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Abstract

his article analyzes how the causes, goals, objectives, and outcomes of the embassy of

Er-nazar Magsud ugli, sent from Bukhara to Russia, have been interpreted in research

from different periods. The study highlights the significance of this embassy in establis-

hing and strengthening diplomatic relations between the Russian Empire and the Emirate
of Bukhara, as well as the mutual interests of the two states. Based on existing research, the article
details the stages of the embassy's journey, its composition, and a brief history. The historiography
of the embassy spans Russian Imperial, Soviet, and post-independence literature. The historiog-
raphical analysis focuses on how the reasons for the embassy's formation, its intended purpose,
and its results have been discussed. It also examines the differing viewpoints in studies from various
periods regarding the embassy's role in the development of diplomatic relations between the two
states. A comparative analysis is conducted on how the interests of both countries in the embassy
have been explored in these studies. Furthermore, the article investigates researchers' opinions on
the long-term goals of these diplomatic relations. Additionally, based on archival documents, this
study clarifies several hypotheses put forward by researchers concerning the financing of the const-
ruction of the Embassy of Er-nazar Madrasah, built in the city of Bukhara in connection with the
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results of the embassy. The article provides an analysis and scientific critique of the different app-
roaches to the historical events surrounding this embassy found in research published during vari-
ous periods.

Keywords: Embassy of Er-nazar, Emirate of Bukhara, Russian Empire, Catherine II, trade duties,
Constantinople, Hajj, Trade Privileges, Fortifications.
Oz

Bu makale, Buhara’dan Rusya’ya génderilen Er-nazar Maqsud Uglu elgiliginin nedenlerinin, amag-
larinin, hedeflerinin ve sonuglarinin farkli donemlerde yapilan arastirmalarda nasil yorumlandigini
incelemektedir. Caligma, s6z konusu elciligin Rus Imparatorlugu ile Buhara Emirligi arasindaki dip-
lomatik iliskilerin kurulmast ve giiclendirilmesindeki 6nemini ve iki devletin karsilikli ¢ikarlarint or-
taya koymaktadir. Mevcut arastirmalara dayanarak makalede, elgiligin yolculuk asamalari, heyetin
bilesimi ve kisa tarihgesi ayrintih bicimde ele alinmaktadir. Elcilige iliskin historiografi, Rus Impa-
ratorluk dénemi, Sovyet dénemi ve bagimsizlik sonrast literatiirii kapsamaktadir. Historiografik
analiz, elciligin olusturulma nedenlerinin, tasidigt amagclarin ve elde edilen sonuglarin nasil ele alin-
digina odaklanmaktadir. Ayrica, el¢iligin iki devlet arasindaki diplomatik iliskilerin gelisimindeki ro-
line dair farkli donemlerdeki ¢alismalarin ortaya koydugu goris ayriliklart incelenmektedir. Bu ¢a-
lismalarda her iki iilkenin elgilikten beklentilerinin nasil degerlendirildigi karsilastirmali olarak analiz
edilmektedir. Bunun yani sira makale, arastirmacilarin bu diplomatik iliskilerin uzun vadeli hedefle-
rine iliskin gérislerini de irdelemektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ernazar Elciligi, Buhara Emirligi, Rus Imparatorlugu, I1. Katerina, Konstan-
tinopolis (Istanbul), Hac, Ticari Imtiyazlar, Tahkimatlar.

Introduction

After the collapse of the Ashtarkhanid dynasty in the Khanate of Bukhara in 1753, a
new dynasty, the Manghits seized power. After establishing political order and solid-
ifying their authority within the country, the new rulers sought to improve foreign
relations. The official government of Bukhara re-established diplomatic relations
with the Russian Empire, among other neighboring states. It is worth noting that the
last embassy between Bukhara and Russia before the Manghit rule was sent by the
Ashtarkhanid ruler, Abulfayz Khan in 1737-1740, known as the Khwaja Muhammad
embassy. The first embassy sent by the Manghits to Russia was in 1774. Mulla
Ernazar Maqgsud ugli (also referred to as Ernazarbiy, Domullo Ernazar Elchi, and
Ernazar Maksutov in some sources and literature - S.H.) was appointed to lead the
embassy that the Emirate of Bukhara intended to send to the Russian Empire'.

Prior to this diplomatic assignment, Ernazar Maqgsud ugli had visited Russia several
times for trade purposes (starting in 1745) and to provide various services to the
imperial court. It should be noted that in addition to his trade dealings, Ernazar
Magqsud ugli earned the attention of the Russian Empress and court nobles, strength-
ening their trust in relation to Central Asia. For this reason, he had previously re-
quested from Russian Emperor Peter III that Bukharans be allowed to travel to
Mecca for pilgrimage via Astrakhan, as the route through Iran was dangerous. Fur-
thermore, he requested that a mosque be built in Astrakhan at the expense of the

' Xonaamupsa ['yaomoB, AUAOMaTHYECKHE OTHOIIEHH TOCYAAPCTB cpeaHeit Asuu ¢ Poccueii B
XVIII — nepsoit nososunHe XIX Bexa. Tamkent: ®an, 2005, p. 167.



185|Sayfa Sunnatillo HAMRAYEV

Russian Empire for the pilgrims to perform their prayers®. These factors played a
crucial role in his successful completion of the tasks assigned to him during his sub-
sequent diplomatic missions.

This merchant led official embassies to Russia on two occasions. The first embassy
took place in 1774—1776, and the second in 1779°. After completing his second mis-
sion, he requested to travel to Mecca via the Ottoman Empire. While returning from
his pilgrimage, he died of an infectious disease in the city of Konya®. The contribu-
tion and unique significance of Mulla Ernazar in the establishment and subsequent
development of diplomatic relations between the Emirate of Bukhara and Russia
have been emphasized in a number of historical studies. This is confirmed by Ya-
kovlev's words about Ernazar Elchi: “Ernazar, like all Bukharans, was a clever and

955

cunning man who skillfully earned the trust of our government™.
1. Methodology

This study examines how Ernazar Maqsud ugli’s two embassies to the Russian
Empire have been addressed in historical scholarship. A clear logical and
comparative historiographical approach is applied. The methodology is based on the
tollowing principles:

" Source Criticism: By analyzing the approaches of historical studies conducted from
the 19th to the 21st century, the research investigates how different periods assessed
Bukhara—Russia relations and the significance of Ernazar Maqsud ugli’s embassy
within them. Particular attention is devoted to a re-examination of the interpretations
of embassy outcomes based on archival documents.

» Comparative Analysis: The study explores the development of scholarly knowledge
regarding Ernazar Magsud ugli’s embassy and how interpretations shifted under the
influence of socio-political contexts. In this regard, features of Soviet-era revisionism
and the critical perspectives of contemporary postcolonial historiography are
highlighted.

= Historiographical Evalnation: The research examines the views of major scholars such
as Pyotr Shubinskiy, Sergey Zhukovskiy, Hamid Ziyoyev, Khondamiza G‘ulomov,
Akhmadjon Kholiqulov, Guldona Taniyeva, and Abdussattor Jumanazar. To
lluminate historiographical debates and identify the author’s own contribution, their
differing interpretations of diplomatic relations, the results of the embassy, and
socio-economic interactions are compared. By integrating these methodological
approaches, the article seeks to provide a source-based and critically contextualized

2 Xonuaamupsa I'yaomos, Aurmaomarryaeckue OTHOIIEHHA TOCYAAPCTB CPEAHEI. . ., p. 166-167.

? SlkoBae, Myana Vprasap Maxcrotos, nocaannuk Oyxapckuit // Cubupcruit Becramk. Y. 1.
1824, p. 7-11; Cepreit Kykoscknii, Cromrenns Poccrm ¢ byxapoit m XmBoii 3a mocaeaHee
tpexcotaerue. Ilerporpaas, 1915, p. 88-89; Xomaammpsa I'yaomos, Awmraomarmaeckume
oTHOIIeHNsA rocyaapcts Cpeaneit. .., p. 67, 173, 178.

* Tlérp Illybunckmii, Byxapckme mocoabctsa mpu ABope Exarepunsr 11 // Vcropuueckmit
BecTHHK, Ne 2. 1897, p. 518-538.

° SlkoBaes, Myaaa Wpuazap MaxcroToB, TOCAaHHUK Oyxapckuii. .., p. 7-11.
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interpretation of Ernazar Maqsud ugli’s embassy, emphasizing its unique role in
Bukhara—Russia relations.

2. Literature review and Methods

The literature dedicated to the details of this embassy can be chronologically divided
into three groups, based on the formation and development of historical-scientific
knowledge. This approach allows us to observe how and from what perspective the
problem was researched in different periods.

The first group comprises research published during the Russian Empire period®, the
second group during the Soviet era’, and the third group during the post-independ-
ence period®. These groups include both specific studies on the embassy and other
works that touched upon the topic to varying degrees.

3. Results and Discussion

We believe that the approaches to the historical events, details, and facts of this em-
bassy should be analyzed with a focus on three key aspects: the reasons and objec-
tives for its formation, the achievement of its goals (i.e., its results), and its signifi-
cance and role in the subsequent political and strategic aims of both sides.

% SIkoBaeB, Myaaa Vpnasap MakcroToB, mocAaHHUK Oyxapckuii..., p. 7-11; [érp [ybunckmii,
byxapckme mocoabctBa mpm aBope Exarepumsr II..., p. 518-538; Hmxoaait Ocrtpoymos,
byxapcknsa m XuBnaCKHA mOCOABCTBA BB Poccuro m pycckma mOcOAbCTBa Bb byxapy m Xusy
(Ucropruecka mapaaaeab) // Typxecranckmii cObopunk T. 436. 1907; Cepreit KykoBckmuii,
Cuomrenns Poccun ¢ byxapoit n XuBoii 3a mocaeanee tpexcoraerune, [lerporpaas, 1915.

7 Abayaaxas MyXammasxonos, Hemaros T. Byxopo Ba Xesanunr Poccus 6uaan mynocabaraapu
Tapuxura Aoup Gab3u MarbGasap, Tomrkent, 1957; Xamua 3uses, Ypra Ocné Ba Boara 6¥iiaapu
(XVI acpuunnr nkkuaan apmu — XIX acpaap), Tomkent: @an, 1965; [Tabea MatBresckuii, O poan
Openbypra B pyccko-unauiickoit roprosae 8 XVIII 8. // Mcropust CCCP. Mocksa, 1969. Ne3 p.
109; Xamua 3uses, XVIII acpaa Vpra Ocué Ba Vpaa 6yiiaapu, Tormmkent: ®an, 1973; Iyacym
Muxasesa, Toprosele m ITOCOAbCKHE CBA3M POCCHH €O CPEeAHEA3NATCKUMH XaHCTBAMH dYepe3
OpenoOypr. Tarmkent: Pan, 1982; Xouaamupsa ['yaamos, [Tocoabckne casu byxapckoo xancTsa
¢ Poccueit 8 XVIII Bexe. Ancc. kaHa. uct. Hayk. Tarkent: 1984.

® Xonaamupsa ['yAoMOB, AMIAOMATHYECKHE OTHOIIEHHUA TOCYAAPCTB CPEAHEIT . ..; XOHAAMUP3a
I'yaomos, Vcropms AHMIIAOMATHYECKHX OTHOIIEHMH TocyAaapcts Cpeameit..., p. 79; V36ek
AUITAOMATHACH TApUXUAAH. Tapuxuii ogepkAap Ba AaBXasap. Xanipyssaes M.M. TaXpupu ocruaa.
Torkent, 2003. p. 352.; I'yaueXpa Arzamosa, HekoTopsie BOIPOCH! KYABTYPHO-AYXOBHOM KU3HU
ropoaoB Cpeaneasuarckux xaucts// Kyaprypa HOMmMaroB LleHTpasbHON Aspm: MaTepHAABI
Mexaynapoano#t koudepenrun, Camapkans 22-24 moadopa 2007 r. Camapkava: H3AaHDE
MUILIAU, 2008, p. 34-40; Vicropus Vsbekucrana (XVI — nepsas morosuna XIX Beka) / O1B. pea.
AA. Aanmvosa. Tamxent: ®AH, 2012; Xamua 3uses, Va6ekucronannar Kacrmit-Boara OyiAapu
Ba OpenOypr opKaau Poccus 6maan saunauk aroKasapu tapuxu (XVI acpHuHT HKKHHYH ApMI
— XIX acp), I uaa. Tomkent, 2014; Amypadaes. Ax. Byxapckuii smupar BTOpOH IIOAOBHHEI
XVIII — rrepsoii morosuHE XIX BB. B IINCbMEHHBIX HCTOYHUKAX, Ancc. kaHA. BCT. HayK. XYAKAHA,
2014; Murat O’zkan. Buhara, Petersburg ve Istanbul arasinda diplomasi trafigi: Molla Irnazar
Maksutov elciligi // Gazi Tutkiyat, Bahar 2019 / 24. p. 165-183.



187 | Sayfa Sunnatillo HAMRAYEV

= The first group research from the Russian Empire period approached the reasons for
the embassy from the perspective that Bukhara initiated the re-establishment of re-
lations after a long hiatus and was the primary party interested in these relations. For
example, Yakovlev’s 1824 article “Myaaa Mpmazap MakcyroB, HOCAAHHUK
oyxapckuii” (Mulla Irnazar Maksutov, the Bukhara Envoy), published in the journal
“Cubupcknii BectHux, is considered one of the earliest studies on the embassy. The
author proposes the following reasons for Ernazar Maqsud ugli's first embassy. Ac-
cording to Yakovlev, the property of Bukhara merchants was looted in Russian ter-
ritory by the Kirghiz (Kazakhs - S.H.) and the rebels of Yemelyan Pugachev. Ya-
kovlev states that Ernazar Maqsud ugli was sent to Russia as an envoy to request
compensation for the losses incurred by the merchants and to discuss the security of
the trade routes, which was crucial for the Bukharans’.

On the matter of securing trade routes, the discussion centered on finding a safe
passage through the Kirghiz steppe to Orenburg and the Russian Empire, rather than
via Mangyshlak. The Russian government proposed building a fortress in the region
to protect the merchants. Yakovlev notes that Ernazar Magsud o‘g’li rejected this
offer, stating that such a fortress would always be under the threat of the Kirghiz and
could raise suspicion among the Bukharans'.

It is worth noting that when comparing this issue of fortress construction with later
research, a discrepancy appears in some of the information. For instance, researcher
Kh. Gulomov, in his monograph, states: “According to the envoy, it wonld be expedient to
build a Russian fortress on the Emba River, which could provide shelter for trade caravans if the
need suddenly arose™'. Given that Gulomov’s information is based on archival materi-
als, it can be considered more reliable than Yakovlev’s. Nevertheless, the issue of
building a fortress warrants further investigation in subsequent studies on diplomatic
relations.

The reason for the second embassy was again to seek compensation for the losses
suffered by Bukhara merchants due to looting and to obtain permission for Bukha-
rans to travel to Mecca via Constantinople (Istanbul - S.H.) and Russia'®. The details
of Ernazar Maqsud ugli's embassies are presented in a brief and one-sided manner
in the works of Yakovlev and S.V. Zhukovskiy. However, P.P. Shubinskiy offered
some noteworthy observations on the embassy's significance for both sides and its
role in subsequent political and strategic goals. He noted that during the first em-
bassy, Ernazar Magsud ugli met several times in Moscow with the envoy of the Ot-
toman Empire. These meetings reportedly involved discussions on establishing trade
relations between the Emirate of Bukhara and the Ottoman Empire and allowing

? SlkoBaes, Myaaa Wpuazap MakcroToB, mocAaHHUK Oyxapckuii. .., p.7-11.

' SkoBaes, Myaaa Hprazap MakcroToB, HOCAAHHUK Oyxapckuit. .., p. 7-11.

1 Xonpamupsa I'yaomos, Mcropus AMITAOMATHYECKUX OTHOIIIEHHH rocyAapcTs CpeaHeit. .., p. 43.
"2 slkoBaes, Myaaa Vpuasap Makcroros, nocaanuuk Oyxapckuit // Cubupckuii Becrauk. U.1.
1824, p. 7-11.
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Bukhara pilgrims to pass to Mecca via Khiva and Astrakhan, and to Constantinople
and Anatolia via Russia's southern borders and the Black Sea".

P.P. Shubinskiy put forward several ideas about the impact of this conversation on
the diplomatic relations between the Ottoman Empire and the Emirate of Bukhara.
He noted that the Turkish Sultan sent an envoy to the Khan of Bukhara, and the
return embassy was the very one sent in 1779, led by Ernazarbiy and his son'®. He
also stated that the envoy's purpose in coming to Russia was to demand compensa-
tion for the losses from the plundered trade caravan that had not been paid after the
first embassy, and to request 3,000 poods" of copper, which was essential for the
Bukhara government'. Shubinskiy also discussed Ernazar Elchi's idea of reviving
the old trade routes between East Asia and Western Europe through the Caspian
Sea, the Black Sea, and the Baltic Sea. He claimed that this idea was not realized due
to Ernazarbiy’s death and Russia’s focus on other pressing foreign policy issues'”.

Research from the Russian Imperial period primarily explained the reasons for
Ernazar Maqsud ugli's embassy by focusing on the interests of the Emirate of Bu-
khara. The establishment of diplomatic relations was mainly attributed to the looting
of merchants and the need to secure trade routes. The interests of the Russian side,
such as the potential for mutually beneficial outcomes and the resolution of various
political issues through this embassy in subsequent political processes, were not given
attention. Moreover, the results of the embassy—specifically, whether its goals were
achieved were presented by simply stating that while compensation for the mer-
chants’ losses was not paid, the envoy returned with grand gifts from Catherine II,
which were used to build a madrasah in Bukhara, a fact mentioned with pride'.

It is worth noting that some Russian Imperial-era studies on this embassy contain
certain confusing facts and hypotheses. For example, N. Ostroumov'" briefly men-
tions the embassy, but the information regarding the historical process is far from
the truth, and his thoughts on the embassy's results are not considered significant.

= ['he second group studies from the Soviet period—provided information about Ernazar
Magsud ugli's embassy based on archival materials, which are considered valuable
from a scientific perspective. In this period, the reasons for the embassy were sup-
plemented, and the approach shifted slightly. For example, researcher H. Ziyoyev
stated that the first embassy was conducted to remove obstacles to the development
of trade relations between the two countries. He also noted that Russia was asked

P [érp Ulyounckuii, Byxapckue nocoabcrsa npu apope Exarepunsr 11..., p. 518-538.

1 [Térp Hlyouuckuii, byxapckne mocoasctsa pu ABope Exarepumsr I1.. ., p. 518-538.

15 A pood (Russian: mya) is an old Russian unit of mass, equivalent to approximately 16.38 kilograms
or 36.11 pounds.

16 [Térp Hlyouuckuii, byxapckue mocoasctsa pu ABope Exarepumsr I1.. ., p. 518-538.

17 See also: [Térp Hlyomuckuii, Byxapckue mocoabctsa npu aBope Exarepumsr I1..., p. 518-538.

' [érp Ulyounckuii, Byxapckue nmocoabctsa npu aope Exarepunsr 11..., p. 518-538; Cepreii
Kyxosckuii, Caomenna Poccun ¢ Byxapoit u..., p. 89.

" Huxoaait Ocrpoymos, Byxapckus 1 XUBHHCKHS TTOCOABCTBA. ..., P. 72.
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for permission to purchase three thousand poods of copper and weaponry®. The
reasons for the second embassy were almost identical to the previous period's infor-
mation, but there was less detail about the request to travel to Mecca via Russia's
borders and the Ottoman Empire.

H. Ziyoyev emphasized that the relations were significant not only for Bukhara but
also for Russia. He approached the problem from the perspective of Bukhara mer-
chants' crucial role in the relations between Russia and Eastern states. According to
Ziyoyev: “Bukharan merchants occupied a significant place in the trade between
Central Asia and Russia through Orenburg, earning considerable profit. In turn, the
Russian government was well aware of the crucial role played by Bukhara merchants
in its relations with Central Asia and other Eastern countries”?. He also claimed that
Russia's purpose in financing the construction of a madrasah in Bukhara was to
demonstrate its power and increase its influence in the Uzbek khanates®. These ideas
are notable as they represent the first such approach within the research on this topic.

In another work, H. Ziyoyev acknowledged that the Russian government gave envoy
Mulla Ernazar Maqsudov privileges and gifts never before granted to any Asian per-
son. For this reason, he states, the envoys were met with a fitting welcome, and ef-
forts were made to encourage all their requests. The failure to compensate Bukhara
merchants for their losses was explained by the impossibility of doing so”. Ernazar
Magqsud o‘gli was given a ship for trade, granted a duty-free trade privilege for a
certain amount of goods and a specific trade volume, and products like iron and
coppet, which were strictly controlled for export, were sent to Bukhara®. The grant-
ing of such privileges shows that the Russian Empire had an interest in its relations
with the Emirate of Bukhara.

In his dissertation, “ITocoabckue cBasu byxapckoro xamcrsa ¢ Poccueir 38 XVIII
Beke” (Diplomatic Ties of the Bukbara Khanate with Russia in the 18th Century), Kh. Gulo-
mov put forward the valid hypothesis that the embassy's goal was of political im-
portance. He asserted that the main purpose of the second embassy was not merely
to address the looting of merchants and the passage to Mecca, but to strengthen
friendly relations with the Ottoman Empire®. In this period's research, the interests
of both sides in the historical events related to the embassy were not adequately rep-
resented. While a clear logical analysis of Russia's goals in establishing diplomatic
relations with Bukhara began to emerge, there was no discussion of Russia's interests
in allowing Bukhara to communicate with the Ottoman Empire via Russian borders.

2 Xamua 3uses, Vpra Ocué Ba Boara 6¥itaapu (XVI acpumumr...), p. 77.

2! Xamma 3uses, X VIII acpaa VpTa Ocué Ba Vpaa 6yiirapu, Tomkent: ®an, 1973, p. 27.

2 Xamua 3uses, Vpra Ocué Ba Boara 6¥iiaapu (XVI acprunr. ..), p. 80.

2 Xamup, 3uses, Ypra Ocué Ba Bosra 6¥itaapu (XVI acpHuHT...), p.79-80.

2 Xamup, 3uses, Ypra Ocué Ba Bosra 6¥itnapu (XVI acpHHUHT...), p.79.

% Xonpammpsa I'yaamos, TTocoasckue casn Byxapckoro xancrsa ¢ Poccmeit 8 XVIII Bexe. Aucc.
KaHA. HCT. HayK. Tammkent, 1984, p. 147.
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The third group—research from the post-independence period—saw Kh. Gulo-
mov*® and H. Ziyoyev” as well as A.B. Khaliqulov.* provide more detailed infor-
mation on the significance of Mulla Ernazar Maqsud o‘g‘li's embassy in the emer-
gence and development of diplomatic relations between the Emirate of Bukhara and
Russia compared to earlier periods. Their studies are valuable for their use of numer-
ous literature and archival materials.

Research from this period is notable for portraying Bukhara as an equal partner in
its relations with Russia. For instance, H. Ziyoyev's observations confirm this by
stating that the embassy demanded that the Russian government find those respon-
sible for the looting of caravans by bandit groups of Russian-affiliated Cossacks and
return the goods to their owners®. Several reasons are given for the embassy, includ-
ing the important tasks of reducing customs duties for the Bukhara Khan and resolv-
ing issues related to obtaining steel and lead, which were vital for Bukhara™.

In his research, Kh. Gulomov notes that the Bukhara Emirate’s request for compen-
sation from the Russian Empire for goods plundered by nomads was an acknowl-
edgment that the Kazakh tribes had come under Russian jurisdiction’. This idea is
notable for being the first of its kind in the historiography of the topic. However, it
is worth noting that even in the research from this period, the historical processes
related to the embassy are primarily focused on Bukhara's initiative and interests. The
underlying reasons for the Russian Empire's fulfillment of almost all of the Bukhara
government's requests remain a mystery.

This brings us to an analysis of the information related to the construction of the
Ernazar Elchi Madrasah®, which is often mentioned alongside the embassy's history.
This analysis reveals the unreliability of historical information regarding the madras-
ah's financing. Many studies claim that the Russian ruler Catherine II provided a
charitable donation for the madrasah's construction. Orientalists and travelers such
as A. Vambery, N.V. Khanikov, and P. Savelyev state that the madrasah was built by

* Xonaamupsa ['yAoMOB, AHITAOMATHYECKHE OTHOIIEHHA TOCYAAPCTB cpeareii Asun ¢ Poccueit B
XVIII — nepsoit morosune XIX Beka, Tarmkent: ®an, 2005.

7 Xamma 3uées, Vabexucrounuur Kacruit-Boara 6§itaapu Ba Openbypr opKaan Poccus Graan
saguAnK arnoKasapu tapuxu (XVI acpanar nkkuaan apyu — XIX acp), I xuaa. Tormkent, 2014.
* Axmapnxon XOAUKYAOB, byxopo ammpanrmamar TamKu cuécnit anoKasapu (XVII acpamnr
nkknaan spmu — XIX acp yprasapu) / macwsya myXappup A.C. Carayasaes. — Tomkent, 2022, —
p. 95-105.

2 Xamua 3uées, Vabexucroununr Kacruit-Boara 6¥itaapu Ba Openbypr.. ., p. 35.

0 Xamua 3uées, Vabexucronnunr Kacruit-Boara 6¥itaapu Ba Openbypr.. ., p. 48.

’' Xonaamupsa ['yAoMoB, AUITAOMATHYIECKHE OTHOIIIEHNSA TOCYAAPCTSB. .., p. 175.

2 For a detailed history of this madrasa, see: Sunnatillo Hamrayev, Enazar elchi madrasasini Yekaterina
II qurdirganmi?// Akademik Ubaydulla Karimov tavalludining 105 yilligi munosabati bilan
o‘tkazilgan xalqaro ilmiy konferensiya materiallari to‘plami. Toshkent: «Fan», 2025, p. 222-228.
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Catherine IT7. V.V. Krestovskiy provides details about the madrasah's activities, the
subjects taught, the number of students and cells, its location, and the salaries of the
teachers and students™. He based his information about the madrasah's founding on
a conversation with one of its teachers, who claimed the madrasah was built 100
years before their conversation, in 1784, However, Krestovskiy himself admitted
that his stories were difficult to trust as they were not based on a reliable source.
Similarly, orientalist N.V. Khanikov, relying on information that the madrasah was
built with Catherine II's funds, concluded his analysis on the matter with the state-
ment: “This is all we know for certain about this”*. Later, P.P. Shubinskiy, analyzing
Krestovskiy’s information, noted that he did not doubt Catherine II’s involvement
in the madrasah's construction®’.

In his article, Shubinskiy also cites G. Poslavskiy, who, in his notes, mentions that
the madrasah was built by Ernazar ambassador with 40,000 rubles allocated by Em-
press Catherine IT". Tt is important to note here that after studying documents related
to Ernazar ambassador diplomatic activities, Shubinskiy stated that the embassy's
purpose was other matters. He cast doubt on the idea that the madrasah was built
with Catherine II's charitable funds and recommended that future historical research
should avoid this erroneous idea®”. None of the above information and views are
supported by archival documents or based on a source written by a direct witness to
the event. From this point of view, we cannot consider this information reliable.
However, in Soviet and post-independence research, the idea that the Ernazar am-
bassador Madrasah was built with Catherine II's funds was continued without a solid
foundation, based on the opinions of the aforementioned orientalists and travelers.

Another view on this matter exists in later studies. For example, H.Z. Ziyoyev quotes
Y.G. Gulomov, who states: “Mulla Ernazar Maqsud ugli built a mosque in Bukhara
with funds from the Russian state. The fact that this mosque was built with the help
of the Russian state is still known to the people of Bukhara today”*’. In another
study, he claims that “they were so impressed with envoy Ernazar Maqsudov that
there is information that Catherine II gave him 3,000 rubles to build a mosque in
Bukhara. His mission was concluded very successfully”*!. This situation, namely the
rumors about the various privileges granted by Empress Catherine II, may have led
to the popular belief that the madrasah was “built with the Empress's money” to

» Apmunwnit Bambupn, [yremrectsue no Cpeaneit Asun, CI16., 1865, p. 180.; [Tasea Caseabes,
byxapa b 1835 roay. CI16., 1836. p. 10.; Huxoaaii Xaneikos, Ornmcanne Byxapckaro xaHcTBa,
CIIo., 1843, p. 86.

3* BceBOAOA Kpecrosckuii, By roctaxs y amupa.. ., p. 343-345.

3 BceBOAOA Kpecrosckuii, By roctaxs y amupa.. ., p. 343-345.

* BceBoAOA Kpecrosckuii, By roctaxs y amupa.. ., p. 344-345.

37 [Térp Hlyouuckuii, byxapckue mocoasctsa pu ABope Exarepumsr I1.. ., p. 518-538.

38 [Térp Hlyouuckuii, byxapckue mocoasctsa pu ABope Exarepumsr II.. ., p. 518-538.

3 [Térp lyouuckuii, byxapckue mocoasctsa pu ABope Exarepumsr I1.. ., p. 518-538.
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explain the source of his wealth. However, in our opinion, these rumors are not
enough to confirm that the Ernazar Flchi Madrasah was indeed built with funds
provided by the Russian Empire.

Among contemporary researchers who have studied the history of Bukhara's mad-
rasahs, A. Jumanazar states that Ernazar ambassador decided to build a madrasah
near the Devonbegi Pond (Labi Hovuz) in Bukhara®. He notes that the madrasah
was completed in the Hijri year 1209 (1794-1795 AD)*. He also cites P. Savelyev and
A. Vambery to support the claim that the madrasah was built with funds from Rus-
sian Empress Catherine II*". Kh.G. Gulomov, who researched diplomatic relations
between the Uzbek khanates and the Russian Empire, also continued the view of
previous researchers that the madrasah was built with Catherine II's funds, citing
Soviet-era literature®. Even though Ernazar Maqsud ugli died several years before
the madrasah's construction, it was named after him. There is no clear information
in the research about who led the construction and why it was named after Ernazar
ambassador. This situation shows that an unfounded idea from the Russian Imperial
era, which has no basis in any document and has not been confirmed, has been con-
tinued without justification.

G. Taniyeva states that she could not find any documents related to the madrasah's
construction in the Russian archives and puts forward the hypothesis that the large
sum of money given by Catherine II to Ernazar Magsud ugli was because the Em-
press was in debt to the envoy™. In other words, she suggests that the money received
from Catherine II was actually income earned from Ernazar Magsud o‘g‘li's own
investments. The author also makes reasonable assumptions about when and
through whom Ernazar ambassador received the money left with Catherine IT*. To
clarify this matter, we consulted a source on the history of the madrasah. The Waqf
Documents Collection in Fond 1-323 of the National Archives of Uzbekistan was
studied. In file 55-10 of this fund, there is a certified copy of the Ernazar Elchi Mad-
rasah’s waqf document, sealed by Amir Ma'sum (Amir Shah Murad — S.H.)*. It spec-
ifies the land allocated for the madrasah’s construction and states that the expenses
for the construction were to be covered by Ernazar Maqgsud ugli's own funds. Fur-
thermore, the document lists the waqf properties designated to cover the madrasah's
operations, teachers' salaries, students' stipends, and other expenses®. Based on this
document, it is appropriate to put an end to the various views and unsubstantiated
claims that have existed so far regarding the madrasah's financing. The fact that the

2 Abaycarrop Kymanasap, Byxopo TabAuM Tusumu Tapuxm. . ., p. 374.

“ Abaycarrop Kymanasap, Byxopo TabauM Tusumu Tapuxm. . ., p. 376.
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“ T'yanoma Tanmesa, WMmrreparop kema copFa Kuaras. .., p. 37-38.

" T'yanona Tannesa, Vmriepatop kema coBFa KuATaH. .., p. 36-39.
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story of another country's rulet's involvement in the construction and the use of this
issue in the context of diplomatic relations between states indicates its relevance.

Thus, it must be acknowledged that the information claiming that this madrasah,
which is interpreted as an example of friendship and cultural ties in Bukhara-Russia
diplomatic relations, was built with funds from Russian Empress Catherine II is un-
founded. It should also be noted that the information in the waqf document, which
states that the madrasah was built with the envoy’s personal funds, is reliable. There-
fore, it is appropriate to rely on this fact in discussions on this matter.

In addition, it is noticeable that there are some numerical discrepancies regarding the
same issues in the study of the embassy's history. For example, the conditions of the
duty-free trade privilege granted to Ernazar Maqgsud ugli after the first embassy serve
as an example. The volume of duty-free trade is stated as up to 10,000 rubles in most
studies™, while another study mentions up to 9,000 rubles® worth of goods (some
studies list specific goods™. The duration of the privilege is stated as 5 yeats in some
sources™, up to 10 years in others™, and as a period of 5 to 10 years in some™. This
information is based on various archival documents, and it would be appropriate in
future research to explain this variety or determine the correct figures.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, we can conclude that the historical significance of the em-
bassy, as reflected in research, lies in the fact that the first embassy led to the estab-
lishment of diplomatic relations with Russia, creating an opportunity for Bukhara to
import goods for which there was high demand. The main significant aspect of the
second embassy was the development of trade relations with Russia and the resulting
opportunity to access the Ottoman Empire and Eastern European states through it.

A historiographical analysis of Ernazar ambassador's activities shows that the ap-
proach to diplomatic relations in the first and second groups of studies was mostly
one-sided, focusing little on Russia's interests in these mutual relations. The third
group of studies gives some mention to Russia's interests as well.

All research on the topic has relied on Russian sources, without utilizing local ones.
This situation necessitates new research on the subject. A comparative analysis of

20 Cepreit ZKyxosckuit, Crorrenus Poccuu. . ., p. 89; Xamua 3uses, VpTa Ocué Ba Boara 6¥iinapu
(XVI acpuumr...), p. 79; Xamua 3uées, Vadekucronumnr Kacrmii-Boara 6§itaapu Ba Openbypr
opKaan Poccusa 6maan saunank aroKasapu tapuxu (XVI acpamar uxkknman spmu — XIX acp), 1
xuAA. Torker, 2014, p. 48.and etc.
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sources from Russian archives with local sources, along with a systematic analysis of
the research conducted to date, would allow for the introduction of new aspects of
the history of diplomatic relations between the Russian Empire and the Emirate of
Bukhara into academic discourse.
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