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Abstract
This article examines the bilateral character of the Venetian ahidnameahdnames (capitulations) between the fifteenth and eighteenth centuriesfrom the fifteenth to the eighteenth century. Drawing on the texts of these agreements alongside supplementary Ottoman and Venetian legal and administrative documents-such as imperial decrees (nişan-ı hümayun), sultanic orders (firman), and decisions (deliberazioni) of the Venetian Senate- this article offers a comprehensive analysis of the reciprocal nature of the legal regime established in the Venetian ahidnameahdnames. It argues that the Ottomans and Venetians created a system of inter-state obligations that addressed military, political, and economic challenges shared by both states, above all the protection of navigation and the promotion of commerce between Venetian and Ottoman territories. Furthermore, this article calls for incorporating multiple sources, including non-Ottoman ones, to study the international legal regimes that Ottoman and European governments established to regulate diplomatic and commercial relations in the early modern period.
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I. Introduction
The Ottoman ahidnameahdnames[footnoteRef:1] (“capitulations” in European parlance) - peace treaties and charters of commercial rights to foreign merchants - constituted the framework for diplomatic and commercial relations between the Ottoman Empire and European states during the early modern period. One of the most debated issues in the vast scholarship of the ahidnameahdnames is whether these instruments were unilateral or bilateral grants of protection and trade privileges for foreign merchants. Focusing on the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and on the capitulations bestowed to northern European countries, above all England, France, and the Netherlands, numerous historians and legal scholars since the nineteenth century have denied that the capitulations included reciprocal trade rights for Ottoman subjects in Western Europe.[footnoteRef:2] More recently, scholars working on Central and Eastern European countries, above all Hungary, Poland, and Venice, have illustrated how reciprocity, especially in the exchange of captives or mutual trade, remained a constant in the instruments granted to these states (Turan 1968; Panaite 1994; de Groot 2003; Eldem 2006;  Matsui 2013; White 2017; Panaite and Dipratu 2020). These scholars have shown that the bilateral/unilateral nature of the capitulations depended on the dynamics of political and commercial relations between the Ottoman Empire and the European states that received them. [1:  In Ottoman chancery language, the term ahdname (“letter of pledge”) referred to both inter-state diplomatic and commercial agreements as well as to charters of rights and duties to Ottoman tributary states, like Dubrovnik and the principalities of Walachia and Moldavia, and to specific groups of Ottoman subjects, such as the Genoese of Galata after 1453 and Franciscan monks in Bosnia. In this article, I will deal exclusively with the ahdnames granted to European states. For an overview of the different meanings of the term ahdname, see Panaite (2000), and De Groot (2003).]  [2:  For an overview of the vast scholarship on the capitulations from the nineteenth century to the present day, see İnalcık (1971); Bağış (1998); Theunissen (1998), 185-190; Kołodziejczyk (2000), 3-7; Boogert (2005), 1-15; Guéna et al. (2022).] 

The Venetian ahidnameahdnames represent an important case of reciprocal inter-state agreements. From the early fifteenth century to 1797, the Republic of Venice neighbored the Ottoman Empire in the Western Balkans and the Eastern Mediterranean, engaged in intensive diplomatic exchanges with the Ottomans, and was a major commercial partner of the empire, hosting large groups of Ottoman merchants in its domains (Pedani 1994; Dursteler 2006; Costantini 2009) While in the fifteenth century the Venetian capitulations included numerous bilateral clauses on trade and navigation, during the sixteenth century, the apogee of Ottoman military power, these instruments increasingly took the form of unilateral grants of legal and commercial privileges to Venetian merchants which did not include reciprocal clauses for Ottoman merchants in Venice (Pedani 1994, 26–33; Theunissen 1998, 185–264; Horii 2017). This growing unilateralism in the Venetian ahidnames notwithstandingDespite this growing unilateralism of the Venetian ahdnames, Ottoman/Venetian diplomatic and commercial relations remained strongly bilateral throughout the early modern period.
This article offers a comprehensive study of the bilateral nature of the Venetian ahidnameahdnames from the fifteenth century to 1733, when the Ottomans issued a perpetual capitulation to Venice (Pedani 1996, 37/38). While historians of Venice and the Ottoman Empire have acknowledged the reciprocal element within the Venetian capitulations, their research has privileged specific topics, principally diplomacy, commerce, and anti-piracy provisions (Kafadar 1986; Pedani 1994; White 2017). This article examines multiple bilateral rulings of the Venetian ahidnameahdnames, additional ad hoc legislation issued by Ottoman and Venetian authorities, and case studies demonstrating the capitulations' application. It focuses on a few critical issues affecting Ottoman-Venetian relations: security of navigation, the repression of piracy, slavery and redemption, and the legal and economic status of Ottoman and Venetian merchants abroad. This article demonstrates how the Ottomans and Venetians created a complex system of inter-state law during the early modern period that bound Venice and the Ottoman Empire together through multiple commitments. Constantly bolstered by diplomacy, this system encompassed binding commitments for Ottoman and Venetian officials, the non-fulfillment of which led to diplomatic crises and wars.
Furthermore, this study expands our understanding of the capitulations’ regime by incorporating multiple Ottoman and non-Ottoman sources. In his pioneering study, Van den Boogert called for the inclusion of various Ottoman sources, not only the texts of the capitulations but also imperial-wide edicts (nişan-ı hümayun), specific commandments (hüküm or ferman) issued when the need arose, and imperial diplomas (berat) granted to consuls and European protegees (beratlı) (Boogert 2005, 19–25). Building upon Boogert’s framework, this study integrates Venetian administrative and legal documents, such as charters of privilege and administrative ordinances, issued by Venetian authorities on behalf of Ottoman subjects in Venetian territories, alongside Ottoman sources. Including Venetian administrative and legal papers matters because Venetian officials, to uphold their commitments to the Ottoman government, promulgated new laws and created new institutions to regulate the residence and economic activities of Ottoman subjects in Venice. These actions showed that the bilateral nature of the Venetian ahidnameahdnames included many more clauses than those written in the texts of the capitulations.

II. Navigation 
Since the fifteenth century, seaborne commerce has been central to Ottoman-Venetian relations. Maritime routes connected Venice with major eastern Mediterranean trade hubs, above all Istanbul, Aleppo, Alessandria, and, from the seventeenth century, Izmir. Regulating overseas navigation and reducing risks, such as natural disasters, tense encounters between Ottoman and Venetian ships, and pirate attacks, were central elements of the Venetian ahidnameahdnames. Since 1482, when the Ottomans had already become a significant naval power in the eastern Mediterranean (Brummett 1994; Bostan 2007), the Venetian capitulations included several clauses concerning navigation and shipwrecks.

1. Encounters on the Sea
With the development of the Ottoman navy under Mehmet II (reign 1451-1481) and its apogee under Süleyman I (r. 1520-1566), Ottoman military fleets became active in the eastern and western Mediterranean against the Spanish Habsburgs and their allies. During the sixteenth century, periods of open-warfare alternated with periods of corsairing warfare, which thrived in the Mediterranean after the Spanish-Ottoman truce of 1581 (Brummett 1994; Bostan 2007; Gürkan 2018). Encounters between Venetian and Ottoman military and commercial fleets became a repeated occurrence in the eastern Mediterranean during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. To regulate such encounters and avoid potential incidents, the Venetian ahidnameahdname of 1482 first included bilateral clauses on this issue, which became more elaborate during the sixteenth century (Theunissen 1998, 374). For instance, the capitulations of 1595 state: 

“If ships, galleys, and fleets from my Well-Protected Domains encounter Venetian ships, they should show friendship (dostluk) and not harm them. If their ships meet my fleet, which has set sail under my imperial command, or [Ottoman] galleys and ships, they should lower their sails and declare their friendship. If the [Venetian] ships and crews later suffer losses of personnel and cargo, they should be compensated. Similarly (hemçünan), if their ships, galleys, and fleets encounter my ships, they should act in friendship and not harm them. If they do, they should compensate for the losses in goods and persons.” (Theunissen 1998, 566).

Ottoman decrees issued during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries expanded on this ruling. For instance, in January 1605, Ahmed I (r. 1603-1617) issued an imperial decree (nişan-ı hümayun) prohibiting the Ottoman navy from demanding gifts (pişkeş) from Venetian ships upon encountering them at sea.[footnoteRef:3] This ordinance addressed a common complaint among Venetian captains and merchants, who were sometimes forced to give gifts from the ships' cargo to Ottoman naval officials they met at sea. For instance, in October 1607, three Venetian ships sailing to Istanbul encountered the imperial navy at Bozcaada (Tenedos), and their captains presented the Ottoman grand admiral, Frenk Cafer Pasha (in office 1606–1608), with 150 ducats per ship. The Venetian ambassador (bailo) in Istanbul, Ottaviano Bon (o. 1604-1608), lodged a complaint and obtained an imperial order (hüküm) reiterating the aforementioned prohibition on Venetian captains and merchants giving gifts to Ottoman naval officials.[footnoteRef:4] [3:  ASV, BAC 250, fol. 331r (evahir-i Şevval 1013/12-20 January 1605).]  [4:  ASV, BAC 275, reg. 393, f. 163v/164r (9 November 1607).] 


2. Shipwrecks
Until the advent of steamships in the nineteenth century, shipwrecks remained a constant threat to navigation across the Mediterranean. The Venetian ahidnameahdname of 1482 first included a bilateral clause to protect the crew and commercial goods after a shipwreck.

 “If Venetian ships, while coming to my Well-Protected Domains, encounter a contrary wind and are shipwrecked (helak olursa), the survivors cannot be enslaved, and the surviving goods should be delivered to owners. The Lords of Venice should operate in the same manner (mezkur beğler dahi bu üslub üzere eyleyeler).” (Theunissen 1998, 374).

This article prohibited Ottoman and Venetian authorities and subjects in the location where the shipwreck took place from enslaving survivors and seizing the saved goods. It outlawed the ius naufragi (the right to plunder shipwrecks) in the Ottoman Empire, a major threat to navigation and commerce in the medieval and early modern Mediterranean and a target of legislation in Christian and Muslim states (Lombardo 2025).
We have numerous examples of the application of the article on shipwrecks by Ottoman and Venetian authorities during the early modern period. For instance, in 1593, an Ottoman vessel carrying Bosnian merchants to Venice shipwrecked near the locality of Malamocco at the entrance of the Venetian lagoon. Because the water level was low when the ship sank, local fishermen and farmers managed to steal goods and coins from the wreck, above all a chest containing 3,400 esedi guruş. To protest these actions, the beylerbeyi of Bosnia, Hasan Pasha (o. 1593/1594), complained to the Venetian government and urged it to secure the recovery of all the money and goods.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  ASV, LST 5, no. 139 (undated).] 

On the Venetian side, in 1616, a convoy of three Venetian ships encountered a storm while entering the Dardanelles en route to Istanbul. One ship, a berton called Naranzera, ran aground near the town of Gelibolu, on the European side of the Dardanelles. At least thirty merchants, Venetians and Ottomans as well, owned goods on that ship which risked being lost due to water-related spoilage and possible seizure by local inhabitants. The bailo in Istanbul, Almorò Nani (o. 1614–1620), organized an expedition with Ottoman officials to recover the goods and obtained an imperial order (ferman) addressed to the Ottoman authorities of Gelibolu and surrounding districts to protect the salvaged goods.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  BOA, DED 13/1, sayfa (s.) 130, no. 636 (selh-i Safer 1026/7 March 1617).] 


III. Piracy/Corsairing
Corsairing and piracy[footnoteRef:7] were major sources of tension in Ottoman-Venetian relations throughout the early modern period. Pirate attacks against Venetian/Ottoman ships strained diplomatic relations and at times sparked conflicts, such as the War of Cyprus (1570–1573) and the War of Crete (1645–1669), which began after Christian pirates attacking Ottoman subjects took shelter in Venetian territory. With the end of open-warfare between the Spanish and the Ottomans in 1581, the number of corsair/pirate groups operating in the Mediterranean increased exponentially, affecting the shipping and commerce of numerous states, including, apart from the Venetians and Ottomans, North European countries, namely France and England, and the Dutch Republic, which had begun to trade with the Ottomans (Braudel 1973, Vol. 2, 865-891; Bono 1963; Bostan 2009; Greene 2010; White 2017; Fontenay 2018; Gürkan 2018). The threat of piracy became a major topic of discussion among European legal theorists and policymakers advocating the creation of a system of international law in the Atlantic Ocean and the Mediterranean, as well as among Ottoman policymakers and jurists who strove to regulate legitimate warfare in an increasingly geopolitically complex Mediterranean (Calafat 2011; White 2017). [7:  European and Ottoman legal and political authorities distinguished between “corsairs” (It. corsari, T. korsan, levend), who enjoyed state sanction to attack the latter’s enemies during war, and pirates (It. pirata, harami) who operated without state authorization exclusively for their self-interest. However, in the reality of navigation, commerce, and warfare in the Mediterranean. the difference between corsairs and pirates was often much blurred. (Calafat and Grenet, 2023, 37; White, 2021).] 

Given its political and economic consequences, it is not surprising that clauses on the repression of piracy appeared early in the Venetian ahidnameahdnames, as early as 1482 (Theunissen 1998, 374). Throughout the sixteenth century, as piracy in the Mediterranean increased exponentially, the Venetian capitulations began to include more detailed clauses on piracy. Furthermore, ad hoc imperial orders (firman) also expanded mutual obligations to fight piracy by addressing specific contexts and challenges. I will provide two examples. 
The 1595 ahidnameahdname includes several articles on preventing and repressing piracy. Two clauses are bilateral:

“If pirate boats and galleys (harami barçalar ve kadırgalar) come from other countries, the Lords of Venice should not offer them shelter in their ports and fortresses but must capture and strongly punish them. I will do the same (benim tarafımdan dahı ol veçhile amel olunup), prohibiting pirate boats and galleons from entering my ports and fortresses and punishing them.” (Theunissen 1998, 568)
“Captains of galleys, caiques, and other ships from my Well-Protected Domain must produce guarantors (kefil) before sailing to Venetian territories that they will not harm the latter. If they do not, they are guilty (mücrim ve günahkar olalar), and should be punished; and if they do and harm Venetian possessions, their guarantor should compensate the victims. The Lords of Venice should do the same (hemçünan Venedik canibinden). Before Venetian captains sail to my Well-Protected Domains, they must provide a guarantor who will ensure they will not harm my territories. If he does not, they are guilty and must be punished; if he does but commits crimes against my possessions, his guarantor is responsible.” (Theunissen 1998, 571)

From the 1595 ahidnameahdname onwards, new anti-piracy rulings address the activities of corsairs from North Africa (mağrib levantları, it. corsari barbereschi), who, despite being Ottoman subjects, often attacked Venetian shipping and territories in the eastern Mediterranean, causing substantial damage to Venetian commerce. The capitulations rule that Venetian subjects captured, enslaved, and sold by North African and other corsairs should be liberated from their Ottoman owners and delivered to Venetian officials.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  The ahdname of 1595 states: “If the galley of North African corsairs, the caique of other corsairs, or bandits (harami) from land attack islands and other locations under Venetian domination, capture Venetian subjects, and they carry them to Rumelia, Anatolia, North Africa, or other places, and sells them and keep them [as slaves] for themselves, these captives must be immediately returned to the Venetian bailo or his representatives and the corsairs and bandits must be delivered [to Ottoman officials] and punished (mühkem hakklarından gelinüp). If the captives had become Muslim, they must be freed (azad olup salıverile).” (Theunissen 1998, 569/570).] 

An imperial decree issued in 1604 at the request of the bailo Ottaviano Bon addressed the increased pirate attacks against Ottoman/Venetian shipping in the Adriatic and Ionian Seas.[footnoteRef:9] It states that Ottoman authorities must return the captives' goods stolen from Venetian ships by both Muslim (müslüman levandat) and Christian corsairs (harbi nasara korsanlar) within the Ottoman Empire. It also singled out specific groups of pirates for joint action by the Venetian and Ottoman authorities. They included Ottoman corsairs (korsan, levend) who took shelter in the fortress towns of Aya Mavra, Preveza, Moton, and Modon in Epirus and Morea (in today’s western Greece). The order prohibits Ottoman officials in these towns from sheltering these corsairs, urging them to punish them instead and liberate Venetian slaves. Similarly, this document addresses the Uskoks, a community of Catholic pirates based in the fortress of Senj (in present-day Croatia) in the northern Adriatic Sea under the protection of the archdukes of Austria. From the 1550s to the 1620s, they attacked Venetian and Ottoman ships in the Adriatic Sea, straining Ottoman-Venetian relations because the Ottomans at times blamed the Venetians for failing to protect their merchants in the Adriatic, which the Venetians claimed sovereignty over. The 1604 Ottoman document stipulates that, since the Uskoks are subject to the Austrian archdukes (Bac kralina kralına tabi), none can harass Venetians for the actions of these pirates (Pedani 2008; Stefini 2015, 162-169). [9:  ASV, BAC 250, f. 331v (evahir-i Şevval 1013/12-20 January 1605).] 

Due to its policy of cautious neutrality in the early modern Mediterranean geopolitical landscape, Venice was the primary victim of attacks by both Ottoman and European corsairs/pirates, and we possess far more evidence of Ottoman pirate attacks on Venetian subjects than vice versa (Tenenti 1967; Dursteler 2006, 32-41; White 2017, 103-182). Nevertheless, there are a few instances of Venetian piracy against Ottoman shipping. A famous example took place in 1584. The galley commander Gabriele Emo (d. 1585), who was patrolling the Adriatic Sea against pirates, attacked and seized an Ottoman ship near Corfu. The ship carried Ramazanzade Mehmed Bey, Ottoman governor (bey) of Djerba, and his mother on their voyage from Tunis to Istanbul. Emo had mistakenly considered the ship a North African corsair ship, which, according to the capitulations, Venice had to fight. This episode sparked a serious diplomatic crisis that threatened the peace between the two states (Fabris 1990).[footnoteRef:10] Apart from compensating the victims and releasing Ottoman captives, Venice tried and executed Emo publicly in 1585, in accordance with the capitulations’ reciprocal clauses on the punishment of corsairs and pirates. [10:  For other episodes of Venetian piracy against Ottoman territories and subjects, see ASV, DT 10, no. 1664 (evasıt-ı Muharrem 1019/5–14 April 1610); Dipratu (2020).] 


IV. Slavery
Apart from the common fight against pirates and corsairs, the release of slaves[footnoteRef:11] taken in pirate attacks, regardless of the religion and political status of the pirates/corsairs, was a reciprocal obligation held by Ottoman and Venetian authorities. The Venetian ahidnameahdnames only included a unilateral clause on the liberation of Venetian captives from Ottoman corsairs.[footnoteRef:12] Nevertheless, many historical examples of reciprocal liberation testify to a mutual Venetian/Ottoman commitment to release subjects of both states captured by corsairs/pirates during peacetime, when, according to the capitulations, enslavement of Ottoman/Venetian subjects was strictly prohibited (White 2017, 175). Two notable cases illustrate this practice. [11:  For “slaves,” I refer here to individuals held against their will regardless of whether their ultimate fate was ransoming or long-term domestic and maritime slavery (ex., as servants in their owner’s household or as rowers in a galley). Scholarship tends to distinguish between captivity (a short-term condition followed by ransoming) and slavery (a long-term condition involving domestic/maritime labor), even though European and Ottoman sources do not include precise legal definitions of these two conditions. On such ambiguity, see Calafat and Grenet (2023); White (2017), 64–65, 284, note 88.]  [12:  See note 8.] 

In 1588, Murad III (r. 1574-1595) wrote to Venice to commend Venetian naval officials for the liberation of thirty-nine Muslim captives from Spanish pirates near the island of Zakynthos by a Venetian armed galley. The latter’s captain executed the pirate captains and the members of the pirate crew, who included Venetian subjects, by crucifixion, and delivered the Muslim captives to the governor (sancakbeyi) of Morea, who then issued a sworn declaration (temessük) over the action of the Venetian captain.[footnoteRef:13] Two years later, in 1590, Murad III again, through an imperial letter, thanked Venice because the Venetian authorities on Zakynthos had successfully rescued a group of Muslim captives who had been captured by two Maltese ships while sailing from Thessaloniki to Istanbul aboard a karamursel (a small-oared sailing vessel) carrying wheat and timber. The Maltese ships had then shipwrecked in Zakynthos due to a storm, and local Venetian authorities captured the pirates and freed the stolen goods and Muslim captives, who later testified in the qadi court of Galata in Istanbul about their liberation by the Venetian officials.[footnoteRef:14] [13:  ASV, LST 4, no. 422 (evahir-i Şaban 996/16-24 July 1588).]  [14:  ASV, LST 5, No 500 (evail-i Cemaziyülevvel 998/ 18-27 March 1590); BAC, 250, reg. 333, fol. 12a (evasit-i Cemaziyülevvel/18-27 March 1590).] 

Beyond unilateral stipulations regarding Venetian slaves held by pirates, the Venetian capitulations also encompassed reciprocal rules governing runaway slaves and war captives. From the mid-sixteenth century, the Venetian capitulations included a bilateral article on the extradition or financial redemption of fugitive slaves crossing Venetian and Ottoman borders. According to the ahidnameahdname of 1540:

“A slave (esir) flees from Venice and comes to my Well-Protected Domains. If the slave becomes Muslim, his [Venetian] owner or a representative (vekil) coming [to the empire] to take him must receive one thousand aspers (akçe). If the slave remains an infidel, his owner should take him back. Similarly, in case a slave flees my Well-Protected Domains and goes to Venetian territories, if he is Muslim or he has become apostate (mürted), Venetian authorities should send him rapidly back. If the slave is an infidel, his [Ottoman] owner or a representative of the latter must receive one thousand aspers in compensation.” (Theunissen 1998, 442)

This article introduced a reciprocal extradition and compensation system for fugitive slaves. It bound Venetian and Ottoman authorities to return runaway slaves, but stressed the importance of religion in this process. Conversion to Islam automatically made a fugitive Venetian slave an Ottoman subject, but in such cases the Ottoman state was responsible for compensating the Venetian owner. Reciprocally, the Venetian government committed itself to return Muslim slaves and those who converted to Christianity, legally becoming “apostates” (mürted), and to pay a sum to the owner of an Ottoman slave if the latter was either Christian or Jew. This ruling of the Venetian ahidnameahdnames aimed to uphold the religious legitimacy of the Ottoman/Venetian authorities as protectors of Muslims and Christians, respectively.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  There are few instances of the application of this clause. In fall 1592, the grand vizier Siyavuş Pasha (o. 1582–1584, 1586–1591, 1592/1593) asked the Venetian government, according to the capitulations, to deliver him a slave named Yunus. The latter had received 900,000 aspers and commercial goods from the Pasha to trade in his name in Venice. However, while in Venice, he sold the goods, kept the proceeds, converted to Christianity, and refused to return to Istanbul. ASV, LST 5, no. 513 (evail-i Muharrem 1001/8–17 October 1592).] 

Finally, in the seventeenth century, in the aftermath of the War of Crete (1645-1669), the Venetian ahidnameahdnames incorporated a new category of slaves, “state slaves” (üsera-ı miri or miri esirler), that, in the context of Ottoman/Venetian relations, referred to military captives (sailors, captains, soldiers, and military officials) taken during conflicts. In the Ottoman Empire, the sultan legally owned these slaves, who, according to their ranks, were kept in either state prisons or sentenced to rowing in the Ottoman fleet (Smiley 2018, 40; Salarcı Baydar 2020). The capitulations compelled Ottoman/Venetian authorities to free such captives without paying a ransom, as was the case for privately owned slaves. The ahidnameahdname of 1733, which the Ottomans granted to Venice in perpetuity, included the following ruling.

“Both sides (tarafeyn) keep state slaves captured during war in state prisons (beylik zindanlar). Their captivity is contrary to the peace and to compassion and the generosity (mekarim) of the sultan and to the commendable tradition (adet-i hasene) and causes them distress.  According to the ancient customs (mutad-ı kedimkadim), both sides should free these slaves altogether by the sixteenth day from the peace treaty. During the time before their liberation, ambassadors of both sides should be vigilant of their well-being (huş-ı hal).”[footnoteRef:16] [16:  BOA, DED 16, s. 118 (zilhicce 1145/May 14–June 12, 1733).] 


V. Merchants abroad
1. Trade Reciprocity in the ahidnameahdnames
Protecting Venetian merchants in Ottoman territory was a key priority for Venetian diplomats negotiating with Ottoman sultans from the early fifteenth century onward. During the fifteenth century, Venetian ahidnameahdnames included bilateral commercial privileges for Venetian merchants in the Ottoman Empire and for Ottoman merchants in Venetian territories. The capitulation issued by Mehmet II in 1454, one year after the conquest of Constantinople, summarizes these trade privileges as follows.

“All merchants and subjects of the Illustrious Signoria of Venice can enter and exit my territory with their ships, enjoying protection of property. They can buy and sell goods whenever and wherever they desire in my Lordship (Signoria). They will be protected on land and at sea, as was the custom (consuetudine) during my father's reign [Murad II]. The Signoria of Venice will do the same (similmente) [towards Ottoman subjects].” (Romanin, 1853-1861, Vol. 4, 530).

However, starting in 1482, these bilateral clauses on trade disappeared from the Venetian ahidnameahdnames, and the latter increasingly took the form of unilateral concessions of trade rights by the Ottoman sultan to Venetian merchants. Hans Theunissen labeled this process the “nişanization” (Theunissen 1998, 253/254) of the capitulations, which took the form of bundles of legal and economic rights bestowed by the sultan to socioeconomic and religious communities in the empire, such as non-Muslim communities and artisanal groups. From 1482 onwards, the Venetian capitulations retained only two bilateral articles concerning the prosecution of debtors who flee their creditors across the two states' borders, as well as of criminals who commit crimes in one state and flee to the other. The ahidnameahdname of 1595 states: 

“Someone from Venice comes to my Well-Protected Domains to buy goods with a local merchant. If he does not pay these goods in full and flees [to Venetian territory], after I issue an imperial order (hükm-i şerifim), his creditors go to Venice, and he must be found and pay his debt. If someone from my Well-Protected Domains goes to Venice and buys goods from a Venetian but does not pay them fully and flees [to the Ottoman Empire], after his debt is certified, he must pay (sabit olan hakkı alıverile).”
“If an Ottoman non-Muslim (haraçgüzar) or a tax-farmer (amil) flees my Well-Protected Domains, arrives at fortresses or islands belonging to Venice and stays there, he should not be accepted and must be promptly delivered to my men coming to collect him. If, [while in Venetian territories] he kills people, steals goods, and carries them away. He should still be delivered back [to the Ottoman Empire]. I will do the same (benim canibimden dahı ol vech ile edtirilüp). If someone escapes from Venice [to the Ottoman Empire], kills, steals goods, and brings them here, he would be delivered back to Venetian authorities” (Theunissen 1998, 571/572)

These articles created an inter-state system of debt collection, mobility control, and criminal prosecution. On the one hand, Venetian and Ottoman authorities committed themselves to arresting and trying debtors and defaulters who fled across the Venetian/Ottoman borders. On the other hand, in cases of criminal offenses, such as homicide and robbery, Venetian/Ottoman officials were duty-bound to deliver the guilty party to the other state's authorities. Such clauses were unique to the Venetian capitulations in the early modern period and testify to the intense bilateral commerce and human mobility between Venice and the Ottoman Empire.
Two early-seventeenth-century examples illustrate how these articles were applied. In 1605, an Ottoman Christian (zimmi) named Covan from Ioannina (Tr. Yanya) in Epirus went to Venice to trade. He purchased a quantity of goods from Covan veled-i Tedarilu, a Venetian merchant, but remained indebted to the lattergoods from Covan veled-i Tedarilu, a Venetian merchant, but remained indebted to him for 528 esedi guruş and, to avoid payment, fled from Venice to the Ottoman Empire. The Venetian Covan appealed to the bailo in Istanbul and appointed a legal representative (vekil), named Koluna, to retrieve the credit in the Ottoman Empire. The bailo secured an imperial order according to which the qadi of Ioannina should investigate the charges against the Ottoman Covan, who, if his debt is proven, should pay Koluna.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  BOA, DED 13/1, s. 18/53 (25 Zilhicce 1013/14 May 1605).] 

The second case took place in 1610 in the Aegean islands. A Venetian subject from Crete named Covan committed some misdeeds (bazı fesadı zuhur edüp) in Tinos (Tr. İstendil), an island under Venetian overlordship, and then fled to Naxos (Tr. Nakşe), an island in Ottoman territory. The bailo Simone Contarini (o. 1608-1612) appealed to the Imperial Council (divan-ı hümayun), the sultan’s court in Istanbul, to have him captured and brought back to Tinos. Through an imperial command, the sultan ordered the qadi of Naxos to investigate the matter and deliver the convict Venetian subject to men sent there from the bailo.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  BOA, DED 13/1, s. 22/368 (25 Şaban 1019 / 11 November 1610).] 


2. Venetian merchants in the Ottoman Empire
The text of the ahidnameahdnames and supplementary imperial edicts regulated the status of Venetian merchants in the Ottoman Empire throughout the early modern period. Ottoman authorities sought to protect the lives and property of Venetian merchants, regulate their economic activities, and monitor their interactions with Ottoman society. They could engage in wholesale trade only through commercial brokers (dellal) and could not join craftsmen guilds (Veinstein 1998). Furthermore, the Ottomans confined them to secluded residential and economic spaces in Ottoman cities. Since 1453, Venetian merchants in Istanbul had to reside and trade within the walled city of Galata, while in the empire's Arab provinces they lived, stored their goods, and traded in secluded buildings (hans) (Bulunur 2014, 168/169; Faroqhi 1986, 379). 
At the same time, the Ottomans aimed to promote their commercial activities by bestowing on them a series of legal and economic privileges (Faroqhi 1986 and 2002; Boogert 2005, 19-62; Yutaka 2005; Stefini 2024). Venetian merchants were wholesale merchants who benefited from substantial fiscal exemptions, most notably from the cizye/harac, the Islamic poll tax levied on the Jewish and Christian subjects (called zimmi in Islamic legal terminology) of the Ottoman Empire. They paid only customs duties whose rate was regulated by the capitulations. Fiscal exemptions depended on short-term residence in the Ottoman Empire, which, according to Hanafi Islamic law was theoretically limited to one year, even though such a time limit was not usually respected.[footnoteRef:19] The ahidnameahdname of 1604 states the following: [19:  The length of residence of European merchants in the Ottoman Empire was also related to marriage and property ownership. From the seventeenth century onward, Ottoman authorities prohibited Venetians and other European merchants from marrying Ottoman women and purchasing real estate and agricultural land in the empire. (Boogert 2017; Stefini, 2024, 288-291)] 


“Those coming from Venice and its territories to my Well-Protected Domains to conduct business, be married or bachelor, on a temporary basis (rencberlik edüb) should not pay the harac.” (Theunissen 1998, 587)	Comment by 秋葉　淳: Can "rencberlik edüp" be translated as "on a temporary basis"? Yes. Renceberlik literally means “moving for a seasonal occupation” ( ex. seasona farmers). In other capitulations, the Ottomans use the term: “memalik-i
mahrusemde yerleşmeye varub girü gide anlardan harac taleb olunmaya”. The Venetian dragomans translate the sentencesin Italian as “without settling”. In other words, with rencberlik and other terms, the Ottomans meant that Venetian can come to do business in empire without settling permanently. They had to go back to their countries after doing business.

Venetian merchants also enjoyed a substantial level of communal self-administration in Ottoman cities. The baili and Venetian consuls collected communal taxes, such as consular fees on imported and exported goods, made administrative and trade-related decisions binding for the whole community, and administered justice in disputes between Venetian subjects, and collected the estates of dead Venetians without the intervention of agents of the Ottoman treasury. Regarding the last two issues, the ahidnameahdname of 1604 includes the following articles:

“If there is a dispute (niza) between two Venetians, the baili must adjudicate the case according to their customs (adetlerince), and nobody should hinder this.” (Theunissen 1998, 605)
“If a merchant from Venice comes to my Well-Protected Domains and dies while trading, the beytülmalcı [an official of the Ottoman treasury] should not interfere with his estate, which must be delivered to the bailo.” (Theunissen 1998, 588)

A major issue for Venetian merchants was administering justice for commercial and criminal controversies involving Ottoman subjects. These disputes fell under the jurisdiction of Ottoman state courts-qadi courts and the Imperial Council-even though the Venetians enjoyed important procedural privileges that enhanced their standing at court. As both non-Muslims and foreigners, Venetian merchants faced noticeable disadvantages in Ottoman Islamic courts. Above all, according to Islamic law, they could not testify against Muslims and Ottoman Christians/Jews as well. Oral testimony was the most important form of legal proof in court (Aykan 2026, 87-161; Apellániz 2020, 86-98).
The ahidnameahdnames and imperial orders issued throughout the early modern period addressed these legal biases against Venetian merchants. First of all, communal reprisals against the whole Venetian community for the debt of an individual were prohibited. Second, a Venetian dragoman (Tr. tercüman) was required at court; otherwise, any legal proceedings against a Venetian subject were invalid. Third, Venetian merchants' testimony was accepted in cases involving Ottoman Christian or Jewish subjects (zimmis). Fourth, in commercial disputes, an Ottoman plaintiff had to produce documents (sicil) issued by Ottoman courts regarding a trade transaction to sue a Venetian merchant. Witnesses alone were not enough to sue a Venetian subject. Fifth, the capitulations stipulated that disputes involving claims exceeding five thousand aspers fell under the jurisdiction of the Imperial Council. This court was also the only venue for bringing grievances against Venetian ambassadors and consuls. The 1604 Venetian ahidnameahdname includes two of these clauses. 	Comment by 秋葉　淳: This sicil means an independent document on a piece of paper, not a register, is that right? (The original meaning of sicil is a document on a piece of paper)

“If a merchant from Venice comes to Lepanto, Morea, and other territories belonging to my Well-Protected-Domains, nobody could detain and harass him for the debt of another Venetian merchant.” (Theunissen 1998, 587)
“Nobody should harass the bailo demanding he pay the debt of another Venetian, but the creditors should go to the location where the [Venetian] debtors reside and apply to the local qadi (kadı) for justice.” (Theunissen 1998, 607)
“If someone has a dispute with a Venetian merchant, they both must go to a qadi. If a Venetian dragoman is not present at court, the qadi should not hear the case.” (Theunissen 1998, 606).
“If someone has a dispute with the bailo, the case should be heard in the Imperial Council in Istanbul.” (Theunissen 1998, 606).
“There is a dispute between Venetians and non-Muslim Ottomans (haraçgüzar). The Venetians produce witnesses residing in the locus, but at court the Ottoman subjects maintain that only the testimony of local non-Muslims is admissible, while that of those Venetian Christians is unlawful. Since all the non-Muslims (kefere) belong to a single community (kefere millet-i vahide), I decree that in a lawsuit, the Venetian party can bring to court any non-Muslim, regardless of sect (sınıf), and his testimony holds validity according to Sharia (şerʽ-i şerif-i nebevi muktezasınca).” (Theunissen 1998, 587)

The rulings concerning the use of documents in Ottoman Islamic courts and the jurisdiction of the Imperial Council first appeared in ad hoc imperial commandments issued in the sixteenth century and were incorporated into the text of the Venetian capitulations from 1669 onwards.[footnoteRef:20]  [20:  For instance, see the 1733 ahdname (BOA, DED, d. 16, s.121).] 


“A Venetian merchant who engages with someone in my Well-Protected Domains in matters of selling, buying, guarantees, and other issues administered by Sharia should go to the qadi, have him register the transactions in his safeguarded book (sicil), and obtain a certificate (hüccet) in accordance with the established customs and imperial legislation (adet ve kanun üzre). If a dispute arises over such matters, the qadi should act in accordance with the aforementioned documents. If the Ottoman plaintiffs do not possess written evidence and produce false witnesses (şahid-i zur) residing in the same locality, they cannot demand anything from the Venetian merchants.”[footnoteRef:21] 	Comment by 秋葉　淳: A similar article was included in the English capitulations of 1580, quoted in Boogert 2005, 44. Reference to the English capitulations will place the Venetian case in a wider context.	Comment by tommaso stefini: Ok thank you, I will put this reference in the foot notes	Comment by tommaso stefini:  [21: This order was sent to the qadi of Cyprus in 1588. ASV, DT 8, no. 976 (evasıt-ı Muharrem 997/ 11 November–9 December 1588). This article on legal evidence was included in the English ahdname of 1580 (Boogert 2005, 44).] 

“According to the Capitulations, [in Naxos] if someone sues the above-mentioned [Venetian] consul or any other Venetian for a sum of money larger than 5,000 aspers, and if he does not have a court certificate (hüccet) or a title-deed (temessük) written by himself proving his claim, or in case that a court record (sicil) about such claim has not been registered in the qadi’s safeguarded records, the latter should not hear the case or listen to witnesses. The case should be heard at the Imperial Council.” [footnoteRef:22] [22:  This order was sent to the qadi of Naxos. BOA, MM 6004, s. 2, no. 6 (evasıt-ı Receb 1025/24 July–3 August 1616).] 


3. Ottoman merchants in Venice
From the fifteenth century onwards, Venice hosted large groups of Ottoman merchants- Christian, Jewish, and Muslim alike. Venice was the most important location of Ottoman commercial deployment in early modern Europe and was among the few places in Europe where free Muslims could reside and do business as a matter of routine (Turan 1968; Kafadar 1986; Dursteler 2002; Pedani 2008).
In contrast to the Venetians in the Ottoman Empire, whose legal and economic status was largely enshrined in the texts of the ahidnameahdnames, the standing of Ottoman merchants in Venice resulted from negotiations between different merchant groups and the Venetian authorities throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The Venetian government did not recognize all merchants coming from the Ottoman Empire as a single “Ottoman community,” but, according to religion, it distinguished among different religious groups: Jews (called “Levantine Jews”, hebrei levantini), Muslims (the “Turks,” turchi), Orthodox Greeks (greci) and Armenians (armeni). Venetian officials dealt with each group independently. Nevertheless, each of these merchant groups enjoyed similar legal and economic privileges in Venice.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  For an overview of foreign communities–Ottoman and non-Ottoman alike–in early modern Venice, see Ravid (2013).] 

Ottoman Sephardic Jews were the first group of Ottoman merchants to be formally recognized by the Venetians and the only ones to obtain a charter regulating their legal and economic status. In 1541, after the Ottoman-Venetian War of 1537–1540, Ottoman Jews obtained a general safe-conduct (salvocondotto) allowing them to reside and trade in Venice. It is my contention that this safe-conduct, alongside the general charter of 1589 (see below) and subsequent Venetian legislation for Ottoman merchants (Jews, Christians, and Muslims alike), constituted an integral part of the system of the Venetian capitulations, which encompassed reciprocal legal and economic privileges for merchants in both states. By granting fiscal, legal, and trade privileges to Ottoman subjects in Venice, the Venetian government fulfilled the mutual obligations established by the Venetian ahidnameahdnames. Venetian laws addressing the needs of Ottoman merchants in Venice mirrored the protections that the ahidnameahdnames, including both the texts and further Ottoman documents, provided for Venetian merchants in the Ottoman Empire. Failing to protect Ottoman merchants in Venice prompted complaints from Ottoman officials, who reminded the Venetian government of its commitments to Ottoman subjects and threatened reprisals against Venetian merchants in the empire (Arbel 1995, 95-168; Pedani 1994, 95-168; Stefini 2015).
 Like the ahidnameahdnames, the 1541 general safe-conduct to Ottoman Jews was time-limited, initially four months; later, it was periodically renewed every two years until 1577/1578. Venetian authorities defined them as “travelling merchants” (mercanti viandanti), exempted from all customs duties on goods brought from the Ottoman Empire, granted them permission to engage exclusively in overseas and maritime commerce, shielded their goods from collective reprisals for individual debts, barred them from conducting non-trade business activities (like moneylending), and confined them to a secluded space in Venice, the Ghetto Vecchio (Ravid 1976, 189). The text specified these conditions in several articles.

“The goods that they [Levantine Jews] bring from Upper and Lower Romania [Ottoman Balkans and Greece], should not be subjected to any type of custom duties…. such exemption, which excludes wine and wheat, will last two years and encompass any goods from Syria, Persia (Azamia), Egypt, and other places [in the Levant], that is, silk, spices, and other goods coming through Rumelia…”
“At our customs office, the goods brought by them to this city cannot be confiscated due to any ‘public and private debt’ (per debito alcuno si publico come particular).”
“The Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia [the Board of Trade] have the authority to lodge them in the Ghetto Vecchio”
“The aforementioned traveling Jewish Levantine merchants cannot run pawnshops, deal with second-hand clothes (strazzaria), and conduct any economic activity except for trading (salvo la sua simplice mercantia tantum).”[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  ASV, SMR 26, fols. 45v-46r (2 June 1541). For the edited text of the 1541 safe-conduct to Ottoman Jews, see Arbel (1995), 197-200.] 


Ottoman Jewish merchants were the first foreign group to obtain trade rights in Venice, marking a momentous shift in Venetian trade policy.[footnoteRef:25] This Venetian decision strongly demonstrates the importance of the ahidnameahdnames in shaping trade policy: Venetian authorities allowed Ottoman merchants to trade in Venice as part of bilateral agreements with the Ottoman sultans. [25:  On the international context of the Venetian trade policies towards Ottoman Jewish merchants, see Ravid (1991); Arbel (1995).] 

Venetian authorities formalized the status of Ottoman Jews in Venice in 1589 with a comprehensive charter called condotta (pl. condotte) issued to both Ottoman Jews and Sephardic Jewish merchants from Iberia (Ponentine Jews, hebrei ponentini).[footnoteRef:26] The 1589 condotta had to be renewed periodically (after ten years), and it both reconfirmed and expanded the legal and economic rights and duties of Ottoman Jews in Venice. They enjoyed the same commercial privileges as Venetian merchants: they paid the same low rate of customs dutiescustoms rate and could engage in the Ottoman-Venetian trade, which had hitherto been reserved exclusively for Venetian citizens (Ravid 1976, 211).  [26:  ASV, SMR  50, fols. 58v-60r (27 July 1589). For the edited Italian text, see also Ravid (1976), 219-222.] 


“[Levantine and Ponentine Jews] can come to Venice and other cities belonging to our state by land and sea carrying merchandise, with their families, merchandise, and other properties in safety…. paying the usual customs duties (soliti datii).” (Ravid 1976, 220)

Similar to Venetian merchants in the Ottoman Empire, they enjoyed a degree of communal self-administration: they appointed their own authorities (parnassim), collected communal taxes, arbitrated inter-group disputes, and administered the estates of the dead without interference from Venetian officials (cattaveri).[footnoteRef:27] However, they did not have formal authority in intra-group judicial matters, as it was the case with the Venetian baili and consuls in the Ottoman Empire: Jewish officials only arbitrated disputes voluntarily brought to them by Jewish litigants, while any lawsuit between Ottoman Jews and between Jews and other individuals (both Venetians and foreigners) fell under the jurisdiction of the Venetian Board of Trade (Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia) (Malkiel 1988, 140/141). Lastly, Levantine Jews were shielded from collective reprisal in case of war between the Ottoman Empire and Venice. The 1589 condotta included general regulations on self-administration and justice administration, while more specific regulations were issued across the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.[footnoteRef:28] [27:  For the prohibition against Venetian treasury officials interfering with the estates of deceased members of the Ottoman Jewish community, see Malkiel (1988), 41, Note 17; Prideaux (2022), 81.]  [28:  See the previous footnote.] 


“Levantine and Ponentine merchants have the freedom of appointing the officials for different matters (officiali, ministri, deputadi agli offici, negotii et carichi..) in their congregations as they please. These have authority to tax their members according to their individual shares.” 
“The Cinque Savi, according to the law of 1586 issued by this assembly [the Senate], are summary and unappealable judges (giudici sommari et inappellabili) for disputes (differenze) between Jewish and Turkish merchants. Similarly, the Cinque Savi are unappealable judges for Levantine and Ponentine Jews for contracts drawn between Jews.” 
“Reprisals against their commercial goods and other properties are illegal except in case of sedition against Venice (lesa maestà) and criminal disputes. Our judges should quickly help them to recover all their credits [towards Venetian subjects].”[footnoteRef:29] [29:  All these articles are mentioned in Ravid (1976), 220.] 

 “If a war starts between Venice and any other ruler, they cannot be arrested, and any reprisals against their properties and families are prohibited. In the event of war, they should continue to reside and trade in peace without being expelled from Venice.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  In this case, the Venetian officials were referring to the case of a war between the Venetians and the Ottomans. During the war of Cyprus (1570-1573), Venetian authorities confiscated the goods of Ottoman Jews and Muslims. Arbel (1995), 65-69.] 


Overall, the safe-conduct of 1541, the condotte from 1589 onwards, and supplementary Venetian legislation bestowed Ottoman Jews in Venice a standing comparable to that of Venetian merchants in the Ottoman Empire. Legally, they were temporary residents whose legal and economic privileges were contingent on the duration of a charter.[footnoteRef:31] Like Venetians in Ottoman territories, they could engage only in wholesale imports and exports, were barred from craftsmen’s guilds as non-Venetians, and could not own real estate (Ravid 1994, 123, note 16). They enjoyed a degree of communal self-administration in matters such as intra-group taxes, informal arbitration of intra-group disputes, and managing the estates of deceased community members. Furthermore, they had to reside in a secluded space, the Ghetto Vecchio, which, like Galata did for European merchants in Istanbul and hans in Aleppo and Cairo, offered them protection and allowed the state to control their interactions with the host society. [31:  The 1589 condotta allowed Ottoman Jews to bring their families, and many of them settled permanently in Venice thereafter. Ravid (1976), 220/221. However, all the condotte issued by the Venetian government until the end of the Venetian Republic in 1797 recognized Ottoman Jews as exclusively as “traveling merchants,” barring them from obtaining Venetian citizenship with its related benefits, such as political office and membership in artisans' guilds.] 

Lastly, like Venetians in Ottoman Islamic courts, Ottoman Jews in Venice enjoyed preferential treatment in Venetian tribunals. The aforementioned Board of Trade, as a merchant court, applied a form of summary procedure called “mercantile procedure” (alla mercantile); it entailed fast, cheap trials, the acceptance of documents from multiple sources, unappealable sentences, and the prohibition of lawyers and the limitation of witnesses. Widespread in commercial tribunals across medieval and early modern Europe, summary procedure addressed the needs of international merchants from different religious and political communities who would otherwise have suffered legal disabilities in the host country's courts.[footnoteRef:32] In Venice, state authorities granted this procedure exclusively to selected groups of merchants they wanted to promote, such as Ottoman merchants (Fusaro 2014).  [32:  For instance, according to Roman and Canon law, Jews and “heretics,” like Muslims, could not testify against Christians. Peters (1980), 198–204.] 

The condotte provided the blueprint for the legal and economic standing of other groups of Ottoman merchants in Venice, such as Muslims and Orthodox Greeks. Ottoman Muslim merchants from the Balkans and Anatolia began arriving in Venice in significant numbers from the 1540s onward, following the Venetian-Ottoman War of 1537–1540 and the issuance of the first safe conduct for Ottoman Jews. They did not receive charters of privileges: Venetian authorities regulated their status through supplementary measures issued by various Venetian magistracies.
The condition of Ottoman Muslims and Jews shared striking similarities. Muslim merchants had to reside in confined spaces: specific inns in the sixteenth century and, from 1621 onwards, in a large palace along the Grand Canal, the famous Fondaco dei Turchi (“Turkish Inn”), where they had to stay at night (Turan 1968; Pedani 2008, 4-6).[footnoteRef:33] Muslim merchants were also legally temporary merchants and paid the same privileged customs rate as Ottoman Jews and Venetian citizens; from 1586 onwards, they enjoyed the same legal privileges as Ottoman Jews, namely the jurisdiction of the Board of Trade (Ravid 1976, 199). This magistracy was also responsible for administering the Fondaco dei Turchi and for protecting and delivering to the empire the estates of dead Muslims in Venice without intervention from the officials of the Venetian treasury.[footnoteRef:34] In 1633 and 1644, with two decrees (deliberazioni) the Venetian Senate decreed that the Board of Trade had jurisdiction over all Ottoman merchants, Muslims, Christians, and Jews alike.	Comment by 秋葉　淳: Kafadar (1986) concerns the estate of a dead Muslim merchant in Venice.	Comment by tommaso stefini: Yes, I will mention here his article. Thank you. [33:  For the legislation regulating the Fondaco dei Turchi, see ASV, CSM, SS 187, fascicolo II (27 May 1621).]  [34:  The archives of the Venetian Board of Trade are replete with instances of this office collecting the estates of dead Muslim merchants and delivering them to their heirs. For instance, in 1603, Ali Nalbant from Shkodër (Tr. İşkodra) in Albania died in Venice. The Board of Trade delivered his estate to Kara Hüseyn, an agent (commesso) of Nalbant Mehmet, Ali’s father. CSM, PS, Capitolare 26, fol. 199v (12 June 1603). See also Kafadar (1986), 212-215.] 


“The office of the Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia will hear disputes between Levantine Turks and other Turkish subjects (sudditi turcheschi).”[footnoteRef:35] [35:  ASV, CSM, SS 4, fasc. 47/1, fol. 6r (12 September 1633); Rothman (2011), 229, note 56.] 

“The office of the Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia will hear disputes involving the communities (nazioni) of the Greeks, Armenians, Levantine and Ponentine Jews, and other subjects of the Turkish Emperor.”[footnoteRef:36] [36:  ASV, CSM, PS 153, unnumbered (23 January 1645). Rothman (2011), 230, note 6.] 


VI. Conclusions
This article aimed to offer a comprehensive overview of the bilateral nature of the Venetian ahidnameahdnames between the fifteenth and the eighteenth centuries. During these centuries, Venice maintained intensive diplomatic and commercial relations with the Ottoman Empire, and the capitulations reflected this. Bilateralism is evident in norms regulating navigation, the repression of piracy, slavery and redemption, and the legal and economic status of merchants in both states. The Ottomans and Venetians established a complex system of reciprocal commitments, a body of inter-state law, to deal with multiple challenges affecting peace and trade relations between the two states. 
The bilateral nature of the Venetian ahidnameahdnames manifests in both the multiple sources on the regime of the capitulations and within the diplomatic, military, and economic policies of Venice and the Ottoman Empire. This article demonstrates the necessity of integrating different types of Ottoman and Venetian documents to study the regime of the Venetian ahidnameahdnames, including the texts of the capitulations and further legislation issued ad hoc by Ottoman and Venetian authorities across the centuries. As shown by the case of Ottoman merchants in Venice, Venetian laws governing their residence and legal and economic standing closely resembled the regulations that Ottoman authorities had elaborated for Venetian merchants in the empire. Furthermore, analyzing normative sources alongside Ottoman/Venetian diplomatic encounters brings to light unwritten reciprocal commitments. We saw a clear instance of this with the Venetian practice of liberating Ottoman subjects captured by Christian pirates, an obligation not included in the text of the Venetian ahidnameahdnames or in further legislation. Only through a combination of diverse Ottoman and non-Ottoman normative sources and empirical diplomatic case studies can we uncover bilateralism in the regime of the ahidnameahdnames established between the Ottomans and foreign powers.
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