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The presented article analyzes the research on the history of the Azerbaijani Safavid State
within Turkish historiography and the specific characteristics of its approaches. The majority of
Turkish historians tend to place the entire responsibility for the tensions and wars in Safavid-Ottoman
relations on the Safavid shahs. Although such researchers attempt to approach the problem seriously,
they often content themselves with a simple summary of events rather than a comprehensive scientific
analysis.

Some Turkish historians do not sufficiently benefit from the works of Azerbaijani scholars, often
dissolving or distorting Azerbaijani history within the history of Iran and the Near East. The presen-
tation of the Safavid State as an "lranian state" as a rule by these historians leads to the denial of the
statehood traditions of the Azerbaijani Turks. Although interest has increased since Azerbaijan gai-
ned independence, this traditional subjective bias has not yet been fully eliminated.

Despite these shortcomings, certain attempts have been made to study 18th-century Azerbaijani
history, particularly its relations with the Ottoman Empire, thanks to the rich primary sources in
Turkish archives. However, the 150-year conflict has often been oversimplified and presented merely
as a "Sunni-Shia" struggle.

The article explores this issue by referencing the works of researchers who hold a special place
in Turkish historiography, such as Metin Kunt, Sina Aksin, and Ahmet Shimshirgil. By citing excerpts
from these researchers' works, the article attempts to prove that the struggle between the Safavid and
Ottoman states was far from sectarian, and was, in fact, pursued for political and economic conso-
lidation in the Caucasus and the Middle East.
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Introduction. To investigate 18th-century Azerbaijani history more comprehensively and deeply,
it is appropriate to refer to the works of Turkish historians. Although Turkish historians address Rus-
sia-Ottoman relations over the Caucasus in their research, the Azerbaijani direction of both states'
Caucasus policies has not been thoroughly and extensively developed in Turkish historiography. To
partially examine the degree to which this topic has been studied in Turkish historiography, | have
referred to two monographs and one article.

Main body. One of the books included in this study is the co-authored monograph titled “Tiirki-
ye tarihi 3. Osmanli Devleti” (History of Turkey 3. The Ottoman Empire), which reflects certain
aspects of the topic. This work investigates the internal and external political processes taking place
within the Ottoman Empire throughout the period of Turkish history from the 16th century up until
1908. Special attention is dedicated to Ottoman-Russian relations within the monograph.

As is well known, the foundation of these conflicting relations was laid by the clash of Russian
and Ottoman interests in the Caucasus and Europe. With the overthrow of Mustafa II, Ahmed IlI
ascended the throne, during whose reign wars with Russia became inevitable. In this extensive work,
greater emphasis is placed on Ottoman internal policy. One of the main points that catches our atten-
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tion within the context of Ottoman-Safavid relations is that the work employs not only the term Iran,
but also the expression "Safavid State™.

The monograph discusses the Afghan invasion, the steps taken by Shah Tahmasp Il, and the
severe consequences that paved the way for the partition of the territories of the Azerbaijani Safavid
State. At the same time, it addresses how Mir Mahmud, from the Ghilzai Afghan tribe, captured a
part of the Safavid State, how Tahmasp Il consolidated his power in Mazandaran and Astarabad, and
how the country's dire situation prompted both Russia and the Ottoman Empire to take action to
occupy these territories.

The policy of the Russian Tsar Peter I, aimed at conquering the South Caucasus and Iran, the-
reby threatening the eastern flank of the Ottoman Empire also incited the Ottomans to seize this region
[1, s.205].

The sudden and rapid attack of the Afghans had put Shah Tahmasp Il in a desperate situation;
he even agreed to cede the Caspian Sea coastal territories demanded by Russia to the Tsar, something
he had previously found unacceptable. In return for this treaty, Russia was supposed to assist the
Safavids in the struggle against the Afghans and expel them from the occupied territories. This ag-
reement was paving the way for a clash between Russia and the Ottoman Empire. However, the
Ottoman Empire was of the opinion that this treaty would have no force: “Initially, the Ottoman
Empire put forward the view that while Shah Husayn was alive, Tahmasp would not be shah, and
therefore, Tahmasp’s treaty with Russia was insignificant. Later, however, the Ottoman Empire was
forced to accept the Russian advance” [6, 5.60].

Thus, on the instructions of Peter I, who attached great importance to the capture of Baku,
located on the shores of the Caspian Sea and being the home of oil, Matyushkin captured the city on
26 July 1723 after bombarding it: “He is the first Russian ruler to show an interest in Baku oil. Inten-
ding to conduct extensive experiments to analyse the composition of the oil, Peter wrote to Matyush-
kin: ‘Send a thousand poods or as much white oil as possible to find a master here’” [7, 5.39]. “Baku
oil, which was used as an illuminating fuel in Russia and Turkey, also attracted their attention as a
valuable military-strategic material. This was because, at that time, oil was a highly favorable means
of setting enemy ships on fire during naval battles” [9, 5.10-11]. As can be seen, mutual interests
created the conditions for reaching an agreement on the partition of the Safavid State.

Although the Ottoman Empire and Russia reached an agreement on the partition of the Safavid
State, they remained cautious of each other. The monograph notes: ... Having intruded into the South
Caucasus region, Russia and the Ottoman Empire, on the one hand, found an opportunity to exploit
the internal turmoil within Iran; on the other hand, they were forced to act vigilantly to limit each
other's gains. At a time when Iran's internal integrity was dissolving, a reason arose for Ottoman
soldiers to enter the Safavid country, as Shirvan in the South Caucasus region sought protection from
the Ottomans. However, the three-pronged offensive by the Ottoman armies invading Iran in 1723,
meaning that while they marched towards Shirvan on the Caucasus front, they simultaneously
launched campaigns against Tabriz and Hamadan, demonstrates that the Shirvan campaign was a
pretext to seize as much territory as possible from the Safavids” [6, s.60].

“The Russian and Ottoman Empires signed and ratified an agreement stating that, through joint
efforts and without ruling out the use of military force, they would 'persuade’ Generalissimo Tahmasp
I1 to ‘cede’ the South Caucasian Persian lands in exchange for a promise to fight against Mir Mahmud,
who had occupied Isfahan and captured Husayn I” [8, s.31].

As we know, the local population, led by Nader Khan, resisted the Ottomans in the captured
territories. This situation was advantageous for Russia. The strong and long-term nature of this resis-
tance placed the Ottoman Empire in an unexpected predicament. Consequently, Ahmed 111 wished to
sign a peace treaty with Tahmasp Il by returning a large portion of the seized lands. However, Nader
Khan, who commanded the army, did not agree to these terms and launched a military campaign in
1730 with the aim of reclaiming the occupied territories. ““...Unlike the earlier stages, the war waged
by Nader Shah took place mostly within Ottoman territory. For exactly 14 years, Nader Shah’s forces
repeatedly launched attacks on Baghdad, Mosul, Kirkuk, Shamakhi, and Kars... Finally, in 1746, the
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parties agreed to establish the boundaries of the 17th century. The war continued intermittently for
24 years, starting from 1722 [6, s.61]. Russia attempted to exploit Nader's adversarial relations with
the Ottoman Empire.

Finally, Nadir Khan, who successfully concluded the war against the Ottoman army in 1730—
1735, brought the South Caucasus back under his control [10, s.30].

In the monograph under discussion and in the works of several other authors, it is argued that
the Ottoman Empire did not demonstrate a correct stance during this period. They emphasise that it
failed to wage war against Russia, did not save the Caucasus, including Azerbaijan, from Russian
aggression, and confined its actions merely to territorial gains. However, the authors do not provide
detailed commentary on this matter, limiting themselves to just one or a few sentences. The idea that
the Ottoman Empire made serious mistakes regarding the Caucasus and that “Istanbul could have
utilized the forces in the Caucasus and Iran to unite them against a common enemy” also draws
attention. Yet, the reasons behind the Ottoman Empire displaying such a stance are sometimes over-
looked. The Ottoman Empire was losing its former power, and European states along with Russia
were actively working towards the weakening of Istanbul.

It should be noted that the issue was also distorted by imperial and Soviet historians. They
justified Russia's campaigns to the South Caucasus. Defending this position, a prominent Russian
historian writes that “Peter I's Persian campaign was of great significance for the South Caucasus
peoples’ struggle for liberation against Iranian and Turkish oppression” [5, s.86-87].

The next work included in our study is Ahmet Shimshirgil’s book titled “Kay1-VII Osmanli
tarihi. Kutsal ittifaka kars1” (Kay1-VII Ottoman History. Against the Holy League). It should be noted
that the author has produced nine books under the “Kay1” title. In this work, the author addresses the
internal and external policies of the Ottoman Empire, starting from the reign of Mahmud Il up to
Murad V. As is the case in other works by Turkish historians, significant space is dedicated here to
the Pruth River Campaign, one of the main events of 18th-century Ottoman history, along with its
causes and consequences. The primary aspect that catches our attention in the book is the level of
investigation into Safavid - Ottoman relations.

In Ahmet Shimshirgil’s other work, “Kay1-VII kutsal ittifaka karg1”, matters such as the reign
of Shah Husayn, the collapse of the Safavids as a result of his incompetence, Mahmud Khan’s inva-
sion and capture of a large part of the country, including Isfahan, and other issues are noted.

The author provides a detailed account of the processes taking place within the Safavid State
during the reign of Shah Tahmasp, including Tahmasp's escape during the Afghan attack and his self-
proclamation as shah. An interesting point is that Shah Tahmasp II “...notified Ibrahim Pasha, the
Governor and Serasker of Erzurum, through the Governor of Van, of his intention to send an envoy
to Istanbul to inform the Ottoman Padishah of his accession to the throne. However, since the Ottoman
government did not yet have accurate information regarding the situation and death of Shah Husayn,
the Governor of Erzurum was ordered to detain the envoy to be sent by Tahmasp in Erzurum until
this matter was clarified, with his expenses to be covered by the treasury” [12, 5.197].

The work presents the following views regarding a provocative letter by the Governor of
Baghdad, who, recalling an old animosity at a time when the Russians had begun their occupation
during the Safavids' dire period, influenced the escalation of Ottoman-Safavid relations: “During the
course of events, the Governor of Baghdad sent [a letter] to the Sultan: ‘Meanwhile, in a letter dated
1723 sent by the Governor of Baghdad, he wrote that the time had come to take revenge on the
Iranians, who caused the deaths of the Sheykhein, namely, Hazrat Abu Bakr, Hazrat Umar, and the
third caliph, Hazrat Uthman, and requested permission to march upon Kermanshah. Since this appeal
also aligned with the desires of the government, which was looking for an opportunity to attack Iran,
it decided on a campaign not to protect the Iranian people from the Afghans, but rather for the purpose
of annexing Iranian lands into Ottoman territory’”.

Due to the legality of the upcoming campaign, Sheikh ul-1slam Abdullah Efendi issued a fatwa
(1723). According to this decision, the seraskers were instructed to act in concert on three fronts: the
Caucasus, Azerbaijan, and Iraq” [12, 5.197].
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This quotation cited from Ahmet Shimshirgil does not stand up to logical scrutiny. Firstly, it
seems unconvincing that an Ottoman sultan, whose empire spanned three continents, would possess
such weak judgment as to launch an invasion based solely on a governor's views regarding the Rashi-
dun Caliphs. Secondly, the facts written by the Governor of Baghdad in the letter are incorrect. This
is because among the three named Rashidun Caliphs, only Umar was assassinated by an Iranian slave.
It is true that sectarian divisions exerted a certain influence on the foreign policies of both states.
However, the assertion that the Ottoman Empire attacked the Safavid State specifically for this pur-
pose does not reflect the historical reality. It is well known from various works that the Ottoman
officials, led by the sultan, could not remain on the sidelines upon seeing that the Afghans and the
Russians were partitioning the territories of the Safavid State which was predominantly inhabited by
Turks, regardless of any sectarian differences.

Thus, taking advantage of the fragmentation of the Safavid State, the rapid military campaigns
of the Afghan tribes in 1721, and the Caspian campaign of the Russian Emperor Peter | that took
place in 1722-1723, the Ottoman Sultan Ahmed I11 launched a large-scale offensive to the east in the
spring of 1723 [4, s.19].

With the escalation of Ottoman-Safavid relations, the Khan of Yerevan participated in the
campaign launched by the Sublime Porte (Bab-1 Ali) on three fronts towards the Safavid State: “The
Khan of Yerevan, Mahammad Qulu Khan, who had surrendered to the Ottomans, attacked Thilisi,
besieged King Vakhtang, and captured Thilisi. Initially, Mustafa Pasha, and subsequently Arif Ah-
med Pasha, were appointed to this region. Later on, the Kura River and its surroundings were seized,
and their administration was entrusted to Omer Pasha” [12, 5.198].

The work discusses the negligence of the Governor of Erzurum, Sipahdar Ibrahim Pasha, regar-
ding the defence of Baku, which consequently resulted in the Russians capturing the city: “On the
other hand, due to the sluggish movements and greed of Ibrahim Pasha, the Governor of Erzurum and
the serasker of that front, as well as his failure to assist Davud Khan, the Khan of Shirvan, despite
governmental instructions, Baku fell into Russian hands. Ibrahim Pasha was dismissed from his post
due to these actions and the undermining of the state's authority in the Caucasus, and Arif Ahmed
Pasha was appointed in his place” [12, s.198]. Ahmed Pasha actively participated in the Ottoman-
Safavid wars of 1723-1727 and 1730-1736, as well as the Ottoman-Afshar war (1743-1746) [4, s.21].

Following his new appointment, Arif Ahmed Pasha launched a campaign in the direction of
Yerevan: “On 28 September 1724, Yerevan surrendered upon the appeal of Ali Qulu Khan, the
Governor of Yerevan, who had lost hope of receiving assistance from Tahmasp after a fierce three-
month siege. Its defence was assigned to Vizier Osman Pasha, the Governor of Anatolia. Shortly
before the surrender of Yerevan, Nakhchivan had been acquired” [12, 5.198]. According to some
sources, the defence of Yerevan lasted for 24 days, and the defenders of the inner fortress managed
to hold out even longer. The victors acquired 79 cannons, as well as a sword seven spans long that
had hung from the fortress gates since the reign of Shah Abbas. This sword was sent to Sultan Ahmed
119, s.31].

The capture of Yerevan was considered a major success for the Ottoman Empire. This situation
would grant the Ottoman Empire an advantage during the treaty to be signed with Russia: “The
capture of Yerevan caused great satisfaction for Ahmed Khan I11. In addition to granting the Yerevan
province to Serasker Arif Ahmed Pasha alongside Diyarbakir, he sent him a gift of fifteen thousand
kurus from the inner treasury, the Ehderun treasury, to meet his other needs. Following this, the Lori
and Ganja fortresses were seized (August-September 1725) by Haji Mustafa Pasha, the Governor of
Erzurum, who had been appointed as serasker in place of Arif Ahmed Pasha” [12, 5.198].

The work notes Russia's skillful exploitation of the turmoil occurring in Shirvan: “During the
collapse of the Safavid Shahdom in Iran, apart from the Afghan and Ottoman conquests, the Russians
in the north towards Dagestan also wished to claim their share of the spoils. Around this time, the
killing of Prince Cherkassky along with some Russian merchants in Shamakhi by Lezgin tribes pro-
vided the Russian ruler with the very opportunity he was seeking. Thus, under the pretext of estab-
lishing order against the Lezgins, they declared war on Iran and occupied Baku” [12, 5.203-204].
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Haji Davud Khan, taking advantage of the final situation of the Safavids, launched an attack on
Shamakhi alongside Surkhay Khan: “At this time, Davud Khan, who had gone into opposition against
the Iranian government and seized Shirvan, appealed to the Ottoman government with a request to
protect himself against the Russian advance. Damad Ibrahim Pasha, seeing this appeal as aligned with
his own policy, immediately granted Haji Davud Khan the authority of ownership over the Shirvan
Khanate and notified the Russian Tsardom that this area was under his protection; consequently, the
Russians halted their attacks” [12, 5.204].

Haji Davud attempted to realise his dangerous intention of drawing a certain portion of the
Shamakhi population to his side by exploiting sectarian divisions: “In addition to this, utilizing
'religious’ slogans to win the people over to his side, Haji Davud called upon them to 'unite against
the Shia Safavids"™ [3, 5.37].

It is also written here regarding Tahmasp 11 sending a delegation to Russia in connection with
repelling the Afghan attacks: “By promising to assist Shah Tahmasp, he concluded an agreement, in
accordance with which they occupied Gilan (Ceylan), Mazandaran, and Astrabad along the Caspian
Sea coast” [12, 5.204].

This monograph also reflects the historical processes found in other works. However, this
author points out discrimination on religious grounds as one of the primary causes of the uprisings
taking place within the territory of the Safavid State: “The Sunni population, who had been subjected
to severe Shia pressure for more than a century, recently took up arms by exploiting the situation in
Iran and the Afghan movements; under the command of Haji Davud Bey, they defeated the Iranians
several times. They attacked Shamakhi, Barda, Ardabil, and the surrounding areas, killing the Shias
there. To consolidate their position, a delegation of the ulama and prominent figures of Shirvan was
sent to Istanbul to request in a petition that Haji Davud Bey who had been protecting them from
Iranian aggression for three years be appointed as their khan under Ottoman protection (September
1722)” [12, s.204]. Nader well understood that sectarian differences caused conflict. For this reason,
he repeatedly sent representatives to the Ottoman Empire to secure the acceptance of the Ja'fari school
of thought (Ja'farism) to unite Sunnis and Shias, but it was rejected. However, it should be noted that
Haji Davud did not march on Shamakhi solely due to sectarian differences.

Discussions were being held within the Ottoman government regarding Dagestan matters.
During the debates, based on the premise that these territories belonged to the Ottoman Empire until
Iran seized them, it was concluded that a struggle was necessary to restore these lands to their former
owners. However, “Grand Vizier Ibrahim Pasha, putting forward the view that an intervention would
drag the Ottoman Empire into a war not only with Iran but also with Russia, advised staying away.
Nevertheless, since the majority put forward the idea that it was necessary to aid the helpless, parti-
cularly those of the Sunni sect, it was communicated to Silahdar lbrahim Pasha, the Governor of
Erzurum, to make a decision on marching into Iran should an attack be launched against the people
of Shirvan by Iran” [12, 5.204-205]. Conversely, when a somewhat similar proposal was made by the
Safavid side, the grand vizier had demonstrated a different attitude: “When the ambassador finally
gained an audience to request assistance against the rebels, the vizier did not give a positive response
and said that the rebels were also Muslims, they (i.e., the Ottomans) could not act against fellow
Muslims, and the Ottoman side would not help either party” [9, $.13].

In the work, special emphasis is placed on the activities of the French ambassador, the Marquis
de Bonnac, in resolving the Ottoman-Russian conflict. It was decided to utilize the mediation of the
French ambassador to settle the dispute between the Ottoman Empire and Russia: “Although the
Russian envoy took the floor first and proposed halting the campaign in Iran, the Ottoman represen-
tatives rejected the Russian envoy's proposal, stating that Azerbaijan, Georgia, Shirvan, and Dagestan
originally belonged to the Ottomans, later passed to Iran, and today should return to their rightful
owner” [12, 5.206].

Following this response, the Russian envoy Neplyuyev stated that he would respond to the
matter after consultations with Moscow, whereupon the French ambassador, the Marquis de Bonnac,
declared that negotiations would resume after three months: “It was agreed to conduct negotiations
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again after ninety days and to halt Ottoman-Russian military operations around the Caspian Sea
during this period” [12, 5.206].

Touching upon the role of the Marquis de Bonnac in the 1724 agreement, the work states: “The
French ambassador explained that a conflict between Russia and the Ottoman Empire would be
beneficial for Austria. ‘Following this, both sides acted more gently towards each other, and the Otto-
man Empire desisted from demanding Derbent and Baku, which were under Russian occupation.
Since Russia also accepted this framework, an agreement was reached on 24 June 1724. The treaty
was defined across six articles and one outline (demarcation layout)’” [12, 5.207].

It should be noted that “the Russian government duly rewarded the French ambassador in
Istanbul, de Bonnac, for the valuable information and advice he provided to Neplyuyev, presenting
him with a gift of various precious furs valued at 1,000 rubles. Additionally, a decision was made to
send gifts worth 3,000 manats [rubles] for the Reis-iil-kiittab and other high-ranking Ottoman offi-
cials” [9, s.18].

Thus, the weakening of the Safavid State and its failure to pursue a proper foreign policy deter-
mined its tragic fate. The fact that Russia began implementing its aggressive plans in the southern
direction and the clash of Russian-Ottoman interests occurred at the expense of losing the territories
of the Safavid State [11, s.106]. The territories were not merely being lost; their ethnic composition
was also being altered: “With the ratification of the treaty on 24 September 1724, Brigadier Rumyant-
sev, who was sent to Istanbul, was ordered by the Tsar to persuade the Armenians as much as possible
to settle in Gilan and other places, replacing the Persians” [2, 5.67].

As can be seen in the book, the reign of Ahmed I11, and the Russian-Safavid-Ottoman relations
during this period, have been investigated within the context of the South Caucasus. However, [the
author] has brought to the forefront the idea that the cause of most of these problems lay on religious
grounds.

Conclusion. The investigation of Safavid-Ottoman-Russian relations within the context of the
presented foundational historical works "Tiirkiye tarihi 3. Osmanli devleti 1600-1908" edited by
Metin Kunt and Sina Aksin, Ahmet Shimshirgil's "Kay1 VII" comprehensively and systematically
reveals the complex dynamics of regional geopolitical rivalry. A joint analysis of these fundamental
works clearly demonstrates that the large-scale political processes unfolding in the Near East, the
Caucasus, the Crimea, and the Caspian regions during the 17th and 18th centuries were not limited
solely to the internal rivalry between two great Muslim states; rather, they were further complicated
by the Russian Empire’s strategy of southward expansion and its drive to access warm seas.

It is evident from the scholarly conclusions of historical research and archival documents that
while Safavid-Ottoman relations have traditionally been explained in Turkish historiography through
internal ideological contradictions and sectarian factors, the intensive emergence of the Russian factor
in the works of Shimshirkil and other contemporary authors has introduced a new, trilateral
geopolitical dimension to these relations. The weakening of the Safavid State against the backdrop of
internal crises paved the way for Tsarist Russia’s active military-political advance toward the Caspian
Sea and the South Caucasus under the leadership of Peter I. This dangerous course of events, in turn,
compelled the Ottoman Empire to launch military interventions into Safavid territories or to make
certain historical compromises with Russia in order to protect its own regional interests and prevent
the Russians from fully consolidating their power in the region.

In conclusion, a comprehensive study of the aforementioned historical works proves that
Safavid-Ottoman-Russian relations were not merely a series of local and regional military clashes,
but rather a historical process of a global nature that fundamentally altered the strategic balance of
power across the entire Eurasian space. The decline of the Safavid State and the massive geopolitical
vacuum this collapse created in the region formed a long-term arena of rivalry for both the Ottoman
Empire and Russia. These presented works provide future researchers with a rich scholarly frame-
work, solid arguments, and a crucial methodological foundation to re-evaluate regional security, his-
torical border conflicts, and the system of diplomatic alliances in a more objective, multifaceted man-
ner and under the light of extensive documentation.
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AYNUR HACIQODIRLI

Tarix tizra falsafa doktoru, dosent
AMEA Mohammad Fiizuli adina Dlyazmalar Institutu

XVIII 9SRIN BIRINCi YARISINDA RUSIYA VO OSMANLI
IMPERIYALARININ QAFQAZ SiYASOTi TURKiYO TARIXSUNASLIGINDA
(“Tiirkiye Tarihi 3. Osmanh Devleti” vo Ahmet Simsirgilin **Kayi-VII Osmanh Tarihi.
Kutsal ittifaka Kars1" kitablar1 asasinda)

Toqdim olunmus moqalods Azorbaycan Sofovi dovlati tarixinin Tiirkiys tarixslinashiginda tod-
qiqi vo yanasma xiisusiyyatlori tohlil edilir. Tiirkiya tarix¢ilorinin oksariyyati Sofovi-Osmanli miinasi-
batlorindoki garginlik vo miiharibalorin biitlin masuliyyatini Sofovi sahlarinin iizarina qoymaga cali-
sirlar. Belo tadqiqatcilar problems ciddi yanagsmaga cohd etsolor do, genis elmi tohlil avozino ¢ox
zaman hadisslarin sads xiilasasi ilo kifayastlonirlor.

Boazi Tiirkiya tarix¢ilori Azarbaycan alimlorinin osorlorindon kifayat qodor faydalanmir, Azor-
baycan tarixini Iran vo Yaxin Sarq tarixi daxilinds oridir vo ya tohrif edirlor. Belo tarixcilor torafindon
xiisusilo Sofavilor dévlatinin bir gayda olaraq "Iran dévloti" kimi goloma verilmosi, Azarbaycan tiirk-
lorinin dévlatgilik anonolorinin inkar olunmasina gatirib ¢ixarir. Azorbaycan miistoqillik gazandigdan
sonra maraq artsa da, bu ononavi subyektiv meyil holo do tam aradan qalxmamigdir.

Catismazliglara baxmayaraq, Tiirkiyo arxivlerindoki zongin ilk monbaolor sayasindo XVIII osr
Azarbaycan tarixi, xiisusilo do Osmanli ilo miinasibatlorin todqiqine miioyyon cohdlor edilmisdir.
Lakin yiiz alli illik qarsidurma ¢ox vaxt basitlasdirilorok sadaca "siinni-gia" miibarizasi kimi toqdim
olunmusdur.
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Moqalados problem Tiirkiys tarixsiinasliginda xiisusi yeri olan Metin Kunt, Sina Aksin, Ahmet
Shimshirgil kimi tadqiqat¢ilarin asarlorine miiracist edarak geyd olunan problem arasdirilmisdir.
Tadqiqatgilarin asorlorindon iqtibaslar gatirilorak Sofavilor vo Osmanli dovlatlori arasinda gedon mii-
barizonin mazhabdon uzaq oldugunu, aslinds har iki dovlotin Qafqaz vo Orta Sarqdo siyasi vo iqtisadi
cohotdon méhkomlonmok ugrunda aparildig: siibut edilmays ¢aligilmisdir.

Agar sozlor: Tarixslinasliq, Tiirkiye, Sofovi dovlati, Rusiya, Osmanli dovlati.

AMHYP XAJUKATAJIUPJIA

Joxmop gunocogpuu no ucmopuu, doyenm
Huemumym pyxonuceu umenu Myxammaoa @uzynu, HAHA

KABKA3CKASI IOJIMUTUKA POCCUCKONH U OCMAHCKOM UMITEPUI
B ITIEPBOM ITOJIOBUHE XVIl1 BEKA B TYPEIIKOM HCTOPHOTI PAOUH
(na ocuoBe kuur “Ucrtopusi Typuuu 3. Ocmanckoe rocyaapctso” u Axmera IlIummupruis
“Kaiibi-V1l Ocmanckas uctopusi. [Iporus CBsiienHoi auru”)

B npencraBneHHON cTaThbe aHAIM3UPYIOTCA UCCIIENOBaHUS 110 UCTOPHM a3epOailiskaHCKOTo
rocynapctBa CedeBUI0B B TypeLKOW UCTOpUOrpaguu U 0OCOOEHHOCTH METOAOJIOTHYECKUX MOAXO-
70B. BOJIBIIMHCTBO TypeUKHUX UCTOPUKOB CTPEMATCS BO3JIOKUTH BCIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTDH 3a Hamps-
KEHHOCTb U BOWHBI B CE(EBHUICKO-OCMAHCKUX OTHOLIEHUSIX Ha Ce(EBUICKUX IIaX0B. XOTs MOA00-
HBIC MCCIIEIOBATEIH U TBITAIOTCA CEPHE3HO MOJOUTH K Ipobieme, BMECTO IIyOOKOTO HaydyHOTO
aHaJIM3a OHU 3a4acTyl0 OIPAaHUYMBAIOTCS POCTHIM U3JI0)KEHUEM COOBITUH.

Hexotopbie Typerkue UCTOPUKH HETOCTaTOYHO MCHOJIB3YIOT TPYABI azepOailKaHCKUX yde-
HBIX, PACTBOPSS UJIM UCKaXkasl cTOpuUIo A3epOaiipkana B pamkax ucrtopuu Mpana u binmxuaero Boc-
toka. [Ipenonnecenne rocynapctBa CedeBHIOB TaKUMH HCTOPUKAMH, KaK MPABUIIO, B KaYeCTBE
«HMPAHCKOI'0 TOCYJapCcTBa» BEIET K OTPULAHUIO FOCYNAapCTBEHHUUYECKUX Tpaauluil azepOaiixaH-
CKUX TIOpKOB. HecMoTps Ha pocT uHTepeca nocie oopereHus: AzepOaiiykaHoM HE3aBUCUMOCTH, 3Ta
TpaauLMOHHAasl CyObEKTUBHAS TEHJCHIINA 10 CUX MOP HOJTHOCTHIO HE U3KUTA.

HecMoTps Ha cymiecTByrolme HeIOCTaTKH, O1aroaaps O0OraThIM MEPBOMCTOYHHKAM B Typell-
KHUX apXuBax ObUTH MPEIIpUHATH ONpPEeCHHbIE MOMBITKA HCCIeI0BaTh HCTOpUI0 A3epOaiipkaHa
XVIII Beka, ocobenHo ero otHomeHus: ¢ Ocmanckoil ummnepueil. OJTHaKO NOJYyTOPABEKOBOE MPOTH -
BOCTOSIHME 3a4aCTy0 YIPOIAIOCh U MPENOHOCHIIOCH JIUIIb KaK «CYHHUTCKO-ITMUTCKas» Oophoa.

B crarbe nannas npoOiema ucciaeayeTcss Ha OCHOBE OOpalleHus K Tpy/laM TaKHX UCCIe10Ba-
Tesel, 3aHMMaloLINX 0c000€ MECTO B TypelKoil nctopuorpaduu, kak Merun Kyur, Cuna AKIIMH u
Axwmer ummuprune. C npuBiedyeHuEM HUTAT U3 UX pabOT MpeapUHUMAETCS MONBITKA 10Ka3aTh,
4yro 60pbba Mexay CedeBuackum u OcMaHCKUM TOCYAapcTBaMu ObLIa Janeka oT KOH(eccHoHab-
HOTro (hakTopa 1 (aKTUYECKHU Beach 3a MOJIUTUYECKOE U IKOHOMUYECKOE YKpEIUIEHHE 000UX rocy-
napcts Ha KaBkasze u bimknem Boctoke.

Knroueswvie cnosa: icropuorpadus, Typrus, Cedeunckoe rocymaaperso, Poccusi, Ocmanckoe
rocyaapcTBo.

Moagalanin redaksiyaya daxil oldugu tarix: 15 iyul 2026-c1 il.
Maqalanin ¢apa gabul olunma tarixi: 02 oktyabr 2026-c: il.
Rayc¢ilar: t.e.d. Tahira Hasanzado, t.e.d. Qabil Oliyev.
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