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This dissertation examines the cultural and diplomatic clashes that happened in the 17'"
century between the Ottoman Empire and France beginning with an Ottoman envoy’s visit to
Louis XIV’s Court in France in 1669. This visit has generally been given the labels “failed” and
“scandalous” by the western scope as a result of consequent conflicts that occurred between
these states’ representatives. In every moment that these representatives encountered each other,

their performances reveal fascination and confusion in trying to make sense of one another.

This study provides a close examination of these performative interactions which reveal
that this event was not necessarily a failure, but rather a commencement of spectacular social
reactions. Throughout the visit of Ambassador Miiteferrika Siileyman Aga, French officials were
skeptical about the envoys’ mission and did not know how to treat them, which resulted in novel

theatrical interactions such as the French foreign minister impersonating the Ottoman Grand



Vizier. This haphazard attempt to gain the upper hand in diplomacy, | argue, led to the adoption
of and permission to use Ottoman identifiers which developed into the practice of turquerie.
Throughout the century turquerie became a tool that was used to declare either political power
for its practitioner or resistance to authoritarian power. Thus, the visit, even years after it

occurred, has impacted French identity and its “high” culture.

This study analyzes the performativity of these events, their well-known products such as
Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme and turquerie, how they shaped these states’ identities and politics,
and the ways in which they still affect the scholarly approach to this period. Rather than relying
solely on French sources, | re-examine this encounter by including Ottoman sources of
diplomatic and cultural customs. This methodological approach reveals the French political
agenda behind this interaction and why this encounter, which has historically been referred to as
a diplomatic failure, may have been purposely orchestrated. | argue that giving an equal voice to
the point of view of the Ottoman Empire changes our conception of this, and similar, diplomatic

and artistic performances.
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Introduction

An invaluable manuscript which is preserved in Bibliotheque Nationale de France
exhibits the admiration that an Ottoman Turk, Slave Stleyman, has for France. In the middle of
this manuscript, the protagonist Stileyman, who formerly was a slave in Paris, had watched the
horizon with teary-eyes and sincere melancholy about France in 17" century Egypt. While
gazing upon the ruins of Heliopolis, he remembers the ‘Le Roi Soleil’, the French Sun King
Louis XIV. “Such a marvelous city which suits the sun king of France perfectly,” he shares with
the Ottoman statesmen who gathered around anxiously to hear more about the incredible stories
of France and its royal king. “These ruins were home for the sun-worshippers,” Stileyman says,
“and the king of France’s seal is the sun since the sun is the brightest star in the sky, just like the
French king is the strongest, smartest, and the most grandiose of the entirety of Europe.”! This is
a brilliant extension of an Ottoman- French cross-cultural transformative relation which emerged

after the political tension hit its high in the 1660’s.

This anonymous manuscript which is written in Ottoman Turkish asserts that an Ottoman
soldier who fought for the Ottomans against Habsburgs was taken as a war prisoner by a
kindhearted French architect. The architect taught Stileyman the core of the French civilization,
introduced him to King Louis XIV, and eventually permitted him to return to his hometown,
Ottoman land. The manuscript describes Siileyman’s experience and knowledge about France
and the French king. According to Suleyman, France is the center of civilization, the king is fair
and sublime, and the French military has all the technological advantages and strength with its

loyal soldiers.

! Bibliothéque nationale de France. Département des manuscrits. Supplément turc 221.



The fascination of Siileyman with the French government is intriguing for a scholar, all
the while over-exaggerated in various aspects. Nevertheless, my research could not find a trace
of this Ottoman persona’s existence in France during the indicated years. Moreover, the
description of France and the French King, the French identity, its civilization, courtesy, and
power presented in the manuscript accurately befit the French political strategy in defining its
national identity during Louis XIV’s reign. Correspondingly, I believe that it was fabricated by a
French mind impersonating an Ottoman Turk to complement the ‘propagandist agenda’ of Louis

XIV.

There are three concrete reasons to hypothesize the manuscript was written by a
Frenchman. First, there is unrealistic and conflicting information presented in the text.?
Secondly, the manuscript comes from a library of a well-known orientalist and Louis X1V
admirer Eusébe Renaudot who was also famous for his extensive oriental manuscript collection.
Some of these manuscripts were translated to French and Latin by Renaudot, some of them were
written by him, and some of them were utilized by him to serve French government’s
propagandist politics. And thirdly, this and similar literature pieces quickly became fashionable
after mostly passive-aggressive but occasionally belligerent confrontations between the Ottoman
Empire and France in the mid-17" century, especially after a visit of an Ottoman envoy to the
French king. The most famous of these literature pieces are, without a doubt, Letters Writ by a

Turkish Spy.®

2 The analysis of the manuscript reveals these points with details at the chapter 4, 21-30.

3 Giovanni Paolo Marana, and Arthur J. Weitzman, Letters Writ by a Turkish Spy (New York:
Distributed by Columbia University Press, 1970). An elaborate analysis of this book presented at
the chapter 4, 14-109.



An Ottoman ambassador Stileyman Aga and his envoy who visited France in 1669 stirred
numerous uncomfortable encounters and perhaps became a milestone for how both France and
Ottoman Empire are characterized today. In fact, the envoy, and its ambassador Suleyman Aga
were utilized brilliantly by the French government to posit France as an equivalent power to the
Ottoman Empire. This secured France’s position in a Christian Europe and manipulated the
socio-political equilibrium in subsequent political and cultural history. But how did a small
mission like this become a major incident in Franco-Ottoman political history? Alain
Grosrichard examines pre-modern French approach to the Ottoman Empire explicitly in his book
Structure du Sérail: la fiction du despotisme asiatique dans I'Occident Classique. In his study
Grosrichard widens Edward Said’s Orientalism from focusing on colonialized oriental states to
the Ottoman Empire and from 18" century to 16™ century France and its relations with the
Orient. In this way he provides broader analysis opportunities for Ottoman Empire’s
representation in France. As Grosrichard claims “Ever since the envoy from the Sublime Porte
visited Louis X1V in 1669, the gaze of the Oriental has haunted France and Paris.”* The visit of
Miiteferrika Siileyman Aga and the Ottoman envoy changed not only the French mentality, but
also changed the country cosmetically. Throughout the visit French officials were skeptical about
the envoys’ mission without any credible reason and did not know how to treat them. They
questioned the envoy’s credibility and its ambassador’s title, and in this way, they also
questioned Ottoman superiority and everything which it stood for. The visit, even the years after

it occurred, has impacted French identity and its “high”culture.

4 Alain Grosrichard, The Sultan's Court: European Fantasies of the East, Wo Es War (London;
New York: Verso, 1998), 24-25.



Although the story of this envoy started from the Sublime Porte, there is apparently no
evidence to support this fact in Ottoman archive yet. The Palace chronicles neither mentioned the
ambassador Miiteferrika Stileyman Aga nor this mission. Interestingly, the myriad of archival
documents from court reports to memoires, and newspapers to several formal and informal
letters have appeared in French archive. However, the original letters from the Ottoman Sultan to
the king of France are missing in both archives. How can we make sense of this? From the
Ottoman point of view, it seems to have never happened, yet it stands out as a major political feat
for France. Can an absentee be the signal of the existing? Nonetheless, the absence of evidence
cannot necessarily be the absence of the event and vice versa, the evidence cannot necessarily be
the proof of its existence. What does exist is this: the visit was boldly exploited by Louis XIV so
that every national French benefit was shaped in the way desired by Louis XIV. As | explain
more meticulously, this research examines the tools that were utilized by the French court for
this formation, how the Ottoman Empire involuntarily and unintentionally contributed to this
emergence, how we can reconstruct the Ottoman participation in this phenomenon, and how all

these sequences of events contributed to the modern state.

Historian Albert VVandal is one of the earliest scholars who examined and pointed out the
political connection between Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme and its performance in 1670, and the
Ottoman ambassador Miiteferrika Siileyman Aga’s visit to Louis XIV’s France the previous
year. The interrelation between the two has been accepted at face value by modern historians and
has become a very familiar subject for scholars who studied Louis XIV’s court or Moliere’s

works.® There is no research today that studies the play Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme without

® Albert Vandal, ed., L odysee d 'un ambassadeur: Les voyages du marquis de Nointel (1670-
1680) (Paris, 1900), 23- 27.



mentioning this visit or vice versa in its analysis. For instance, C. D. Rouillard who worked on
Ottoman Empire and France relations on literature and stage performances elaborately claims
that ... it was the visit of this mission which, as much as anything, led to the incorporation of
the Turkish business in Le Bourgeois Gentilnomme.”® However, ‘the ‘Turkish Business’ he
mentioned had been a part of almost all the court performances and French literature at least
since the Ottomans conquered Istanbul in 1453. Rouillard himself underlines the French interest

of the Ottoman Turks “Scenes of cruelty and violence in the sultan seraglio were a source of

constant fascination for French readers, both in their narrative form in letters, pamphlets,
newspaper accounts of histories, and in their literary repercussions, in tale, novel, or drama.”’
Examples for these products are La Soltane® in 1561, I’'Hermite® 1627, and Ibrahim, ou [’lllustre
Bassa'® in 1641. However, none of these works were products of any physical political encounter
between these two states.!! In fact, the ‘Turkish figure’ was a very regular motif of any
imaginative product of French cultural life. Then what is the real reason to interrelate the

Sitileyman Aga’s visit with the Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme? Similarly with Rouillard, Mathieu

® C. D. Rouillard, "The Background of The Turkish Ceremony in Moliere’s Le Bourgeois
Gentilhomme,” University of Toronto Quarterly 39, no. 1 (1969): 33-52, 38.

" Ibid, 39.

8 Gabriel Bounin and Michael J. Heath, La Soltane, Textes Littéraires; 27 (Exeter: University of
Exeter, 1977).

° Sophie Tonolo and Alain Génetiot, Cahiers Tristan L'Hermite. 2019, N° XLI - Tristan
L'Hermite Et L'Académie Francaise (1648-1655) (Paris: Classiques Garnier, 2019).

10 Delphine Denis and Anne-Elisabeth Spica, Madeleine De Scudéry: Une Femme De Lettres Au
XVlle Siecle: Actes Du Colloque International De Paris, Collection "Etudes Littéraires Et
Linguistiques." (Arras: Artois Presses Université, 2002).

1] decided to use the term “state” throughout this research instead of “nation” since the latter
fails to describe the Ottoman Empire, which was an amalgamation of culturally, ethnically, and
historically disparate groups. Although, I am aware that using “state” is also problematic, it
represents the single-government organizational structure shared by both France and the
Ottoman Empire.



Grenet who studies cross-cultural diplomacy between Ottoman Empire and France and focuses
on this specific visit writes “... the reception in Lyon of the Ottoman envoy Muteferrika
Suleiman Aga and his retinue in 1669... inspired a much finer piece of literature, namely
Moliere’s Bourgeois Gentilnomme.”*? Phil McCluskey is another prominent researcher on the
subject. He also asserts that Stileyman Aga’s “supposed hubris was also the object of some of the
satire in Moliere’s play...”*® However a well-known pre-Moliere court performance displayed
the Turks almost in the same fashion. In 1626, Ballets du Grand Turc et Peuples D Asie, danced
by Louis XIlI, was either omitted or its interconnections was not discussed in these works.*
Some of the scholars who work on the subject have scrutinized the entire play as a parody of the
visit. For instance, Julia Landweber who is pioneer in this subject and whom | often reference in
my analyses asserts that “Louis XIV had not specified how Moliere and Lully should ridicule
Suleiman Aga...”. She suggested that the play was a mockery of the recent visit of the Ottomans.
Others have studied the traits in common between the protagonist and Stileyman Aga, and some
have analyzed the play as a criticism of the French government and their relationship with
Ottomans. One of these scholars, Michele Longino indicates in her book Orientalism in French
Classical Drama, that “This comical sketch pokes fun not only at bourgeois pretensions, but just
as sharply at the politics of obsequiousness that are part and parcel of the language of diplomacy,

and exposes the financial underpinnings of the rhetoric.”*® Although all of these claims are

12 Mathieu Grenet, “Muslim Missions to Early Modern France, C.1610-c.1780: Notes for a
Social History of Cross-Cultural Diplomacy,” Journal of Early Modern History 19, no. 2-3
(2015): 223-44, 226.

13 Phil McCluskey, "An Ottoman Envoy in Paris: Siileyman Aga’s Mission to the Court of Louis
X1V, 1669," Osmanli Arastirmalart = The Journal of Ottoman Studies, no. 48 (2016): 337-55,
352.

14 C. D. Rouillard, “Turkish Ceremony in Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme,” 38.

15 Michele Longino, Orientalism in French Classical Drama (Cambridge; New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2002), 138.



valuable in some respects, contain truth in their evidence, and reveal details otherwise hidden in
the courtly curiosities through political and social differences between these two nations, almost
all of their sources lean solely on French documentation. Naturally, they, both the scholars and
the documents, allow only one side of the account to speak. Hence, only the French side of this
history is written repeatedly. In that as the popular saying claims ‘history is written by the
victors’ it might be thought that France, or at least the court of Louis XIV, has been winning its
cultural materialist war against the Ottomans. Edward Said says orientalism is a “corporate
institution for dealing with the orient—dealing with it by making statements about it, authorizing
views of it, describing it.”® Thus, possibly, or likely from a fear of the orientalist stamp, scholars
have fallen into a substitute version of orientalism in which ignoring it, not acknowledging it,
and not dealing with it has superseded their initial fear. Such as Said points out “...so
authoritative a position did Orientalism have that | believe no one writing, thinking, or acting on
the Orient could do so without taking account of the limitations on thought and action imposed

by Orientalism.”’

The Ottomans, in this reconstruction of history and Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme'’s
connection to the events of Stileyman Aga’s visit to the French court, remains silent. Thus, in
this research my main ambition is to re-produce the consecutive events from the Ottoman Empire
point of view, bringing the Ottoman Empire’s courtly attitude, traditions, relations, and empirical
power to the view for Western audiences. Therefore, with this reconstruction of the intriguing
event of the Ottoman ambassador’s visit to France in 1669, which plays a pivotal role in French-

Ottoman diplomacy and their political and cultural relationship after the 17 century, rather than

16 Edward Said, Orientalism (New York: Vintage Books: A Division of Random House, 2003),
3.
7 1bid.



only the French, I wish to provide a fresh and more balanced view of the history of these events
which gives both their individual voice. “Orient has helped to define Europe as its contrasting
image, idea, personality, experience,”® says Said “The orient is an integral part of European
material civilization and culture.”*® | examine French identity and its self-recognition
throughout, in that their creation of the ‘monstrous Turk’, which they were both fascinated by
and fearful of, is an image that is ridiculed through the theatrical events and the comedy-ballet,
Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme, which fills the negative space that surrounds their identity as a mold,
to display a facade of what they are not, in order to concretize their inherent characteristic

identity beneath, following this encounter.

It is evident that the French court displayed conflicting sentiment towards the Ottoman
Empire and its oriental ‘Turk image.” Turquerie, imitation of the oriental figures, which became
a popular fashion from 16™ century onward, had developed throughout the previous century and
a half. Because of the theme of the Grand Turk marching onto European soil, and its
accompanying terrifying cruelty that had decorated the Gazette?®, these sentiments of European

travelers’ fascination with the Turk are expressed by Rouillard, partly stemming from horrifying

fear:
Fear of the Turk in western Europe of the seventeenth century was no longer the
constant dread of earlier generations which had watched the sweeping Ottoman
expansion led by Suleiman the Magnificent. But even under the series of corrupt
voluptuaries who succeeded Suleiman, Cyprus had been wrested from the

18 1bid, 1-2.

9 1bid, 2.

20 Weekly newspaper in Paris.



Venetians and war raged in Hungary at the turn of the century. During Moliere’s
childhood, as news from Turkey dominated by reports of bloody purges in
Stamboul and repression of Janissary revolts and Persian rebellions, it was freely
predicted that the Ottoman Empire had sunk so low it could not recover. At mid-
century, however, there emerged under a weak sultan a pair of powerful grand
viziers, the Kiuprilis, who launched another major offensive against Christian

Europe.?!

Numerous pamphlets were published which displayed the Warrior Turks, and newspapers sold
out when they covered the monstrous Turk in special issues throughout Paris, Lyon, and Rouen
while the success of Christian army was celebrated with cheerful excitement. This dichotomy
created a secret fascination of the Ottoman warrior’s power which reveals itself in the tragedies
and novels written about the Grand Turk.?? The French travelers’ stories about the Orient had
become popular entertainment for the court and also aristocratic households. The French
ambassador Cesy, who served at the Porte before de La Haye, for instance, who served in the
Turkish capital for nearly twenty years, was greatly popular with his oriental stories. d’Arvieux,
whom I will mention occasionally throughout this dissertation, found himself in a comfortable

place in the palace of Louis XIV, as the dauphin’s amuser with his imitations of Turks.?®

These stories influenced ballets and popular novels, the Turk causing a horrifying
curiosity, such that during Miiteferrika Siileyman Aga’s visit the interest towards him violated

his privacy so much that Louise XIV felt the necessity to provide multiple guards to protect him

21 C. D. Rouillard, “Turkish Ceremony in Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme,” 37.
Suleiman: Stleyman; Stamboul: Istanbul; Kiuprilis: Koprali family.

22 |pid.

23 1bid.



from the courtiers’ and Parisians profound attentiveness. Thus, this intractable relevance had
initiated worry among the Court and its statemen, questioning their French-ness and all its
meanings tied to their identity, sharing their concerns with the rest of the Christian world. In
History of the Present State of the Ottoman Empire, Paul Rycaut, a 17" century diplomat and a
historian, shares these concerns and speculates that this phenomena is a seducing practice of the
Ottomans in order to persuade Christians to convert to Islam, saying “it is no small inducement
to the common people, who is most commonly won with outward allurements, to become Turks;
that when they are so, by a white Turbant ... we shall not wonder if the ignorant and vain
amongst Christians ... should be catched and entrapt with the fancy and enticement of the
Turkish Mode ... and thus the Turk makes his habit a bait to draw some to his superstition”.?
We witness one of the early examples of these complex attitudes during the audience between
ambassador Stleyman Aga and the French secretary of State for foreign affairs Hugues de
Lionne. Lionne produced a theatrical performance-like audience for Stileyman Aga and placed
himself in the middle of the stage assuming the role of an Ottoman Turk at his estate at Suresnes,
outside of Paris, against all the objections of well-known oriental specialist Chevalier Laurent
d'Arvieux. D’Arvieux notes in his memoire that “As for the ceremony, I took the liberty to tell
him it seemed to me very improper to affect Turkish manners in France, and that it would have
been better to receive the Envoy according to French grandeur, as we lower ourselves to take on

their customs; as much as we might want to do so in the name of equal treatment, it was not

necessary to act as they act; and just as they do not abandon their customs when they are in

24 Paul Rycaut. The Present State of the Ottoman Empire Containing the Maxims of the Turkish
Polity; the Most Material Points of the Mahometan Religion; Their Sects and Heresies; Their
Convents and Religious Votaries; Their Military Discipline: With an Exact Computation of Their
Forces Both by Sea and Land. Early English Books Online. London: Printed by J.D., (1686),
147.

10



France, it seemed to me that it detracted from the grandeur of our monarch, to conform to such
manners that are quite foreign to us.”?® Despite d’ Arvieux’s objection, Lionne continued his
roleplay of a Grand Vizier, dressing like one and accepting Stleyman into his audience in a room
decorated with oriental carpets and pillows, as if it were the Ottoman Grand Viziers accepting
foreign ambassadors into their presence. All of this to tell Stileyman Aga that Lionne was in fact

not a Grand Vizier:

Having learned that when you requested an audience with me you specified my title as
Grand Vizier, and too that you were persuaded that France has three Grand
Viziers, | believe myself obliged before all else to disabuse you of such a false
opinion, the more so because it is injurious to the glory of the Emperor my
Master, no other authority than that of the Emperor himself, for which all the
ministers were mere executors of the orders which daily and hourly issued from
his mouth regarding all matters of business. he had reserved for himself alone the
authority of Master, which he was, not transferring any portion of power to
anyone, no matter who, to understand all, see all, decide all, order all, by himself
alone, to work without ceasing eight hours each day at these affairs, and to render
justice to his subjects. myself, whom you see seated just as the Grand Vizier
would be in Constantinople, am but a minor secretary of his Imperial Majesty,

who puts me to work night and day writing up his decisions regarding my

25 Laurent D’ Arvieux, Mémoires Du Chevalier D'arvieux: Contenant Ses Voyages A
Constantinople, Dans L'asie, La Syrie, La Palestine, L'egypte, & Le Barbarie, Recueillis De Ses
Mémoires Originaux, & Mis En Ordre Avee Des Réfléxions. Par Jean Baptiste Labat, (Paris:
C.J.B.Delespine, 1735), 150; As translated in Garritt Van Dyk, "The Embassy Of Soliman Aga
to Louis XIV: Diplomacy, Dress, and Diamonds." EMAJ: Electronic Melbourne Art Journal,
(Emaj: Electronic Melbourne Art Journal, 2017): 9-10.
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particular area of affairs; and after | have set his thoughts to paper | bring them
back to him to learn? whether I have rightly understood his will and his
intentions, and he corrects me or not according to whether he finds my
interpretation good or bad.?®
His long lecture to Sileyman Aga about the French governmental system and its hierarchy ended
with Slileyman Aga declaring that he is in fact not in France to be lectured about the French
court, but to deliver the letter to the king of France as it was required by the Sultan himself:
I did not come here to be instructed in the manner of France’s government; it is
sufficient to know that the Emperor of France is a great and powerful monarch,
for whom | have plenty of respect. My master sent me to deliver a letter to him,
and to assure him of his continued friendship.... I will return when | have placed
[this letter] in his hands, and when 1 have received his response: that is my
commission, | have no other purpose beside it, and I sincerely beg you to procure

me this satisfaction.?’

In this strange setting and bewildering ambition, my research begins with a display of French
identity and its customs, dressed in the attire of the ‘other’, the barbarous Turk, among exotic
oriental furniture. Why did M. de Lionne feel the necessity to accept the Turkish ambassador in
his audience in an oriental setting? What is the significance of discarding French diplomatic
ceremonials to accept a foreign ambassador assuming Ottoman customs instead? And finally, if

this is an absurd power display strategy, how was this attitude read by the Turkish envoy and

26 As translated in Julia A. Landweber, French Delight in Turkey: The Impact of Turkey on the
Construction of French Identity, 1660-1789 (2001), 38-39. I discuss this letter and the event in
more detail in Chapter 2.

27 1bid, 41.
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their leader Siileyman Aga? Rycaut suggests that “the novelty of Turkish dress is attractive to
‘common people’ partly because it permits an appropriation of foreign symbols of status.”?8
Although M. Lionne’s French title was significantly lower in rank than the equivalent of a Grand
Vizier, it would be pointless to examine this cross-cultural attire as an intention of status seeking.
| am taking an ethnographical approach in that | am going to create a thick description as much
as my evidence permits, as Clifford Geertz utilizes. | am aiming to generate a subjective
understanding of M. de Lionne’s behavior in order to build a clear context to comprehend the
Turkish envoy’s perception of this masquerade.?® Not an objective observance of the attitudes
displayed by these two parties, rather a subjective analysis of these parties’ interpretation and
response to these attitudes. | will analyze its sociological and anthropological indicators from a
performance studies perspective, juxtaposing the Ottoman court audience ceremonies to that of
the French court, and further examining the Ottoman Empire, Turkishness, and their significancy
in French common life in the 17" century. At the same time, | will search for an answer for how

this significant power game produced despiteful and covert interests in each other and outlined

each nation’s identity putting forth who they are not, and they will not be as well.

From its financial reasons through the French courts’ approach to Siileyman Aga there
were countless compelling and confusing occurrences during this visit. The language, translation,
religion, clothing, courtly manners, civility, gentility, the court entertainment... it is almost
impossible to find a mutual point between these two sides. Although they were trying to make

sense of each other, their desire to display power sets up this diplomatic failure, which I will

28 Rycaut, The Present State of the Ottoman Empire, 147; As translated in Garret, “the Embassy
of Stileyman Aga,” 9.

29 For more information see Clifford Geertz, The Interpretations of Cultures: Selected Essays
(New York: Basic Books, 1973), 3-54.
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elaborate on later. The obvious reason for the visit, as usually indicated by historians, was
repairing the highly damaged Franco-Ottoman relationship which had existed since Francis |
began searching for an alliance against the house of Habsburg, and his mother, Louise de Savoie
asked for help from Silleyman the Magnificent after her son’s imprisonment by Charles V in

1525. The Sultan answered this call infamously:

| who am the Sultan of Sultans, the sovereign of sovereigns, the dispenser of crowns to
the monarchs on the face of the earth, the shadow of the God on Earth, the Sultan and
sovereign lord of the Mediterranean Sea and of the Black Sea, of Rumelia and of
Anatolia, of Karamania, of the land of Romans, of Dhulkadria, of Diyarbakir, of
Kurdistan, of Azerbaijan, of Persia, of Damascus, of Aleppo, of Cairo, of Mecca, of
Medina, of Jerusalem, of all Arabia, of Yemen and of many other lands which my noble
fore-fathers and my glorious ancestors (may God light up their tombs!) conquered by the
force of their arms and which my August Majesty has made subject to my flamboyant
sword and my victorious blade, I, Sultan Suleiman Khan, son of Sultan Selim Khan, son

of Sultan Bayezid Khan: To thee who art Francesco, king of the province of France...*

This letter represents the enormity of Ottomans and their true meaning to the Christian European
world. In every step, decision, and warfare between European nations, there lays the ceaseless
pressure of the Ottoman Empire on the European rulers’ shoulders. Historian Alan Mikhail
insists that the role Ottomans played in shaping European thoughts and politics since this time
“has been dismissed or ignored by professional historians and lays readers alike.” He explains,

“Yet, Muslims were integral to what is inevitably a shared history. The ineluctable fact is that the

30 As translated in A. Nuri Yurdusev, Ottoman Diplomacy: Conventional or Unconventional?
Studies in Diplomacy (Basingstoke, Hampshire; New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), 19.
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Ottoman Empire made our modern world - which is, admittedly, a bitter pill for many in the
West.”3! In fact, we see the Ottoman Empire’s influence on how the European diplomacy
developed, and how the Ottoman Empire maintained the balance of the power between the
European states.®> Although in the 17" century, we see the hope of diminishing the power of the
Turks over the European states, and from time to time some tentative recalcitration against it
occurred as well, it was beyond any courtly imagination to suppress its power or colonialize it.>
In order to consolidate the claim above and underline the meaning the letter of Sultan Stileyman

the Magnificent to the French king, Francis I, we should consult Mikhail again;

For half a century before 1492, and for centuries afterward, the Ottoman Empire stood as
the most powerful state on earth: the largest empire in the Mediterranean since ancient
Rome, and the most enduring in the history of Islam. In the decades around 1500, the
Ottomans controlled more territory and ruled over more people than any other world
power. It was the Ottoman monopoly of trade routes with the East, combined with their
military prowess on land and on sea, that pushed Spain and Portugal out of the
Mediterranean, forcing merchants and sailors from these fifteenth-century kingdoms to
become global explorers as they risked treacherous voyages across oceans and around

continents- all to avoid the Ottomans.3*

31 Alan Mikhail, God's Shadow: Sultan Selim, His Ottoman Empire, and the Making of the
Modern World (New York, NY: Liveright Publishing Corporation, a Division of W. W. Norton
& Company, 2020), 3.

32 For further and detailed information see A. Nuri Yurdusev, Ottoman Diplomacy.

33 See Faruk Bilici, Louis XIV Et Son Projet De Conquete D Istanbul (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Yayinlarindan. XI Seri; Say1 11. Société D'histoire Turque, 2004).

% Alan Mikhail, God's Shadow, 2.
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Notwithstanding, we should naturally consider that the power of the Ottoman Empire had been
challenged and in fact they started losing. Furthermore, their internal conflicts distracted them
from external affairs which still included projecting their political power over European nations
at the beginning of 17" century. However, none of the European states would show an attempt to
defeat the Empire for the next 300 years. And yet, | believe for each individual European nation
supporting the crusades—which were attempted over and over again against the Islamicate East,
naturally including the Ottoman Empire—was the requirement of their commitment to
Christianity and the papacy without an assumption of victory against the Ottomans, at least until

the failure of the siege of Vienna in 1683.

In this environment, during the reign of Louis X1V, France was stuck between the
Ottoman alliance and Christian Europe. This conflict is revealed when the French troops that
were supporting Venetians in Crete fought against Ottomans, although not under the French
banner in order to conceal their collaboration.®® Furthermore, Louis X1V sent a message to the
Grand Vizier Koprili Mehmet Pasha excusing their behavior in the name of protecting their
status in the European state. Ottomans of course were aware of this double playing and they were
refusing renewal of the capitulations which gave privilege to French merchants over the Dutch
and British at the Porte.® The French ambassador de La Haye had failed his diplomatic
negotiations with the Grand Vizier Képruli Mehmet Pasha, who had personal animosity for the
father of La Haye and consequently the son La Haye as well. Even the death of Képruli Mehmet
Pasha did not change anything since his position was succeeded by his son, Koprill Fazil Ahmet

Pasha. Consequently, Denis de La Haye was recalled by the king after his ineffectualness.

3 Philip McCluskey, "Commerce before Crusade? France, the Ottoman Empire and the Barbary
Pirates (1661-1669)." French History 23, no. 1 (2009): 1-21, 2-5.
% Ibid. See C. D. Rouillard also.
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However, there was no attempt to send a new ambassador to the Porte and it caused speculation
among the Ottoman government.3” The rumor of preparations for a possible new crusade created
discomfort in the government and of course triggered questioning of the French alliance with the
Ottoman state, which was further exacerbated by France recalling the French ambassador
without any further plan of replacing him. Koprili Fazil Ahmet Pasha, the Grand Vizier, was
leading the war in Crete and de La Haye utilized this opportunity to attempt one last negotiation
with Ottomans in his absence, right before the French vessels arrived in Porte to collect him. He
convinced Kaymakam®® to send a letter to Paris to ensure the king of the Ottoman’s good will
and their friendship. All of this effort was to go back to his country not as a failure, but a
bureaucrat who established his mission successfully. While everything seemed like regular
diplomatic negotiation until this moment, the case becomes complicated and challenging to
analyze with the following events. First of all, La Haye offered to cover the envoys expenses.
This is extremely confounding because the Ottoman Empire had covered the expenses of foreign
ambassadors upon their entry into the empire’s land, and the empire had expected the exact same
treatment from foreign governments toward its ambassadors. This was counter to the traditions in
European nations. It was not their diplomatic custom to cover foreign ambassadors’ expenses,
however they accepted this treatment towards the Ottoman ambassador for at least several
decades prior. Second, de La Haye appoints his dragomen as Suleyman Aga’s interpreter. This is
also intriguing since the Ottomans were so particular about the communication and interpretation
of the languages, especially during negotiations, to prevent any direct or symbolic insult to the

empire. | am skeptical that they trusted the French ambassador’s dragomen in this mission.

37 i
Ibid.
38 A title equivalent to district governor in the Ottoman governmental system.
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Hence it needs further investigation. Third, the Ottoman ambassador was sent to the French court
without a gift for the French King. This is also antithetical to the Ottoman tradition. Fourth, the
ambassador sailed with the French vessels which had been sent to retrieve the French
ambassador, instead of an Ottoman vessel. Finally, every single original document belonging to
the Ottomans regarding this encounter seems to have vanished from both Ottoman and French

archives.

There were only two months between the decision by the Ottoman Empire to send an
envoy to the king of France, and the departing of the envoy to Toulon. Thus, there was such a
rush behind this visit and very likely there was not enough time for Stileyman Aga to adequately
prepare for a mission of this magnitude. The mission is often described as delivering a letter
from Ottoman Sultan to the French king. However, the envoy’s mission and ambassador
Stileyman Aga’s title caused a series of diplomatic confusions among the French statement
regarding the acceptance of Siileyman Aga as an ambassador or rather a lower rank.* This has
been interpreted by scholars such that Stileyman Aga is viewed as a falsifier who lied to the
French officials about his mission. It is my argument that these remarks come from both a lack of
knowledge at worst, and misassumptions at least, about the Ottoman state system and some
implicit bias. You will find further information about the ambassadorial system employed by the
Ottomans in Chapter One. Many scholars explain Hughes de Lionne’s cross-cultural dressing as
an effort of taking over the Sultan’s letter and attempting to identify Stleyman Aga’s credentials
in it before allowing him to have an audience before the king, in order to prevent a potentially

embarrassing situation for the king.*° In fact during the second meeting with Siileyman Aga,

39 McCluskey, “An Ottoman Envoy in Paris,” 343- 45.
40 See related studies from C.D. Rouillard, Julie Landweber, Phil McCluskey, Mary Hossain,
Ellen R. Welch. Van Dick Garret, Ellen M. McClure, David William Hammerbeck.
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Lionne, who was intriguingly in Grand Vizier attire again, proclaimed “The king summoned me
to treat with you, whether you are an ambassador or only an envoy, in the same way the principal
ministers of your emperor use with our ambassadors and envoys...”. This might be true for some
respects; however, it would be a weak argument considering the entire mission was the French
ambassador La Haye’s idea. He was involved with Slileyman Aga’s appointment for the mission;
therefore, it is unlikely that the French court was oblivious to this envoy’s mission and its
leader’s rank. In fact, sieur de La Gibertie, who was appointed by the king to receive Suleyman
Aga and his envoy from Toulon, was ensured by the dragoman, La Fontaine, who used to work
for the French Embassy in Porte, that Stilleyman Aga was indeed an ambassador. Thus, La

Gibertie arranged a formal entrée the way French accepts the foreign ambassadors:

The Consuls [provincial governors], dressed in their ceremonial robes, were
presented by the Sieur de la Gibertie and made their compliments to the Aga at
the city gate. Then, flanked by the Sieur de la Gibertie and the First Consul, he
marched into the city through a double line of soldiers to the roar of canons,
which began firing the moment the Aga passed under the gate in imitation of the

custom of the Turks who salute Ambassadors thus with their canon.*

If La Gibertie was convinced of Stileyman Aga’s credentials, then why did M. de Lionne need to
question the envoy’s title again? How many times did the French government need to be assured
in order to accept Suleyman Aga as Ottoman ambassador? What was the reason for this constant
questioning unless they were searching for the information which might have been written in the

letter? What was the real aim of approaching Suleyman Aga differently than other nations’

41 Le Dran, “Memoire sur le ceremonial observe en France en 1669,” AE/MD/ Turquie, vol. 10,
doc. 4, fols. 59r/v; As translated in Landweber, French Delight in Turkey, 30.
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ambassador at the French Court? And why did Stleyman Aga repeatedly refuse to show the
letter to prove his credentials? Can we find a trace that leads us to an unrevealed ambition in the
effort to deny Stleyman Aga’s ambassadorial identity distinct from what the general
assumptions about the event impose? | provide possible answers for these questions in my

research.

Through this research I will bring these questions to the surface studying events both
directly and peripherally related to Suleyman Aga, such as the state of the relationship between
these two nations before and after the ambassadorial visit, Ottoman state ceremonial traditions
and courtly bureaucracy and hierarchal structure. | also plan to discuss the political background,
warfare contacts, and the Ottoman fashion in France called turquerie. Lastly, | will analyze a
French comedy ballet written shortly after the visit, a fictional diary, Letters writ by a Turkish
Spy, regarding Silleyman Aga’s temperament and nature while in France, and an anonymous
Ottoman manuscript which was found among the French archival materials that contains a

variety of documents from Suleyman Aga’s visit to the French court.

Methodology

In fact, there are a lot of difficulties and risks in bringing this kind of completely
unfamiliar and strange topic to the performance studies as whole. First, because it is a rare topic,
examples of scholarly works of this kind are few, and it requires the adaptation of an appropriate
methodology in order to make an unfamiliar object more familiar for the audience. Naturally, it
means numerous descriptions and definitions, repetition, and challenging readings both for the
scholar and the readers. Thus, I utilize mixed methodologies, borrowing from variety of scholars
and their theories through this study. First and foremost, | feel obligated to visit Edward Said and

Orientalism since my work defines the Orient exclusively. Although, Said’s studies focus on the
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post-18th century phenomena, belligerently excluding the Ottomans as they had never been a
colonized state, his work still speaks for 17! century Franco-Ottoman interaction at its core.
Other theories will be utilized in this work include but are not limited to Cultural materialism,

Cultural Studies, and the New Historicism as well.

One of the agonizing realizations that this research revealed is how numerous scholars
who have worked on this subject, either contemporary to the event or greatly more modern,
consciously or unconsciously construct the events by othering the Ottomans Empire following
only French footprints, and assuming politeness as a French quality, perhaps even inherent in
French-ness. Naturally, while the uniquely convoluted dichotomy of these entities has intrigued
historians accordingly, these studies have predominantly fallen into the trap of Orientalist
prejudice and remain centered on France and its centuries long ceaseless othering of the Ottoman
Empire. It is seen in individuals’ memoires, in its most popular art forms, and even in the courts’

national archives.

Perhaps through the process of working on one of the most captivating events in Ottoman
history, the most disappointing part is a lack of available Ottoman primary documents for the
historian who then must repeatedly rely on the European accounts of events. This is not because
of the lack of the archival material of Ottoman state, but the lack of available archival documents
in still effective languages. This insufficiency naturally and awfully constrains the historian to
look at this enormous empire, which possessed over 600 years of world history, from the eyes of
the others from a vastly western gaze, which lacks objectivity but provides ample amounts of
islamophobia and orientalist fantasies. Thus, utilizing only a single account of the confrontations
that occurred, opinion and custom drags the historian into the same eternal whirlpool about

which Cem Erimtan warns us rephrasing historian Cemal Kafadar, “One cannot but recognize
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that certain ideas and notions have been too readily re-circulated without scrutiny in many
scholarly narratives dealing with Ottoman History.”*? Despite this deficiency Ottoman history
provides innumerable enchanting narratives that force modern historians to reconstruct and
reimagine its history independent from the consuetudinal way. And new archival works allow

more scholars to work on Ottoman subjects.

My ambition through this research might be seen as one of the failing attempts to give
voice to the “unvoiced”*? and dismantling the ‘regime of truth>#4, however it is actually bringing
evidence which has been disregarded from consideration previously. My main question is while
constructing the historical events and, as | claimed earlier, give an equal voice to the accounts,
what additional evidence can we collect? How can a scholar understand what the historical
characters were thinking? How can | present an educated guess as to allege what was filling the
minds of the participants through these events? Especially while the one side of the accounts
provides bountiful evidence, from eyewitnesses to courtly documents, and the rival side keeps its
secret hidden, as if they had never existed. By leaving a wide emptiness behind it, no matter what
either we ignore the emptiness that the account left behind or, consciously or not, lean over to
one side because it provides more abundant evidence. We end up losing our direction; our
descriptions then possess missing meanings. Our theses, even if they are not wrong, cannot be

true. “The material evocation of the not-there, and the ideology by which the gaps remain not

“42Can Erimtan, Ottomans Looking West? The Origins of the Tulip Age and Its Development in
Modern Turkey, Library of Ottoman Studies; v. 14 (London; New York: Tauris Academic
Studies; Distributed in the USA by Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), 1; Cemal Kafadar, Between Two
Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995).
43 Esin Akalin, Discovering Self and Other: Representations of Ottoman Turks in English Drama
(1656-1792) (2001), 8.

44 Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality, Volume 1. Trans Robert Hurley (New York,
Vintage Books, 1980), 131.
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there, has been made more present than the broken and reassembled pieces that do remain”*

says Odai Johnson, while he traces the wholeness from its missing ends of history. This research,
hence, follows the gaps between the French documents, and juxtaposes the missing pieces in
their wholeness with their equivalent in extant Ottoman documents. In doing so, this research
will bring numerous analyses and descriptions of events well documented by Ottoman sources,
both before and after the events that are of primary concern so that we can comprehend in
general what is expected of an Ottoman bureaucrat’s behavior pattern. Hereby, as Robert
Darnton suggests, [ will “...attempt to show not merely what people thought but how they

thought - how they construed the world, invested it with meaning, and infused it with emotion.”*

Alain Grosrichard starts his fascinating work, the Sultan’s Court by examining,
describing, and exampling Asian despotism, based on Aristotle’s Poetics, and follows its trace
deep into European possession of oriental fantasies.*” Throughout Aristotle’s description of
despotism and tyranny, and his effort to bring his own justification for situating aristocracy over
tyranny, since aristocracy comes with nature and is built upon knowledge and nonetheless
tyranny puts eye on wealth and power over its populace, Grosrichard underlines that “He
(Aristotle) contrasts the peoples of the north of Europe and those of Asia; in the north they are
full of spirit, but lack ingenuity; they are therefore able to preserve their freedom, but unable ever
to dominate others”.*® However, Asians (and/or Non-Greeks in his case) intellectual and skillful

from their souls without any spirit which subsidizes them “more slavish than Greeks”, and their

45 Odai Johnson, Ruins: Classical Theater and Broken Memory (Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 2018), 1.

46 Robert Darnton, The Great Cat Massacre and Other Episodes in French Cultural History
(New York: Basic Books, 2009), 1.

47 Grosrichard, The Sultan's Court, 17.

8 Ihid.
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kingship comes from this nature. Basically, as Grosrichard concludes according to Aristotelian
thought, as | described it earlier, barbarians cannot possess any power above their existence,
therefore they should be ruled by Greeks. We easily find the extension of this belief in 17%"
century France as Paul Rycaut exemplifies, “[O]ne need not be surprised that the Turks are
happy in servitude and that they live gladly under tyranny, since for them this is a natural as it is
for a body to live and to be nourished on the food to which it has been accustomed since
childhood.”® While this belief system is an effort to legitimizing colonizing the inferior this
research is interested in how this effort creates national identity over the inferior ‘other’
regardless of its presence or absence, as we observe in the case study of Le Bourgeois
Gentillhomme. French literature scholar Peter France describes that constant structuring principle

which:

... has operated mainly in the minds of the ‘civilized’, who define their society,
manners and speech by opposition too what they call savage, barbarous,
uncouth.... For the European then, the savage and the barbarian are the other -
like the madman. They easily become the object of a mythologizing
representation, through which the civilized subject of discourse can express in a
potent form his or her fears and desires European writing is full of the opposition
between the rational civilized self and the wild Other, and not only writing, for

some of the strongest images are visual.>

49 As translated in Grosrichard, The Sultan's Court, 22.
%0 peter France, "Western European Civilization and Its Mountain Frontiers (1750—1850)."
History of European Ideas 6, no. 3 (1985): 297-310, 1.
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We observe this regularized attitude in the pamphlets and in the news that Gazette and Mercury

covered in their issues and which Grosrichard righteously asserts:

And this vast literary output (which keeps on growing up until the middle of the
eighteenth century) is not just the mere result of fashion... Have we inquired
deeply enough into the strange and complex relation that is at the root of this
literature’s success? An entire century took pleasure in making itself seen through
what it burned to go and see; in revealing to itself the truth about its princes, its
obeisance, its way of making love—in short, all its madness—through the artifice
of a gaze which, it tells itself, is foreign. This gaze, which to me is other, knows
more about me than | do myself. And when I attempt to go and look behind what |
believe to be the point from which, over there in that other world, it looks at me, it

is myself and our world that I find in the end.>*

This research follows Grosrichard’s invitation to making sense of this gaze throughout
Grosrichard’s ‘fictional Asian despotism’ lens and trying to understand it in the widest possible
context. Ric Knowles in his book Reading the Material Theater, notes that the “[t]raditional way
of analyzing drama and theater has tended to focus on what happens on stage or in the script.”?
This means that this aim produces only a search for the absolute meaning of text or the
performance, disregarding how these indicators are perceived by different nations, cultures, and
customs. It centralizes only one meaning, accepted as a universal phenomenon by the scholars.

However, Knowles acknowledges, “in doing so, such work tends in the interests of what is

S1Grosrichard. The Sultan’s Court, 24-25.
%2 Ric Knowles, Reading the Material Theatre (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2004),
9.
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understood to be universal truth to police the norms and commonsense understandings of
dominant cultures, and to effect significant cultural, material differences based on such things as
national, political, cultural, and geographical location, together with class, race, ethnicity,
gender, and sexuality.”®® Thus the traditional reading by historians of this visit, its meaning and
its effect remains within the limits of French cultural perception and -later on- the manipulative
reaction to the event. This was, as | claim, the main purpose of the event which was particularly
set up by the French. Naturally, this French-centric reading of the performativity of this visit and
the individual encounters has forced Ottoman accounts to remain silent for centuries. Hence, in
this research I aim to reconstruct both accounts’ transgressive and transformative input in this
historical phenomenon and analyze what they performed, for whom they performed, and how
their performances were read by the other account. For instance, how did Stleyman Aga
perceive the meaning of the audience that Hughes de Lionne meticulously prepared for him, in
assuming a Grand Vizier role, dressing in a kaftan and turban which absolutely belongs to the
orient that they have otherized, and egregiously decorating it with a huge cross on his neck

which symbolizes only the west in the French mind?

As | underlined earlier the lack of the evidential material from the Ottoman Empire
account limits the close reading of the indicators and how they were perceived by the Ottoman
envoy during and after this encounter. Then how we can examine both accounts objectively and
equally? How can a complexly introverted account, in this case study, reveal the significance of

this interaction truthfully without any false interpretation? In this specific purpose I will

>3 Ibid, 9-10.
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juxtapose similar accounts in the Ottoman Empire which have been verbalized and studied in

more detail than in the case of Sileyman Aga and provide sufficient documents.

Review of the Literature

This research is primarily influenced by three historians and their work about and around
this subject; C.D Rouillard, Julia Landweber, and Phil McCluskey. In his work The Turk in
French History, Thought and Literature 1520-1660 Rouillard presents an extremely valuable
source for scholars and provides excessive study of the Turk in French literature along with their
political and social background and importance in French daily life and culture. Although his
work concludes with 1660, the foundation of his work illuminates even the following century.
His article “The Background of The Turkish Ceremony in Moliere’s Le Bourgeois
Gentilhomme,” also has become a valuable guide and a handbook for this study and helped me
focus on specific points. Landweber also provides numerous sources to specifically examine the
visit and the consequences of the encounter. She mostly focuses on the national identity of
France throughout the comedy-ballet Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme and studies the interrelation
between the protagonist of the comedy ballet, M. Jourdain, and the court interpreter Laurent
D’ Arvieux. Phil McCluskey examines the period with two articles and provides interesting
insights into the visit and the Franco-Ottoman relationship more from a political and financial
stance. He brings a great deal of comparative information and knowledge about the subject from

both sides of the account.

The language issue during this encounter is recognized by many scholars since the main
source for these events is provided by D’Arvieux in his memoires. As a merchant in the Orient
D’Arvieux had learned a few oriental languages from Arabic and Persian to Ottoman Turkish,

and after his return to France, consequences placed him in the middle of this affair between the
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Turks and the French King. In The Training of Interpreters in Arabic and Turkish Under Louis
XIV, mostly utilizing the memoire of D’ Arvieux, Mary Hossain describes how the visit of
Ottoman ambassador Stileyman Aga caused the French government to recognize the necessity of
establishing an institutionalized interpretation system for developing more effective and
beneficial communications with foreign nations, especially those in the East. In her earlier article
The Chevalier D'arvieux and ‘Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme, on the other hand, she traces
D’Arvieux’s collaboration and contribution to the play to comprehend his reliability about the
actual events. In doing so she examines his memoires, establishing a close reading of them. Ellen
R. Welch, in her article Dancing the Nation: Performing France in the Seventeenth Century
“Ballets de nations” focuses on the performativity of ballets and ‘Ballets de nations’ and what
these presentations of the other nations’ stereotypical representation means for the French
identity. In his analyses of music, John S. Powell allows us to study a wider frame of this
phenomenon and comprehend the play Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme with all its technical and
diplomatic aspects, include its music throughout his article “Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme: Moliere
and Music. Michele Longino analyses orientalism in French Classical Drama and studies the
comedy ballet with its political and ideological context and provides a deeper context of the
orientalist approach to the stage performances in the 17" century France. Other than these
scholars, works from Daren Hodson, Ali Behdad, Esin Akalin, Matthew William Head, Inge
Boer, Van Dick Garret, and David William Hammerback are included. These authors showed

interest in the subject and produced inestimable works for the field.

During my research | examined numerous documents in their original languages which
include French, Turkish, Italian, and Ottoman-Turkish. Although I studied these documents in

their original languages, | only made independent translations of several of these documents to
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English. The majority of original Ottoman documents were translated to Turkish by Ahmet
Gokhan Kaynakci and several of the French documents were translated to English by Irina
Dorfman for this project. I also benefited from the works of scholars who have worked
previously on this subject by utilizing their translations of the original material. These instances

are indicated in the footnotes throughout this dissertation.

The Turkish view of this event is mostly provided by historians such as Ahmet Refik,
Ismail Hakk: Uzuncarsili, Faik Resit Unat, Giindiiz Akinci, Von Hammer, Faruk Bilici, A. Nuri
Yurdusev, M. Alaaddin Yal¢inkaya. and many Ottoman language archival materials and

manuscripts.

Turquerie become a complicated term more than a simple Ottoman fashion in scholarly
analysis. Nebahat Avcioglu is an inspirational scholar with her comprehensive examination of
turquerie. | follow her approach of making sense of turquerie and its context of identity politics
in 17"and 18" century France. Alexander Bevilacqua and Helen Pfeifer study how turquerie
were shaped and influenced French society in their article Turquerie: Culture In Motion, 1650—
1750. They indicate that “Ottoman culture offered an attractive vocabulary in which new
conceptions of leisure, refinement and the body could be articulated. Treating turqueries as
translations places them at the heart of the process whereby early modern Europeans came to
understand Ottoman culture.”>* Through the examination of this interaction Bevilacqua and
Pfeifer provide an intriguing insight of this cross-cultural fashion. Kendra Van Cleave focuses on

turquerie in clothing.> Her research interestingly points out how Ottoman clothing offered

% Alexander Bevilacqua, and Helen Pfeifer. "Turquerie: Culture In Motion, 1650-1750." Past &
Present 221, no. 221 (2013): 75-118.

% Kendra Van Cleave, "The Desire to Banish Any Constraint in Clothing," French Historical
Studies 43, no. 2 (2020): 197-221.
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comfort and morality to French society and how this fashion was supported by the enlightenment
writers such as Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Exoticism as metaphor: Turquerie in eighteenth-century
French art by Perrin Stein is another explicit work on turquerie which studies it in plastic arts.>®
Stein provides the art works with their cultural context and their aesthetic conversation with each
other. I study the anonymous manuscript from French National Library as a prolongation of
turquerie in literature along with Giovanni Paolo Marana’s Letters Writ by Turkish Spy in Paris.
Although their approach is fundamentally different than my analysis, | utilize Giindiiz Akinci

and Belkis Altunis Giirsoy’s brief study on the manuscript.>’

My research receives many benefits from Aleksandra Porada, Joseph E. Tucker, Beyazit
H. Akman, and Jacob Crane’s works on Marana’s Letters Writ by Turkish Spy in Paris book.*
While Porada provides insight about Louis XIV’s police force and how this oppression reflects
on Marana’s book, Tucker examines and traces its authorship and publications. Akman’s and
Jacob’s work on the other hand examine the book and its influence on the other literary works

beyond France borders.

My argument is built through the four chapters. In Chapter 1, “Falsity of the ‘Friendship’-

the background of Franco-Ottoman relationship and Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme,” | focus on the

%6 Perrin Stein, Exoticism as Metaphor: Turquerie in Eighteenth-century French Art (New York:
New York University, 1997).

°" Giindiiz Akinci. Turk-Fransiz kiiltiir iligkileri, 1071-1859: Baslangic Dénemi, (Ankara, Seving
Matbaasi, 1973); Altunis Girsoy, Belkis. "Siyasetname Hiviyetinde Bir Esaretname.” Erdem,
Ankara 60 (2011): 77.

8Aleksandra Porada, "Giovanni Paolo Marana's Turkish Spy and the Police of Louis XIV: The
Fear of Being Secretly Observed by Trained Agents in Early Modern Europe,” Altre Modernita
11, no. 11 (2014): 96-110; Joseph E. Tucker. "On the Authorship of the "Turkish Spy": An "Etat
Présent," The Papers of the Bibliographical Society of America 52, no. 1 (1958): 34-47; Beyazit
H. Akman, "The Turk's Encounter with Defoe.” Digital Defoe 1, no. 1 (2009): 76; Jacob Crane,
"The Long Transatlantic Career of the Turkish Spy." Atlantic Studies (Abingdon, England) 10,
no. 2 (2013): 228-46.
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governmental differences between the Ottoman Empire and the Kingdom of France. Hence, this
chapter must be considered as a guide for western readers to comprehend the Ottoman Empire
and France’s fundamental customs, their differences, and how these two states perceived each
other’s differences. In this way the reader might visit this chapter to comprehend some of the
cultural clashes occurred during the encounter between France and the Ottoman Empire.
Understanding the Ottoman Governmental system and its diplomatic relations with Foreign
nations and the juxtaposition of these customs with the French state system allows us to
recognize the fundamental challenges that these two nations were facing during this visit. I also
demonstrate the political background of these two alliances in order to provide sufficient
information for the reader to comprehend the reasons behind the actions and recognize how the
accounts displayed power as well as the circumstances during the encounter between Muiteferrika
Siileyman Aga and M. de Lionne, which set the tension of the visit very early on. This chapter
mainly aims to make the unfamiliar familiar and the familiar strange again® in that by subverting
the French diplomatic narrative and introducing Ottoman customs, | will attempt to objectify the
diplomatic interactions. | study these two states’ diplomatic and bureaucratic differences with
sub-titles: The Role Model Cardinal Mazarin introduces the first minister of France during Louis
XIIT’s and the beginning of Louis XIV’s reigns and examines his influence on Louis XIV as a
strong political figure. Koprili Mehmed Pasha focuses on the Grand Vizier who repaired the
political damage that the Ottoman Empire had suffered for the previous three decades. Before the
Visit of Suleyman Aga describes the conflicts and political agenda of the Ottoman Empire and

France during the first half of the 17" century. Ottoman Sources gives some general information

%9 | used this popular discourse to underline the purpose of this research as bringing the unspoken
object ‘other’ to our attention to discuss a different angle of the encounter.
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about the archival documents that a scholar can utilize for studying Ottoman government’s
custom and traditions and importantly, its approach foreign diplomacy. Choosing an Ottoman
ambassador and Ottoman receiving ceremony for foreign ambassadors examine and juxtapose
how the government of the Ottoman Empire approached either their ambassadors or foreign
ambassadors in Sublime Porte. 1669 and Siileyman Aga focuses on Miiteferrika Siileyman Aga,
his identity, and how he prepared for his mission. The Ambassadorial Cortege and the Mission
gives insight about the expectation from this mission and Intermingle guides the reader on how

to utilize the given information.

Chapter 2, Re-examining the Ottoman Ambassador in the French Court, and the
Performativity of the Encounter, consists of three parts. The first part argues how the French
literature and stage performances, and the Turk image that they contained, set the expectations
for the French population of an Oriental image during the Turkish envoy’s visit. The second part
analyzes the significance of cross-national dressing, its implications while reconstructing the two
events which Hughes de Lionne and Siileyman Aga confronted, as well as the audience for king
Louis XIV. Finally, this chapter exhibits the difficulties of interpretation of cultures along with
their languages and how this issue set the malfunction of the mission. | examine French court
reports, newspaper articles, and analyze the performative details of these intriguing encounters
between Ottoman envoy and French court nobles. These encounters’ details also reveal how the
representation of Turkish images change throughout the political and diplomatic developments,
and how these phenomena effect the French mind. This chapter also builds the fundamental
arguments of chapter three which I examine Moliere’s Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme and chapter

four which I display turqueire as a milestone in French public discovery of self and power.
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Chapter 3- Replacing the Turk: Louis XIV versus Stleyman 4ga: Commissioning of Le
Bourgeois Gentilhomme, analyses of commissioning Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme, its relationship
with the ambassadorial visit and the ambition of the play and includes studies of other French
court ballets which were produced before and after the visit. Moreover, it traces the image of
Turk throughout these performances to examine turquerie. How did turquerie consist of French
desire of power and title? How was it permitted by the king for public utilization? And how did
these performances, the visit of Stileyman Aga, and turquerie force construction of the French
identity, cultural imperialism, equated French-ness to politeness, and took ownership of the title
‘civilized nation’? I examine the play and the Turkish imagery in it to bring answers for these
challenging questions. This chapter illuminates the strong connection of the Ottoman Empire and
France via analysis of Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme. In this way, this chapter aims to extent the

cross-cultural perspectives to broaden the performance studies perspective on the subject.

Chapter 4, Turquerie as a Statement of Freedom from Courtly Performances to
Literature, examines turquerie with its powerful and unique examples in French court and
public. In order to map turquerie, in this chapter I study its historiographical development, and
analyze its significance in the French minds. | also investigate its meaning for the French identity
beyond its definition. | exemplify Louis XV’s mistress Madame Pompadour, Le Bourgeois
Gentilhomme, and a well known fictional diary Letters Written by a Turkish Spy, Who Lived
Forty Years Undiscovered at Paris, along with an intriguing manuscript which has not yet been
analyzed from the mid- 17™ century, which is written in Ottoman Turkish by an anonymous
writer who claimed to be an Ottoman Turk at Louis XIV’s court. I claim in this chapter that both
texts were likely written by French writers assuming the role of an Ottoman Turk and with this

action they went beyond the fashion of turquerie. They did not only assume the Turkish costume
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and manners, but also attempted to comprehend the mind of the Turk. This chapter studies this

‘rites of passage’ attempt, utilizing mixed discourses borrowing from variable methodologies.

The conclusion of this research brings all the studied pieces throughout this research
together to summarize how the visit of Stileyman Aga caused the French nation to question their
identity and how they utilized court performances, theater plays, ballets, and the fashion

‘turquerie’ for this purpose while creating the ‘other’ to define what they were not, and hence,

what they were.
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Chapter I. Falsity of the ‘Friendship’- the Background of Franco-Ottoman Relationship
and Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme

The Ottoman ambassador Muteferrika Stileyman Aga’s visit to Louis XIV’s court in
1669 and the consecutive events during and after this encounter provides fascinating veracity
about these two nations reciprocal relationship, their national identity and political priorities,
each desiring and maintaining imperial power over Europe and the rest of the world.
Furthermore, this encounter manifests as the most violent contact zone in the name of diplomatic

courtesy between these two powers.

Concurrently numerous questions arise due to the participants’ mysterious and obscure
behaviors towards each other. While this diplomatic encounter exemplifies numerous diplomatic
wrongdoings; at the same time, it carries the gravity of a complete clash between these two
deeply different cultures and everything that they represent in a strict denial of acceptance of the
‘other’. Opportunities for misunderstanding abound, for example, it might be seen as simply the
desire to act superior or as an intentional power display. Thus, the parties had interiorized
theatrical tools such as ‘role playing’ and ‘imbodying’ to portray how they want to be seen in
order to enact political ploys. We see this attitude especially when the French diplomats were
suspicious about Ottoman ambassador Stleyman Aga’s credentials and his exact title while
preparing an appropriate acceptance ceremony. However, as | will explain further, this attitude
was impertinent and possessed a secondary meaning. Therefore, this series of events must be
studied from a different perspective than the traditional way, in fact, as | claim in this work;
everything about this visit was a meticulously planned diplomatic encounter which was set to fail
on purpose. The intent was to achieve more complicated benefits than simply displaying power,

or than the prevailing interpretation of a naive good deed.
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Therefore, in the subsequent chapters | aim to read these encounters and their allegorical
meanings from a performance studies point of view since the performativity of the events may
reveal more pertinent information about how these nations’ current representations and identities
was built by these attitudes. Previous attempts to analyze this diplomatic visit have centered on
French-ness, because the vast evidence from this encounter is provided by the French historical
archives. As such the traditional approach to reading their meaning is inadequate to fill the gaps
between the courts’ diplomatic performances. Hence, I display the context of the Franco-

Ottoman relationship by including the Ottoman perspective in this chapter.

It is important to briefly review the history of the Franco-Ottoman association to
understand the foundation of this research. In fact, in each chapter we must continually reference
to these two nations’ interactions as far back as the 16" century to gain a complete understanding
of events. Considering the foundational ambitions of diplomacy, Historian Nuri Yurdusev frames
it starkly, “It is the system and art of communication between sovereign states and its chief
function is negotiation. Diplomacy, then, relates to peaceful relations; war is not diplomacy.”®°
Thus, it needs to be supervised carefully to allow the participants to create a unique language,
different than their own, at once unifying and comprehensive, and with recognition and
protections of reciprocal benefits. The so-called friendship between the Ottoman Empire and
France, thus, was built on these benefits with extremely sensitive communicative efforts. It is
intriguing to inspect this effort in the 1669 visit of an Ottoman diplomatic envoy to France since

it reveals the accounts’ strong resistance to what each other was and instead insisting on what

they desire that the other was.

% A. Nuri Yurdusev, Ottoman Diplomacy: Conventional or Unconventional? Studies in
Diplomacy (Basingstoke, Hampshire; New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), 10.
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C. D. Rouillard studies the Ottoman Empire and France interrelations and how Ottoman
influence is evident in French literature and theater. In his fascinating and extensive work The
Turk in French History, Thought, and Literature (1520-1660) he provides invaluable insight to
comprehend how French minds were shaped by the Ottoman Empire and its actions.®* Rouillard
posits in his article “The Background of The Turkish Ceremony in Moliere’s Le Bourgeois
Gentilhomme” that France was not ready to receive Turks at this time.®? Indeed, in my opinion,
they were not ready to meet the Turk yet since the Turk they were going to meet would not
exemplify their fantasies about the Turks. However, Rouillard’s reasoning is different than mine;
he reads the event as a complete diplomatic failure because, according to him, since the
beginning of the visit there were numerous confusing, complicated, and undesirable moments
that occurred simultaneously.® In fact, to state a few of these briefly, these diplomatic dilemmas
included the size of the Siileyman Aga’s envoy, his credentials, the act of preparing a proper
receiving ceremony for him, how the French government should receive the letter which was
sent by the Sultan and there were many more. These are somewhat expected in diplomatic
negotiations. However, an interesting aspect in this reading is, although the hesitations of the
French bureaucrats indicated ill-considered manners, the general approach of historians has been
to find Stleyman Aga at fault because of his self-sufficient attitude towards the French
government and its bureaucrats. For instance, Albert VVandal describes Siileyman Aga’s behavior

as “religious fanaticism, fiery pride... and above all, mistrust of infidels.”®* William j. Bernstein

61 Clarence Dana Rouillard, The Turk in French History, Thought, and Literature (1520-1660)
Etudes De Littérature Etrangére Et Comparée; 13. (Paris: Boivin, 1941).
62 Clarence Dana Rouillard, “The Background of The Turkish Ceremony in Moliere’s Le
gourgeois Gentilhomme.” University of Toronto Quarterly 39, no. 1 (1969), 33-52.

Ibid.
% Albert VVandal, L odysee d’un ambassador: Les voyages du marquis de Nointel (1670-1680)
(Paris, 1900), 23-27; as translated in Phil McCluskey, "An Ottoman Envoy in Paris: Stileyman
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writes about Stileyman Aga “...insolently wearing a simple wool coat and refusing to bow before
the bejeweled Louis X1V, he addressed the Sun King as an equal and was instantly banished to
Paris. His embassy may have failed, but his coffee succeeded...”®® Julia Anne Landweber who is
pioneer in this subject, recognizes the host, the French government’s- rudeness, however does
not hesitate in remarking that the blame is on Stleyman Aga, “Everything wrong with the 1669
mission stemmed from Suleiman himself, from the conflict between his highly aggrandized self-
perception and the less than satisfying treatment he was accorded by his French hosts.”®® These
and many other instances of discourse about Turks, especially those created around this visit,
draw interest to what Suleyman Aga displayed during this visit in order to receive such complex
dislike by commentators of the event. I will find answers for this intriguing question later. Before
describing the Turkish envoy in Paris, the events following this, and a close reading of their
performativity, | will frame a brief history of these two nations, their alignments, and how these
shaped and balance of power in Europe, and in so and what benefits were received by the parties.
This background will be a guide for comprehending the connections between events and people

later in this research.

Before 1669

With the Ottoman Empire’s 10" Padisah Sultan Siileyman the Magnificent having ascended to
the throne of the empire, the Ottoman gaze firmly shifted to Europe and there began planning for

their extension through European lands. However, this ambition was blocked by Europe’s

Aga’s Mission to the Court of Louis XIV, 1669." Osmanli Arastirmalari = The Journal of
Ottoman Studies, no. 48 (2016), 339.

% William J. Bernstein, A Splendid Exchange: How Trade Shaped the World (New York:
Atlantic Monthly Press, 2008), 247.

% Julia Anne Landweber, French Delight in Turkey: The Impact of Turkey on the Construction
of French Identity, 1660--1789 (Rutgers University, 2001), 27.
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strongest dynasty the Habsburgs and the Holy Roman Emperor Charles V. His powerful navy
and military had become the biggest obstacle confronting the Ottomans and it firmly controlled
the land and Mediterranean passages to Europe. Moreover, because of the Habsburg’s strength,
the balance of power in Europe was already turning against the Ottomans’ will and against the
Ottomans’ interests. On the other hand, the king of France, Francis I, was feeling threatened by
the Habsburg’s expansionist policy and with the pope’s help, attacked Charles V to attempt to
decelerate his increasing power. However, the Habsburg forces defeated the French and took the
French king Francis | as a prisoner of war. Following this, the mother of Francis I, Louise de
Savoie, asked for help from the only state that could help balance European power in France’s
favor, and so sent an envoy with a secret message to Sultan Stileyman the Magnificent. It was
not only a unique opportunity for the Ottoman Empire to ally with a Christian state, but also it
would be one less nation supporting crusading troops against the Ottomans. Sultan Stleyman
declared a guardianship role in a letter, in which clarifies the scope of the relationship between
the Ottomans and France, and the definite hierarchical order along with his inviolable support in

1526:

| who am the Sultan of Sultans, the sovereign of sovereigns, the dispenser of crowns to
the monarchs on the face of the earth, the shadow of the God on Earth, the Sultan and
sovereign lord of the Mediterranean Sea and of the Black Sea, of Rumelia and of
Anatolia, of Karamania, of the land of Romans, of Dhulkadria, of Diyarbakir, of
Kurdistan, of Azerbaijan, of Persia, of Damascus, of Aleppo, of Cairo, of Mecca, of
Medina, of Jerusalem, of all Arabia, of Yemen and of many other lands which my noble
fore-fathers and my glorious ancestors (may God light up their tombs!) conquered by the

force of their arms and which my August Majesty has made subject to my flamboyant
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sword and my victorious blade, I, Sultan Suleiman Khan, son of Sultan Selim Khan, son
of Sultan Bayezid Khan: To thee who art Francesco, king of the province of France ...
You have sent to my Porte, refuge of sovereigns, a letter by the hand of your faithful
servant Frangipani, and you have furthermore entrusted to him miscellaneous verbal
communications. You have informed me that the enemy has overrun your country and
that you are at present in prison and a captive, and you have asked aid and succors for
your deliverance. All this your saying having been set forth at the foot of my throne,
which controls the world. Your situation has gained my imperial understanding in every
detail, and | have considered all of it. There is nothing astonishing in emperors being
defeated and made captive. Take courage then, and be not dismayed. Our glorious
predecessors and our illustrious ancestors (may God light up their tombs!) have never
ceased to make war to repel the foe and conquer his lands. We ourselves have followed in
their footsteps, and have at all times conquered provinces and citadels of great strength
and difficult of approach. Night and day our horse is saddled and our saber is girt. May
the God on High promote righteousness! May whatsoever He will be accomplished! For

the rest, question your ambassador and be informed. Know that it will be as said.®’

This letter is not only important in displaying a comparison of these two states by their size, but

it also gives evidence of their fundamental differences in diplomacy and raison d'état. It is

obvious then the scope of the land and power of these two states’ possession was incomparable,

which it is beyond dispute that this was common knowledge. Nuri Yurdusev indicates that “the

historical record shows that the Ottoman Empire became an active participant in the emerging

%7 Roger Bigelow Merriman and Archibald Cary Coolidge. Suleiman the Magnificent, 1520-1566
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1944), 28-32
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European balance system. The Sultans pursued a conscious policy of balance vis-a-vis the
European powers so that the rise of the nation-states was to a certain degree facilitated.”®® As it is
displayed here, while it was only a matter of time before the Ottoman’s possessed the entire
world, for the French it was establishing their existence in the balance of European nations.
Although the Ottomans had lost power during Louis XIV’s reign, it was still an empire with an
enormous amount of land and power, which was more than enough to remain a fearful object in
the entire Christian world’s mind. Moreover, under Grand Vizier Koprili Mehmet Pasha’s
robust leadership it was beginning to reclaim power that was lost over the previous few decades.

However, Képrili Mehmet Pasha will be discussed later in this chapter.

Following his promise Sultan Siileyman declared war with Hungary, and three years later
surrounded Vienna, forcing Charles V to sign the Cambrai treaty with France. Through this
Francis I regained Burgundy followed by France’s first residency in Sublime Porte,®® the first
among the European states. Consequently, this alliance also granted France capitulations, a
trading privilege before many other states under a condition that required renewal by each
Sultan.” The renewal of the capitulations in 1569 demonstrates the inter-relation between the
two nations.”* From then on, the Franco-Ottoman relationship remined fairly stable until the Sun

King, Louis XIV, rose to power in France.

Beginning in the 17" century a series ambassadorial mistakes almost damaged the

alliance, and consecutive misunderstandings and boastfulness increased tensions to the point that

68 Yurdusev, Ottoman Diplomacy, 22.

%9 Sublime Porte is a metonym for the central government of the Ottoman Empire.

7 Rouillard, "The Background of The Turkish Ceremony in Moliere’s Le Bourgeois
Gentilhomme," 33-52.

"t Faruk Bilici, Louis XIV Et Son Projet De Conquéte D'Istanbul. Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Yayinlarindan. XI Seri; Say1 11 (Ankara: Société D'histoire Turque, 2004), 13-15.
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in 1618 Sultan Osman Il sent an ambassador to France in order to repair the damage and request
a new delegate to Istanbul residency.’? Although diplomatic blunders continued until Jean de la
Haye’s appointment to embassy residency in 1639, with Koprili Mehmet Pasha’s appointment
in 1656 diplomatic relationships became worse than ever, and there are several reasons for this.
These complex relationships played an important role during Suleyman Aga’s visit to France,
and they required special attention since the visit, often referred to as a diplomatic failure
resembles the broad history of this greater diplomatic relationship and as such, they are the base
of this research. Thus, the following information has been broken into the sections for this
purpose; the first subtitle, The Role Model Cardinal Mazarin introduces the first minister of
France during Louis XIII’s and the beginning of Louis XIV’s reigns and examines his influence
on Louis XIV as a strong pol