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Abstract

Having gained the ahdname, ahdname-i hiimdyin or capitula-
tion, a European nation was permitted to establish an embassy
in Istanbul and consulates in the ports of the Ottoman Em-
pire. In 1740, the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies gained an
ahdname as a result of the attempts made by her king. The
aims of this study are: to evaluate the capitulation of 1740
granted to Sicilyateyn, to identify the early ambassadors of the
Kingdom of the Two Sicilies and their dragomen in the Ot
toman capital and to explain the concept called hadd-i itidal
concerning the dragomen from the Ottoman point of view in
the 18" century. The evidence used is derived principally
from the records of the Nicosia gadi’s court and of the Otto-
man Prime Ministry archives in Istanbul.
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Introduction

There were five main actors as regards the commercial relations between the
Ottomans and the European nations in the 18" century; capitulations, ambas-
sadors, consuls, dragomen and dragomen’s servants. The capitulations were
granted by the Ottomans. Ambassadors were appointed by the European
kings and the rest of the actors were commissioned by the ambassadors in the
Ottoman capital. This study will focus on the Neapolitan ambassadors and
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their dragomen in the Ottoman capital in the 18" century. Therefore, it is the
aim of the present study to describe the main legal structure of the commer-
cial relations between the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies and the Ottomans in
the 18th century. For this reason, an attempt has been made to reveal the legal
foundation of the Ottoman-Neapolitan commercial intercourses, on the basis
of the capitulation of 1740, as they appeared from the Ottoman point of
view. This period is of considerable interest in the economic history of the
Mediterranean, in that the new European actors, such as Sweden, the King-
dom of the Two Sicilies, Denmark, Prussia, Russia and Spain began to enter
the Mediterranean world and played an important role in both the economic
and political life of the Mediterranean world, by gaining capitulation from the
Ottomans, founding their own consulates in the Ottoman ports, and conse-
quently sharing an interest in Mediterranean trade. The European nations
gaining capitulation in the 18th century were Sweden (1737), the Kingdom
of the Two Sicilies (1740), Denmark (1757), Prussia (1761), Russia (1774)
and Spain (1782). Boogert (2005: 7) added the Habsburg Empire (1718) and
Tuscany (1747) to the list. These European nations instituted their own con-
sulates in some Ottoman ports such as Smyrna, Aleppo (via Alexandretta),
Larnaca (Cyprus), Durres, Morea, Chios, Salonika and Athens. When the
European merchants visited these ports and encountered a problem, they used
to apply to their consulate and the consul or vice-consul used to solve their
problems. The merchants visiting those ports had to pay a tax to the consul,

called konsiilato (consulage) (Wood 1964: 209).

The Kingdom of the Two Sicilies was the third European nation gaining
capitulation from the Ottomans in the first part of the 18th century and
began to found its own consulates in Ottoman ports under the ahdname
of 1740. These developments were the result of the attempts of her King,
Don Carlos (Subhi 2007: 618). The capitulation granted to Naples also
had a significant and different structure owing to its articles. The prior
capitulations granted to France, England, the Netherlands and Sweden
were not bilateral, but the Naples capitulation was. Therefore, the Naples
capitulation of 1740 seems to us to be the first ahdname providing similar
privileges for both a European nation and the subjects of the Ottoman
bilaterally, except for the Venetian capitulation of 1718. In addition, this
capitulation treaty was published by Francesco Ricciardi and Gabriel
Noradounghian in Italian and French respectively (D’amora 2004: 717).
As far as is known, it has not been published or summarized in English
yet. Therefore, it has been attempted to summarize the Naples capitula-
tion of 1740 in English and to compare it with the Sweden capitulation of
1737, and the Denmark capitulation of 1757 and the Germany (Prussia)
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capitulation of 1761 on the basis of bilateralness. On the other hand,
Turan’s (1993) and D’amora’s researches (2004) are important. The first
examines the diplomatic relations between Naples and the Ottomans in
the mid-18th century on the basis of the visiting Naples by the representa-
tive of the Ottomans, Hiiseyin Efendi, and the second contained the
Giimriik Tarife Defterleri (customs tariff registers) dated 1801 and 1851.
Although Uzungargil'’s (1983) study revealed some significant findings
related to the diplomatic relations between the Ottomans and Neapoli-
tans, it does not include commercial relations and therefore, it can be said
that it was a useful short introduction to the diplomatic relations between
the two states. One can see very little findings germane to the commercial
relations between the Kingdom of Two Sicilies and Ottoman Empire and
dragomen of European Embassy in Istanbul in Cigek’s (1996), Cevikel’s
(2000), Erdogru’s and Ozkul’s (2005, 2011 and 2013) researches. The
article called “Imtiyazat” by Inalcik (1986) was not included any state-
ment of the Neapolitan Capitulation of 1740. It is clear that very little is
known regarding commercial relations between the Ottomans and the
Kingdom of the Two Sicilies. Therefore, it is of interest to find out the
legal foundation of the commercial relations between the Kingdom of the
Two Sicilies and the Ottomans under the ahdname of 1740. In this re-
spect, in this present study the ahdname granted by the Ottoman sultan to
the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies in 1740 relating to commerce and the
privileges of the consuls will be examined.

The Ottomans and Neapolitans

Prior to 1740, the Neapolitan and Sicilian merchants traded under the
French, Dutch and Austrian flag in the Levant in the 16", 17" and 18" cen-
turies respectively. Although the French capitulation of 1569 did not include
any article concerning the Neapolitan and Sicilian merchants, a new article
was added in 1581. According to it, the Sicilian merchants could trade under
the French flag in the Ottoman ports (Inalcik 2000: 244). The French capitu-
lation of 1673 also emphasized this right (MM, vol.1, 2008: 13). However,
according to a registration in the Felemenk Abkim Defteri (the Netherlands
Register) in the Ottoman Archives, the merchants from Cigilya and Messina
traded under the Dutch flag in Albanian ports and they paid the customs tax
like the Dutch. (Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi, Diivel-i Ecnebiye Defterleri
(hereafter BOA, DED), Defter no: 22/1, p.71, hiikiim no: 271). The records
of the French consulate in Cyprus also confirm that there were commercial
relations between Cyprus and Naples and Sicily in the latter half of the 17*
century (Louzidou 1991: 276, Louzidou 1995: 90, 146, 153, 307, 359). In
1707, the Ottoman Sultan sent a rescript to the qadi of Smyrna so that the
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Sicilians and Messinians could trade under the French flag in Smyrna and pay
the customs tax like the French merchants (IE.HR, Dosya no: 7, Gomlek no:
675). The Neapolitan, Sicilian and Messinian merchants traded under the
Austrian flag in Ottoman ports throughout the 18" century (Elibol 2011:
181,186).

The Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, with its capital, Naples, was founded in
1734 (D’amora 2004: 718, Salvatorelli 1982: 584). Having gained its
independence, the new king, Carlo di Borbone, attempted to develop the
economic structure of the new state and on 7 April 1740, the Kingdom of
the Two Sicilies gained an ahdname from the Ottomans as a result of the
attempts made by her king (D’amora 2004: 719, Turan 1993: 82, Uzun-
carsilt 1983: 239). Finocchietto, who conducted the peace negotiations
between the Ottomans and Neapolitans in 1739-1740, was sent to Istan-
bul by the king of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, Don Carlos, as the
first ambassador to Naples in 1740 (Uzungarsili 1983: 239). The central
or local Ottoman sources called the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies generally
Sicilyateyn (MM, vol: 1, 2008: 55; KSS, Defter no: 17, p.6). In addition
to this, the capitulation of 1740 called the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies
Italya Krallizi (The Kingdom of Italy) (MM, vol. 1, 2008: 63). On the
other hand, the Ottoman rescripts made use of the name of ltalian flag
and [talian noblemen for Naples’ flag and Neapolitan consuls in the Ot
toman ports respectively. To illustrate, according to a rescript dated 29
October 1740, the Neapolitan consul in Smyrna was an [talian nobleman
and his duty was to deal with the problems of merchants and subjects
coming with their ships under the Italian flag (Italya bayrag: altinda gemil-
eriyle gelen tiiccdr ve reayasinin umir ve husislarin gormek) (BOA,
A.DVNS.DVE.d, Defter no: 96/1, p.81, Hiikiim no: 17). However, prior
to the 19th century, Italy was not a single state or nation. It was the name
of a country (Richards 2002: 4-5, 121) which included many states, such
as Genoa, Venice, Tuscany and the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies. The
divided situation of Italy lasted until the second part of the 19th century,
when Italy became a single state and nation.

The Capitulation of 1740 Granted to ‘Sicilyateyn’

In 1785, the Ottoman Sultan sent a firman to Cyprus. According to this
firman dated 2 November 1785 registered in the records of the Nicosia
qadi’s court, the ambassador of Naples sent a petition to the Ottoman
Sultan. According to the ambassador, although a Neapolitan merchant
visiting Cyprus, Leonardo Testila, was an honest man and had not dis-
turbed anyone, El-haj Ibrahim from Nicosia had claimed that Leonardo
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Testila was indebted to him for twenty-seven kurus (piaster) and he had
applied to the Nicosia Court. The Naib of Nicosia had invited Leonardo
Testila to the Court where he was beaten and insulted. During this time,
even though Leonardo Testila had requested for some time to be given
him to inform the situation to his consul and appoint the consul as a
guarantor, he was not listened to. He was beaten again and imprisoned for
some days, and the above mentioned amount was collected without the
approval and information of the consul.

According to the ambassador’s point of view, this situation was unjust
and contrary to the abidname-i hiimayun. Was the ambassador right?
What did the capitulation granted to Naples mean? Were there any differ-
ences between the Neapolitan capitulation of 1740 and those of the other
European nations?

The ahdname dated 7 April 1740 granted by the Sultan Mahmut I (1730-
54) to the the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies had twenty-one articles (MM,
vol.1, 2008: 55-65) and they can be summarized as follows:

1. The Ottoman Empire and Sicilyateyn have made peace and the Otto-
mans have given permission to the Neapolitans to trade in Ottoman
lands freely, like the French, English, Dutch and Swedish.

2. The ships and the subjects of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies will
pay 3 per cent customs tax in the ports and customs houses of the Ot-
tomans, like the other European friendly nations in return for the
ships and the subjects of the Ottomans having the same rights in the
countries of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies.

3. The Kingdom of the Two Sicilies can establish its own consulates in
the whole parts and shores of the Ottoman Empire via the Neapolitan
ambassador in Istanbul. Its ambassadors, consuls, dragomen of the
consuls and the consuls’ men will have the same rights as those of
other friendly nations.

4. The subjects of Naples and travellers from Naples will be treated like
other European friendly nations concerning religious matters. When
the merchants or subjects of the Kingdom or the merchants trading
under its flag die in any part of the Ottoman Empire, their inheri-
tances will not be confiscated by the judges or officers of the Otto-
mans. The inheritances will be handed over to their representatives or
consuls, so that they can give the inheritance to the dead person’s in-
heritors, in accordance with his will. If the deceased person does not
have a will, his heritage will be handed over to his agent, consul or his
partners living in the place where he died. If there is no agent or con-
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sul in the place where he died, his inheritance will be registered and
held by the qadi, according to the Islamic Law, and later this inheri-
tance will be handed over to someone appointed by the ambassador.
When there is a dispute between the consuls or their dragomen and
another person and the sum is more than 4000 akge, the case will be
heard in Istanbul. When there is a dispute between subjects of the Ot-
tomans and subjects or merchants of the Kingdom or those under the
protection of the Kingdom, concerned with buying and selling or
commerce or any other reason, they will go to the qadi’s Court. How-
ever, unless one of the dragomen of the Neapolitans is in the court,
their case will not be heard by the gadi. In addition, the gadi will not
hear the case, without a valid promissory note concerning their debts
or sponsorships. When there is a dispute between Neapolitan mer-
chants, this case will be heard by their consuls and dragomen accord-
ing to their own laws. This rule will also be valid for Ottoman subjects
visiting the countries of the Kingdom.

The judges and the officers of the Ottomans will not disturb or insult
the subjects of the Kingdom, whoever these subjects are, and they
cannot send them to prison without a good reason. When one of the
subjects of the Kingdom is arrested, and his agent or his consul de-
mands him to be handed over, he will be handed over to them and
punished, according to his crime later.

The Ottoman Empire will appoint an Ottoman consul [sehbender]
and send him to Messina so that the merchants and the subjects of the
Ottomans can feel themselves under Ottoman protection. Ottoman
merchants and subjects will have the same privileges as merchants and
subjects of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies.

The ships of both sides when under pressure owing to quarantine will
be helped by experts in both Ottoman and Neapolitan ports. Wrecked
ships and their cargoes and other things will be handed over to the
consuls, so that the consuls can return them to their owners.

Neither Ottoman ships nor Neapolitan ships can be forced to convey
soldiers or ammunition.

Ottoman ships going to the ports of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies
will be accepted after being put in lazaretto.

When Ottoman warships and those of the Kingdom pass each other,
they will hoist their flags and salute each other by firing their cannons.
Their merchant ships will also act in a friendly manner when they
meet. When warships of both nations meet merchant ships of either
side, they will help them and only two persons, either than the boat-
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men, will be sent by the warships so that they can check the docu-
ments of the merchant ships. If they agree that their documents are
valid, they will return to their warships, after receiving sealed copies of
the documents and pictures of their flags given by the merchant ships.

If one of the subjects of the Kingdom converts to Islam in front of one
of the consuls or dragomen, the goods belonging to others which he
has (except his own things) will be handed over to his agent and con-
suls to be submitted to their owners and to pay his debts.

The goods of subjects of the Kingdom or merchants trading under its
flag will not be attacked and these subjects or merchants will not be
disturbed unless they are enlisted in the army of the Ottomans’ ene-
mies. If one of the ships of the Kingdom with valid documents is
seized by Ottoman corsairs, the subjects, merchants and goods in that
ship will be handed over to the Kingdom. Subjects and merchants of
both sides in the ships of enemies captured by both sides will be
handed over to the above mentioned states.

Both Ottoman and Neapolitan prisoners will be released with the
intervention of special representatives in exchange for an appropriate
ransom or they will be released bilaterally without any ransom. Pris-
oners must be treated by the owners of the prisoners in a friendly
manner until they are released.

If one of the subjects of the Kingdom smuggles goods, he will be pun-
ished like the subjects of other European friendly nations. The mer-
chants of the Kingdom will have the right to employ brokers of differ-
ent religions. Nobody will intervene in their trade. The ships of the
Kingdom coming to Ottoman ports will be examined like the ships of
other friendly states.

When Ottoman ships enter the ports of the Kingdom, they will be
protected by the Kingdom and Ottoman ships will not attack to the
ships of the friends of the Kingdom.

The subjects of the Ottomans, especially the corsairs from Ulcinj in
Albania will recognize the ships of the Kingdom as the ships of a
friendly nation and when they reach Albanian ports, they will be
helped like the ships of other friendly states, in return for the Otto-
man subjects and the Ulcinjs corsairs in Albania will trade with the
subjects of the Kingdom freely. If some people oppose the rules men-
tioned above and caused a damage and loss, this damage and loss will
be compensated. Ottoman ships will also have the same privileges.
The Kingdom of Italy will have the right to make a similar settlement
with Algeria, Tunisia and Tripoli under Ottoman rule.
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18. Ships of enemies of the Ottomans and those of the Kingdom will not
be allowed to be equipped in their ports. Both the ships of the Otto-
mans and those of the Kingdom will be protected from any ships en-
tering the ports and flying enemy flag; moreover, enemy ships will not
be allowed to leave the port until twenty-four hours have passed after
the ships of the Ottomans and those of the Kingdom have left the
port. However, if an enemy ships captures another ship illegally and
there is no chance to help it; this situation will be accepted as an ex-
ception beyond the settlement. The subjects and merchant ships of
the Ottomans and the Kingdom will not be allowed to fly an enemy
flag or use a yol kidgids (a document giving permission to travel freely);
otherwise the involved officer of the ship will be hanged, and his ship
and other belongings will be considered as loot.

19. When the merchants of the Kingdom arrive in the Ottoman ports,
they will also pay the consulage, called konsiilata, for their consuls and
ambassadors as well as paying their customs tax. In addition to this,
no one will obstruct the subjects of the Kingdom from loading com-
mercial goods onto their ships, except for gunpowder, cannons, guns
and other goods, which have been prohibited to be exported.

20. The subjects of the Kingdom and the people under its protection will
be treated just like other European friendly nations concerning trade.
Officers must not demand different coins except for current coins and
the subjects of the Kingdom and the people under its protection must
pay a certain tax for their coins.

21. When ships are about to leave ports, they will not be prevented by a case
pretext. Such cases will be heard by the consul immediately. No one can
demand the subjects of the Kingdom, whether married or unmarried, to
pay cizgye and other taxes. Whether it was explained in this ahidnime-i
hiimdyiin cleatly or not, the subjects or merchants of the Kingdom will
have the same rights as those of other friendly nations.

In the case of 1785, the ambassador of the Neapolitans in Istanbul, Don
Kalilmon Ledolf, requested the Sultan to send a rescript to the administra-
tors of Cyprus so that Leonardo Testila could be repaid the twenty-seven
piasters and no one could intervene with him but should protect him un-
der the ahbdname. The Ottoman Sultan accepted his request and sent a
rescript to Cyprus. According to the rescript dated 2 November 1785, the
Ottoman authorities in Istanbul examined the abidname-i hiimayun given
to the Neapolitans and kept in the Divan-1 Hiimayun (Sublime Porte).
The rescript stated that, according to the ahidname-i hiimayun, the judges
and officers of the Ottomans must not disturb or insult the subjects of the
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Kingdom, whoever these subjects were, and they could not send them to
prison without any reason. When one of the subjects of the Kingdom is
arrested, if his agent or his consul demanded him to be handed over, he
should be handed over to them and punished, according to his fault later.
Under these circumstances, the ambassador of the Neapolitans was right.
Therefore, the firman enjoined the Mubassil (Governer of Cyprus) to act
under the abidname-i hiimayun, to invite the Naib of Nicosia to the Court
and hear the case. If the situation was the same as in the report of the am-
bassador, the above mentioned amount should be returned to Leonardo
Testila and the Mubassi/ would also make sure to prevent a similar situa-
tion from happening again.

The Principal Characteristic of the Neapolitan Capitulation of 1740

The French capitulation of 1673 and 1740, the English of 1675, the
Dutch of 1612 and 1680 and the Swedish of 1737 did not contained any
statement or sentence concerning commercial privileges when Ottoman
merchants or subjects visited the aforementioned European countries. One
can see that the Venetian abdname of 1718 did include a short statement
relating to this issue: The subjects of both sides could trade safely in each
other’s country (MM, vol. 2, 2008: 182). However, as seen above, the
Neapolitan ahdname of 1740 did contain more comprehensive articles
concerning bilateralness. To illustrate, according to article 7, “the Otto-
man Empire will appoint an Ottoman consul [sehbender] and send him to
Messina so that the merchants and subjects of the Ottomans can feel
themselves under Ottoman protection. Ottoman merchants and subjects
will have the same privileges as the merchants and subjects of the King-
dom of the Two Sicilies.” One cannot see a similar article in ahdnames
before the Neapolitan capitulation of 1740. The Danish capitulation of
1757 emphasized in its article 17 that “the above mentioned articles are
valid concerning the subjects and merchants of Ottomans and the people
under its protection, as they are valid relating to the subjects and mer-
chants of Denmark” (MM, vol.2, 2008: 59). This sentence was included
in article 7 of the Prussian capitulation of 1761 (MM, vol. 2, 2008: 89).
The Russian capitulation of 1783 also contained a bilateral character. One
can find these features in articles 2, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 17, 18, 29, 44, 80
and 81 of the Russian capitulation of 1783. Nevertheless, the capitulations
granted to Denmark, Prussia and Russia in the 18" century did not con-
tained an article concerning the establishment of the Ottoman consulates
in the above mentioned European countries. As for the Spanish capitula-
tion of 1782, it looks like the Neapolitan capitulation of 1740 by virtue of
its bilateralness. For instance, article 7 of both abdnames concerned the
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establishment of Ottoman consulates in the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies
and Spain respectively (MM, vol. 1, 2008: 217; vol. 2, 2008: 60).

Another characteristic principle of the capitulations granted to European
nations in the 18" century is the restriction of the number of dragomen
employed by foreign ambassadors and consuls in the Ottoman Empire.
The French capitulation of 1740 and Russian capitulation of 1783 did not
include any restriction concerning the number of dragomen. However, the
Swedish capitulation of 1737, the Danish capitulation of 1757 and the
Prussian capitulation of 1761 did contain a restriction relating to the
number of dragomen. According to these capitulations, Swedish, Danish
and Prussian ambassadors in Istanbul could employ at the most four
dragomen and their consuls in the Ottoman ports could employ only one
dragoman (MM, vol. 1, 2008: 152, 57, 87). These restrictions were also
emphasized by Boogert (2005: 65) in his research. As to the Neapolitan
capitulation of 1740 and the Spain capitulation of 1782, they did not have
any such restriction. This issue was expressed in article 3 of both capitula-
tions. According to it, the Ottomans would treat the Neapolitans concern-
ing the consuls, dragomen of the consuls and servants of the dragomen
just as they treated the other European friendly nations (MM, vol. 1,
2008: 216; vol.2, 2008: 58-59). However, as seen, this sentence is not
clear enough. Which nations were friends of the Ottomans? Theoretically,
all nations which gained capitulations were friends of the Ottomans. In
the case of a dispute between the Ottomans and Neapolitans or Spaniards
which capitulation would be applied? French or Danish? Orhonlu (1974:
180) argues that the number of the dragomen employed by a foreign con-
sul in the Ottoman Empire was merely two in the 18" century. A berat
dated 29 June 1787 registered in the Ispanya Nisan Defteri (Spanish Regis-
ter) supports Orhonlu’s opinion. According to it, the statement ‘the Ot-
tomans will treat the Neapolitans concerning the consuls, the dragomen of
the consuls and the servants of the dragomen just as they treated other
European friendly nations’ in the Spanish Register meant that the number
of an ambassador’s dragomen was four and that of consuls was two (BOA,
DED, Defter no: 46/1, p.49, Hiikiim no: 35). As to the statement ‘the
Ottomans will treat the Neapolitans concerning the consuls, the drago-
men of the consuls and the servants of the dragomen just like other
friendly nations’ in the Sicilyateyn Register meant that the number of an
ambassador’s dragomen was four in 1774 (BOA, DED, Defter no: 96/1,
p.97, Hitkiim no: 122) and that of consuls was two in 1772 (BOA, DED,
Defter no: 96/1, p.96, Hitkkiim no: 120), as a result of the new regulation
made by the Ottomans concerning the dragomen in 1758.
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The Naples Ambassadors in the Ottoman Capital in the 18th Century

The capitulation of 1740 both made it possible for the Neapolitan King to
appoint his own ambassadors to Istanbul and for the Neapolitan ambassa-
dors to set up Neapolitan consulates in the Ottoman ports with the aim of
improving the commercial relations between the Ottomans and the King-
dom of the Two Sicilies. Uzuncarsili argues (1983: 241) that Ambassador
Finocchietto arrived in 1740 and served only for one year. He was suc-
ceeded by Nikola de Mayo. He served until 1748 and was followed by
Gollime Ludolf in the same year, as the vice-ambassador. In 1750, he was
appointed as the ambassador of Naples and served until 1761, when he
was succeeded by his son, Konstantino Ludolf. However, the Sicilyateyn
Nisan Defteri (The registers of the Kingdoms of the Two Sicilies) in the
Ottoman Archives in Istanbul does not confirm the above mentioned
findings. According to the Sicilyateyn Nigin Defteri, ten Neapolitan dip-
lomatic representatives succeeded one another from 1740 to 1840, While
from 1740 to 1803 the status of the Neapolitan ambassadors in the Ot-
toman capital was ‘ambassador’ or ‘vice-ambassador’, from 1803 to 1840,
except for Rozef Kont de Ludolf, as ‘minister plenipotentiary’, this status
was ‘chargé d’affaires’.

Table 1: The Neapolitan Representatives in Istanbul from 1740 to 1840 According to
the Sicilyateyn Register in Ottoman Archives

Name Status Duration

(Guiseppe) Finocchietto Ambassador 1740-1742

Kavalir de Mayo Ambassador 1742-1748

Don Kalilmon Ledolf .

(Gugliemo Ludolf), Vice-ambassador 1748-1755

Don Kalilmon Ledolf

(Gugliemo Ludolf), Ambassador 1755-1791

Don Konstantino Ledolf Ambassador 1791-1803

(Ludolf)

De Marini Chargé d'affaires 1803-1805

Don Konstantino Ledolf Ambassador 1805-1817

(Ludolf)

Rozef/Zozef Kont De .. . .

Ludolf Minister plenipotentiary 1817-1825

Kavalir Romano Chargé d'affaires 1825-1834

Can Arifo Chargé d’affaires 1834-1838

Teromar Torana Rizen Chargé d'affaires 1838-1840
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The Dragomen of the Neapolitan Ambassadors in the Ottoman Capital
in the 18th Century

Having come to Istanbul as the Neapolitan ambassador in 1740, Guiseppe
Finocchietti began to appoint dragomen for him and set up Neapolitan
consulates in Ottoman ports. When the new Sultan, Osman III (1754-
57), enthroned in 1754 and the berats of the Neapolitan ambassador’s
dragomen were renewed by the new Sultan in 1755-1757, the Neapolitan
ambassador  still had ten dragomen (BOA, Tasnifin Kodu:
A.DVNS.DVE.d, Defter no: 96/1, p.91, Hitkkim no: 71,76; p. 92,
Hiikiim No: 78,79,8485,86; p.93, Hiikiim No: 87, 90,91,95). Six of the
ambassador’s dragomen were also dragomen under former Sultan Mahmut
I (1730-1754) and their berats were renewed. Two of them were ap-
pointed by the ambassador newly and two of them were appointed in
place of former dragomen, one of whom resigned and the other was dis-
missed.

Table 2: The Dragomen of the Neapolitan Embassy in Istanbul from 1740 to 1749
According to the Sicilyateyn Register in Ottoman Archives

Name of the Dragoman

His Status

Date of Appointment

Tabilli Konstantin Anpaki,
son of Dimitriyaki

Chief dragoman

29 October 1740

Petro, son of Baron

Second dragoman

November 1740

Avram, son of Sua (?) Dragoman 1 July 1741
Menahim, son of Sua (?) Dragoman 1 July 1741
Isak, son of Avram Dragoman 1 July 1741
Lukaki, son of Siitraki Chief dragoman (in place 1 July 1741

of Tabilli Konstantin)

Yakob, son of Sektos Dragoman 19 June 1742
Isteriyo, son of Andreya Dragoman 19 June 1742
Abram, son of Aron Dragoman 17 September 1742
Panayoti, son of Kosta Dragoman 20 March 1743
Toma, son of Domoda Dragoman 7 May 1746

Canto Lefteros Ispiyonti
from Hanya

Dragoman (in place of
Toma, son of Domoda)

September 1746

Petro, son of Baron

Chief dragoman (in place
of Lukaki , son of Siitraki

17 November 1949
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According to the Sicilyateyn Register, from 1758 to 1764 the Neapolitan
ambassador in Istanbul had only seven dragomen. Six of the Neapolitan
ambassador’s dragomen were also dragomen under former Sultan Osman
III (1754-1757) and their berats were renewed by the new Sultan Mustafa
I (1757-1774). The only new dragoman appointed in this period was
Cozeye, son of Sayer appointed as second dragoman on 24 January 1764.
Petro, son of Baron was the chief dragoman throughout this period. How-
ever, the chief dragoman Petro, son of Baron was dismissed by the ambas-
sador by virtue of the complaint by Reis-iil-kiittdb (the Ottoman Foreign
Minister) in 1765. The Reis-iil-kiittib asserted that chief dragoman Petro,
son of Baron had visited statesmen’s houses, compiled the news and dis-
patched to the European nations in Istanbul. In his opinion, his behaviour
was overt treachery. Soon, the second dragoman Cozeye, son of Sayer was
appointed as chief dragoman (BOA, Tasnifin Kodu: A.ADVNS.DVE.d,
Defter no: 96/1, p.92, Hitkiim no: 78; p.95, Hiikiim no: 115).

Table 3: The Dragomen of the Neapolitan Embassy in Istanbul from 1755 to 1757
According to the Sicilyateyn Register in Ottoman Archives

Name of the Dragoman

His Status

Date of Appointment

Panayoti, son of Kosta

Dragoman (old)

May 1755

Isak, son of Avram

Dragoman (old)

August 1755

Isteriyo, son of Andreya

Dragoman (old)

26 December 1755

Petro, son of Baron

Chief Dragoman (old)

27 December 1755

Hayim, son of Musa

Dragoman (in place of
Menahim, son of Sua?)

11 March 1755

Muhikar (?), son of Toros

Dragoman (new)

10 February 1756

Avram, son of Sua (?)

Dragoman (old)

22 February 1756

Mihail, son of Abot

Dragoman (in place of
Abram, son of Aron)

19 June 1742

Canto Lefteros Ispiyonti
from Hanya

Dragoman (old)

19 February 1757

Yosef, son of Dimitri from
Aleppo

Dragoman (new)

19 May 1757
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Table 4: The Dragomen of the Neapolitan Embassy in Istanbul from 1758 to 1765
According to the Sicilyateyn Register in Ottoman Archives

Name of the Dragoman His Status Date of Appointment
Isteriyo, son of Andreya Dragoman (old) 19 March 1758
Panayoti, son of Kosta Dragoman (old) 4 February 1759
Hayim, son of Musa Dragoman (old) 23 December 1759
Isak, son of Avram Dragoman (old) 16 June 1761
grz;ronI;f;?os Ispiyonti Dragoman (old) 6 November 1761
Xcl)sef, son of Dimitri from Dragoman (old) 14 October 1761
eppo
Cozeye, son of Sayer Second Dragoman (new) 24 January 1764

Chief Dragoman (in place

Cozeye, son of Jayer of Petro, son of Baron)

16 January 1765

There is evidence that the Ottoman Government imposed a new restriction,
called hadd-i itidal (at the most), concerning the number of dragomen em-
ployed by the Neapolitan ambassadors in 1774. According to the new regula-
tion, called nizdm-1 cedid (new order), the Neapolitan ambassador could em-
ploy only four dragomen for himself. For this reason, it had to erase the regis-
trations of six dragomen employed by the Neapolitan ambassador (BOA,
DED, Defter No: 96/1, p.94, Hiikiim No: 103). However, at the begining of
1774 the Neapolitan ambassador had only seven dragomen, not ten. There-
fore, the berat of Panayoti, son of Kosta and those of Isak, son of Avram,
Canto Lefteros and Yosef, son of Dimirti from Aleppo were cancelled by the
Sultan on 16 March 1774 (BOA, Tasnifin Kodu: A DVNS.DVE.d, Defter
no: 96/1, p.94, Hiikiim no: 103; p.95, Hiikiim no: 109, 110,112). Although
Petro, son of Baron, former chief dragoman, was dismissed on the grounds of
his treachery before this regulation, it was stated that his registration was
erased by virtue of the regulation dated 16 March 1774 (BOA, Tasnifin
Kodu: ADVNS.DVE.d, Defter no: 96/1, p.95, Hiikiim no: 113). As a con-
sequence, the number of dragomen of the Neapolitan ambassador fell to three
after the new regulation was applied. Therefore, the Neapolitan ambassador
sent a sealed petition to the Sultan and requested the Sultan to give permis-
sion for him to appoint a fourth dragoman, in that he now had only three
dragomen, who were Cozeye, son of Sayer, Isteriyo, son of Andreya and
Hayim, son of Musa. His request was accepted and Siibteri, son of Dimitri
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was appointed as the amabassador’s dragoman (BOA, Tasnifin Kodu:
A.DVNS.DVE.d, Defter o: 96/1, p.97, Hitkiim no: 122).

From 1775 to 1790, the number of the Neapolitan ambassador’s drago-
men did not exceed four. After 1774 a new dragoman appointment could
only be made when the old dragoman died, resigned or was dismissed.

In 1789, when Selim III (1789-1807) was enthroned, the berars of the Neapolitan
ambassador’s dragomen were renewed. However, in 1790-91, the Neapolitan
ambassador in the Ottoman capital had three dragomen, who were Ibrail, son of
Elyas; Isak, son of Mentes and Avram, son of Yasef (BOA, Tasnifin Kodu:
A.DVNS.DVE., Defter no: 96/1, p. 105, Hiikiim no: 182; p.107, Hiikiim no:
198; p.108, Hiikiim no: 203,208). Another Ottoman document which con-
tained the Neapolitan ambassador’s dragomen in 1790-91 confirms these drago-
men (BOA, Fon Kodu HAT, Dosya no: 176, Gémlek no: 9779). In essence, the
reason for the decrease in the number of the dragomen, whether ambassador’s or
those of consuls, was the regulations promulgated by the Ottoman Government
concerning dragomen and their servants in the second half of the 18" century.

Table 5: The Dragomen of the Neapolitan Embassy in Istanbul from 1775 to 1784
According to the Sicilyateyn Register in Ottoman Archives

Name of the Dragoman His Status Date of Appointment

Dragoman (since Isteriyo, son of
Andreya died)

Dragoman (since Hayim, son of

Mihail, son of Yosef 8 March 1775

Mentes, son of Isak 7 April 1775

Musa died)
. Dragoman (since Cozeye, son of
al;rzhzm, son of Sayer died and his post was trans- 7 March 1777
soy ferred to Salonika)
Cebrail, son of Yosef Dragoman (since Mihail, son of
Dimitri Doda Yosef died) 21 May 1779

Dragoman (since Siiteri, son of

Musa, son of Yosef Dimitri resigned)

4 August 1780

Dragoman (since Mentes, son of

fsak died) 16 December 1780

Isak, son of Mentes

Dragoman (Cebrail, son of Yosef

Tbrail, son of Elyas Dimitri Doda resigned)

17 February 1783

Dragoman (since Musa, son of
Yosef died)

Dragoman (since Migirdig, son of
Arakel resigned)

Migirdig, son of Arakel 16 July 1784

Avram, son of Yasef 3 April 1784
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However, in the same years the number of the English and French ambassa-
dors’ dragomen was ten and their berars were renewed by the new Sultan
(BOA, Tasnifin Kodu: ADVNS.DVE.d, Defter no: 35/1, p.135-137; Defter
no: 27/2, p.149,150,154). As seen in the table 6, in the last decade of the 18"
century, the European ambassadors in the Ottoman capital who had drago-
men in excess of hadd-i itidal were those of France and England.

Table 6: The Number of the Dragomen of the Foreign Ambassadors in the Ottoman
Capital According to the Ecnebi Registers in the Ottoman Archives in the Last Years of
the 18 Century

Name of the State Number of the dragomen Year(s)
1S'?Cem!<;;19dom of the Two 3 1790-1791
England 10 1789
France 10 1789-90
The Netherlands 4 1789-90
Denmark 4 1790-99
Sweden 4 1791-1799
Prussia 3 1789
Spain 2 1789-90
Venice 1 1792

Groot (2009: 64) argues that ‘from the early days of the capitulatory regime’
the Ottoman Government ‘tried to restrict the abuse of the diplomatic protec-
tion’ and made some new regulations in the last years of the 18" century.
However, as far as [ am concerned, prior to the 18" century the Ottoman
Government did not impose any restriction concerning the dragomen, espe-
cially the number of the dragomen. The Ottoman Government began to take
steps to regularize the consular and dragomanship system, in that from the
early years of the 18" century the dragomanship and consular system was
corrupted by the European ambassadors in the Ottoman capital. According to
a rescript dated 10 October 1758, after 1730 the number of the dragomen of
the ambassadors in Istanbul and those of the consuls in the Ottoman ports
had exceeded the had-i itidal (at the most). For this reason, after this date
when the dragomen employed by France, England, the Netherlands and Ven-
ice in Istanbul or the Ottoman ports after 1730 died or left their post, their
post or dragomanship would not be granted to other persons. In addition to
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this, if the number of dragomen of the European nations, such as Sweden,
Austria and Sicilyateyn granted by the capitulations after 1730 were in excess
of the had-i itidal (at the most), their post or dragomanship would not also be
granted to other persons, when they died or left their post (BOA, Tasnifin
Kodu: A .DVNS.DVE.d, Defter no: 16/4, p.183, Hiikim no: 394). Two
other firmans registered in the records of the Nicosia gadi’s court confirms the
regulation of 1758. In 1758, 1766 and 1786 the Ottoman Government ex-
amined the number of the dragomen in Cyprus, Aleppo, Salonika, Smyrna
and other places where foreign consuls were, by sending firmans (KSS, Defter
no: 19, p.29; Defter no: 21, p.27). As a consequence, it can be said that the
turning point concerning the dragomen employed by foreign representatives
in the Ottoman capital is the year of 1730. One can see that the overt articles
restricted the number of the dragomen in the Swedish capitulation of 1737
and the Danish capitulation of 1757 and the Prussian capitulation of 1761.
All these measures were calculated to prevent corruption concerning the
dragomen and their servants, to decrease the number of Ottoman non-
Muslim subjects under the protection of European nations, and to assure the
order and thereby a preferable structure for the state.

It is evident that these regulations affected the dragomen of the Neapolitan
ambassador and those of Neapolitan consuls, although the Neapolitan capitula-
tion of 1740 did not contain overt articles concerning the number of the
dragomen employed by the Neapolitan ambassadors and consuls. In compari-
son, the number of dragomen of the English or French and those of other
European nations in the capital of the Ottoman Empire in the last decade of the
18th century, such as Naples, Spain, Denmark, and Sweden, it is quite evident
that the number of dragomen was related to their political power over the Ot-
toman Government and so far as the English and French were concerned, the

Ottoman Government could not impose the rule of haded-i itidal.

As to the nationality of the Neapolitan ambassador’s dragomen in the Otto-
man capital, none of them were Muslim but were non-Muslims subjects of
the Ottoman Empire. According to Groot (2009: 61,66,68), in the early
period of the capitulatory system, the European representatives in the Otto-
man capital preferred to employ non-Muslim Ottoman subjects, especially
Greek Orthodox, Armenians and Jews. They were the mouth, eyes, and ears
of the ambassadors. However, ‘during the eighteenth century, the number of
Jewish and Greek dragomen declined. Armenians and, especially Latins took
their place’. As far as the Neapolitan ambassadors’ dragomen in the 18" cen-
tury is concerned, it is very difficult to determine the nationality of the Nea-
politan ambassador’s dragomen accurately. Yet, it can be guessed that they
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were mainly Armenians, Greek Orthodox and Jews, by focusing on their
names and some registrations. However, it is possible that there were also
Latins among them. To illustrate, chief dragoman Petro, son of Baron was an
Armenian (ermeni-iil-asl) (BOA, Tasnifin Kodu: A.DVNS.DVE.d, Defter no:
96/1, p.92, Hiikiim no: 78), whereas Migirdic, son of Arakel, Panayoti, son of
Kosta and Isterio, son of Andreya were Greek Orthodox. Hayim, son of
Musa, Isak, son of Mentes, Avram, son of Yosef, Menahim, son of Sua and
Cozeye, son of Sayer were Jews and the last one latin.

Conclusion

Consequently the Ottomans continued to grant capitulations to the European
nations in the 18" century. They, however, were more careful about this issue
in the 18" century and the capitulations given in the 18™ century, except for
the French capitulation of 1740, were different from the previous ones. The
Ottomans not only included new articles in the capitulation agreement, such
as the restriction concerning the dragomen employed by the European ambas-
sadors and consuls and the bilateralness of the privileges given to the Europe-
ans, but also they tried to make new regulations related to the dragomen and
their servants in the 18" century, because the European powers granted ca-
pitulation corrupted their privileges. The Kingdom of the Two Sicilies gained
a capitulation in 1740. Her main aim was to strengthen her economic and
commercial activities in the Mediterranean. However, she was not one of the
most powerful nations in Europe, unlike especially the French and English
and it was affected by the development relating to the capitulations, dragomen
and dragomen servants.
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Osmanli padisahlari tarafindan Abdname, ahdname-i hiimayun
veya kapitiilasyon verilen Avrupalt milletler Istanbul’'da biiyii-
kelgilik, Osmanli Imparatorlugu limanlarinda da konsolosluk-
lar kurabilirdi.1740 yilinda, Iki Sicilya Kralligi (Sicilyateyn)
krali tarafindan yapilan girisimlerin bir sonucu olarak Iki Si-
cilya Krallig'na kapitiilasyon verildi. Bu ¢alismanin amact
Sicilyateyn’e verilen 1740 kapitiilasyonlarini degerlendirmek,
18. Yiizyilda Osmanli baskentinde bulunan Iki Sicilya Kralligt
biiyiikel¢ileri ile biiyiikel¢i terciimanlarini tespit etmek ve ter-
climanlarla ilgili olarak séz konusu yiizyilda uygulamaya ko-
nulan hadd-i itidal dissiincesini Osmanli bakis agistyla incele-
mektir. Caligmada Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi belgeleri ile
Lefkosa Kadi Sicilleri kayitlari kaynak olarak kullanilacakur.
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[MpaBoBblE OCHOBbLI TOProBbIX OTHOLLEHUN
mexay OcMaHCKMM rocygapcTBOM U
HeanonutaHuamu

MexmeT Jemupropek”

AHHOTauuA

EBpomnetickue TocyaapcTBa, MOMYUIHUBIINE «aXTHAMEY, «aXIHaMme-
¥ XyMalOH» WIH JIPYTHMH CJIOBaMH Kanutyjsinud OCMaHCKOTo
rocyapcTBa MMM IPaBO OTKPHITH MOCONBCTBO B CtamOyie u
KOHCyIbCTBa B moprax Ocmanckod mmmepuu. B 1740 rony B
pesyibTaTe MHUIMATHB Kopoisi KoposnesctBa obenx Cuimnuii
KoponesctBo mnomyumno kamutyssinud  OCMaHCKOH HMITCPHH.
llenssMu nmaHHOTO HCCIENOBAHUS SBISAIOTCA OICHKA WM AHAIU3
ocMaHCKOM  kanutyiasauud 1740  rona,  mpenocTaBieHHOM
KoponesctBy obenx Cuipmmii, BBIIBICHHE HMEH IOCIOB U
nepeBoUMKOB, paboraBmmmx B IlTocomsctBe KoponesctBa Obenx
Curmnii B cromuie OcMaHckoilt ummnepun B 18 Beke W aHanu3
KOHIICTIIMK ~ «XaJJ-d WUTHIAI», Kacawlelcs IeAaTeIbHOCTH
HNEepPEeBOUMKOB C TOYKH 3peHHs OcMaHCKOTO rocymapcrsa. B
paboTe B KauecTBE HCTOYHUKOB HCIIONB30BAaHBl MaTepUalIbl
OcMaHCKOro apxuBa Ipu ammapare IIpemMbep-MHHHCTpa B
Cram0Oyne u cyneOHsle 3anucu Hukocum.
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