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KOKAH XAHIbIFbl MEH TYPKICTAH 'EHEPAJI-I'YBEPHATOPJIbIF'bI
APACBIHJATBI CASICU KATBIHACTAPJBIH OPHAYBI

AHHOTANUA

Kokan xaHmpiFbl MeH TypKicTaH TEeHEepaI-ryOepHATOPJIBIFBI ApACBIHIAFBl KAThIHACTAPIBI
3epTTey OYTIHT1 KYH1 ©3€KTi1 FhUIBIMU OarbITTapAbIH Oipl O0JbIN caHayaael. Ocipece, 1867 KbLIbI
Typkictan TeHepan-ryOepHATOPIBIFEI KypbUIFaHHaH KeliH KokaH XaHJBIFBI MEH TeHepa-
ryOepHATOPJIBIK apachIHIAFBl CasCH KaThIHACTApJbIH OPHAYBl MEH OHBI KaH-)KAaKThl Tayjay
KOKETTUIIr TYBIHAAIbl. ATanm aTKaHma, 1867 KeUIaelH 1IUIAe aiibiHaH 1868 KBIIABIH aKMaHbIHA
JIEH1H e3apa K10epIreH eNIUTIK XaTTap MEH HOTaJap IbIH Ma3MYH-MaHbI3bIH aliKbIH/IAY, COHIal-aK
eNIUIePAIH KYpamMbl, MaKcaTbl MEH MIHIETTEPIH 3epTTEM, TaJlAay MaHbI3Ibl MOHTE HE.

benrimi 6onranmaii, XIX rFaceIpabplH eKiHII KapTeichiHAa Peceil nmmepuschiHbiH OpTabiK
Asusira OeliCeHZIl €Hyl allMaKTBIH casiCH OMIpiHAe eneyii esrepictepre ambin kenal. Kokax
XaHJIBIFBI ©3 TOYENCI3JIriH cakray YIIH TYPJ JAUIUIOMATHSIIBIK KOJIIAPIbl KapacThIPIbI JKOHE
coHBbIMEH KaTap PeceiimMeH KaThIiHacTapapl Oenriai Oip AeHreime perreyre MoxOoyp 60mapl. CoOHBIH
HOTWDKECIHJIE casich OalaHBICTapbIH KaJIBITITACYbIHIAAFbl JAUIUIOMATHSIIBIK TEHACHIMSUIAPIBIH
cabaKTaCThIFBl MEH TapanTapJblH O31HJIK IUTIOMATHSIIBIK JIOCTYpJIepl €Ki JKaK apachiHIa
JKaHJaHIb.

Ocel  TypFeIIaH ayFaHia, Makamaga KokaH xaHaplFel MeH TypkicTaH TeHepal-
ryOepHATOPIBIFBIHBIH 1868 KbUIIBIH aKmaH aibplHA JEWIHT1 KbICKa MEp3iM IIIiHJE e3apa cascu
KaTblHACcTap OpHATKAaHbBI OipKaTap MmIeTEAIK, )KePrUTIKTI )KOHE MYpPaFaTThIK MaTepHallIap HETI31H/Ie
CaJIBICTBIPMAJTBI-TAIAMAJIBIK S[IC APKBLIBI KAPACTBIPHLIA/IbI )KOHE COHBIH HOTHXKECIHJIC 63apa CasiCH
KaTbIHACTapAbIH OpHAY TOPTiO1 MEH yepicTepi allbill KOPCETUICII.

Kint ce3nep: TypkictaH TeHepala-TyOCpHATOPIBIFBIHBIH KYPBUIYBI, T€HEpal-ryOepHATOp
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N3yuenue B3aumooTHOIIEHUN Mexay KokaHICckum XaHCTBOM M TypKEeCTaHCKUM TIe€Hepai-
ryOepHAaTOPCTBOM B HACTOAIIEE BPEMs SBJISAETCS OJHUM W3 aKTyaJIbHBIX HAayYHBIX HaIpaBICHUH.
Ocob6enno nocne obpazoBanus B 1867 roxy TypKecTaHCKOTO TeHepan-ry0epHaTOpCTBa BOSHUKAET
HEOOXO/JMMOCTh  JICTAJIIFHOTO AaHajM3a YCTAHOBJCHUS TIOJUTUYECKUX OTHOIICHHHA MEXAY
KokaH/ICKUM XaHCTBOM M T'€HEpaJI-T'y0epHATOPCTBOM, a TAK)KE MPOLIECCOB, COPOBOXKAABIINX ITOT
sTan. B yacTHOCTH, BaKHOE 3HAUEHHE MMEET BBIBICHUE COJEpPKAHUS U CYyTH JTUIUIOMATUYECKUX
IIMCEM U HOT, OOMEH KOTOpbIMHU Ipoucxoaui ¢ vty 1867 roxa mo ¢espans 1868 roga, a Takxe
HCCIIEIOBAaHUE COCTaBA, LieJIel U 3a/1a4 TOCOJILCTB.

N3BectHO, uTO BO BTOpOoM mojoBHHEe XIX Beka akTuBHOE IpoJBHKeHHE Poccuiickon
umiepun B LleHTpasibHyt0 A3UI0 IPUBENIO K 3HAYUTEIbHBIM U3MEHEHUSM B MOJIMTUYECKON KU3HU
pernoHa. KokaHAcKoe XaHCTBO, CTPEMACh COXPaHUTh CBOIO HE3aBUCHUMOCTb, MNPEINPUHHUMAIIO
pa3IuyYHbIE JUIIJIOMAaTHYECKHE LAl U OJHOBPEMEHHO OBLIO BBIHYXJECHO B ONpEAEIEHHOW Mepe
yperyaupoBath oTHoIIeHUs ¢ Poccueil. B pesynbrare B mpoiiecce yCTaHOBJIEHMS MOJIUTUYECKUX
CBsI3€M MpOSIBUIIACh MPEEMCTBEHHOCTh JUIUIOMAaTHUECKUX TEHICHIINM, a TakkKe aKTUBU3UPOBAIIUCH
caMOOBITHBIE TUIIJIOMAaTHYECKHE TPAJAULIUU CTOPOH.

B 310l cBSI3U B cTaThe HA OCHOBE CPABHUTEIBHO-aHAIIUTUYECKOTO MOJIX0/Ia C MPUBJIEUECHUEM
psga 3apyOeXHBIX, MECTHBIX M apXUBHBIX MaTEepUAIOB pPACCMaTPHUBAETCA YCTaHOBJIEHHE
MOJIMTUYECKUX OTHOIIeHHH Mexay Koxanackum XaHcTBOM H  TypKecTaHCKUM TIeHepa-
ryOepHaTOPCTBOM B KOPOTKHM Tiepuon a0 ¢eBpanst 1868 roma, a Takke OCBEIIAIOTCS TMOPSIOK H
npouecchl pOpMHUPOBAHUS TaHHBIX OTHOILIEHUH.

Kurouesrble cioBa: oOpasoBanue TypkecTaHCKOTrO reHepai-TyOepHaTopCcTBa; BUSUT IFeHepa-
ryoepnatopa Koncrantuna IlerpoBuua dpon-Kaypmana B TamkeHT u XymkaH; TucbMo Xynosp-
xaHa nOH lllepanu-xana B Byxapy, XuBy m TamikeHT; cnenuaibHOE MHUCHMO W HMIIEPATOPCKast
rpamorta nupekropa Asmarckoro nenmapramenta MUJ[ I1.M. CrpemMoyxoBa; MOJKOBHHK IITada
reHepan-ryoepraropa A.B. Illaydyc; koxanackme mocibl CapumMcakxomka U Mwup3o Xakum
[TapBanauu u np.
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THE ESTABLISHMENT OF DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS BETWEEN THE
KOKAND KHANATE AND THE GOVERNOR-GENERALSHIP OF TURKESTAN

Abstract

The study of relations between the Kokand Khanate and the Turkestan General-Governorship
is currently one of the relevant scientific directions. In particular, after the establishment of the
Turkestan General-Governorship in 1867, there arose a need for a detailed analysis of the
establishment of political relations between the Kokand Khanate and the General-Governorship, as
well as of the processes accompanying this stage. Of special importance is the identification of the
content and meaning of diplomatic letters and notes exchanged between July 1867 and February
1868, as well as the examination of the composition, goals, and functions of the embassies.

It is well known that in the second half of the nineteenth century, the active expansion of the
Russian Empire into Central Asia led to significant changes in the political life of the region. The
Kokand Khanate, seeking to preserve its independence, pursued various diplomatic measures and,
at the same time, was compelled to regulate its relations with Russia to a certain extent. As a result,
the continuity of diplomatic tendencies and the distinctive diplomatic traditions of the parties
became more pronounced in the process of establishing political ties.
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In this regard, the article, based on a comparative-analytical approach and drawing on a range
of foreign, local, and archival materials, examines the establishment of political relations between
the Kokand Khanate and the Turkestan General-Governorship during the short period up to
February 1868, and highlights the order and processes of their formation.

Keywords: establishment of the Turkestan General-Governorship; visit of Governor-General
Konstantin Petrovich von Kaufman to Tashkent and Khujand; letter of Khudoyar Khan ibn Sherali
Khan to Bukhara, Khiva, and Tashkent; special letter and imperial charter of P.M. Stremoukhov,
Director of the Asian Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Colonel A.V. Shaufus of the
Governor-General’s staff; Kokand envoys Sarimsogkhoja and Mirzo Hakim Parvonachi; etc.

Introduction. It is known that on July 11, 1867, by decree of Emperor Alexander 11 (1855—
1881), the Governor-Generalship of Turkestan was established, and General-Adjutant Konstantin
Petrovich von Kaufman (1867-1882) was appointed as its first Governor-General. His thorough and
meticulous policy ensured political dominance over the Uzbek khanates and neighboring states
within a short period. In particular, his efforts to establish political relations with the Kokand
Khanate led Khudoyor Khan ibn Sherali Khan (1865-1875) to recognize the importance of
formalizing political relations. That is, Khudoyor Khan favored establishing only friendly relations
that would not directly and negatively affect the internal policy of the khanate.

However, the establishment of these friendly ties resulted in the conclusion of a treaty that
contained provisions of a directly colonial nature, impacting both the internal and external policy of
the khanate. Indeed, this situation must also be considered in the context of the growing geopolitical
and military power of imperial states in the mid-19th century. From this perspective, the study of
the establishment of political relations between the Kokand Khanate and the Governor-Generalship
of Turkestan remains an urgent issue.

Literature review. In studying the establishment of political relations between the Kokand
Khanate and the Governor-Generalship of Turkestan, it must be emphasized that specialized
research devoted exclusively to this subject remains rather limited. Consequently, this study has
relied primarily on sources and research works concerning the Kokand Khanate during the 1860s of
the nineteenth century, which has significantly contributed to a more systematic and comprehensive
understanding of the topic. For instance, a substantial portion of the corpus is represented by the
works of local historians [1-6]. Notably, the chronicles Tarikh-i Jahonnomayi by Avaz Muhammad
Attor Khokandi and Tarikh-i Azizi by Muhammad Aziz Margiloni provide detailed accounts of
events from 1866 and 1868, which in turn allow for a more nuanced examination of the political
developments relative to 1867 [7-10].

At the same time, foreign sources also hold considerable value. In particular, D. I.
Romanovskiy (1828-1871), in his memoir Notes on the Central Asiatic Questions, offers important
insights regarding the objectives behind the establishment of the Governor-Generalship, the
disagreements within the committee on this matter, and the distinct privileges accorded to its
administration in comparison with other guberniyas [11]. Furthermore, one of the archival
documents preserved in the National Archive of Uzbekistan contains rare and valuable information
on the stages of establishing political relations between the Governor-Generalship and the Khanate
in 1867, including details of diplomatic missions and correspondence exchanges. This document is
based on the memoirs of Governor K. P. Kaufman [12].

In the course of this research, scholarly literature and foreign monographs and articles related
to the subject have also been encountered. This made it possible not only to compare the present
study with previous works and substantiate aspects that had not yet been explored, but also to
determine the novelty of the research. In particular, although there are monographs and
methodological manuals devoted to the general history of the khanate [13-26], the following works
provide more specific analyses directly relevant to the scope of this study: Nosirjon Topildiyev’s
“The Socio-Political Situation of the Kokand Khanate on the Eve of and during the Conquest by the
Russian Empire”, Valijon Ishquvatov’s “Kokand—Russia Diplomatic Relations in the
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Historiography of the Second Half of the 20th Century”, and Dilshodbek Uraqov’s “Political and
Economic Relations of the Turkestan General-Governorship with Neighboring States.” These
studies present a detailed analysis of the establishment of the General-Governorship, the arrival of
its first governor in Tashkent and his relations with Kokand, as well as the stages of organizing
correspondence and diplomatic missions [27—-31]. However, it should be noted that V. Ishquvatov
addresses only historiographical issues, while D. Uraqov focuses on the relations of the General-
Governorship not with the Kokand Khanate, but rather with other states such as Iran and
Afghanistan.

At the same time, the scholarly works of Hamid Ziyoev, The Struggle Against Russian
Aggression and Domination in Turkestan (18th — early 20th centuries), N.A. Abdurahimova and
F.R. Ergashev, The Colonial System of Tsarist Rule in Turkestan, and Zebiniso Kamolova, The Last
Ruler of the Kokand Khanate, Khudayar Khan, and His Era (1845-1875) during the Russian
Conquest of the Fergana Valley, are of great significance. These studies contain fragmentary yet
valuable information concerning Kokand—Russian relations in the years 1867-1868 [32—35].

Accordingly, on the basis of the above historiographical analysis, clarification can be
provided to the fragmented and ambiguous aspects of previous research regarding Kokand—Russian
political relations, thereby contributing to a more precise understanding of how the political ties
between the Khanate and the Governor-Generalship were established.

Research Methodology. The study was conducted on the basis of local and foreign sources,
archival materials, and scholarly literature concerning the establishment of political relations
between the Kokand Khanate and the Turkestan Governor-Generalship. In the research process,
source-critical, comparative, systemic, chronological, inductive—deductive, and analysis—synthesis
methods were employed. These methods served to ensure that the research was presented in an
objective, scholarly, and impartial manner.

Results. On December 11, 1866, Romanovskiy returned from Tashkent to St. Petersburg. In
his memoirs, he stated that during his administration of the Turkestan province, which lasted 8
months and 16 days, four of those months were spent engaged in military operations [11, p. 55].
Another study indicates that he governed the province from March to December 1866 [18, p. 70].
Until the establishment of the Turkestan General-Governorship—i.e., from December 11, 1866, to
July 11, 1867—the Turkestan province, as part of the Orenburg General-Governorship, was
temporarily administered by Kryzhanovskiy. The 13-member Commission unanimously recognized
the necessity of providing all means for establishing and maintaining Russian rule in the province.
However, the proposal to separate Turkestan from the Orenburg General-Governorship and to
establish an independent Turkestan General-Governorship was not supported by the Orenburg
administration itself [11, p. 59]. Furthermore, unlike other governorates within the empire, this was
conceived as an independent and distinct administrative entity [31, p. 26]. Even the obligations set
forth by the “Steppe Commission,” established in 1865 to draft a project for the general-
governorship, were not imposed on General-Governor Konstantin Petrovich von Kaufman. Instead,
he was granted the discretion to choose which of the recommendations were expedient to
implement [11, p. 60]. Emperor Alexander II approved the Committee’s proposal on April 11, 1867
[34, p. 41]. By confirming the majority opinion, the emperor decreed the creation of a new military
district and the Turkestan General-Governorship on the territory of the former Turkestan province
and part of the Semipalatinsk province. He also ordered its division into two new districts—Syr-
Darya and Semirechye [11, p. 60]. This decree was officially announced on July 11, 1867 [21, p.
66], though some studies cite July 14 [6, p. 338]. On November 7, 1867, Kaufman arrived in
Tashkent [31, p. 27; 12, p. 1a], although some sources mention January 1868 instead [21, p. 66].

Prior to Kaufman’s arrival in Tashkent on November 7, 1867, his duties were carried out by
the Governor of Orenburg, General N. P. Krijanovskiy [31, p. 27]. Following the establishment of
the Turkestan General-Governorship on July 11, 1867, the customs offices of Orenburg and Siberia
were abolished and transferred to Tashkent [18, p. 77]. In this context, it was deemed necessary to
establish political relations with neighboring states in order to organize trade and ensure the
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consolidation of Russian political administration in the governor-generalship. Consequently, on
November 14, 1867, Kaufman dispatched a letter to Qo‘qon, requesting a trustworthy representative
to conduct negotiations on trade and friendship [31, p. 27; 27, p. 100; 12, p. 2a]. On November 19,
he visited Xo‘jand with the purpose of familiarizing himself with the border territories, where he
learned that troops were being mobilized in Qo‘qon against the Russians and that private gunsmiths
were receiving orders from the state treasury for weapons production. Immediately thereafter, in
order to halt these activities, he sent a second letter to Qo‘qon, explaining that the emperor desired
friendship with his neighbors and that his visit to Xo‘jand was solely intended for inspection of the
frontier regions [31, p. 27; 27, p. 100; 12, p. 1a].

When Xudoyorxon ascended the throne, he initially declared his intention to come to terms
with the Russians and began enriching his treasury. Nevertheless, taking into account the succession
of Russian officials—M. G. Cherniaev (1828-1898), D. |I. Romanovskiy (1867-1871), N. P.
Krijanovskiy (1827-1885), and K. P. Kaufman (1867-1882)—each of whom pursued the
conclusion of distinct agreements, Xudoyorxon found himself on the verge of shifting away from a
conciliatory policy towards Russia. This contrasted with his stance upon regaining the throne in
1865, when he had favored reconciliation with the Russians [9, p. 14].

Furthermore, when Sultan Sayidkhan ibn Mallakhan (1863-1865) appealed to the Ottoman
Empire for assistance, Sultan Abdulaziz (1861-1876), in his reply, advised him to unite against the
Russians—a counsel that later influenced Xudoyorxon [18, p. 76]. Consequently, Xudoyorxon
delayed responding to Kaufman’s first letter. In reply to Kaufman’s conciliatory message of
November 19, he dispatched Sarimsogkhoja solely to establish friendly relations, explaining the
rumors in Qo‘qon as mere seasonal practices of changing military uniforms in summer and autumn
and conducting troop inspections [12, p. 1a]. According to other sources, Xudoyorxon had even sent
letters to Bukhara and Khiva, urging them to form an alliance against Russia [28, p. 133].

Kaufman, however, emphasized that friendship necessitated the conclusion of a trade treaty.
On December 19, he made it clear through envoys and a written message to the khan that without a
trade treaty, there could be no friendship, and he forwarded a draft consisting of five articles, stating
that he could not conceive of its rejection [12, p. 2a]. Yet, recognizing that the proposed treaty
directly infringed upon the khanate’s internal affairs, Xudoyorxon convened a council [28, p. 137].
Aware of Russian military superiority and the grave consequences of resistance, he was compelled
to agree to Articles 1 and 5 of the treaty, which allowed Russian merchants access to all regions of
the khanate and passage to neighboring states. However, he declined to provide guarantees against
nomadic raids. At the same time, he requested permission to send an embassy to St. Petersburg.

The governor, however, rejected this request, declaring that “the nomads must be subject
either to your government or to mine.” He insisted that a journey to St. Petersburg was unnecessary,
as all matters could be handled in the emperor’s name by the governor himself. To reinforce this, he
even enclosed an imperial decree with his letter to the khan [31, p. 28; 28, p. 138; 12, p. 1b-2a].
This measure was intended to counteract the widespread anti-Russian sentiment within the khanate,
where alliances with figures such as Yaqubbek, the ruler of Kashgar, were being considered while
awaiting a favorable moment [27, p. 37]. Nevertheless, within the khanate’s administration, unlike
among the general populace, there existed factions in favor of compromise. Their concern,
however, lay in ensuring that friendship be concluded directly with the emperor, rather than with
Kaufman, so that future military or political circumstances would not alter the agreement.
Perceiving this hesitation, Kaufman forwarded the imperial decree [31, p. 28; 28, p. 138; 12, p. 2b].
Upon receiving it, the khanate’s officials interpreted negotiations with Kaufman as equivalent to
concluding them with the emperor’s authorized representative. As a result, they accepted the treaty,
thereby formalizing political relations.

The establishment of friendship and political relations between the Governor-Generalship of
Turkestan and the Kokand Khanate began with the conclusion of a trade agreement initiated by the
Khanate on 13 February 1868. Prior to this, there had been an exchange of two official letters and
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two embassies from the Governor-Generalship, as well as three embassies from the Kokand side.
These interactions are examined in detail below.

From the Governor-Generalship, two letters and two embassies were dispatched:

—The first letter, dated 14 November 1867, contained a proposal of friendship, notification of
the establishment of the Turkestan Governor-Generalship, and the appointment of General K.P. von
Kaufman as Governor-General.

—The second letter, dated 19 November 1867, was intended to mitigate the intensification of
military activities around Kokand following von Kaufman’s visit to Khujand.

—The first embassy, sent on 19 December 1867, was headed by the staff colonel of the
Governor-Generalship, A.V. Shaufus. Its objectives were to secure the signing of a treaty, to assess
the attitudes of the Kokand elite and population toward the Russians, to examine the routes between
Kokand and Tashkent, and to obtain permits for mineral exploration.

—The second embassy, dispatched on 29 January 1868, sought to resolve the question of
authority over nomadic groups—whether under the Khanate or the Governor-Generalship—and
clarified that travel to St. Petersburg was not required in exchange for receiving an imperial patent.

From the Kokand Khanate, three embassies were organized:

—The first embassy, at the end of November 1867, was intended to conceal the Khanate’s
letters to Bukhara and Khiva soliciting an alliance against Russia, as well as the mobilization of
troops and state orders placed with private gunsmiths. Officially, it was presented as an effort to
establish relations of friendship. Sadr Sarimsoq Khoja was dispatched as the Khanate’s permanent
representative.

— The second embassy, in January 1868, addressed the issue of the nomadic threat by refusing
to guarantee compliance with Articles 1 and 5 of the treaty, while simultaneously requesting
permission to send an envoy to St. Petersburg. It also sought to obscure the Khanate’s alliance with
the ruler of Kashgar, which had been concluded in anticipation of a favorable moment for hostilities
against Russia. Mirzo Hakim was sent as the Khanate’s permanent representative in Tashkent.

—The third embassy, in February 1868, conveyed the treaty signed by the Khan. In this
instance, Kaufman was regarded as the imperial plenipotentiary, and the treaty was understood to
have been concluded with the Emperor himself. At the same time, the embassy requested
permission from the Governor-General for non-Russian merchants to pass through Kokand and, via
it, to neighboring Asian states.

The process of establishing political relations between the Kokand Khanate and the Governor-
Generalship of Turkestan thus unfolded between 14 November 1867 and 13 February 1868.

During the negotiations of 14 and 19 November 1867, the Kokand Khanate appeared to hold
the upper hand. By contrast, in the sessions of 19 December 1867 and 29 January 1868, the
superiority of the Governor-Generalship was clearly evident. The Governor-Generalship’s relative
weakness in late 1867 lay in its inability to assume a decisive role in negotiations, largely because it
lacked sufficient knowledge of the attitudes of the Khanate’s elite and population toward Russia. In
other words, at that stage, the Governor-Generalship’s policies relied on the external diplomatic
posture of the Khanate. This explains why the initial phase of negotiations was comparatively
favorable to Kokand.

However, between December 1867 and January 1868, the Governor-Generalship acquired
deeper insight into the Khanate’s internal politics and the sentiments of both elites and commoners
toward Russia. As a result, negotiations became increasingly difficult for the Khanate. The
intelligence gathered by embassies—particularly that of Shaufus—proved decisive in shifting the
balance of diplomatic engagement in favor of the Turkestan Governor-Generalship, ultimately
shaping the establishment of political relations on its terms.

Another significant aspect, as noted by N. Topildiyev, is that the fact that Kokand—Russian
relations were resolved in Tashkent constituted a humiliation for the Khanate [28, p. 125]. In
other words, the ratification or rejection of the trade treaty—stipulated as a prerequisite for
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establishing political relations—was effectively determined by the Shaufus embassy. As a result,
political relations were established that rendered the Kokand Khanate subordinate.

Regarding the signing of the trade treaty, which was considered the essential instrument for
establishing bilateral political relations, R. Nabiyev has observed that some researchers assume it
was concluded already in 1867 [28, p. 131]. Indeed, in the works of Sh. Vohidov and Isaboyeva,
one finds the assertion that a Kokand—Russian treaty was signed in that year [10, p. 22; 8, p. 407,
19, p. 126; 7, p. 135]. However, other authoritative studies demonstrate conclusively that the treaty
was in fact signed in 1868 [1, p. 10; 18, p. 76; 26, p. 123; 32, pp. 201-207; 22, p. 22; 35, p. 156].

For the Kokand Khanate, the establishment of political relations with the Turkestan Governor-
Generalship imposed numerous difficulties beyond the treaty provisions themselves. For instance,
on 13 February 1868, Khudayar Khan formally petitioned Governor-General von Kaufman to
permit non-Russian merchants to engage in trade within the Kokand Khanate and, through it, with
neighboring Asian states [28, p. 139]. This was necessary because foreign traders were already
active in the region. By way of illustration, in 1867, silk weighing some 12,000 batmans was
exported on 1,000 camels to Hindustan—a figure markedly lower than in previous years [17, p. 62].

Russian merchants also entered the Khanate in 1867, but in the absence of formalized political
relations they encountered considerable obstacles to free trade. For example, the trading caravan of
the Russian merchant Arzamastev was detained on suspicion of espionage; it was released only
after a bribe of 15,000 was paid to the prime minister. Thus, the signing of the trade treaty—integral
to the establishment of political relations—granted privileges to Russian merchants and put an
end to the difficulties they had previously faced.

At the same time, however, issues pertaining to the internal politics of the Khanate—such
as the ability of non-Russian merchants to engage in commerce—became subject to the discretion
of the Governor-Generalship.

Conclusion / Recommendations. The establishment of political relations between the
Kokand Khanate and the Turkestan General-Governorship was finalized through two letters and
envoys from the governorship, and three embassies dispatched by the khanate. The dynamics of
these processes reveal that the initial dominance of the khanate was later replaced by the
ascendancy of the governorship, ultimately resolving in favor of the latter. Although numerous
studies have been conducted on the khanate, the specific process of establishing political relations
has not been examined in detail. The available data on this subject are fragmented, and only certain
aspects have been addressed in previous research, while others remained vague. This study, by
incorporating newly discovered archival materials, contributes to ensuring greater coherence in the
scholarship and offers a comprehensive clarification of the previously obscure aspects.
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