
Power Relationships between Russia, the Crimea and the
Ottoman Empire as Reflected in Titulature

At o sysrEM of semiotic symbols designed to declare his place and
power in the world, titulature is of paramount significance for a ruler.
It defines and asserts in a determined order his powerrelationship with
men and space in his own environment, in the world, and in the
cosmos.

In his recent study on the titulature of the Muscovite ruler, Marc
Szeftell presented its evolution as follows: 1) Veltkti Kniaz' of
Vladimir, or Grand Prince of Vladimir;2) Velikii Kniaz' vseia Rttsi,
or Grand Prince of a1l Rus' (1328); 3) B ozhieiu mtlos tiiu or Dei Gratia
Oaa9); 4) Velikti Gosudar' or Gospodar (1448, in inter-princely
relations, 1489 in international relations); 5) Samoderzhets, or
autocrator (1492 by the Church, 1591 in international relations); 6;
Tsar', mid-fifteenth century by the Church, Ivan IV's coronation as

T s ar' on Janu ar y 1 6, I 5 47 ; 7 ) T s ar' K az ans kii andT s ar' A s tr akhans kii
(1553, 1554). In 1591 the tsar's envoys to the king of Polandreferred
to their ruler in the following manner: Velikii Gosudar' nashTsar' t

Velikii Kniaz' Feodor lvanovich vseia Rusi Samoderzhets.
In viewof the Orthodox Church's authority, guidance, andceremo-

nial function in introducing and sanctioning such titles, the general
tendency has been to assume a Byzantine origin for most of these

titles.2
In dealing with royal titulature it is important to determine which

title was designed for which audience: whether it was mainly intended
for domestic consumptlon or for internationhl reiations, or whether, as

in the case of Russia, for the Eastern or Western world. Also it is
important in historical analysis to know the particular purpose,
historical context and circumstances behind the assumption of a
particular title. For Russia the most imporrant and inrmediate historical
rcaliry in powerrelations was the issue of Tatar suzerainty, not only in the

Golden Horde era (1234-1502) but also in the following period.
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The suzerainty of the Golden Horde, until its destruction by the

Crimean khan in 1502, and then the claim in turn by the latter of
restoring and continuing the Goiden Horde's heritage, loomed large

over Russia during the sixteenth century and influenced the titulature

of the Muscovite rulers as far as their international status was

concerned. The Tatar reaction was a weighty reality as late as 1571

when Devlet Giray khan of the Crimea invaded Russia and burned

down Moscow's outskirts. Actually there were two parallel develop-

ments in the proces s of Rus sian liberation : first its de fac to accompli sh-

ment by the buildup of her military power and by her successful

Iesistance to Khan, and second., the recognition by the khan of the

changing power relations. What was particuiarly important was not

just to assume a title. Such an act required extremely careful prepara-

tion via diplomacy. Otherwise it could have had disastrous conse-

quences forthe very existence of the Muscovite state. The state would

be in danger not only because the Tatars would themselves invade, but

also because of the khan's close relations with the powerful western

rivals of Muscovy, i.e., Lithuania and Poland (there was an ailiance

between Lithuania and Ahmed Khan of the Golden Horde and later

between Casimir IV and the Crimean khan in 1480, 1511, 1516, and

1520).

THE EVOLUTION OF MUSCOVITE TITULATURE DTIRING TI{E TATAR

DOMINATION

There is a scholarly consensus that Ivan I's title, Grand Prince,

assumed a new meaning when in 1328 ayarhg (Imperial diploma) of
Uzbeg, khan of the Golden Horde (1311-41), empowered him to act

as an intermediary between the khanate and the Russian princes in

collecting the tribute due and in settling all other similar matters.3 This

guaranteed the primacy of the Muscovite prince among the other

Russian princedoms and prepared him for his unifying and liberating

role in the future struggle. Already Ivan I (1328-40) styled himself

"Grand Prince of all Rus" and the title was continously used until

1655. (Compare this with the Tatar trtle Barga Mogol PadtSaht, the

supreme ruler of all the Mongol people).4

By the assumption of the titie Det Gratia, which was first used in

the tieaty with fing Casimir IV in 1449,it is suggested5 that the Grand

Prince of Muscovy must have claimed, among other things, to have
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received his sovereign power directly from God. This was clearly a
notion in conflict with the khan's suzerainty. Actually, by his alliance
with Casimir in 1449 the Grand Prince was defying his powerful
suzerain Sid (Sayyid) Ahmed Khan (c. 7433-c. 1465).6 It is also
suggestedT that the use of the title gosudar' occurred at a time when
Muscovy achieved its so-called "independence" from the Golden
Horde in 1480.

The Title Tsar'I Khan
As far as the Tatars were concerned, failure to pay the yearly tribute

constituted the most serious violation of vassalage relations, and it
wAS usLlally punished by military action. That was the reason behind
the confrontation between the Muscovite Grand Prince and Ahmed,
khan of the Golden Horde, on the Oka river in 1480. However, the
encounter did not result in a battle, as the khan left the battlefield upon
a promise by Ivan III to pay the tribute. But what is interesting is that
upon his return to Moscow the Grand Prince was greeted as a victor
and liberator. Historiography has considered the date as rhe beginning
of the independence of Russia.8 But it is difficult to understand why
the Muscovite monarch did not take the title of Tsar', equalling that
of khan, until 1547 .In fact, the most important event for the Grand
Prince in the year 1480 was the alliance with Mengli Giray, the
Crimean khan. This was because Mengli Giray was a Genghiskhanid
claiming the Great Khanate and, as a protdgd and a vassal of the
ottoman sultan, he was destined to give the decisive blow to the
Golden Horde. The question is why during this period were Ivan III
(1462-1505) and his successor Vasilii (1505-33), despite the internal
chaos in the Golden Horde following Ahrned Khan's death in 1481,
unable to claim the title of Tsar' which, it should be remembered, was
always used by the Muscovite chancery as corresponding to the title
khan.e

The srrict Tatar notion of legitimate sovereignty required that the
khan should be of the lineage of Djodji, the eldest son of Genghis
Khan, who was assigned by his father the westernmost lands of the
Empire. It remained an unchallenged rule among the Turco-Mongol
peoples in Eurasia that only someone from his lineage could claim the
khanate. Thus, even such powerful figures as Nogay, Mamay orEdigi.i
would not dare to assume the title khan l0 Three conditions together
determined who could assume the title: 1) Genghiskhaniddescenr, as

mentioned above; 2) factual allegiance of the UIus, or the powerful
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tribes under the four Karagubegs;tt 3) actual possession of rheUlug-
Y urt, also known as T akht or S ar ay,the c apital region of the Empire. 1 2

This systems attributed to Genghis Khan and called "Yasa" or "Tore-
i Djengiz-Khanl," had almost a sacred significance among the mili-
tary tribes as far as the khan's sovereignty was concerned. It was
uncompromisingly advocated by the chiefs of the tribal aristocracy to
the end of the Crimean Khanate. For example, in the seventeenth
century, Murad Giray Khan (1678-83) was a staunch exponent of the
"T rire - i Dj e ngiz -K hanl." 13

Also, since Mamay's defeat at Kulikovo in 1380, a test and
condition forkeeping the title of Great Khanship was to be able to re-
impose Tatar suzerainty and tribute upon Russia. The Ulug-Yurt or
Takht was the territory on the middle Itil (Volga) river where Batu
Khan (1237 -56), the founder of the Golden Horde Khanate had
established his capital city, Saray.ta In order to become a legitimate
Ulug Khan it was imperative for the claimant to the throne to have the
actual possession of this "sacred" Imperial center along with the
allegiance of the four Karaguntbes which provided the main military
power of the khan.

The Girays of the Crimea were of Genghiskhanid descent and
counted among their predecessors Toktamt$ Khan (1377-95),1s who
had restored the unity of the Golden Horde and re-imposed Tatar
suzerainty overRussiain 1382.16However, Mengli Giray, khan of the
Crimea, still had to fulfill the two remaining conditions to be recog-
nized as Great Khan by the Tatar world: namely, to rally the Imperial
tribes under his control and to capture the Ulug-Yurr.l7 His policy for
establishing his control over the Ulus was not completely successful.
His efforts to forcibly settle the Tatar tribes in the Crimea actually
alienated these tribes, including the Nogays. Besides, he could not
leave the Crimea, which had become a center of power and wealth,
while Saray was devastated (especially after Timur, or Tamerlane,
invaded in 1395 and during the internecine war thereafter).l8

In 1502 Mengli Giray defeated Sheykh Ahmed's troops and cap-
tured and completely destroyed Saray. Now feeling himself the
successor to the Golden Horde, he notified Ivan III of his victory so

that Ivan would henceforth pay the tribute to him. Thereupon the
Grand Prince of Muscovy took the role of supporter of the defeated
khan and helped him to settle the Nogay tribes in the region of
Astrakhan. On the other hand, the sons of Ulug Mohammed, khan of
the Golden Horde and later founder of the Khanate of Kazan', had
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already come under the protection of Muscovy. Ulug Mohammed's
son K6,sim, in dispute in 1445 with his brother Mahmudek over rhe
khanship of Kazan', took refuge in Moscow. Under the protection of
the Grand Prince in 1453 he founded the Khanate of Kdsim in
Gorodets. This khanate became the rallying point of many exiled
Tatar partisans who thereby served the Grand Prince's plan to main-
tain his protectorate over Kazan'. That the Grand Prince was not only
an ally but was also the actual protector of khans of Genghiskhanid
descent greatly enhanced his prestige among the Tatars and became
one of the most important factors leading to his assumption of the title
KhanlTsar'later on.1e

In the years 1502-54, the Khanates of Kazan' and Astrakhan, as
well as the Nogay tribes in the old Saray region, became the focus of
the struggle between the Crimean khans andthe Muscoviteprinces for
the heritage of the Golden Horde Empire. Or, ro put ir differently, in
the face of a revival of the Golden Horde power under the Crimean
khans, Muscovy was forced, forthe sake of its own future, toestablish
control in the middle and lower Volga regions and thus to claim the
Ulug Khanate.

The struggle reached its most drarnatic and decisive phase under
Mohammed Giray I (1514-23) and sahib Giray I (1532-51).
Mohammed Giray had championed an anti-Muscovite policy since
1507 when he was a lgalgay or crown prince. when he succeeded
Mengli he continued the devastating raids against the Muscovite
territories and renewed the alliance in 1516 with Lithuania-Poland,
which was then at war against Muscovy. Through his envoys he asked.
the Muscovite prince to stop interfering in the affairs of Kazan', p&y
the ancient tribute for the city of odoev,2o and relinquish his recent
conquests in Lithuania. Then the Crimean khan, following his brother
Sahib Giray's accession to the throne of Kazan', came with his army
befort Moscow in 1521. However, he did not attack the city, since
Tatar cavalry was not effective in the face of the Russian artlllery.
Upon the promise of a yearly tribute he returned home. From this time
onward the Crimean khans claimed a yearly tribure called ulug
khaztne from Muscovy. The Russians interpreted it as a "gift",
although it actually was a ransom to spare Russian territories from
Tatar raids. The khan always considered the regular payment of the
ulug khazlne a primary precondition of peace between the two
counffies.21 However interpreted, Mohammed Giray apparently con-
sidered it as a continuation of the tribute paid to the ulug khans of the
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Golden Horde. The claim was implied in the title he used when the

treaty of alliance was renewed with the king of Poland, the Grand

Prince of Lithuania, in 1520. There he styled himself "Ulu-Ordanuit
UIu Khant DeSt-i Ktpgak barga Mogol PadtEaht" ("The Great Khan

of the Great Horde and the Emperor of the Kipcak steppes with all

Mogol people"). Here the title UIu!-Ordc refers to the principal tribes

as well as the cenffal region on the lower Volga. DeSt-i Kipcak

signified the steppe area of eastern Europe from the Dniestr river to
Asfakhan, inhabited by Turco-Mongol tribes. Mohammed Giray's
Empire collapsed when he was killed by the Nogays tn 1523 in the

piain of Asuakhan.zz
During the period 1500-25 Istanbul became the scene of Crimean

and Russian diplomatic efforts to secure the sultan's favor. While the

Grand Prince tried to cultivate Ottoman frienship on the grounds of
Muscovy's pressure on Lithuania-Poland and the benefits of an

expanding trade (in fur in particular), the Crimeans stressed such

sensitive issues for the Ottoman sultan as the shame of the invasion of
Muslim lands by the infidel Muscovites. He even accused the Musco-

vites of demolishing mosques and building churches in Kazan' and of
giving aid to the Krzrlbash of Iran. Muscovite envoys sent to Istanbul

tn l52l were instructed to deny in particular the Crimean assertion

about the demolition of the mosques and to prove that the khans of
Kazan' were installed for many generations by the "sovereign Mus-

covite ruler, by God's grace sovereign of all Rus'."23

In support of his claim to sovereignty over Tatar lands, the Musco-

vite ruler argued that Ivan III had grantedvarious khans (called rsar'

in the Muscovite sources) possessions of land in his state in return for

their service.2a Fierce internal struggle, for power in the decline period

of the Golden Horde and in the history of the successor khanates

forced many ousted khans or khanzddes (sons of khans) to take refuge

in the neighboring countries, including the Ottoman Empire, Lithuania

and Muscovy. Each of these states took advantage of the situation to

establish its own influence orprotection overTatar lands.25 Muscovite
princes particularly encouraged Tatar princes to settie in Muscovite

territory, often with their retinues of begs and tribes. The Muscovite
prince thus became the protector and suzerain of Tatar "tsars" or

"tsareviches." The "suzerainty" over the Kazan' khans (all descen-

dants of Genghis Khan) seems to have played a cruciai role in Ivan

IV's assumption of the title tsar' or khan. The implications of this

notion of sovereignty and the tttletsar' can be summarized as foliows.
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First, the Grand Prince interpreted his support of Genghiskhanid
pretenders to the throne of Kazan' (the first instance in r4g7) as the
basis of the Muscovite "protectorate" over Kazan',and as giving him
the legal prerogative to invest the khan of Kazan'.26 yet in oflicial
correspondence the Grand Prince always addressed the khan of
Kazan' as "brother," that is to say, an equal. Jaroslav pelenski2z
suggests that the Grand Prince first managed to establish his defacto
and de jure protectorate over the Kazan' Khanate in the period 1516-
19, by taking advantage of the voluntary submission of the Kazan,
khans. In fact, as was stated in the official Letopisets nachala
tserstve,z8 in the final analysis, it was the Kazan' "aristocracy', that
decided in favor of a Muscovite protectorate over Kazan,. The text
reads:

LeadingPrince Bulat, and all the oglan, and.princes, and the
whole Kazan' people took an oath of allegiance and. gave
a sworn charter to the great sovereign Ivan vasil'evich [to
the effectl that they would always be [united] with the
Grand Prince; and they would not invite another tsar'
without the consent of the Grand prince . . .

The real is sue for the Grand Prince was to legitimize his claim to the
Muscovite "protectorate" over the Kazan' Tatars through the consent
of the council of the Tatar aristocracy (kuriltai) against the Crimean
"claim" over the Kazan' yurt and ulus .2e In the Mongol state tradition,
legally, it was the kuriltai that decided who was going to assume
khanship.3' The fact that the kuriltai of Kazan' recognized the Mus-
covite sovereign's prerogative to invest the khan is of paramount
importance in understanding why the Grand prince subsequently
claimed khanship or the title tsar' .

Ivan IV tried to justify rhe campaign against Kazan' in 1549 with
the argument that the Kazan' people had broken their original fealty
and shifted their allegiance to the Crimean Girays.3r However, antici-
pating the argument that the Kazan' kuriltai was free to elect any
Genghiskhanid to the throne, Muscovy was prepared to counter with
the theory of ancient territorial rights as a votchine, or patdmony of
the Muscovite ruler. This was first applied to the case of Kazan'in the
1520's.32

The following formulation of the patrimony claim was put forth to
justify the Muscovite campaign against sahib Giray, the khan of
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KAzAn' ,whO was, in MuSCOvite lOgiC, a usu{per:33 "The Kazan' land

(zemlia) had belonged to our sovereigns from antiquity . . ." The right

of investiture was based upon this claim. The claim was insisted upon

even more following the critical year 1546, when a new Crimean

khanzAde Safa Giray was put on the throne of Kazan'. In the same

year, the right of investiture was used to claim patrimony before the

btto-u.t sultan's envoy. The Ottoman envoy, Iskender, challenged

this contention using the same reasoning and declared:3a "Tsar Sahib

Giray sent [his embassy] to entreat our sovereign lwith a plea] last

spring, and he submitted to our sovereign; and this yurt [belonged] to

our sovereign and the Grand Prince should not send his army against

Kazan'."
Jaroslav Pelenski quite rightly pointed out35 that Russian diplo-

macy was deliberately confusing the Turco-Mongol notion of yurt

with the Russian notion of votchina ot patrimony. The truth of the

matter was that the Muscovite ruler'S notion of the Kazan' yurt came

aS aleaction againstMohammed Giray I's claim over the Kazan' yttrt

as part of the UtugYurt of the Golden Horde, and his patrimonial right

as a Genghiskhanid. Ivan IV, writing to the Nogay Lord Yfrsuf in

January lss},referred to Kazan' aS "his yurt from antiquity."36 The

yurt theory was evidently designed mainly for the Tatars, and the

Nogays in particuiar.3? In addition, following the Golden Horde

tradition, in 1 5 50 Ivan IV stres sed that Kazan' was also a land that p aid

tribute to the Muscovite monarch.38

When Ivan IV conquered Kazan' in 1557 and put an end to the

existence of the khanate, a new theory was developed that God had

granted him the Kazan' yurt and his conquest liberated it from

"rebels" and "usurpers." The COnquest was reported tO the Nogays in

these words: "sovereign, Tsar and Grand Prince hath taken his

patrimony, the Great Tsardom of Kazan'."3e It iS interesting to note

ihat "legal" claims of Muscovy over the Khanate of Kazan' were put

forth gradually according to particular historical situations and pur-

pot.r. It was after this conquest that Ivan IV added the title "Tsar' of

Kazan"' to his titulature. Before long Muscovy also annexed the

"Tsardom of Asrakhan," which constituted the historical Ulug Yurt

of the Golden Horde, and secured the allegiance of the powerful

Nogay tribes in the region.4o

Power Relationships = 377

THE DECISIVE FACTOR: THE OTTOMANS

It can safely be assumed that ottoman power, then at its peak (it was
capable of threatening the Habsburg Empire in Europe), influenced
the course of events during the decisive period in 

-East 
European

history berween 1502 and 1554.
once established in the crimea (r475) and Akkerman (14g4), the

ottomans, in order to protect their new acquisitions, pursued a policy
of supporting the weaker parties against the more powerful parties in
the region. First, under Mengli Giray, their faithful vassal since r47 5,
they supported the alliance of the Crimean Khanate and Muscovy
against Lithuania-Poland and an aggressive Golden Horde. The
ottoman sultan actively protected the crimean khan against Ahmed
Khan in 1476 when he threatened to invade the crimea.ar It was
ottoman protection that made it possible for Mengli Giray to counter_
attack and give the ultimate blow ro rhe Golden Horde in 1502. But
when the ottomans witnessed Mohammed Giray's independent and
ambitious policy aimed at a revived Golden Horde Empire under his
own control and were faced with his claims on ottoman caffa,
Ottoman-Crimean relations became tense.

In foreign policy crimean and ottoman objectives also differed.
while the sultan now wanted crimean cooperation againstLithuania-
Poland, which had come in conflict with the ottomans over Moldavia,
the crimean Khanate found Lithuania-poland to be an indispensable
ally against Muscovy. Reladons between Selim I (15 t2-20) and
Mohammed Giray were marked by mistrust. Muscovy was quick to
take advantage of the change in the ottoman attitude towards the
khan. Muscovite envoys frequently appeared in Istanbul and always
found a favorable reception.az

upon the murder of Mohammed Giray (1523), a time of troubles
shook the Crimea until Sahib Giray's anival from Istanbul in 1532 as
crimean khan. Sahib Giray r (L532-51), who had previously been
khan of Kazan' (l5zl-zs), was an irreconcilable enemy of Nloscow
and his assignment to the khanate meanr that he had finally been able
to convince the Porte of the Muscovite danger in the north. However,
his khanate witnessed the repetition of the same story as in Mohammed
Giray's reign.a3 This energetic khan ried to increase his soldiery
equipped with firearms and to reorganize the khanate according to the
centralized system of the ottomans. In 1546 he eventually.rtublirh.d
his control over the Khanates of Astrakhan and Kazan,, where now his
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brother Safa Giray Khan (1546-49) replaced Moscow's prottgt $ah

"Ali Khan (15 1 8-21, 1546). The date l546is crucial to the understand-

ing of subsequent developments. Realizing that this was the decisive

-orn.nt to uit, Ivan IV mobiltzedall his forces against Safa Giray at

Kazan'. Ivan also chose this moment to assume the tltle Tsar' (16

January 1546), which colresponded to UIug Khan, the title of the

Golden Horde ruler. His military campaign was a failure' The tsar

continued the struggle, however, rinder conditions which he consid-

ered strongly favoiable to himself. For since 1546 the Ottoman

government iraO begun to turn against Sahib Giray Khan, who was on

*uy to**d reviving the Empire of the Golden Horde in the north' He

was furthel suspect.A of cliiming the Crimean coastal area, which

was under direit Ottoman rule. According to Remmal Khodja, an

eyewitness chronicler of the dme:aa

The sultan',s vizirs were saying: The Khan does not show

the slightest respect to the envoys sent from the Porte' If he

unites his forces with the Nogays (of Astrakhan), no one can

match him and resist.

With this, rumors spread about Sahib Giray's plans to take Caffa from

the Ottomans.
Upon Safa Giray Khan's death (1549) Ivan IV, in collaboration

witlt-the pro-Muscovite faction of the Kazanian aristocracy, installed

$ah "Atibn the throne of Kazan' on August 16, 1551. The rest of the

itory of how in 1552 the tsar annexed the Khanate of Kazan' and

styteO himself Kazanskii Tsar' is well known. But an essential point

for understanding the tsar's final success should be made here'

The Ottoman [overnment had a plan to replace Sahib Giray in the

Crimean Khanate with a more submissive Giray without causing an

intemal sffuggle, and then to save Kazan' by supporting a military

expedition again st Moscow under the new khan. The Porte hoped to secure

the collaboration of the Tatars of Kazan' and Astrakhan and the Nogays'

In 1551, DevletGiray, acousin of Sahib Giray, was ostensibly appointed

Khan of Kazan' by the sultan, but actually came to Akkerman to wait the

opportun" -o-"nt to take the Crimean throne. The attempt to put Kazan'

under Ottoman suzerainty and protecdon was an interesting new develop-

ment. But Sahib Giray proposed to eliminate Devlet Giray, planning then

to make his own sons khans of Kazan' and Astrakhan' The ensuing

struggle caused the failure of the Ottoman plan'
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From Sahib Giray's khanate on, the ottoman Sultan si.ileyman I
(1520-66), conscious of his duty as Caliph ro protect Islamic lands
against Christian assaults, opposed the Muscovite plan to take over
the heritage of the Golden Horde in rhe Itil (Volga) valley.a5 Following
Ivan IV's conquests a joint Crimean-ottoman campaign to recover
Astrakhan, with a grandiose plan to dig a canal between the Don and
volga for the fleet and to expel all Muscovite forces from the region,a6
finally materialized in 1569. But again the question whether the sultan
or the khan would benefit from the success of the plan caused mistrust
between the Crimeans and ottomans. Even after the failure of the
expedition both s ide s refused to reco gn ize theRus s ian occ up ation and
continued to hope to emancipate Kazan' and Astrakhan.a? A special
provision in the treaty of alliance with Casimir, king of poland, dated
I654, reads:48

When we make war against Muscovy and conquer with
God's help Edjderhan (Astrakhan), Kazan', Terek, and
Tura, you agree that all these and other Musiim lands as
well as all peoples of ratar origin and Nogays shall belong
to us.

Concerned about the renewal of an ottoman-Crimean attack, the
tsar henceforth took pains to appease the sultan even if it was
necessary to make false promises.ae

CHANGES IN THE MUTUAL POSITION OF TI{E RUSSIAN. OTTOMAN
AND CRIMEAN STATES BY 1681

In his detailed study of Crimean-Russian relations based on the
Muscovite archives, Novosel'skiisoregards the year 1647 as a turning
point in the assertion of Russian power vis-d-vis not only the Crimean
Khanate but also the ottoman Empire. By the mid-sevenreenth cen-
tury, the Russian Empire was ready to emerge as the principal power
in eastern Europe. ln 1647 Russia terminated her long rivalry with
Poland and agteed to form a common front against the Tatars and the
ottoman Empire. Now the Russians, through the Don cossacks
directly threatened the ottoman Empire in the Black Sea and the
Crimea; and by establishing a new defense line on the frontier,
Muscovy effectively contained the Crimean raids. one of the main
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reasons for the shift in the balance of power on this front was that the

Ottoman Empire was compelled to go on the defensive in the northern

Black Sea as a result of its disastrous war in the Mediterranean with

Venice beginning in 1645. In order to avoidprovoking a new Cossack

attack against Azak and the Black Sea ports in general, the Porte

pressured the Crimean khan to confrol his Tatars and desist from
raiding Russian territories. The devastating Cossack raids, which

were most serious from the turn of the Seventeenth century, cul-

minating in their capture and defense at Azak (1637 -42), made the

Porte increasingly concerned about the danger from the north.sl

Muscovy had now found in the Cossacks an effective counter-force

to the Tatars and Nogays to offset the pressure exerted by the khanate,

as well as by the Ottomans, who played a key role by protecting and

at times encouraging the Tatars. Although Moscow continued to

reinforce the Don Cossacks, it was still careful not to provoke an

armed reaction from the Ottomans and tried to prevent the Cossacks

from attacking the sultan's dominions.
In his letter to the tsar dated Septembe,r L642,s2 Kalgay F'eth Giray

denounced the tsar's duplicity, saying that:

Although you declare that you took the Don Cossacks out

of Azak and did not send them powder, bullets, or provi-
sions, or aid of any kind [. . .] on our return from Azak, your

Cossacks pursued us and burned down and plundered a

large village of ours on the sea shore. t. . .l It is not proper

to appear as friends and then allow these brigands to
perpetrate such acts.

In 1646, the sultan, alarmed by the success of the Cossack raids in

the Crimea, tried to make a show of force and insisted on the Russian

evacuation of Cherkask, threatening otherwise to attack with com-

bined Ottoman and Crimean forces. According to Russian reports

from Istanbul,s3 the Porte was then very collcerned about the news of
the Polish-Russian ailiance against the Crimea and Azak, which was

believed to be in serious danger of a renewed Cossack attack.

Muscovite control over the Zaporozhian Cossacks was first estab-

lished in 1654 with the agreement of Pereiaslav. This new develop-

ment was crucial from a strategic standpoint, since Russian control

over both the Don and Dnieper Cossacks made the Rttssian threat

against the Crimea and the Black Sea area all the more immediate. The
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Cossacks were suited not only geographically but aiso in their military'
organization and tactics to fight successfully against the Tatars along
the entire southern front from Budjak to Azak. Since heavy regular
soldiery was in constant need of supplies from the hinterland, the
steppe zone had always constituted a major barrier to the Russian
armies. A clearreflection of the change in the tsar's power and attirude
is to be found in the following lines of a letter written by Sefer Gizi
Aga,to vizir of Mehmed Giray IV, to the Muscovite governmenr in
1660:

We have warned you so many times that you should nor
interfere with Poland and the Dnieper Cossacks. [. . .] ]'ou
the Tsar' (PadiEah) grew conceited upon the capture of a

few forresses from Poland and the Dnieper Cossacks and-
in your letters, you calied yourself 'Emperor of the \\Iesr
and the East' (Magrib ve MaSrik PAdigah).Let us lear,e

alone the East, but in the West too, like you there is &

Christian Padisah who crowned seven kings.5s Can 1'ou
deny that there is a Qasar? l. ..] On the orher hand, nle$)
countries in Europe are under the authority of the Orroml'n
PadiSah. God does not like boastful men. If you are con.
ceited by relying on your guns and cannons, we ourseir cs

rely onGodwho created this worldfromnoughr. [. . .J ii1,-:,-
do not give back to Poland the fortresses which vou ;r,p-
tured, we are determined to fall upon you and the Dnr*;er
Cossacks.

The following period brought new developments, mekii: R,;*r::
an even greaterchallenge to Ottoman interests. The Otroni:n L::p::e.
engulfed by the Venetian War ( 1645-69), could nor acri\"c11" rnis:r *ie
in the decisive developments then taking place in the Ukraiil* Th.:-o:.
for a period in 1648-53 the khanate had succeeded in nr.i':ng :,:-
alliance with the Zaporozhian Cossacks and securing O;:c,;:;*i iiu.'-
tection over them, the attempt failed completely in the enC n::i*lu;l :;:
active support of the Porte.56 It was under the energetic Kc.;;l,r; r :;::
family that the Ottomans ended the Venetian War and regcr:c;:E:.rd li<
Empire's power, tackling the northern question and laun.:i:;.li 3 \,r';i-l

Ottoman-Crimean offensive against Russia in the Ukra:ac , i *i i . I I
Murad Giray Khan I (1678-83) and the entire Crimean lnf ;.- :'fri.L'i-
racy enthusiastically participated in this popular war.5-
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TITULATURE 1641-1681

To see the changing power relationship between the Muscovite
ruler, the khan and the Ottoman sultan, it is revealing to examine
Russian diplomatic initiatives in the Crimea andlstanbul to introduce
more and more exalted titles for the tsar insofar as he felt his power
had grown upon the capture of Azak by the Don Cossacks (1637 -42),
the union with the Dnieper Cossacks ( 1654) and the ending of the long
war against Poland (1667).

A general honorific title used for all Christian rulers was Kidvatu
(or 'Umdatuor ifttkharu') I-Umera' i' l-Mtlleti' l-Meslhiyye' (theleader
or Pride of the Emlrs of Christendom).s8 The German emperor, the
French king, the Russian tsar, and the Wallachian prince were all seen

as emlr par excellence, a title which in Islamic usage denoted military
commanders or governors under the Caliph as well as secondary
rulers. In Ottoman usage, emlr was a synonym for beg and was used
for governors' military chiefs including subaEt or za' rm (subaltern
commander of the timartot sipahi in a subdivision of a sancak).

Beyler-beyi or Ottoman governor-generals were addressed in offi-
cial correspondence with the title "Emlru'I-Umera'i'I-kiram" (EmIr
of the illu s triou s E mI r s ), and the e mt r or b e g under h im w ith " M efkh ar u'
(or lftikharu') l-Umera'i'l-kiram," and SubaEl with "Ktdvatu (or
Iftikharu' ) z-Zu'amd." It is clear that the main part of the tnscriptto
(elkab) used for Christian rulers is the same as that of Ottoman
military cornmanders. Even the core of the honorific title used for the
German emperor, "lftikharu' I-Umera't'l:tzam,"5e is the same as the
title of a sancak begi.

Actually we have to distinguish the two parls in the irscriptio, the
original Onoman lftikharu-section, and the actual legal or official title of
the ruler such as Knez (Kniaz' ), Kral, or Qar (Tsar), etc. In fact, the orig-
inal Christian titles of K r al ( Kv al ), Q ar, Q as ar, I mper ato r (or I mp er ador ),
Hersek,Voivoda, Knez, Doj are all used in the Ottoman documents. The
Ottoman chancery had to determine which Onoman title corresponded to
a particular Christian title. The examination of the letters (name) sent to
foreign countries show thatPadisahwasusedfor emperor, tsar, as well as

hng, such as the French king,@ and beg (bey) for any king, prince, or
voivode. The evolution of the titulature used for the Emperor of the Holy
Roman Empire is particularly interesting for it followed closely the

changes which occurred in ttre actual power relationships between the

Ottoman and Habsburg states.6r
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According to the Soviet historian A. A. Novosel'skii, the Ottomans
agreed to use the title Tsar' (Sar or Qar inTurkish) for the Muscovite
ruler for the first time in 1643, after rhe evacuation of Azak in 1642.62

However, in a letter to Ivan IV, Selim II (1566-74) used the title
"Moskov Krah Sar." Obviously, Sar (Tsar) did not rnean Caesar or
emperor at that time.63

The general honorific title (khttab or elkab) employed by the Ottoman
chancery for the Crimean khan was: 'Qenab-t Emaret-ma'ab Eyalet-
ni s ab D ev I e t - iktt s ab Zu' I - kadr al - at amm v' aI -fak hr a l - a s anm al - mukht as s

bimezldi 'inayet'tl-Malik il-Mannan Krrtm Kharu fthe name] damat
mn"alIhu." @ Occasionally, under special circumstances, a more elaborate
elltnb was used The elknb used for Mehmed Giray's conrains the rarely
used phrase SaltarntJyab ('sultanate-retuming). Sometimes Devlet-
m.a'ab was also used. Compound titles with saltanat or devlet put the
Climean khan definitely above Ottoman begs.

The elkab of the Crimean khans was the same as that of minor or
vassal Muslim dynasties, the phrase emaret-ma'ab apparently refer-
ring to the hereditary nature of the emaret.66 At any rate, the title which
the Crimean khan employed for himself in the letters addressed to the
tsar,67 which actually continued the tradition of the Great Khan of the
Golden Horde, had no connection with the Ottoman elkab for the
Crimean khan, and Moscow must have been well aware of this.

P adtsah
The title PadiEah, the paramount title of the Ottoman sultan,

meaning supreme ruler in pre-Islamic Iran,68 was used by Mohammed
Giray I (as "Mogol PadiEdht" ) for himself in 1520,6e and by Gazi
Giray II in the form of "DeSt-t Krpcakrun UIug PadiSaht" in l592.In
the same letter addressed to the Polish king he also styled himself
"DeSt-i $rycal.c Khent." In their letters to the Christian rulers the
Crimean khans always used the prestigious title Ulug Padtsahwhich
was evidently synonymous with the title Ulu! Khan.To

The Crimean khans used the title Ulu! Padisah for the Muscovite
ruler apparently from the same time they used the tltle Ulug Khan.The
earliest document with the title UIug P adtEahfor the Muscovite rulers
in the collection published by V. Veliaminov-Zernov and H.
Feyzkhano$lu is dated I624.1t Its first use must go back to a much
earlier time.

It is to be noted that in the above-mentioned letter of Gazi Giray
Khan the Ottoman sultan is styled as Padtsah Khundkar. By using the
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title P adiE ah f or himself the kh an intended to support hi s hi gh rankin g

position, if not suzerainty, as a Genghiskhanid prince before the tsar

rather than to attempt to emulate the Ottoman PadiSah.l2In his letters

to the tsar, the khan sometimes inclucled in the inscrtptio the title A/-
i Djengiz PadiEaht Han-i a"zem (Great Khan, Padigah of the

Genghiskhanidlineage) while the Ottoman Padisahwas referredto as

AI-t 'Ogman PadiEah (PadiEah of the Ottoman lineage).i3
In his letters to the tsar, the titles used by the khan for the Ottoman

sultan also varied according to the circumstances. When the khan
wanted to intimidate the tsar with the power of the Ottomans, he

would use the most exalted titles, with emphasis on the sultan's title
of Caliph or head of all Muslims on eafih: "Mekkave Medlna milan
UIug bolgan bu dilnya khallfesi Al-i ' O sman P adtSaht," or " Ulug yiiz

btn gok gok memleketlerintn erkli 'azamatltt PadlSaht," or " Khan-i
a' zam khakan al-Mu' V?am H azretleri." 74

The title Padtsah was enhanced in significance by the addition of
the words ulug (great), a'zam (greatest) , or 'alempenah. While the

khan and the tsar were addressed with the title Ulug PadiSah, the title
Padtsah-i 'alempenah was exclusively used for the Ottornan sultan.

The title Padisah stemmed from pre-Islamic Iranian tradition but the

titles Sultan and Khahft were linked to the Islamic polity and were
never used for Christian rulers.

Also the titleKhundkar (Khunkar) or Khudavand-i ffzam,meaning
Great Lord or Emperor, was exclusively reserved for the Ottoman
sultan and was never used for the khan or the tsar. The title is found
in a letter addressed to the Ottoman sultan (Khundkar) Mehmed the

Conqueror, dated October of 1478, among the eariiest Crimean
documents sent to the Ottomans.?s In the Ottoman state it was used for
the first time by Murad I (1362-89) who was known as GazI
Khudavendigar, andremained a common title of the Ottoman sultans

along with PadiSah.With the possession andprotection of Mecca and

Medina the Ottoman sultan won his most important title, Khadim al'
Haramayn al-$arifayn, confirming his leadership in the Islamic
world. In his letters to the tsar the khan mentioned this as an excuse

for the khan's submission to the Ottoman sultan. At other times the

khan emphasized his royal lineage as descending from Genghis Khan,

who was considered the only universal Emperor in the Mongol world.
In their letters to Christian rulers, the Crimean khans did not

hesitate to use even the title Caliph for themselves in order to

legitimize their claims over the Muslim Tatar people.76 In 1654, in the
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treaty of alliance with John II Casimir, king of Poland, Mehmed Giray
Khan started his letter by saying that God put on him "the robe of
honor of Khilafet" and, thus, all Muslim Tatar lands and peoples
belonged to him.77

The Girays' claim of equal status with the Ottomans in lineage must
have been universally known. Thus, in 1688, when the Janissaries in
Istanbul plannedforamoment to eliminate the Ottoman dynasty, their
eyes turned to the Crimean Giray dynasty as the only family wonhy
of taking the place of the Ottomans on the Imperial throne.78 However,
the Ottoman sultans referred to the Crimean khans as their loyal
"servants" (khidmet-kar) or "slaves" (kul), and this was accepted by
the latter, as is evidenced in the letters to the Ottoman sultans by every
member of the Giray dynasty since Mengli Giray, including those
bearing the title Khan.le

The khan claimed to be superior to the Grand Vizir, and the meeting
of the khan with the Grand Yizir during a campaign often caused diffi-
culties in protocol.

In 1681 the Grand Vizir Kara Mustafa referred to Murad Giray
(after the usual titles) as "Fermanreva-i memalik-t llhanl Mesned-
aray-i erlke-i Djenglzkhanl 'izzetlu ve rif "atlu ve sa' adetli)
karmdastmtz Murad Gtray Khan." The interesting word used by the
Grand Vizir for the khan is "kanndaEtmtz" (our brother). The
animosity between the haughty Grand Vizir and Murad Giray Khan
( 1678-83) who was so proud of his Genghiskhanid lineage may have
originated from this time.8o The antagozism between them became
one of the reasons for the Ottoman defeat at the siege of Vienna in 1683.

From the time of Mengli Giray Khan, the Ottoman sultans had
recognized the Crimean khan as the only intermediary in their
relations with Russia.8l This was intended to give the khan the
assurance that Russia would not be allowed to compete politically
with the Crimea in Istanbul. This was related to the fact that the
Crimean khan, following the traditions established under the Great
Khans of the Golden Horde, regarded the ruler of Muscovy as a
"tribute-paying vassal." Therefore, the khan expected the Ottoman
sultan torespect the khan's right to deal with his "vassal." In 1662 the
khan's vizir reminded the tsar that the Ottoman Padisah was the
suzerain ruler over the tsar as well as the khan.82 On the other hand,
under the terms of Islamic law, a formal payment was interpreted as

submission to the kharadj, making the paying country a tributary of
the Islamic state. Whenever a delay in payment of the tribute oc-
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curred, the Crimean khan interpreted it as a "rebellion" and threatened

war and continuous raids into Russian territory. The yearly payment

of the ulug khazlne was declared the most important condition for
keeping peace with Russia.83

By the seventeenth century, Muscovy was transformed into a

powerful Empire in eastern Europe and the "tribute" was now inter-
preted as a gift by Moscow. In 1643, when one of the Tatarenvoys to
Moscow referred to it as a kharadj, the tsar reacted strongly and the

khan, expressing his apology to the tsar, wrote that he had dismissed
and punished the man.8a This signified a fundamental change in the

mutual position of the two parties. However, payment of the annual
"gift" was still viewed as an obligation.85 We shall see that Russia

obtained full exemption from ulug khaztne only in 1700 by the Treaty
of Istanbul.

MaEri( ve Magrib PadiEahr
In a letter to Alexis I Mikhailovich (1645-76), Mehmed Giray IV

(I 64L-44, 165 4-66) complained:

For some years now, abandoning the way your father and

grand-father used to follow and attempting to exalt your-
self, you were using in your letters the title " Padisahof the

east, west and north.' While he is a great PadiSah ln
possession of Mecca and Medina between east and west

even the Ottoman Padisah is not using such titles for
himself.s6

The titles used by Tsar Alexis I Mikhailovich for himself and for the

Crimean khan in a letter dated 1646 were:8?

T e ng ri tab ar ek v e ta" alantn r ahme t[ v e' tnay e ti bir le n U lu!
Padigah Khan ve hem Ulug Bey Aleksay Mikhaylavic
djlimle Urusnufi penah ve kop memleketlerin de bolsa
Padisah ve Htikiimdanndan Ulug-Ordarufi Ulug Khant
kanndastmtz Isldm Giray Khan . . .

L. Tengri mbarek ve ta' dldntfi rahmeti ve' inayeti birlenmust have

corresponded to B ozhieiu milostiiu;
2. Ulug PadiEah Khanve hemUlug Bey conesponded obviously to

Velikii Gosudar' nashTsar' i Velikii Kniaz' ;
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3. Diilmle Urusnunpenahcorresponded to vse iaRusi Samoderzhets ;
4. Kop memleketlerin de bolsa PadiEah conesponded to Tsar of

many countries.
The tsar addressed the khan rarher briefly using the title Utug Khan.

This along with the title Ulug-orda was only a relic of the pasr. His
address to the khan as "Kerrndastmtz" (our brother) is interesting in
its emphasis on equal status.

In the treaty concluded in the same year Islam Giray rrr (1644-54)
used the followtng intitulatio for himself:8s

Tengri tabarek ve te" alarufi rahmeti ve 'inayeti birren
U lug -Orda ve Ulug -Yurtrufi ve D eSt-t Kry gakntfi ve Takht-
i Kvtmntfi ve Tat bilti ravgagrufi ve Tag-ara eerkesnin
UIug PadiSafu bolgan 'Alt-rya4ret md alt-ztnet khurSid-
tal'at 'utarid-fitnet Men Islam Giray Khan . . . sriztimt)z
oldurkim...

In this treaty the titles used for the tsar are the same as above.
Along with the enumeration of the countries under his rule, the

titles of Islam Giray consisted of "(Jlug-orda ve (Ilug-yurtntfi . . .

ulu! Padisafu Khen." ulug-ordave ulug-yurtwas areference to the
Crimean khan's claim to the heritage of the Golden Horde, whereas
Ulu! Padisah was an imitation of the Ottoman titulature.se The first
part of the inscrtptio (Tengri . . . birlen) also must have come from the
ottoman practice which corresponded to the western Dei Gratia.so

Neither the khan nor the tsar used the title "Magrib ve Magrik
Padisaht" in the above mentioned letters, since the Crimeans ob-
jected to it, as was seen above in the letters of Mehmed Giray Khan
and Sefer Glzi Aga.

Bur in 167l'Adil Giray Khan used for Alexis I the title "Masrikve
Magrib ve $imal taraflannda bolgan Khristiyanrufi ata ve babadtn
olagelmis Ulu! PadIEaht" ("Great Padigah from father and forefa-
thers of the Christian peoples in the regions lying in the east, west and
north . . .").tt Thus, within a decade or so after Mehmed Giray IV's
obj ection to the tsar' s claim to the title "Emperor of the Eas t and west"
it was accepted in a modified form.

' Alem-pe nah, Dj timle (Jrus nun P e naht
As early as 7643 the tsar's ambassadors insisted that the word

'Alem-penah, meaning "the refuge of the world." or "ecumenical,"
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should be added to the tsar's title of Khan-i a'zam (theUlug khan) by
the Crimean khan.e2 They also objected to the Crimean khans'

addressing the tsar with the following phrase, which was used for
addressing subalterns: "i" Iam-i yarh$-i Serif-i khanl budur ki"
(literally, "what is notified in the imperial noble yarhg is that").e3

$algay Feth Giray replied, in his letter to the tsar, that he had

abandoned this formula of command, but he added that despite the

insistence of the ambassadors, it was not possible to use the title of
'Alem-pendh for the tsar. The tsar's intentions were obvious: he

wanted the Crimean khan to recognize him as being equal to the

Ottoman Emperor, the suzerain of the khan, which was unacceptable
to the Crimeans. The title 'Alem-penah was one of the most exalted

titles used by the Ottoman sultan, indicating his claim to world
Empire. An intimate associate of the khan by the name of Mehmed-

$ah Bey wrote to the tsar that it was contrary to Islam to use this title
for a Christian ruler.ea

Nur al-Dln (Nuradin) Gdzl Giray used the title 'Alem-penah inhts
letter to the tsar written at the same time.es Later, in a letter dated

March of 1671, the title Penah was used by the Crimeans in a

restricted way as follows: " Djtimle lJrusntftpenaht" ("The Refuge of
all Rus")e6 and later, " (Jlug ve Kilgtikve Ak Urusnufi penaht" (refuge

or protector of the Great, Little, and White Russians).e7 But the "i'
Iam-i yarhg. . . " formula reappeared in the same document.

THE PEACE TREATY OF 168I

The treaty of 1681 bears a special importance as the last diplomatic
document before the peace treaty of 1700 which would alter the whole
pattern of Ottoman, Crimean and Russian relations. The negotiations

leading to its conclusion are particularly illustrative of the nature of
these relations in the preceding period.

As described in detail in the introduction to the treaty of 168 1,e8 the

"authorized ambassadors" (mu'teber elEiler) of the tsar first came to

the Crimean capital and negotiated the provisions of an agreement

with khan Murad Giray. In the sultan's words, "Murad Giray was the

agent and intermediary of the sultan in this matter" ("Bu khususa

devlet-i 'aliyyem tarafindan vekll" ). Upon the conclusion of the

agreement on the condition s of th e pe ace treaty, a docu me nt ( t e me s s iik ),

delivered by the ambassadors was sent to the Grand Vizir at the Porte,
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who in turn presented it for approval to the sultan. Finally, the sultan
issued a document concerning the agreement in which he declared
that he gave his approval "out of his compassion for the creatures of
God who suffered in the war." Thereupon, the tsar sent his ambassa-
dors (br.iyiik elgi in the Ottoman documents) to Istanbul to present his
letter to the sultan, requesting through the vizirs that he issue an
'ahdname in accordance with the temesstik. Acknowledging their
request, the sultan ordered that an 'ahdname be composed and
delivered after enumerating the provisions which were concluded in
the Crimea, together with a few additional clauses requested by the
ambassadors. The 'ahdname concludes with the formal oath ('ahd) of
the sultan and these words: "let the conditions of this peace treaty as

well as this oath and amnese ('ahdve aman) be firmly established so

that all the subject people of that country [Russia] will remain in
tranquility and be prosperous."

In this procedure the following points should be noted:
1. The Russian ambassadors negotiated andconcluded (mun'akid)

the provisions first with the khan in the Crimea. But the document was
not yet an'ahdname or treaty. It was a simple temessuk or certifying
document.

2. After the khan concluded the negotiations, the sultan's govern-
ment finalized the conditions with the tsar's ambassadors in Istanbul
and agreed to include some additional clauses.

3. The whole procedure conveys the impression that the sultan was
not involved directly in the negotiations for peace, but merely ac-
cepted the khan's and the Grand Vizir's requests for an agreement and
approved it "for the sake of God's creatures."

4. Neither the procedure involved nor the final agreement implies
a bilateral agreement concluded after direct negotiations, but rather a
unilateral vow on the part of the sultan. It is called 'ahdname or a
document confirmed unilaterally by the sultan's oath or, in accor-
dance with the Islamic law, "a grant of amnesty" (aman) confirmed
by "a solemn oath" ('ahd).Islamic lawrequires that agreements made
with unbelievers be made on this basis.ee The Crimean khan also
called the agreements made with Muscovy and other Christian nations
'ahdname and he followed the same rules. The 'ahdname mentions
specifically that the tsar's men sent for negotiation and conclusion of
the agreement were to be mtt'teber biiyi,tkelgi.The ambassadors were
to bear the exalted titles and be of the same stature as the beg (military
commander) class in the Ottoman Empire. An ambassador's rank was
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always a matter of conceln at the khan'S aS well as at the sultan's

court.lm
In the 'ahdnameconcluded in 1681 between the Crimean khan and

the tsar, Murad Giray I (1678-83) and Fedor III Alekseevich (1676-

82), the following titulature was used:

Tengri tabarek ve ta' alamn rahm[ ve 'inayeti mtlan Ulug-
O r da U Iu g -Y urt ntfi v e T akht -i kr rmru fr v e D e S t-.i Kry g aknt n

v e S ans u K op T atar rufi v e S agry stz N o g ay mn O it Ko lntn v e

Sol Kolmfi ve Sant YokTumanmfr ve Tat MilanTavgagmfi
ve Tag-ara Qergagnin Padisah ve Khan-i 'ali-Sant bolgan
dev I etlli v e' [zz e thi v e Kudr e tli v e S e di a" at lu v e firs atlu M e n

Murad Giray Khan abbadallahu ta" ala davlatahu tlayavm
il-mtzan Hadretlerimizden, djtimle Ulug ve K{igilk ve Ak
(Jrusnufi Padisah Qan M aSrtkve Magrib ortasmdabolgan
Kdp Khiristiyan ta' ifesinifi penaht Hiikilmdart karmdastmrz

UIu! Beg Fodor Aleksiyevig Hadretlerine . . .

Here the title "Penah (the Refuge or Protector) of many Christian
peoples living between East and West" instead of " P enah of all Rus"'
recognizes the tsar'S sovereignty over a larger area, although it limits
it between the East and the West. The Crimean Khanate and the

Ottoman government were careful to avoid a title which would

declare the tsar sovereign over the Christians in Polish tenitory. But

with this treaty Moscow's rule over the Ukrainian land on the left bank

of the Dnieper river was officially recognized. Of course, Christian
peoples in "the EaSt" were always under the sovereignty and protec-

tion of the Ottoman sultan.

Farman-farma
In the final version of the treaty of 168 1 between the Ottoman sultan

and the Russian tsar the following title was used for the tsar:

Ift i khar u' l' (J mer a' il : i z am i t s I s av iW a M ukht ar u' I - K ub e r a

il-fikhamfi.' l-MiIIer -ll M eslhiyye muslihumesalih-i diemahlr
i | - | a' ife t t n-N as r aniyy e S ahib u adhy al' t I - hasme t v e' I -v akar

Sahibu dala' iI il-madid ve' l-iftikhar Moscov vilayetintn

Qan ve ane tabi" olan Rus memleketlerinin Farmln-farml
ve Hiikumdart Sudurus Aleksiyevig khutimat 'avakibuhu

bi'l-khayr . . .
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The first part, Iftikharu . . ve'l-iftikhar is the ancient ottoman
honorific title used for every Christian ruler. In the following part rhe
titleFarman-farmais a novelty.tot This title, which was unfamiliarin
the ottoman titulature, literally means "the one who gives order," or
an absolute monarch; it must correspond to the Russian title
S amoderzhets, or Autocrat.

ori gin ally, the ti tle Aut o c r at or, the Greek tran s lati on of I mp e r at or,t02
was one of the most important components of the Roman and
B y zan tine Imperial titulature. Marc S zeftel, I 03 who examined it throu gh
Russian documents, notes that its use was introduced first in I49Zby
the Church for Ivan III. It implied a claim ro rhe Byzantine herirage ro
which the Russian orthodox Church was zealously attached. Mean-
ing "a sovereign monarch holding his power directly from God, and
not delegation of any other ruler," the use of the title in international
relations evidently aimed at complete independence as against the
Genghiskhanid claims of suzerainty.

The tsar used it officially in foreign correspondence only after
1591. Marc Szeftelte finds that its constant and universal use camo
about in 1654 when the left bank of the Ukraine was unired with
Moscow.

TURNING POINT: TFIE TREATY OF ISTANBUL, ITOO

The whole pattern of relations between Russia, the ottoman
Empire and the crimea underwent a crucial change in the
period 1684-1700.105 Jn order ro prevent Moscow from joining
the Holy League in Europe, the ottoman government and the
khan sent embassies and made concessions to Russia. In a letter
expressing to his "brothers" Ivan Alekseevich and Petr
Alekseevich his friendship in wartime, Selim Giray I renewed
the peace treaty of 1681 and promised to punish severely those
Tatars who would act against its provisions. Titles used for the
tsars were more complete than ever before.106 But on the other
side, under pressure from Austria, Poland finatly yielded to
Moscow's demands. The treaty of Andrussovo of 1667 was
ratified, thereby formally leaving to Russia the left-bank Ukraine
and Smolensk. This was a tremendous diplomatic success for Russia.
Paradoxically, Poland was to become the first country to suffer a
loss from the Russian entry into the anti-Ottoman alliance.
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In 1686 the tsar decided to join the Holy lrague, thus forming a

broad front with other European powers against the Crimea and the

Ottoman Empire. Cooperation between tho latter two therefore be-

came a matter of survival. Under Selim Giray I, who fully realized the

gfavity of the situation, the Crimean almy not only assumed the main

responsibility for the Polish and Russian fronts, but also played a

significant role in Hungary and the Balkans.
The first Russian attempt to invade the Crimea in 1687 was a

complete failure, due mainly to the logistic difficulties of providing
for a large army in the southern steppe. In 1689 the Crimeans were

able to halt a strong Russian arrny consisting of 162,000 men and 350

cannons behind the fortifications of Orkapr at the isthmus of Perekop.

This time also, the Russian alrny suffered from a shortage of provi-
sions and had to retreat. It took Moscow a long time to solve its
logistical problem.

Peter the Great laid siege to Azak (Azov) in 1695 and again in 1696.

He captured the fortress in his second campaign, causing a panic in the

Crimea and Istanbul. Later, in 1700, the Russian ambassador went

directly from Azov to Istanbul for the peace talks on a Russian ship

without stopping in the Crimea.
The most important consequence of the war of 1686-99 was that

Russia became a major European power while the Ottoman Empire,
the Crimean Khanate and Poland suffered from the drastic change in
the balance of powerin favor of their age-old enemy. Russia was now

the dominant power in eastern Europe. The Crimea itself and the

Ottoman Black Sea possessions fell under the threat of a Russian

invasion. With this change in power relations, the sovereignty sym-

bols and diplomatic formalities referring to the old Muscovite depend-

ence on the Tatars were done away with.
Concludedin Istanbul in August 1700, the peace treaty between the

Ottoman Empire and Russialo? terminated the century-old pattern of
the relationship between Russia and the Crimean Khanate, and

marked a new era in Ottoman and Crimean relations with Moscow.
The Crimean khan was now eliminated as a mediator in the Ottoman-
Russian relations, while full equality between the sultan and the tsar

was recognized. Prior to the treaty, the Crimean khan claimed to have

a Status equal to or even superior to the tsar, and he was successful in
playing the role of an intermediary between Russia and the Ottoman

Sultan-Caliph.
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According to the new ffeaty, the sultan vowed that the ottoman
commanders at the frontiers as well as the Crimean khan and his
subjects, "being in submission to the ottoman porte," would keep
peace and not attack the Russian teritories, fortresses, or towns, and
would not capture men or cattle. Article 8 states that:

since the Russian Empire is a sovereign, independent state,
the tsar and his successors are no longer under obligation to
continue ro pay the tribute (vergi) which was paid to the
crimean khan and to the crimeans unril today. Neither the
Crimean khan nor his subjects, the Crimeans and Tatars,
were to recommence their hostile acts under the pretext of
a demand for tribute or any other excuse, but they were to
respect the peace.

Articles 14 and 15 guaranteed the Russian ambassadors and repre-
sentative s ( Biiyiik elgt and kapu-ketkhildd) , as ambassadors of other
friendly countries were guaranteed, free and safe passage over land to
Istanbul. "Also, the parties should not neglect to use in all official
letters and documents the suitable titles for the rulers" (article l4).

The tnscrtptio used for the tsar in the Ottoman-Russian treaty of
1700 embodies the final version of the titulature usedby the Ottoman
chancery for the Russian ruler. It reads:

Iftikharu Umera' -tl-'izam U:lsaviwa Mukhtaru Kubera'
i I -ft k hAm tl - M e s I hiyy a mw I i h u ma s ali h- i dj amahtr i y -! a' tfat
in-Nasranrrye Sahibu adhyal' il- hasmet v' el-vakdr Sahibu
dala' il al-madjd v' el-i' tibar Moskov vtlayetlerinifi Qan ve
djtimle Rusun ve ane tabi' nice yerlerifr Ferman-ferma ve
H i,tkilmdan P etr us Aleks iy ovi cius .

In this formula there is no novelty in the tsar's titles. However, tsar
Peu I (1682-1725) insisted on a special provision (article 14) making
the use of it obligatory for the Crimean and ottoman Empire. Now the
initiative to act belonged to Moscow.
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APPENDIX
Norns oN Tmnure Pep ro rne Tnrnns

The tribute which the Tatar states received from neighboring
countries amounted to a substantial portion of the overall revenue of
the Tatar ruling elite. The Crimeans received tribute from Muscovy,
Poland, Moldavia and the Circassian begs which altogether reached

an amount in value of perhaps as much as 100,000 gold pieces a year.

Tribute was taken in cash, furs, fine woollen cloth, or, in the case of
the Circassians, in slaves.

For the tribute under the khans of the Golden Horde see B. Spuler,

op. cit.:332-42; B. Grekov and A. Iakoubovski, op. cit.: 210-20;M.
Roublev, "The Mongol tribute according to the wills and agreements

of the Russian princes," in M. Cherniavsky, ed., The Structure of
Russian History (New York: Random House, 1970): 29-64; G.

Vernadsky, The Mongols and Russia (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1953): 214-32.From the end of the thirteenth century the total
sum of the taxes was collected and delivered to the khan by the

Russian princes. It was called vykhod which in Russian meant "[the
tributel going out [of the country]." Vernadsky suggested that it was

connected with kharadj, the Islamic poll tax imposed upon non-

Muslims. Likewise the tribute paid by the Russian ruler to the

Crimean khan is interpreted as colresponding to the Islamic ditzya or

kharadj (see M. Rida, Al sab" al-sayyar: 166). However, the follow-
ing sentence is interesting in explaining the "going out" (glklE, in
Turkish) of a tribute and its "reaching" or "alTival" (tigmek or in
modern Turkish defimek): "birgil haztnege bakar illernin gthslanfi
gtkarry b'argan ilgilerge birgil haztnege tigilrsilnler." (lntheyarhg of
Toktamrg Khan, dated 1393,A. N. Kurat, ed.,op. ctt.: 148). Thus, rlyig

may indeed be a derivative of rig- (see A. Samoilovich, "TIilS . . . ,"
Izvestiia Rossiiskoi Akademii nauk, ser. 6 (1917): 1277-78; V. D.

Smirnov , Krymskoe khanswo . . . (Spb: 1887) l: 42'1 -32). But this may

also be a Turkish folk etymology of the Mongol word dau' usi or togos

which is used in connection with the presents to be sent yearly to the

Great Khan (see Secret History of the Mongols, Turkish uans. A.

Temir (Ankara, 1948): 195). Claiming to be the rightful heirs of the

Golden Horde, the Crimean khans attempted to restore and continue

the Mongol tribute on Russia, while the Muscovite rulers regarded the

Crimean khans as their peers. The Crimeans claimed that Mohammed

Giray imposed a "tribute" upon Moscow rn 1521 and that Devlet
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Giray Khan renewed ir in 1571 when he besieged Moscow. The
Crimeans interpreted the payment as corresponding to the Islamic
djizya, thereby signifying rhe establishment of their suzerainty over
Muscovy (Halim Giray, Gillbiln-i Khanan (Istanbul, 1871): 21 and
M. Rida, op. ctt.: 99 , 166).

A real tribute was paid to the Crimeans by certain Russian cities
such as Odoev. When such cities came under the rule of the Muscovite
monarch, the Crimeans claimed the continuation of its payment by
him (see above n. 20).

The ottomans used the words armagan, yadigar, hedaya, vergi,
kestm and in pafiicular the word plEkes for deliveries which had
features of a tribute (periodic payments under a formal treaty) but
which did not entail actual submission and dependence for the
"tributary" state (for these words see agreements made with the
Habsburgs: FeridDn, op. cit.,II:327,337, and the Crimean docu-
ments: MIKK); in the early agreements with the Habsburgs it was
made clear that a sum of 30,000 gold pieces was "to be paid for the
Hungarian lands which were left in the hands of Habsburgs." This was
called kes im or v er gi (see A. Schaendlinger, op . cit. : n. 23).peace was
mainly conditional on the payment of the sum, which was "guaranteed
by agreement" ( "ma" hud olan",) (see, ibid.: no. 32). Kesim was an
ottoman financial term meaning a lump sum to be paid for a tax
assessment; vergi already in the sixteenth century meant tax (cf. G.
Bayerle, art.cit.: 53). In later times more neutral word.s such as
armaganor plskeg were used. Armagan simply meant gift, butplskes
had a more specific meaning: aplskes was a present which a subordi-
nate person customarily gave to the sultan at the time of receiving a
grant or privilege (the Patriarch of the Orthodox Church paid a certain
sum to the sultan's treasury at the time of his installation; this payment
was also called plskes; for plskeg see H. Inalcik, "ottoman archival
materials on Millets," Christians and Jews in the ottoman Empire,B.
Lewis, B. Braude, eds. (New York-London, I}BZ)I:448-49).

The ottomans also called the annual payments made underformal
agreements to the Crimean khan by Poland ptgkes or vergi (Feridtn,
op. cit., rr: 479-22, 436). The following nore made by the ottoman
chronicler Abdtilk6dir (TarIkh-t Al-i 'O;man, MS, Vienna,
Staatsbibliothek, o. 1053, 456b) is interesring for seeing how the
ottomans interpreted the plgkes:"The Muscovite ruler used to ex-
press his submission (bendegl) by sending to the Sultan's porte
embassies with presents and plskeE." Actually the Crimeans and
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Ottomans regarded the Muscovite ruler as a subordinate of the

Ottoman Padisah(supra note7Z).Failure to pay it was considered by

the Crimeans a "rebellion" or CaSuS belli, as interpreted in Islamic

Law. On the other hand, the Christian ruler regarded the payment as

a ransom to prevent the invasions and raids by the Crimeans (see V.

E. Syroedkovskii, art.cit.: 45). Avoiding admitting that it was a

tribute, the MusCovite governrnent preferred to call it a "present"

(pominki in Russian, and bolek ot yarltka; in Turkish) see MIKK: n.

LI7). The Crimean khans always referred to it as "nhtg khazlne,"

literally "Great Treasure." In fact, as Muscovite power grew and

Crimean raiding became more difficult the Crimeans themselves

began tO accept the MuScovite interpretation, until the "tribute" was

totally abolished by the treaty of 1700.

In Crimean Turkish a variety of terms was used for the tribute or

gifts which were sent to the Crimean khan and his family, and to his

offi.iult and begs. Of these terms the principal ones were ulug

khazlne, nokrat akgasr, koltka, tiyiS, andbolek.
The ulug khazine to be paid to the person of the khan, and even the

tiyis,were actually mandatory payments. In 1635 the khan wrote: "If
you want to remain in friendship with me,,Ulug PadtSah, to the end

of our lives you shall send all the rrylg described in the defter in total"
(see MIKK; n. 31).

In 1592 GazlGiray Khan informed the king of Poland that "he did

not accept Moscow's offer of abolek khazlne and a yearly payment

of three million nokrat akgax so that the Khan [would] give up an

attack against Moscow" (MIKK; n. 5; nokratwas a Russian silvercoin
in Tatar usage). This document suggests that already by that date the

Crimean khan accepted the interpretation of the khazlne asbolek,that
is, as a "gift." However, the khan made it clear that if the ulug khazlne

did not arrive in time orin full, a state of hostility existed between the

two countries. The shift in essence from being a tribute to being a gift

reflected a change in the actual power relations of the parties'

Nonetheless, the Crimean tendency to increase bolek and riylg under

the threat of raiding, and Moscow's resistance, often caused tension.

In 1678 the tsar, while sending the missing items, said, "[I am] sending

to [my] brother gifts (bolek) and grant s (yarltkaS)." But he added at the

same time that the utug khazlne was going to be sent each year

regularly (MIKK: n. 117). In the seventeenth century, the question of

thi date and place of delivery and the quality of furs often led to an

exchange of diplomatic notes. The khan generally accepted changes
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introduced by Russia on such matters. In 1647 a special agreement
was made (MIKK: n. 112) concerning the ulug khazlne and riyig and
its conditions of delivery. The khan agreed not to inffoduce innova-
tions thenceforth. Upon the arrival of the khazlne, as befitting an

important state occasion, itwas displayedandexaminedin the council
hall in the presence of begs and dignitades.

As for the term vergi, in the treaty with Tsar Mikhail Fedorovich,
Djanbek Giray Khan (1610-23) put a provision that stated: "The Tsar
shall send as avergi to the khan, agas, and begs, 10,000 som of silver,
many btilek and $oltka as in the time of Gazi Giray Khan" (MIKK: n.
304). The word vergi(also usedin 1640, MIKK :n. 53) literally meant
"anything given," such as a present or a tax. Over time it mainly
assumed the meaning of tax in Turkish. The words yarhgamts
(granted) or soyurgal (grant) used together with /iyig (MIKK:nos. 85,
106), however, leave no doubt as to the gift nature of rlyig.

From a reading of the Crimean-Muscovite correspondence it be-
comes obvious that the ulug khazlne and nokrat akgax were the
original core of the tribute which did not give rise to disputes from
either side. On the other hand, koltka, bolek, and rlyig varied with the
circumstances and numberof recipients. It was these lattercategories
which often gave rise to disputes.

A regular defter listed rhe ulug khazlne and nokrat akgan for the
khan, kalgay and nuradin, koltka for the khan's households, rlyiE for
the dignitaries at the palaces and government.

Koltka consisted of presents for the khan's immediate household
(koluE-kolka, or gifts, in Khadjdji Giray's yarlry dated 1453: A. N.
Kurat, op. cit.:66, line 38; for the Turkish word koltka, or kolka, grft,
see G. Clauson, An erymological dicttonary of pre-thirteenth-century
Turkish (Oxford, 1972):616. Bolek was in fact an extraordinary gift
requested by the khan (e.9., Bahadrr Giray Khan's request of 300
mithkal of pearls and a string of pearls in 1637 , MIKK:n. 35). Also it
was a custom to send presents to congratulate a victory or a newlr,
enthroned khan under the name of mubarek-bad (MIKK: n.252).

According to the Crimean documents (see MIKK:nos. 29,31, 3"{.

114, 117 , I2I), the UIug Khaztne (Great-, or Imperial treasure) in-
cluded furs, fine woollen cloths and 4,000 som of silver. Whereas the
lgalgay and nuradin, shanng sovereign rights with a khan, received a

khazlne which included 500 and 200 som of silver respectively, the

dignitaries and begs were given only rlyig, presents (sometimes the
khan's vizirreceived 100som of silv er: see MIKK: n. 105). M. Roublcr
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(art. c it. : 3 1 - 3 5 ) calculated that the amount of Rus s ian vy khod was five
to seven thousand rubles during the fifteenth century and went down
only by one thousand after 1481. However, the Muscovite "tribute"
consisting of a long list of khazlne, koltka, bcilek, and rqyiE must have
actually amounted to a substantial sum. It was estimated at25,064
rubles (A. A. Novosel'skii, op. ctt.: 316) in the mid-seventeenth
century. In 1594 Gan Giray Khan asked for 30,000 rubles as a
condition for restoring peace with Moscow (ibid.:chapter I, n. 118).
The king of Poland paid to the Crimean khan a yearly khazlne (MIKK:
n. 53, dated 1640) of 15,000 gold pieces in cash and goods valued at
15,000 gold pieces. But in 1668 the khazine amounted all together to
22,00A gold pieces (Feridln, op. cit.,II: 422).

NOTES

This article follows the transliteration system used by the
Encyclopaedia of Islam with the exception of these letters: gh = g, sh

=$'V?=Y'
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latter to pay it instead. Moscow accepted, but objected to its collection
directly by the members of theTatarbeg family, who hadthis revenue

as their own appanage. Several Russian towns like Odoev were
paying tribute to the Crimeans; when they came under Moscow's
sovereignty the Grand Prince tried to abolish or change the nature of
the payments: see V. E. Syroedkovskii, art. cit.: 46-47.

21. See Appendix (pp.39a-98) on tribute. i

22.For the role of the division and rivalry among the Crimean
tribal aristocracy see V. E. Syroetkovskii, art.cit.: 49-61; for
Mohammed Giray's ambition see J. Pelenski, Russia and Kazarz (The

Hague: Mouton, 197 4): 35.
23. Ibid. :70; in order to discreditMoscow in Istanbul the Crimeans

always used the same religious arguments, and the Ottoman sultans

seemed impressed by them, see H. Inalcik, "The origin of the

Ottoman-Russian rivalry and the Don-Volga canal (1569)," Annales
de l'Universttd, d'Ankara,I (1947): 47 -110; a letter of Mohammed
Giray I to the sultan against Moscow is published by A. Bennigsen et

al, Le khanat de Crim6€ . . . ," 110-14.
24. J. Pelenski, op. cit.: 79.
25. For the Ottoman case see H. Inalcik, "Klnm Hanh$rnrn

Osmanlr tAbili$ine girmesi ve ahidnime meselesi," Belleten, YIII
Q9a0: 185-229; for Kazatr', J. Pelenski, op. ctt.: 23-61.

26. For the development of this theory, see 67 -7 5; Pelenski (p. 67)

speaks of "the shrewd use of titles and legal phrases in Muscovite
diplomacy."

27 . rbid.: 67 .

28. Translation, ibid.: 72.
29.Ibid.: 55,72.
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30. On the importance and composition of the Kuriltai (Xurittai)
after Genghis Khan's death, see P. J. vladimirtsov, op. cit.:29-80
(Turkish trans.: L2l-23); on the crimean state council, see v. E.
Syroedkovskii, art.cit. : 39 -42.

31. J. Pelenski, op. cit.: 72,7 4, n. 22.
32. Ibid.: 7 6-87 .

33. In a statement to the Polish king in 1524, rransl., ibid.:79.
34. Translation, tbid. : 80-8 1.

35. rbid.
36. Ibid.: 84-85.
37.lbid.: 87. J. Pelenski observes "the equation of the Russian

notion with Turkic notion of yurt."
38. Ibid.: 82-83.
39. rbid.: 86.
40. See A. Bennigsen, Ch. Lemercier-Quelquejay, "La Grande

Horde Nogay," Turcica, VIU, 2 (1976):203-36.
41. See H. Inalcik, "Krnm Hanhfrnul . . . ,"i Ig9-223.
42. A history of ottoman-Russian relations is written by N. A.

smirnov, Rosstia irurciiavxvl-xwl vv., two vols. (Moscow , 1946);
A. N. Kurat, Tilrkiye ve Idil boyu (Ankara, 1966); a short accounr with
a bibliography of Turkish and Russian works by Alan w. Fisher,
CrimeanTatars (Stanford: Hoover Institute Press, L978); for discord
between Mohammed Giray Khan and Selim I, see M. Rida, op. cit.:
88-90; Solak-zlde,Tartkft (Istanbul, 129811882): 428-29; report of
the Russian ambassador Golokhvasrov from Istanbul analyzed in V.
E. S yroeikovskii, art .c it . : 57 ; B. Spuler, "Die Europiiische Diplomatie
in Konstantinopel bis zum Frieden von Belgrad 7739," Jahrbticher
filr Kultur und Geschichte der Slaven, N. F. XI (1935): 53-115.

43.H.Inalcik, "The Khan . . . ,": 445-66.
44. rbid.: 464.
45. H. Inalcik, "The origin . . . ,"; 67 -72.
46. Ibid.: 72-85;A. N. Kurar, op. cit.;A. Bennig sen et als, op. cit. :

134-38.
47 .It is important to note that Muscovite rulers did not consider

seriously taking part in the crusade plans of the popes against the
Ottomans not only because of the negative Polish attitude on this issue
(see Pierling, Papes et tsars (Paris, 1890)), but also, perhaps more
importantly, because of their isolated position in the East before the
then too powerful Ottoman Empire; however, Muscovy attempted to
establish an alliance with Safavidlran from the middle of the sixteenth
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century on, see H. Inalcik, "The origin . . . ,": 94: A. Bennigsen, M.

Berindei, "Asffakhan et la politique des steppes nord-pontiques,"
Harvard Ukrainian Studies, III-IV, part I: 1I-91.

48. MIKK; no. 165.

49.H.Inalcik, "The origin . . .,".' 91-100.
50. A. A. Novosel'skii, Bor'ba Moskovskogo gosudarsva s

Tatarami v pervoi polovine XVII veka (Moscow: Academy of Sci-

ences, 1948): 363-67.
5I. Ibid., chapter VI; Na'irna, Ravdat al'Husayn . . ., (Istanbul,

128I/1865) I: 5-6; IV: 5-7, 15-17,32-86; for the government papers

see Ba$vekdlet Archives , Mtihimme deftert, nos. 87, 88, 89; A. A.

Novosel' skii, op. cit. : 31 5 -76, 3 83- 8 4; MIKK : nos. 3, 8, 1 6, 20,2I,24,
44, 63, 68,7L, 112,118, 159, 161, 178, r8r, r94,267 .

52. MIKK: no. 63.

53. A. A. Novosel'skii, op. cit..' 386-87.
54. MIKK: no.362.
55. He refers to the Holy Roman Emperor and the seven elector

princes; for the Habsburgs and the OttomanPadtEah's recognition of
the title Emperor see infra.

56. For the Cossack attacks during the last decades of the sixteenth

century see A. Bennigsen, M. Berindei, art.cit.: 87, n. 36; for their

depredations on the Ottoman coasts Evliya Qelebi, Seyahatrnme, YU.

(Istanbul, L}ZB) is important; Alan Fisher, "The Ottoman Crimea . . . ,"
H arv ar d LI lcr ai ni an S t udi e s,trI-fV, p art 1 : 21 5 -26; A. A. Novo s el' s YJi, op'

cit., chapter VI (the Don Cossacks): H. M. Senf i, Islam Giray Khan

t ar tkhi ( H i s t or ta I s I am G e r ej a I I I ), ed. Z.Abrahamowic z Silars aw, I97 I) ;

Z. Wdjcik, "The early period of Pavlo Teterj a' s hetrnancy in the right-bank

Ukraine ( 1 66 1- 1 663)," H arv ard U krainian S tudtes, I[-tV : 95 8-72; "Is-

lamGiray ff[,"in Encyclopaediaof Islam2 ,IV: 178; O. Pritsak, "Das erste

tiirkisch-ulcrainische Btindnis (1648)," Oriers, VI, Z (1953): 266-98; tt

was providedin the reatyof Zuravno inl6l6that"the country of Ukraine

in its former boundaries shall be retr:rned to the Cossack nation which is

dependent on our [Onoman] Empire and from now on no intervention

shall be made by Poland" (the Turkish text in FeridDn, Munsha'at al-

salatrn(Istanbul, 126511845):422; also see V. Ostapchuk, "The publica-

tion of documents on the Crirnean Khanate . . . ," Harvard Ukraintan

Sadies, IV, 4( 1 98 2): 514-22.
57. Frndrkhh Mehmed Aga,Silahdar tar*ht,ed. A. Refik (Istanbul,

1928) 1: 676-723.
58. Mehmed the Conqueror's code of law on the state organiza-
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tion contains titles (elkab) for dignitaries (Supplentent to TOEITI
(Istanbul,I330ll914): 30-32); titles, including those used for foreign
rulers, are listed in Feridun, Munsha'at al-salatln (Istanbul, I2741
1858) I:2-13; fora bibliography of the published copies of ietters from
Ottoman sultans to foreign rulers see J. Reychman, A. Zajaczkowski,
Handbook of Ouoman-Turkish diplomatics (The Hague-Paris: Mou-
ton, 1968): 13-103; V. Stojanow, Die Entstehung und Entwtcklung
der osmantsch-tirkischen Paltiographie und Diplomarik (Berlin:
Klaus Schwarz, 1983): 198-312; Josef Maruz, Das Kanzletwesen
Sultan Stileymans des Prrichtigen (Wiesbaden, 1974).

59. For examples see Anton C. Schaendlinger, D[,e Schreiben
Silleymans des Prrichttgen an KarlV., Ferdtnand, und Maximilian II
aus dem Hans-, Hof- und Staatsarchiv zu Wien (Vienna, 1983), in
particular fac simile, nos. 2-5, I0- 1 8 ; als o L. Fekete, E iffihrung i n dte
osmanisch-tilrkische Dtplomatik der tilrkischen Botmrissigkeit tn
Ungarn (Budapest, 1926): nos. 2, 5,6, 13.

60. Already in L54I "Franca PAdigahr . . . Karlo Kral" (ibtd., no.
2); Medjmu'a-i mu"ahedar (Istanbul, L29411887) I: 5; "Viliyet-i
Franca Pidiglhr" (dated 1613); for the titles used for Venerian doge
see T. Gdkbiigin, "Venedik Devlet Argivindeki Ttirkge Belgeler. . .

," Belgeler, V-V[I (1968-71): 17, 33, 38, 54,56,61; French king was
always considered as "a king who had superiority and precedence
over all the other kings of Christendom" (Letter of the French
ambassador Nointel in a collection of lerters, Ms, Bibliothbque
Nationale, Suppl6mentturc, no. 383, 64a).Tsarwas considered akral
even when the title Qar was used (see Frnkrkrh Mehmed Aga, op . cit.,
I:752).

61. In |534 "Vtlayet-iNemgeKralf' forFerdinandI, and "Ispanya
vilayetininKralt" forCharles V (A. Schaendlinger, op. cit.,nos. 1,6);
but in 1559 "Hristiyan Krallartnrn ve Dukalanmn ve Beglerinin
Imperadoru olan iftikharu t. . .l FerendoS Kral" (ibtd., no. 23); a

fuller rendering of the official titles of Ferdinand I in 1562 (ibid., no.
25) ; in | 5 45, " R omenlann v e ana tabl o I anl an n K r alt ol an F e r e ndo S"
(Ferid[n, op. cit.,II: 339); for the first time in 1563 "Nemge ve ana
tabl' vilayetleriln I mp eradoru F erendo $" : A. Schaendlinger, op . cit.,
no. 28 (Ferdinand was elected Emperor of the Holy Roman Empire in
1 5 5 6) ; bu t in | 5 64 " N e mg e v e Al ama n K r ah I mp ar ado r M aximily anus"
(ibid., no. 31), and then in 1565 corrected to "Alaman vilayetiniln
Imperadoru ve Qeh ve Isloven ve Hirvat ve sa'lr nidje vilayetleriin
Krah (ibid., no. 32), or simply "BeQ Imperadoru" (ibid., Do. 33). It
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appears that the title Padisah as equivalent of Imperator was never

used for him. The title Padtsah was used for the king of France, see

note 60. In the peace treaty of 1606 between the sultan and Emperor'

article 2 reads: "That both of them, in writing and Speech, should

address each other as emperors, and not as kings" (now see G.

Bayerle, "The compromise at Zsitvatorok," Archivum ottomanicttm,

VI (1930: 18); in other words equality in status was thus recognized

by the Ottoman PadiEahand at the same time equivalence of the titles

PadiEah and Imperator. Subsequently, the general use of the title
Nemge (Germany) Imperatorubecame established (see Feridun, op.

cit.,II 3I7 -20); still in the letters to the Emperor emphasis was put on

the fact that Ottoman PadiEalr possessed Konstantiniyye which "was

the seat of the Kaysers" (ibid.:32). Mehmed the Conqueror and his

successors claimed to be the only heirs to the Roman Emperor, see

"Mehmed II," in Isldm Anstklopedisi, VII: 513; for a list of the letters

and decrees of Siileyman the Great see J. Matuz, Herrscherurkunden
des Osmanen sultans Stileyman des Prcichttgen (Freiburg: Klaus

Schwarz, L97l).
62. Op. cit.: 312; tnfact tsar autocrat, cf - ibtd.,325-26, see n. 100.

63. H. Inalcik, "The origin . . . ," art.cit.: 102, doc.2.
64.Feridin, op. cit.,[. (first edition, Istanbul, 126511845): 12-56;

reference to the Genghiskhanid descent of the Crimean khan is made

("zubda-i Djengizkhinf' : ibid.,Il,45), but as the Crimean khan was an

appointee of the Ottoman padisah he was given an imperial berat

(diploma) for his appoinunent (for example see ibid.: 42) tn which his

salary $aliyane) was also specified. His subordination to the sultan was

referred to by such words as dtkme or tikme(appointee, installed),or banda

or ku(slave or servant), or at bestAs ttane-i sa"adetimiztn khoyr-khaht (or

mukhlisi) (well-wisher, or friend of our Porte). It is interesting that the

Ottoman chancery kept the word tilcrne which was first used by Mengli

Giray Khan in 147 s,see H. Inalcik, "Kmm Hanhfrrun . . . ," 208; the sultan

wrote to the tsar about the khan: "Murad Giray Khan who is a faithful and

humble slave and servant of our state (Feridun, op . ctt.,tr : 3 1 0, dated 1 682).

Mehmed tr stipulated in his Law-B ook (Supplement to TOEM) that the

title ukhttvet-ma' ab (brother) shall be used for the sultans who have their

own ntune mentioned on coin and khutba while oriy emaret-ma'ab

(emirate-retuming) for those who are hereditary emirs without sikke and

khutba;the CYimean khan had his own sikke andkhutba but still his title

was emaret-ma'ab.
65. Feridin, op . ctt. , I: 6.
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66. Ibid.: 4-7.
67. For the letters and treaties bearing the khan's titulature the

principal source, MIKK mentioned above n. 4. original Crimean
tntitulatio and salutario formula (see Khadjdji Giray's yarhg dated
1453 in Kurat, Yarltkve bttikler (Istanbul ,1949):6) was expanded and
modified as a result of the additions from ottoman titulature. The
Crimean titulature was basicallyretained with the titles Ulug-Ordave
Ulug-Yurtntfr ve Takht-i Ktnmmfi ve DeEt-i Krygakntn Ulu! Khant
throughout Crimean Khanate. While countries were enumerated in
the first part of the formula, tribes and peoples were mentioned in the
second pan ( "Safisn djtimle Tatarrufr ve Sagrynz Kop Nogaynrfi ve
T a g - ar a Q e r ke s ni fi v e T at b ile T av g ec nt fi.",). s ometimes old rurkish-
Mongol "Ofi-kolrun Sol-kolntfi" formula, signifying the right-hand
and left-handtribes, was also employed (see MIKK, no. 3, dated 1591
and no. 17, dated 1630). The most important borrowing from ottoman
Turkish was Padisah, often in the form of ulug Padigah. In the
crimean usage it was obviously identified wirh ulug Khan or Em-
peror; for the crimean use of Khallft (caliph) see infra. Typical
ottoman-Islamic titles of Sultan and GazI were also assumed (see A.
Battal, "Sahib Giray Han yarh $r," Tilrkiyat Mecmuail,I (1926):75-
101). Ottomantitles of etiquette such as theOttomanTurkish devletlil,
sevketlti, 'adaletlu, mahabetlti, sahavetlil, gedja"atlu, all referring to
royal qualities (for example see MIKK, no. 104) were also introduced
to the Crimean titulature; the titles of the Crimean khans in the letters
addressed to the kings of Denmark during the period l6s4-Szprovide
original materials, see n. 70.

68 . For the title see "Pddig dh" (H. Inalcik) , rn I sldm Ansiklopedisi ,

IX: 491-95; also see n. 60, 67 above; obviously, over time, the title
eroded in its significance. For the Ottoman sultan a more exalted title,
Padisah-i 'alempendh, i.e., P. refuge of the world or Ecumenical
Emperor came to be used; in 7477 , Ahmed Khan addressed Mehmed
the Conqueror (see B elleten, II: 247), Khudav endigar-i Ac zam.

69. See the documenr in MIKK: no. 1.

70. Letters of the Crimean khans to the Russian and Polish rulers
are to be found in MIKK,' to Polish kings in z. Abrahamowicz,
"Dokumenty tatarskie i tureckie w zbiorach polskich," Przeglad
orientalistyczny, 10 (1954): 141-48; an analysis of the diplomatic
characteristics of the Crimean letters to the Transylvanian princes in
Mary Ivanics, "Formal and linguistic pecularities of seventeenth-
century Crimean Tatar letters addressed to princes of Transylvania,"
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Acta orientalia (Hungary), XXIX ,2 (1975):213-24; for the letters

sent to the kings of Denmark, J. Matuz, Krimtatarische U rkunden im

Reichsarchiv zuKopenhagen (Freiburg: K. Schwarz,l976); also see

n. 67.
71. MIKK: no. 8; but already inl5g2GaziGiray Khan addressed

the Polish king as "(JIug Khrtstiyan PadiSaht" ("Great Christian

Pldiglh"): MIKK: no. 5.

72.The Ottoman PadiEah "sizin dakhi efendintiz ulug

P adiEahtmdtr" ("the Ottoman ' P adisahis my great P adigah who is at

the same time your PadiSah" ): see MIKK:no. 196: Ietter from Sefer

GaztA$a to Uiug Beg Alexis Mikhailovich dated DiumadaL,l073l
Dec. 1662.

73. MIKK: no. 71, dated 1643.

74. MIKK.'nos. 16,240.
75. A. Bennigsen et als, op. cit., doc. E 669U9:67-68'
76. See MIK(:no. 20, dated 1624, and no. 165, dated 1654.

77. MIKK.. no. 165: "Khtl 'at-i khilafeti dftS-i humayunuma

giyirtip." Following the breakdown of the Abbasid Caliphate of

bagndad Muslim juiistt ru1ed that every Muslim sultan had the right,

ut tupporter of the Islamic Law, to bear the title Khallfa (see T' W'

Arnold, The caliphate (London, 192D: I07-20).

78. Frndrtctrti Vtetrmed, SilahdarTarihi (Istanbul, 1928) II: 340'

79. See Fendun, op. cit.,II: 310.. "Devlet-t 'aliyyemtzifi 'abd-i

sadakatkart ve bende-i kemlne khidmetkart"; Mengli Giray's letters

to the sultan in A. Bennigsen, op. cit.: 69,76,92'
80. MIKK: no.253; Frndrkhh Mehmed A$a, op' cit',II:27 '

81. In his letter to the tsar dated 1631 Djanbek Giray Khan

(MIKK:no. 18) warned that contrary to the ancient rule the tsar had

sent his (Jtug Elgi dtectly to the Ottoman capital without .first
obtaining the khan's agreement. He observed that violation of the

cusrom occurred for the first time tn 102311614 (MIKK: no. 21). The

custom required that Muscovite Utug E/gi first come to the Crimea

and then leave for Istanbul in the company of the khan's envoy' For

ordinary matters a tilmag ("interpreter") had to come to the khan's

capitalithe khan then made a report to the sultan and sent the ttlmac

u..o*punied by an envoy of his. In his letter dated 1632 (MIKK: no'

24)hemade it clear that this ancient rule was one of the conditions for

peaceful relations between the two counries.
82. See MIKK: no.72.
83. See MIKK:no. 17, dated 1630; on tribute see Appendix.
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84. MIKK.'no. 84.
85. See Appendix. '

86. MIKK; no. 361; in an earlierperiod the tirles for the Muscovite
ruler were simpler; in 1624 the titles in Mehmed Giray III's letter to
Mikhail I were as follows: fJlug (Jrusntfi ve purusntfi ve Kdp
Khristiyanmfi Padisah kanndaEtmtz (Jlug padisah Khan hem Ulig
B e g M i k hay I a F e de ray ov ic h dj timl e (I r w rufi p adi s aht v e K cip y er I er ni ft
de bolsa Padtsah ve Hiikilmdarf' (MIKK: no. 8). In his letter ro the
Emperor dated 1562 Siileyman styles himself the conqueror of the
lands from china to the end of Maghreb, see A. Schaendlinger, op.
c it . : no. 25 ; Mehmed III' s titles included " K ftakan al -M asrit.cay n v e, l -
Magribaylr": see FendDn, op. cit.,I:2.

87. MIKK.' no. 119.
88. MIKK: no. 104.
89. For comparison see the Crimean letters sent to the kings of

Denmark published by J. Matuz, Krimtatarische.In their general
features and arrangement these letters display acomplete similarity to
those found in the letters sent to the tsar. The khan's titles are the same
as in the letters sent to Moscow. For the ruler of Denmark thetitleKral
(or Ktral) was used. However, as in the case of the tsar, the khan
addressed the king as "our brother." ottoman and ratar traditions are
blended in the tugra. Turco-Mongor sdzi)mtiz is combined with an
imitation of ottom an tugra. However, the Crim ean tugrahas only one
open curve instead of two closed curves of the ottoman tugra. some
of the crimean tugra (ibid., facsimile nos. 3, 6, g, 10) *".i arranged
in the form of a pyramid similar to the penge of Ottomun gou.*o.s.
But the crimean tugra is placed at rhe top of the document like the
ottoman tugra (ibid.: 62). For a Russian imitation see z.
Abrahamowicz, "La tughra ottomane de I'empereur de Russie,"
Turcica, VI[, I: 23I-45.

90. According to L. Fekete (p. xxxii) the ottomans introduced it
under western influence; the ottoman formula reads: ,,Allafun
'inayetiyle." Already in a yarhg of Mehmed the conqueror dated
r 41 3 (R. Arat, "Fatih S ultan Mehmed' in y arhfr," "T tirkiy at M e c muas t,
vr (1936-39): 298) we read: "Allahu ta"ala 'inayetidin sultan
Mohammed sozilm."

91. MIKK.' nos. 224, 3i S.

92. MIKK: no. 84.
93. MIKK: no. 63; we find it also in the following formulae : "i,ldm

ve inha' -i Khanl budur ki" (MIKK; no. 361) , or "tavkI"-i reft"-i Khanl
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oldur ki" (MIKK: no. 90); sometimes the phrase "buyurdum ki" ("I
ordered that") is added (MIKK:no. 63); these formulae are evidentiy

an imitation of the Ottoman formula for orders used in Imperial

decrees ( " tav kl' - i r eft - i htimay un v as il o ludi ak ma" Ium o I a ki" ) . Y ar h g

means order in the Golden Horde and Crimean chanceries (see A.

Mostaert, F. W. Cleaves, Les lettres de 1289 et 1305 des llkhans

Aryun et Oljeitu d Philippe le Bel (Cambridge: Harvard University

Press, 1962):91; A. Hasan, "Birinci Mengili Giray Han yar[$r,

Tilrkiyat Mecmuasl, IV: 106; also the Crimean khans in their letters

to the Muscovite rulers used the old Turco-Mongol intitulatio : " Khan

ibn . . . khan Soztimtiz" ; for Soztim ot Sciztimtiz (in the earlier Mongol

documents jge manu), see A. Mostaert, F. W. Cleaves, op. cit.: 22-

58. It is to be found in the Crimean letters addressed to the Muscovite

rulers until the end of the seventeenth century MIKK: nos.245,252

and others; also see L. Fekete, "Arbeiten . . . und die Frage der Formel

'sdztimtiz," Acta orientalia, 1957 18 ff.; an illustrative example of
Moscow'S oversensitiveness occulred in 1630 when Moscow for-

mally protested the fact that the tsar's name had not been written in the

khan's letter in complete and in gold (see MIKK.' no. 17); on the other

hand the khan complained that the Muscovite ambassador' contrary

to the custome, refused to take off his kalpak and bow in his presence

(see MIKK: no. 121, d. 1649); onyarhgalso see G. Doerfet, Elemente,

III: 153-58.
94. MIKK.' nos. 84, 86.

95. MIKK: no.64, perhaps because of his inferior status.

96. MIKK: no. 104, dated 1646: no. 119.

97 . MIKK ; no.284 dated 1685; also the ti tle " diilmle Khristiyanntfi

PadtSaht" ("tsar of all Christians") came to be used (see MIKK.' nos.

245,251 dated 1679); the last title was to be exploited by the tsars

against the Ottomans later on. Besides, the tsar, paying not attention

to the Crimean protest, began to use the title 'alem-penahrnhis letters

to the khan: see MIKK.' no. 316: "Diilmle Urusnun Padisah 'alem-

pendh," undated, published along the letters of the middle of the

seventeenth century.
98. The text of the treaty is published in Fend[n, op. cit., tr: 307-10.

99. Majid Khaddui,War and peace in the Law of Islam (Balti-

more: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1955): l4L-223; "Imtiyf,zlt," in

Encyclopaedia of Islam, second ed.: 1 179-82; for the khan andaman,

see Historia Chana: 52.

100. Diplomatic agents were ranked EIgi and Btiyiik (ot Ulu!) Elgi
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(the latter was also called Elgi BasD rvhile an envoy was called
Qap(un or ulug Qapkun and a courier ulak. The crimean khan's
embassy to Moscow include d a Bas EIgi or Elgi Bast and a rerinue of
twenty men including Qapkun. in 1680 the khan agreed to send only
three diplomats with arerinue of twelve men (see MIKK ; no. 284). For
important business such as negotiating a treaty aBtiytikElEf was to be
sent with costly presents; already in 1647 Islam Giray Khan had
agreed to send only twelve men with the Elgi representing the khan,
kalga and nuradin (nureddtn), and not to permit any other crimean
authority to send envoys separately. When a gapkun was to be
dispatched, only three servants were to accompany him (MIKK; no.
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