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This article is devoted to the 200th anniversary of the Russian-Swedish Union Treaty of 1812, which was one
of the international prerequisites for both the Swedish-Norwegian union and the Norwegian constitution of 1814.
It raises the question whether the friendship established between Russia and Sweden in 1812 comprised Norway
too — and to which extent it is possible to speak of Norwegian-Russian relations as something different from
Swedish-Russian relations in the period of the Swedish-Norwegian union (1814—1905).
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200 years ago, towards the end of the Napo-
leonic Wars, a shakeup took place on the political
map of Northern Europe when two multinational
states, Denmark and Sweden, split up into four
nation-states. As a result, Finland and Norway
stood forward as autonomous states, even though
they were still united with larger states, Russia
and Sweden respectively. 1809 has been named an
annus mirabilis in Finnish history, and we are per-
fectly justified in using the same term for the year
1814 in Norwegian history. In both cases Russia
and Emperor Alexander I played an important
part, and the Norwegian historian Qystein Rian has
proposed (somewhat playfully, as it seems) that a
statue of Alexander I should be erected in Oslo®.
A noble thought. Alexander I could have been
placed beside the well-known equestrian statue
of King Karl Johan in front of the Norwegian
Royal castle, with Alexander on horseback too,
the way he is often depicted. The two equestrian
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statues would then symbolize the friendship that
was established between the hereditary enemies
Russia and Sweden through the St. Petersburg
Union Treaty of April 5, 1812, an event that we
this year celebrate the 200th anniversary of?.
When Jean Baptiste Bernadotte, Marshall of
France and Prince of Ponte Corvo, in 1810 was
chosen to be Sweden’s Crown Prince (under the
name Karl Johan) and heir to the throne, it was
expected that he would help the Swedes to con-
quer Finland, which had recently been lost to
Russia. Karl Johan did not like this idea, and in-
stead he introduced what was later to be named "the
policy of 1812", which was based on the realization
that Finland was lost for ever. Sweden’s future was
to be found in the West, not in the East, and Karl
Johan took up an old Swedish idea about extend-
ing Sweden’s borders westwards and uniting
Norway with Sweden. To obtain this he was ready
to join the coalition against Napoleon and approach
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Russia. He opened negotiations with Russian
representatives in Stockholm, and his proposals
found fertile ground in St. Petersburg. Alexander I
declared his readiness to support Karl Johan’s
claim for Norway, in return for Swedish participa-
tion in the struggle against Napoleon, as this would
also secure Finland’s integration into the Russian
Empire in the long term.

This was the essence of the St. Petersburg
treaty of 1812, which was further confirmed
through the meeting of the two potentates in Abo
in August 1812, which took place in an atmosphere
of friendliness and concord. Butone can still ask,
ifthe "ties of friendship and good harmony" that are
mentioned in the St. Petersburg treaty as existing
between Russia and Sweden, did they somehow
encompass Norway, too? And from what time is
it possible to speak of Russian-Norwegian rela-
tions as something separate from Russian-Swedish
relations? These are the two questions that will be
addressed in the present article®. At the outset, the
cordial spirit of 1812, obviously, did not comprise
Norway, since in paragraph 5 of the treaty Russia
even undertook, if necessary, to force the Norwe-
gians to comply by military means®. In the sum-
mer of 1814, when the Swedish-Norwegian War
started, Karl Johan could have brought Russian
troops in to break Norwegian resistance, but in the
end he wisely decided against such a move. Instead,
Russia’s pressure was confined to diplomacy
within the limits of the great power mission to
Copenhagen and Christiania. It took Fredrik VI,
the Danish king, and Christian Fredrik seriously to
task to make sure that they abided by the
regulations of the Kiel treaty®.

Later, when the union was well established,
Norway, too, came to benefit from "the policy of
1812", when in 1826 a state border was drawn be-
tween Russia and Norway. For more than 500 years
there had been a vast Russian-Norwegian common
area in the North. Commencing from the 17th cen-
tury it started to shrink, and by the beginning of the
19th only three small Norwegian-Russian common
districts remained in the Varanger area. The Norwe-
gian government was still worried that these small
common districts sooner or later might drag her
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into conflicts with the Russian great power. Russia
had been reluctant to start negotiations about a bor-
der delimitation with Norway, but after 1814 the
Swedish diplomats began to tackle this issue
more energetically than their Danish predecessors
had done. Thanks to the spirit of 1812, in the end
they were able to achieve more. In 1823 MID, the
Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, informed
the Swedish counterpart that they agreed to draw
a permanent state border between the Russian and
Norwegian territories in the North.

MID started to gather information about Lapland
and the border zone, but then, quite unexpectedly,
the governor-general of Arkhangelsk province re-
ported back that a demarcation vis-a-vis Norway
was unnecessary, since, according to his good
judgement, the whole common district belonged
to Russia. In the end he succeeded in convincing
Foreign Minister Nesselrode of the fairness
of his position. Soon it became clear that the
Emperor looked differently on this issue,
however. He decided to disregard the opinion of the
Arkhangelsk governor and stated that what was to
be divided was, indeed, a common district which
belonged to two countries. Therefore, it must be
divided between those countries®.

In the summer of 1825 a Norwegian and a
Russian border commissary worked together in
the Varanger area and agreed on a boundary line.
The agreement was more or less in accordance
with the proposal put forward by the Norwegian
Storting, and Norway acquired a large area east
of the Pasvik River, in which there was virtually
no Norwegian population. The border project was
well-received in Christiania, while dissatisfaction
was widespread in Russia: the Eastern Sami, the
indigenous population of the border zone, were
discontented, because the border crisscrossed their
land’, and the Finnish authorities were displeased,
since they had not been a part of the negotiations,
even if the border undoubtedly affected Finland.

Alexander I, however, appeared to have had
no objections to the new boundary line and gave
his consent. But this was the autumn of 1825, and
then came Alexander’s untimely death, which
was followed by the Decembrist rising. When the
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negotiations relating to the border were resumed
in April 1826, it became clear that the new tsar,
Nicholas I, was not enthusiastic about the proposed
state border in the North. The reason may have
been that the Russian officer who had negotiated
it, lieutenant-colonel Galyamin, had been involved
in the Decembrist rising. The new tsar claimed that
the whole area to the east of the River Pasvik ought
to be ceded to Russia. After a while, however, he
gave up his opposition to the border agreement,
possibly because by then it had become clear that
Galyamin’s complicity in the rebellion could not
be proven, after all. More importantly, however,
he was anxious to assure the Swedish king of his
intention to continue the tradition of 1812 and his
brother’s cordial policy towards the United King-
doms of Sweden and Norway. The new tsar wanted
to give Karl Johan "un noveau gage de son amiti¢"
(a new pledge of his friendship)®.

In many countries the establishment of or
changes in the territorial demarcation of states has
had an indisputable effect on the collective process
of creating intangible or mental boundaries that
define who we are and who the others are®. At first
glance it seems unreasonable to assume that the
new state border established between Norway and
Russia in 1826 could affect the Norwegian elite’s
image of Russia in a negative way since two tsars,
one after the other, had agreed to share the old com-
mon territory with Norway so liberally. Russia’s
restraint was not appreciated at its true value,
however, and, paradoxically, it became a prelude
to misconceptions about Russian expansionism in
the North: the border treaty was, certainly, an ad-
vantageous treaty for Norway, but it was almost
too much of a good thing, because there was con-
siderable concern that Russia might claim back
certain parts of the old common districts, — or even
more: from the 1830s an idea became increasingly
widespread that Russia needed ice-free harbours
on the Norwegian coast to develop its own naval
fleet®.

All in all "the policy of 1812" was not seen
in the decades following the signing of the treaty
as being particularly beneficial to Norway, since
there was also a feeling that Russia supported Karl
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Johan in his struggle with the Norwegian Storting.
In 1821 the King openly admonished that Russia
would intervene if the Storting really resolved
to abolish nobility in Norway. Later, when Karl
Johan dissolved the Storting in 1836, again it was
said that he had to yield to Russian pressure. An old
conservative interpretation among Norwegian
historians was that Karl Johan had to go through
with the dissolution to avoid intervention from
"Europe’s gendarme" (i. e. Russia) against what
was regarded as revolutionary agitation in Norway.

Many years later, in 1929, the eminent Norwe-
gian historian Halvdan Koht worked through the
correspondence between the Russian mission in
Stockholm and St. Petersburg concerning the dis-
solution of the Storting in 1836 in the Archive of
the People’s Commissariat of Foreign Affairs. He
did not find anything that supported the view that
Russia had a finger in the pie. Even though in his
communications with Russian authorities Karl
Johan compared what was going on in Norway with
the Polish insurrection of 1830-31, it did not have
the desired effect. Russia looked slightly differently
on the Swedish-Norwegian union than it had done
20 years earlier: in the instructions given to the
new Russian envoy in Stockholm in 1836, it was
stated that "The king of Sweden cannot today
claim the right to put Norway back under the terms
of the Kiel treaty, as he has shown the intentions
of doing"*. This was, certainly, more in tune with
Russia’s traditional scepticism of Scandinavian
integration. In this scepticism, there was a potential
for Russian-Norwegian understanding that went
unnoticed in Norway at the time because it was
veiled by the "ties of friendship and good harmo-
ny" that had been established between Russia and
Sweden in 1812.

"The policy of 1812" came to an end with the
Crimean War and the November Treaty of 1855,
which explicitly singled Russia out as a potential
aggressor against Sweden-Norway. This treaty
was based on the belief that Russia aspired to po-
ssess ice-free ports in North Norway and that it
badly needed them to develop its own navy. John
Rice Crowe, a British businessman and consul,
residing in Norway, had since the 1830s been the
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main protagonist of this theory, which was soon
adopted by prominent representatives of the
Norwegian political and cultural elite. Through
the years he sent a series of dispatches about "the
Russian menace" to London, the climax being
the one he sent in May 1855, in the middle of the
Crimean War, now acting as British Consul-
General in Norway. This new and ominous report,
which made a strong impression in Whitehall,
ended with these words: "The spider continues
to spin, and eventually will gain her ends — the
possession of a port or ports on the shores of
the Atlantic, unless vigilantly and incessantly
watched"*2.

After having read Crowe’s report, Prime
Minister Palmerston issued the well-known
instruction that it would be well "to enter into
some agreement with the King of Sweden and
Norway binding him to make no concession
whatever to Russia whether of Fishery Rights,
Pasture Rights or Territory without the consent
of Great Britain". Such a Treaty, wrote Palmerston,
"would be a security to us and a definitive support
to him". Crowe’s dispatches were later used to
persuade Napoleon III and France to join the
treaty. In the end Crowe took part in the negotiations
that secured Swedish-Norwegian endorsement of
the treaty. The Norwegian-American historian Paul
Knaplund, who in the 1920s carefully studied this
diplomatic process in the Public Record Office,
proclaimed John Rice Crowe to have been "the
real father of the November Treaty"**.

The idea that Russia needed ice-free harbours
in North Norway was one of the most remarkable
Russophobian delusions of the 19th century, and a
great deal has been written about this false idea.
Swedish authorities did not devote much attention
to this question before the Crimean War, and to
begin with this was first and foremost a Norwe-
gian and British threat perception. Roald Berg has
claimed that the Norwegian Army had a need
to establish a threat scenario, where Norwegian
territory was singled out as a potential target
for a Russian attack. Thus, the Russian menace
became an argument in Norwegian self-assertion
and in the Norwegians’ struggle for equality
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within the Swedish-Norwegian union; ultimately,
it determined the requirements for the Norwegian
defence. These beliefs concerning Russian military
aggression towards North Norway contrasted
sharply with the Swedish doctrine about a defence
based on the view that a Russian attack would be
launched via the Baltic Sea, towards the Swedish
capital and the central parts of Sweden; an attack
along these lines would only threaten Norway if
the Swedes, assisted by the Norwegian standing
army, were to fail to contain the enemy on
Swedish territory™.

Many Eastern European countries today are
pre-occupied with marking boundaries with Russia,
as if they were emphasizing their belief that they
belonged to Europe. The same phenomenon was
also in evidence in Norway in the period we are
concerned with. Norway was the northernmost
periphery of Europe and at the same time an
advanced outpost against Russia. [ would claim that
the Norwegian elite’s susceptibility to the idea
that Russia aspired to ice-free ports in North
Norway may have something to do with Norway’s
desire to carve out a position for itself, not in the
light, but in the shadow of Russia, thereby
emphasizing that Norway, too, aspired to a place
among the civilised nations of Europe.

Was there a rivalry here between Norway and
Sweden, not relating to Russia’s friendship, but
rather concerning its perceived animosity? A few
things point in this direction. In May 1856 Oscar |
wrote about "the both honourable and tremendous
vocation of being Europe’s outposts against the
danger threatening [us] from the East <...>"%5
But it seems to me that the Norwegians were more
successful than the Swedes in drawing attention
to themselves in this respect. The aim of the
November Treaty was primarily to block Russia
from obtaining an ice-free port in North Norway,
and, to begin with, it was to encompass only
Norwegian territory. This was not well-received in
Stockholm  during the initial negotiations
concerning the Treaty. King Oscar raised the question
with the French envoy and said that the intended
guarantee should also include Sweden. The Russian
menace concerned not only Finnmark, he said, but
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Gotland and other places and parts of Swedish
territory. The King pointed out that the Swedes had
been more clever to keep their defence in order,
"and a feeling of jealousy might be created
in this country by the defensive treaty not being
extended to it"*®. Foreign Minister Stierneld put
forward similar objections vis-a-vis the British
envoy and told him that Sweden, through the
Russian fortress Bomarsund on the Aland Islands,
was more threatened by Russia than Norway at the
Varanger fjord. In the end the November
Treaty came to include both countries. However,
the Swedes had to accept the ban specified in the
treaty against the exchange of land with Russia. For
Britain and France, Finnmark was far more impor-
tant than the Aland Islands, and they feared that
Oscar [ would be tempted to give away the Varanger
fjord in exchange for Russian Bomarsund®’.

Aparadox may well be hidden in this. Knaplund
called John Rice Crowe "the father of the November
Treaty", but among Swedish historians it is a
widespread opinion that Oscar I himself was the
stage producer here, that he organized the whole
thing behind the scenes, a theory which was first
put forward by Sven Eriksson in 1939. Even if there
still is room for doubt, many things point in the
direction that King Oscar used John Rice Crowe,
who had close contact with the Swedish royal
house, as an instrument for his own policies, and
that he called on Crowe to send the new alarmist
report to the Foreign Office in May 1855 and even
furnished him with texts on which he could base
his dispatch®®.

If this was the case, then Oscar I deliberately
took advantage of the British anxiety for Russian
naval ports in Norway to obtain a treaty that would
give him backing for his desire to involve Norway-
Sweden in a war with Russia and, thereby, win
Finland back.The first step in this plan was suc-
cessful, the treaty was secured, but it did not be-
come the beginning of a European war against
Russia. Quite contrary, together with an ultimatum
from Austria, it convinced Russia that the time had
come for putting down her weapons. According to
Crown Prince Karl, his father aged ten years in a
single day out of sheer disappointment*®. That does
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not mean that the November Treaty was a failure.
In Norway there was dissatisfaction with the fact
that the treaty had been negotiated above the head
of Norwegian authorities, and relief that it did not
lead to war. In 1857, however, the Storting none-
theless, expressed its satisfaction with the fact that
the treaty had been signed and that Norway now
found itself under the protection of the Western
great powers. The November Treaty actually
institutionalized what was later acknowledged to
be the main pillars of Norwegian security orienta-
tion for a hundred years to come: a fear of Russia
and a security guarantee from the ruling Western
powers, be it explicit or "implicit"?.

According to Bruno Naarden, around the mid-
dle of the 19th century every person in Europe
who considered himself liberal, socialist or revolu-
tionary was anti-Russian. In conservative circles,
in contrast, there could still be some sympathy for
Russia, not least in Germany, where many aris-
tocrats admired the Russian society for its stable
values, its defence of Christianity, and its monar-
chy?. In Stockholm, reportedly, there was a group
of higher officials and noblemen who defended
Russia; in Christiania (Oslo) almost no one did
so, with Vice-Regent Severin Lovenskiold being
the one obvious exception?.

Towards the end of the 19th century, however,
Norwegian attitudes towards Russia clearly became
more relaxed for several reasons. Internal develop-
ments in Russia made some impression in Norway, as
well as in many other countries in the West. Russia’s
defeat in the Crimean War, the liberal reforms of
Alexander II, and the social unrest and revolutionary
ferment, all pointed in the direction of disintegration
and weakness. The Russian military invasion, which
many observers had warned about, became less
and less probable and was replaced by "the Russian
literary invasion", which reached the Scandinavian
countries in the 1880s with the first translations of
Tolstoy and Dostoyevsky?. This created a wave of
interest and sympathy with Russian culture in
Norway, as it did in France, Germany and Great
Britain. The discovery of "the Russian soul", so to
say, became a factor in East-West relations. Thus it
was, that towards the end of the century the "Russian
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menace" came to coexist with new and alternative
images of Russia.

And still there was something peculiar about
Norwegian views of Russia, which we could call
"the Swedish factor". Norwegian views of Russia
came into being in a triangle, where Russia and
Sweden constituted the other two corners. The drift
in public opinion about Russia that took place in
Norway was reminiscent of France, the only great
power in Europe where, after 1870-71, an
anti-Russian attitude was replaced by enthusiasm
for Russia among the general public. Needless to
say, in this latter case, the recently united Germany
constituted the third force in the triangle. Fear in
France for the new and stronger Germany was
accompanied by affection for Russia?*. And in this
instance Sweden played approximately the same
role vis-a-vis Norway as Germany did with re-
spect to France: simply because the Swedes wanted
the Norwegians to dislike the Russians, we began
to like them, or, at least, to dislike them less than
before®.

So, if we move on to the 1890s and the decisive
phase of the struggle for Norwegian independence,
many Norwegian liberals and radicals had become
more friendly towards Russia. No doubt this had
to do with the fact that the Russian question was
tangled up with the union struggle. Bjernstjerne
Bjernson, one of Norway’s leading writers and
at the time a leading figure in the liberal party,
and many others had become convinced that the
Swedes deliberately used the "Russian menace"
with the intention of dissuading the Norwegians
from leaving the union. In 1890 Bjernson even
advocated that Russia should, if she wished, be
given access to one or more ice-free ports in North
Norway and the opportunity of providing a rail link
to them®. However, the Norwegians’ greater
openness towards Russia was in a way situational,
and the assessment within the Russian MID in
1905 was that the greater moderation towards
Russia, observable in many Norwegian newspapers
at the time, was somehow artificial, and the
atmosphere labile. Russian representatives in
Scandinavia warned against anything that could be
interpreted as if Russia had pretensions vis-a-vis
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Norway, lest the public opinion in Norway should
suddenly turn around.

In 1905 Norway benefited from the fact that all
the great European powers were occupied
elsewhere (not least with the Moroccan crisis),
and therefore all wanted a quick and peaceful
solution to the Norwegian question?. Russia had
to be particularly careful, because 1905 was its
annus horribilis with war in the Far East and revo-
lution at home. No doubt Russian authorities were
sensitive to the fate of the monarchy in Norway
because of the current menace to the Romanov
dynasty, and the tsar would have reacted extremely
negatively if the monarchy had been abolished in
Norway. Two weeks after the Storting’s resolution
of the 7th of June, Foreign Minister Lamsdorff
informed the Swedish-Norwegian envoy in
St. Petersburg that the "revolutionary character"
of the provisional Norwegian government was
so evident that it should not count on sympathy
from Russian quarters®. Meanwhile, however,
reports from Russian representatives in Norway
assured the MID that the Norwegians were monar-
chists, and that there would be a robust majority in
support of the monarchy at a referendum?.

In the end anxiety for the monarchy had to yield
to other considerations. The Russian position was
stated rather clearly in a new instruction for the
envoy to Sweden and Norway, first in a draft from
1904 and then in the final text from March 1905.
In some respects, it reminds one of the instructions
from 1836 cited above. It was stated explicitly that
the Norwegian-Swedish "dualism" was, indeed,
desirable, as an assurance against intrigues and
ambitions on the part of other great powers which
were Russia’s rivals in the Baltic and in northern
waters. A pan-Scandinavian amalgamation could
develop into a new political unity in Northern
Europe and might attract Finland as well. Such a
union would unavoidably be dominated by Sweden
and most likely approach Germany (as was stated
in the draft from 1904), or Germany or Britain
(as stated in the final text from 1905)*. An obvious
conclusion to draw from this was that an independent
Norway would reduce the danger of a pan-
Scandinavian union, and thereby also the danger
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that the Danish straits could be closed. At the same
time, however, there was a risk that a Norwegian
secession from Sweden would increase Britain’s
influence in Norway. That could lead to the
establishment of British bases in southern Norway
and even along the coast of North Norway where their
presence would threaten the Russian harbours in the
north, which were completely open and defenseless.

There was not very much Russia could do about
this, however, and from different quarters in the
spring of 1905 it was suggested, therefore, that the
most sensible thing Russia could do was to make
an open statement to the effect that the country did
not have any pretensions vis-a-vis Norway. A final
decision about this was made in the beginning of
October, when the Russian envoy in Stockholm
reported rumours that Great Britain wanted to
renew the November Treaty with Norway.
According to Sune Jungar, these rumours were
crucial for the decision to include a statement in
the recognition of Norwegian independence that
would remove the basis for the November Treaty™..
The resolution consisted of two elements: 1) a
formulation that Russia recognized Norway
"dans toute son integrité territoriale" (‘in all its
territorial integrity’), and 2) that a diplomatic
representative be sent to Kristiania as soon as
possible to point out to Norwegian authorities that
a renewal of the November Treaty was inconsistent
with a good relationship with Russia®*. On October
30, 1905 the Norwegian government at last
received the longed-for telegram from Lamsdorft:
Russia had been a leading force in forging the
Swedish-Norwegian union in 1814, now it became
the first state to affirm its dissolution.

Ironically, the rumours about a new Novem-
ber treaty directed against Russia were equally
groundless as the rumours which, 50 years earlier,
had preceded the signing of the November Treaty.
Yes, in 1905 British Foreign Secretary Landsdowne
considered a renewal of the November Treaty, but
he was positive that a new great power guarantee
for Norway should not be directed against Russia.
On the contrary, Russia had to be among the powers
that gave Norway this guarantee. Later, Russia was
to participate in the negotiations which resulted in
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the so-called Integrity Treaty of 1907, where all the
great European powers joined forces to guarantee
the integrity of the independent Norwegian state®.

Epilogue

Since the demise of the Cold War and the
dissolution of the Soviet Union towards the end of the
20th century, the fact that Russia became the first state
to recognise Norwegian independence in 1905 has
often been referred to as a cornerstone in the peculiar
Norwegian-Russian historical friendship. This friendly
act was reciprocated in 1992 when Norway became
the first state to recognize the independence of
the Russian Federation. Politicians often mention that,
allegedly, the two countries have never been at war
with each other (which is not entirely true, of course).
What is true is that the state border established in
1826 between the two countries has been remarkably
stable and is today regarded as the oldest of
Russia’s present state borders.

A revolution in Norwegian foreign policy
towards Russia was the launching in 1993 of
the trans-national Barents Euro-Arctic Region,
comparable in some respects to "the policy of 1812"
and based on the idea that not demarcation and
isolation, but closeness and involvement create
security®. Also new in this Norwegian-Russian
cordiality, necessitated by the end of the Cold War, is
the focus on the North. In the 19th century the issue
of the North presented a cardinal point of distrust
because ofthe beliefs associated with the ice-free port.
Today, the North is one of the pillars of the Norwegian-
Russian friendship as it is believed that in the North
one is less concerned with the traditional discourse
about power, history and identity, and therefore it is
somehow easier to transcend the negative self-other
divisions between the East and the West®. What
will become of it in the future we do not know, but
Norway has already reaped the fruits of this friendship
with the agreement on the delimitation of the shelf
in the Barents Sea between Norway and Russia,
which was signed in 2011 and which inevitably
reminds one of the 1826 border treaty. Here too,
seemingly, the Russian leadership, instead of giv-
ing in to inner doubts or listening to sceptical voices
within the country itself, decided to give Norway
"a new pledge of its friendship".
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Henc Ilemmep Hunvcen
po¢heCccop UHCTUTYTa UCTOPUH U PEIUTHOBeIeHUS YHuBepcuTera I. Tpomcé, Hopserus

POCCHIICKO-IIBEJICKHI COIO3HBII TOTOBOP 1812 TOJA
M POJIb HOPBETUU

Ctatbsa nocesieHa 200-neTuto 3akI4eHnst POCCUMIACKO-LLBeACcKoro gorosopa 1812 roga, KOTOpbIN
cTan ogHoON M3 MeXayHapOoAHbIX NPEeANOChINIOK co3naHus LLIBeacKo-HOPBEXKCKON YHUN U YTBEPXKAEHUS
KOHCTUTYumMn Hopeerum 1814 roga. B ctaTbe paccmaTpmBatoTca CrneaytoLlme BONpoChl: OXBaTbiBana v
apyx6a, yctaHoBneHHas mexay Poccuen n Leeumen B 1812 roay, kpome Toro 1 Hopeeruio, a Takke, B
KaKon CTENEHN MOXXHO rOBOPUTbL O POCCUNCKO-HOPBEXKCKMX OTHOLLEHUSX KaK OTAENbHbIX OT POCCUIACKO-
wBeackmx B nepuog LLseacko-Hopeexckon yHum (1814—-1905).

Knroueenie cnoea: Poccuticko-weedckuli dozoeop 1812 2., «pycckasi yepo3a», pOCCULICKO-HOPBEX-
CKUe OmHOWeHuUs, ycmaHoereHue epaHul, Hosbpbckuli doeosop 1855 e.

Penensent — [onoun B.H., TOKTOp NCTOPHUYECKHUX HayK, Npodeccop Kadeapbl perHOHOBEICHNS U MEX/yHapOIHBIX
OTHOIICHUH MHCTUTYTA COIMAJIbHO-TYMAaHUTAPHBIX U NONIUTHYECKUX HayK CeBepHOro (ApKTHueckoro) dgeaepaibHOro
yHuBepcurera uMeHu M.B. JlomoHOCcOBa
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