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Abstract

After the First World War in order to regulate the situation and establish a new world order,
according to the Allied Powers (the Great Britain, the USA, France and Italy) decision in January
1919 the Peace Conference was held in Paris. The results of WWI assured the formation of new
states. Among those new emerged states was Georgia that restored the independence lost at the
beginning of XIX century. Although the obtained independence needed maintaining and
strengthening. At the same time the recognition of a new state on the international arena was
essential. Georgia tried to solve these important issues at the Paris Peace Conference. The Georgian
delegation had to face a lot of difficulties at the conference. In fact only “Big Four” (the Great
Britain, the USA, France and Italy) was the main decision-maker at the conference. Because of the
close relations with Germany, the Allied Powers had some doubts about Georgia and Armenia was
the country in the Transcaucasia they regarded more. In general they saw the future of Georgia
within the restored Russian State or the Transcaucasian federation with dominant Armenia.
Denikin’s obvious and Armenia’s concealed anti-Georgian activities worsened the situation. At the
beginning of 1920 the White Movement was defeated in the struggle against the Bolsheviks. Now
Bolshevik Russia threatened the independence of Georgia. Although, by that time the European
Great Powers recognized the independence of Georgia, but nobody wished to oppose Russia.
So they rejected Georgia’s request to enter the League of Nations. Such policy toward the new state
finally helped Russia to occupy Georgia.

Keywords: Georgia, Independence, Peace Conference, “Big Four”, Russia, Armenia, League
of Nations, Batumi, k. Chkheidze, Denikin.

1. Introduction

It has been a century since the process in which the results of the First World War were
outlined and the New World Order emerged. According to the decision of five Major Powers
(France, the Great Britain, the USS, Italy and Japan), in January, 1919 in Paris the Peace
Conference took place. The aim of the conference was to create peace treaties with defeated
countries (German, Austria-Hungary, Turkey...) in the Great War. By the proposal of the Prime
Minister of France George Clemenceau, Paris — the most damaged European Capital in the war was
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chosen to hold the conference. The representatives of about thirty countries were summoned to
take part in the conference. In fact only “Big Four”: the Prime Minister of France George
Clemenceau, the President of the United States Woodrow Wilson and the Prime Minister of Italy
Vittorio Emmanuelle Orlando dominated the conference.

After the First World War the number of new states was shaped. Among them was Georgia
that lost her independence at the beginning of XIX century. In spite of the fact that regained
independence needed maintenance and support, normalization of the relations of Georgia with the
Great Powers and settlement of the border disputes with the immediate neighbors were no less
important tasks to adjust. The recognition process of independence of the recently emerged
country as it turned out was not easy. Except for some countries (Germany and Turkey) the Great
Powers were not ready to recognize Georgia. Firstly, it was due to the fact that the war still
continued and a separation and definition of the respective spheres of influence among the Great
Powers were not provided yet. Secondly one opinion among the Great Powers in West Europe and
the United States of America as well regarding the future of new Russia had not been formed yet;
to be more accurate, in a short period of time Russia experienced two revolutions — February
Bourgeois-Democratic Revolution of 1917 and the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution which caused
significant changes in the former Russian Empire that had a profound impact on the international
relations too.

2. Materials and methods

The paper is mainly based on sources from the time of the study period. In particular,
a corpus of documents published in the Paris Archives (Topchibashi, 2016) is used, which contains
interesting materials on research topics. An important source is also the memoirs or scientific
works of state and public figures of that time. We are referring to Z. Avalishvili and I. Javakhishvili,
who were directly involved on the Georgian side in the battles of the Paris Peace Conference and,
consequently, possessed interesting information. The press materials of that time also have a
proper place in the work. In the press, on a particular issue, there are really important nuances that
contribute to a deeper understanding of events.

The study, of course, takes into account and uses the data of special scientific literature
(works of Abulashvili, Kobakhidze, Menteshashvili, Janelidze, etc.). The paper was written on the
basis of reconciling data from historical sources and scientific literature.

There are used critical analysis, historical-comparative, descriptive and synthesis methods of
sources in the work, as well as methods of induction and deduction. Their combination allowed us
to understand historical facts in the general context of the epoch and to evaluate events based on
in-depth analysis.

3. Discussion

It is known that the declaration of the independence of Georgia on May 26 1918 was greatly
supported by Germany. At that moment the backing of Germany — the member of the Triple
Alliance — was vital to retain the territorial integrity of the country. But after a few months the
situation changed momentously and the alliance with Germany turned into the drawback. Thus at
the end of 1918 France urged the allies not to recognize the independence of Georgia because it was
not in accordance with the requirements of the ongoing situation. Although in March of 1919, when
Nikoloz (Karlo) Chkheidze, the head of the official delegation of the Democratic Republic of
Georgia, introduced the petition™ of the Georgian Government to the Minister for the Foreign
Affairs of France Stephen Jean-Marie Pichon, the Minister said to Chkheidze that “the Georgian
Question is quite obvious and he does not see any difficulty to solve this question constructively”
(Chkheidze.., 1919). In our opinion the French Minister’s statement was just a gesture of diplomatic
etiquette. How about England and especially the United States of America, the two Great Powers
preferred Armenia to Georgia in Transcaucasia; furthermore they considered the independence of
Georgia as a temporary event (Kobakhidze, 2015: 14-16). No wonder, Armenia had been lobbied by
the powerful Armenian diaspora in America. Besides, from the very beginning the Armenians had

* On the 14t of March 1919 the Georgian delegation submitted the memorandum to the Paris Peace Confe-
rence. In the memorandum the Government of the Democratic Republic of Georgia argued for her request to
recognize Georgia as the international legal entity (Murghulia, 2017).
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been pro-English. In view of all of this the preparation for the conference in our country had been
considered as the first-rate question. The future of Georgia alongside the other important issues
was critically depended on the decisions of the First World War Winners.

Before the start of the conference the foreign policy advisor of Georgia Zurab Avalishvili
(1876-1944), one of the founders of the National Democratic Party, visited London on the issue of
the recognition of the independence of Georgia. During his visit to the Capital of the Great Britain,
Zurab Avalishvili got the feeling that England would more welcome the restoration of Russia.
Though the sympathies of London to the newly emerged republics could not be denied. On the
13t of December 1918 the Foreign Office informed Mr. Avalishvili that His Majesty’s Government
compassionately accepted the declaration of the independence of Georgia and was ready to support
her recognition at the Peace Conference (Avalishvili, 1929: 132).

The Government of Georgia had devised the action principles for the Georgian delegation at
the conference in November 1918. Those principles implied the following: 1. To refuse to return to
Russia; 2. To admit the possibility of the Transcaucasian Confederation on the condition that the
independence of Georgia would be recognized; 3. To support the Armenians’ claims toward Turkey
in order to reduce the Armenians’ pretensions to Georgia (in December 1918 after the Georgian-
Armenian War this article was revised); 4. To be prudent regarding Azerbaijan — the ally of Turkey
(during the conference this attitude was also revised and Azerbaijan became the closest partner of
Georgia. In our opinion the danger from Denikin’s Volunteer Army played its role)”; 5. To struggle
for the reunification of the Batumi District with the motherland; 6. To achieve the recognition of
the independence of Georgia or become a European protectorate at least (Menteshashvili, 1992:
161-162; Kobakhidze, 2015: 17:18).

The speech made at the International Socialist Conference in Bern (February 3-10, 1919) by a
famous Georgian politician Akaki Chkhenkeli' regarding the 6t article is remarkable. 96 delegates
from 26 countries attended the conference (Badak, 2002: 242). In his speech Mr. Chkhenkeli
complained about the Great Powers that had been hesitating to recognize the independence of
Georgia and expressed his hope that the Bern Conference would do it. “This moral recognition is
very important for us. Then we will request earnestly of the Great Powers (at the Paris Peace
Conference) to recognize our independence” — said he. After that Mr. Chkhenkeli made a very
sharp statement: “you know from the newspapers that the Great Powers intend to install the
protectors for the recently emerged new states. Those protectors will be supreme in those areas.
In the name of my party and my hardworking people I categorically protest against this intention.
If we were able to fight against Tsarist Russia we will fight against the whole world and Imperialism

* In the second half of May Denikin’s Volunteer Army that invaded Dagestan occupied Temir-Khan-Shura.
Taking advantage of the favorable situation, General Michael Khalilov dismissed the Government of the
Mountainous Republic of the Northern Caucasus and the power was given to the Denikians (Mountainous
Republic, 2005). Azerbaijan was put in imminent danger. Just on the 26™" of May 1918 the head of the
Azerbaijan National Council Mammad Amin Rasulzadeh addressed to the Parliament. In his speech he noted
that “Dagestan is a gateway of Azerbaijan and the enemies sitting there are our enemies.” (Alieva, 2014).
Georgia also fought against the Denikians — there had already been clashes in the sector of Sochi and Gagra.
The invasion of the White Army into Azerbaijan increased the danger coming from them. In the 1t June
session of the Constituent Assembly the Foreign Minister of Georgia Evgeni Gegechkori covered those threats
sufficiently. Gegechkori noted that they (the Denikians) were trying to cause trouble in Batumi too.
The leitmotif of the session was the appeal to fight against the mutual enemy (Foreign.., 1919). Azerbaijan
evaluated this demarche properly. On the 5t of June when the head of the Government of Azerbaijan Nasib
Yusif oglu Yusifbeyli urged the Parliament to gather and react strongly for the violation of the independence
of Azerbaijan and Transcaucasian Republics as well, the whole Parliament and the Government greeted
Mr. Kartsivadze, the representative of Georgia with double standing ovations (About.., 1919). In the same
month (June) a military agreement between Georgia and Azerbaijani was signed.

* Akaki Chkhenkeli — a Georgian statesman, member of the Social Democratic Party, lawyer and publicist,
one of the Menshevik leaders in Georgia was distinguished for his political boldness and daring decisions.
In a very difficult period for Georgia he supported the independence of it and on May 22, 1918 from Batumi
sent the letter to Noe Ramishvili encouraging him to be bold in his actions. These are well-known words of
Akaki Chkhenkeli: “Nothing is done without a risk; who has ever established the country without a risk! Then
the bravery and more bravery is needed” (The first Foreign.., 2019).
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only with the help of the International Socialist Conference and International Proletariat” (Akaki
Chkhenkeli‘s.., 1919).

On basis of Chkhenkeli’s speech the Georgian delegation did the resolution and the
International Socialist Conference adopted it. The Conference President Branting, the Conference
Secretary Huysmans, the delegates from Russia Akselrod and Gavronski and the other participants
of the conference signed it. The resolution said that on basis of the right to self-determination that
is approved by the International and President Wilson’s program “the Georgian People
demonstrated undisputable political awareness creating Democratic and Republican System in
spite of the difficulties and have been surviving for eight months. Therefore the International
Socialist Conference requires the Peace Conference to recognize the independence of Georgia
legitimately that denies any kind of protectorate of one or more than one country and repudiates
any monitoring of her democratic system” (The Bern Socialist.., 1919). On basis of the adopted
resolution, the International Commission (that was elected at the Bern Conference) presented the
special memorandum to the Paris Peace Conference to support the recognition of the independence
of Georgia (The International..., 1919).

Clearly, the Georgian delegation at the Bern International Conference was radical enough
and succeeded in a certain way. In fact the delegation rejected the 1918 November principle about
the mandate system and supported the recognition of the full freedom of Georgia. Unfortunately at
the Paris Peace Conference the Georgian delegation had to face different reality and did not have a
chance to demonstrate its firmness again.

Unfavorable situation at the Paris Peace Conference for Georgia got worse because of her
territorial claims which opposed the Armenian Project. The last one aimed to create Great
(Greater) Armenia by unification some historical lands and among them the Georgian historical
regions (Akhalkalaqi, Artaani, Oltisi, Lore...). It was a favorable time for Dashnaktsutyun: the Great
Powers had some doubts about Georgia, how about Armenia she was supported by the Great
Britain as in Europe in the Caucasus as well. The situation became truly hopeless when the
Caucasus was included into the sphere of influence of the Great Britain. According to the Armistice
of Mudros Turkey left the Batumi District and in December 1918 the British troops were set up on
the Batumi-Baku highway. Armenia did not want to lose a chance and tried to expand her territory
during the process of establishing the boundaries among the Transcaucasian Republics. In May-
June 1919 at the Conference of the Transcaucasian Republics the Armenian delegation put
ethnicity ahead of the other preferences while discussing the problems of territorial belongings
(The Representatives.., 1919).

It was not an accidental event. Under the rule of the Russian Empire the Armenians were
considered as the most loyal elements. Therefore the Empire encouraged and supported their
resettlement in the Transcaucasia. As a result the Armenians took over the vast territories and
among them Georgian historical lands (Javakhishvili, 1998). That is why while establishing the
boundaries with Georgia Armenia disregarded historical, strategic and economic factors and
promoted demographic one. However they did not always behaved that way.

It is known that in the period of the Paris Peace Conference the Armenian political circles had
some maps printed in Istanbul as if they were historical. According to those maps about half
territory of Georgia and vast territories of other countries (Turkey, Iran, and Azerbaijan) were
included in the state of “Great Armenia”. In fact for that time the Armenians did not reside in those
territories or were represented by minority groups. But Armenia requested from the Paris
Conference to recognize her according to these maps (Javakhishvili, 1998: 16-18).

“Why do not the Armenian politicians always rely on the ethnographical principal when
establishing the borders of the Republic of Armenia? Because first of all it hurts them. If they
suggest our government and the delegation use this principle, why do they think that this principal
is mandatory only for us and they are allowed to use other ones too?” — surprised with this fact the
Georgian historian Javakhishvili commented in his book (Javakhishvili, 1919: 50). Among the
Transcaucasian delegations the Armenia delegation was the first that arrived in Paris. We were too
late and not all the members of our delegation visited France. Unfortunately difficulties arose from
the very beginning. As it was said the Great Powers could not forgive us that we had been the
Germans’ ally and let them to enter our country. For this reason it was not easy to get the
permission from the organizers to attend the conference, but finally the Allies agreed.
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On January 18, 1919 after one-week waiting because of an unexplained reason from the Allies
the Georgian delegation led by the Parliament Chairman Karlo (Nikolay) Chkheidze (1864-1926)
set off for Istanbul from Batumi. The head of the delegation was a well-known person in the
political circles in and the outside the country. He had been a key figure in the Russian Revolution
and as the Menshevik President of the Executive Committee of the Soviet of Petrograd. In the
Democratic Republic of Georgia he was the President of the Constituent Assembly. There were also
other prominent members of the delegation: the founder of the first Georgian University Ivane
Javakhishvili (1876-1940), a pro-Western enlightener and public figure Niko Nikoladze
(1843-1928), the former minister of the Provisional Government of Russia, member of Parliament
Irakli Tsereteli (1881-1959), Lieutenant General and Commander of the Caucasus Front at the end
of the war Ilia Odishelidze and others. Each member of the delegation had to act within his
competence. For example Mr. Javakhishvili had to make the historical-geographical review of
Georgia and argue the borders of Georgia. His work “the Georgian Borders from the Historical and
Modern Points of View” has been published as a book in 1919 (Javakhishvili, 1919).

In Istanbul the Georgian delegation had to face up to the new problems. After the long
discussions the Great Britain allowed only two members — Karlo Chkheidze and Irakli Tsereteli to
continue their journey to Paris. The other members of the delegation had to return to Georgia.
In our opinion our neighbors — the Armenians played their role in this case. They made the public
opinion be on their side. In those days the Armenian newspapers in Istanbul would accuse the
Georgians of treason: “the Georgian’s betrayal brought the Germans to the Transcaucasia. If the
Georgians had supported the Armenians the Germans would have never dared to come here”
(Abulashvili, 2014). The USA, the Armenian lobbyist, also deprived the Georgians of going to Paris,
despite our request to their Embassy in Switzerland (Janelidze, 2018).

At the end of February K. Chkheidze and Irakli Tsereteli finally arrived in Paris and got
involved in the debates. Because of the circumstances some Georgian diplomats Zurab Avalishvili,
Konstantine Gvarjaladze (1883-1969) and David Ghambashidze joined the delegation. They had
already been in Europe and presented special memorandums to the Foreign Minister of France in
order to explain that the alliance with Germany was due to the hopeless situation and asked for de
facto recognition. In March 1919 the Georgian delegation presented the memorandum to the Paris
Conference demanding the recognition of the independence of Georgia. The recently elected
President of the Constituent Assembly Karlo Chkheidze signed the memorandum.

From Zurab Avalishvili’s memoirs we can conclude that in Europe of that period they knew
little about Georgia, her history, borders and relations with neighbors. Of course they had no idea
what plans were about the country’s future (Avalishvili, 1929: 143). At the end of May 1919 three
delegations from the Republic of Georgia, the Republic of Azerbaijan and the Mountainous
Republic formed the joint commission. The commission discussed the questions related to the
regional cooperation, mutual security, and multiparty declarations. The Armenians refrained from
participating in the commission for the reason that Armenia was not only the Caucasian Country
(Abulashvili, 2014).

Meanwhile, in the spring of 1919 the Great Powers very actively discussed the question of
withdrawing England from the Caucasus and replacing her by Italy. If the English had left the
territory of Georgia it would have encouraged the Denikians to enter our country. So, the Georgian
Government had to pay particular attention to this question. The government of Lloyd George had
already decided to leave the Caucasus, whereas Italian Prime Minister Orlando was fascinated with
the coal and oil extracted there. The Italian Government sent a special mission led by the Colonel
Gaba to study the region and situation, but in June Vittorio Emmanuelle Orlando was replaced by
Francesco Saverio Nitti, so the issue of entering the Caucasus was annulled. The new Prime
Minister of Italy Nitti thought that being in the Caucasus meant to be in conflict with Moscow.
Consequently he avoided participating in this venture (Avalishvili, 1929: 177).

Since the Italian Project failed the Georgian delegation tried to get de facto recognition from
Italy. On November 1t the special diplomatic note was sent to the Italian Government, but like
England, Italy avoided unnecessary activities expecting General Denikin’s to capture Moscow.

Before the White Army supported by the Allies succeeded in the battles against the
Bolsheviks, the Paris Peace Conference organizers considered the future of Georgia within the
reestablished Russian Empire. That is why the Georgian delegation had to demonstrate its protest
to the conference from time to time. In the note of June 14, 1919 the Georgian delegation informed
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the conference that General Denikin who was greatly supported by the Allies instead of fighting
against the Bolsheviks invaded the Georgian territory (the Sokhumi district, February-April, 1919)
thus threatening the territorial integrity of our Country. Though these demarches did not have any
results. Finally the Georgian delegation decided to request the recognition from the Allies and
Russia (White) and later sovereign Georgia would probably be able to negotiate her unification
with Russia in a federal state in the case Russia would be truly peaceful and democratic.

On June 17, 1919 since the correspondence between Admiral Kolchak and the conference
organizers revealed (Kolchak intended to recognize only Finland (de facto)), in the mutual
declaration the delegations from Azerbaijan, Estonia, Georgia, Latvia, the North Caucasus, Ukraine
and Belarus accentuated the fundamentals of their independence, listed the actions already taken
or to be taken and again requested the recognition of their independence from the Allied Powers
(Topchibashi, 2016: 43-44, 238-240). The similar note was sent to the Prime Minister of France
George Clemenceau on October 8, 1919 (Ibid, pp. 283-286), but in vain.

On June 23 by the note presented to the Supreme Council of the conference Azerbaijan,
Georgia and the Mountainous Republic condemned Denikin’s aggression in the North Caucasus
and urged its secession. At the same time Thilisi also discussed Denikin’s impending repeated
aggression. On June 16, 1919 Georgia and Azerbaijan signed the first defensive treaty against the
White troops of General Denikin’s Volunteer Army (Topchibashi, 2016: 53, 252-257).

The Supreme Council got the information about the defensive treatment between two states.
It must have been the indication for the conference that Georgia had normal relations with the
neighbors. Though, there were some obstacles in Europe to understand the Georgian Question
completely. For example, France displayed the little interest to the Caucasian region too. Like the
USA she also supported the restoration of the Russian Empire. The USA did not conceal their
sympathy to the Armenians. According to the USA State Department Armenia must have been
granted permanent independence while Georgia and Azerbaijan could have been given only
temporary sovereignty. According to this plan in the future Georgia and Azerbaijan would be
unified with Armenia in the form of federated states and thus the vast zone with American
Mandatory Power would be created among the Caspian, Black and Mediterranean seas (Janelidze,
2018: 245).

During the 1919 the Allied Powers discussed the question of Armenia as an American
mandate or mandated territory. In Zurab Avalishvili’s opinion if the Armenia had become an
American mandated territory the USA would have paid more attention to the Georgian Question
(Avalishvili, 1929: 179). President Wilson sent General James Harbord to the region. He during a
month studied the situation here, visited the Georgian Government and paid a visit to Mustafa
Kemal Ataturk who step by step had been strengthening his power. According to Harbord’s report
of October 16, 1919 the positive results in the Near East would be possible in the case the whole
Caucasus (not only Armenia) was declared as a mandated territory. The relationships among the
Transcaucasian republics finally defined the taking out the question of Armenian mandate from the
agenda (Ibid, pp. 180-183).

What about Batumi, despite the removal of the British troops from the other parts of Georgia,
the town and the district remained under the control of England. The occupation period lasted
until the July of 1920. Britain would not to leave the region unless the final decision was made in
Paris. At the beginning of 1920 it was said that the English were leaving Batumi, but then they
changed their mind. Later there were talks about Batumi as Porto Franco under the European
Protectorate but still there was no progress. Finally taking into account historical justice England
did not prevent the town and district from the reunification with the motherland — the Democratic
Republic of Georgia.

In the August 1919, according to the instruction sent from Georgia, the Georgian delegation
with the colleagues from Armenia, Azerbaijan and the North Caucasus began working on the text of
the mutual document. They wanted that the British troops were left in the region. At the same time
the delegates from the Caucasus wanted to request from the conference to create a separate
commission for the Caucasus either. But they failed to achieve any agreement. Meanwhile, England
declared about the evacuation of the region and a delayed note was left without reaction
(Kobakhidze, 2015: 100-103).

On August 30 on Lord Curzon’s initiative the founder and benefactor of Kartvelian
(Georgian) studies, diplomat, traveler and translator Sir John Oliver Wardrop was sent as the
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United Kingdom’s First Commissioner of Transcaucasia to Georgia. His mission was to sustain
British political and diplomatic interests (not military) in the region. He had been in connection
with Georgia for a long time and supported her independence zealously. On September 19 Wardrop
wrote to Lord Curzon confirming that de facto recognition of the Caucasian Governments was
essential (Topchibashi, 2016: 66), and this letter was not the only one. But because of Denikin’s
success on the Moscow Front the British Government preferred united and inseparable Russia,
so Lord Curzon had to follow his government.

In December 1919 Irakli Tsereteli went to London to meet the British Foreign Minister. Lord
Curzon suggested waiting another few months before the situation around Denikin would clarify.
Only after that the Great Powers planned to make a final decision on Russia. Though at the end of
December Curzon wrote a special memorandum regarding the recommendations about the
recognition of the Caucasian Republics. In his opinion only Georgia was better ready for this.
Though the Minister thought that the close relations with Azerbaijan was very important as well.
Curzon thought that the temporary recognition of Georgia and Azerbaijan was the way out before
the League of Nations made the final decision. And if in the nearest future (about five years) the
Bolsheviks were defeated these countries would join the new Russian Federation (Topchibashi,
2016: 74).

At the beginning of 1920 the White Movement against the Bolsheviks failed. The Allied
Powers rejected the idea of military campaign to reconquer the Russia from the Bolshevik
Government and refused to support the Denikin’s White Army. General Denikin had to change his
attitude to the neighbors and he recognized the independence of the Caucasian Republics. Though
it was too late. On January 10, 1920 the Supreme Council of the Allied Powers decided de facto
recognition of Georgia. That was stimulated by the Soviet Russia’s appeal to Thilisi and Baku to
fight against Denikin with the united forces. The recognition did not handle the boundary theme.
Unfortunately, originally the USA was not among the countries that recognized Georgia de facto.

The reaction to the recognition of Georgia in Europe was great in Tbilisi. On January 13 the
United Kingdom’s First Commissioner of Transcaucasia in Georgia Oliver Wardrop informed
London: “the recognition inspired great patriotic demonstrations in Thilisi. One hour after the
declaration of the news the capital was decorated with flags, the traffic stopped, the stores and
factories closed. The all garrison with cavalry and artillery walked past my house to greet me. Then
the Prime Minister and I attended the parade at the Palace of the Government. All the citizens
joined the parade. The Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister addressed the people.
The speeches were patriotic, anti-Bolshevik and pro-British. During the day I was greeted with a lot
of emotions from the people. They carried me on their shoulders to my car. The city was provided
with light. There was a large pro-British demonstration at the Opera house that lasted from 11 pm
to 4 am. After the demonstration there was a banquet. A lot of pro-British speeches sounded at the
banquet...” (Kobakhidze, 2015: 186).

In a short period of time Britain prepared a memorandum. The Memorandum featured the
danger coming from Russia and Turkey’s potential coalition. To prevent this from happening the
safety of Georgia was declared as the most important thing. The British diplomats offered the
proposal that consisted of 5 articles: 1. Recognition of Georgia and Azerbaijan (already done);
2. Redistribution of the provision initially reserved for Denikin among the Caucasian Republics;
3. Additional financial, military and food assistance; 4. Providing the appropriate military support
for Batumi and Baku; 5. Destruction of Denikin’s Fleet or its transition to the Allies.

On January 15, 1920 the representatives of the Foreign Ministries of England, France and
Italy met the delegations from Georgia and Azerbaijan to learn how well they were prepared to
meet the Bolshevik aggression. As it turned out Azerbaijan could provide 100 thousand men and
Georgia 50 thousand men to defend the Caucasus in the case they were provided with appropriate
armaments (Topchibashi, 2016: 322-336).

The allies planned to send some military forces to the region (two British battalions),
but finally the decision was changed. They agreed to send only armament. In fact the Caucasian
republics got nothing (Kobakhidze, 2015: 216-222). Consequently in April 1920 XI Army of
Bolshevik Russia entered Baku. Actually the Government of Azerbaijan did nothing to prevent
Russia of entering the country. Minister of Defense S. Mekhmandarov made the officers obey the
new government. The most of the Parliament members supported the Bolsheviks. In this situation
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Georgia was not able to act according to the defense treatment between two countries (Janelidze,
2018: 235). In November of the same year the Bolsheviks annexed Armenia.

4. Results

The study revealed the difficult international situation in which the newly formed Republic of
Georgia was striving to achieve international recognition of its statehood and ensure its
sovereignty. According to Georgian diplomacy, leading European states had a vague idea of
Georgia, its history and borders, relations with neighbors and plans for the future. They discussed
the future of Georgia in accordance with their plans. This was accompanied by the obvious
incompatibility of Russia (both White and Red) with the independence of Georgia, to which the
Entente countries took into account.

The incompatibility of the plans of the Transcaucasian countries itself also appeared. It is
true that in the face of a common threat, Georgia and Azerbaijan made serious attempts to unite,
but in the end no substantial results were achieved. As for Armenia, it was more aggressive towards
Georgia and tried to satisfy its territorial claims at its expense. He also used the political resources
of the strong Armenian diaspora in this case.

The leading European states were unable to provide adequate support to the young Georgian
republic in a timely manner, and by the end of January 1921 the recognition of Georgia's
independence de jure (Document of de jure...) was already a belated step.

5. Conclusion

Thus, during the years of independence, the most difficult military-political situation was
created around the young Republic of Georgia. On the one hand, both white and Bolshevik Russia
considered it part of themselves and were ready to conquer it; On the other hand, the Entente
countries, despite some facts of sympathy, viewed the issue of Georgia with political pragmatism
and assessed its future in terms of their own interests. Added to this was the confrontation between
the Transcaucasian republics over borders. In this regard, the Republic of Armenia was especially
active in relation to Georgia. Turkey also had territorial claims against the Transcaucasian
countries (Georgia, Armenia).

In such a difficult situation, despite numerous attempts by the Georgian government and its
representatives in Paris, the leading European states did not support its admission to the League of
Nations, given the threat posed by Soviet Russia. After the Sovietization of Azerbaijan-Armenia,
Georgia was, in fact, doomed. Unfortunately Paris did not provide a long-term peaceful and
independent development for Georgia. In February-March 1921 Soviet Russia invaded the
Georgian territory. It was factual annexation of the country.
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