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The article attempts to illuminate the policy of the Crimean Khanate in the
context of the confrontation between the Ottoman Empire and the Moscow
state during the second half of the XVIIth century — early XVIII centuries. It
is noted that the authorities of the Crimean Khanate were not only dependent
on the Ottoman state, but also used in every possible way certain advantages
of this protectorate. It is indicated that during the reign of Sophia Alekseev-
na, relations between the Moscow state and the Ottoman Empire acquire a
new character, in particular, the Moscow army launched offensive operations
against Turkish possessions in the Crimea, whereas previously its actions were
of a defensive nature. It is emphasized that the reason for this was the join-
ing of the Moscow state to the sacred alliance against the Turks, which was
concluded in 1683 between the Polish king Jan Sobieski and the Austrian
emperor Leopold. It is noted that the allies sought to expel the Turks from
Europe and decided to attract other states to the union, in particular the
Muscovy. The article analyzes the Moscow-Turkish war of 1672-1681, in par-
ticular - the Chigirin campaigns of the Ottoman army in 1677 and 1678, and
the Moscow-Turkish war of 1686—1700, including the Crimean campaigns of
Moscow in 1687 and 1689. It is noticed that the Wild Field of the Crimean
Khanate served as an interstate buffer zone. It was a significant obstacle to
the military invasion of Crimea from land through Perekop. It was concluded
that the Moscow-Turkish war of 1686—1700, as a component of the Great Turk-
ish War of 1683-1699, ended in 1700, as a result, the Treaty of Constantinople
was signed. It is noted that this treaty ensured the neutrality of the Ottoman
state and allowed Peter I to start the Northern War, accordingly — it meant the
defeat of the Ottoman Empire.

NONITUKA KPUMCbKOI0 XAHCTBA B KOHTEKCTI
OCMAHCbKO-MOCKOBCbKOTIO NPOTUCTOAHHA
V APYIT NOJIOBUHI XVII — HA NOYATKY XVIII CT.
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Y cratTi 3po6neHa cnpoba BUCBITANTU NoniTUKy KpUMCbKOTO XaHCTBa B yMO-
Bax NpotucTosHHA OcmaHcbkoi iMnepii Ta MoCKOBCbKOT fiepxaBy BNPOAoOBXK
apyroi nonosuuu XVII — novatky XVIII ct. Big3HaueHo, wo Bnasa Kpumcbkoro
xaHaty Gyna He nuile 3anexHoto Bif OTTOMaHCbKOT AepikaBy, ane i BCinsKo
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BMKOPMCTOBYBaNa NeBHi nepesaru Lporo npotektopary. [lifcymoBaHo, 1o
MOCKOBCbKO-TypeLbKa BiitHa 1686—1700 pp., ik cknagoBa Benukoi TypeLbkoi
BiliHM 1683-1699 pp. 3aBepwunacs B 1700 p. nignucaHHam KoHcTaHTUHO-
NONbCbKOrO MUPHOTO AOTOBOPY.

Problem statement. For the Russian Empire in
political relations with the Ottoman Empire, ac-
cess to the Black and Mediterranean Seas was one
of the main tasks at the end of the XVIIth centu-
ry. and further throughout the XVIIIth century. At
that time, the Russian state did not fully fulfill this
task. However, over the past more than two hundred
years, Russia has sought to atone for its imperial
ambitions at any cost. According to the Russian
emperors, Russia can get a real outlet to the Black
Sea not when their state launches its ships into the
waters of the Azov and Black Seas, but when the
state builds ports and cities on these seashores.
And this problem directly related to the existence
of the Crimean Khanate.

The analysis of sources and recent research-
es. Consideration of the subjects of the foreign
policy of the Crimean Khanate, to a certain extent,
was started by the following authors: D. Bagaliy?,
S. Velychko? V. Gorobets?, V. Karantsevich 0. Rigel-
man®, T. Chukhlib® etc. However, the problems of the
Crimean Khanate in the Ottoman-Moscow confron-
tation during the second half of the XVII - early
XVIII centuries. remains, in general, unresolved.

The publication’s purpose. The article is de-
voted to the characteristics of the policy of the
Crimean Khanate in the confrontation between the
Ottoman Empire and the Moscow state during the
second half of the XVII — early XVIII centuries.

Statement of the basic material. The study of
the specifics of the policy of the Crimean Khanate
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in the context of its existence between the Ottoman
Empire and the Moscow state requires a particular-
ly balanced approach involving various methods of
thinking and the use of typological, diachronic and
synchronic modifications, which the comparative
method can provide. In particular, it is important to
define the interstate relations of the Crimean Khan-
ate with the Ottoman Empire, the Moscow State, the
Commonwealth and Hetman Ukraine. Among other
things — by comparing and forming certain histor-
ical models and reconstructing the typology of the
development of society’.

Since the National Liberation War of Ukraine
against Poland, the geopolitics between the Ottoman
Empire, Rzeczpospolita and Muscovy has undergone
significant changes. It is quite obvious that despite
the certain dependence of the Khanate on the Otto-
man state, the Crimean Khanate strove to become an
independent player in these geopolitical relations.
And so historically it happened that, basically, events
developed in the Ukrainian lands. And very often the
Crimean Tatars, participating in hostilities on the
side of various warring parties, sought to weaken one
side or the other. So, in the decisive period of the
confrontation between the hetman Ukraine and the
Commonwealth, the Crimean Khan betrays his tradi-
tional ally — Bogdan Khmelnitsky and concludes an
alliance with Poland. One of the reasons for this de-
cision was that the Crimean Khan learned about the
intention of the Moscow state to take the Ukrainian
Cossack-hetman statehood under his own patron-
age. Under such conditions, Poland and the Crimean
Khanate decided to conclude an alliance for a joint
struggle with the Moscow state. But already hetman
Ivan Whovsky turned to the Crimean Tatars for help
in the struggle against the Moscow kingdom. How-
ever, the involvement of the Crimean Khanate in this
difficult, conflicting political situation had fatal con-
sequences for Ukraine — the Crimean Tatars began to
take many Ukrainians prisoner without hindrance?.

7 Karanos 0. 0. IctopuyHa komnapaTuBicTMKa Kpi3b mpusmy
tinocodcbko-meToponoriyHoro nomsgy. Haykosi npaui icTo-
puyHoro dakynbTeTy 3anopi3bKkoro HalioHanbHOrO YHiBepcuTe-
Ty, 2010. Bun. XXIX. C. 255.
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10. Wano.an. K. : AT3T YkpaiHcbka npec-rpyna, 2004. C. 97.



With the coming to power of the hetman Viyhovsky,
the Zaporozhye Host reacted negatively to the con-
tacts of this hetman with the Crimean Khanate. But
the government of Hetman 1. Vyhovsky still managed
to achieve a policy of neutrality with Crimea®. In Au-
gust 1658 Vlyhovsky with a 20,000-strong army and a
horde of Kalga set off for the Dnieper. There the Ta-
tars operated mostly autonomously. Having received
an order from the Crimean Khan to approach the
Moscow borders from the south, the Nogais, Azov and
Kuban Tatars devastated the outskirts of many cities
of the Belgorod strip. The Cossacks of the Chernigov
and Nizhyn regiments were also active. And in the
battle near Konotop, the Ukrainian-Polish army, with
the support of the thirty thousandth army of the
Crimean khan Mehmed IV Giray, won a landslide vic-
tory over the 100 thousandth army of Moscow, led by
Aleksey Trubetskoy!!.

However, the neutrality between the Crimean
Khanate and the hetman Vyhovsky was unstable.
The real then military-political situation in the
Central-Eastern region of Europe developed in such
a way that it was the army of the Crimean Khanate
that was the most potential military ally of Hetman
Vyhovsky. But after the Pereyaslav agreement of
1654, for Vyhovsky a stable alliance with the Crime-
an Khanate was impossible without peace with Po-
land. After all, the Polish-Crimean alliance retained
its strength, and it was impossible for the Ukrainian
hetman in 1654 to receive help from the Crimean
Khan, being at war with the Polish king®2.

As a result of the conclusion of the Andrusovo
truce in 1667 between Poland and the Muscovite
kingdom, the interests of Ukraine were significantly
violated. Therefore, Hetman P. Doroshenko decid-
ed to conclude a military alliance with the Crimean
Khanate and go under the political protectorate of
the Ottoman state. Consequently, Hetman Doro-
shenko, in alliance with the Tatars, begins a war
against the Poles. During September 1667, sever-
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al tens of thousands of Tatars, led by Kerim-Giray,
with the support of several thousand Ottoman Ja-
nissaries and Hetman Doroshenko, began the con-
quest of Galicia. The Polish king Jan Sobieski did
not have sufficient strength to resist this offensive.
However, he was supported by the Zaporozhye ko-
shevoy Ivan Sirko, who with the Cossacks attacked
the Northern Crimea, which caused considerable
concern among the Tatars. And already on October
16, 1667, Kerim-Girey alone (without the consent
of the allies) began negotiations with Jan Sobies-
ki, which led to the conclusion of the Podgaetsky
Peace Agreement!. The Crimean Tatars, whom
P. Doroshenko left for the winter in Ukraine after a
successful war against Poland, rebelled against him.
And, having captured many prisoners, they returned
to the Crimea. The hetman complained about this
to the Turkish sultan. However, in vain — the Otto-
mans were quite on the side of the Crimean Tatars?>.
In fact, the power of the Crimean Khanate was not
only dependent on the Ottoman state, but also used
this protectorate in every possible way. Building
their foreign policy in such a way that in the event
of any interstate conflicts, enlist the support of the
Ottoman Empire, or use its authority.

Famous Turkish writer, theologian, statesman
and traveler Evliya Evliya Celebi (1611-1682), who
visited the Ukrainian lands and the territory of the
Crimean Khanate in the second half of 1660, in his
«Book of Travels», to a certain extent, highlighted
the then policy of the Crimean khans Islyam Girey
and Mehmed Girey. Evliya Celebi also noted that in
1669 Hetman P. Doroshenko received from the Ot-
toman Sultan Mehmed IV the title of sanjakbey (bey
of the Ukrainian sanjak)?.

In general, it should be noted that Sultan
Mehmed IV, whose mother was Ukrainian, purpose-
fully pursued a policy of maintaining close contacts
with Ukraine and largely supported the hetmans of
Bohdan Khmelnitsky, Ivan Vyhovsky, Yuri Khmel-
nitsky, Pavel Teteru, Ivan Bryukhovetsky, and espe-
cially Petro Doroshenko.

Starting from the middle of 1672, a long Mos-
cow-Turkish war begins, the first stage of which
(1672-1676), Mostly, meant the struggle of the Ot-
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toman Empire with the Commonwealth. Already in
1672, the Moscow army began an offensive against
Ukraine — against the Ukrainian hetman Petro Doros-
henko, allied to the Turks". In this situation, Hetman
Doroshenko counted on the support of the Crimean
Khanate. The united army, led by Sultan Mehmed 1V,
together with the Crimean Khan Selim I Giray and
Hetman P. Doroshenko, took the Kamenets fortress
and moved in the direction of Galicia. And by the be-
ginning of September 1672 this army besieged Lviv.
Unable to continue the war, the Rzeczpospolita on
October 5, 1672 agreed to conclude the Buchatsky
peace treaty of 1672. The conclusion of the Bu-
chatsky treaty, according to which the Rzeczpospol-
ita renounced claims to the Right-Bank Ukraine, the
Moscow state regarded as an opportunity, without
violating the Andrusov armistice with the Rzeczpo-
spolita, to seize the Right Bank of Ukraine.

In the mid-1670s military operations were con-
ducted mainly on Ukrainian lands. In particular, in
June 1674 the Ottoman-Tatar army, led by the vizier
Kara-Mustafa, went on the offensive against Chi-
girin to support Petro Doroshenko, a vassal of the
Ukrainian state. This forced the Moscow army to
retreat under the command of the governor Grigory
Romodanovsky, together with the left-bank hetman
Ivan Samoilovich, who were besieging the capital of
the Ukrainian hetman state — Chigirin. And in 1674,
when the Peace of Zhuravnensky was concluded, the
Ottoman Empire determined the landmark of the
offensive to the northeast. This direction became
more active in March 1677, when Yu. Khmelnitsky
was taken from Istanbul to the Turkish camp on the
Danube, where the army was preparing to march on
the Ukraine. On behalf of Yu. Khmelnitsky, the Turk-
ish command sent out station wagons throughout
Ukraine, in which everyone who wished to join him
was called on. It was noted that the Turks are going
to protect Ukraine from robberies, insults and vio-
lence from the Tatars®. It is obvious that in the con-
ditions of the growing Ottoman-Moscow confronta-
tion with the authorities of the Ottoman state, it was
beneficial to demonstrate oneself as an ally of the
Ukrainian state of Petro Doroshenko and a defender
of the Ukrainian people. However, in fact, the Turks
disdained not only the Ukrainians, but as further
events at the end of August 1677 showed, even the
life of the Crimean Tatars did not bother them.

In June 1677, the koshevoy ataman of the

7PirenbmaH 0. I. JlitonucHa onosigb npo Many Pocilo Ta ii Hapop
i ko3akis y3arani. K.: Ju6igb, 1994. C. 414, 415.

® Jlitonuc Camosupus / ynop.: fA. I. O3upa. K. : Hayk. gymka,
1971. C. 128.
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Zaporizhzhya Sich, Ivan Sirko, reported on the ad-
vance of the Crimean Tatars on the Muravskaya road
towards the borders of Muscovy. This information
was confirmed by the field guards of Belgorod. And
according to intelligence information of Hetman
Ivan Samoilovich, the Turks at the end of June 1677
crossed the Danube and approached the Bug, where
the Crimean Khan with his hordes was supposed to
join them?®. S. Velichko in his «Chronicle» wrote
that the Turkish Sultan sent a decree to the Crime-
an Khan, so that he also arrived in due time near
Chigirin with all the Crimean, Belgorod, Budzhak
and other hordes®. Having crossed the Danube and
having overcome the Prut and Dniester, the army of
the seraskir (field marshal) Ibrahim Pasha Shaitan
approached the Southern Bug. In the Budzhatsky
steppes, it was joined by four thousand Belgorod
Tatars, five hundred horsemen of the Crimean Khan
Selim-Girey, headed by the sons of Khan Azma-
met-Girey-Soltan?..

A fairly valuable source of this research is the «Di-
ary» of Patrick Gordon, a Scotsman who was in the ser-
vice of the Moscow state and in 1677 led the dragoon
regiment during the First Chigirin campaign. P. Gordon
received information from intelligence and defectors,
testified about the intentions of the Ottoman field
army to attack Chigirin, and after its capture - to go
to Kiev. At the same time, he estimates the number of
the Ottoman army at 100 thousand, not counting the
Tatars?. The leaders of the Ottoman army intended to
seize the Right-Bank Ukraine by the fall of 1677. They
were convinced that when their huge army appeared,
Chigirin would not withstand, and the army of G. Ro-
modanovsky and I. Samoilovich would not be able to
cross the Dnieper and come to the aid of this fortress.
However, such plans turned out to be a significant
tactical miscalculation of the Turks®. The main forces
of the Ottoman army: 80,000 Turks and 30,000 Tatars
led by the Crimean Khan (except for about 10,000
representatives of other peoples) were never able to

19 AkTbl, OTHOCAWMecs k uctopuu KxHoi 1 3anagHoit Poccuu, co-
OpaHHble 1 u3gaHHble Apxeorpadudeckoit komuccuei: [B 15-Tu
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Tun. A. M. KotomunHa un K. 1884. C. 156-157, 179-180.

2 Benuuko C. B. Jlitonuc / nep. 3 KHUKHOT yKpaiHCbKOT MOBU; 3@
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Tun. A. M. KotomunHa n K. 1884. C. 247-249.

2 ToppoH . HeBHuK. 1677-1678 / Pen. M. P. PoixeHkoB. M.:
Hayka, 2005. C. 19.

2 3apy6a B. H. YkpauHckoe ka3alikoe BoicKo B 6opbbe C Typed-
Ko-Tatapckoi arpeccveit (nocnepHss yerseptb XVII B.). X.: Oc-
HoBa, 1993. C. 35.



capture Chigirin®. In general, the First Chigirin cam-
paign of the Ottoman army, which took place in the
summer of 1677 and in which more than 120,000 sol-
diers took part under the leadership of Ibrahim Pasha
Shaitan, ended in failure for her. She was opposed by
only 32,000 of the Moscow army of the governor of
Romodanovsky and 20-25 thousand of the Cossacks
of hetman Samoilovich®. According to the testimony
of A. I. Rigelman, in the battle for Chigirin, only at the
end of August 1677, 10,000 Tatars died, including sev-
en murzas and the khan’s son?.

The second Chigirin campaign of the Ottoman
army in 1678 also did not bring it a significant vic-
tory. This time, 200,000 Ottoman and Tatar troops,
led by the Seraskir and Grand Vizier Kara-Mustafa
Pasha, could not completely overcome about twelve
thousand of the Moscow-Cossack troops. Almost
the only success of the Turks was the destruction of
the hetman capital - Chigirin. According to V. Zaru-
ba, in the campaign of 1678 the Ottoman forces
would have also failed if it had not been for the too
great slowness and caution of G. Romodanovsky
and I. Samoilovich?. After the end of the cam-
paign in 1678, the Moscow-Turkish conflict contin-
ued during 1679-1680, albeit without large-scale
military campaigns and actions. The final point in
the solution of the confrontation between the two
powerful states was put only by the Peace of Bakh-
chisarai, concluded in January 1681,

At the beginning of the summer of 1680, the
Crimean Khan with large hordes moved in the di-
rection of the Belgorod line, which was supposed
to defend this territory from the attacks of the
Tatars. As a result of the Tatars’ campaign, several
Ukrainian districts and Moscow settlements were
destroyed®. In the summer of the same year, Ivan
Sirko died, who for several decades was the main
threat to the Crimean Khanate, having carried out
more than 55 successful campaigns®®. Consequent-
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ly, the death of Ivan Sirko significantly intensified
the anti-Moscow policy of the Crimean Khanate.

In the autumn of the same 1680, the Moscow
tsar sent to the Crimea the steward Vasily Tyap-
kin and the clerk Nikita Zotov for negotiations on
the conclusion of the Bakhchisarai peace trea-
ty. Thus, as a result of the Moscow-Turkish war of
1672-1681. The Bakhchisarai peace treaty of 1681
between Moscow and Turkey and the Crimean Khan-
ate was concluded, which once again redistributed
Ukrainian lands between neighboring states and
significantly strengthened the position of the Mos-
cow state on the southern borders. The end of the
Moscow-Turkish war established: a truce for twenty
years, the Dnieper River became a border river, but
the Russian government was forbidden to build for-
tifications on both banks. The parties did not have
the right to build or restore fortifications in the
neutral zone between the Bug and the Dnieper, to
settle these lands, to accept defectors. The Tatars
retained the right to roam and hunt in the steppe
areas on both sides of the Dnieper. Podillia and
the Southern Kiev region remained under the rule
of Turkey. Moscow pledged to pay tribute to the
Crimean Khan annually. An agreement was reached
on the periodic exchange of prisoners. Immediate-
ly after the conclusion of the peace, Mehmed IV
began to strengthen his power in the Right-Bank
Ukraine, giving it to the Moldavian master G. Duke,
who, contrary to the Treaty of Bakhchisarai, allowed
new settlers to settle here. The final version of the
treaty was ratified by the Sultan in April 1682 in
Istanbul®. As for Zaporozhye, the Moscow represen-
tatives V. Tyapkin and M. Zotov could not achieve
its accession to their state either in negotiations
with the Crimean Khan Murad-Giray, or with Sultan
Mehmed IV. During the reign of Sophia Alekseev-
na, relations between the Moscow state and the
Ottoman Empire, Moscow began offensive actions
against the Turkish possessions in the Crimea, while
earlier its actions were defensive in nature. The rea-
son was the accession of Russia to the Holy Alliance
against the Turks, which was concluded in 1683 be-
tween the Polish king Jan Sobieski and the Austri-
an emperor Leopold. Venice joined this union, and
Pope Innocent XI was proclaimed its patron. The
allies sought to expel the Turks from Europe and

«CBiT», 1991. T. 2. C. 366-368.

31 Yyxnib T.B. baxuucapaitcbkuit mup 1681 p. aata nybnika-
uii: 2003 p. URL: http://resource.history.org.ua/cgi-bin/eiu/
history.exe?&I21DBN=EIU&P21DBN=EIU&S21STN=1&S21REF=1
0&S21FMT=eiu_all&C21COM=S&S21CNR=20&S21P01=0&S21P02
=0&S521P03=TRN=&S21COLORTERMS=08&S21STR=Bakhchysarajsk
yj_myr_1681 (para 3BepHeHHs: 16.08.2020).
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decided to attract other states to the union, in par-
ticular the Muscovy.

According to A. I. Rigelman’s testimony, at the
beginning of 1687, relations between Moscow and
the Crimean Khanate were aggravated again®. And
in May this year, the next campaign of the Moscow
army to the Crimea begins. About 100 thousand
army, including the Don and Zaporozhye Cossacks,
under the leadership of V. V. Golitsyn approached the
Crimea, but at this time the Crimean Tatars set fire to
the steppe, which deprived the huge army of food for
horses. As a result, on June 17, 1687, V. V. Golitsyn's
army began to retreat to the territory of Ukraine,
where the Cossack foreman, with the support.

V. Golitsyn, seeks from the Moscow government
to eliminate hetman I. Samoilovich, who did not ap-
prove of the continuation of the war against Turkey
and the Crimean Khanate. As a result, Ivan Mazepa
became hetman. And in 1688 preparations began
for the next campaign to the Crimea. And in Feb-
ruary 1689 the second Crimean campaign of about
112 thousand Moscow army began. In mid-May of
this year, a battle took place between this army and
the Crimean Tatar army. Consequently, the Moscow
army approached Perekop. However, due to an un-
favorable situation for itself, it again retreated to
the territory of Ukraine, and subsequently returned
to Moscow. In Moscow, Princess Sophia Alekseev-

32 Pirenbman 0. I. JliTonucHa onosiab npo Many Pocito Ta ii Hapog
i ko3akiB y3arani. K.: JIubigp, 1994. 478.

na wanted to present both unsuccessful campaigns
as significant victories, which in reality they were
not. But the unfortunate result was the result of the
elimination of Princess Sophia in 1698.

Thus, the Crimean campaigns of Moscow in 1687
and 1689. They did not give the desired result in
solving the main task of the Moscow state — regard-
ing the protection of its southern borders - the
Wild Field, which, to a large extent, was controlled
by the Crimean Khanate.

In fact, the Wild Field for the Crimean Khanate
served as an interstate buffer zone, it was a signif-
icant obstacle to the military invasion of Crimea
from land through Perekop. Probably, hetman Ivan
Samoilovich did not want the defeat of the Crimean
Khanate, which played the role of a kind of counter-
balance to Moscow’s great-power interests in south-
ern Ukraine. And this was one of the reasons for his
removal from power. The next hetman, Ivan Mazepa,
who was once sent by hetman P. Doroshenko at the
head of a delegation to the Crimea and Turkey, in his
foreign policy sought to adhere to a friendly policy
with the Crimean Khanate and the Ottoman Empire.

In general, the Moscow-Turkish war of 1686-
1700, as a component of the Great Turkish War of
1683-1699, which ended in 1700 with the signing
of the Treaty of Constantinople. This treaty ensured
the neutrality of the Ottoman state and allowed
Peter I (1672-1725) to enter the Northern War. In
fact, this meant the defeat of the Ottoman Empire.
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