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Abstract

The article is devoted to the study of the history of relations between
the Russian Empire and the Venetian Republic in the 1780s. The re-
search is based on materials from the Archive of Foreign Policy of the
Russian Empire (ABITPI1) and dispatches of the Venetian envoy in St.
Petersburg, Ferigo Foscari. In 1783, the two states conducted a mutual
accreditation of envoys for the first time. The Collegium of Foreign Af-
fairs believed that establishing permanent diplomatic contacts would
contribute to the formation of a military-political alliance. St. Peters-
burg’s victory in the Russo-Turkish War (1768-1774) opened prospects
for solving strategic tasks related to the development of Black Sea trade
and the expansion of Russian influence in the Mediterranean. An al-
liance with Venice could positively affect the implementation of these
projects. An analysis of the prevailing conditions makes it possible to
formulate the aim of the study: comparing the expectations of the au-
thorities of the Russian Empire with the political realities of Europe. To
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achieve this, the international situation is examined, the strategies of
interaction between St. Petersburg and Venice analyzed, and the stag-
es of the formation of the personality of Count Semyon Romanovich
Vorontsov (the Russian envoy to Venice), his role in the development
of bilateral relations, and the problems he faced during his service are
considered. S.R. Vorontsov sought from the Venetian authorities the
establishment of a ceremonial protocol appropriate for the reception
of envoys of the second rank. The diplomat insisted on the correct use
of the monarch’s title in official correspondence, emphasizing the im-
portance of this requirement for bilateral relations. The envoy defend-
ed the interests of Greeks — citizens of the Republic — who sought to
strengthen Russian positions in Venice. Count Vorontsov also focused
his efforts on establishing an alliance with the Republic. In conclusion,
the author comes to the conclusion that the tasks formulated by the
imperial government were difficult to realize.
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ussia-Venice diplomatic and commercial relations

have a history spanning centuries. As early as the six-

teenth and seventeenth centuries, the Republic at-

tempted to persuade the Russian state to participate
in the struggle against the Ottomans!. One direction of Venetian
policy was deliberate rapprochement of the Orthodox Greek com-
munity of the city with “Muscovy™. Confessional ties contributed
to finding allies and proponents of Moscow Rus’ political interests
among the Western Greeks.

Between 1680-1720s, the influence of the Russian state (later the
Russian Empire) on the configuration of the military-political bal-
ance of forces in Europe intensified and expanded. These changes
transformed the character of diplomatic relations and principles of
interaction with Venice. In the eighteenth century, the authorities
of the emerging empire were acting as initiators of forming an an-
ti-Turkish coalition, attracting both the Greek population and the
aristocracy of the Republic®. The Venetian political elite, fearing the
loss of state sovereignty due to military weakness, adhered to prin-
ciples of neutrality in relations with more influential powers®. In the
1710s, Peter I sought to intensify contacts and ties with the Republic,
sending his representatives there’. The first Russian emperor not
only set the goal of reaching the Mediterranean Sea but also out-
lined strategies for international interaction in this region. Cather-
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ine II, following the course of her predecessor, sought to strengthen
the empire’s influence in the Black Sea and the Levant®.

The Russian Empire’s victory in the war with Turkey (1768-1774)
created preconditions for expanding its strategic presence in the Med-
iterranean Sea. In St. Petersburg, the Venetian Republic was assessed
as a promising ally in the context of implementing long-term foreign
policy in the region. An analysis of the historical conditions of the sec-
ond half of the eighteenth century allows formulating the objective
of the research: to correlate the diplomatic initiatives of the empire to
form a Russian-Venetian alliance with the views of Venice’s ruling elite
and the foreign policy interests of the leading European powers in the
1780s. To achieve this goal, the following tasks have to be addressed:
one has to study the political priorities of leading states; to analyze the
main goals and principles of interaction between the Russian Empire
and the Republic; examine the stages of formation of the personality
of Count Semyon Romanovich Vorontsov (Russian envoy to Venice)
and trace his role in the development of bilateral relations; to investi-
gate the problematic aspects of S.R. Vorontsov’s diplomatic activities.

The research was conducted using materials from the Foreign
Policy Archive of the Russian Empire (ABITPIM). The instruction
and messages for Count S.R. Vorontsov, compiled in the Collegium
of Foreign Affairs, and his response dispatches form the source base
of the research. Venice’s position regarding St. Petersburg’s policy is
analyzed through the reports of Ferigo Foscari, the Republic’s envoy
to the Russian capital during the period from 1783 to 1790.

In historiography, it is noted that the Venetian ruling elite sought
to restrain the intensive foreign policy activities of the Russian Em-
pire. The Republic’s government kept rejecting proposals for form-
ing a military-political alliance’. However, Italian historian G. Ta-

¢ IpeberuguxoBa IA. Poccust B CUCTEME MEKAYHAPOAHBIX OTHOILIEHWUIA BO

sropoin noaosmue XVIII B. // Ot gapersa k mmnepun. Poccns B cuctemax
MESKAYHAPOAHBIX OTHOLIeHUM. Bropas mososmuna XVI — masaso XX Bexa.
CII6., 2015. C. 145.

7 Preto P. Venezia e i Turchi. Roma, 2013. P. 224-225; La Republica di Venezia
nell’eta moderna. Dal 1517 alla fine della Repubblica / Ed. G. Cozzi, M. Knap-
ton. Torino, 1992. P. 582-584.
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bacco gives a different assessment of Russian-Venetian relations.
The researcher points out that not all nobles sitting in the Senate
were opponents of rapprochement with St. Petersburg. He empha-
sizes the existence in the advisory body of a “Greek party” — no-
ble politicians who advocated strengthening contacts with Russia®.
This group of aristocrats expressed disagreement with the course of
Andrea Tron (the de facto leader of Venice’s diplomacy), aimed at
rapprochement with the Habsburg Monarchy. If A. Tron, through
maintaining close ties with Vienna, wanted to preserve the status
quo and the Republic’s policy of neutrality, then his opponents in-
sisted on reviving Venice’s lost military and political power’. They
believed that the Russian Empire was capable of contributing to the
restoration of the Venetian Republic’s positions in the region.

The Collegium of Foreign Affairs positively assessed the potential
of interaction with the Venetian Republic for expanding the influ-
ence of the Russian Empire. The 1783 instruction, compiled for the
plenipotentiary minister to Venice!’, Count Semyon Romanovich

Tobacco G. Andrea Tron e la crisi dell’'aristocrazia senatoria a Venezia. Verona,

1980. P. 107-109.
? Ibid. P. 107-109, 113-115.

10" Minister-dignitary, elected and empowered by the sovereign to manage state

affairs” (Dictionary of the Russian Academy. Part IV. St. Petersburg, 1793.
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Vorontsoy, is a key source for understanding Russian-Venetian re-
lations and the international situation in the 1760s-1780s. The doc-
ument noted that the Russian court appointed Marquis Pano Maru-
zzi as charge daffaires to the Republic in 1768 in preparation for
the Archipelago Expedition'. Count Ivan Andreevich Osterman,
formal head of the Collegium of Foreign Affairs and author of the
instruction, indicated that Venetian timidity before the Turks and,
probably, their intention to be of service to Russia’s enemies had
complicated Maruzzi’s work and had prevented the establishment
of firm diplomatic contacts'.

The Russian Empire’s victory in the Russo-Turkish War of 1768-
1774 brought changes to the balance of power in the Old World. Rus-

P. 139). In the 18th century, including the Petrine period and throughout the
whole century, the general term used for a Russian diplomatic representative
abroad was “minister”, irrespective of the actual rank. (Mcropus Brermme
oanturm Poccun. XVIII Bex (ot CeBepHort BoViHbI A0 BOMH Poccun nmpotms
Hamnoaeona). M., 1998. C. 247).

1 ABIIPU. @. Cuomrennst Poccun ¢ Benennent. Om. 41/3. 1783 1. A. 17. A. §;
Beauxe6 M.b. VtaapsarcKkme rocypapeTsa M Poccus B TOABI PyCCKO-TYPeKOT
sonusl 17681774 rr.: autmaomarmss mmoantuxa / / Pocens B CpeanseMHOMOpBe.
Apxuneaarckas sxcreanyns Exkarepunst Beankort / ITop obigeii peaaxymert
E.B. Cmuaguckon. M., 2011. C. 239.

2 ABI'TPU. @. Cromenns Poccun ¢ Bereunert. Om. 41/3. 1783 1. A, 17. A. 8.
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sia significantly strengthened its authority among the great powers.
The Empire gained access to the Black Sea, creating conditions for
developing political-economic projects in the Mediterranean. His-
torian G.A. Grebenshchikova notes that the “St. Petersburg system
of international relations” became a universally recognized factor
in European politics®. The instruction to Count S.R. Vorontsov out-
lined the official position explaining the reasons for the integration
of the Crimean Peninsula in 1783". This integration predictably be-
came a subject of concern for the great powers. Russia’s strengthen-
ing in the Black Sea region caused a conflict between its foreign pol-
icy interests and the aspirations of Great Britain and France, which
fought for control over this strategically important crossroads of
Eurasian communication®.

Britain, seeking sole dominance in the Mediterranean, sup-
ported Russia’s expansionist aspirations from the 1760s to weaken
Paris’ influence in the Levant!®. However, in the context of war in
the North American colonies, relations between the two powers
deteriorated. British naval forces forcibly detained Russian ships in
the Mediterranean and Atlantic”. In response, Catherine II issued
a manifesto on “Armed Maritime Neutrality”® and refused assis-
tance to London during hostilities”. British authorities, concentrat-

B IpebenuyuxoBa IA. Poccus B cucTeme MEKAYHAPOAHBIX OTHOLICHMUIA BO BTOPOVi

noaosmue XVIII s. C. 148.
4 ABITP. @. Cuommenus Poccun ¢ Benennert. Om. 41,/3. 1783 1. A, 17. A. 19.

5 Cmunrarckasn E.B.3akaouenne / / Pocems s CpeanseMHOMOpBe. Apxurieaarckast

arcrreannnst Exatepuust Beankort / IToa o61gent pepakguert E.b. CmuastaCKOT.
M, 2011. C. 477.

Ucropnsa sHemHent moantuxku Poccmn. XVIII Bex (or CeBepHOT BOVHBI AO
BoriH Poccun mpotus Hamoaeona). M., 1998. C. 115.

7 ABI'IPI. @. Cromenns Pocenn ¢ Benenmeii. Om. 41/3. 1783 1. A, 17. A. 22-23.
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Armed Neutrality — a form of cooperation between Russia, Denmark, and
Sweden, along with several other states, established in 1779-1783 (in con-
nection with the American War of Independence) and again in 1800-1801,
with the aim of protecting the maritime trade and shipping of neutral coun-
tries (Diplomatic Dictionary / Ed. A.A. Gromyko et al. Moscow, 1985. Vol. 1.
P. 217).

Ipeberwuxoba I.A. Poccus B cucteme MESKAYHAPOAHBIX OTHOLIIEHMI BO BTOPOTA
noaosuse XVIII B. C. 166.
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ing efforts on resolving contradictions in the New World, allowed
the Russian Empire to implement its foreign policy projects in the
Mediterranean region.

The interconnections of Russia and France in the early 1780s
were characterized in the instruction to S.R. Vorontsov as excep-
tionally good-natured. Nevertheless, the count was advised to “in
any case observe with a wakeful eye all the deeds and negotiations
of the French cabinet™. In government circles, the hostile initia-
tives and actions undertaken by Louis XV were not forgotten: in the
1760s, he had sponsored the Swedish parliament, hoping to initiate
a war between Russia and its northern neighbor. France discovered
in Turkey favorable conditions for spreading anti-Russian senti-
ments and unleashing hostilities?..

The accession of Louis XVI to power in 1774 opened new
prospects in Russian-French relations. The French bourgeoisie

20 ABITPU. @. Cromenns Poccun ¢ Berenueri. Om. 41/3. 1783 . A. 17. A. 17.

2 IpebenuguroBa I.A. Pocens B cucTeme MesKAYHAPOAHBIX OTHOILIEHWT BO BTOPOTi
noaosuse XVIII B, C. 157-159.



78

was interested in establishing trade ties with the Russian Empire
through Black Sea ports. Disagreements of both powers with Lon-
don were a fertile ground for rapprochement and strengthening
of mutual contacts. Catherine II sought to distance herself from
the confrontation in North America. The French political elite
sought to expand their overseas possessions, countering British
hegemony?2. Active support for the liberation movement in the
North American colonies contributed to the realization of Paris’
strategic tasks.

The instruction to S.R. Vorontsov emphasized that Russia’s par-
ticipation in the preparation of the Treaty of Teschen (1779) con-
tributed to strengthening diplomatic and political ties with Ger-
man states®. G.A. Grebenshchikova notes that Catherine II helped
King Frederick II of Prussia prevent the excessive strengthening of
Austria*. Vice-Chancellor I.A. Osterman noted that Russia con-
tinued to maintain a defensive alliance and close friendship with
Prussia®. Thus, maintaining peaceful relations in the west allowed
St. Petersburg to concentrate attention and forces on the southern
direction.

Inthe 1760s—70s, the Austrian Monarchy feared Russian strength-
ening in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth?. The Habsburgs,
together with Louis XV, supported the Saxon dynasty?. To weaken
St. Petersburg’s positions in the western direction, Vienna contrib-
uted to fanning the flames of the Russian-Turkish war. M.A. Petrova
believes that the Russian-Turkish peace of 1774 forced the politi-
cal elite of the Austrian Monarchy to recognize the inevitability of

22 Yepraco6 TILI1. Exarepuna II mu Awmoposux XVI. Pyccxo-dpanygysckue

orromenns, 1774-1792. M., 2004. C. 78-79, 82, 84, 89, 91, 92, 270, 271.
2 ABITPU. @. Cromenns Poccun ¢ Berenueri. Om. 41/3. 1783 . A. 17. A. 16.

# IpebenuguxoBa I.A. Poccust Ha Temernckom xonrpecce 1778-1779 ropos //
Poccnst Ha MmeskaAyHApOAHDBIX popymax 1 korrpeccax XVII — nagaso XX Bexa /

Orts. pea. A.B. Bunorpapos. M., 2021. C. 209, 221.
2 ABIIPU. ®. Cuomenns Poccun ¢ Benenuert. Om. 41/3. 1783 1. A. 17. A. 14.

% Mcropwms srernent moantukm Poccun. XVIII Bex (or CesepHON BOVIHBI AO

Boria Poccun mpotns Hamoaeona). C. 116.
27

Bcemnpnas ncropmst. T. 4: Mup B XVIII Bexe / ots. pepa. C.A. Kapm. M., 2013.
C. 534.
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Russian advancement into the Black Sea and Balkan regions. The
threat of direct military conflict forced Vienna to seek rapproche-
ment with Russia®.

In 1780, in Mogilev, Austrian Monarch Joseph Il and Catherine II
met, agreeing on interaction within far-reaching plans. The Russian
Empress sought to realize the “Greek Project”, connected with the
division of the Porte and the establishment of the kingdoms of Da-
cia and Greece headed by her grandson, Grand Prince Constantine
Pavlovich®. PV. Stegniy refers to the opinion of A.A. Bezborodko,
the de facto head of the Collegium of Foreign Affairs, that Austria
should also gain access to the Adriatic. However, A.A. Bezborodko
excluded Venetian possessions in Istria and Dalmatia from these ex-
pansionist plans®.

A question arises: why were Russian politicians so concerned
about preserving the territory of the Republic on the Balkans?
The answer is found in the instruction to S.R. Vorontsov: “to make
the Republic a reliable friend of the Russian Empire, so that at
any time, especially in case of a new war with the Turks, to have
on its shores and islands a reliable and safe haven for our military
squadrons and ships™!. The Collegium also emphasized that Ven-
ice’s accession to the “Armed Maritime Neutrality” treaty could
ensure the protection of its maritime navigation and internation-
al trade®. The emphasis on these principles in the instruction
indicated St. Petersburg’s course to include the Republic in its
sphere of influence and to shield it from external pressure from
other countries. Russia, not allowing Austria and other powers
into Venice, wished to use its coastal territories to solve its own
geopolitical tasks. The political elite of the Republic was to re-

% Jlempoba M.A. Exarepmuna II m Mocnd II: dopmmposanmne poccuiicko-

aBcTpuiickoro cor3a, 1780-1790. M., 2011. C. 99.

Cmeznuit T1.B. Eme pas o rpedeckom mpoexrte Exarepmmsr II. Hossie
AokymenTst 13 ABITPI MMA Poccun // Hoast n HoBevimas ncropmst. 2002.
Ne 4. C. 112-118.

30 Tbid. C. 112-118.

31 ABTIP. @. Cuomenns Pocenn ¢ Benenmeri. Om. 41/3. 1783 1. A. 17. A. 8.

2 Tbid. A. 23-24.
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gard St. Petersburg as the priority partner, limiting the influence
of other states.

The instruction noted that Russia did not threaten Venice — on
the contrary, the Republic, surrounded by strong powers, cannot
resist them and is forced to endure offenses. However, “now, thanks
to the wisdom and strength of the Empress”, Venice had a chance
to change its fate. Conclusion of an alliance with Russia would not
only save Venice from threats but would also strengthen its interna-
tional position®.

The Venetian nobility, fearing the loss of independence, chose
a foreign policy strategy of neutrality. The Republic categorically
refused to join alliances during the wars for the Polish (1733-1735)
and Austrian (1740-1748) successions. Several months of war could
have plunged Venice into complete poverty and chaos*. Russia, in
turn, wanted to involve the Republic in the great political game to
weaken its competitors.

The journey of Grand Prince Pavel Petrovich to Italy ‘became
a happy beginning of new ties”, in the words of Venetian envoy

% Ibid. A. 10.
3 Panciera W. La Repubblica di Venezia nel Settecento. P. 47.
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to St. Petersburg Ferigo Foscari®. Italian historian D. Berti noted
that the visit of such a noble personage made it inconvenient for
Venice to refuse to send diplomats. Despite all doubts, in 1782 the
Republic appointed its representative to Russia®. In the instruc-
tion to S.R. Vorontsov, it was indicated that F. Foscari would be
received ‘according to protocol on an equal basis with the extraor-
dinary envoy and plenipotentiary minister of Holland”. The post
of a diplomat corresponded in the Russian Empire’s protocol to
the second class.

The Collegium of Foreign Affairs in 1783 appointed Semyon Ro-
manovich Vorontsov as plenipotentiary minister to Venice®. The
appointment record noted the following composition of the mis-
sion: “<..> under the chargé d’affaires, a Titular Councilor and an

5 Dispacci da Pietroburgo di Ferigo Foscari, 1783-1790 / ed. G. Doria. Venezia,
1993. P. 9-10.

Bepmu A. Poccust u MTaABSIHCKME TOCYAAPCTBA B IEProA Prucopasknmento. M.,
1959. C. 81, 82.

7 ABITPU. ®. Cromennsa Poccun ¢ Benenmeri. Om. 41 /3. 1783 1. A, 17. A. 5.

38

36

Ipawnuxo6a M.I1. C.P. Bopougos B Beneumn: Ha4aa0 AMIIAOMATUYECKO
kapbepsl // BopoHyossr — ABa Beka B uctopun Poccun. Tpyast Boporyjosckoro
obmecrsa. Boiryex 15. TTerymxmn, 2012. C. 125.
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Actuary are assigned; furthermore, a Councilor of the Embassy is
to be appointed with a corresponding salary <...>. The Chargé d’af-
faires is to remain there, as before, subordinate to this our Minister,
in order to assist him in our service ™.

Semyon Romanovich Vorontsov (1744-1832) came from a re-
nowned aristocratic family. His father Roman Illarionovich was
a member of the Senate in the early 1760s and received the rank
of General-in-Chief*°. The daughter of Roman Illarionovich, Eliz-
abeth, was the beloved favorite of Emperor Peter III*. Semyon Ro-
manovich’s uncle, Mikhail [llarionovich, held the position of Chan-
cellor of the Russian Empire, influencing the formation of the state’s
foreign policy*2. T.M. Fadeeva notes that Mikhail Illarionovich, trav-
eling through Europe in the 1740s and seeking to develop trade ties
between Russia and Venice, established contacts with the Maruzzi

% ABITPU. ®. Cuomrennst Poccun ¢ Beneguert. Om. 41/3. 1783 1. A. 109. A. 1.

0 3axapoba O.JO. JKusp wm  AMIIAOMATMYECKAS] AESITEABHOCTb rpada

C.P. Bopongosa. M., 2013. C. 11.

Boponyob-Aawxob AU., Muxewurn M.M. Cemen Pomanomud Boponios.
Buorpadms. CIT6., 2020. C. 35.

Anucumol M.IO. Pocemrickas aurmaomatia n Cemmaetssas soriga. M., 2020. C. 6.
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[Tpuem mamovi pumcknm [Tnem VI rpada n rpadunn Ceseproix 8 pespanst 1782 r.
Odopr A. Aagaponn.
TocydapcmBennoiii my3eti-3anoBednux «Ilabrober»

banking house. The empire’s patronage of the Maruzzi family al-
lowed finding reliable agents and representatives in Italy*.

Mikhail Illarionovich took direct part in the formation of S.R. Vo-
rontsov’s personality and education, compiled a study plan for his
nephew, and instilled in him a desire for self-education**. Family
connections facilitated Semyon Romanovich’s rapid advancement
in service — from chamber page to lieutenant of the Guards. The
young count, despite his successes, did not like court service and
thought of a military career®. In 1762, when Peter III was preparing
for a conflict with Denmark, S.R. Vorontsov obtained permission
from the emperor to serve in the army under the command of Gen-
eral-in-Chief PA. Rumyantsev*.

¥ Qadeeba TM. Ipedeckuii mpoexr B amyax: mapkus [1. Mapyuum, xusskHA

3. Tuxka, 6parest A.I. n @.I. Opaoss! B pyccko-Typeykoii somse 1768-1774 rr. //

E.P. Aamkosa B Kpyry COBPEMEHHMUKOB: MCTOPUIECKME AMYHOCTU U ITOXa /

Pea. A.B. Toramumua n aAp. M., 2013. C. 240-241.

Boponyob-Aawxob AU., Muxewurn M.W. Cemen Pomanomuu BopoHnyos.

Buorpadmns. C. 28.

# Tbid. C. 34-35.

% 3axapoba O.JO. JKusHb ™  AMIIAOMATHYECKAS AECSITEABHOCTb rpada
C.P. Boponyoga. C. 16.

44
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The palace coup and Catherine II's accession to power nega-
tively affected the subsequent fate of the Vorontsov family. The
family maintained loyalty to the previous monarch. Semyon’s fa-
ther, Roman, was exiled to Moscow and deprived of a significant
portion of his estates. His sister Elizabeth was temporarily placed
under house arrest. The Empress retired Vorontsov’s uncle, Chan-
cellor Mikhail Illarionovich?. Under these circumstances, Semy-
on Romanovich wanted to leave service. Mikhail Illarionovich
prevented the realization of his nephew’s intentions and helped
him find a position as a court councilor at the embassy in Vienna
in 1764. Ambassador D.M. Golitsyn was to provide patronage to
S.R. Vorontsov*.

In the second half of the 1760s, the count did not hold state offic-
es?. Mikhail Illarionovich’s death in 1767 motivated S.R. Vorontsov
to move from Moscow to St. Petersburg™. The beginning of the Rus-
sian-Turkish War of 1768 prompted Semyon Romanovich, based on
personal and civic convictions, to enter military service’l.

During the hostilities from 1768 to 1774, S.R. Vorontsov served
under the command of P.A. Rumyantsev and at the end of the com-
bat operations held the rank of General-Lieutenant. The count was
one of the translators of the peace treaty text into Italian®. In 1777,
he compiled for P.V. Zavadovsky, the cabinet secretary of Catherine
II, a detailed report that highlighted the assistance of Venetian aris-

7 Boponyob-Aawxo6 AWN., Muxewurn M. Cemen PomanoBud Boponuos.

Buorpadms. C. 38.

BoponyobB-Aawxob AU., Muxewurn M. Cemen Pomanosmu Boponyos.
Buorpadns. C. 41; 3axapoba O.FO. JKu3Hb 1 AUIIAOMATUIECKAS ACSITEABHOCTb
rpada C.P. Bopomunosa. C. 20; Podura TA. BOPOHLIOB CEMEH
POMAHOBMY // Boapmiass poccuiickasi 3HUUKAOICAUS. DACKTPOHHAsI
sepcns (2023). URL: https://old.bigenc.ru/ domestic_history/text/1929316
(Accessed 03.09.2025).

¥ 3axapoba O.JO. Kusp wm AuIAOMATHMYECKAS] AGSITEABHOCTH rpada
C.P. Boponngosa. C. 21.

BoponyobB-Aawxob AU, Muxewurn M.M. Cemen Pomanosmu Boponyos.
Buorpadmus. C. 50.
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tocrat of Greek origin D. Mocenigo to the Russian fleet during the
Archipelago Expedition™.

In 1778, S.R. Vorontsov returned to St. Petersburg. He was in
retirement until 1782°*. A.A. Bezborodko, at Catherine II’s behest,
convinced the count to accept the appointment as Russian repre-
sentative to Venice®. The appointment of S.R. Vorontsov instead
of P. Maruzzi as envoy to the Republic could be explained as fol-
lows. Russia’s military successes of the 1770s and Grand Prince Pavel
Petrovich’s journey to Italy raised the priority of forming long-term
ties with Venice. To demonstrate the special significance of these
diplomatic relations, representation of the highest-born aristo-
crats was required®. At court, the most prepared for this mission
was S.R. Vorontsov, who understood the specifics of the Republic’s
political life. Count Bezborodko, in a letter to Semyon Romanovich,
emphasized that the mission “requires from her [Catherine II’s] side
the naming to this place of a person of notable birth and outstand-
ing abilities™".

The beginning of S.R. Vorontsov’s diplomatic service in Venice
was complicated by differences in protocol traditions between the
two countries. Observance of ceremony reflected to a large extent
the depth and content of bilateral relations. The instruction em-
phasized requirements according to which S.R. Vorontsov was to
be received in the Republic: “<..> [to agree] on suitable terms of
ceremony, which should not be the same as with ambassadors, nor
with residents, but a middle ground between these two qualities™®.
If there were no norms in the Republic for receiving a second-rank
envoy, then “a new ceremony for his reception was to be estab-
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lished™”. Strict control of ceremony observance was connected with
maintaining state prestige. Observance of these rules by the receiv-
ing side demonstrated the degree of respect for the representative
of another state.

In a letter dated October 4, 1783, the diplomat noted that in the
Republic, the “distinctions that appear to be shown to me, are com-
pletely illusory™. He wished to achieve a ceremony corresponding
to his rank and the dignity of the court that appointed him.

In another letter dated November 28, Vorontsov emphasized
that “<..> as for me, if, by giving me only ‘Lei’ [polite “you” in Ital-
ian], as they suppose, considering that this should distinguish me
from residents, they do not add in the course of their responses var-
ious polite expressions with which they are as generous with ambas-
sadors as they are stingy with residents, I shall not consider myself
distinguished”.

In the Republic, ambassadors, compared to residents, were
granted inviolability of their homes and two adjacent buildings, as
well as the right to visit boxes in leading theaters. In a letter from
January 1784 to Alexander Bezborodko, the minister emphasized:
“<..> for the government here could, of course, provide me with
a house without a (theater) box, or a box without a house. But on
equal terms with ambassadors — since our envoys also enjoy this
privilege in the same rank as ambassadors — they are given either
just the boxes on the same tier as ambassadors or a single house and
boxes on the second tier <..>"%, So, Semyon Vorontsov refrained
from formal accreditation, awaiting instructions and clarifications
from St. Petersburg regarding the remarks he had made®.

F. Foscari in a letter dated November 12, 1783, mentioned that
Count A.L Osterman had presented similar claims. The Venetian
representative responded that appropriate measures had been tak-
en immediately after the first request. The diplomat added that
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Vorontsov was even granted distinctions not inherent in accepted
practice. The requirement for boxes and inviolability of buildings
applied only to ambassadors, not to plenipotentiary ministers. De-
spite the clarifications, Count Osterman insisted that the request be
satisfied as a sign of good mutual respect and friendship®.

In a message dated November 28, 1783, Vorontsov noted that he
refused to accept answers from the Venetians where instead of Sa
Majesté Impériale (“Her Imperial Majesty”), la Zara (“the Tsarina”)
was repeatedly written. He emphasized that “answers to proposals
of such a great court deserve the most important attention™®.

S.R. Vorontsov indicated the inconsistency of his status and
the necessary protocol until January 1784. In a report to A.A. Bez-
borodko, he noted that having received certain distinctions, he had
submitted his credentials. However, the minister considered these
privileges insufficient. Explanations for the absence of differences
between boxes on the first and middle tiers seemed unconvinc-
ing to him. Vorontsov believed that it would be pointless to keep
a plenipotentiary minister in Venice and it would be sufficient to
have a resident®. In February 1784, Foscari clarified to Count Oster-
man the details of the box question?. LA. Osterman in a dispatch to
Vorontsov explained that the Republic’s government would be glad
to make concessions, “if it did not fear that by giving Your Excellen-
cy a box in the first tier, where they are allocated only to ambassa-
dors, the latter would consider themselves offended and compared
completely with ministers of the second degree™s.

Diplomatic protocol and forms of address to monarchs and
their representatives demonstrated the degree of mutual respect
of the parties and recognition of a state’s foreign policy prestige.
Understanding the significance of these aspects for bilateral rela-
tions, S.R. Vorontsov noted in his report of January 12, 1784, that
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Catherine II was indifferent to which privilege they chose in the
Senate — the inviolability of homes or the boxes. The Empress con-
sidered it important that differences between the status of an envoy
and a resident be clearly demonstrated. The diplomat also empha-
sized the weight of this principle regarding the use of titles®. Russia’s
policy in the sphere of ceremony reflected a general desire for dom-
inance in bilateral relations. Factors of pressure and international
influence became instruments for imposing an alliance. The politi-
cal elite of Venice, fearing conflicts both with Russia and other great
powers, had no grounds for direct refusal and were forced to give
delicate responses and maneuver flexibly. The Republic made minor
concessions, adhering in main issues to the principle of neutrality.
The Collegium of Foreign Affairs understood the sentiments of the
Venetian elite and refrained from further discussions, agreeing to
compromises. In the dispatch of April 10, 1784, S.R. Vorontsov wrote
that, having received clarifications from St. Petersburg, he would ac-
cept boxes on the second tier in Venetian theaters™.

The activities of Venice’s envoy to the Russian Empire, Ferigo
Foscari, confirm this observation. The diplomat, in a dispatch from
October 1783, emphasized the need for an unhurried and detailed
analysis of the economic realities of the state”. Foscari’s position
demonstrates that certain representatives of the Republic and the
ruling elite in general did not seek rapprochement with St. Peters-
burg and occupied a waiting position. Nevertheless, he transmitted
to Venice information about the riches and abundance of the em-
pire’ In a dispatch sent already in October 1784, after describing
the state’s economic development, F. Foscari concluded that these
developments “now make extremely urgent an important recogni-
tion of this internal power””. The Republic’s envoy did not note
the potential for trade contacts, but pointed to Russia’s might. The
concentration of attention on the power and influence of the state
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reflected rather the fear and concern of the Venetian over the
strengthening of the new empire. Members of the Collegium of For-
eign Affairs took this trend into account.

In the instruction to S.R. Vorontsov, it was noted that Russia’s
Black Sea trade could develop successfully without Venice’s par-
ticipation. Moreover, the text emphasized the inconsistency of the
Republic’s government. First, Venetian representatives in Paris, The
Hague, and London proposed to the Russian side to renew discus-
sions of a trade treaty, but then they themselves refused dialogue,
fearing Turkey and other powers™.

F. Foscari connected Russia’s state development with the activi-
ties of the Empress and her associates”. The diplomat drew attention
to the modernization of the fleet and army”. The Venetian repre-
sentative noted that among both sailors and support staff there was
a significant number of foreigners”. Nevertheless, the authorities
were also training national personnel. F. Foscari praised Catherine
I's wise decision to expand the Engineering Cadet Corps, noting the
creation at the same time of other military educational institutions
in the capital”. The diplomat’s description allowed his correspon-
dents to conclude that Catherine II sought to achieve autonomy in
the training of military and naval specialists, creating the appropri-
ate material base for their education.

The Venetian envoy also touched upon questions of foreign
policy in his reports. Foscari emphasized that the publication of
the “Armed Neutrality” manifesto increased Russia’s international
influence”. The Republic’s representative noted changes in diplo-
matic contacts between St. Petersburg and Istanbul®®. Analysis of the
Russian Empire’s foreign policy in this direction made it possible to
determine changes in the Black Sea and Mediterranean regions. The
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aristocracy of Venice, adhering to the principle of non-interference
and refusal of alliances, assessed the risks of maintaining the bal-
ance of power in Europe.

A dispatch that Foscari sent to the Senate in July 1784 demonstrates
the adaptability of Venetian foreign policy. The envoy indicated that
he had brought to the attention of the Collegium of Foreign Affairs in-
formation about the pardon of Count Dmitry Mocenigo and the pos-
sibility of visiting the Republic unimpeded®. Venetian authorities had
convicted the count from the island of Zakynthos with exile because
of his disobedience to orders. Mocenigo, ignoring local administration
directives, had provided support to the Russian squadron in the Adri-
atic Sea during the Russian-Turkish War®. Foscari emphasized that the
Republic’s authorities’ desire for justice and the persistent intercession
of Catherine II became the basis for this decision®. The government
of the Republic thus demonstrated that it was willing to make conces-
sions to the stronger power, seeking to maintain good relations with it.

Reference to materials concerning Mocenigo makes it possible
to investigate the realities of St. Petersburg and Venice relations.
S.R. Vorontsoy, in a dispatch from June 9, 1784, noted that he had
directed a memo to the Senate of the Republic, but over two months
had not received an answer. The diplomat indicated that he was
forced to submit a new petition, emphasizing: “I consider this im-
proper on its [the Republic’s] part and disrespectful to Her Imperial
Majesty”4. In areport from June 16, the count informed the Collegi-
um that procurator Contarini had had a long discussion with sena-
tor Riva, seeking Mocenigo’s acquittal. As a result, the meeting voted
for pardon, agreeing with the Empress’s demands. The count wrote
about opponents of this decision: “The objecting [Riva] remained
in ridicule, as he deserved, there were two more who declared they
would argue against Russia’s demands, but dared not say a word be-
cause of Riva’s utter failure; in short, besides him and his like, all the
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most respected members of this government certainly worked for
a successful conclusion of this matter”®. In Venice’s Senate response
to S.R. Vorontsov’s memo, it was indicated that the Empress’s insis-
tent requests were taken into account due to the Republic’s special
disposition and desire to emphasize its friendly relations®.

In Russia, it was understood that declarations of goodwill were
ambiguous. On the one hand, senators agreed to compromises, but
on the other, considerable efforts had to be made to uphold the Rus-
sian interests. The Collegium of Foreign Affairs took into account
the support of some politicians advocating strengthening ties with
Russia, but at the same time noted the instability and internal con-
tradictions in the Venetian aristocracy.

In the reports of S.R. Vorontsov to A.A. Bezborodko for the period
from June to July 1784, there were examples of benevolent percep-
tion of Russian policy by senators. Influential Venetian aristocrats
gave recommendations to the envoy concerning the protection of the
interests of the Greek population in the Republic. They advised the
count, when presenting a recredential, to certainly refer to the will
of the Empress, expressing her desire to “preserve the tranquility and
spiritual independence of her co-religionists™. The diplomat stated:
“I see with astonishment and joy that the most important members
of so distrustful a government themselves imprudently propose to us
a way to attach to ourselves several hundred thousand of their sub-
jects”8. In the instruction to S.R. Vorontsov, he was also prescribed
to protect the interests of the Orthodox population in Venice®. St.
Petersburg officials and their representatives considered support for
the Greek population strategically important given the possibility of
a future military conflict with the Ottoman Empire.

In the next report, S.R. Vorontsov described to A.A. Bezborod-
ko the injustice of the Venetian administration regarding another
distinguished Greek attached to Russia — Mr. Benaki. He had been
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arrested and deprived of property. The count emphasized that ef-
fective achievement of goals in light of Venetian political specifics
was possible exclusively through pressure and coercion®. According
to the diplomat’s observations, the Venetian political elite showed
respect only to those states that, having strength, also possessed the
art of threats and persuasion®’. S.R. Vorontsov concluded that pow-
er and the degree of influence were the primary factors in building
relations with the Republic.

Analyzing the situation concerning Venice in his final report,
the envoy noted the dependence of politicians’ decisions on Vien-
nese court influence. The danger of direct conflict with the Austri-
an Monarchy was regarded as the main risk to the Republic’s sover-
eignty”. The nobility hated France, too, yet aristocrats viewed Paris
as a possible partner, secretly hostile to the Habsburgs. The danger of
conflict with Vienna did not allow concluding any agreement with
Versailles. Troops from France in case of conflict might not reach the
Lagoon in time”. Because of this, Venetian nobles rejected a political
course towards limitation of Russian activity in the Adriatic region,
which was being imposed by Paris’. Rapprochement of Venice with
one of the great powers held the danger of open confrontation with
another and threatened the destruction of the established system
of diplomatic equilibrium based on neutrality. The Collegium of
Foreign Affairs sought to take advantage of existing contradictions
to implement an anti-Turkish strategy. The political elite of Venice
assessed the intentions of the Russian Empire generally negatively,
fearing the collapse of the fragile republican structure®,

The envoy noted, however, that not all leading figures of the
state were set against Russia. Morosini, the influential procurator of
St. Mark’s Cathedral, defended in the Senate the idea of close coop-
eration with St. Petersburg. His political opponent was procurator
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Andrea Tron, who determined the foreign policy course of the Re-
public®. If Morosini proposed (even before the Russian-Turkish War
of 1768-1774) to assist Russia, then Tron sought to maintain good
relations with Vienna, which then opposed St. Petersburg. The Sen-
ate supported Tron’s position, fearing Austrian Monarchy’s displea-
sure, which bordered closely on the Republic. S.R. Vorontsov noted
that Morosini, despite the defeat, continued to adhere to a course of
Russian-Venetian rapprochement”. The count also indicated in one
of the dispatches that procurator Morosini supported the “Armed
Neutrality” manifesto, noting its importance for maritime peo-
ples®. The diplomat drew attention to the fractional nature among
the highest patriciate of Venice. The disunity of the Venetian ruling
elite on foreign policy questions formed the prerequisite for effec-
tive advancement by the Russian Empire of its political interests.

Conclusion

The history of Russia and Venice relations encompassed many cen-
turies. Nevertheless, the establishment of full diplomatic relations
with mutual accreditation of permanent representatives occurred
only in the 1780s. The formation of systematic contacts was delayed
due to the episodic character of political and economic interaction
of the states. Problems in Central and Northern Europe did not al-
low St. Petersburg to concentrate sufficient attention and forces on
the southern direction. The assertion of the “St. Petersburg Inter-
national System” as a result of the successful Russian-Turkish War
(1768-1774) allowed Russia to expand the sphere of its interests to
the Mediterranean Sea and in particular, the Adriatic. Realization
of geopolitical interests in conditions of rivalry with the Ottoman
Empire, French and Austrian monarchies necessitated building alli-
ance relations with independent states in the region. Venice’s con-
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sent to exchange embassies was assessed by the Russian court as the
basis for a potential military-political alliance. Russia wanted to co-
operate with both the elite of the Republic and its Greek popula-
tion, solving its strategic tasks in confrontation with the Porte. The
ruling elite of the Venetian Republic, concerned about the growing
influence of the Russian Empire and potential threats from neigh-
boring states, directed efforts toward preserving the existing order
and maintaining control over colonial possessions. The Greeks, for
their part, sought religious autonomy and political independence.
The Russian Empire nurtured ambitious projects in the early
1780s for creating an alliance with the once-great maritime power —
the Venetian Republic. The priority task of imperial authorities was
the creation of naval bases in the Adriatic Sea and ensuring their
effective functioning for countering Turkish influence. St. Petersburg
planned to convince the political elite to restore the Republic to its
former grandeur, relying on the military-political power of Russia.
The establishment of direct bilateral diplomatic contacts was consid-
ered a condition for the successful realization of this project. Part of
the Venetian aristocracy supported the prospects of joint interaction
and cooperation. The predominant part of senators, though, adhered
to a foreign policy strategy that presupposed either forming alliances
with the Habsburg Monarchy or France, or strict observance of neu-
trality principles. The prevalence of these positions among Venetian
politicians testified that the foreign policy ambitions of the Russian
Empire were scarcely realizable in the existing political realities.
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