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My thesis covers the period from the establishment of an English resident ambassador
at the Ottoman capital of Constantinople to the renewal of the Capitulations after the
Restoration of Charles II.

I establish how negotiations were conducted at the Ottoman *Porte’, where diplomacy
depended on set forms of ceremony and presentation of official gifts. I explore the status of
the ambassador in the eyes of both states.

I explore the bureaucracy of the Porte and the development of an administrative staff
at the English embassy to meet this challenge. I examine the formal presentation of petitions
and methods used by the English to speed up business. I explore the difficulties of
communication with England, and the methods developed by the embassy to overcome
obstacles of distance and interception and to maintain a record of business.

The main body of the thesis assesses negotiations at the Porte; how they were
conducted, the motivations behind them and the effects on relations between the two states.
I also explore pressures from England and the effect of the domestic Ottoman situation on
negotiations.

The era in question was turbulent for both states. England vacillated between hostility
and amity with Spain, while competing for trade supremacy in the Mediterranean. She
extended her interests to Central and Eastern Europe in the struggle for protestant unity and
a European balance of power.

All these areas touched Ottoman interests. Ottoman expansion was slowing down while
state expenditure was increasing. This created problems of internal management making
foreign commercial and political allies an important policy consideration. The realisation of
their common interests made the English and the Ottomans uncomfortable but successful bed-

fellows in a sophisticated diplomatic relationship which survived the remaining centuries of

Ottoman rule.
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My study covers the period from the initial establishment of English representation
at the Ottoman Porte with the capitulations of 1580 which established trading and diplomatic
rights for English merchants, and the formal establishment of an embassy in 1583. I explore
the development of the English embassy at Constantinople from its vulnerable first years
through its growth in prestige during the 1620s and 1630s, to the zenith of its influence in the
1660s before the French began to dominate diplomatic business at the Porte.

I examine English policy at the Porte from its first tentative attempts to secure a
strategic alliance against the Spanish with the Ottomans in the Mediterranean, through the
Thirty Years War in which both Ottoman and English authorities found themselves reluctantly
embroiled and the domestic troubles which both suffered in the 1640s, culminating with the
execution of Ibrahim I in 1648 and Charles I in 1649. I conclude with the period of
stabilization in the 1650s when the English authorities reasserted coherent policies at home and
abroad during the Protectorate and the Restoration. This was mirrored by a stabilisation of the
Ottoman Empire after the first of the Koprulu Grand Viziers took the reins of power in 1656
and reasserted central control over the provinces and oVer Ottoman vassals on the peripheries
of Ottoman territory.

The thesis builds on work done on the English commercial expansion in the Levant and
the commercial role of the embassy in the Constantinople. I seek to complement existing
studies of particular embassies and personalities and to give a broader over-view of the
development of Anglo-Ottoman diplomatic relations. I intend to open debate on the
development of Ottoman foreign policy and the implementation of Ottoman diplomacy during
the seventeenth century well before the Ottoman bureaucracy underwent the westernization
which led to it being absorbed into the European diplomatic system during the late eighteenth
century.

In the introductory chapters I explore the development of diplomacy during this period



to establish the different attitudes of the English governments who conducted a largely adhoc
diplomacy until the late sixteenth century when they began to open a few key residences
abroad, and the Ottoman authorities who maintained a strictly non-reciprocal form of policy
with western nations which lay outside the Dar al-Islam or Muslim lands. I discuss the
question of the duality of the embassy at Constantinople as both a commercial agency and a
state department and examine the potential for conflict between the controlling interests of
the Crown and the Levant Company. In two chapters on the domestic situations in England
and the Ottoman Empire I assess the priorities of policy and the domestic and financial
constraints on an active foreign policy. Both the Ottoman Empire and the English sought to
secure their own state through internal stability and external alliances. Both states faced the
same problems of hostility from their neighbours, internal rebellion and the need to provide
for growing government expenditure. However, England and the Ottoman Empire differed
in the way they approached their problems and had different resources to help them carry
their policies through. The most notable contrast was that the Ottomans possessed a growing
standing army while England relied on ad hoc levies until Cromwell’s new model army. These
chapters are intended to open the subject to two audiences: the Ottomanist and the Early
Modern European/English Historian, and to place the Anglo-Ottoman relationship within a
broader diplomatic context.

I have divided the thesis into three parts, each exploring a different aspect of
diplomatic relations between Whitehall and the Porte, centring on the role of the embassy at
Constantinople. The opening of direct diplomatic relations with the Porte was the first
sustained diplomatic contact the English had established with a non-Christian nation and
formed the model for later diplomatic contacts with non-European nations. As a whole, my
study contributes to an understanding of how England adapted to the non-reciprocal
diplomacy of the Ottoman Porte and to the operation of diplomacy by a Christian nation in
a non-Christian state. I also explore the development of English policy in the Mediterranean
and place the Anglo-Ottoman diplomatic relationship in its European context.

In part one I examine the function of the etiquette system at the Ottoman Porte and

assess the importance of protocol conventions and the extent to which they affected the status



of the ambassador and the progress of negotiations. I explore the status of western ambassadors
within the Ottoman system and illustrate the adaptability and sophistication of the Porte’s
ceremonial system. I address the problem of the Porte’s attitude to western states, recognising
that there was ambiguity over whether such states were treated as representatives of tributary
states or as honoured guests. I also explore the role which gift-giving, both official and
unofficial, played in assessments of status and the complicated issue of diplomatic precedent,
where western ambassadors attempted to assert their own concepts of status on the Ottoman
system.

In a further chapter I demonstrate how the English ambassador fitted into the English
Court system and contrast English diplomatic ceremonial with that of the Porte. I provide an
outline of the development of the conflict between the Crown, which endorsed the
ambassador, and the Levant Company, which paid for him, to resolve the question of whether
the embassy in Constantinople was indeed an embassy in the true sense. In this chapter I also
explore the position of the few quasi-official Ottoman representatives who attended the
English Court despite the official non-reciprocal diplomatic stance of the Porte. I examine the
ceremonial which was provided for them and illustrate how the English system adapted to deal
with this new phenomenon. This first part does not stand in isolation from the sections dealing
with actual negotiations at the Porte but I intend it to place the diplomatic representatives in
the framework in which they operated and establish the principles of status through which
they proceeded to negotiations.

In part two I consider the development of the administrative structure of the embassy
in Constantinople. I include an assessment of both English and local staff, and attempt to
resolve questions of the experience and efficiency of administrative personnel and of the
ambassadors whom they served. I also explore the function of the embassy and establish the
chains of command and channels of communication which the embassy involves. I explore the
development of chancery practice during this period and give an outline of the Ottoman
petition system through which all negotiations were initiated. I confront the problem of
prompt authorization of documents and examine the use of a possible ’deputed Great Seal’ by

the embassy. The roles of Ottoman officials, especially the role of the Grand Vizier and the



developing role of the Reisulkuttab (Chief Scribe to the Divan) in foreign affairs are also
discussed. Finally, in this section I consider the problems of security and communications
within the region and examines the importance of the English consular network. The purpose
of this section is to build up a picture of the operation of the embassy on a day to day basis
to from a background to the various negotiations discussed in the final section.

The final section forms the bulk of the thesis where I assess policy development in
Anglo-Ottoman diplomatic relations. In the chapters of this section I explore the various types
of negotiations conducted at the Porte by English ambassadors. Because the greater weight of
accessible evidence is that of the English sources, the structure of the chapters is determined
by English considerations and interests in the region. Nevertheless, I have made some attempt
to balance this with Ottoman sources where possible.

In the first chapter in this section I deal with the nature of the capitulations, the grants
of privileged status, by which the English communities were permitted to live and trade in the
Ottoman Empire. I discuss the different interpretations placed upon these capitulations by the
Porte, which viewed it as a unilateral grant given personally by the sultan, and by western
ambassadors, who viewed it more as a bilateral agreement. I explore the ways in which the
ambassador regulated the merchants and registered their contracts to provide legal protection
for their commercial activities. I examine the advantages of the English Company structure
over the more disconnected consular and commercial 'structures which the French and
Venetian communities used. The English system simplified the chain of command from the
English ambassador to the English merchant community and ensured that changes in
commercial practice required to protect the merchants could be implemented rapidly. This
made the English the most successful trading nation in the region. The Dutch, who did not
gain independent status at the Porte until 1612 tried to emulate the English custom of using
an officer of dual diplomatic and commercial status. They did so with some success in the
early years of their residence at the Porte but failed to establish the embassy support team
upon which the English used to such effect. This meant that Dutch success was completely
dependent on the calibre of their agent which diminished from the late 1630s. In this chapter

I also explore the cooperation and competition between the resident western ambassadors to



gain extra status and privileges for their communities.

In a further chapter I examine the different experiences of the English communities
in Constantinople, Smyrna and Aleppo, and highlight the problems which English merchants
encountered with local interpretations of and indifference to the Capitulations, thus
contributing to the debate on the extent of central Ottoman control on the peripheries. I
demonstrate that the English system of locally based consuls allowed minor disputes to be
settled at a local level, with only major disputes involving infringements of English diplomatic
privileges referred to the ambassador and presented to the Porte as the final court of appeal.

Moving out from the immediate protection of the merchant communities, I explore the
development of policy in the Mediterranean zone in two chapters. The first examines the
issues of security and the strategic importance of the area as demonstrated by the extension
of English capitulations to cover the Barbary states and naval responses to piracy in the region.
I suggest that the attitude of the English authorities towards the Mediterranean changed with
the establishment of permanent, growing English communities throughout the region. The
state accepted more responsibility for security in the region although it was not always suitably
organised or financially able to carry its responsibilities through.

The second concentrates on diplomatic attempts to deal with individual cases of piracy
and the problems which that brought to ambassadors. I demonstrate the weakness of the Porte
to resolve cases involving the Barbary pirates but show that where possible, the Porte was
willing to do what it could to resolve genuine cases of piracy, recognising that the English
authorities lacked control over all English pirates and did what they could, when they could.
In this chapter I also tackle the more complicated issue of English piracy in the region and
establishes the pattern of diplomacy used to free even guilty parties from Ottoman captivity.
I also explore the difficult position in which the English found themselves during the
Venetian-Ottoman Cretan War from 1645-69 when they were coerced to participate and
accused of collaboration with the enemy by both sides. Ambassadors had to protect merchants
from Venetian blockades and Ottoman conscription and did so with some success.

In the final chapters I look further afield to England’s wider high-level diplomatic

negotiations at the Porte. In one chapter I explore the pivotal role which the Anglo-Ottoman



relationship played in English hopes of containing the Habsburg threat. This encompasses the
anti-Spanish alliance which first sealed Anglo-Ottoman diplomatic relations and Anglo-
Ottoman participation in the balance of power struggle for the central European princedoms.
I focus on the intense diplomacy of the late 1620s when the English Crown used several
avenues, including the Ottoman vassal state of Transylvania, to pursue its policy of containing
the Habsburgs. While more work is required on the Ottoman and Transylvanian attitudes to
this policy, my examination of the English role in trying to draw the Transylvanians from an
Ottoman orbit to a Protestant alliance adds a new dimension to work done on England’s
European foreign policy objectives.

In the final chapter I assess the English commitment to a idea of a ’corps of
Christendom’ and the effects this concept had upon English policy at the Porte. Historians
have already established that English writers and commentators in the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth century clung to the notion of a united Christian community in spite of the
conflicts of the Reformation. This chapter explores the manifestations of this idea at the Porte
through the English mediation on behalf of the Poles in the 1620s and a joint Swedish-
Transylvanian deputation in the 1650s. As part of such attempts to create a role for the
English as champions of Christendom generally, the English ambassadors were also charged
with the task of defending the Orthodox Church against the influence of the Jesuits and with
creating an anti-Rome alliance. In these chapters I demonstrate that despite the remarkable
success of the English at the Porte, there were limitations to their policy at the Porte. I
emphasise that the Porte had its own foreign policy agenda, which did not dance to the tune
of Western ambassadors at the Porte. I also suggest that the Anglo-Ottoman relationship should
be explored as part of a wider picture as the English authorities viewed the it within a
European context and saw it as a balancing element in European power struggles.

My study by no means exhausts the subject of Anglo-Ottoman diplomatic relations
during this period and in some ways raises more questions than it answers, begging questions
about the extent of English involvement in piracy in the Mediterranean and in the Venetian-
Ottoman Cretan war as well as questions about the attitude of the Porte to English involvement

in Transylvanian affairs during the Thirty Years War and beyond. Nevertheless, it establishes



the advantages which the English had over their rivals at the Porte and the success they
achieved in their routine diplomacy at the Porte. The English were able to capitalise on their
effective organisation and able ambassadors to achieve a more than adequate level of
protection for English communities, trade and interests within the Ottoman Empire. They
even used the Anglo-Ottoman relationship to achieve several, albeit limited, successes in
establishing security in the Mediterranean and in contributing towards a balance of power

diplomacy in Europe as a whole.
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NOTE ON ORTHOGRAPHY AND NAMES

All Turkish words have been given according to their spellings in the Redhouse: Yeni
Turkce-Ingilizce Sozluk (Istanbul, 1968). The only exception is Vizier which has been spelled
in this familiar English form. I have used the place names as used in ambassadorial reports,
thus Istanbul appears as Constantinople and Izmir as Smyrna. Where names are less familiar,
I have put the modern Turkish name in brackets. Names of Ottoman officials are spelt
according to Danigsmend: Jzahli Osmanh Tarihi Kronolojisi (Istanbul, 1961). Occasionally,
the Turkish plural forms -ler, -lar have been used for convenience.

I have used the *Old Style’ dating of the Julian Calendar throughout, except that the
year has been taken to begin on 1 January. In citing original sources, where the New Year is
dated from 25 March, I have used the dual form 1583/4 for dates between 1 January to 24
March to indicate that these dates would have been in 1583 in contemporary usage but in 1584
in modern style. Where the dating of the day is crucial, I have used the dual form 15/25 June

to distinguish between old and modern styles.
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GLOSSARY
Aga: chief or general, e.g. commander of janissaries.

Ahidname: Formal agreement between Ottoman Empire and another state, e.g. Capitulations.
Akge: (also asper) Silver coin, basic unit of Ottoman currency.

Akrabalik: Blood relationship, one of the links which, in Ottoman theory, drew society
together.

Aman:; Grant of safe-conduct within Ottoman territories, either granted to resident foreign
communities or to individual travellers, when it acted as a passport.

Arz: Petition, used generally for communications with sultan.

Askeri: (lit. military) Ottoman subjects exempt from tax, including members of ruling
military, bureaucratic and religious hierarchies.

Avania: Fine or bribe, often illegally placed on foreign communities by local officials.
Bab-i Humayun: Imperial gate of Topkap: Saray; the main gate of the palace.
Bailo: Venetian Ambassador to Porte.
Berat: 1) Official document of appointment to office

2) Exemption from tax and from prosecution by Ottoman courts given to foreign
resident communities and their local staff.
Bostancibast: (lit. head of gardeners) Police-chief for all sultan’s residences; investigated
crimes against sultan. Also supervised shipping on Golden Horn, Sea of Marmara and

Bosphorus.

Capitulations: Unilateral personal grant of privileged status from Ottoman sultan to foreign
non-muslim merchant communities.

Cavus: (Eng. Chaous) Imperial messenger.
Chequins/Sequins: Venetian gold coin used as one of the hard foreign currencies in the

Ottoman Empire in the seventeenth century. Official rate was 1 Sequin: 2+ Ottoman Sultani
(1 Sultani: 120 Akge) [Source: Strachan: Sir Thomas Roe p. 165]

Cins: Ethnic ties, one of the links which, in Ottoman theory, drew society together.

Cizye: Poll tax collected from heads of family of non-muslim Ottoman subjects.

Company Court; A general assembly of the English merchant community. They met on a
regular basis to work out strategy for particular cases and to establish local policies to meet
changing commercial situations.

Dar al-Harb: Non-Muslim lands.

Defterdar: Treasurer, also issued Capitulations because responsible for providing documents
of tax exemption and controlling customs rates.

Divan (-i Humayun): Imperial council and last judicial resort originally presided over by
sultan, but by seventeenth century, increasingly led by Grand Vizier.



Dragoman: Ott. Tercuman (translator), official translators within foreign embassies.

Emin-i Gumruk: Local official charged with collecting customs duties, known as the Customer
by English merchants.

Fetihname: Bulletin of Ottoman victory sent to other sovereigns for propaganda purposes.
Ferman: Decree of sultan

Galata: District on European coast of Constantinople, where merchants and resident
ambassadors lived.

Grand Vizier (Sadr-i Azam): Sultan’s deputy who increasingly presided over divan and led
troops into battle as sultan became more secluded from military and political life in
seventeenth century.

Gurus: Silver or gold coin, covering both larger Ottoman currency and various forms of
foreign currency used in the Ottoman Empire.

Harag¢: Land tax paid by reaya and zimmi subjects.

Harbi: Non-Muslim foreigner travelling in Ottoman territory without an aman
Hatt-i humayun: Imperial mandate.

Hatt-i serif: See Hatt-i humayun.

Huccet: Document issued by the Kadi’s court.

Intisab: Client-patron relationship, one of the links which, in Ottoman theory, drew society
together.

Janissaries: (Ott. Yenigeri) Ottoman standing infantry.
Joint-stock Company: Merchant Company which operated and organised particular trade
itself. Funds were raised for trading enterprises through sale of shares. Investors did not have

to be actively involved in trade. See also Regulated Company

Kadr Judge, member of Ulema administering Shar’ia and Kanun, also having local
administrative functions.

Kafes: *Cage’, set of apartments where sultan’s sons and brothers were confined.
Kahya: (lit. steward of household) Agent, deputy.

Kanun: State law issued by Sultan.

Kapicr: Door-keeper of Palace, often doubled as an imperial messenger.

Kapudan Pasa: Commander of the Ottoman fleet, also responsible for security in the Galata
district of Constantinople.

Kaymakam: Deputy Grand Vizier, always resident in Constantinople and responsible for the
administration of the state during the Grand Vizier’s absence.

Kazasker: (of Rumelia or of Anatolia) Member of Imperial Divan and performed judicial



vi
function as a court of appeal.
Khil’a: Official robe.
KhiPat al-kudum: Robe of honour given to foreign guest.
Khil’at al-niyaba (al istikrar): Robe of appointment to government office.

Kira: Title given to successive Jewish women who were ostensibly employed by the women
of the Royal Harem to purchase jewellery on their behalf. They also acted as messengers and
intermediaries between the Royal Harem and the foreign communities.

Mufti of Istanbul (Seyhullslam): Main interpreter of Shar’ia. Appointed by sultan but legal
opinion could contradict views of Sultan. Remained apart from direct authority of Grand
Vizier and therefore had no seat on divan. Regularly consulted in matters of state as well as
faith, e.g. for deposition of sultan.

Muste’min: Foreign resident protected by aman (see above)

Nisanci: Keeper of Sultan’s tufra. Responsible for maintaining uniformity of chancery
practice and capitulations.

Pasa: Title of senior officials in central and provincial administration.
Reaya: Tax-paying subjects.

Regulated Company: Trading Company organised on similar lines to guild. Acted as a licensing
and regulating agency for particular trade monopoly. Main purpose to ensure maintenance of
monopoly through strict standards of trading practice. Members were free to conduct own
trade within the rules laid down by the Company.

Reisulkuttab: Originally chief scribe of the Divan, the Reisulkuttab became the administrative
assistant of the Grand Vizier and later virtual foreign minister by dint of his close working
relationship with resident ambassadors.

Sahib-i muhur: Seal-master, title of Grand Vizier derived from the ring seal used to mark his
authority.

Shari’a: Corpus of Islamic law.

Sipahi: member of Ottoman ’feudal’ cavalry who held grant to collect land revenue from a
particular area. See Timar. Also used loosely for Ottoman standing cavalry.

Strangers’ Consulage: (Ott: baylag hakki and konsolos hakki) Additional duty imposed by
Levant Company on foreign cargoes carried in English ships. Source of controversy over
whether should supplement Company’s or Crown’s income.

Tmmar: Fief, strictly one of less than 20,000 akg¢e a year, held under condition of military
service.

Tugra: Sultan’s monogram, decoratively embellished on official documents and coins to
confirm their legality. The equivalent of the English king’s Great and Privy Seal.

Ulema: Body of Muslim scholars from whose number the religious functionaries of the state
were drawn.,



Vit
Valide Sultan: Sultan’s mother.

Zimmi: Non-muslim reaya of Ottoman Empire, normally *Peoples of the Book’, i.e. Christians
and Jews.



INTRODUCTION

The Scope of the Study

In 1583, the English Crown established formal diplomatic relations with the Ottoman
Empire by setting up an embassy in Constantinople. This was the first stage of a relationship
which was to last until the death of the last Ottoman sultan. Between 1583 and 1661, the status
of the English ambassador at the Porte grew from that of a frail late-comer, faced with
sustained hostility from the well-established French and Venetians, to become the pre-
eminent western representative. As the English position at the Porte developed, so did the
embassy’s sophistication in its organisation and management of diplomatic negotiations.

David Horn has suggested two landmarks in the history of international relations.!
The first was the shift from occasional missions towards regular diplomatic representation
which occurred in the Italian city states during the fifteenth century.? The second was the
development of a national, specialized ministry to handle all foreign relations, which become
the general pattern of diplomacy in Europe in the eighteenth century.3 Charles Carter has
suggested a middle stage: the establishment of permanent resident embassies abroad by major

European states, which happened in the late sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.? The

development of this resident diplomacy and England’s approach to it with regard to her

1 See David Baynes Horn’s introduction: British Diplomatic Service, 1689-1789 (Oxford, 1961)

2 The main exponent of this first development in diplomacy is Garret Mattingly in *The First
Resident Embassies: Medieval Italian Origins of Modern Diplomacy’ Speculum XII(1937) pp. 423-
39 and Renaissance Diplomacy (London, 1955).

3 On this so called diplomatic revolution, see Jeremy Black (ed.): Knights Errant and True
Englishmen: British Foreign Policy 1660-1800; Ibid: *Essay and Reflection: On the "Old System"
and the "Diplomatic Revolution" of the Eighteenth Century’ Int. Hist. Rev. XII1.2 (1990) pp. 301-
23.

4 Charles H. Carter: 'The Ambassadors of Early Modern Europe: Patterns of Diplomatic
Representation in the Early Seventeenth Century’ in From the Renaissance to the Counter
Reformation (Essays in Honour of Garret Mattingly) (Ed.) Charles H. Carter (London, 1966) pp.
269-95. Maurice Keens-Soper: 'Frangois de Callieres and Diplomatic Theory’ HJ 16.3 (1973) pp.
485-508, pp. 487-92 takes Carter’s work a stage further, he assesses changes in seventeenth
century concepts of diplomatic duties to trace the development from resident to institutional
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relations with the Ottoman Empire form the basis of this thesis.

England was slow to develop a wide corps of resident diplomats throughout Europe.
Unlike Spain and Venice, which conducted much of their diplomatic business through their
residents abroad, English governments preferred to deal with foreign residents at the English
court. This form of diplomacy suited a restricted crown budget, and enabled ministers to
handle diplomatic business quickly and directly. When the English did send out resident
ambassadors, these were usually to deal with specific negotiations and held a limited brief.

The English began to need resident embassies abroad as merchant communities spread
beyond Europe to Russia, to Persia and to the Ottoman Empire. Ambassadors to these states
were special cases because they functioned both as commercial and as diplomatic
representatives.! They were permitted by the Crown because they were maintained by the
trading companies which had a trade monopoly for that region. The English embassy at
Constantinople was funded by the Turkey, later Levant, Company.? A significant part of an
ambassador’s work involved representing the Company’s interests at the Porte.® However, this
commercial aspect has overwhelmed the embassy’s diplomatic role in historians’ accounts.

Those researching the Levant Company have understandably neglected the diplomatic and

1 Ambassadors to Persia in particular lacked the balanced duality of ambassadors at the Porte.
They were generally purely commercial agents except during periods when England was toying
with the idea of replacing the Levant routes with a North-South route through Russia to Persia.
See J. Rives Childs: *The Evolution of British Diplomatic Representation in the Middle East’
Journal of Roval Central Asian Society 26.4 (1939) pp. 634-47, pp. 637-8

2 The first monopoly for trade with Turkey was awarded in 1581 to a group of merchants who
became known as the *Turkey merchants’. On the expiry of their patent, they campaigned for the
extension of their monopoly to cover trade with Venice. This was awarded to the merchants who
were incorporated as *The Governor and Company of Merchants of the Levant’. After a brief
period as a joint-stock company, the company then changed to a regulated company in the 1590s.
See Harborne; Wood chap. 1; T.S. Willan: ’Some Aspects of English Trade with the Levant in the
Sixteenth Century’ EHR LXX (1955) pp. 399-410. To avoid changes in terminology, the
Turkey/Levant Company will hereafter be referred to as the Company.

3 I have used the ambiguous ’Porte’ to represent the seat of Ottoman government and
administration. Strictly speaking, the Sublime Porte as a location did not come into being until the
state administration was moved out of the Topkapi Saray (palace) to a separate residence in the
1650s, see Davison: Bab-1Ali in EIZ. Prior to that, the Porte represented the seat of the sultan and
could therefore move with him. Nevertheless, western ambassadors refer to the Porte in their
reports, in the more general sense I have adopted, possibly for similar reasons of convenient
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political aspects of England’s relationship with the Ottoman Empire.!

Despite historians’ concentration on its commercial status, the embassy at the Porte was
important in diplomatic terms too. Although the state did not fund the embassy, it used the
embassy to promote its diplomatic aims. The struggle between Company and Crown over the
selection of suitable ambassadorial candidates clearly shows that the Crown was keen to
maintain and expand its control over the representatives. The embassy’s continuity and its
distance from Whitehall allows a detailed study of the development of English diplomatic
practice through policy planning, chancery practice and negotiations at low and high levels.

A study of England’s diplomatic relations with the Ottoman Empire also sheds light
on the development of Ottoman diplomacy. The development of diplomatic relations with
western nations through the capitulatory agreements of the second half of the sixteenth
century denoted a shift in Ottoman diplomacy. It marked the formal opening of the Porte to
the dar al-harb (non-muslim lands). This was only a subtle change because the Ottoman
Empire continued to practise reciprocal diplomacy only within dar al-Islam (Muslim states).
To Christian nations, it offered a unilateral form of diplomacy based on a personal grant of
status from the sultan.2 Much has been written about the various capitulations, and with the
treaty of Zsitvatorok (1606), they have been used as evidence that the Ottoman Empire was
moving away from its non-reciprocal form of diplomacy towards the international system of
the West. The rising influence of the western nations at the Porte is cited as an indication that
the seventeenth century saw an inexorable drive towards the European system. There was,

however, no permanent Ottoman residence abroad until 1793.2 The details of the developing

1 Amongst English studies, Wood’s establishes the duality of the role of ambassadors to the
Ottoman Empire as servants of the State and of the Company but does not expand on their
diplomatic role during the first century of direct relations. M. Epstein: Early History of the Levant
Company (London, 1908) does not cover the diplomatic angle at all. M..S. Kutukoglu: Osmanli-
ingiliz Iktisadi Munasebetleri 2 Vols. (Ankara, 1974) T 1580-1838 examines English commercial
relations in a broader context but the broad time-span of the work allows only a brief sketch of

the issues.

2 See below, chap. 5 p. 141.

3 On Ottoman diplomacy, see Joel C. Hurewitz: *Ottoman Diplomacy and the European State
System’ Middle East Journal XV (1961) pp. 141-52
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diplomatic relationship between England and the Ottoman Empire in the seventeenth century
go some way to explain why full reciprocality was not attempted before the late eighteenth
century.

There have been several studies of the opening of English diplomacy at the Porte but
these have been restricted to narrow periods, personalities or documentary studies.! Likewise
those studying the latter half of the seventeenth century also have a very narrow scope.Z Such
studies, especially those which have made the existing Ottoman sources more accessible to the
historian, are invaluable but they cannot provide an overview of the development of either
the embassy at the Porte or the wider Anglo-Ottoman relationship. Most Ottoman scholars
have ignored the potential for tracing the pattern of state diplomacy with the West until the
development of a fully reciprocal system in the late eighteenth century.

My own study attempts to rectify this lack of a broader analysis of the early diplomatic
relationship between England and the Ottoman Empire. It complements the work on the
economic role of the English in the Ottoman Empire, while at the same time challenging the
accepted view that

’diplomatic relations which started with the mission of William
Harborne...were confined to commercial aspects until they assumed a strategic

1 The most notable of these are Ahmet Refik’s edited documents: Turkler ve Kralice Elizabet
(Constantinople, 1932); Orhan Burian: ’Turk-Ingiliz Munasebetinin Ilk Yillary’ Ankara
Universitesi Dil Tarih-Cografvasi Fakultesi Dergisi IX (1951) pp. 1-17; Arthur Horniker’s articles
on the early years of the embassy 'William Harbourne and the beginning of Anglo-Turkish
Diplomatic and Commercial Relations’ JMH XIV (1942) pp. 289-316; ’Anglo-French Rivalry in
the Levant from 1583-1612° JMH XVIII (1946) pp. 289-3035; Susan Skilliter’s documentary studies
*Turkish Documents Relating to Edward Barton’s Embassy to the Porte’ Ph.D Thesis, Manchester,
1965; *Three Letters from the Ottoman "Sultana" Safiye to Queen Elizabeth I’ in Documents from
Islamic Chanceries (Ed.) S.M. Stern (Oxford, 1965) pp. 119-57; 'The Organisation of the First
English Embassy in Istanbul in 1583’ Asian Affairs 10 (1979) pp. 159-65 and Harborne. Other
studies of the early years include H. Dereli: Kralice Elizabeth Devrinde Turkler ve Ingilizler: Bir
Arastirma; A.N. Kurat: Turk-Ingiliz Munasebetlerinin Baglangici ve Geligmesi 1553-1610
(Ankara, 1953).

2 For the most recent works on this subject, see Sonia P. Anderson’s study of Paul Rycaut in the
1660s and 1670s, An English Consul in Turkey (Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1989); Colin J.
Heywood: ’English Diplomacy Between Austria and the Ottoman Empire in the War of the
Sacraliga 1684-1699’ London Ph.D. Thesis, 1970. Phyllis S. Lach: The Diplomatic Corps under
Charles II and James II (Brunswick, New Jersey, 1965) pp. 14, 19 writes off the embassy at the
Porte as being outside the diplomatic sphere.




and political dimension with the capture of India by the British in 1757.’!

Within the available time and word constraints, it would be impossible to undertake a study
of the Anglo-Ottoman relationship from 1583 up to 1757, when England’s relationship with
the Ottoman Empire became an issue in what historians have called ’the eastern question’.2
My study concentrates instead on the first eighty years of direct diplomatic relations from
their establishment up until 1661, when the Restoration had ensured the continuation of the
Stuart dynasty on the English throne, and the reins of Ottoman power had successfully passed
from one Koprulu Vizier to another. This allows an investigation of the issues which shaped
the relationship, the way in which both English ambassadors and the Porte adapted to dealing
with each other on a practical basis and the form these negotiations took. It is an exploration
of the English response to relations with a non-European power and how such relations,
conducted alongside western concepts of diplomatic privilege and immunity, helped them to
define and widen their own concept of diplomacy.

The Anglo-Ottoman relationship in this period is particularly interesting because both
states experienced rapid change, internal revolution and increased bureaucratisation leading
to a period of greater stability after ¢.1656. These similarities arose from the requirements and
aspirations of the state, which, in both cases, sought to deal with the problems of supplying
the state treasury, keeping open links and communications between the centre and the
periphery, and protecting national interests by maintaining a profile upon the international
stage.

The relationship also highlighted the differences between England and the Ottoman
Empire. It developed when England was beginning to expand beyond Europe, while the
Ottoman Empire had already expanded as far as Yemen, North Africa, the Dalmatian Coast,
Hungary and the Caucasus. It had already stretched itself as far as its supply lines would allow

and was adjusting to a period of virtual stasis and consolidation. Political and commercial

1 See Mim Kemal Oke: 'Professor Arminius Vambery and Anglo-Ottoman Relations (1887-1907)
TSAB 9 (1985) pp. 15-27, p. 15.

2 To gain a picture of this span of relations, see the collection of articles edited by William Hale
and Ali Thsan Bagis: Four Centuries of Turco-British Relations (Walkington, 1984)




6

diplomacy must be examined in the light of the broader context of the national and domestic
concerns of both the Ottoman Empire and England in order to fit this often neglected
Christian~Muslim cordiality into its European context.

The chronological scope of any study is somewhat arbitrary but traces the relationship
from its vulnerable beginning, through to the first peak of English diplomatic influence at the
Porte in the 1650s to see how and why the English reached this pre-eminence. By the 1660s,
the Dutch had surpassed English trade in the region and the French were again beginning to
challenge English diplomatic supremacy at the Porte.

The English position remained favourable until the mid-1670s when the Capitulations
reached their final form, so 1661 does not mark a clear-cut dividing line in English fortunes.
Indeed, the patttern of diplomacy continued along the same lines as it had done in the first
half of the century, with the new ambassador, Heneage Finch, Earl of Winchilsea, relying on
the experience and practices of his predecessors.

Nevertheless, there was a sea-change in the priorities of the Ottoman Empire and
England in the 1660s. Both had suffered a period of internal turmoil in the 1640s and early
1650s and each wanted to put his own house in order. The international battle to maintain a
balance of power had shifted away from the Ottoman orbit to the sea-ways of the world: to
the Baltic, the Atlantic and the Caribbean, making cooperation against joint enemies less
likely. The relationship remained important because of England’s interests in the
Mediterranean and her resident communities on Ottoman territory, but the international

dimension had dwindled, albeit temporarily, in the 1660s.

Problems and Sources
A major problem of this study is the nature of the sources. The obvious language
difficulty of Ottoman sources is compounded by a paucity of Ottoman sources relating to

English affairs at the Porte. The Ecnebi Defterleri (registers of foreigners) for the English in
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this period do not survive.l The Muhimme Defterleri (registers of important matters) which
contain imperial responses to petitions are less fruitful for diplomatic matters and are only
catalogued to the mid-1590s. To deal with the uncatalogued registers would take considerably
more time than I possess.

Such problems with the Ottoman sources inevitably create problems of balance. As a
historian venturing into the world of the Ottomanist, I have taken pains to level any western
biases which might creep in by using the Ottoman sources collected in the works of Ahmet
Refik, A.N. Kurat and Susan Skilliter.2 T have also used the Italian translations of various
fermans (imperial orders) which are enclosed in the reports of the English ambassadors.

The Ottoman chronicles of Selaniki, Pegevi and Naima help to build up a picture of
the Ottoman context of the relationship.® Ottoman diplomatic practice and the workings of
the Ottoman administration can be established through various hand books and documentary
studies while there is a wealth of western and Turkish secondary source material which
assesses the concerns and priorities of the Ottoman Empire.

In addition to building up this composite view of the Ottoman Empire, it was
important to balance English sources with reports from other Western representatives at the
Porte.* Venetian reports and accounts of the French ambassadors, who were England’s

greatest rivals at the Porte for most of the period, can counterbalance English versions of

1 Given how much business England did with the Porte, it is inconceivable that no such register
existed.

2 See above, p. 4.

3 See Mustafa Efendi Selaniki: Tarihi (ed. & translit.) Dr. Mehmet Ipsirli (Istanbul 1989) 2 Vol.;
Pecevi:Tarihi (ed.) Bekir Sitki Baykal (Ankara, 1981-82) 2 Vol.; Mustafa Naima: Tarihi (trans.)
Zuhuri Danigman (Istanbul, 1969) 6 Vol. with corroboration from Naima: Tarihi (Constantinople,
1283) 6 Vol. :

4 For the benefits and pitfalls of using foreign reports, see Ezel Kural Shaw: "The Double Veil:
Travellers’ Views of the Ottoman Empire from the Sixteenth to the Eighteenth Century’ in Ezel
Kural Shaw & Colin J. Heywood (eds.): English and Continental Views of the Ottoman Empire
1500-1800 (Los Angeles, 1972) pp. 1-29




events.!

On the English side, the official reports of successive English ambassadors to the Porte,
give considerable detail.2 These are supplemented, where possible, with personal letters and,
in the case of Sir Thomas Bendish (ambassador 1647-60) diaries, of ambassadors.® Details of
life in the English communities in Constantinople, Smyrna and Aleppo can be gleaned from
the Company papers and from the accounts of various administrative staff at the embassy.*
Accounts of contemporary travellers add further glimpses of the life of the English
communities. In addition, parliamentary proceedings, proclamations and the letters of various
secretaries of state place the Anglo-Ottoman relationship into the broader context of English
foreign policy.

These, then, are the main sources for my thesis. Western sources have been used
cautiously, and as far as possible, objectively. Biases within the sources were not
insurmountable since the Anglo-Ottoman relation was generally a pragmatic one, with
compromises on both sides. The form which my study takes fell into place almost as
straightforwardly.

Form of Thesis

My study aims to be accessible to historians of Ottoman and English history alike and
attempts to introduce both audiences to the domestic expectations which governed relations

and to the working environment of ambassadors at the Porte. For this reason, two introductory

1 On Venice, see CSPV. On France, E. Charriere: Negotiations de la France dans le Levant (Paris,
1848-60); Gerard du Tongas: Les Relations de la France avec 'Empire Ottoman durant la Premiere
Moitie du Dix-Septieme Siecle (Toulouse, 1942)

2 These are mainly to be found in the PRO, States Papers 97/1-17 although others are scattered
in the Egerton and Nicholas Papers in the British Library (See individual references for these).
Only Thomas Roe’s official correspondence has been published, in Negs.

3 Dates of ambassador’s residence will be given in brackets on his first appearance in each
chapter. A fuller biography of each ambassador is given in Appendix I. For Roe’s private letters
to Dr Foxe, see B.L. Harl. Ms 416 ff. 114-115a; 130-131a; 232; for Bendish’s personal papers see
Essex Records Office D/dhf 01-049.

4 For Company papers, see PRO SP105/110;/143-4; for Aleppo registers see SP 110; For accounts
by embassy personnel see Bodl. MS. Rawl C 799; John Sanderson: Travels (Hakluyt Soc., 1931) and

Purchas.
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chapters deal with the *world-views’ of the English and Ottoman states, showing their goals
for foreign policy and constraints in domestic policy. These provided the motivations for the
relationship and shaped the nature of it. They also demonstrate that commercial and political
aspirations form an integrated diplomatic policy in this period.

Moving on to the Porte in part I, an analysis of the ceremonial etiquette of the
Ottoman state demonstrates how important the correct forms were to the establishment and
maintenance of status. In the second chapter, the formality and detachment of the sultan is
contrasted with the more adaptable English court greetings, and the status of the English
ambassador to the Porte within the English court hierarchy is assessed.

Leaving the glittering ceremonial of the courts, the study then explores the nature of
the embassy itself: its personnel and administrative work. This establishes how the English
managed routine diplomatic affairs and why they were so successful in a system more
formalised than their own.

The bulk of the thesis examines the development of English policy involving the
Ottoman Empire. This is restricted to three main areas which were mutually important to both
parties. Firstly, the most basic level of diplomacy: ambassadorial attempts to protect the
resident English communities in Constantinople, Smyrna and Aleppo. An exploration of the
differing experiences of these communities and the Ottoman response to them establishes that
the English received fairer treatment at the hands of the Ottomans than is traditionally
believed.

The second sphere of concern for ambassadors, and policy-makers in England, was the
security of shipping in the Mediterranean, a corollary of protecting English trade. There were
two strands of this policy: broad-based security policy and the individual protection of
Englishmen, shipping, and property in the region. Once again, this reinforces my argument
that the English were treated favourably by the Porte and that Ottoman failure to ensure
security was the result of a growing lack of control over their North African vassal states
rather than an unwillingness to cooperate on the part of the Porte itself.

Finally, there is a brief survey of the wider diplomatic efforts of the English at the
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Porte, focusing on the 1620s: their efforts to secure a European balance of power and to take
a lead in international affairs. The Porte, with its exclusive band of resident ambassadors,
offered good opportunities for the English. They could secure their own interests in other
international spheres by acting as intermediaries for other powers with interests in the
Ottoman orbit. The study assesses English motivations and the methods they use to put
pressure on the Porte. The picture which emerges is by no means that of a weak Ottoman
state, easily persuaded to act by western powers. In foreign affairs, the Ottoman state had its
own agenda and it is clear from this study that it would only comply with English pressures
when it suited its own purposes to do so.

While my study by no means exhausts the subject, it provides an introduction and an
Ottoman context to this neglected aspect of English foreign policy for the English historian
and provides a picture of the changing apparatus of the Ottoman state and the development
of East-West diplomacy for the Ottomanist.

I have tried hard to be all things to all historians and Ottomanists and hope I have not
failed in my attempt to engage two audiences. I am conscious of daring to bridge the wide gap
between English historians and Ottomanists in such a short time. I hope that others, more
skilled than I, may find the time to fill in the details of the period and of individual embassies
and take up the challenge to trace the development of relations to the fully reciprocal

diplomacy of the final decades of the eighteenth century.
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THE VIEW FROM WHITEHALL: ENGLISH FOREIGN POLICY AND THE NATURE OF
ANGLO-OTTOMAN RELATIONS

The Motivation Behind English Foreign Policy

It is dangerous to look for consistent trends of policy over a period of nearly a century,
from 1580 to 1660. In most cases, foreign policy was formulated to deal with the immediate
necessities of short-term crises. Decisions taken in foreign affairs were frequently reactions
to events abroad and their impact on England rather than English foreign policy initiatives.
Nevertheless, the issues and motives which shaped decisions were common to both Tudor and
Stuart governments, and this created a natural continuity in foreign policy.

National security, or the creation and defence of stability in England both domestically
and externally, was clearly at the base of all foreign policy decisions. There was, however, a
cocktail of considerations vying for pre-eminence as the best method to achieve it. Successive
English governments had to decide which of these ways was to be given priority in policy-

making.

The Religious Dimension

One vehicle for ensuring stability was to conduct foreign policy through alliances
created on the basis of religious ideology. Although the Reformation had put the rubber-
stamp on the death of ’Christendom’ as a unified community bound together by a common
religious identity, there still remained a degree of common Christian solidarity, especially
when faced by outsiders such as the Ottoman Empire. English governments particularly
favoured this approach because it suited the restricted budget and resources of England.

Policies involving religious ideology varied in emphasis according to the circumstances
and personalities of individual English monarchs and their governments. Both Elizabeth and
James made attempts to re-assert the concept of a corps of Christendom, possibly with the
ulterior motive of embroiling the Spanish and Austrian Habsburgs against their traditional

Muslim enemy, the Ottoman Empire, and thereby restraining their activities against the
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English.!

Elizabeth used the newly established Anglo-Ottoman diplomatic relations to pursue
the idea of a Christian Commonwealth, by promoting herself as a mediator for Christendom
in the territorial struggle of the Austrian Habsburgs against the Ottomans, thereby
undermining Spanish claims to the leadership of the Christian community. She also hoped to
gain the goodwill and active intervention of the Austrian Habsburgs against Spanish hostility
to England. At the same time, she hoped to distract the Spanish from their English campaign
by forcing them to campaign against the Ottomans in the Mediterranean.

James I pursued a similar policy, albeit more reluctantly, because the Anglo-Ottoman
relationship had developed so successfully that the English were in a strong position at the
Porte and able to arbitrate on behalf of the Catholic king of Poland, Sigismund III. James’s
hesitation over this form of mediation lay in his strong personal sense of the vocation of a
Christian Prince. He exhibited a traditional contempt for dealing with Muslim states,
complaining when he had to receive an Ottoman Cavug who visited England in 1603, and even
threatened to close the embassy in Constantinople.2 He allowed the English ambassador at the
Porte to act as mediator only as part of his wider programme of European diplomacy and
revealed in *The Peacemaker’ that he was personally in favour of a joint Christian campaign
against the Ottomans.? Clearly, this was not a realistic proposal, but once again tied in with
his concept of Christian kingship and with his desire to see a re-united Europe enjoying peace
internally while attacking an external threat.

The improbability of such unity of action was emphasised by the action of resident

western ambassadors at the Porte. Consensus between ambassadors was rare and pragmatic

1 On the concept of a corps of Christendom, see Franklin L. Baumer: ’England, the Turk and
the Common Corps of Christendom’ AHR 50 (1944-45) pp. 26-48; Ibid: *'The Conception of
Christendom in Renaissance England’ Journal of History of Ideas 6 (1945) pp. 131-56.

2 See CSPV 1603-7 pp.121-22 no. 169 Piero Duodo and Nicolo Molini, Venetian Ambassadors
in England to Doge and Senate, 11 Dec. 1603; Ibid. pp. 184-85 no. 278 Nicolo Molini to Doge
and Senate, 6 Oct. 1604.

3 See J.V. Polisensky: 'Bohemia, the Turk and the Christian Commonwealth (1452-1620)
Byzantinoslavica 14 (1953) pp. 82-108, p. 107.
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considerations of national interest generally won out over allegiance to a corps of Christendom
presenting a united front to the Muslim authorities.

The ideological thrust of English foreign policy was increasingly determined by a sense
of protestant identity. This was apparently contradictory to the promotion of Christendom as
a vehicle for maintaining stability because it placed the English in a Protestant alliance with
Holland, Sweden, various princedoms of Germany and the Huguenot minority in France
against Catholic Spain, France and the Austrian Habsburg regime. In Elizabeth’s and James’s
reigns, however, such Protestant orientation of policy existed as part of the larger idea of
Christendom as a means of securing strong defensive allies for England against Spanish
aggression.

For many, including those who served as agents of the state, Protestantism was a strong
guiding influence.! Thomas Roe, English ambassador to the Porte (1622-28) exhibited a
particularly firm and actively pursued commitment to a truly pan-Protestant cause. His policy
represented a rare case where an ambassador personally influenced government policy, but the
motivation of the government in accepting the policy differed from his personal ideological
goal, being governed by a desire to find the best way to pursue and protect English interests.

Both Elizabeth and James reluctantly espoused the leadership of a loose protestant
alliance, Elizabeth needed all the allies she could find to support England against Spanish
hostility after 1585 and James saw it as a means to develop support for his programme of
uniting Europe through diplomacy.?

In Charles I’s reign, the emphasis shifted further to a protestant rather than a Christian
policy which corresponded most closely to Charles’s dreams of diminishing Habsburg
dominance, and securing English trade interests abroad. His efforts to protect the Huguenots

at La Rochelle in 1627 were aimed at restoring the power of the Protestant lobby in France

1 See Ian Roy: ’England Turned Germany? The Aftermath of the Civil War in its European
Context’ TRHS 28 (1978) pp. 127-44, pp. 131-32 for the involvement of English individuals
on ideological grounds in the Thirty Year War .

2 On James I's commitment to this theory and his attempts to put it into practice, see W.B.
Patterson: ’King James I and the Protestant Cause in the Crisis of 1618-22" Studies in Church
History 18 (1982) pp. 319-34.
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and reviving an Anglo-French alliance in place of a French-Spanish accord, which Richelieu
was pursuing at that time. Charles’s involvement in, and attempts to lead, a loose Protestant
anti-Habsburg grouping during the Thirty Years War endeavoured to create a balance of
power which left England less threatened by her Catholic neighbours. His efforts were limited
by domestic constraints and effectively suspended by the outbreak of domestic hostilities in
1642, but this slant to foreign policy was a legacy to the Commonwealth, which continued to
pursue the containment of the Habsburgs although it was also forced to turn on its protestant
Dutch neighbours to protect its commercial interests.

Religious considerations were not the only determinant of foreign policy. With a
limited budget and no standing army until the Civil War, English governments were loathe to
involve the state in military campaigns. While English troops did fight abroad throughout the
period, they were more of ten mercenaries than troops supplied as part of government policy.
Although Elizabeth provided troops to support the Dutch against the Spanish from 1584-1604,
they were sent as the outcome of increasingly worsening relations between England and Spain
rather than from a desire to play a leading role in the European arena. Only when Charles,
first as prince and then as king under the sway of George Villiers duke of Buckingham, began
to influence policy did English troops participate in foreign campaigns at the instigation of
the Crown as part of an active foreign policy. The failure of Mansfeld’s expedition, supplied
with English troops, to recapture the Palatinate in 1624 and the disasters of Cadiz in 1625 and
La Rochelle in 1627 demonstrated that the English had neither the resources or the command
structure to adequately supply and organize campaigns abroad. Campaigns cost money and it
was out of the question for England to pursue hostile policies against all her rivals at once. Her
best hope lay in achieving strength through a combination of strong defensive alliances abroad

and domestic stability.

Trade and the Crown-Company Relationship

Consideration also had to be given to the importance of developing and protecting

foreign trade as England required a strong economic base to sustain its internal stability. Trade
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supplied the provisions of defence; munitions and naval materials. Indirectly, it provided
income through taxes and duties which could fund defensive campaigns. It was therefore
militarily important for England to maintain a broad trade base but trade was also important
in its own right.

The relationship between commerce and the Crown had always been close since the
Crown benefitted from dues and duties paid by merchants. From the 1580s on, as the Crown
struggled to balance its books as expenditure increased, cooperation between Crown and
commerce became even closer, especially with the establishment of several new chartered
companies with Crown monopolies for trade in the 1580s and 1590s. These Crown grants to
the Levant and East India companies reinforced the Crown’s commitment to commerce by
placing selected groups of merchants in a privileged trading position. Both Crown and
companies benefitted mutually from favourable commercial legislation to protect trade and
the establishment of diplomatic representation endorsed by the Crown but funded by
companies.

The new companies became increasingly supportive of the Crown which was a major
share-holder.! As the advantages of their commercial enterprises abroad became apparent,
so the companies grew in stature, becoming the ’city merchant political elite’ of London.2 By
1630, almost half in value of England’s imports (excluding wines) were being brought into the
country by the Levant and East India Companies. They were an effective lobbying group,
presenting petitions drawn up by members assemblies to the Crown through an executive
committee led by the governor. Companies began to have a voice in commercial policy
through domination of the Aldermanic court and the Customs Farming Syndicate. The
company structure set members apart from small independent traders and producers in the
city, and their desire to protect the exclusivity of their privileges made them naturally

conservative.

1 Lawrence Stone: ’State Control in Sixteenth Century England’ Ec.HR 17 (1947) pp. 103-20,
p. 114

2 See Robert Brenner: Merchants and Revolution. Commercial Change, Political Conflict and
London’s Overseas Traders 1550-1653 (Princeton, NJ, 1993) p. 4.
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The Crown and the Levant Company became interdependent as the Company relied
on government protection in the form of naval support in the Atlantic-Mediterranean and
legislation restricting freight to English ships while the Crown continued to increase its
revenue from customs duties. Even in the 1630s when the Company quarrelled with Charles
over the right of Strangers’ Consulage on goods freighted to the Levant in English ships, it
displayed no widespread discontent with the Crown.!

The relationship lasted because the Crown tried to meet the Company’s needs and the
Company recognised the extent of its privileged position. After all, Charles I’s policy of peace
with Spain in the 1630s made the route to the Mediterranean more secure and the ship money
fleet was used to support merchant shipping in the Levant. In addition, Charles’s new Book
of Rates was favourable to the Company: the duty on raw silk remained static while that on
currants was reduced. An indication of the strength of the alliance between Crown and
Company came in 1634 when the Company was given the right to establish an agent in the
customs house to inspect incoming and outgoing Levant cargo, protecting the Company against
interlopers.

Given this level of mutual support, it is not surprising that the majority of Company
merchants in London sided with Charles in the civil war.2 They viewed Parliamentary desires
for reform as detrimental to general stability and their own particular position. Those
merchants who supported Parliament were marginal members of the Company who felt they
could improve their position in the free-trade conditions that they expected Parliament to
endorse. The position was mirrored in the Levant, where the established merchants remained
neutral while younger, less powerful merchants threw their lot in, first with the Parliamentary
cause and then, after the establishment of the Commonwealth, with the king-in-exile,

believing that they would benefit from reduced commercial control.

The Company had struggled against the free-trade lobby almost since its inception. In

1 See below, p. 93 ff on Strangers’ Consulage.

2 For a detailed analysis of Levant Company loyalties during the English Civil War, see
Brenner: Merchants pp. 374-81.
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the 1590s, trade monopolies had come under fierce attack in the parliamentary discussions
about the public interest of monopolies and the debate had been renewed with particular
reference to trading companies in the parliamentary session of 1605-6.1 The clamour over
free trade was renewed with the establishment of the Commonwealth and the Company feared
it would not be able to renew its charter. It presented lengthy petitions to the authorities
outlining the necessity and benefits of the Company trade.? The Company’s perception of the
vulnerability of its position was probably exaggerated. The Commonwealth recognised the
value of the revenue generated by the Levant trade and made a special case of the Company,
arguing that it was in the public interest for the trade to continue in its restricted form. The

Company was once again assured of a cordial relationship with the ruling authorities.

The Development of the Trading Companies

Although the idea of a regulated company had existed since the reign of Henry VII
when the Merchant Adventurers had been chartered, the purpose and activity of the
Elizabethan merchant Companies was new. The Merchant Adventurers had conducted an
export trade in cloth, centring their overseas operation on the Antwerp market. From there,
English cloth was bought and transported across Europe by Italian and French buyers. English
interest only stretched as far as the Netherlands trade. The Elizabethan merchant Companies,
however, were primarily import driven and went beyond the borders of Europe to seek direct
access to old markets and to establish new ones.

The English had conducted trade outside Europe in the first half of the sixteenth
century when English merchants were recorded trading in the Levant. However, direct English

trade seemed to cease between the 1550s and the 1570s when English exports to the Levant

1 Pauline Croft has suggested that the renewed hostility to the monopoly companies stemmed
from gentry concerns that the corn trade would become restricted to the newly reformed
Spanish Company, see her ’Free Trade and the House of Commons, 1605-6 Ec.HR 28 (1975)
pp. 17-27.

2 For two such petitions, see PRO SP105/144 ff. 64Y-68" Company to Council of State for
Trade: Narrative of Beginning and Progress of Trade to Turkey, 4 May 1652; ibid ff. 76Y-89
Ibid to Ibid: Reasons why Trade to Turkey will be carried with More Advantage to
Commonwealth in a Company than in an Irregular Way, 21 May 1652.
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were again mainly channelled through the traditional Antwerp market by Venetian and French
merchants. Venetian rather than English merchants began to carry Levant goods to England.

The reasons for the English withdrawal from direct trade are not clear and have not
yet been adequately explained. It is possible that Spanish control of the straits of Gibraltar and
hostility to English merchants from the 1550s made the route undesirable and difficult.! The
interruption of the Mediterranean route goes some way to explaining why the English were
so keen to find the legendary north-east passage to Cathay as an alternative route to eastern
markets. The establishment of the Russian trade and its extension into Persia was clearly
viewed as a potential substitute to the Levant market, as was the drive to establish other
markets in West Africa and the West Indies.

While alternative markets could be found for English exports, and they could continue to
reach the Levant via the Antwerp network, the English were content to stay out of the Levant
themselves. However, by the 1570s, neither Antwerp nor the Venetians were able to guarantee
supply of the valuable Levant imports of raw silk, spices and currants which the English
demanded.

There were several reasons behind this disruption of the Levant import trade. From
the 1560s, the Antwerp market became unstable as the Netherlands began to struggle against
Spanish control in a series of revolts. Antwerp was also closed to the English between 1563-64
in retaliation for English attempts to restrict foreign trade.? It was closed again from 1569-
1573 when the Spanish commander in the Netherlands, the Duke of Alva, retaliated against

the English seizure of Spanish bullion intended to supply Spanish troops by ordering a trade

1 See T.S. Willan: *Some Aspects of English Trade with the Levant in the Sixteenth Century’
EHR 70 (1955) pp. 399-410, p. 404. Spanish hostility during the reign of Mary Tudor is rather
surprising but it is likely that, despite the political cordiality between England and Spain
through Mary’s marriage to Philip II, commercial competition and protection in Spanish ports
continued unabated. The problems of English merchants in Spain may also be explained by
Mary Tudor’s concentration on re-establishing the Hanse trade until 1555, which left other
merchant complaints unanswered. See G.D. Ramsey: The City of London in International
Politics at the Accession of Elizabeth I (Manchester, 1975) pp. 63-67.

2 See Ramsey: City of London pp. 172-3, 195-204, 208-10.
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embargo.! Even when trade resumed, the Revolt of the Netherlands continued to interfere
with trade. In addition to this disruption of the traditional London- Antwerp trade nexus, from
1570-73, the Venetians were occupied in a war over Cyprus against the Ottoman Empire,
which seriously restricted their maritime commerce and reduced their ability to act as middle-
men for trade between the Levant and England.

The temporary cessation of imports from the Levant made it imperative for the
English to take this trade back into their own hands and the coincidence of several favourable
circumstances made the re-launch of the English Levant trade successful. The moves towards
direct Levant trade led to the establishment of the Turkey Company in circa 1579. Elizabeth
was granting trade monopolies to generate more Crown revenue which gave a measure of
protection to the Company’s venture in the Mediterranean. Moreover, partly as a result of
technological developments brought to England in the 1560s by Flemish and Huguenot
refugees, the Company was able to benefit from new textiles, the so-called "New Draperies’.
These were better able to compete with the more expensive, superior quality Venetian
broadcloth and eventually replaced Venetian cloth in Levant markets. Finally, the English
Levant trade profited from the full support of the English Crown, because it was established
at a critical point in Anglo-Spanish relations, when Elizabeth was beginning to take Spanish
hostility seriously and sought allies to swing the balance of European power in England’s
favour, or at least restrict Spanish actions. Elizabeth was searching for strategic allies at the
same time as Osborne and Staper were seeking to open direct trade links with Ottoman ports.

The Anglo-Ottoman relationship developed within this framework of considerations.

The Strategic Role of the Anglo-Ottoman Relationship

England had become increasingly wary of Spanish expansion and control of the
Atlantic and New World since France, the traditional enemy of the English, had become

embroiled in civil war in the 1560s. English merchants were frustrated by their exclusion from

1 See Neville John Williams: The Maritime Trade of the East Anglian Ports (Clarendon,
Oxford, 1988), pp. 74-76.
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the westerly routes, especially after 1580, when Spain also controlled Portuguese possessions.
The English government was concerned by Philip II’s designs on the English throne and the
activities of English Catholics abroad under Spanish protection. The Spanish threat moved
closer with the arrival of Alva and his Spanish troops in the Netherlands in 1567, and
culminated in the Spanish Armada of 1588. From then until the peace of 1604, the English
government openly pursued an active naval policy designed to re-open the Atlantic to English
shipping. Even during the negotiations for the Treaty of London, when England was
exhausted by war with Spain, the issue of England’s exclusion from the Atlantic trade routes
proved a major stumbling block.}

Although an active anti-Spanish policy was not executed until after 1588, contingency
plans for action were being prepared as early as 1578, the year in which William Harborne
first tried to establish direct trade with the Ottoman Empire. The development of hostility to
the Spanish acted as a catalyst to the development of direct Anglo-Ottoman diplomatic
relations formally established in 1583. Elizabeth’s firm stance against Philip II and her, albeit
reluctant, support of the Netherlands, especially in the provision of funds in 1577, provided
her with worthy credentials in the eyes of the Ottoman P<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>