
Alekseevich) during the signing the Treaty of Bakhchisarai in 1681, and after that 
received the title of «master and governor of the Moldovan lands and Ukraine». The 
author analyses the position of Samoylovych’s government on the events. In 
conclusion the author notes that if initially George Ducas was the intermediator on 
behalf of the Polish king John III Sobieski in the international negotiations, later he 
became the spokesman for the Ottoman Empire and on behalf of the Turkish sultan 
he was ap pointed the ruler of much of Ukraine. 

Key words: Ukraine, the Ottoman Empire, George Ducas, John III Sobieski, 
Ivan Samoylovych, the Treaty of Bakhchisarai (1681). 
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Volodymyr Poltorak 

Structure and typology of zaporozhia-don Cossaks 
 conflict in Azov lands 1743-1775 

The relationship between peoples, religious and ethnic communities, social 
classes and economic clans, corporations and individuals are the result of direct 
contact of their subjects, and bear the imprint of perceptions and stereotypes that 
formed them about each other. They have a double feature - integration and 
conflict. This article aims to examine the structure and typology of conflict relations 
Zaporozhian and Don Cossacks in the 1743-1775. 

A systematic analysis of the entire set of conflicts to determine not only the 
mechanisms of emergence and escalation of the conflict, but their functions. Along 
with destructive features that are well documented, each mizhkozatskyy conflict 
carried the possibility of constructive solutions to problems encountered in public 
life. Thus, we distinguish the following positive features Zaporozhya-Don conflicts: 

• information (due to conflicts, the Zaporozhian and Don officers received information 
about the immediate problem, it positively influenced the practice of protecting the rights 

62 . :  .  . – , 2004. – . 35.



and liberties of the Cossacks in the fight with the neighbors, and the Don Cossacks 
succeeded his experience in dealing with conflicts mizhkozatskyh used in practice to 
combat attacks on military land Russian fortresses and other neighbors); 

• security (conflicts led to partial discharge of tension between Cossacks and stems) 
• integrative (conflicts intensified intra cohesion Zaporozhye and Don 

Cossacks, indicated the need to jointly defend their interests); 
• legislative (due to settlement of a number of conflicts, particularly in the years 

1746-1752. Revaluation held norms and values of relations, which led to the total 
improvement); 

• incentive (incentive conflicts provide development management system within 
the Cossack communities become agents of change in regional policy and have 
adjusted their attitude to the central imperial power). 

Don Cossack Starshyna was better adapted to the conditions of the Russian Empire. 
She used the rational methods and means to achieve their goals, which in those 
conditions in most cases succeeded. Support ethnically Russian Empire Don Cossacks 
shows that the Cossacks, and with it the Ukrainian general were a foreign body in the 
body of the empire. Conflicts between Cossacks and stems showed differences in the two 
types of paradigm Cossack communities, the two Slavic nations. There was a clash not 
only representatives of the two oligarchic clans, but also the ideological struggle between 
two models of the Cossacks, two social and national models. Formal victory Don model 
indicates a higher level of adaptation to the absolutist form of government, the 
bureaucracy rules. In fact, the victory Zaporozhian settlement model and development of 
the southern lands of the «public» (Village) Don and then fixing of the disputed land for 
Ukraine, Zaporozhya witnessed a historic victory in numerous disputes XVIII. 

Key words: Zaporozhian Army, Don Army, conflicts, typology, structure, Azov 
land, 1743-1775. 
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