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ALEKS ANDER HALENKO 

TOWARDS THE CHARACTER OF OTTOMAN POLICY 
IN THE NORTHERN BLACK SEA REGION AFTER 

THE TREATY OF BELGRADE (1739) 

The 
policy of the Ottoman empire in the northern Black Sea region in 

the 18th century is represented mainly by the texts of peace treaties, 
concluded by the Sublime Porte with neighbouring powers in that area, 
such as Austria, Russia and Poland. Not being compared with other sources 
on the policy in regard to Russia, they were frequently misinterpreted ac 

cording to the opinions and sympathies of historians. The Russian histori 

ans, both pre-revolutionary and Soviet, were inclined to exaggerate the 

gravity of the treaties of Pruth (1711), Adrianople (1713), and especially 
that of Belgrade (1739), clearly in order to emphasise the grandeur of the 

triumph at Kuciik Kaynarca (1774), and later. For them, Kiiciik Kaynarca 
was a turning point in the struggle of the Ottoman empire against Russian 
advance southward. Possibly, this Russian victory overshadowed all pre 
vious successes, but the fact is that the treaty of Belgrade is commonly 
regarded as a victory for the Ottomans and grave for the Russians. 

On closer examination the significance of the treaty does not seem so 

clear cut. The Ottomans, in fact, held their steppe frontier unaltered, keeping 
the Russians far from the coastline. They did not allow the Russians to 
have a fleet in the Black Sea, and even in the shallow gulf of Sivash 

(Zabash), where hardly any shipping was possible, merchants from Rus 
sia were compelled to hire only Ottoman ships for their trading activi 

ties.1 On the other hand, the Ottomans granted Russian merchants all 
commercial privileges allowed to other foreign subjects.2 Thus, the Ot 
tomans did make essential concessions to Russians in commercial 

spheres. Therefore, from a modern point of view, such a treaty does not 

support the argument that the Ottomans were dominant in the Black Sea. 
The results of peace talks in Belgrade could have had graver conse 

quences for the Ottomans, if we take into consideration the Russian victo 
ries in the war of 1736-1739. The Russians captured Azov, twice invaded 

* I should like to thank the Organising Committee of the First Skilliter Centre Collo 

quium on Ottoman history and the sponsors for giving me the opportunity of partici 
pating in this Colloquium. I must also thank Professor Omeljan Pritsak for his help 
and comments on the earlier version of this article. 

1 - Noradounghian, G., Recueil d'Actes Internationaux de I'Empire Ottoman, I, Paris, 

1897, p. 258, 265. 

2-Ibid., p. 262. 

OM, n.s. XVIII (LXXIX), 1, 1999 
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102 Aleksander Halenko 

the Crimea, burned the capital Bahcesaray, and even seized the fortress of 
Hotin (1739). It is therefore surprising that the Ottomans were able to 

keep their position in the north Black Sea region intact. However, two 

years later Russia succeeded in neutralising the disadvantageous effect of 
the treaty of Belgrade as far as political problems were concerned.3 Al 

though J. Hammer's assessment overestimates, to some extent, the results 
of Russian diplomatic efforts, it is impossible to deny that the Russian 

Empress, Elizabeth I, achieved much due to the special convention of 
1741. Under the terms of this convention the Sublime Porte agreed to 

Russian construction of a fortress near Azov (Azak), recognised the 

Zaporozhian Cossacks and their possessions under Russian suzerainty 
and, in 1747, recognised the imperial title of Elizabeth. Thus the Rus 

sians, without firing a shot, were able to achieve some important aims, 
partly, perhaps, as a result of the earlier successes of the Russian armies. 

Returning to the commerce, why did the Ottomans yield to Russian 
demands in Belgrade? What was their attitude to commercial relations 
with the enemies in the North? Can the terms of the treaty, concerning 
trade, be regarded as a concession to Russia, because of apparent conces 
sions over commerce, while the status quo on the borders was main 
tained? By answering these questions one may begin to understand the 

priorities of Ottoman foreign policy in this crucial period in its rivalry 
with Russia for predominance in the northern part of the Black Sea. 

Ukraine exercised some autonomy within the borders of the Russian 

empire in the middle of the 18th century and, while not truly independent, 
its role in international relations in the Black Sea area still carried some 

weight. It is for this reason that the Ukrainian archives contain documents 

concerning relations between the Russian empire and the Ottoman empire 
in the middle of the 18th century. There is an intriguing collection of 
Turkish and Tatar letters to the Kosh (Headquarters) of the Zaporozhian 
Host (Dniper Cossacks) and to Russian officials in Ukraine from the 
1740s to the 1770s. Recently an interesting document was found in this 
collection which throws new light on the economic and political situation 
in the northern Black Sea region after the treaty of Belgrade. The docu 

ment in question is a letter from the Kadi of Caffa to the Russian gover 
nor-general of Kiev and of the left-bank Ukraine (see plate).4 Its contents 
are as follows: 

Our faithful friend Mikhail Ivanovich Leon[t]iev, the present Gen 
eral of Kiev, the chief of the Christian princes and the chief of the 

3 - Hammer, J., Histoire de l'Empire Ottoman depuis son origine jusqu'd nos jours, 
XV, Paris, 1834, p. 33. 
4 - Central State Historical Archives of Ukraine (Kiev), Fond 229, inventory 1, file 
12, p. 31. The document measures 32.6 x 32.6 x 21.2 cms. and has no watermark or 

invocatio, the top of the manuscript having been cut away. The seal on the verso 
reads 'Abd ul-Fattah\ There is a copy of the document given at the end of this article 
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Towards the Character of Ottoman Policy 103 

great men of the Christians - may he end his life as a Muslim! 

[...] The news has arrived that the Barabash merchants are coming 
to our capital city of Caffa. We have received and understood the 
illustrious order [ferman (issued)] by the Sublime Porte to their 
lands [namely]: when the Moscovite merchants bring their goods 
and wares from their lands to Caffa for trading purposes, they are 

doing so in compliance with the treaty's conditions. It is ordered 
that they should be careful not to take higher duties from your 

merchants frequenting Caffa than those of the treaty and this order 
and they [the Ottoman customs officers] shall return the higher 
[duties] imposed. Knowing this, the Barabash merchants should 
demand that the names of their people should be put in written 
form in the Muhabbatname. 

May [our] friendship remain forever! 

I, the poor Abd ul-Fattah, the kadi 
In the city of Caffa, the allied 

The document is verified by the seal with the inscription 'Abd ul 
Fattah'. 

This document has no date, but it can be established at any rate ap 
proximately, for General Leontiev occupied the post of governor- general 
of Kiev from 1735 to 1752.5. Thus the treaty, mentioned in the document 

is, of course, the treaty of Belgrade of 1740. The date of the dossier 
which contains the document under discussion is 1749-1750. Although 
some dossiers of the Zaporozhian archives were collected in the 19th 

century,6 it does appear feasible that this document does indeed date from 
that period and was not placed there at random. At that time there was 

frequent correspondence between the officials of the Sublime Porte and 
the Crimean Khanate on one hand and General Leontiev on the other. 
There are seven relevant letters, published in the collection of documents 
on the history of the Crimean Khanate, discovered in the archives of the 

Topkapi Palace.7 General Leontiev could thus have been a well known 

person in Crimea as well as in Istanbul at this time. This supports the 

dating of the document to around 1749-1750. It is obvious, too, that the 
kadi of Caffa clearly distinguishes between Ukraine and Russia, referring 
to the merchants of the two lands by different names, barabash and 
moscov respectively; it was the Ukrainians from beyond the left bank of 

the Dnieper whom the Ottomans called barabash. This stresses once 

more that Ukraine was considered by the Sublime Porte as a area of trade 

5 - Berlinsky, M.F., Mcmopun eopoda Kueea [The History of the City of Kiev], Kiev, 
1991, p. 143, 149. 

6 - Apxie 3anopo3bKo'i Cm: Onuc Mamepianie [The Archives of Zaporozhkij Seen': 

Description of Materials], Kiev, 1931, pp. VIII-XV. 

7 - 
Bennigsen, A.- Boratav, N.P.- Desaive, D. and Lemercier-Quelquejai, C, Le 

Khanat de Crimee dans les Archives du Musee du Palais de Topkapi, Paris, 1978, p. 

222-227. 
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104 Aleksander Halenko 

in its own right, disregarding its position as part of the Russian empire. 
Thus, this letter directly concerns the Ottoman trading policy toward 
Ukraine after the treaty of Belgrade. 

The letter, being sent by a high ranking representative of the Ottoman 
administration and referring to the sultan's ferman, looks like an obvious 
invitation for the Ukrainians to come and trade in the sultan's lands, 

showing the Ottomans' strong concern for their trade with Ukraine. In 

comparison with other extant letters from the Ukrainian-Turkish corre 

spondence of the 18th century, this seems surprising, for in general they 
depicted a Tatar-Cossack vendetta. Unfortunately, relations between the 
two countries have never been sufficiently studied. For the 15th and 16th 

centuries, H. inalcik has shown the dependence of the Ottoman capital on 
food stuffs, raw materials and slaves from the Black Sea basin.8 But as 
far as the 18th century is concerned, there are no major works to assist in 

asserting the validity of the letter. We do, however, have at our disposal 
data which could shed light on some aspects of the commercial relations 
between these countries. 

The commercial ties between Ukraine and the Crimean Khanate, in 

particular concerning the salt trade, are better known. There is much 
documented evidence proving its vital importance for both countries. In 
the middle of the 17th a French officer in Polish service and a keen ob 

server, G. L. de Beauplan, noted that Ukraine suffered from a lack of salt, 
which came into the country only from Pocouche (in Transcarpathian 
Ukraine).9 In the 18th century, when hostilities between the Cossacks and 
the Crimeans had declined, salt began being imported from salt lakes 
situated in the vicinity of the Perecopian fortress (Or-Kapi) and the 

Ukrainians became one of the main contractors in the salt trade with the 
Crimea. The Crimean authorities were aware of the importance of salt 

exports to Ukraine, which brought them a considerable income. A letter, 
written on 26 April 1764 by the emin of the Perekopian salt lakes (Baba 
imam Tuzly) clearly testifies to this. The emin informed the Zaporozhian 
Cossacks that that year's salt deposits were many times larger than in 

previous years and that grass and water were abundant along the steppe 
roads.10 Ukrainian merchants (chumaks) were granted some privileges in 
the salt trade. The French consul in Bahcesaray in the 1750s, Peysonnel, 
once described in his Traite sur le commerce de la Mer Noire, how pro 
vocatively the Ukrainians sometimes behaved. Since the customs duties 
were imposed on every carriage, the chumaks, attempting to pay less 

8 - See inalcik, H., The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age, 1300-1600, London, 
1973, p. 129-133, 144-145. This point of view is supported by Ostapchuk, V., "Five 

documents from the Topkapi Palace on the Ottoman defence of the Black Sea coast 

against the Cossacks (1639)", in: Journal of Turkish Studies, XI (1987), p. 49. 
9 - G. L. de Beauplan, Description d'Ukranie, Rouen, 1660, p. 84. 

10 - Quoted in Bukatevich, N.I., Vyjuaumeo na YKpaim [Chumak trade in Ukraine], 
Odessa, 1928, p. 14. 
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customs, overloaded their carriages or even used specially built carriages 
several times larger than usual; the customs officers were well aware of 
this but paid no attention to such deceit.11 Of course, robbery and pillag 
ing had not yet disappeared from the steppes and there are, for example, 
37 incidents of pillaging of Ukrainian merchant caravans in the steppe 
registered in the Zaporozhian archives for the years 1749 to 1750.12 But 
such incidents were an 18th century reality not merely restricted to the 

steppe, know popularly as the Wild Plain. 

Apart from salt, the wine from the Crimea was also appreciated in 

Ukraine; the Cossack passion for wine is well-known.13Various sources 
not only contain data on the import of wine from the Crimea, but also 

represent the Cossacks as perceptive connoisseurs of these wines.14 There 
were other items the Ukrainians imported from the Crimea in the 18th 

century. According to the estimate of the Russian consul in the Crimea in 
the 1760s, import to Ukraine exceeded the export from Ukraine to the 
Crimea by more than 60,000 roubles a year, which even made Crimea 

dependant on the trade with the Ukraine.15 Quite apart from this evi 

dence, it is impossible to ignore the care with which the Crimean authori 
ties fostered their trade with Ukraine. The letter from the emin of the 

Perekopian salt lakes, mentioned above, sets a good precedent for the 
document being examined here. 

At the same time the position of the Crimean Khans, clear though it 

was, was not one which could be compatible with that of the Ottoman 

government, on whose behalf the kadi of Caffa addressed the Kievan 

governor-general, Leontiev. Although further studies of this problem will 

certainly uncover new data concerning the commerce between Ukraine 
and the lands under the direct control of the Sublime Porte, it is still pos 
sible now to find a satisfactory explanation for the letter using data scat 
tered through various publications. 

11 -Ibid., p. 24. 

\2-Ibid.,p. 29. 

13 - Beauplan wrote: ?Je ne croy pas, qu'il y ait nation au monde semblable a la leur, 

pour ce qui concerne la liberte de boir: car ils ne sont pas si tost des ennuerez qu'ils 
ne reprennent aussi tost (comme Ton dit) du poil de la beste, toutesfois cela s'entend 

pendant le temps de loisir'. See op. cit., p. 6. 

14 - For example, Ivan Kuliabka, the Colonel of the regiment of Lubny, in his letter 
to the Koshovy, the Commander-in-Chief of the Zaporozhian Host, complained of his 
servants, who because of their simplicity could not bring him the wine from the Cri 
mea he had ordered them to buy, and asked the Koshovy for help in purchasing ?two 
barrels of the best white dessert wine from Sudak or from Belbek, if the wine of Su 
dak should not be available and if that should be good and delicious?, in: Kuwcxa 

cmapoeuna, 1992, pt. 3, p. 14. 

15 - 
Javomitskij, D.I. (ed.), CdopHUK Mamepuanoe dm ucmopuu 3anopoDtccKux 

K03aKoe [Collection of the Sources of the History of the Zaporozhian Cossacks], St. 

Petersburg, 1888, p. 204. 
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106 Aleksander Halenko 

In his report to the Parliament, Sir Henry Grenville, an English resi 
dent in Istanbul in the middle of the 18th century, listed goods which 
flowed via the Black Sea to the Ottoman capital. In particular he pointed 
out such items as wheat, barley, buffaloes, live sheep and lambs, lard, 
candles and butter. Grenville paid special attention to the latter, jealously 
noting that the Turks preferred butter brought in buffalo skins, 'rancid, 
mixed with the mutton fat and very bad butter', to the best English or 
Dutch product.16 He was clearly referring to the famous butter of Caffa 
which was reputed in Istanbul to be the best.17 

Last century an amateur collector of antiquities, A. Andrijevsky, pub 
lished several collections of documents of the Zaporozhian Host from the 
archives of the Kievan governor-general's office.18 There are many 
documents concerning commercial relations between Ukraine and Otto 
man possessions which mention various goods carried by Tatars, Turks 
and Ukrainians from Ukraine and into the inner Crimean markets or to 
the ports of Ozii, Gezleve and Caffa. Among them, one can find those 
listed by Grenville. An idea of the goods involved is given by the register 

made by the Russian custom officer, Captain Krivtsov, of merchants who 
crossed the frontier at Sich' on their return from Ukraine in October 1747: 

4 October one Armenian from Bahcesaray, Martyn Tarassov, 
with his four servants in four carriages loaded with 
butter 

10 October one Greek, Stepan from Karasubazar, in one car 

riage, loaded with butter, also19 

16 - Quoted in Braudel, F., Le temps du Monde (Russian trans.), Moscow, 1992, p. 
49-50. 

17 - Veinstein, G., "From the Italians to the Ottomans: the Case of the Northern 

Black Sea Coast in the Sixteenth Century", in: Mediterranean Historical Review, I 

(1986), p. 227. 
18 - 

JJena Kacaroiuuecx 3anopojtcuee 1715-1774 ^^ [Documents Concerning the 

Zaporozhians, 1715-1774], 3anucm OdeccKoeo Odiuecmea Hcmopuu u ffpeenocmeu 

(hereafter cited as ZOOID), XIV (hereafter cited as Dela); Mamepuajibi no ucmopuu 
3anopoj/cbn u noepanuHHUbix omHoiuenuu (1743-1767) [The Materials for the His 

tory of Zaporozhie and Border Relations (1743-1767)], ZOOID XVI, p. 117-266; 
XVII, p. 85-156 (hereafter cited as Materialy); K ucmopuu nozpanuHnux nauiux 

CHOuienuu c KpbmcKUM xancmeoM (nymeeou DtcypHan ceKynd-Mauopa Mameen 

Muponoea e KOAtandupoeKy eeo k KpbmcKOMy xauy 1755 e.) [Towards the History of 

Our Border Relations with the Crimean Khanate (The Journal of the Travels of Major 
Marvej Mironov during his Mission to the Crimean Khan, 1755)], KueecKan cmapuna, 
II (1885), (hereafter cited as K istorii), p.339-356; Pyccme Konqbudenmbi e Typuuu u 

Kpbmy e 1765-1768 ^^. [The Russian Secret Residents in Turkey and the Crimea in 
1765-1768], Kiev, 1894. 
19 - Taking into consideration that the journey to Istanbul from Ukraine took several 

weeks in the 18th century, it is possible that Sir Henry Grenville had sufficient reason 
for not admiring such butter. 
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one Perekopian janissary, Mehmet Pasa, and his six 

companions on horseback with 250 sheep and 100 
cattle; one Perekopian Tatar, Chillilej, and his six 

companions on horseback with 70 sheep and 100 
cattle 

one Armenian from Danilo lvanov, and his two 

companions with seven cattle and 600 sheep 

one Perekopian janissary, Mehmet Pasa, and his 
three servants on horseback with 50 cattle; one 

janissary, Ahmet Pa?a, and his 13 companions with 
one carriage, loaded with provisions, and 64 cattle 
and 900 sheep; one Turk, Ali Pasa, and his 11 

companions on horseback with 135 cattle and 650 

sheep20 

Thus, in October 1747 the customs at Sich' alone let through eight 
merchants and their 45 servants and companions with 456 cattle, 2,470 

sheep and five carriages loaded with butter. 
In the summer the merchant caravans were more frequent and more 

crowded. Earlier, from 13 to 18 August of the same year, eight Turks 
with their servants and two Greeks, who were returning from Ukraine to 
the Crimea, were registered at Sich'.21 

The document also refers to 35 merchants from Ukraine who moved 
southward with their merchandise. Furthermore, Ukrainians traded irre 

spective of the seasons, visiting the markets in the Crimean interior sev 

eral times a year. Ivan Matvejenko, a Cossack from Perevolochna from 
the regiment of Poltava, described in his single application how he went 
to Sudak in the Crimea from October to December 1748, returning there 

again in May 1749.22 Some people even moved into the Crimea and set 

up their own offices there. Thus, when in 1766 the Russian government 
was searching for suitable people to entrust with secret commissions, Va 

silij Retsetov and Pavlo Rudenko were proposed. They were merchants 
from Ukraine who traded in the 'White' Sea, Istanbul and the Crimea and 
lived primarily in the Crimea rather than in their Motherland.23 The mer 

chant from Putivl, Aleksej Shestakov, according to another document, 
?conducted his commerce in the Crimea in Perekop, Bah9esaray, Gezleve 
and Caffa and had his own clerks in all those cities and also spoke Tatan>. 

He was also known at the Crimean Khan's court.24 His compatriot, An 

drej Sushilin, lived in Bahcesaray.25 

19 October 

21 October 

29 October 

20 -Dela, p. 427. 

21 -Ibid., p. 404. 

22 -Materialy, XVI, p. 179. 

23 -Pyccme KOHtpudeHmu..., op. cit., p. 35. 

24-Dela, p. 540-541. 

25 -Kucmopuu..., op. cit., p. 352-353. 
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Judging from the information prepared for the Russian government 
about possible secret agents resident in the Ottoman empire, the direct sea 

trade with Ukraine clearly had a position of some importance in the 

economy of the Ottoman empire even in the 1760s, in spite of restrictions 

imposed by the treaty of 1739. It was indeed profitable. According to 

Semenov, a Russian customs officer and interpreter from Turkish and 

Tatar who had spent several years in service at Zaporozhian Sich' in the 

1740s and 1750s, the Turkish merchants involved in the sea trade made a 

profit, excluding overhead expenses, of between 15 and 20 per cent more 

than that which accrued from the overland trade.26 This branch of com 
merce must surely have flourished earlier and the Ukrainians, too, had a 

direct interest in participating in maritime enterprises. 
Indeed, Ukrainian maritime trading was not new, for the Sublime Por 

te had concluded a treaty with them granting free navigation in Ottoman 
waters as far back as 1649.27 During the following century Ukraine was 

the field of rivalry between the Russian and Ottoman empires. Ukraine it 

self, balancing between great powers in its attempts to gain independ 
ence, fell several times under the protection of the sultan when, in the pe 
riod between 1709 and 1734, that is just before the war of 1736-1739, the 

Zaporozhian Host, trying to avoid Russian reprisals for the alliance with 
the Swedish king Charles XII, settled on lands belonging to the Crimean 

Khanate and became the sultan's subjects for the last time. In accordance 
with the treaties of Pruth (1711) and Adrianople (1713), Russia nominally 
renounced its rights regarding Ukraine. Thus, the Ukrainians, or at any 
rate Zaporozhian Cossacks, were not considered before the convention of 
1741 as Moscow subjects de jure by the Ottomans. Taking advantage of 
the uncertainty over their citizenship, merchants from Ukraine freely 
sailed in Ottoman waters, including the Bosphorus and Mediterranean, 
even on their own vessels, until the 1740s. Two pilgrims from the Ukrain 
ian city of Novhorod-Siverskyj on their way to the Holy Places via Istan 
bul in 1704, meeting compatriots, transferred from the Turkish ship on 
which they were travelling to the boats (kajuk) of these Ukrainians.28 

Thus, the Ukrainian merchants played an important role in Ukrainian 
Ottoman trade. The lively character and mutual profit of the trade be 

26-Ibid., p. 627. 

27 - 
Codpanue zocydapcmeenHUX epcmom u doeoeopoe, xpanniuuxcn e rocydapcm 

eeHHou KojiJieauu HnocmpaHHux den [The Collection of State Orders preserved in 

State Collegium of Foreign Affairs], pt. 3, Moscow, 1822, p. 444-447. 
28 - IlajiOMUKu-nucamejiu nempoecKoeo u nocnenempoecKoeo epeMenu wiu nym 
huku e cenmoii epad Mepyccuiim [The Pilgrim writers at the Time of Peter I and later 
or Travellers to the Holy City of Jerusalem] compiled by Archmandrit Leonid, 
Hmenun e MMnepamopcKOM 06vuecmee Ucmopuu u Jlpeenocmeu [Lecture Given at 

the Imperial Society of History and Antiquities], 1873, III, p. 3 (hereafter cited as 

Palomniki). 
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tween the subjects of both empires seems indisputable and confirms the 
reason for the sultan's ferman mentioned in the letter of the kadi of Caffa. 

Nevertheless, it does not explain the contradiction between the terms 
of the treaty: why, on the one hand, did the treaty forbid the Russians 
from having any fleet in the Black and Azov seas, including the shallow 
Gulf of Sivash, but, on the other, grant Russian subjects commercial 

privileges? 
The war of 1736-1739 suddenly changed the situation in the Black 

Sea. The Ottoman empire could not support its position in the struggle 
against Russia by its military successes. Therefore, during the peace talks 
in Belgrade the Grand Vizier Haci Mehmed Pa?a directed all his efforts at 

containing any Russian advance towards the sea. Amazingly, he was suc 

cessful. The Sublime Porte maintained the territorial status quo while si 

multaneously imposing effective limits on the growth of Russian mari 
time power in the region. Though the previous treaties did not allow Rus 
sian navigation in these waters,29 the Russian navy nevertheless caused 
considerable difficulty during the war, the Russian tsars having in prac 
tice ignored all such restrictions. Peter I resumed building up naval forces 
on the Dnieper and Don, designed for operations in the South, immedi 

ately after the war with Sweden had ended in 1721. The realisation of this 

plan was soon interrupted, but the Russians succeeded in building two 
fleets on the rivers Dnieper and Don by the outbreak of the war of 1736 
1739 30 Those fleets were used in capturing the Turkish fortresses of 

Azov and Ozii, the Azov fleet twice ferrying a 40,000-strong army across 
the Sivash Gulf. During the war there were five naval battles near the en 
trance to Sivash.31 Therefore, in the Treaty of Belgrade the Ottomans 
tried to get rid of the Russian naval presence in the region and, hence, 

pursued exclusively military objectives aimed at imposing a ban on it. 
That is why they forbade the Russian empire from having a fleet even in 
the gulf of Sivash, except for strategic reasons.32 

On the other hand, the Ottomans foresaw that that their sea trade with 
Ukraine would be damaged, if the military consideration alone was taken 
into account. That is why they granted the Ukrainians in the treaty their 

29 - 
Noradounghian, G., op. cit.y p. 260; Pazukhin, A.A. (ed.), CdopnuK apoMom u 

doeoeopoe o npucoeduneHHUU ifapcme u odjiacmeu k rocydapcmey PoccuucKOMy e 

XVII-XIX eeKax [Collection of the Manifestos and Treaties Concerning the Joining of 
the States and Regions to the Russian State in the Seventeenth to Nineteenth Centu 

ries], Peterburg, 1922, p. 203. 

30 - 
MopcKou arwiac, III, pt. 1, Moscow, 1989, p. 934-935. 

31 - 
Zolotarev, V.A. and Kozlov, I.A., Poccuucmu eoeuHbiu qbjiomu e HepnoM Mope 

u eocmoHHOM Cpedu3eMHOMopbe [The Russian Navy in the Black Sea and Eastern 

Mediterranean], Moscow, 1989, p. 165. 

32 - It is curious to note that in the collection prepared by A. Pazukhin, the Gulf of 
Sivash (Mer Zabash, as it was called in the collection of G. Noradounghian) was sub 
stituted for the Azov Sea, see Pazukhin, op. cit, p. 263. 
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usual commercial immunities and permitted them to hire Turkish com 

mercial ships. These concessions were not the result of any interest in 
trade with Russia, which, though much appreciated for its precious furs, 

walrus tusks and hunting birds, could not compare in importance for the 

empire with the Ukrainian trade.33 Moreover, the Ottomans felt secure, 
for, while the privileges were granted to all Russians, Russian merchants 
had not yet come to dominate Ukraine. Thus, the Ottomans in Belgrade 
unintentionally recognised de facto Russian claims to Ukraine, that key 
position in the region. This was registered de jure two years later by the 
convention of 1741. 

Afterwards, the situation began to change quickly. The Russian gov 
ernment, trying to cope with the remnants of Ukrainian autonomy, did 

everything possible to secure the economic submission of the area. They 
allowed Russian merchants to penetrate Ukrainian markets and strengthen 
their positions there while simultaneously imposing limits on Ukrainian 
commerce. In the 1720s and 1730s, for example, the Russian government 
abolished free trade, imposed prohibitions on the trade in raw materials 
and cattle, introduced the Russian monetary system and later stopped 
paying for the Cossacks' services in silver, thus preventing a flow of sil 
ver into the Crimea.34 After the treaty of Belgrade Russian merchants and 
officials even applied to the government for a prohibition on Turkish and 
Greek merchant ships at Sich', the Cossacks' capital.35 

By forbidding Ukrainians free passage in Ottomans waters, the treaty, 
inevitably caused a decrease in commercial operations. The situation was 

aggravated by the seasonal limits on navigation of the Dnieper. Semenov, 
the customs officer of Sich' mentioned above, an acute and industrious 

officer, described commerce there. He noted that the port at Sich' was set 

up on a small tributary of the Dnieper, a considerable distance from its 
mouth. The harbour was small and furthermore became shallow by June 
and so was accessible only for two to three months of the year. Ships 
from Anatolian ports and the Archipelago gathered in Istanbul in March 
and then hurried toward Sich'. It took them at least two months, including 
quarantine time, to get there and return before July. Hence, the 

33 - According to M. Berindei the trade in furs and other luxury goods ?constitue 
pendant les siecles le seul lieu constant entre deux pays?, ?Le role de fourrures dans 
les relations commerciales entre la Russie et 1'Empire Ottoman avant la conquete de 

la Siberie?, in: Passe Turco-Tatar, Present Sovietique: Etudes offertes a Alexandre 

Bennigsen, Paris, 1986, p. 89. 

34 - See Solovjov, S.M., Mcmopun Poccuu dpeeueumux epeMen [The History of 
Russia from the Earliest Times], vols. XXIII-XXIV, Book 12, Moscow, 1964, pp. 38 
39, 385-6: Slabchenko, M., OpeaHU3auw xo3Hucmea YKpaunbi om XMejibHUHHbi do 

Mupoeoii eouHbi [Organization of the Economy in Ukraine from the Time of Khmel 
nitsky to the First World War] vol. Ill, Odessa, 1923, p. 86, 109, 142, 155. 
35 - Skalkovskij, A., Mcmopun Hoeou Cenu [The History of New Sech'], pt. 2, 
Odessa, 1885, p. 95. 
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ships from overseas were only able to come to Sich' once a year. Only 
the merchants from the Crimea or Ozu and Akkerman could visit Sich' 
twice. The port, naturally, was always overcrowded, causing further in 
convenience to merchants, which hampered trade and certainly lessened 
it in comparison with the time when Sich' was located near Liman of 

Dnieper (1709-1734).36 Thus, the Ottomans, being dependent on the sup 
plies from Ukraine, suffered from the decline of the trade and hence the 
reasons for the letter of the kadi of Caffa become clear, as well as those 
behind the failure of the Ottomans to co-ordinate their military and com 

mercial priorities in their policy towards the Russian empire. 
There is one other aspect of Ottoman-Ukrainian commercial relations 

highlighted by the kadi's letter: the muhabbatname, or passports, for 
barabash merchants. The fact that the border between these empires was 
first clearly established with the direct participation of the representatives 
of the Sublime Porte after the treaty of Belgrade, in fact in 1742,37 can be 

regarded as another sign that the Sublime Porte had resigned itself to the 
inevitable loss of Ukraine and turned to regulating its relations with Rus 
sian subjects. The kadis proposal that barabash merchants should have 
their names entered into the muhabbatname was adopted and such pass 
ports, where the names of merchants and their companions and servants 

leaving for Turkey and the Crimea together with their property and de 
tails of their journey were entered in Ottoman, were introduced under the 
decree issued by the Empress Elizabeth on 24 October 1754. A special 
service was set up at the customs on the border with the Crimea.38 It was 

natural that another step in the further regulation of commercial opera 
tions between both countries was taken and the Sublime Porte proposed 
that the Russian government send a special representative to Ozu to pro 
tect the interests of Ukrainian merchants.39 At the same time the Sublime 
Porte and the Crimean Khans objected to the opening of a Russian con 
sulate in the Crimea.40 This enterprise in fact failed suddenly as the Zapo 
rozhian Colonel Yakimov, who was in charge of the commission, having 
provoked a brawl in which a Turk was killed, was forced to flee the same 

night.41. After this, talks about a Russian consulate in the Crimea foun 
dered. At the same time, once the status of Ukraine became distinct and 

36 - 
Dela, pp. 626-8. 

37 - 
HHcmpyMeHtn dm pa32pammeHM 3eMejib jueotcdy Poccuew u IJopmoto e 1742 

aody [The Certificate of the Demarcation of the lands between Russia and the Porte], 
in: ZOOJD, II, p. 834-5. 

38 -Dela, p. 614-618, 663. 

39 - 
Ulianitskij, V.A., "HcTOpHHecKHH onepic pyccKHx kohcvjii>ctb 3a rpaHHueii" 

[Historical essay on the Russian consulate abroad], in: CdopnuK TjiaeHozo Apxuea 

MuHucmepcmea MHOcmpaHHbix flen [The Collection of the Major Archives of the 

Ministry of Foreign Relations in Moscow], vol. VI, Moscow, 1899, p. 420. 

40 - Ibid. ; K ucmopuu... , op. cit. 

41 -Dela, p. 189-190. 
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the Russian position there strengthened, Ottoman perception of Ukraine 

began to change. While, in 1704, Ukrainians had freely sailed in their 
own ships in the Bosphorus, several decades later, in 1749, the Ukrainian 

pilgrim Serapion was strongly advised by Greeks not to present himself 
as Ukrainian (Rusin) or Russian (Moskal), but to pose as Serbian or Bul 

garian, because Turks would imprison him as a Russian spy.42 The es 

trangement between Ukraine and the Ottoman empire thus grew rapidly 
after the treaty of Belgrade. 

Thus, the privileges granted almost as a secondary consideration in 
1739 meant that the Sublime Porte renounced its pretensions to Ukraine 
and eventually led to the weakening of the Ottomans in the region. The 
Russians effectively used this situation to strengthen their commercial 
and political position in Ukraine, which later served as a pretext for fur 
ther claims for hegemony and expansion in the northern Black Sea area. 

In conclusion, by signing the treaty with Russia in Belgrade, the Sub 
lime Porte clearly revealed two priorities in its policy towards the Russian 

empire in the middle of the 18th century. They aimed at maintaining both 
the military and commercial status quo in the region and, by allowing 

Russian subjects commercial immunities, they calculated that this would 

preserve their commerce with their important contractors in Ukraine and 
their recent subjects in the Zaporozhe. On the other hand, the concession 
to the Russians meant the de facto withdrawal of Ottoman claims to 

Ukraine, which was made de jure in the convention of 1741. Very soon 
the trade between these partners declined, due in part to the changed 
situation, thus prompting the sultan's ferman and the letter from the kadi 
of Caffa. It is therefore possible to date the turning point in the struggle 
between the Russians and the Ottomans to the treaty of Belgrade. 

The document presented below testifies that Ukraine played an im 

portant role in the Black Sea basin in the first half of the 18th century and 
shows the potential importance of Ottoman documents from the Ukrain 
ian archives for studies in the Ottoman history of that period. 

(Institute of Oriental Studies, Kiev, Ukraine) 

42 - 
Palomniki, p. 87. 
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