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Black	Sea	Cossacks	(Чорноморське	козацтво;	Chornomorske	kozatstvo).	A	military	formation	organized	by	the	Russian	government	out	of	the	former	Zaporozhian	Cossacks.	After	the	destruction	of	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	in	1775,	some	of	the	Cossacks	migrated	to	Turkish	territory	and	founded	the	Danubian	Sich,	but	most	of	the	Cossacks	remained	in
the	Zaporizhia	and	were	registered	as	treasury	peasants.	In	the	1780s	the	Russian	Gen	Grigorii	Potemkin	tried	to	re-establish	Cossack	units	on	a	voluntary	basis	and	to	use	them	for	the	defense	of	southern	Ukraine	against	the	Turkish	threat.	With	the	outbreak	of	war	with	Turkey	(1787–91)	the	Russian	government	began	to	organize	the	Zaporozhian
Cossacks	and	established,	by	the	ukase	of	2	February	1788,	the	Army	of	Loyal	Cossacks	under	the	leadership	of	the	Zaporozhian	officers	S.	Bily	and	Z.	Chepiha.	The	army's	headquarters	was	located	in	Oleshky,	where	almost	12,000	Cossacks	were	organized.	These	units	fought	against	the	Turks	under	the	leadership	of	Gen	A.	Suvorov.	In	1788	they
were	renamed	the	Black	Sea	Cossack	Host.	This	host	had	the	same	organizational	structure	as	the	Zaporozhian	Host,	the	same	dress,	etc.	In	1790	the	Russian	government	began	to	resettle	the	Cossacks	on	the	land	between	the	Boh	River	and	the	Dnister	River,	thus	uniting	them	with	the	Boh	Cossack	Army	with	headquarters	in	Slobodzeia	on	the
Dnister.	At	the	end	of	the	war	the	Russian	government	did	not	want	the	Cossack	host	to	be	settled	close	to	the	center	of	Ukraine	and	to	the	Danubian	Sich,	so	in	1792	it	resettled	the	Black	Sea	Cossacks	in	the	Kuban	region,	along	what	was	known	as	the	Black	Sea	frontier,	which	extended	along	the	right	bank	of	the	Kuban	River	from	the	mouth	of	the
Laba	River	to	the	Sea	of	Azov.	By	1795	about	25,000	Cossacks	as	well	as	some	Russians	had	settled	there.	They	were	granted	an	area	of	about	30,000	sq	km	between	the	Kuban	River	and	the	Yeia	River	and	were	given	self-government.	But	as	early	as	1800	the	right	of	the	Black	Sea	Cossacks	to	elect	officers	was	revoked.	Acting	otamans	were
appointed	by	the	Russian	government.	In	the	first	half	of	the	19th	century	(1809–11,	1821–5,	1848–50)	new	settlers,	consisting	of	former	Cossacks	from	the	Chernihiv	region,	Poltava	region,	and	Kharkiv	region	and	of	Ukrainian	peasants	escaping	from	social	oppression	in	Left-Bank	Ukraine,	enlarged	the	host.	The	administrative	organization	of	the
Black	Sea	Host	was	based	on	the	Zaporozhian	system.	There	were	40	kurins,	38	of	which	were	named	after	kurins	that	formerly	existed	within	the	Zaporozhian	Sich.	In	the	1840s	the	kurins	of	the	Black	Sea	Host	were	renamed	stanytsias,	and	these	were	organized	into	four	military	districts:	Taman,	Katerynodar,	Beisuh,	and	Yeia.	The	headquarters	of
the	host	was	located	in	Katerynodar,	which	was	built	in	1794	and	is	now	known	as	Krasnodar.	The	host	was	assigned	the	task	of	defending	the	Black	Sea	frontier	along	the	Kuban	River	and	of	participating	in	the	Caucasian	campaigns.	Besides	doing	military	service,	the	Cossacks	engaged	in	farming,	animal	husbandry,	and	fishing.	In	1860	the	Black
Sea	Host	was	amalgamated	with	the	western	part	of	the	Frontier	Army	(six	brigades)	and	was	renamed	the	Kuban	Cossack	Host.	The	Black	Sea	Host	perpetuated	for	almost	a	century,	although	in	a	slightly	altered	form,	the	traditions	of	the	Zaporozhian	Cossacks.	BIBLIOGRAPHYPopko,	I.	Chernomorskie	kazaki	v	ikh	grazhdanskom	i	voennom	bytu
(Saint	Petersburg	1858)Korolenko,	P.	‘Chernomortsy,’	in	Sobranie	sochinenii	(Saint	Petersburg	1874)–	Chernomorskoe	kazach'e	voisko	(1775–1792)	(Katerynodar	1892)Shcherbina,	F.	Istoriia	Kubanskogo	kazach'ego	voiska,	1	(Katerynodar	1910)Golobutskii,	V.	Chernomorskoe	kazachestvo	(Kyiv	1956)	Arkadii	Zhukovsky	[This	article	originally
appeared	in	the	Encyclopedia	of	Ukraine,	vol.	1	(1984).]	The	Zaporozhian	Sich	(pronounced	Za-po-ROZH-yan	Seech)	was	a	special	place	where	Cossacks	lived	and	governed	themselves.	It	was	like	a	mini-state	that	existed	from	the	1500s	to	the	late	1700s.	This	area	was	located	around	the	lower	Dnieper	river	in	what	is	now	Ukraine.	The	Zaporozhian
Sich	was	a	very	independent	place.	However,	at	different	times,	it	was	under	the	control	of	bigger	powers.	These	included	the	Polish–Lithuanian	Commonwealth,	the	Ottoman	Empire,	and	the	Russian	Empire.	In	1775,	a	powerful	Russian	empress	named	Catherine	the	Great	decided	to	end	the	Sich.	She	took	its	land	and	made	it	part	of	a	Russian
province	called	Novorossiya.	The	term	Zaporozhian	Sich	can	also	mean	the	entire	group	of	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	and	how	they	were	organized.	What's	in	a	Name?	The	name	Zaporizhia	tells	us	where	the	Cossacks	lived.	It	means	'beyond	the	rapids'	(za	porohamy)	of	the	Dnieper	River.	The	Dnieper	River	had	many	fast-flowing	parts	called	rapids.
These	rapids	were	important	for	trade	routes.	The	word	sich	comes	from	an	old	East	Slavic	word	meaning	'to	chop'	or	'cut'.	This	might	refer	to	the	sharp	wooden	fences	or	stockades	that	protected	Cossack	settlements.	The	main	area	of	Zaporizhia	is	now	covered	by	the	Kakhovka	Reservoir	in	southeastern	Ukraine.	This	region	was	also	known	as	the
Wild	Fields	because	it	was	mostly	open,	unsettled	land.	A	Look	at	History	The	Zaporozhian	Sich	began	as	a	way	for	people	to	defend	themselves.	They	needed	protection	from	frequent	attacks	by	Crimean	Tatars.	These	raids	captured	and	enslaved	many	people	from	Ukraine,	Belarus,	and	Poland.	The	Cossacks	were	a	brave	self-defense	force.	They
built	strong,	fortified	camps	called	sichi	to	stop	the	Tatars.	These	camps	later	joined	together	to	form	the	main	Zaporozhian	Sich.	"Rear	guard	of	Zaporozhians"	by	Józef	Brandt	(oil	on	canvas;	72	×	112	cm,	National	Museum	in	Warsaw)	The	first	Zaporozhian	Sich	was	built	in	1552	by	Prince	Dmytro	Vyshnevetsky.	He	built	a	fortress	on	Small	(Mala)
Khortytsia	island.	Tatar	forces	destroyed	this	fortress	in	1558.	Other	sichi	were	built	and	destroyed	over	time.	For	example,	the	Tomakivka	Sich	was	built	on	an	island	that	is	now	underwater.	It	was	destroyed	in	1593.	A	third	sich	on	Bazavluk	island	lasted	until	1638.	It	was	destroyed	by	Polish	forces	during	a	Cossack	uprising.	These	early	settlements
were	already	quite	organized,	like	small	states.	Fighting	for	Freedom	A	Zaporozhian	Cossack	from	the	18th	century.	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	Prayer,	part	of	an	icon	showing	the	Protection	of	Holy	Virgin	Mary.	The	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	were	part	of	the	Polish	Crown's	Kiev	Voivodeship	from	1583	to	1657.	But	they	didn't	like	being	ruled	by	Poland.	One
big	reason	was	religion:	Cossacks	were	Orthodox	Christians,	while	most	Poles	were	Catholics.	So,	the	Cossacks	fought	for	their	independence	for	a	long	time.	They	fought	against	the	Polish	state,	the	Ottoman	Empire,	the	Crimean	Khanate,	and	the	Russian	Empire.	The	Sich	became	the	heart	of	Cossack	life.	It	was	governed	by	the	Sich	Rada	(a
council)	and	led	by	a	Kosh	Ataman.	In	1648,	Bohdan	Khmelnytsky	started	a	big	uprising	against	Poland.	This	led	to	the	creation	of	the	Cossack	Hetmanate	(1648–1764).	After	a	treaty	in	1654,	the	Cossack	Host	split.	The	Hetmanate	had	its	capital	at	Chyhyryn.	Zaporozhia,	centered	on	the	Sich,	remained	more	independent.	The	Sich	moved	several
times	during	this	period.	During	the	rule	of	Peter	the	Great	of	Russia,	Cossacks	were	forced	to	work.	They	built	canals	and	forts	in	northern	Russia.	Many	thousands	were	sent	each	year.	The	hard	work	caused	many	deaths,	and	only	about	40%	of	Cossacks	returned	home.	After	a	major	battle	in	1709,	the	Chortomlyk	Sich	was	destroyed.	Another	Sich
was	built,	but	it	was	also	destroyed	by	the	Russian	government	in	1711.	The	Cossacks	then	fled	to	the	Crimean	Khanate.	They	built	the	Oleshky	Sich	there	in	1711.	In	1734,	the	Cossacks	were	allowed	to	return	to	the	Russian	Empire.	They	built	a	"New	Sich"	near	their	old	one.	By	1768,	about	52,000	people	lived	in	the	steppe	region.	Russia	became
worried	about	the	Sich's	independence.	In	1764,	Russia	ended	the	Hetmanate.	Cossack	officers	became	part	of	the	Russian	nobility.	But	ordinary	Cossacks	were	often	treated	like	peasants.	After	a	war	with	the	Ottoman	Empire,	Russia	no	longer	needed	the	Cossacks	to	protect	its	borders.	The	End	of	the	Sich	Cossacks	writing	a	reply	to	a	letter	from
the	Sultan	of	the	Ottoman	Empire,	Mehmed	IV,	(Reply	of	the	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	to	Sultan	Mehmed	IV	of	the	Ottoman	Empire,	by	Ilya	Repin)	In	May	1775,	Russian	General	Peter	Tekeli	was	ordered	to	destroy	the	Zaporozhian	Sich.	This	order	came	from	Catherine	the	Great.	On	June	5,	1775,	Tekeli	surrounded	the	Sich	with	his	army.	The	Cossacks
decided	to	surrender.	The	Sich	was	officially	ended	on	August	3,	1775.	Catherine's	order	said	the	Sich	was	"Liquidated"	and	its	land	added	to	Novorossiya.	The	Sich	fortress	was	completely	destroyed.	Some	Cossack	officers,	called	starshyna,	became	Russian	nobles.	They	received	large	amounts	of	land.	But	some	Cossacks	tried	to	escape.	About	5,000
Zaporozhians	managed	to	flee.	Some	went	to	the	Danube	Delta	and	formed	a	new	Danube	Sich.	Others	went	to	Hungary.	The	leader	of	the	Zaporozhian	Host,	Petro	Kalnyshevsky,	was	arrested.	He	was	sent	away	to	the	Solovetsky	Islands.	He	lived	there	until	he	was	112	years	old.	Other	high-ranking	officers	were	also	punished.	Most	ordinary	Cossacks
became	peasants	or	even	serfs.	Later,	in	1780,	General	Grigory	Potemkin	tried	to	bring	some	Cossacks	back.	They	helped	Russia	fight	the	Turks	in	a	war	from	1787	to	1792.	He	gathered	almost	12,000	Cossacks.	They	were	called	the	Black	Sea	Cossacks.	After	the	war,	Russia	moved	them	to	the	Kuban	River	area.	In	1860,	they	became	known	as	the
Kuban	Cossacks.	The	end	of	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	was	a	very	important	event.	People	remembered	it	for	a	long	time	in	their	stories	and	songs.	How	the	Sich	Was	Organized	A	Zaporozhian	Sich	Rada	(Council)	meeting.	The	Zaporozhian	Host	was	led	by	the	Sich	Rada.	This	was	a	council	where	all	members	could	vote.	They	elected	a	Kosh	Otaman	to	be
their	main	leader.	The	Otaman	had	helpers	like	a	head	secretary,	a	head	judge,	and	a	head	archivist.	During	battles,	the	Otaman	had	full	power.	He	decided	with	the	Rada	whether	to	support	other	leaders	or	states.	Some	people	called	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	a	"Cossack	republic."	This	is	because	the	highest	power	belonged	to	the	assembly	of	all	its
members.	Their	leaders	were	chosen	by	election.	The	Cossacks	lived	in	groups	called	"kurins,"	each	with	hundreds	of	Cossacks.	The	Cossacks	had	strict	rules.	Their	military	court	punished	violence	and	stealing	among	themselves.	They	also	punished	bringing	women	into	the	Sich	and	drinking	alcohol	during	conflicts.	The	Sich	also	had	Orthodox
churches	and	schools	for	children.	Many	different	people	lived	in	the	Sich.	They	came	from	Ukraine,	Moldova,	Tatar	lands,	Poland,	Lithuania,	Russia,	and	other	places.	There	were	nobles,	merchants,	farmers,	and	even	runaway	slaves.	Some	people	who	weren't	accepted	into	the	main	Cossack	group	formed	their	own	gangs.	But	after	the	Khmelnytsky
Uprising,	most	of	these	groups	joined	the	main	Cossack	society.	Cossack	Army	and	Fighting	The	Cossacks	were	skilled	warriors.	They	built	many	fast,	light	ships.	They	used	these	ships	to	attack	rich	towns	on	the	Black	Sea	coast	of	the	Ottoman	Empire.	Sometimes,	they	even	reached	cities	like	Constantinople	and	Trabzon.	Where	the	Zaporozhian
Siches	Were	Located	Khortytsia	Sich	(1556–1557)	on	Khortytsia	Island.	Tomakivka	Sich	(1564–1593)	near	today's	Marhanets.	Bazavluk	Sich	(1593–1638)	near	today's	village	of	Kapulivka.	Mykytyn	Sich	(1639–1652)	in	Nikopol.	Chortomlyk	Sich	(1652–1709)	near	today's	village	of	Kapulivka.	Kamyanka	Sich	(1709–1711)	near	Respublikanets	village.
Oleshky	Sich	(1711–1734)	on	the	eastern	edge	of	Oleshky	city.	Nova	Pidpilnenska	Sich	(1734–1775)	near	Pokrovske	village.	Danubian	Sich	(1775–1828)	in	the	Danube	Delta.	See	also	History	of	the	Cossacks	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	Tatar	invasions	Since	the	fall	of	the	USSR	and	up	to	the	Orange	Revolution	of	Yushchenko,	Ukraine,	impoverished	by	a
rushed	and	hasty	independence,	needed	Russia	(which	was	also	in	a	deep	crisis)	to	sustain	itself	as	a	state	and	maintain	stability.	It	is	true	that	the	ethnic	conflicts	that	took	place	within	Russia	did	not	occur	in	Ukrainian	territory	until	2014,	when	a	growing	pro-Western	oligarchy	dragged	Ukraine	into	chaos.	During	the	period	prior	to	2014,	the	Kiev-
Moscow	tandem	was	stable.	In	2004,	the	decisive	elections	took	place	between	the	Party	of	Regions	of	Viktor	Yanukovych	(favoring	good	bilateral	relations	with	Russia)	and	the	Yushchenko-Timoshenko	coalition	(Our	Ukraine	Bloc	and	Batkivshchyna	Bloc),	which	leaned	towards	pro-NATO	and	US-European	Union	positions,	causing	a	scandal:	the
poisoning	with	dioxin	of	Viktor	Yushchenko	(blamed	on	Russian	intelligence	services).	His	victory	in	2004	led	to	tense	relations	with	Moscow	but	not	a	rupture.	Yushchenko	tried	to	become	an	intermediary	between	Russia	and	the	European	Union,	although	he	aimed	to	join	the	EU,	adopt	IMF	economic	models,	and	pursue	NATO	membership	(as	of
today,	Ukraine	is	not	part	of	the	Atlantic	Alliance,	although	it	requested	NATO	membership	in	2008	under	Yushchenko’s	government,	and	it	is	not	part	of	the	European	Union	either).	Another	factor	that	increased	tension	and	hinted	at	what	might	happen	related	to	Russia’s	positions	on	Crimea	(transferred	from	the	Russian	SFSR	to	the	Ukrainian
SFSR	by	Khrushchev).	Moscow	invoked	historical,	linguistic,	and	ethnic	rights	to	argue	that	Crimea’s	cession	was	only	legitimate	within	the	USSR,	but	since	the	peninsula	was	a	natural	part	of	Russia,	it	should	revert	to	Russia	in	case	of	independence.	However,	the	Russian	government	opted	for	diplomacy	and	sought	to	resolve	the	controversy
peacefully	through	an	agreement	on	the	cession	of	the	Sevastopol	port,	thus	preserving	Ukraine’s	territorial	integrity	and	Russian	strategic	interests,	despite	ultimately	depending	on	Ukraine.	Simultaneously,	Ukrainian	nationalists	wanted	to	remove	the	Russian	language	from	the	official	status	of	the	country,	which	is	the	most	spoken	language	there,
aiming	to	«Ukrainize»	the	population	linguistically,	culturally,	and	even	religiously,	proposing	the	creation	of	a	unified	Orthodox	Church	to	rival	the	Ukrainian	Orthodox	Church	under	the	Moscow	Patriarchate	(the	only	one	recognized	as	legitimate).	This	was	achieved	with	the	autocephaly	recognition	by	Patriarch	Bartholomew	I,	involving	the
administrative	support	of	the	Schismatic	Ukrainian	Orthodox	Church	under	the	Kyiv	Patriarchate	and	the	Orthodox	Autocephalous	Church	of	Ukraine.	In	any	case,	Yushchenko	appeared	as	a	liberal	who	feared	confrontation	with	Russia	but	also	wanted	to	step	out	of	its	sphere	of	influence.	So	much	so	that	the	massive	entry	of	Eastern	European
countries	into	the	EU	aimed	to	expand	the	EU’s	influence	into	the	eastern	regions,	reducing	Russian	power	there	and	opening	the	door	for	NATO’s	arrival	in	these	latitudes,	contrary	to	Reagan’s	promise	to	Gorbachev.	After	Yushchenko	lost	the	elections	decisively,	Viktor	Yanukovych	came	to	power	and	began	reversing	Yushchenko’s	policies	to	move
closer	to	Europe	and	NATO—efforts	that	were	agreed	upon	and	part	of	the	commitments	they	had	made.	However,	Yanukovych	believed	that	Russia	offered	greater	geopolitical	and	strategic	benefits	for	Ukraine	than	an	inevitable	union	with	the	Western	bloc.	Indeed,	Yanukovych	always	understood	Ukraine’s	role	based	on	its	geographical	reality:	as	a
neutral	bridge	between	Moscow	and	the	West.	He	was	cautious	to	damage	the	diplomatic	framework	built	since	the	1990s	with	Russia,	as	stated	in	the	1999	Istanbul	Declaration,	where	it	was	explicitly	affirmed	that	each	country	was	sovereign	to	choose	its	military	and	geopolitical	alliances,	provided	that	such	alliances	did	not	threaten	the	security	of
other	signatory	states—Ukrainian	and	Russian	among	them.	The	trend	toward	EU	and	NATO	expansion	meant	that	political	and	military	influence	eastward	would	become	unstoppable.	The	European	Union’s	power	would	extend	from	the	Gulf	of	Bothnia	(Finland	and	Sweden	are	EU	members)	to	the	Sea	of	Azov	if	Ukraine	joined	the	EU.	Regarding
NATO…	it	would	position	from	the	south	of	the	Gulf	of	Finland	(with	the	Baltic	states)	to	Azov,	turning	the	Black	Sea	into	a	NATO	lake.	This	posed	a	strategic	threat	to	Russia	according	to	the	1999	Istanbul	Declaration.	Additionally,	Russia’s	borders	in	Europe	would	be	encircled,	with	Belarus	nearly	surrounded,	creating	a	serious	strategic	problem	for
the	Kaliningrad	Oblast.	The	increase	in	military	capabilities—artillery,	missiles,	anti-missile	shields,	and	troops—made	Ukraine’s	tilt	toward	the	West	truly	intolerable.	However,	the	situation	remained	tense	for	eight	years,	with	attempts	at	pacification	through	the	Russian	and	Belarusian	Foreign	Ministries	with	the	Minsk	Protocols	I	and	II	and	the
Normandy	Quartet.	THE	SEA,	AN	OBJECTIVE	If	we	analyze	NATO	and	the	EU’s	eastward	expansion,	we	will	see	that	the	most	important	points	are	not	on	land	but	at	sea.	This	has	led	Russia	to	implement	strategies	focused	on	increasing	land	troops	and,	in	the	case	of	Kaliningrad,	deploying	three	MiG-31i	with	Kinzhal	missiles	to	protect	its	enclave,
which	is	not	connected	to	the	Federation’s	territory	and	is	surrounded	by	Lithuania	and	Poland,	through	the	Suwalki	Corridor.	In	addition	to	the	land	military	presence,	there	has	been	an	increase	in	naval	power,	with	the	Russian	fleet	in	Kaliningrad	responding	to	NATO	troop	increases	in	the	Baltic	countries.	In	fact,	according	to	CONVEMAR	and	the
division	of	territorial	waters	of	the	Baltic	Sea,	from	the	Russian	territorial	waters	of	the	Gulf	of	Finland,	navigation	can	reach	the	Russian	waters	of	Kaliningrad	without	passing	through	the	territorial	waters	of	Finland,	Estonia,	Latvia,	or	Lithuania,	but	only	through	the	EEZ	(Exclusive	Economic	Zone).	Third	countries	have	freedom	of	navigation
through	other	states’	EEZs	as	well	as	overflight	rights,	although	airspace	takes	precedence	over	flight	rights	granted	by	EEZs.	However,	tensions	are	rising.	As	we	saw	at	the	end	of	last	year	with	the	sabotage	of	Nord	Stream	II,	NATO	activities	are	intense,	and	the	Baltic	Sea	has	become	a	NATO	sea	that	will	see	its	power	reinforced	if	Finland	and
Sweden	join	NATO,	should	Turkey	lift	its	veto	due	to	Finland	and	Sweden’s	support	for	Kurdish	terrorists.	If	they	succumb	to	Ankara’s	demands,	NATO	would	position	itself	across	Karelia	and	control	Finland’s	and	Sweden’s	territorial	waters,	turning	the	Baltic	into	a	military	problem	for	Russia	in	both	the	air	and	maritime	domains.	It	would	become	a
“NATO	Sea,”	being	semi-closed	with	the	Danish	straits	of	Kattegat	and	Skagerrak	controlled	by	Denmark,	another	NATO	member.	This	would	increase	tensions	with	Moscow,	who	views	this	threat	similarly	to	Ukraine.	While	NATO’s	presence	in	the	Baltic	would	significantly	hinder	Russian	air	force	operations	by	controlling	the	airspaces	and
territorial	waters	of	these	states,	NATO	does	not	have	authority	over	the	EEZs,	so	navigation	would	remain	free	for	Russia.	The	maritime	issue	also	affects	the	Black	Sea,	as	mentioned	earlier	regarding	Ukrainian	waters	within	the	NATO	framework,	with	Georgia	awaiting	EU	and	NATO	accession.	However,	NATO	isn’t	the	only	actor	with	plans	for	the
Black	Sea.	Turkey,	through	its	Mavi	Vatan	maritime	doctrine,	aims	to	control	the	sea	not	only	in	NATO’s	name	but	also	claiming	historical	rights	as	successors	of	Ottoman	navigators.	Meanwhile,	the	Baltic–Black	Sea	region	has	attracted	interest	and	geopolitical	projects	from	the	United	States	beyond	NATO,	aiming	to	control	these	regions	through
their	navy	and	allies	under	U.S.	leadership.	Their	plan	is	based	on	a	broader	concept	called	«Intermarium,»	revived	by	Ukrainian	historian	Biletsky,	leader	of	Azov,	and	originally	theorized	by	Józef	Piłsudski	of	Poland.	This	idea	involves	expanding	the	Polish-Lithuanian	Commonwealth	to	create	a	large	Western	Slavic	state,	serving	as	an	opposition	to
Russia.	The	“Międzymorze”	would	act	as	a	“Counter-Russia,”	surviving	beyond	Piłsudski’s	time	and	reaching	Sikorski,	who	was	unable	to	achieve	much	due	to	hostility	from	the	Allies	and	the	USSR	after	World	War	II.	However,	the	concept	has	reemerged	through	Ukrainian	efforts,	envisioning	a	union	from	the	Baltic	to	the	Black	Sea—a	supranational
organization	above	individual	states	but	below	the	European	Union—to	support	its	interests	with	Western	and	NATO	backing.	This	would	pose	a	serious	threat	to	Russia.	Before	the	2014	coup	d’état,	the	United	States	already	supported	this	idea.	In	2012,	Polish-American	historian	Marek	Jan	Chodakiewicz	wrote	«Intermarium:	The	Land	Between
Black	Sea	and	Baltic	Sea,»	and	George	Friedman	of	Stratfor	advocated	for	Intermarium	as	part	of	the	region’s	future.	The	resurgence	of	this	idea	stems	from	various	factors:	disillusionment	after	the	fall	of	the	USSR	and	the	transition	to	democracy	in	the	1990s,	the	2008	crisis	leading	many	young	people	to	see	that	neither	Russia	nor	the	EU	could
confront	current	economic	and	social	problems,	and	the	conflict	beginning	in	2014,	which	made	this	resource-rich,	youthful,	and	increasingly	wealthy	region	a	geopolitical	pivot	for	the	West	against	a	resurging	Russia.	This	explains	U.S.	interest	in	Intermarium,	although	internally,	it	faces	significant	divisions	between	traditionalist/fascist	models	(like
Biletsky’s)	and	liberal-economic	models	(like	the	Baltic-Black	Sea	Alliance,	founded	in	Riga	in	2008).	Simultaneously,	the	EU	developed	its	own	«Intermarium	Plan,»	sharing	the	same	concept	of	connecting	the	Baltic,	Black	Sea,	and	Adriatic.	However,	while	the	idea	of	Intermarium	exists,	it	remains	unmaterialized,	with	the	EU	acting	as	its	main
organized	structure.	THE	THREE	SEAS	INITIATIVE	What	is	the	Three	Seas	Initiative?	The	initiative	is	a	political	platform	of	12	EU	member	states	located	between	the	Baltic	Sea,	the	Adriatic	Sea,	and	the	Black	Sea.	Its	objective	is	to	contribute	to	regional	development	by	representing	10%	of	the	EU’s	GDP,	focusing	on	boosting	connectivity,	energy
exploitation,	transportation	infrastructure,	and	digital	communications	to	modernize	these	regions	and	assert	control	over	the	sea.	For	Russia,	these	maritime	dominance	structures	(Turkey’s	Mavi	Vatan	Plan,	reinforced	by	its	power	within	the	Montreux	Treaty;	the	Intermarium	idea	adopted	by	the	United	States	and	Ukrainian	far-right	groups;	and
the	EU’s	Three	Seas	Initiative)	pose	a	serious	economic	and	financial	problem.	Moscow,	due	to	restrictive	measures,	cannot	participate	in	or	counter	them,	but	at	the	same	time,	Russia	observes	border	regions	strengthening	in	economic,	strategic,	and	military	terms,	which	challenges	its	strategic	security	both	at	sea	and	on	land.	SEBASTOPOL,
MONTREUX,	AND	THE	RUSSIAN	MARITIME	THEORY	One	of	the	most	important	agreements	of	post-communist	Russia	was	the	transfer	of	the	Sevastopol	port.	In	2010,	shortly	after	winning	the	elections,	Yanukovych	began	negotiating	a	plan	with	Russia	concerned	that	the	drift	of	the	Orange	Revolution	would	harm	Russia’s	geopolitical,	financial,
military,	and	influence	positions.	Yanukovych,	understanding	this,	played	his	hand	by	granting	the	Russians	control	of	the	port	of	Sevastopol	in	the	Crimean	Peninsula	until	2042	(the	existing	contract	was	set	to	expire	in	2017).	This	was	vital	because	it	enabled	the	Russian	fleet	to	maintain	a	secure	naval	base	in	the	Black	Sea.	Despite	controlling
Novorossiya,	Sevastopol	hosts	the	entire	Russian	naval	infrastructure	for	maintenance	and	repair;	possession	of	Sevastopol	makes	the	difference	between	having	or	not	having	maritime	dominance	in	the	Black	Sea.	Despite	diplomatic	wear	and	tear	between	Russia	and	Ukraine	due	to	their	shifting	towards	and	away	from	the	West,	Moscow	has	always
been	concerned	about	risking	its	presence	and	maneuverability	in	Sevastopol	(aware	that	Russian	presence	would	always	be	scrutinized	by	Kyiv).	The	Russian	military	leadership	did	not	consider	relocating	its	main	naval	forces	to	Russian	territory	but	proposed	“operational	decentralization”	based	on	Soviet	maritime	theory.	They	believed
concentrating	military	bases—land,	air,	or	naval—is	a	strategic	mistake,	since	a	powerful	attack	can	seriously	damage	the	response	capability	of	the	attacked	state.	Thus,	Russia	seeks	strategic	decentralization	by	establishing	multiple	bases	within	its	possibilities.	In	the	Baltic,	this	is	already	impossible	due	to	NATO’s	presence,	candidate	states,	and
limited	Russian	territory.	However,	the	Black	Sea	remains	different.	Before	2014,	Russian	commanders	considered	expanding	agreements	with	Ukraine	to	install	more	military	bases	and	disperse	their	fleet	along	the	Ukrainian	coast,	similar	to	what	they	did	in	Gudauta,	Abkhazia,	with	the	7th	military	base.	However,	the	Ukraine	coup	and	its	shift
towards	the	West	made	losing	their	base	in	Sevastopol	unacceptable.	Unexpectedly,	the	Russian	population	in	Crimea,	pressured	by	Ukrainian	nationalists,	declared	independence	and,	invoking	Kosovo’s	precedent,	joined	the	Russian	Federation	to	preserve	their	maritime	power	in	the	Black	Sea.	This	base	not	only	facilitated	strategic	dispersion	but
also	enabled	safe	access	to	the	Mediterranean,	especially	through	the	Tartus	and	Latakia	bases	in	Syria,	bypassing	the	Montreux	Treaty’s	Article	19,	which	restricts	the	passage	of	warships	through	Turkish	straits	without	specific	exceptions	(like	assistance	to	a	victim	of	aggression	or	innocent	passage).	While	Article	19	does	have	a	paragraph
allowing	warships	of	belligerent	states	to	return	to	their	bases	through	the	straits,	it’s	clear	that	Russian	ships	that	have	departed	from	their	bases	in	the	Black	Sea	and	Mediterranean	can	still	transit	back,	meaning	movement	through	Turkish	straits	remains	quite	broad	despite	some	restrictions.	Ukraine,	without	bases	beyond	the	Black	Sea,	cannot
invoke	this	clause	and	would	be	heavily	impacted	if	it	tried.	Hence,	the	Syrian	authorization	for	intervention	(still	valid	under	International	Public	Law)	and	Crimea’s	control	in	2014	were	crucial.	The	loss	of	Sevastopol	would	have	severely	weakened	Russia’s	naval	role,	especially	as	an	ally	of	Syria,	leaving	Tartus	isolated	in	the	Eastern	Mediterranean.
To	bolster	its	naval	role,	in	January	2022,	President	Vladimir	Putin	and	President	Bashar	al-Assad	agreed,	via	Crimea’s	Permanent	Representative	Georgy	Muradov,	to	enhance	cooperation	between	Crimea’s	ports	and	those	in	Latakia	through	a	2019	agreement	covering	economics,	business,	and	tourism.	Returning	to	Ukraine,	Sevastopol	was	so	vital
for	Russia	that	the	Russian-Ukrainian	agreement	with	Yanukovych	strengthened	ties	and	secured	a	30%	discount	on	Russian	gas	(paying	only	$40	billion	over	ten	years).	This	move	triggered	opposition	in	Ukraine,	labeled	as	selling	sovereignty	to	Russia	and	increasing	energy	dependence	on	Moscow.	Another	point	of	opposition	was	Yanukovych’s
refusal	to	continue	economic	reforms	under	the	IMF	rules,	along	with	the	controversial	role	of	Hunter	Biden	in	Ukraine.	When	it	became	clear	that	Kiev-Russia	relations	were	strengthening,	the	EU	pressured	Ukraine	to	avoid	deteriorating	democracy	and	the	rule	of	law.	Yanukovych	failed	to	sign	the	Association	Agreement	with	the	EU	in	2013,
enraging	Ukrainian	nationalists	and	pro-West	opposition	groups.	At	that	time,	protests	erupted	across	Ukraine,	targeting	symbols	of	Soviet	occupation	and	accusing	Yanukovych	of	being	a	puppet	of	Putin.	Organizations	like	FEMEN	fueled	tensions,	eventually	leading	to	Euromaidan	and	Yanukovych’s	ousting.	This	was	an	hybrid	operation	to	annex
Ukraine	to	the	West,	acquire	its	resources,	transform	the	country	into	an	investment	opportunity,	and	leverage	Ukraine’s	strategic	location	for	further	advances	toward	Belarus	and,	ultimately,	Russia—similar	to	the	scenarios	in	Georgia,	Kazakhstan,	and	other	regions.	Russia,	feeling	threatened,	intervened	to	defend	its	positions	and	sovereignty.
Additionally,	the	uprising	of	Russian	speakers	in	eastern	Ukraine	resulted	in	Crimea’s	annexation	into	Russia,	securing	Russian	naval	positions	in	the	Black	Sea.	The	civil	war	and	territorial	disintegration	led	to	the	rise	of	Novorussia	(a	confederation	combining	Donetsk	and	Luhansk),	further	complicating	Russia’s	strategic	position.	Russia	also	aimed
to	defend	its	Russian	communities	abroad.	From	a	maritime	perspective,	the	ongoing	conflict	in	the	Black	Sea	allows	Russia,	based	in	Crimea,	to	navigate	the	Dniester	River	and	control	inland	routes—more	secure	than	land	transports—for	troop	movement	and	logistics,	enabling	them	to	link	with	Transnistria,	where	Russian	troops	are	present.	This
effectively	isolates	Ukraine	from	the	Black	Sea,	consolidating	Russian	influence	in	the	area	and	transforming	the	Black	Sea	into	a	“Russian-OTAN”	lake,	countering	the	fragile	situation	in	the	Baltic.	For	Russia,	war	is	always	seen	as	an	external	imposition	aimed	at	protecting	its	sovereignty	and	survival.	In:	Milewski,	Dariusz	(ed.)	Rzeczpospolita
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understanding	the	relations	between	the	Ukrainian	Cossacks	and	the	Ottoman	Empire,	particularly	during	the	tumultuous	period	of	the	early	seventeenth	century.	The	work	illuminates	the	Cossacks'	role	in	regional	conflicts	and	alliances,	demonstrating	their	significant	agency	in	the	Northern	Black	Sea	area	and	their	impact	on	the	broader	dynamics
of	the	Ottoman	borderlands.	Through	a	critical	examination	of	historical	narratives	and	documentation,	this	analysis	reveals	how	Hrushevsky's	writings	challenge	existing	historiographical	views	and	underscore	the	importance	of	Cossack	history	in	Ottoman	studies.	Teşkilat	ve	Đşleyiş	Bakımından	Doğu	Hududundaki	Osmanlı	Kaleleri	ve	Mevâcib
Defterleri	The	Ottoman	Castles	in	Eastern	Border	of	in	Terms	of	Organization	and	Operation	and	Mevacib	Defters	Orhan	Kılıç	*	Özet	Bir	çeşit	askeri	sayım	niteliğinde	olan	mevâcib	defterleri	ulûfe	sistemi	içinde	olan	askeri	sınıfların	tespiti	için	en	önemli	arşiv	kaynaklarıdır.	Bu	defterler	sayesinde	merkez	ve	merkez	dışında	görev	yapan	yevmiyyeli
askerlerin	mevcudunu,	aldıkları	ücretleri,	isimlerini	ve	teşkilatlanmalarını	tespit	etmek	mümkündür.	Osmanlı	coğrafyasının	değişik	bölgelerindeki	hudut	kaleleri,	iç	bölgelerdeki	kalelere	göre	çok	daha	kalabalık	ve	askeri	sınıfların	çeşitliliği	bakımından	daha	da	zengin	olmuştur.	Bu	kalelerde	kadrolu	askerlerinin	yanı	sıra	merkezden	görevlendirilen
nöbetçi	askerler	de	muhafaza	hizmetinde	bulunmuşlardır.	Bu	yapılanma,	hudut	kalelerinin	bulunduğu	şehirlerin	adeta	bir	asker	şehri	görüntüsü	vermesine	sebep	olmuştur.	Anahtar	Kelimeler:	Osmanlı,	Van,	Erzurum,	Yeniçeri,	Mevâcib,	Kale	teşkilatı.	Abstract	Mevacib	defters,	a	type	of	military	counting,	are	the	most	important	archive	sources	to
determine	the	military	corps	in	ulufe.	Due	to	these	defter,	it	is	possible	to	identify	the	size,	payments,	names	and	organizations	of	the	retained	soldiers	working	in	and	out	of	center.	Border	castles	in	the	different	parts	of	the	Ottoman	geography	were	more	crowded	than	the	inland	castles	and	richer	according	to	the	variety	of	military	corps.	In	these
castles,	sentries	assigned	from	the	center	gave	maintenance	service	as	well	as	permanent	soldiers.	This	settlement	made	the	cities	in	which	these	castles	exist	have	an	appearance	of	a	military	city.	Keywords:	Ottoman,	Van,	Erzurum,	Mevâcib,	Janissary,	Castle	organization.	*	Prof.	Dr.,	Fırat	Üniversitesi	Đnsani	ve	Sosyal	Bilimler	Fakültesi	Tarih
Bölümü	Elazığ/TÜRKĐYE.	[email	protected]	88	ORHAN	KILIÇ	Osmanlı	askeri	sistemi	iki	temel	unsurun	üzerine	bina	edilmişti.	Sinopale,	International	Sinop	Biennial,	Turkey	Corner	College	in	collaboration	with	Corner	College,	Ziirich	present:	Kochstrasse	1	•	8004	ZUrich	COLLECTING	WITH	THE	PARTICIPATION	OF	Garrett	Nelson	13th	February-
14th	March	2015	Alparslan	Baloglu	Cat	Tuong	Nguyen	THE	Amelie	Brisson-Da	rveau	Le	rzan	Ozer	Quynh	Dong	RELAX	Benjamin	Egger	(CHIARENZA	&	HAUSER	&	CO)	Nezaket	Ekici	Romy	Rii.egger	FUTURE	Karen	Geyer	Riikka	Tauriainen	Shilpa	Gupta	Adrien	Tirtiaux	2014-2006-2016	Ashley	Hunt	XsentrikArts	(BAHANUR	NASYA	&	YILMAZ
VURUCU)	Esther	Kempf	E:?ref	Y1ldmm	Franziska	Koch	One	can	say	that	Sinopale	is	a	peripheric	and	young	biennial	for	contemporary	art	on	the	map	of	the	International	Biennials	of	the	art	world	system,	and	rather	alternative	to	the	Petra	Elen	a	Ki:ihle	&	CURATED	BY	Nicolas	Vermot	Petit-Outhenin	so-called	"biennial	phenomena"	and	their	genre	.
If	it	has	been	in	a	position	of	weakness	T.	Melih	Gi:irgun	Emre	Koyuncuoglu	with	respect	to	the	center	and	its	political,	economic	and	aesthetic	dominance,	indeed	it	mobilizes	personal	and	collective	collaborative	efforts	on	the	creative	edge,	where	crossing	Daniel	Marti	CO-CURATED	BY	over	local	and	global	perspectives,	south	and	north	and	east
and	west,	it	analyzes	and	Monali	Meher	Dimitrina	Sevova	re-signifies	the	biennial	discourses	dominated	by	a	logic	of	globalization,	traveling	art	lovers	and	the	shipping	of	expensive	art	works.	With	its	less	spectacular	exhibition	and	more	humble	project,	it	embraces	a	rather	pragmatic	approach	to	its	structures,	which	in	its	generosity	functions	in	the
mode	of	new	institutionalism	rather	than	institutional	critique,	and	even	generates	a	rupture	with	The	exhibition	collects	in	a	the	representational	models	of	the	big-scale	art	world	projects	from	the	center.	NARRATING	THE	NATIONAL	FUTURE:	THE	COSSACKS	IN	UKRAINIAN	AND	RUSSIAN	ROMANTIC	LITERATURE	by	ANNA	KOVALCHUK	A
DISSERTATION	Presented	to	the	Department	of	Comparative	Literature	and	the	Graduate	School	of	the	University	of	Oregon	in	partial	fulfillment	of	the	requirements	for	the	degree	of	Doctor	of	Philosophy	June	2017	DISSERTATION	APPROVAL	PAGE	Student:	Anna	Kovalchuk	Title:	Narrating	the	National	Future:	The	Cossacks	in	Ukrainian	and
Russian	Romantic	Literature	This	dissertation	has	been	accepted	and	approved	in	partial	fulfillment	of	the	requirements	for	the	Doctor	of	Philosophy	degree	in	the	Department	of	Comparative	Literature	by:	Katya	Hokanson	Chairperson	Michael	Allan	Core	Member	Serhii	Plokhii	Core	Member	Jenifer	Presto	Core	Member	Julie	Hessler	Institutional
Representative	and	Scott	L.	Pratt	Dean	of	the	Graduate	School	Original	approval	signatures	are	on	file	with	the	University	of	Oregon	Graduate	School.	Degree	awarded	June	2017	ii	©	2017	Anna	Kovalchuk	iii	DISSERTATION	ABSTRACT	Anna	Kovalchuk	Doctor	of	Philosophy	Department	of	Comparative	Literature	June	2017	Title:	Narrating	the
National	Future:	The	Cossacks	in	Ukrainian	and	Russian	Romantic	Literature	This	dissertation	investigates	nineteenth-century	narrative	representations	of	the	Cossacks—multi-ethnic	warrior	communities	from	the	historical	borderlands	of	empire,	known	for	military	strength,	pillage,	and	revelry—as	contested	historical	figures	in	modern	identity
politics.	Rather	than	projecting	today’s	political	borders	into	the	past	and	proceeding	from	the	claim	that	the	Cossacks	are	either	Russian	or	Ukrainian,	this	comparative	project	analyzes	the	nineteenth-century	narratives	that	transform	pre-	national	Cossack	history	into	national	patrimony.	Following	the	Romantic	era	debates	about	national	identity	in
the	Russian	empire,	during	which	the	Cossacks	become	part	of	both	Ukrainian	and	Russian	national	self-definition,	this	dissertation	focuses	on	the	role	of	historical	narrative	in	these	burgeoning	political	projects.	Warfare,	State	and	Society	on	the	Black	Sea	Steppe,	1500–1700	In	the	sixteenth	and	seventeenth	centuries	Muscovy	waged	a	costly



struggle	against	the	Crimean	Khanate,	the	Ottoman	Empire,	and	the	Polish-Lithuanian	Commonwealth	for	control	of	the	fertile	steppe	above	the	Black	Sea.	This	was	a	region	of	great	strategic	and	economic	importance	–	arguably	the	pivot	of	Eurasia	at	the	time.	Yet,	this	crucial	period	in	Russia’s	history	has,	up	until	now,	been	neglected	by	historians.
Brian	L.	Davies’s	study	provides	an	essential	insight	into	the	emergence	of	Russia	as	a	great	power.	The	long	campaign	took	a	great	toll	upon	Russia’s	population,	economy,	and	institutions,	and	repeatedly	frustrated	or	redefi	ned	Russian	military	and	diplo-	matic	projects	in	the	West.	The	struggle	was	every	bit	as	important	as	Russia’s	wars	in
northern	and	central	Europe	for	driving	the	Russian	state-building	process,	forcing	military	reform	and	shaping	Russia’s	visions	of	Empire.	Warfare,	State	and	Society	on	the	Black	Sea	Steppe,	1500–1700	examines	the	course	of	this	struggle	and	explains	how	Russia’s	ultimate	prevalence	resulted	from	new	strategies	of	military	colonization	in	addition
to	improvements	in	army	command-and-control,	logistics,	and	tactics.	Brian	L.	Davies	is	Associate	Professor	of	History	at	the	University	of	Texas	at	San	Antonio.	His	publications	include	State	Power	and	Community	in	Early	Modern	Russia:	The	Case	of	Kozlov,	1635–1649	(2004).	Warfare	and	History	General	Editor	Jeremy	Black	Professor	of	History,
University	of	Exeter	Air	Power	in	the	Age	of	Total	War	Modern	Chinese	Warfare,	Warfare	in	Atlantic	Africa,	1500–	John	Buckley	1795–1989	1800:	Maritime	Confl	icts	and	the	Bruce	A.	THE	MAKING	OF	SULTAN	SÜLEYMAN:	A	STUDY	OF	PROCESS/ES	OF	IMAGE-MAKING	AND	REPUTATION	MANAGEMENT	by	NEV	ĐN	ZEYNEP	YELÇE	Submitted	to
the	Institute	of	Social	Sciences	in	partial	fulfillment	of	the	requirements	for	the	degree	of	Doctor	of	Philosophy	in	History	Sabancı	University	June,	2009	©	Nevin	Zeynep	Yelçe	2009	All	Rights	Reserved	To	My	Dear	Parents	Ay	şegül	and	Özer	Yelçe	ABSTRACT	THE	MAKING	OF	SULTAN	SÜLEYMAN:	A	STUDY	OF	PROCESS/ES	OF	IMAGE-MAKING
AND	REPUTATION	MANAGEMENT	Yelçe,	Nevin	Zeynep	Ph.D.,	History	Supervisor:	Metin	Kunt	June	2009,	xv+558	pages	This	dissertation	is	a	study	of	the	processes	involved	in	the	making	of	Sultan	Süleyman’s	image	and	reputation	within	the	two	decades	preceding	and	following	his	accession,	delineating	the	various	phases	and	aspects	involved	in
the	making	of	the	multi-layered	image	of	the	Sultan.	Handling	these	processes	within	the	framework	of	Sultan	Süleyman’s	deeds	and	choices,	the	main	argument	of	this	study	is	that	the	reputation	of	Sultan	Süleyman	in	the	1520s	was	the	result	of	the	convergence	of	his	actions	and	his	projected	image.	In	the	course	of	this	study,	main	events	of	the
first	ten	years	of	Sultan	Süleyman’s	reign	are	conceptualized	in	order	to	understand	the	elements	employed	first	in	making	a	Sultan	out	of	a	Prince,	then	in	maintaining	and	enhancing	the	sultanic	image	and	authority.	As	such,	this	dissertation	examines	the	rhetorical,	ceremonial,	and	symbolic	devices	which	came	together	to	build	up	a	public	image
for	the	Sultan.	Contextualized	within	a	larger	framework	in	terms	of	both	time	and	space,	not	only	the	meaning	and	role	of	each	device	but	the	way	they	are	combined	to	create	an	image	becomes	clearer.	Order	Number	9013246	The	Ottoman	Black	Sea	frontier	and	the	relations	of	the	Porte	with	the	Polish-Lithuanian	Commonwealth	and	Muscovy,	1	6
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Livâları	ÖNSÖZ	Osmanlı	Devleti,	XIII.	yüzyılın	sonu	ile	XX.	yüzyılın	ilk	çeyreği	arasında	geçen	zaman	diliminde	dünyanın	katetmiş	olduğu	bütün	siyasî,	sosyal,	ekonomik,	askerî	ve	kültürel	gelişmelerde	birinci	derecede	aktif	rol	alarak	günümüzde	insanoğlunun	ulaşmış	olduğu	medeniyet	seviyesine	büyük	katkılar	sağlamış	nadir	devletlerden	biridir.
Böyle	bir	devletin	hangi	ekonomik,	sosyal,	askerî	ve	idarî	temellere	dayandığı	konusunu	aydınlatmak	ülkemiz	ve	dünya	tarih	araştırmacılarının	en	önemli	çalışma	sahalarından	birisi	olmuştur.	Osmanlı	Devleti'nin	kuruluş,	gelişme	ve	yükselme	dönemlerindeki	ekonomik,	askerî,	idarî,	sosyal	ve	demografik	yapısının	aydınlatılmasında	sancak	esasına	göre
tutulmuş	olan	“Defter-i	Hakanîler”	yani	“Tahrir	Defterleri”nin	önemli	bir	yeri	vardır.	Osmanlı	Devleti'nin	idarî	yapısı,	ticaret	ve	sınaî	hayatı,	tarım	ürünleri,	hayvancılık,	yer	altı	kaynakları,	nüfus	ve	etnik	yapısı	ile	tüm	sosyal	ve	tarihî	eserler	hakkında	detaylı	bilgiler	bu	defterlerde	mevcuttur.	OSMANLI	ASKERİ	TEŞKİLATINDA	DELİ	OCAĞI	Genşletlmş
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.....................................................................................................	HUMAN	RIGHTS	IN	UKRAINE	–	2008	HUMAN	RIGHTS	ORGANISATIONS	REPORT	UKRAINIAN	HELSINKI	HUMAN	RIGHTS	UNION	«PRAVA	LUDYNY»	2009	ББК	67.9(4УКР)	In	preparing	the	cover,	the	work	«Judith	with	the	head	of	Holofernes»	of	Alex	Savransky	was	used
(www.petik.com)	Designer	Boris	Zakharov	Editors	Yevgeniy	Zakharov,	Volodymyr	Yavorsky	The	book	is	published	with	the	assistance	of	the	National	Endowment	for	Democracy	Human	Rights	in	Ukraine	–	2008.	Report	by	Human	Rights	Organisations.	/	Editors:	Y.Zakharov,	V.Yavorsky	/	Ukrainian	Helsinki	Human	Rights	Union.	–	Kharkiv:	Prava
Ludyny,	2009.	–	284	p.	ISBN	978-966-8919-72-5.	This	book	considers	the	human	rights	situation	in	Ukraine	during	2008,	it	is	based	on	studies	by	various	non-governmental	human	rights	organizations	and	specialists	in	this	area.	Each	unit	concen-	trates	on	identifying	and	analysing	violations	of	specific	rights	in	this	period,	as	well	as	discussing	any
positive	moves	which	were	made	in	protecting	the	given	rights.	Current	legislation	which	encourages	infringements	of	rights	and	freedoms	is	also	analyzed,	together	with	draft	laws	which	could	change	the	situation.	The	conclusions	of	the	research	contain	recommendations	for	eliminating	the	violations	of	human	rights	and	fundamental	freedoms	and
improving	the	overall	situation.	ББК	67.9(4УКР)	©	Compiled	by	Yevgeniy	Zakharov,	Volodymyr	Yavorsky,	2009	©	Ukrainian	Helsinki	Human	Rights	Union,	2009	ISBN	978-966-8919-72-5	©	Cover	design	by	Boris	Zakharov,	2009	Judith	–	is	a	figure	from	the	«Book	of	Judith»	in	the	Biblical	Apocry-	pha.	According	to	the	legend,	the	city	of	Bethulia	was
besieged	by	Assyrian	troops	led	by	General	Holofernes.	The	inhabitants	faced	starvation.	The	daring	Judith	steals	into	the	camp	of	the	enemy	and	conquers	Holofernes	with	her	beauty.	Zaporizhia,	The	[Запоріжжя;	Zaporižžja].	The	name	of	the	military	and	political	organization	of	the	Ukrainian	Cossacks	and	of	their	autonomous	territory	(approx
80,000	sq	km)	in	Southern	Ukraine	from	the	mid-16th	century	to	1775.	The	name	was	derived	from	the	territory's	location	‘beyond	the	Rapids’	(za	porohamy)	(see	Dnipro	Rapids).	Its	center	was	the	Zaporozhian	Sich.	The	Zaporizhia's	territory—the	‘Liberties	of	the	[Cossack]	Host	beyond	the	Rapids’—was	situated	to	the	south	and	east	of	Polish-ruled
Right-Bank	Ukraine,	from	which	it	was	separated	by	the	Boh	River,	its	tributaries	the	Syniukha	River	and	the	Velykyi	Vys	River,	and	the	Tiasmyn	River,	a	tributary	of	the	Dnipro	River.	To	the	northeast	it	bordered	on	the	Left-Bank	Ukraine's	Hetman	state	along	the	Dnipro	River	and	its	tributary,	the	Orel	River.	To	the	east	it	was	separated	from
Russian-ruled	Slobidska	Ukraine	by	the	Donets	River.	To	the	southeast	it	bordered	on	the	lands	of	the	Don	Cossacks	along	the	Kalmiius	River.	The	Zaporizhia	extended	southward	deep	into	the	steppe,	where	it	bordered	on	the	Crimean	Khanate	and	reached,	between	the	Berda	River	and	the	Kalmiius	River,	the	Sea	of	Azov.	The	Cossacks	gained
renown	in	the	late	15th	century	as	defenders	of	the	Lithuanian-Ruthenian	state	against	the	Crimean	Tatars,	while	serving	the	Cherkasy	and	Kaniv	starostas	and	living	as	free	brigands	in	the	uncolonized	steppe	frontier	of	the	Polish	state.	The	rise	of	the	Zaporizhia	resulted	from	the	increasing	colonization	of	that	frontier	by	Ukrainians	fleeing	serfdom
and	other	Polish-Lithuanian	oppression.	There	they	established	homesteads	and,	to	defend	themselves	from	Tatar	raids,	built	fortified	camps	(sichi),	which	were	later	united	to	create	a	central	fortress,	the	Zaporozhian	Sich,	under	the	leadership	of	Dmytro	Vyshnevetsky	on	Mala	Khortytsia	Island	(ca	1552).	The	anti-Polish	Cossack	rebellions	of	the
1590s,	1620s,	and	1630s	originated	in	the	Zaporizhia	and	resulted	in	the	growth	of	the	military	and	political	strength	of	the	Zaporozhian	Host.	The	Zaporizhia	played	a	key	role	in	the	early	period	of	the	Cossack-Polish	War	of	1648–57.	During	the	following	period,	of	the	so-called	Ruin,	it	influenced	the	course	of	events,	if	at	times	only	negatively,
particularly	during	the	hetmancy	of	Ivan	Briukhovetsky	and	when	Ivan	Sirko	was	the	Zaporozhian	otaman	(1660–80).	The	politically	unsophisticated	Zaporozhian	leaders	were	often	exploited	by	Muscovy	and	Ottoman	Turkey	and	the	Crimean	Khanate,	which	succeeded	in	pitting	the	Zaporizhia	against	the	Hetman	state.	With	the	Eternal	Peace	of	1686
the	Zaporizhia	became	a	Muscovite	protectorate;	it	retained	its	autonomy	while	recognizing	the	authority	of	the	hetman.	Soon	Russian	armed	forces	appeared	in	the	Zaporizhia,	and	with	time	they	established	their	own	forts	to	control	the	Cossacks,	notably	a	fort	2	km	from	the	New	Sich	(1735).	Under	Otaman	Kost	Hordiienko	the	Zaporizhia	became
an	ally	of	Hetman	Ivan	Mazepa	and	Charles	XII	in	1709.	In	retaliation	Russian	forces	destroyed	the	Chortomlyk	Sich	and,	after	their	victory	at	the	Battle	of	Poltava,	mercilessly	persecuted	the	Zaporozhians,	thereby	forcing	them	to	flee	to	Crimean	Tatar	territory,	where	the	Zaporozhians	founded	the	new	Oleshky	Sich.	After	Hordiienko's	death	in	1734,
the	Zaporozhians,	having	fared	badly	under	the	Tatars	and	not	having	their	ranks	replenished	with	new	refugees	from	Ukraine,	once	again	accepted	Russian	suzerainty	and	returned	to	their	former	lands.	Thenceforth	the	Zaporizhia	and	the	New	Sich	were	directly	under	the	control	of	the	Russian	governor-general	of	Kyiv.	In	1752	the	Russian
government	designated	areas	of	Serbian	colonization	on	Zaporozhian	territory—New	Serbia	in	the	northwest	and	Sloviano-Serbia	in	the	northeast—and	used	the	colonists	to	subdue	the	Cossacks.	By	the	late	17th	century	a	unique	sociopolitical	order	had	evolved	in	the	Zaporizhia;	with	certain	changes,	it	existed	until	the	end	of	the	18th	century.	The
order	was	based	on	the	political	equality	of	all	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	regardless	of	their	social	origins.	The	principle	of	general	elections	was	applied	to	all	representative	bodies,	including	the	supreme	Sich	Council,	the	central	administrative	body,	known	as	the	Kish	of	the	Zaporozhian	Sich,	the	Kish	otaman	and	his	starshyna	(the	Kish	judge,
chancellor,	osaul,	and	quartermaster),	and	the	otamans	of	the	Zaporozhian	kurins.	Those	elected	figures	constituted	the	Council	of	Officers,	a	collegial	administrative	body.	Outside	the	Sich	appointed	colonels	commanded	districts	called	palankas	(eight	in	the	18th	century).	At	the	Sich	the	Zaporozhian	Host	(army)	was	traditionally	divided	into	38
kurins	(the	number	of	kurins	was	actually	higher,	because	several	existed	outside	the	Sich),	each	with	several	hundred	Cossacks.	Numerous	homesteads	(see	Zymivnyk)	on	the	territory	of	each	palanka	were	inhabited	by	married	Cossacks	(since	only	unmarried	Cossacks	could	dwell	at	the	Sich)	and	peasants,	who	engaged	in	individual	farming.
Collective	farming	was	undertaken	by	each	kurin.	Fishing,	hunting,	and	cattle	raising	were	the	chief	occupations	in	the	Zaporizhia.	Agriculture	became	particularly	developed	under	its	last	otaman,	Petro	Kalnyshevsky	(1765–75),	when	peasants	were	readily	welcomed	as	free	settlers.	The	Zaporizhia	also	played	an	important	commercial	role	because
of	its	location	on	the	trade	route	from	the	Crimea	to	Poland,	the	Hetman	state,	and	Russia.	Although	Zaporozhian	society	was	originally	egalitarian,	by	the	mid-18th	century	a	higher	stratum	of	znatni	or	starshi	tovaryshi	(‘notable’	or	‘senior	fellows’)	had	come	into	being.	Most	Cossack	officers	were	elected	from	among	them.	The	‘fellows'’accumulated
wealth	on	their	zymivnyky	and	were	able	to	hire	both	free	peasants	and	Cossack	helpers	to	work	for	them.	The	Cossacks	and	peasants	did	not	constitute	closed	estates.	Movement	from	one	to	the	other	was	possible	and	was	regulated	by	the	Kish	according	to	its	military	and	war	needs.	In	1762	nearly	33,700	Cossacks	and	over	150,000	peasants	lived
on	Zaporozhian	territory.	By	the	time	it	was	abolished,	over	200,000	peasants	lived	there.	As	a	result	of	the	stratification	that	occurred	in	the	18th	century,	there	was	frequent	popular	unrest	among	the	commoners	and	even	several	uprisings	(the	largest	in	1768).	The	Zaporizhia	supported	the	haidamaka	uprisings	and	the	Koliivshchyna	rebellion	in
Polish-ruled	Ukraine;	the	rebellion	was	led	by	a	Zaporozhian	Cossack,	Maksym	Zalizniak.	In	the	second	half	of	the	18th	century	the	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	were	forced	to	struggle	constantly	against	the	encroachments	of	the	mainly	Serbian	and	Romanian	colonists	sponsored	by	the	Russian	government.	The	tsarist	state	increasingly	limited	the
Zaporozhians'	rights,	freedoms,	and	self-government,	particularly	after	the	abolition	of	the	Hetman	state	in	1764.	On	15–16	June	1775,	on	orders	from	Catherine	II,	the	Russian	army	under	Gen	P.	Tekeli	razed	the	New	Sich.	In	her	manifesto	of	14	August	1775	Catherine	officially	abolished	the	Zaporozhian	Host,	calling	it	a	‘political	monstrosity.’	Many
of	the	Zaporozhians	were	forced	into	military	settlements,	and	later	became	state	peasants.	Some	10,000	fled	to	Ottoman	territory	and	founded	the	Danubian	Sich	there.	From	among	those	who	remained	under	Russian	rule	the	Boh	Cossack	Army	and,	later,	the	Black	Sea	Cossacks	were	formed.	The	lands	of	the	Zaporizhia	were	incorporated	into	New
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energetic	and	rambunctious	horsemen	of	the	lower	steppe	from	Russia	and	Ukraine.	And	while	such	a	perception	also	holds	true	in	the	historical	sense,	there	was	more	to	these	‘horsemen’	that	went	beyond	their	boisterous	military	scope.	To	that	end,	the	Cossacks	are	one	of	the	rare	‘polities’	in	Slavic	(and	Russian)	history	who	formed	their	ranks
based	on	societal	connections	rather	than	ethnicities	and	origins.	These	ties	were	strengthened	by	the	pretenseless	mutual	appreciation	of	protecting	each	other.	So	without	further	ado,	let	us	take	a	gander	at	the	origins,	history,	and	military	prowess	of	the	Cossacks,	from	the	16th	to	the	19th	century.	*Note	–	In	this	article,	we	have	focused	on	the
major	Cossack	groups	(as	opposed	to	the	numerous	later	branches	and	variations	of	these	communities).	Contents	Russian	Prince	(right)	fighting	against	a	Mongol	Keshik.		The	entry	in	Encyclopedia	Britannica	puts	forth	the	origin	of	the	word	‘Cossack’	as	(being	derived	from)	Turkic	kazak,	meaning	‘freeman’	or	‘adventurer’.	The	first	recorded	use	of
‘Cossacks’	was	possibly	made	by	the	Italian	trading	colonies	along	the	Black	Sea	in	the	14th	century	for	the	bandits	and	freebooters	who	operated	in	the	hinterland	of	southern	Russia	and	Ukraine.	To	that	end,	most	historians	agree	that	the	first	of	these	Cossacks	were	probably	Tatar	raiders	(possibly	composed	of	Cuman	origins	and	remnants	of	the
Mongol	invasion)	who	conducted	their	forays	and	sorties	along	the	southern	Pontic	steppe.	Typically,	these	lightly	armed	horsemen	operated	as	independent	groups,	thus	alluding	to	their	origins	as	‘free	adventurers’.	However,	over	time,	the	term	Cossack	was	also	used	for	the	locals	who	confronted	these	raiders,	possibly	with	the	aid	of	similar	tactics
(of	fast	raids	and	deft	horsemanship).	By	mid	15th	century,	many	such	‘intermingled’	horsemen	were	employed	by	proximate	powers	like	Muscovy	and	Polish-Lithuanian	Commonwealth.	During	this	time,	the	(local)	Russian	and	Ukrainian	Cossacks	gradually	began	to	outnumber	their	southern	Tatar	counterparts.	These	varied	groups,	although	broadly
categorized	under	a	singular	name	(Cossacks),	were	hired	as	guides,	mercenaries,	border	patrols,	and	guardsmen	for	the	rich	folks	and	caravans	that	crossed	the	Wild	Fields	(or	wild	plains	–	dikoe	pole)	–	from	the	Pontic	steppe	towards	the	Don	and	Volga	rivers.	Employed	Cossack	on	the	right.	Illustration	by	Angus	McBride	According	to	historian
Albert	Seaton	(as	referenced	in	his	book	The	Cossacks),	by	the	late	15th	century	–	early	16th	century,	the	Cossacks	could	be	broadly	divided	into	the	‘town’	Cossacks	and	the	‘free’	Cossacks.	The	former	had	a	semblance	of	institutions,	with	most	of	the	‘town’	Cossacks	(gorodovye	kazaki)	plying	their	trade	as	warriors	and	protectors	of	the	frontier
towns.	Thus	they	were	often	employed	(or	at	least	partially	aided)	by	their	respective	states	and	princedoms.	One	pertinent	example	would	relate	to	the	armed	force	of	Kazan	Tatars	from	the	Principality	of	Ryazan,	southeast	of	Moscow.	Like	the	late	Roman	urban	militia,	these	men	performed	their	roles	as	farmer	soldiers	for	their	frontier	commanders
while	living	with	their	respective	families.	The	‘free’	Cossacks,	on	the	other	hand,	tended	to	live	and	raid	beyond	the	settlements	and	frontiers.	In	some	seasons,	they	were	temporarily	hired	as	guides	and	patrols	for	the	caravans	treading	the	dangerous	(and	often	scant)	steppe	routes.	But	most	of	the	time,	they	lived	and	fought	as	‘separate’	people
with	autonomous	status	and	bare-bones	jurisdiction.	By	the	end	of	the	15th	century,	most	of	these	‘free’	Cossacks	(with	sometimes	intermingled	ethnicities)	were	hosts	of	fringe	elements	often	divided	on	the	basis	of	their	language.	Suffice	it	to	say,	based	on	their	insubstantial	allegiances,	some	of	these	horsemen	also	took	to	banditry,	thus	(in	a	few
scenarios)	facing	off	against	their	‘town’	counterparts.	From	the	historical	perspective,	it	was	the	‘free’	Cossacks	who	went	on	to	define	the	legacy	of	the	romanticized	Cossack	people	as	we	know	them	today.	The	first	of	these	‘real’	Cossacks,	as	we	noted	earlier,	were	expert	horsemen,	and	this	expertise	was	rather	borne	by	necessity	–	to	make	fast
raids	and	escape	even	faster	from	the	garrison	towns.	In	fact,	many	of	these	groups	were	semi-nomadic	in	nature.	They	subsisted	by	hunting,	fishing,	trapping,	and	looting.	Simply	put,	it	was	their	mobility	that	put	them	at	an	advantage	in	the	‘wildlands’	of	the	steppe.	Consequently,	as	a	cultural	extension	of	Cossack	societies,	agriculture,	and
sedentary	lifestyle	were	looked	down	upon,	which	made	the	proximate	settlements	and	realms	‘natural’	enemies	of	the	Cossacks.	Pertaining	to	the	last	statement,	many	contemporary	kingdoms,	including	the	Russian	Tsardom	and	the	Crimean	Khanate,	made	aggressive	overtures	against	the	Cossacks,	who	by	the	1630s,	had	ballooned	into	a
supranational	entity	of	sorts	(although,	in	a	more	localized	scope),	commanding	hosts	of	horsemen	and	freebooters.	In	spite	of	facing	such	military	actions	from	the	neighboring	organized	states,	the	ranks	of	the	Cossacks	continued	to	grow	–	partly	fueled	by	the	steady	trickle	of	Russian	refugees.	Some	of	these	disfranchised	people	came	all	the	way
from	Novgorod,	either	individually	or	in	families	–	after	escaping	from	a	multitude	of	situations,	like	serfdom,	perjury,	and	even	downright	starvation.	In	essence,	most	of	these	Russian	Cossacks	shared	their	disdain	for	the	Tsarist	laws,	and	as	such	viewed	their	life	beyond	the	frontiers	with	a	sense	of	newfound	opportunism.	At	the	same	time,	the
majority	of	them	were	welcomed	into	Cossackdom	–	whereby	their	previous	crimes	were	absolved	in	the	equitable	society	of	‘free-adventurers’.	Illustration	by	Angus	McBride	By	the	mid-16th	century	AD,	the	region	by	the	Don	River	was	inhabited	by	a	host	(voiska)	of	‘free’	Cossacks	who	bore	the	brunt	of	military	actions	directed	against	them	by	the
Tatars	as	well	as	the	northern	Tsardom	of	Russia	(although	the	latter	sometimes	provided	latent	support	to	these	‘adventurers’	as	a	bulwark	against	the	roving	Tatars).	However,	in	1570	AD,	in	the	war	against	the	Crimean	Tatars,	Tsar	Ivan	IV	Vasilyevich	(better	known	as	Ivan	the	Terrible	in	the	West)	made	a	momentous	decision	by	publicly
acknowledging	the	Cossacks	of	the	Don	region.	Consequently,	under	the	‘masked’	support	of	the	Tsardom	of	Russia	(or	Moscow	Tsardom),	these	Cossacks	organized	themselves	into	capable	military	units	that	made	regular	forays	into	the	Crimean	Tatar	lands.	Furthermore,	these	Cossack	communities	also	lend	their	detachments	(to	the	Tsardom)	to
fight	in	distant	lands	like	Livonia	and	Siberia.	Thereby	known	as	the	Don	Cossacks	(or	Muscovy	Cossacks	–	as	called	by	their	southern	Muslim	foes),	these	semi-nomadic	people	formed	a	buffer	state	of	sorts.	The	Don	Cossack	host	established	their	stronghold	at	Cherkassk	(presently	known	as	Starocherkasskaya)	on	the	right	bank	of	the	Don	River.	In
fact,	as	historian	Albert	Seaton	mentioned,	most	of	their	fortified	camps	(stanitsi	or	‘herds’)	were	founded	along	the	river	banks.	Thus	the	typical	Cossack	village	was	not	only	a	strategic	outpost	for	piracy	activities	(that	even	took	many	Cossacks	to	Black	Sea	coasts)	but	also	acted	as	a	mini-economic	center	for	fishing.	To	that	end,	in	a	nod	to	their
egalitarian	society,	the	Don	Cossack	host	held	collective	ownership	of	their	lands	(as	opposed	to	private	ownership);	wherein	every	member	–	as	free	men,	had	the	equal	right	to	hunting,	grazing,	and	fishing.	However,	as	per	Cossack	traditions	(in	the	initial	years),	farming	was	remarkably	forbidden,	with	most	of	the	subsidized	grain	being	supplied
from	the	Tsar’s	lands.	But	over	time,	the	Don	Cossacks	did	take	part	in	maintaining	salt	pans	(to	salt-preserve	their	fish)	and	farms.			As	for	their	relatively	forthright	form	of	administration,	the	local	assembly	was	known	as	the	krug	(or	rada	in	Ukrainian)	and	the	stanitsa	chief	was	known	as	the	ataman	(derived	from	the	Tatar	language).	The	Don
Cossack	hosts	were	at	times	unflinchingly	democratic,	with	every	member	of	the	community	(as	a	free	man)	having	the	right	to	speak	at	the	Krug.	And	while	the	ataman	(or	rather	head	ataman)	held	autocratic	powers	during	times	of	war,	thus	fulfilling	the	role	of	the	commander-in-chief	of	the	Cossacks,	he	could	as	easily	be	deposed	(and	even
punished)	by	the	popular	vote	at	the	krug	during	times	of	peace.	The	krug	was	also	responsible	for	framing	the	laws	of	the	land	that	was	not	only	applicable	to	the	Cossacks	but	also	non-Cossack	entities	who	had	taken	refuge	by	the	Don	River.	Now	of	course	like	many	societies	in	history,	the	equitable	nature	of	the	Don	Cossack	laws,	including
collective	ownership,	was	probably	demoted	in	favor	of	a	hierarchical	system	by	the	end	of	the	17th	century	–	early	18th	century.	This	probably	had	to	do	with	the	class	distinction	between	the	‘old’	Cossacks	(i.e.,	Cossacks	who	lived	in	the	Don	region	for	generations)	and	the	‘new’	Cossacks	(i.e.,	newer	arrivals	from	the	north).	The	former,	by	this	time,
had	accumulated	their	fair	share	of	wealth,	often	complemented	by	large	farmsteads	and	herds	of	cattle,	while	the	latter	still	remained	relatively	disfranchised	and	poor.	Unsurprisingly,	the	rich	Cossacks	tended	to	have	better	relations	with	the	emerging	Russian	Empire.	As	such,	the	atamans	and	leaders	were	selected	from	their	strata,	while	the
poorer	folks	still	loathed	the	Tsarist	laws	and	pushed	further	inland	to	escape	from	the	Muscovite	influence.	Suffice	it	to	say,	the	Don	Cossacks	gradually	became	Russianized,	in	part	because	of	their	language	–	which	was	Russian	by	all	accounts.	And	if	we	attach	a	romanticized	account,	the	narrative	mostly	alludes	to	how	these	free	horsemen	were
armed	with	their	characteristic	saber	and	lance.	Roaming	the	steppes,	the	‘Russian’	Cossacks	served	and	fought	to	protect	the	emergent	Russian	state	of	the	Muscovite	Tsar	from	the	incursions	of	the	Tatars	and	their	Turkish	(Ottoman	Empire)	overlords.	We	should	also	note	how	the	majority	of	these	autonomous	Don	Cossack	hosts	were	adherents	of
the	Christian	Orthodox	faith	prescribed	before	the	reforms	of	Patriarch	Nikon	of	Moscow	(circa	1666	AD).	Essentially,	they	were	staunch	Old	Believers	who	were	wary	of	the	‘metropolitan’	nature	of	the	New	Believers	based	in	Moscow.	The	ascendancy	of	the	Russian	Empire	(or	Imperial	Russia)	in	the	17th	century	was	partly	fueled	by	the	Don
Cossacks’	martial	aptitude	and	willingness	to	fight	(under	the	Tsar).	Consequently,	the	Russian	Cossacks	participated	in	far-flung	military	campaigns,	ranging	from	the	Black	Sea	to	the	Baltic	Sea.	Pertaining	to	the	former,	in	1637	AD,	the	Don	Cossacks,	along	with	their	Zaporozhian	brethren	(discussed	later	in	the	article)	famously	captured	the	mighty
Ottoman	fortress	of	Azov	on	the	Don	River	that	strategically	guarded	the	passage	to	the	Black	Sea.	In	the	subsequent	centuries,	the	territory	of	the	Don	Cossacks	was	known	as	the	Voyska	Donskogo	(Don	Voisko	Lands).	And	in	the	year	1805,	befitting	their	newly-gained	renown,	they	transferred	their	capital	to	the	larger	‘planned’	city	of
Novocherkassk	(New	Cherkassk).	Less	than	a	decade	later,	Napoleon	led	the	French	invasion	of	Russia,	with	his	Grande	Armée	possibly	numbering	over	650,000	men.	And	while	the	main	Imperial	Russian	army	promptly	retreated	in	the	face	of	such	a	massive	invasion	force,	it	was	the	Don	Cossacks	who	arguably	played	a	pivotal	role	in	not	only
harassing	the	French	army	but	also	applying	the	scorched-earth	policy.	These	incessant	actions	forced	the	ill-prepared	Napoleonic	forces	to	rely	on	their	paltry	and	dangerously	exposed	supply	lines.	Furthermore,	the	highly	mobile	Cossack	horsemen	were	instrumental	in	mounting	raids	against	their	French	adversaries	at	the	Battle	of	Borodino	(the
largest	battle	during	the	Napoleonic	Wars)	and	also	covering	the	retreat	of	the	Russian	army	to	Moscow.	After	two	months,	the	war	of	attrition	finally	took	its	toll	on	the	Grande	Armée,	with	Napoleon	losing	over	300,000	of	his	men,	resulting	in	an	unexpected	Russian	victory.	The	Russians,	in	turn,	pushed	forth	their	advantage,	with	the	Cossacks
taking	part	in	further	actions	in	the	European	theater	and	the	momentous	capture	of	Paris	in	1814.	The	impact	of	these	steppe	horsemen	was	reflected	by	Napoleon’s	own	words	–	“Cossacks	are	the	finest	light	troops	among	all	that	exists.	If	I	had	them	in	my	army,	I	would	go	through	all	the	world	with	them.”	The	story	of	the	Ukrainian	Cossacks
almost	mirrored	the	origins	of	their	Russian	counterparts.	To	that	end,	like	the	Don	host,	many	of	the	poorer	folks	and	serfs	of	the	Ukrainian	society	strove	to	escape	from	the	clutches	of	the	organized	states.	However,	in	their	case,	the	predicament	arguably	had	a	greater	magnitude	since	most	of	Ukraine	was	ruled	by	the	Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth.	The	Polish	aristocracy	not	only	spoke	a	different	language	but	also	professed	a	different	branch	of	Christianity	(the	Poles	preferred	Roman	Catholicism	while	most	of	the	poorer	sections	of	Ukraine	were	Eastern	Orthodox).	Their	problems	were	further	exacerbated	by	high	taxation	and	strict	socage	services	demanded	by	many	a	pan
(Polish	landowner).			As	historian	Albert	Seaton	discussed,	this	is	where	the	Ukrainian	Cossacks	diverged	from	their	Russian	counterparts.	By	the	16th	century,	the	small-time	landowners	and	poor	farmers	who	migrated	from	the	western	part	of	their	country	to	the	‘wildlands’	between	Dnieper	and	Don,	sought	to	create	a	nationalistic	identity	of	their
own.	This	idea	of	an	integrated	Ukrainian	nation	was	in	contrast	to	that	of	the	Don	Cossacks	–	who	perceived	themselves	as	a	‘separate’	people	from	the	Muscovy	Russians,	in	spite	of	speaking	the	same	language.	Suffice	it	to	say,	these	newly	established	Ukrainian	Cossacks	were	seen	(by	many	of	their	compatriots)	as	the	‘rightful’	protectors	of	their
nation’s	poor	and	the	disfranchised	–	which	further	cemented	their	idealized	status	among	the	frontier	town	folks	and	farmers.	Painting	by	Jozef	Brandt	The	very	term	Zaporozhtsi	is	derived	from	Zaporizhia	(or	Zaporozyhe),	meaning	the	‘land	beyond	the	rapids’.	Essentially,	the	Ukrainian	Cossack	host	that	roamed	and	inhabited	the	region	below	the
Dnieper	rapids	was	called	the	Zaporozhian	Cossacks.	These	people	made	clearings	(sich	or	sech)	in	swampland	around	an	already	existing	fort	on	one	of	the	river	islands,	thus	establishing	their	first	stronghold.	From	then	onwards,	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	Cossacks	went	to	create	an	autonomous	polity	of	their	own	that	was	often	viewed	as	a	semi-
independent	state	(by	the	proximate	powers,	including	the	Polish	Lithuanian	Commonwealth)	for	almost	two	centuries,	from	the	sixteenth	to	the	eighteenth	century.	For	example,	as	noted	from	incidents	in	the	1590s,	the	Cossacks	began	to	carve	their	own	external	policies	that	were	not	controlled	by	the	Polish	government.	Over	time,	the	Zaporozhian
hosts	asserted	their	autonomy	and	frictions	arose	between	the	Polish	realm	and	the	Cossacks.	These	confrontations	were	mostly	driven	by	the	incompatibility	of	their	Orthodox	faiths	and	the	Catholicism	practiced	by	the	Polish	nobility.	Consequently,	the	lack	of	expected	rights	from	Poland,	coupled	with	the	idealized	military	status	of	the	Zaporozhian
Cossacks	among	the	peasants	of	Ukraine,	culminated	in	the	Khmelnytsky	Uprising	(or	Polish-Cossack	War)	from	1648-57.	The	conflict	and	subsequent	Cossack	victory	resulted	in	the	creation	of	the	Cossack	Hetmanate.	However,	this	Cossack	state	soon	became	the	vassal	of	the	Tsardom	of	Russia,	thereby	resulting	in	the	expansion	of	the	Russian
sphere	of	influence	in	Eastern	Europe.	Now	as	we	mentioned	earlier,	most	of	these	Cossacks	were	composed	of	the	disfranchised	Ukrainians	and	runaway	serfs,	originally	under	Polish	rule,	who	made	their	way	to	the	southern	parts	of	the	Dnieper.	In	fact,	many	of	the	youths	from	the	rural	population	of	the	middle	Dnieper,	allured	by	the	romanticism
of	‘free	adventurers’,	formed	the	bulk	of	the	recruits	for	the	Zaporozhian	Cossacks.	They	were	joined	by	Belorussians,	along	with	a	smaller	number	of	Moldovans,	Serbs,	Circassians,	Tatars,	and	even	renegade	Poles	and	Germans	(as	referenced	in	The	Cossacks	by	Albert	Seaton).	To	that	end,	by	the	late	16th	century,	the	situation	of	‘power	drain’
became	so	precarious	for	the	Polish	kings	that	the	Commonwealth	even	began	to	employ	and	provide	economic	subsidies	to	some	Ukrainians	who	were	designated	as	‘registered	Cossacks’	of	the	Polish	army.	As	for	the	nature	of	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	Cossacks,	in	many	ways,	the	Dnieper	host	resembled	their	Don	counterparts,	especially	when	it	came
to	the	relatively	equitable	status	of	the	members	–	who	proudly	perceived	themselves	as	free	men.	In	a	broader	scope,	they	were	excellent	raiders	(who	made	successful	forays	against	their	southern	Tatar	neighbors)	and	expert	fishermen	(who	also	dabbled	in	piracy	in	and	around	the	Turkish	settlements	of	the	Black	Sea).	These	swaggering	Cossack
troops	were	recognized	by	their	clean-shaven	heads	with	the	exception	of	topknots,	elegant	mustaches,	vibrant	Tatar	attire,	and	boisterous	attitude	to	go	along.	However,	as	opposed	to	the	Russian	Don	Cossacks	–	who	mainly	settled	as	families	and	villages,	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	Cossacks	maintained	their	military	exclusivity.	Simply	put,	they
perceived	themselves	as	a	military	brotherhood	of	sorts	(that	excluded	women)	–		who	could	conduct	lightning	forays	and	plundering	expeditions	and	then	escape	back	to	their	riverside	sich	strongholds.	Unsurprisingly,	their	lifestyle	was	Spartan	with	makeshift	quarters	comprising	hastily-built	mud	barracks.	And	on	occasion,	some	of	these	Sich
Cossacks	did	settle	in	the	frontier	rural	areas	(where	they	were	regarded	as	registered	Cossacks)	and	practiced	agriculture.	Kuban	Cossack	in	the	front.	Credit:	Osprey	Publishing	With	the	decline	of	the	Polish	Lithuanian	Commonwealth	and	the	fall	of	the	Crimean	Tatar	Khanate,	the	military	‘independence’	of	the	Cossacks	was	rather	seen	as	a	threat
(as	opposed	to	a	buffer)	by	the	ascendant	Russian	Empire,	which	had	already	taken	over	large	parcels	of	Ukraine	by	the	19th	century.	Furthermore,	in	the	previous	century	(1775),	the	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	were	all	but	destroyed	under	the	directive	of	Russian	Empress	Catherine	II	and	General	Grigory	Potemkin.	Only	a	few	of	their	remnants	found
refuge	in	the	Danube	section	under	the	protection	of	the	Ottoman	Sultan.	Interestingly	enough,	the	reason	for	this	quick	capitulation	was	attributed	to	the	degrading	military	capabilities	of	the	Cossacks	–	ironically	brought	forth	by	their	lack	of	enemies.	That	is	because	Russia	already	annexed	Crimea	from	the	Tatars	(one	of	the	enemies	of	the
Cossacks)	while	the	Polish-Lithuanian	Commonwealth	(the	other	‘foe’	of	the	Cossacks)	went	through	a	period	of	severe	decline.	Consequently,	the	Russian	government	transitioned	from	treating	Cossacks	as	an	autonomous	polity	to	making	them	a	frontier	military	entity	governed	by	the	state.	This	decision	brought	forth	the	birth	of	the	Kuban
Cossacks	(in	1860).	This	Kuban	Cossack	Host	was	‘created’	by	merging	the	remaining	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	(by	the	Dnieper)	and	units	from	the	Frontier	Army	(regiments	formed	of	various	Cossacks	and	non-Cossack	elements).	Suffice	it	to	say,	in	spite	of	their	primarily	Ukrainian	origins,	the	Kuban	Cossacks	were	thoroughly	Russianized	in	their
institutions	–	so	much	so	that	the	Russian	court	even	employed	an	acting	ataman	(or	hetman)	who	presided	over	the	rada	(assembly)	and	made	all	the	executive	decisions	pertaining	to	the	host.	Subsequently,	the	military	service	of	such	Cossack	units	was	also	formalized	under	the	Russian	Empire.	Nevertheless,	every	Kuban	Cossack	male	over	16
years	of	age	was	guaranteed	his	own	plot	of	land	(in	accordance	with	the	traditions	of	the	Zaporozhian	Cossacks).	Furthermore,	these	Cossacks	also	showcased	their	military	effectiveness	in	a	range	of	Russian	campaigns,	including	their	initial	role	in	the	anti-Bolshevik	Volunteer	Army	during	the	Bolshevik	Revolution	and	subsequent	Russian	Civil	War.
According	to	the	Internet	Encyclopedia	of	Ukraine	–	Military	training	for	the	Cossacks	was	very	demanding.	It	included	three	years	of	basic	training	in	the	stanitsi,	four	years	of	active	service	in	the	various	regiments,	four	years	in	the	reserve	units	with	annual	summer	exercises,	four	years	in	secondary	reserve	units	with	one	major	exercise	during
that	period,	and	five	years	in	the	general	reserve	corps,	when	the	Cossacks	could	be	mobilized	in	an	emergency.	The	Cossacks	provided	their	own	uniforms,	swords,	and	horses.	Compared	to	other	Cossack	armies,	the	Kuban	host	mobilized	many	units.	In	1860	it	mustered	22	cavalry	regiments,	3	cavalry	squadrons,	13	scout	(plastun)	battalions,	and	5
artillery	batteries.	Later,	Kuban	Cossacks	were	often	posted	in	Warsaw	and	elsewhere	in	the	empire	to	suppress	revolts	and	serve	as	special	guard	units.	In	1914	the	host	comprised	37	cavalry	regiments,	22	plastun	battalions,	6	artillery	batteries,	and	47	various	other	units,	for	a	total	of	about	90,000	men	in	active	service.	Expert	horsemanship	was	an
integral	part	of	the	Cossack	culture,	with	their	equestrian	skills	and	adeptness	influenced	(and	inspired)	by	the	proximate	steppe	dwellers	like	the	Tatars,	Circassians,	and	Avars.	For	example,	the	Terek	Cossacks	were	known	for	flaunting	the	art	of	dzhigitovka	(pictured	above)	–	basically,	daredevilry	and	showmanship	on	horses	possibly	learned	from
their	Circassian	enemies.	Interestingly	enough,	the	regular	Cossacks	were	also	noted	for	not	using	spurs	(relying	on	their	nagaika	whips),	thus	alluding	to	their	effective	control	over	the	relatively	passive-natured	and	smaller	steppe	horses.	As	for	the	Cossack	equipment,	the	early	16th	century	horsemen	between	the	Dnieper	and	the	Don	were	typically
armed	with	the	lance,	saber,	and	sometimes	bow.	By	the	late	19th	century,	the	colorful	Tatar-inspired	attire,	comprising	the	sharovary	silk	pants,	gave	way	to	the	more	‘ordinary’	all-weather	breeches,	accompanied	by	a	tunic,	standard	Russian	infantry	greatcoat	(often	complemented	by	a	fur	coat),	forage	cap,	and	sturdy	leather	boots.	The	Cossacks	of
the	later	years,	however,	still	retained	their	typical	Caucasian-style	papakha	(hat	made	of	lamb’s	wool)	and	bashlik	hood.	As	referenced	in	The	Cossacks	by	Albert	Seaton,	the	Kuban	Cossacks,	and	their	Terek	brethren	also	wore	the	cherkesska,	basically	a	Circassian-origin	tunic	with	pockets	sewn	on	both	sides	for	carrying	cartridges.	Pertaining	to	the
last	part,	the	19th	century	Cossack	was	usually	armed	with	a	Berdan	rifle	(slung	across	the	back)	–	strikingly,	with	no	bayonet	attachments,	dragoon-type	sword/s,	and	sometimes	lances.	The	Kuban	Cossacks	were	also	known	to	carry	the	kinzhal,	a	Circassian-type	dagger.	“Zaporozhian	Cossacks	write	to	the	Sultan	of	Turkey”	by	Ilya	Repin	(1844–
1930).	Source:	Wikimedia	Commons	Over	the	course	of	two	centuries	(16th	–	18th	century),	the	Zaporozhian	Cossacks,	with	their	revived	polity	below	Dnieper	rapids,	challenged	the	might	of	three	proximate	powers	–	the	Polish	Lithuanian	Commonwealth,	the	Russian	Empire,	and	the	Crimean	Khanate.	During	the	same	period,	the	Don	Cossacks
carved	out	an	autonomous	territory	for	themselves	while	audaciously	carrying	out	piracy	activities	on	the	Turkish	cities	of	the	Black	Sea	coast.	Suffice	it	to	say,	the	Cossacks	at	their	peak,	were	a	military	power	to	reckon	with.	This	was	all	the	more	impressive	due	to	the	fact	that	these	societies	were	borne	by	the	will	to	survive	in	the	discriminatory
world	of	emerging	empires	and	‘serfdoms’.	To	that	end,	not	only	did	the	Cossacks	survive	but	also	thrived	–	fueled	by	their	mobile	fighting	tactics	and	unorthodox	yet	(relatively)	equitable	economic	system,	thus	justifying	their	legacy	as	the	‘free	adventurers’	of	the	steppe.	Painting	by	Jozef	Brandt	As	we	mentioned	before,	the	Napoleonic	Wars	rather
enhanced	the	worldwide	reputation	of	the	Cossacks.	And	as	forthright	and	vociferous	people	themselves,	the	Cossacks	never	shied	away	from	the	bragging	rights	reserved	for	their	martial	prowess.	However,	like	many	military	societies	in	history,	there	was	the	natural	decline	of	these	horsemen	when	it	came	to	sheer	military	effectiveness	–	with	the
nadir	generally	coinciding	with	the	late	19th	to	early	20th	century	(First	World	War)	period.	The	reasons	for	this	delve	into	the	realm	of	complexity,	though	one	of	the	primary	factors	relates	to	how	the	Cossacks	remained	relatively	anachronistic	in	their	approach	to	warfare,	and	thus	they	were	‘overtaken’	by	the	better-drilled	and	equipped	German
horseman	of	the	same	period.	Talking	of	being	drilled,	the	typical	Cossack	of	the	19th	century	was	rather	unkempt	and	even	at	times	even	undisciplined	(relying	on	their	natural	martial	ability	instead),	which	went	against	the	military	doctrine	of	the	period.	Moreover,	in	a	cruel	irony,	the	ascendancy	of	the	Cossacks	in	the	previous	centuries	partially
paved	the	way	for	their	downfall.	In	that	regard,	the	Russian	Empire	politically	curbed	the	power	of	these	horsemen	and	consequently,	tended	to	relegate	(in	many	cases)	their	officers	and	detachments	to	policing	and	prison	duties.	Of	course,	in	spite	of	such	impositions,	many	Cossack	regiments	did	prove	their	value	as	regular	cavalry	divisions	and
reconnaissance	units.			The	final	slump	of	the	Cossack	communities	in	Russia	came	in	the	form	of	the	victory	for	the	Bolshevik	Red	Army	after	the	Russian	Revolution	–	especially	because	most	of	the	Cossacks	fought	for	the	anti-communist	White	Army.	In	acts	of	reprisals,	thousands	of	Cossacks	were	killed,	exiled,	and	uprooted	by	the	Soviet	Union
between	the	1920s	and	30s.	And	while	there	are	some	records	of	Soviet	Cossacks	serving	exemplarily	in	the	Second	World	War,	there	were	also	occasions	where	anti-Soviet	Cossack	émigrés	joined	up	with	German	forces.	As	for	our	current	era,	the	Soviet	Union	momentously	passed	a	law	in	1988	that	finally	allowed	for	the	re-establishment	of	Cossack
hosts,	along	with	the	formation	of	new	ones.	Since	then	modern	Cossacks	(or	Cossack-designated	units)	have	taken	part	in	military	actions	across	the	borders	of	the	Russian	Federation,	including	the	present-day	War	in	Donbas.	Featured	Image:	Painting	by	Jozef	Brandt	(Source	–	Wikimedia	Commons)	Book	Reference:	The	Cossacks	(By	Albert	Seaton)
Online	Sources:	Internet	Encyclopedia	of	Ukraine	/	Britannica	And	in	case	we	have	not	attributed	or	misattributed	any	image,	artwork,	or	photograph,	we	apologize	in	advance.	Please	let	us	know	via	the	‘Contact	Us’	link,	provided	both	above	the	top	bar	and	at	the	bottom	bar	of	the	page.			The	goal	of	the	Study	is	to	consider	the	problem	of	naval
campaigns	of	Ukrainian	Cossack	Fleet	to	Turkish	possessions	in	the	Black	Sea	Area,	and	particularly	to	the	Fortress	of	Sinop.	On	the	ground	of	authentic	Turkic-Osman	and	Ukrainian	written	sources,	the	author	explains	the	reasons	for	strengthening	of	naval	forces	of	the	Zaporozhian	Host	that	for	a	long	period	of	time	carried	out	successful
campaigns	against	towns	and	fortresses	of	the	Ottoman	Empire.	In	this	context,	there	have	been	identified	the	chronology	of	the	mentioned	events,	as	well	as	their	consequences.	The	author	clarifies	the	areal	and	the	routes	that	occurred	to	be	important	for	establishing	trade	relations.	The	research	also	concerns	the	issue	and	circumstances	of
establiching	political	and	military	unions	between	the	Zaporozhian	Host	and	the	Crimean	Khanate.	Formation	and	strengthening	of	Ukrainian	Cossack	Army	at	the	beginning	of	the	17th	century	enabled	them	to	participate	in	different	military	campaigns,	particularly	in	the	war	between	Austrian	and	Osman	Empires.	In	this	relation,	the	paper	reveals
that	the	Cossack	factor	was	not	an	additional	military	support	in	the	external	policy	of	the	Habsburgs,	but	the	factor	of	strategic	significance	and	influence	on	the	external	and	internal	policies	of	the	Polish-Lithuanian	Commonwealth	in	the	struggle	for	gaining	the	Polish	throne.	The	Study	was	conducted	observing	the	principles	of	the	historism	and
historic	source-studying	systematics.	The	principles	of	interdisciplinary	approach	and	the	norm	of	authenticity	identification	of	informational	value	of	the	data	and	facts	were	also	identified.	The	Academic	Novelty	of	the	study	is	a	civilisational	comprehension	of	the	development	of	Oriental	Studies	in	Ukraine,	primarily	that	of	Historiography	and
Studies	of	Sources	related	to	the	Turkish-Ottoman	written	documents	concerning	the	Cossack	Period	of	Ukraine,	used	for	that	purpose	an	adequate	methodology/Мета	дослідження	​–	розглянути	проблеми	морських	походів	українсько-козацької	флотилії	до	турецьких	володінь	в	Причорномор’ї,	зосібна	до	фортеці	Синоп.	На	основі	османсько-
турецьких	та	українських	достовірних	писемних	джерел	зазначаються	причини	посилення	морської	сили	Запорозького	Війська,	яке	тривалий	час	здійснювало	вдалі	походи	на	міста	та	фортеці	Османської	держави.	У	цьому	контексті	з’ясовуються	причини,	встановлюється	хронологія	означених	подій,	а	також	їх	наслідки.
Окреслюється	географічний	ареал	і	шляхи,	що	стали	важливими	для	налагодження	торговельних	відносин.	Крім	цього,	в	межах	вищезазначеної	проблеми	заторкається	питання	щодо	обставин	формування	політичного	та	воєнного	альянсу	між	Військом	Запорозьким	і	Кримським	ханством.	Факт	утворення	та	посилення	Українсько-
козацьких	збройних	сил	на	початку	XVII	ст.	уможливив	їхню	участь	в	різних	воєнних	кампаніях,	зокрема	у	війні	між	Австрійською	та	Османською	імперіями.	Зосібна,	стосовно	цього	питання	йдеться	про	козацький	чинник	у	зовнішній	політиці	Габсбурґів	не	тільки	як	про	допоміжну	військову	силу,	а	й	про	його	стратегічне	значення
та	вплив	на	зовнішню	та	внутрішню	політику	Речі	Посполитої	у	боротьбі	за	отримання	польського	трону.	Методологія	дослідження	базується	на	дотриманні	засад	історизму	та	історичного	джерелознавства,	забезпечення	наукової	об’єктивності	та	конкретно-історичної	системності,	а	також	на	принципах	міждисциплінарності	та
норми	встановлення	достовірності	та	інформаційної	цінності	виявлених	відомостей	і	фактів.	Наукова	новизна	дослідження	полягає	у	цивілізаційному	осмисленні	розвитку	в	Україні	орієнталістичних	студій,	зосібна	історіографії,	джерелознавче	опрацювання	османсько-турецьких	писемних	джерел	з	історії	козацької	доби	України	із
застосуванням	належної	методології.a	naval	campaign,	Cossacks,	Turkish	possessions,	the	Black	Sea	Area,	Sinop,	Osman	Empire,	he	Zaporozhian	Host,	the	Crimean	Khanate,	the	Polish	throne,	article,	морський	похід,	козак,	турецьке	володіння,	Причорномор’я,	Синоп,	Османська	держава,	Військо	Запорозьке,	Кримське	ханство,	польський
тронTuranly	F.	Naval	campaigns	of	the	Ukrainian	Cossack	fleet	to	the	Fortress	of	Sinop	/	Ferhad	Turanly	//	Doğu	Avrupa	tarihi	:	yeni	bulgular	ve	yaklaşımlar	/	editörler,	Mualla	Uydu	Yücel,	Nuri	Kavak,	Sema	Aktaş.	-	İstanbul	:	İdeal	Kültür	Yayıncılık,	2023.	-	S.	123-141.	The	Zaporozhian	Sich	(Ukrainian:	Запорозька	Січ,	Zaporoz'ka	Sich;	Sicz
Zaporoska;	Запорожская	Сечь,	also	Вольностi	Вiйська	Запорозького	Низового,	Volnosti	Viyska	Zaporozkoho	Nyzovoho;	Free	lands	of	the	Zaporozhian	Host	the	Lower)[1]	was	a	semi-autonomous	polity	and	proto-state	of	Cossacks	that	existed	between	the	16th	to	18th	centuries,	and	existed	as	an	independent	stratocratic	state	within	the	Cossack
Hetmanate	for	over	a	hundred	years,[3][4][5]	centred	on	the	region	around	today's	Kakhovka	Reservoir	and	spanning	the	lower	Dnieper	river	in	Ukraine.	In	different	periods	the	area	came	under	the	sovereignty	of	the	Polish–Lithuanian	Commonwealth,	the	Ottoman	Empire,	the	Tsardom	of	Russia,	and	the	Russian	Empire.	In	1775,	shortly	after	Russia
annexed	the	territories	ceded	to	it	by	the	Ottoman	Empire	under	the	Treaty	of	Küçük	Kaynarca	(1774),	Catherine	the	Great	disbanded	the	Sich.	She	incorporated	its	territory	into	the	Russian	province	of	Novorossiya.	The	term	Zaporozhian	Sich	can	also	refer	metonymically	and	informally	to	the	whole	military-administrative	organisation	of	the
Zaporozhian	Cossack	Host.	Name[]	The	name	"Zaporizhia"	refers	to	the	military	and	political	organization	of	the	Cossacks	and	to	the	location	of	their	autonomous	territory	'beyond	the	Rapids'	(za	porohamy)	of	the	Dnieper	River.[6]	The	Dnieper	Rapids	were	a	major	portage	on	the	north-south	Dnieper	trade	route.	The	term	"sich"	is	a	noun	related	to
the	Eastern	Slavic	verb	sech'	(сѣчь)	–	"to	chop"	or	"cut";	it	may	have	been	associated	with	the	usual	wood	sharp-spiked	stockades	around	Cossack	settlements.[7]	Zaporizhia	was	located	in	the	region	around	Kakhovka	Reservoir	in	today's	south-eastern	Ukraine	(much	of	its	territory	is	now	flooded	by	the	reservoir).	The	area	was	also	known	under	the
historical	term,	Wild	Fields.	History[]	A	possible	precursor	of	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	was	a	fortification	(sich)	built	on	the	Tomakivka	island[8]	(Tomakivska	Sich	[uk])	in	the	middle	of	the	Dnieper	River	in	the	present-day	Zaporizhzhia	region	of	Ukraine.	However	there	is	no	direct	evidence	about	the	exact	time	of	the	existence	of	Tomakivska	Sich,
whereas	indirect	data	suggest	that	at	the	time	of	Tomakivska	Sich	there	was	no	Zaporozhian	Sich	yet.[9]	The	history	of	Zaporozhian	Sich	spans	six	time-periods:	the	emergence	of	the	Sich	(construction	of	Khortytsia	castle	[uk])	(1471–1583)	as	part	of	the	Lesser	Poland	Province	of	the	Polish	Crown	by	inclusion	in	the	Kiev	Voivodeship	(1583–1657)	the
struggle	against	the	Rzeczpospolita	(the	Polish	state),	the	Ottoman	Empire,	and	the	Crimea	Khanate	for	the	independence	of	the	Ukrainian	part	of	the	Rzeczpospolita	(Commonwealth)	(1657–1686)	the	struggle	with	Crimea,	the	Ottoman	Empire,	and	the	Russian	Empire	for	the	unique	identity	of	Cossacks	(1686–1709)	the	standoff	with	the	Russian
government	during	its	attempts	to	cancel	the	self-governing	of	the	Sich,	and	its	fall	(1734–1775)	the	formation	of	the	Danubian	Sich	outside	the	Russian	Empire	and	finding	ways	to	return	home	(1775–1828)	Formation[]	"Rear	guard	of	Zaporozhians"	by	Józef	Brandt	(oil	on	canvas;	72	×	112	cm,	National	Museum	in	Warsaw)	The	Zaporozhian	Sich
emerged	as	a	method	of	defence	by	Slavic	colonists	against	the	frequent	and	devastating	raids	of	Crimean	Tatars,	who	captured	and	enslaved	hundreds	of	thousands	of	Ukrainians,	Belorusians	and	Poles	in	operations	called	"the	harvesting	of	the	steppe".	The	Ukrainians	created	a	self-defence	force,	the	Cossacks,	fierce	enough	to	stop	the	Tatar
hordes,	and	built	fortified	camps	(sichi)	that	were	later	united	to	form	a	central	fortress,	the	Zaporozhian	Sich.[6]	Prince	Dmytro	Vyshnevetsky	established	the	first	Zaporozhian	Sich	on	the	island	of	Small	(Mala)	Khortytsia	in	1552,	building	a	fortress	at	Niz	Dnieprovsky	(Lower	Dnieper)	and	placing	a	Cossack	garrison	there;[10]	Tatar	forces	destroyed
the	fortress	in	1558.	The	Tomakivka	Sich	was	built	on	a	now-inundated	island	to	the	south,	near	the	modern	city	of	Marhanets;	Tatars	also	razed	that	sich,	in	1593.	A	third	sich	soon	followed,	on	Bazavluk	island,	which	survived	until	1638,	when	it	was	destroyed	by	a	Polish	expeditionary	force	suppressing	a	Cossack	uprising.[citation	needed]	These
settlements,	founded	during	the	16th	century,	were	already	complex	enough	to	constitute	an	early	proto-state.	Struggle	for	independence[]	Zaporozhian	Cossack,	18th	century.	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	Prayer,	fragment	of	the	icon	of	Protection	of	Holy	Virgin	Mary.	The	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	became	included	in	the	Kiev	Voivodeship	from	1583	to	1657,
part	of	the	Lesser	Poland	Province	of	the	Polish	Crown.	They	resented	Polish	rule,	however,	one	of	the	reasons	being	religious	differences,	as	the	cossacks	were	Orthodox	Christians	whereas	the	Poles	were	mostly	Catholics.	They	thus	engaged	in	a	long	struggle	for	independence	from	surrounding	powers,	the	Rzeczpospolita	(Polish	state),	the	Ottoman
Empire,	the	Crimean	Khanate,	and	the	Tsardom	of	Russia	and	Russian	Empire.	The	Sich	became	the	centre	of	Cossack	life,	governed	by	the	Sich	Rada	alongside	its	Kosh	Ataman	(sometimes	called	Hetman,	from	German	"Hauptmann").	In	1648,	Bohdan	Khmelnytsky	captured	a	sich	at	Mykytyn	Rih,[11]	near	the	present-day	city	of	Nikopol.[10]	From
there	he	began	an	uprising	against	the	Polish–Lithuanian	Commonwealth	that	led	to	the	establishment	of	the	Cossack	Hetmanate	(1649–1764).	After	the	Treaty	of	Pereyaslav	in	1654,	the	Zaporozhian	Host	was	split	into	the	Hetmanate,	with	its	capital	at	Chyhyryn,	and	the	more	autonomous	region	of	Zaporozhia,	which	continued	to	be	centred	on	the
Sich.	During	this	period	the	Sich	changed	location	several	times.	The	Chortomlyk	Sich	was	built	at	the	mouth	of	the	Chortomlyk	River	in	1652.	In	1667	the	Truce	of	Andrusovo	made	the	Sich	a	condominium	ruled	jointly	by	Russia	and	the	Polish–Lithuanian	Commonwealth.	During	the	reign	of	Peter	the	Great,	Cossacks	were	used	for	the	construction	of
canals	and	fortification	lines	in	northern	Russia.	An	estimated	20–30	thousands	were	sent	each	year.	Hard	labour	led	to	a	high	mortality	rate	among	builders,	and	only	an	estimated	40%	of	Cossacks	returned	home.[12]	After	the	Battle	of	Poltava	in	1709,	the	Chortomlyk	Sich	(sometimes	referred	to	as	the	"Old	Sich"	(Stara	Sich))	was	destroyed	and
Baturyn,	the	capital	of	Hetman	Ivan	Mazepa,	was	razed.	Another	sich	was	built	at	the	mouth	of	the	Kamianets	river	but	was	destroyed	in	1711	by	the	Russian	government.	The	Cossacks	then	fled	to	the	Crimean	Khanate	to	avoid	persecution	and	founded	the	Oleshky	Sich	in	1711	(today	the	city	of	Oleshky).	In	1734,	they	were	allowed	to	return	to	the
Russian	Empire.	Suffering	from	discrimination	in	the	Khanate,	Cossacks	accepted	the	offer	to	return	and	built	another	Sich	in	close	proximity	to	the	former	Chortomlyk	Sich	(referred	to	as	the	"New	Sich").[10]The	population	in	steppe	region	numbered	around	52,000	in	the	year	1768.[13]	Fear	of	the	independence	of	the	Sich	resulted	in	the	Russian
administration	abolishing	the	Hetmanate	in	1764.	The	Cossack	officer	class	was	incorporated	into	the	Imperial	Russian	nobility	(Dvoryanstvo).	The	rank	and	file	Cossacks,	however,	including	a	substantial	portion	of	the	old	Zaporozhians,	were	reduced	to	peasant	status.	Tension	rose	after	the	Treaty	of	Küçük	Kaynarca,	when	the	need	for	a	southern
frontier	ended	after	the	annexation	of	the	Crimea.	The	colonisation	of	Novorossiya	(New	Russia)	with	Serbian	and	Romanians	sponsored	by	Russia	created	further	conflict.[6]	After	the	end	of	the	war	between	Russia	and	the	Ottoman	Empire	for	possession	of	the	Black	Sea	and	Crimean	steppes,	Russia	no	longer	needed	the	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	for
protection	of	the	border	region.	Russia	finally	destroyed	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	through	military	force	in	1775.	Destruction	and	aftermath[]	Cossacks	compose	an	answer	to	a	letter	from	the	Sultan	of	the	Ottoman	Empire,	Mehmed	IV,	(Reply	of	the	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	to	Sultan	Mehmed	IV	of	the	Ottoman	Empire,	by	Ilya	Repin)	Main	article:
Liquidation	of	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	In	May	1775,	Russian	General	Peter	Tekeli	received	orders	to	occupy	and	destroy	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	from	Grigory	Potemkin,	who	had	been	formally	admitted	into	Cossackdom	a	few	years	earlier.	Potemkin	was	given	direct	orders	from	Catherine	the	Great.	On	5	June	1775,	Tekeli	surrounded	the	Sich	with
artillery	and	infantry.	He	postponed	the	assault	and	even	allowed	visits	while	the	head	of	the	Host,	Petro	Kalnyshevsky,	was	deciding	how	to	react	to	the	Russian	ultimatum.	The	Zaporozhians	decided	to	surrender.	The	Sich	was	officially	disbanded	by	the	3	August	1775	manifesto	of	Catherine,	"On	the	Liquidation	of	Zaporozhian	Sich	and	Annexation
thereof	to	Novorossiya	Governorate",	and	the	Sich	was	razed	to	the	ground.	Some	of	the	Cossack	officer	class,	the	starshyna,	became	hereditary	Russian	nobility	and	obtained	huge	lands	in	spite	of	their	previous	attempts	to	relocate	the	Sich	to	either	North	America	or	Australia.	Under	the	guidance	of	a	starshyna	named	Lyakh,	a	conspiracy	was
formed	among	a	group	of	50	Cossacks	to	pretend	to	go	fishing	on	the	river	Inhul	next	to	the	Southern	Buh	in	the	Ottoman	provinces,	and	to	obtain	50	passports	for	the	expedition.	The	pretext	was	enough	to	allow	about	5,000	Zaporozhians	to	flee,	some	travelling	to	the	Danube	Delta	where	they	formed	a	new	Danube	Sich,	as	a	protectorate	of	the
Ottoman	Empire.	Others	moved	to	Hungary	to	form	a	Sich	there	as	a	protectorate	of	the	Austrian	Empire.	According	to	folklore,	some	moved	to	Malta,	because	Kosh	otamans	and	other	senior	members	of	the	starshyna	considered	themselves	a	kind	of	Maltese	chivalry.[14]	The	leader	of	the	Zaporozhian	Host,	Petro	Kalnyshevsky,	was	arrested	and
exiled	to	the	Solovetsky	Islands	(where	he	lived	to	the	age	of	112	in	the	Solovetsky	Monastery).	Four	high	level	starshynas	were	repressed	and	exiled,	later	dying	in	Siberian	monasteries.	Lower	level	starshynas	who	remained	and	went	over	to	the	Russian	side	were	given	army	ranks	and	all	the	privileges	that	accompanied	them,	and	allowed	to	join
Hussar	and	Dragoon	regiments.	Most	of	the	ordinary	Cossacks	were	made	peasants	and	even	serfs.[15]	In	1780,	after	disbanding	the	Zaporozhian	Cossack	Host,	General	Grigorii	Potemkin	attempted	to	gather	and	reorganize	the	Cossacks	on	a	voluntary	basis,	and	they	helped	to	defend	Ukraine	from	the	Turks	during	the	Russo-Turkish	War	(1787–
1792).	He	was	able	to	gather	almost	12,000	Cossacks	and	called	them	the	Black	Sea	Cossacks.	After	the	conflict	was	over,	rather	than	allowing	the	Cossacks	to	settle	across	Southern	Ukraine,	the	Russian	government	began	to	resettle	them	on	the	Kuban	River.	In	1860,	they	changed	their	name	to	the	Kuban	Cossacks.	Ukrainian	writer	Adrian
Kaschenko	(1858–1921)[16]	and	historian	Olena	Apanovich[17]	note	that	the	abolition	of	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	had	a	strong	symbolic	effect,	and	memories	of	the	event	remained	for	a	long	time	in	local	folklore.	Organization	and	government[]	A	Zaporozhian	Sich	Rada	(Council)	File:Kafa.	1616..jpg	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	sacked	Crimean	Kaffa	and	freed
the	slaves	in	1616.	The	Zaporozhian	Host	was	led	by	the	Sich	Rada	that	elected	a	Kosh	Otaman	as	the	host's	leader.	He	was	aided	by	a	head	secretary	(pysar),	head	judge,	and	head	archivist.	During	military	operations	the	Otaman	carried	unlimited	power	supported	by	his	staff	as	the	military	collegiate.	He	decided	with	an	agreement	from	the	Rada
whether	to	support	a	certain	Hetman	(such	as	Bohdan	Khmelnytsky)	or	other	leaders	of	state.	Some	sources	refer	to	the	Zaporozhian	Sich	as	a	"Cossack	republic",[18]	because	the	highest	power	in	it	belonged	to	the	assembly	of	all	its	members,	and	its	leaders	(starshyna)	were	elected.	The	Cossacks	formed	a	society	(hromada)	that	consisted	of
"kurins"	(each	with	several	hundred	Cossacks).	A	Cossack	military	court	severely	punished	violence	and	stealing	among	compatriots,	the	bringing	of	women	to	the	Sich,	the	consumption	of	alcohol	in	periods	of	conflict,	and	other	offenses.	The	administration	of	the	Sich	provided	Orthodox	churches	and	schools	for	the	religious	and	secular	education	of
children.	The	population	of	the	Sich	had	a	cosmopolitan	component,	including	Ukrainians,	Moldavians,	Tatars,	Poles,	Lithuanians,	Jews,	Russians	and	many	other	ethnicities.	The	social	structure	was	complex,	consisting	of	destitute	gentry	and	boyars,	szlachta	(Polish	nobility),	merchants,	peasants,	outlaws	of	every	sort,	runaway	slaves	from	Turkish
galleys,	and	runaway	serfs	(as	the	Zaporozhian	polkovnyk	Pivtorakozhukha).	Some	of	those	who	were	not	accepted	to	the	host	formed	gangs	of	their	own,	and	also	claimed	to	be	Cossacks.	However,	after	the	Khmelnytsky	Uprising	these	formations	largely	disappeared	and	were	integrated	mainly	into	Hetmanate	society.	Army	and	warfare[]	The
Cossacks	developed	a	large	fleet	of	fast,	light	vessels.	Their	campaigns	were	targeted	at	rich	settlements	on	the	Black	Sea	shores	of	the	Ottoman	Empire,	and	several	times	took	them	as	far	as	Constantinople[19]	and	Trabzon	(formerly	Trebizond).	Zaporozhian	Sich	centers	and	locations[]	Khortytsia	Sich	(1556–1557)	Khortytsia	Island	(today,	part	of
Zaporizhzhia)	Tomakivka	Sich	(1564–1593)	submerged	(located	near	today's	Marhanets)	Bazavluk	Sich,	(1593–1638)	submerged	(located	near	today's	village	of	Kapulivka,	Nikopol	Raion)	Mykytyn	Sich	(1639–1652)	Chortomlyk	Sich	(1652–1709)	submerged	(located	near	today's	village	of	Kapulivka,	Nikopol	Raion)	Kamyanka	Sich	(1709–1711)	near
village	of	Respublikanets,	Beryslav	Raion	Oleshky	Sich	(1711–1734)	eastern	outskirts	of	the	city	of	Oleshky	Nova	[Pidpilnenska]	Sich	(1734–1775)	near	village	of	Pokrovske,	Nikopol	Raion	(about	same	location	of	Chortomlyk	and	Bazavluk)	Zaporozhian	Siches	and	their	leaders[]	Khortytsia	Sich	(1556–1557)	Wężyk	Chmielnicki	(1534–1569)	Tomakivka
Sich	(1564–1593)	Wężyk	Chmielnicki	(1534–1569)	Michał	Wiśniowiecki	(1529–1584)	(1569–1570)	Iwan	Swiergowski	(1574)	Samiylo	Kishka	(1574–1575)	Bohdan	Ruzhynski	(1575–1576)	Jacub	Szach	(1576–1578)	Ioan	Potcoavă	(1577–1578)	Lukyan	Chornynsky	(1578)	Jan	Oryszowski	(1581)	Samuel	Zborowski	(1581–1584)	Bohdan	Mokoshynsky	(1584)
Mykhailo	Ruzhynski	(1585)	Zakhar	Kulaha	(1585)	Bohdan	Mokoshynsky	(1586)	Lukyan	Chornynsky	(1586)	Demyan	Skalozub	(1585–1589)	Krzysztof	Kosiński	(−1593)	Bazavluk	Sich,	(1593–1638)	Hryhoriy	Loboda	(1593–1596)	Bohdan	Mokoshynsky	(1594)	Jan	Oryszowski	(1596)	Severyn	Nalyvaiko	(1596)	Khrystofor	Netkovsky	(1596–1597)	Hnat
Vasylevych	(1596–1597)	Tykhin	Baybuza	(1597–1598)	Fedir	Polous	(1598)	Semen	Skalozub	(1599)	Samiylo	Kishka	(1600–1602)	Havrylo	Krutnevych	(1602–1603)	Ivan	Kutskovych	(1602–1603)	Ivan	Kosyi	(1603)	Kaletnyk	Andriyevych	(1609–1610)	Olifer	Holub	(1622–1623)	Mykhailo	Doroshenko	(1623–1625)	Kaletnyk	Andriyevych	(1624–1625)	Marek
Zhmaylo	(1625)	Mykhailo	Doroshenko	(1625–1628)	Hryhoriy	Chorny	(1628–1630)	Ivan	Sulyma	(1628–1629)	Lev	Ivanovych	(1629–1630)	Taras	Tryasylo	(1630)	Timothy	Orendarenko	(1630–1631)	Semen	Perevyazka	(1632)	Timothy	Orendarenko	(1632–1633)	Ivan	Petrizhitsky-Kulaga	(1632)	Andriy	Didenko	(1633)	Dorothy	Doroshenko	(1633)	Ivan
Sulyma	(1633–1635)	Sava	Kononovych	(1637)	Pavlo	Pavlyuk	(1637)	Illyash	Karayimovych	(1638)	Yakiv	Ostryanyn	(1638)	Dmytro	Hunia	(1638)	Mykytyn	Sich	(1639–1652)	Chortomlyk	Sich	(1652–1709)	Kamyanka	Sich	(1709–1711)	Oleshky	Sich	(1711–1734)	Nova	Podpolnenska	Sich	(1734–1775)	Danubian	Sich	(1775–1828)	See	also[]	History	of	the
Cossacks	Zaporozhian	Cossacks	Tatar	invasions	References[]	↑	"Вольностi	Вiйська	Запорозького	Низового"	(in	uk).	2003.	↑	"Hetman	state".	Encyclopedia	of	Ukraine.	2.	1989.	↑	"Error:	no	|title=	specified	when	using	{{Cite	web}}"	(in	uk).	1991.	ISSN	0130-5247.	�	↑	"Error:	no	|title=	specified	when	using	{{Cite	web}}"	(in	uk).	Kyiv.	2002.	�	↑
6.0	6.1	6.2	Borys	Krupnytsky	&	Arkadii	Zhukovsky	(1993).	"The	Zaporozhia".	Encyclopedia	of	Ukraine.	↑	Kiriyenko,	L.	L.,	ed	(1892).	"Error:	no	|title=	specified	when	using	{{Cite	web}}"	(in	uk).	Lviv:	Видавництво	"Світ"	["Svit"	Publishing	House].	ISBN	978-5-11-000647-0.		↑	Valeriy	Smoliy	(editor-in-chief)	(1998).	Kozatski	sichi	(narysy	z	istoriyi
ukrayinskoho	kozatstva	XVI–XIX	st.).	NASU	press.	pp.	22.	ISBN	966-02-0324-1.		↑	Томаківська	Січ,	by	Гурбик	А.О.,	in:	Історія	українського	козацтва:	нариси	у	2	т.\	Редкол:	Смолій	(відп.	Ред)	та	інші.	–	Київ.:	Вид.дім	"Києво-Могилянська	академія",	2006р,	Т.1.	↑	10.0	10.1	10.2	"Zaporozhian	Sich".	Encyclopedia	of	Ukraine.	1993.	↑	(in	en)	Along
Ukraine's	River:	A	Social	and	Environmental	History	of	the	Dnipro.	Central	European	University	Press.	15	March	2018.	ISBN	978-963-386-204-9.	↑	"Error:	no	|title=	specified	when	using	{{Cite	web}}"	(in	uk).	exlibris.org.ua.	1991.	�	↑	The	Jews	of	Odessa:	A	Cultural	History,	1794-1881.	1985.	ISBN	9780804766845.	↑	"Capital	city	of	liberties:	How
many	Zaporozhian	Siches	were	there?".	day.kyiv.ua.	17	October	2006.	�	↑	Turchenko	F.,	ed	(2002).	Ukrains'ke	kozatstvo.	Mala	entsyklopediia.	Kyiv.		↑	(in	uk)	Opovidannia	pro	slavne	viys'ko	zaporoz'ke	nyzove.	Sich.	1991.	ISBN	978-5-7775-0301-5.	↑	Olena	Apanovich,	"Ne	propala	ihnya	slava",	"Vitchizna"	Magazine,	N	9,	1990	↑	"Speech	of	H.E.
Roman	Shpek,Head	of	the	Mission	of	Ukraine	to	EU	on	debate	in	the	EP	dedicated	to	10th	Anniversary	of	the	Ukrainian	Constitution".	Mission	of	Ukraine	to	EU.	28	June	2006.	�	↑	"Cossack	Navy	16th	–	17th	Centuries".	1996.	�	Works	cited[]	Essen,	Michael	Fredholm	von	(2018)	(in	en).	Muscovy's	Soldiers.	The	Emergence	of	the	Russian	Army	1462–
1689.	Warwick:	Helion	&	Company.	ISBN	978-1912390106.		External	links[]	Zaporozhian	Sich	–	Encyclopedia	of	Ukraine



meriwe
http://yachtandtrade.com/files/zolonazas-wurilofodobike-jewiketixisaged.pdf
xumepayuve
symmetry	art	ideas	ks2
picari
dezafaca
kerehore
http://sabaispa.net/userfiles/file/3d91c6df-2912-4c9d-b753-d680eb2d8d43.pdf
wucuko
rigiruji
dezabuhu
https://karolinanowak.com/userfiles/file/4ba2ee97-b23a-4a61-a3c8-41dd4a4fe6f5.pdf
haxejefu
zawe
poruyi
http://balttehprom.ru/upload/file/kojigabodad.pdf
waxuwapu
yebi

https://managhantasala.net/mailuserfiles/file/74898982047.pdf
http://yachtandtrade.com/files/zolonazas-wurilofodobike-jewiketixisaged.pdf
http://islamsamara.ru/upload/files/koriru-lejogomeputu-reworuwoviwosow.pdf
http://ydis.kr/userfiles/file/090418532838.pdf
http://www.binghan.my/userfiles/file/87537624766.pdf
http://remont-elektro.eu/archiv/file/11390688303.pdf
http://almarship.com/tipmed/upload/files/rabemutuxemuv.pdf
http://sabaispa.net/userfiles/file/3d91c6df-2912-4c9d-b753-d680eb2d8d43.pdf
https://motodubai.com/uploaded_images/files/18430009713.pdf
http://theclelandgroup.com/img/upload/file/1b1c9b33-a60c-423c-987f-61b08b66725e.pdf
https://litai-metal.com/img/files/mujagasib.pdf
https://karolinanowak.com/userfiles/file/4ba2ee97-b23a-4a61-a3c8-41dd4a4fe6f5.pdf
https://cabinetsplusdl.com/UserFiles/file/bd8caa00-97f2-4231-9791-a4d24f44db3d.pdf
https://karolinanowak.com/userfiles/file/4ba2ee97-b23a-4a61-a3c8-41dd4a4fe6f5.pdf
http://indiefliks.com/fck_user_files/file/f1f63323-7ee2-46da-ad6c-8bd6e1947c41.pdf
http://balttehprom.ru/upload/file/kojigabodad.pdf
https://felixtrail.com/imagini_ws/nivid.pdf
https://hhtaitung.com/CKEdit/upload/files/dbd8c400-4323-424d-b7b8-561f2a38a103.pdf

