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ABSTRACT

Leslie, Bruce H., Turkey: Neutral or Ally? The Zvents
Leading to the Signing of the Anglo-French-Turkish
Mutual Assistance Pact, 19 October 1939, llaster
of Arts (History), August, 1972, Sam Houston State
University, Huntsville, Texas,

The signing of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance on
19 October 1939 between the governments of Great Britain,
France and Turkey was the culmination of a very complicated
series of events and diplomatic negotiations. The founding
of the Turkish Republic and the rapid development of a
unique national culture, the rise of both Fascism and Com-
munism and the development of a fierce rivalry among the
Zuropean Powers, particularly between Britain and Germany,
all contributed to forming the context out of which the new
Republic attempted to find her place in the sun. Turkey
found herself the center of all these forces because of her
position as guardian of the Straits, which afforded her the
remarkable opportunity to pursue a unique diplomatic program.
Because the nations of Europe wished for some say in the
passage of shipping through the Dardanelles, Turkey used
this as bait to play one power against another thereby pre-
serving the economic and technical rewards which were offered
by the Powers as a means of gaining Turkish friendship.

Although the Turkish leaders showed remarkable
political and diplomatic acumen in their foreign policy a
number of factors complicated the negotiations with the
British and the French. Italy, because of her designs in
the eastern lMediterranean became a serious threat to the

Turkish Republic. The Soviet Union joined with Germany



drastically altering the balance of power while certain
Balkan states disapproved of the Turkish association with
the British and French, and France prevented a rapid com-
pletion of a tripartite alliance because of difficulties
which arose between herself and Turkey over her control
over the Sanjak of Alexandretta.

Of particular importance to the research of this

thesis were the Documents on British Foreign Policy and

the Documents on German Foreign Policy. Diaries and per-

sonal memoirs rounded out the picture. luch of the infor-

mation also came from the New York Times and a number of

other newspapers and magazines.

The study revealed a number of important features
of both German and British foreign policy in the Middle
East and Burope. It further reflected the political and
diplomatic dexterity of the Turkish leaders who, under
enormous pressures from all sides, were successful in
pursuing their own policy despite the overwhelming resources
of the Great FPowers, thereby preserving the sovereignty and
integrity of their nation. Turkey aligned formally with
Britain and France but in realtiy continued to pursue a
policy of neutrality which was the best means by which the

Turkish desire for complete independence could be met.

Approved:

Mary /4. Owen
Super¥ising Professor
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The failure of the Ottoman armies to overrun Vienna in
1683 has been chosen by historians as the event which best
represented the turning point in Ottoman history. From that
moment until the first World War, in an almost unbroken
succession of defeats, the great Empire slowly but steadily
sank to impotence. Of course, there was more involved in
the decline of an empire than military defeats. The dis-
integration of Turkey 235 years after the Vienna debacle was
the denouement at the end of a period of enormously constructive
social, political and economic change which ironically did
more to destroy than to strengthen Ottoman power. The fact
was that despite significant reform, Turkey was still unable
to keep pace with the West and was weakened by assistance
from the western powers which she sought. Modernization was
an attempt by the Sultans to stave off final defeat, but
because of the concessions given to the Europeans in exchange
for help in this endeavor, it served rather to encourage
the increasingly more blatant intrigues of the Western Powers,
whose primary desire was to gather all they could from the
remains when the end finally came. It was also ironic that
the Turks, defeated and destroyed in the first World War, were
able after the war to take advantage of Western disunity which
grew out of these intrigues, and ultimately to control their own

destiny and the future path of their new nation.



The leaders of the new Republic, however, were faced
in the twenties and thirties with enormous internal and
external pressures which hampered Turkey's national development
and foreign policy. Turkey once more became the center of
rivalries and political intrigues among the Great Powers.,
With the widening rift between the European nations the
Straits again took on enormous importance, particularly
because of their strategic location as the gateway to south-
eastern Europe or to the eastern lMediterranean. Nations
competed for a position of influence with Turkey in order to
guarantee free passage for shipping through the Dardanelles,
and, just as had been done before World War I, they all
attempted to gain Turkish concessions by offering financial
and technical assistance, Turkey's primary goal, on the other
hand, in her dealings with these states was to maintain her
sovereignty. Thus, unlike her Ottoman predecessors, the
Republic of Turkey responded with few favors in return for
generous economic offers, a fact which probably served to
increase the rivalry over Turkish friendship. Instead, she
pursued a foreign policy of playing one nation against the
other, thereby maintaining a somewhat fluid balance of power
while reaping the rewards of extensive western economic and
technical aid while incurring few obligations of her own,

The two greatest antagonists in the match to win Turkey's
favors were Great Britain and Germany. The former was
interested primarily in the political and logistic importance

Turkey held at the gateway to Asia and British possessions



farther east. Germany, on the other hand, needed Turkish
raw material particularly chrome which was important to the
development of German armaments, But as the 1930's came to
a close, each sought to exclude the other from any participation
in the affairs of the Turkish Republic or the Straits and both
exerted enormous pressures upon the Ankara government to
direct her foreign policy according to their particular wishes,

Complicating the foreign relations were Russia and Italy.
The Soviet Union historically had sought to control the Straits
as a warm water outlet and for defense of her southern coast.
She, therefore, offered a serious potential threat to Turkey's
control of the Straits and thus to her sovereignty, but Italy,
seeking a rebirth of Roman power in the Mediterranean, became
the greatest single threat to Turkey. Because of this,
Ankara sought actively to maneuver among the powers in such
a way as to receive protection from the Italian threat without
losing her own integrity. It was with this objective in mind
that the leaders of Turkey concluded a series of treaties with
England and France during the 1920's and 1930's which culminated
in the Mutual Assistance Pact of 19 October 1939. Although
the Italian Foreign IMinister, Count Galeazzo Ciano entered in
his diary on that day that "the agreement has no anti-Italian
character,"1 it was precisely this Italophobia which was the
chief reason for Ankara's decision to move from a policy of
strict neutrality to an alliance with the Allied forces.

But there were other highly complex elements which

affected both Turkey's decision to conclude an agreement with
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Britain and France and the negotiations themselves. These
were not only external but internal in nature, and it is to
the study of these factors that this thesis is directed.
Further, it 1is necessary to understand how the Anglophobia
of post World War I developed into an Anglo-Turkish alliance
during World War II while at the same time ties with her
former German ally were weakened.

Finally, it is necessary to assess the real purpose
of the Anglo-French-Turkish alliance from the Turkish point
of view and to analyze its effectiveness in terms of Turkey's
long-range goal of preserving her independence. In order
to accomplish this, a study must be made of events after
the first World War and at the birth of the new Turkish
Republic. The political and economic relations of Turkey
with Europe, the Balkans and the Middle East need also to
be considered and Turkish social, political, religious and
economic development, which play such an important role in
determining the national character, must all be viewed with
a discerning eye for all played a part in the events leading

to the signing of the Mutual Assistance Pact of 19 October

1939.



FOOTNOTES

1 The Ciano Diaries, 1939-1943 ,ed. Hugh Gibson (New

York: Doubleday and Co., Inc., 1946), p. 161,



CHAPTER II

THE DEVELOPMENT OF TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY, 1919-1923

The initial steps taken by the West during 1913 and
1914 to agree among themselves on the question of Ottoman
partition were both economic and political in nature.1
Discussions between Germany, Austria, and Italy on the one
hand, and Germany, Great Britain, and France on the other,
were carried on concerning the formulation of spheres of
influence, which grew out of economic interest gained from
prior concessions from the Ottomans themselves, Germany was
primarily interested in her Bazgdad concession; France, in her
railroad concessions in Syria; and Britain, in the protection
of communication and trade routes in southern lMesopotamia.
These three nations competed for economic and political
prestige, and, in the case of Britain, her major concern was
protection of her interest in India.

Austria and Italy also were interested in the Ottoman
territories for essentially the same economic and political
reasons, although it is difficult tp understand Austrian
expansionist designs when her own Empire was breaking-up
at home.2 Italian ambitions are perhaps easier to define:
Italy wished to secure a hold on the Dalmation Littoral at
Austrian expense, and her failure to do so led to the rupture

of the two countries. Fear that the other nations would

determine the outcome of the question without her and fear



that they might have designs on her possessions in the
Dodecanese Islands made her more aggressive in BEastern affairs.3
There were a number of conflicting interests among the
concerned nations and often secret discussions were held
between countries which led to a constantly shifting system of
alignments and resultant jealousy and bitter feelings.u Much
of the time Ottoman division was promoted and discussed openly.
Graf von Jagow, German Foreign Secretary, outwardly advanced

5

such division” and, following the London Conference of 1913,
he actively dealt with France and Great Britain on respective
economic spheres.6 An agreement with France was initialed in
February 1914, and one with Britain in June 1914.7

Russia stood alone in her desire to maintain the status
quo for the simple but important reason that any alteration
would be unfavorable to her position vis-a-vis the Straits
and threatening to her vulnerable southern coast. However,
with the entrance of Turkey into the war in October 1914,
Russia was forced to reevaluate her stand. The Anglo-French
operations in the Dardanelles early in February 1915 also
served to impress upon St. Petersburg the immediate necessity
of coming to some conclusion on how best to attain her historic
objective, control of the Straits.

Russia feared a seizure of this strategic outlet by
Britain before Russian troops could be sent., It thus became
one of the ironies of the war that after so long a quest for
control of the entrance to the Black Sea, Russia was impotent

to act when the opportunity presented itself. In fact, it

appeared for a time that the almost ageless rivalry between



Russia and Britain would eventuate in a British victory.
However, Russian fears were soon alleviated by the Turkish
victory in 1915,

The outcome of the Russian concern was a demand to the
Allies on 4 March 1915 that Constantinople and the Straits
be ceded to her., Britain and France were forced reluctantly
to agree but only after the Russians in turn gave complete
satisfaction to their designs in Asiatic Turkey. Britain
acknowledged her acceptance of the Russian demands on 12
March and France acceded on 10 April.8

The "Constantinople Agreements” had the immediate effect
of raising anew the spectre of jealous rivalry over the
Ottoman Empire, which was reflected in the Secret agreements
of 1915-1920, The Treaty of London signed on 26 April 1915
was the second agreement dealing with the division of the
Ottoman Empire following the outbreak of the war. Italy, in
exchange for her participation in the war demanded and received
a sphere of interest in Adalea, The British-'and French were
now more inclined to formalize further their own claims and
three more agreements followed.

The Sazonov-Paleologue Treaty of 9 March 1916 dealt
with northern Asiatic Turkey whereby Russia claimed 60,000
square miles between Persia and the Black Sea. France, on her
side, claimed a zone along the Mediterranean which was to
be finalized at a later date. The Sykes-Picot Treaty of May
1916, between France and Britain with Russian approval,9
completed this arrangement.lo At the same time, however,

negotiations between the Arabs of the Hejaz under the Emir



Hussein,11 Ibn Saud of the Nejd, and the British proceeded

simultaneously,l2 without French or Russian knowledge.
Justification for the Sykes-Picot Treaty was based on
the following declaration: "The French and British government,
having acquired from information at their disposal the
conviction that the Arab populations of the Arab Peninsula,
as well as of the provinces of the Ottoman Empire, are
strongly opposed to Turkish domination, and that it would be
actually possible to establish an Arab State, or a confederation,
both hostile to the Turkish government and favorable to the
Entente powers, have opened negotiations and have examined
the question in common."13 This agreement, in reality,
divided the Arab parts of the Ottoman Empire giving

1h Also

Mesopotamia to Great Britatin, and Syria to France.
included was a solemn agreement (Article 10) that "The
British and French governments, as protectors of the Arab
state, agree not to acquire, and will not consent to a third
party acquiring territorial possession in the Arabian
Peninsula. . . 315 Ostensibly, this clause was directed
against Italy who, upon hearing of her omission from the
agreement, demanded further concessions in 3myrna.16 France
and England requiring Italian participation in the war took
the necessary steps, as arranged by the Treaty of London,

to assign to Italy a broad zone of interest centering in
Adalia, This agreement at St. Jean de Maurienne, in April
1217, further bound Italy to the terms of the Sykes-Picot

Wy

agreement, including Article 10, with the further stipulation

that the entire agreement was "subject to the consent of the
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18 which, as a result of the Bolshevik

Russian Government,"

Revolution, not only did not ratify the treaty, but published

its contents along with the others in which she was involved.

This renunciation gave the Allies a pretext for contesting

the validity of the treaty of St. Jean de Maurienne at the

Paris negotiations in 1918-1919, Italy, therefore, received

nothing for her efforts, the effect of which was to plague

llediterranean diplomacy for the next two decades.19
The Sykes-Picot and St. Jean de Maurienne agreements

were classic examples of the lack of trust among the Entente

and the maze of secret agreements which resulted from, and

in turn, promoted this distrust. A further illustration

of this lack of confidence may be shown by the instructions

the French government sent to Georges Picot, the French

Commissary in Syria and Palestine, on 2 April 1917 about

the time of the S5t. Jean de Maurienne agreement. His

instructions were to see that the British forces, which at

the time had moved beyond Palestine and were routing the

Ottoman army, did not forget their obligations to France

as stipulated in the Sykes-Picot Treaty. The French, although

little able to spare any troops from the western front, sent

a small contingent of forces to Picot to "show the population

the complete agreement existing between the Allies, as well

as to establish the joint character of the action pursued

20

in these regions," and to "see that the colors of both

countries shall immediately be flown," whenever occupation

followed from British successes.21



11

The end to all of this maneuvering should have followed
President Wilson's address at the Peace Conference in January
1918 concerning the Fourteen Points, particularly the twelfth
point dealing with settlement of the Ottoman Question.22
Furthermore, on 5 January, Lloyd George stated that the Allies
were no longer fettered by the secret treaties in discussing
Turkey.23 However, as far as Britain and France were con-
cerned, the fate of Turkish territory was still to be decided
and much still had to be settled concerning their respective
claims. A secret meeting held at Lloyd George's Paris apart-
ment on 20 March 1919 with Wilson, Clemenceau and Orlando
present, brought to light the fact that even after the 1916
and 1917 settlements with the Italians "there had been a
long further correspondence and an exchange of many notes

2k concerning Turkish claims.

between France and Great Britain"
It is apparent from the notes of this meeting that in December
1918, Clemenceau had visited London where Lloyd George con-
firmed the agreements of 1916 and 1917 but made demands for
Mosul and Palestine.25 These problems evidently were not
cleared-up by the exchange of notes and thus the meeting of
20 March,26 where a final settlement between Britain and
France was sought.27

The lack of agreement between these two major powers,
particularly over oil-rich lMosul, between the years 1917-
1920, had a most deleterious effect on Allied designs as a

whole in the Ottoman territories. The delay of two years

between the signing of the armistice of Mudros in October
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1918, and the Treaty of Sevrés, initialed by the Sultan
under protest in August 1920, provided an important part of
the necessary impetus to turn the beaten Turks into a unified
nationalist force under the leadership of Mustafa Kemal Pasha,
This development, perhaps the most amazing of the entire war,
prompted Lord Curzon to fear that "the weakest and most abject
of our foes would end by achieving the greatest triumph."28
He was correct, for in 1923 the victorious Turks successfully
negotiated the peace treaty of Lausanne on their own terms,
the only nation to do so following the World War,

The Turkish Nationalist movement spanned the years
1918-1923 and can attribute its success partly to Allied
delay in negotiating a peace settlement with a people tired
of war and totally resigned to accepting any terms offered.29
The failure of the Allies to act promptly on a Turkish
treaty can be attributed to preoccupation with the peace
settlement with Germany, the settlement of the former
Hapsburg lands, the delusive hope that the United States
might accept a2 mandate over an Armenian state or over
Constantinople and the Straits,jo a widespread feeling on
behalf of the Allies that the Turks must accept any terms
imposed thus making haste unnecessary, and finally the failure
of the Allies to agree among themselves as to the terms of
peace,

Initially the Allies proposed a harsh treaty which was
not unlike that exacted from Germany. It dealt with four

primary issues: the economic partition of Turkey; establishment

of a new Ottoman state including settlement of the Straits
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question and capitulations;31 the reorganization of lMesopotamia,
Syria and Falestine; and protection of former subject people.
The settlement of the last three was made dependent upon the
first; thus it was not until Britain and France finally
settled the lMosul dispute in the 0il Agreement of 24 April
192032 that a draft treaty was written at San Remo on 26 April
which embodied the British terms for peace. The draft was
handed to the Sultan on 11 lMay who signed it under protest
on 10 August.33

Allied delay in itself was not enough to promote a
movement for national self-determination in Turkey. There
were a nubmer of other factors growing out of Allied
intransigence, Allied transgressions, and perhaps Allied
stupidity. Following the armistice of Mudros, British troops
under the pretext of establishing a base to fight the Bolsheviks,
landed on Turkish soil in January. Their true purpose,
however, soon became evident when in February, Greek Premier
Eleutherios Venizelos presented to the Peace Conference in
Paris a formal claim to possession of Smyrna which contained

3k The Italians had been

an important Greek population,
promised this area in the agreement of St. Jean de Maurienne;
so they landed a small force at Antalya on 29 March to support
their claim. The Greeks were able, however, to take advantage
of an Italian walkout from the Peace Conference on 24 April

to attain sanction from the Allies for their claims of

36

February.35 largely to forstall the Italians, a combined
United States, British and French fleet supported a Greek

landing on 15 May 1919. The Greeks made it immediately clear
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that they proposed permanent annexation of western Anatolia
into a greater Greek Christian Empire of Constantinople.37

When Mustafa Kemal returned to Constantinople on 3
November 1918 following the disastrous Syrian Campaign and
the armistice at Mudros in October, he had the prestige of
being the victor of the Dardanelles campaign and the only
undefeated Turkish general, He had to face, however, a new
Sultan, Mehmed Vahideddin, who succeeded to the throne of
Osman the previous July. The two men were of totally
differing views concerning the future of Turkey. Kemal was
a strong nationalist who, since his days in officer's school,
had been working for a new, modern and westernized Turkey.38
The Sultan, on the other hand, strongly opposed nationalism
blaming the misfortunes of his multi-national Empire on this
Western philosophy.39 He therefore opposed any popular
movement against the Allied occupation or the Greek invasion
and proceeded to disarm and demobilize the Turkish forces.40

Although he may have been unaware of Kemal's influence
in underming his authority, the Sultan did find his
popularity in the capital threatened. He sent Kemal on a
mission on 30 April as Inspector General of the Ninth Army
Base at Samsun on the Black Sea Coast in order to remove him
from Constantinople, Kemal's orders were to restore order,
settle the Muslim-Christian disturbances, disarm and disperse
the semi-military bands operating there, and supervise

demobilization in the area. Instead, the general took the

opportunity to join with the recently founded "Societies for
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the Defense of Rights" to prepare for the defense of Turkey.LPl
Kemal's arrival at Samsun on 19 May 1919, only four days after
the Greek invasion, is marked as the birthday of the Turkish
National Revolution.42
Initially, occupation by the victorious Allies had appeared
to the Turks to be a limited affair and thus not too difficult
to accept. On the other hand, the thrust of a neighboring
and former subject people was beyond endurance;43 therefore
their reaction to Greek occupation was immediate and violent.
One of the British representatives at Constantinople described
the hostility between the Greeks and Turks on 17 August 1919
as "an animosity which has to be seen to be believed, which
is as unreasoning as it is rabid, and which is gradually
becoming pretty nearly unquenchable."qu
Originally, Turkish military response to the Greeks was
a guerrilla movement which sprang up along the line of Greek
advance, Under Kemal's guidance, this movement rapidly became
more organized. Assisting the development of the Nationalist
organization along political lines was the "Association for
the Defense of the Rights of Anatolia and Rumelia"b’5 which held
two important conferences, The first took place on 23 July
1919 at Erzurum representing the eastern provinces, and the
second, and more important, occured at Sivas on 4 September
where the entire nation was represented. Kemal was appointed
chairman of both meetings which served to draw up and proclaim
the National Pact, or declaration of independence, on 13
September calling for territorial integrity and national

L
i'ndependence.#6
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The spirit of these congresses was directed more toward
protecting the integrity of Turkey than toward overthrowing
the Sultan, and a reaffirmation of their loyalty to the ruler
was proclaimed by the delegates at Sivas, Blame for the
problems being faced by the country was placed on the Grand
Vizar Damad Ferid Pasha and his Cabinet.47

The Sultan called elections for the Ottoman Parliament
in October 1920. The new body, with a Kemalist majority, met
at the capitol on 12 January and promptly enacted the
Nationalist Pact. The British reacted with alarm to this
challenge to the Sultan, which also appeared to threaten her
own position of control over the Straits. On 15 March the
British sent a force into Constantinople which proceeded to
arrest many prominent Turks and nationalist sympathizers
and declared the capital under Allied military control. The
Ottoman Parliament held its final session and prorogued itself
indefinitely on 18 March.48

Immediately, Kemal czlled for national elections to choose
a new assembly to meet at Ankara where the Nationalists had
established themselves on 27 December 1919. The delegates,
known as the Grand National Assembly, met on 23 April and
elected Kemal as the President of the group. Again, loyalty to
llehmed Vahideddin was proclaimed. However, on 11 April, a
fetva, Muslim juridical ruling, was proclaimed declaring the
Nationalists rebels against the Sultan. Kemal and other

national leaders were sentenced to death in absentia on 11 lay.

The Nationalists, hard-pressed to fight the Allied armies on
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three fronts, were now forced to face the "Army of the Caliphate”
as well as a Kurdish rebellion against them started by the
Sultan with British assistance. Failure of the Allies to
stop the Nationalists at this critical juncture can be blamed
on their imposition of the Treaty of Sevres in August. This
act caused so much revulsion of feeling among all Turks against
the regime accepting it that Kemal's position was immeasurably
strengthened,

The Treaty of Sevrés was extremely harsh, It broke up the
Ottoman Empire completely. The part of Thrace which had
remained in Turkish hands after 1913 and a few islands in
the Aegean Sea were given to Greece., Constantinople and the
Straits, which were demilitarized, were given to Turkey but were
restricted by international limitations. Syria, Palestine,
Arabia, and lesopotamia, henceforth called Iraq, were lost
and Turkish sovereignty in Anatolia was limited. The northern
frontier territory was severed and organized into the Armenian
Republic, and a Kurd Republic was established in southeast
Anatolia., Britain received a narrow zone of influence on the
Turkish-Iraq border and France a wider sphere. An Italian
zone of influence included about half of Anatolia extending
from the southern coast deep into the interior. Greece was
given Smyrna and its hinterland. Finally, the capitulations
were confirmed.49 Italy, Great Britain and France also signed
the Tripartite (Sevrés) Agreement on Anatolia on 10 August 1920

which recognized their respective spheres of interest.50
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The Nationalists vehemently denounced Sevres whereupon

Lloyd George pressured the Greeks to push further inland in
order to force Nationalist acceptance of the Treaty. As early

as 28 April 1920, the Nationalists were encouraged, however,

by a military understanding with the Soviets and in November

d.51 This relationship served to turn

ambassadors were exchange
the tide when on 22 November a combined Bolshevik and
Nationalist attack destroyed the shadow-state of Armenia.

On 3 December, in the Treaty of Alexandropol, the Nationalists
recovered the Kars, Ardahan and Armenia for the state of
Turkey. Further military successes followed when in January
1921, at the First Battle of Inonu, Ismet Pasha defeated

the Greeks.

This battle may be considered as a turning point in the
war since from this moment on the Allies were forced to
recognize that the National movement was becoming too strong
to stop. Their first reaction was to call a conference in
London which met from 23 February to 12 March 1921. The
representatives of Great Britain, France, Italy and Greece
on the one hand and the representatives of the Sultan and the
lNationalists on the other met in order to modify the Treaty of
Sevrds but the terms of the agreement fell far short of
Nationalist demands.52

Significantly, three important events occurred in and
following the London Conference. First, the Sultan's

representative recognized the Nationalists as the spokesmen

for all of Turkey.53 Second, both France and Italy took the



19
opportunity of the meeting to made separate settlements with
the Nationalists, thus giving de facto recognition to them,

The reality of a strong national military movement caused both
of these nations to fear a long and costly anti-Turkish
crusade., The French had already been pushed far back from
their original lines, and Italy was experiencing political
disturbances at home. Thus, on 13 March, Kemal and Italy
agreed to Italian withdrawal in exchange for extensive economic
concessions in Anatolia.ELL On 20 October 1921, by the so-called
"Franklin-Bouillon" or Ankara Accord, the French also agreed

to evacuate in exchange for economic concessions.55 The
importance of the Italian and French withdrawal is that it
represented a breakdown of the solidarity of the Entente, since
it went against the terms of the treaties of September 1914

and November 1915 which opposed the signing of a separate
peace.56 Furthermore the situation reopened Anglo-French
friction in the area., France's deliberate abandonment of a
substantial amount of war material in Cilicia, and the release
of Nationalist troops from the former Italian and French
fronts for operations against the Greeks on the sole remaining
front sealed Turkish success.

The third important result of Turkish successes against
the Greeks was the signing on 16 March of the Treaty of lMoscow
which fixed the border between the Soviet Union and the
Nationalists, made agreements of recognition and mutual
friendship and arrangements for exchanges of populations.S?

Thus, by 1921, the Kemalists had succeeded in a brilliant
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diplomatic upset, which was of immense value in the continued
military successes which followed,

Attempts to reach an armistice between Turkey and Greece
began as early as June 192158 but because of changes of
government in Greece, France, and Italy, no headway was made
immediately. But in March 1922, Lord Curzon and Poincare
met in Faris and issued a pronouncement requesting an armistice
in the Greek-Turkish war. Greece who since the Autumn of 1921
had placed herself in British hands alone accepted it.59
The Turkish positions were now strong enough to threaten seriously
Great Britain's hold on the Straits, maintained only by the
sacrifices of the Greek army which had been prodded incessantly
by the British for this very purpose, By 18 August, the
Turkish army had struck along the entire Greek front throwing
the enemy armies back in panic across the Anatolia plateau.

By 20 September, there were no more Greek Armies in Asia
Minor.éo

The British control of the Straits was seriously threatened
by the Turkish victory. Britain thus turned to France, Greece,
Italy, Jugoslavia, and Rumania to help maintain this precarious
hold; all refused.61 A military clash between the Nationalists
and British at Chanag was narrowly prevented by the agreement
of all parties to an armistice, signed at Mudanya on 11 October
1922, The former Allies with the exception of Russia agreed to
return Eastern Thrace to the Turks and recognized Turkish
sovereignty over Constantinople. The Nationalists, on their

side, agreed to accept neutralization of the Straits under
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international control, The Greeks acceded to the Armistice
on 14 October,

The Nationalists had won their battle for independence
and with the recovery of Eastern Thrace had returned to Europe,
Greek hopes for a new Empire were dashed upon the rocks of
defeat, and Kemal was in possession of most of the territory
claimed in the National Pact three years earlier. Lloyd
George's policy of British domination over the Straits ended
in fiasco, and partly because of this failure, he was forced
to resign the office of Prime Minister on 19 October 1922,
France had obtained only Syria, and Italy, like Greece, was
crowded out of Asia Minor,

Great Britain made one last attempt to strengthen her
waning influence by inviting both the representatives of the
Sultan and those of the Nationalists to sit at the Peace
Conference scheduled to meet at Lausanne, Kemal, who as early
as July 1920 had declared to the Assembly the need to place

6
2 now had an excuse

the government in the hands of the people,
to abolish the Sultanate to prevent the Sultan's participation
in the peace conference. The fact remains that the majority
of deputies had already favored the appointment of a new
Sultan, Thus, in order for the old order to be replaced,

and in order to protect Kemal's position as head of the
Nationalist government, the Sultan now had to be removed,
Mohammed VI (Vahedettin) fled from the capital aboard a
British warship to Malta on 17 November, 'The following day

he was declared deposed and his cousin Abdul Me jid became
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Caliph, but not Sultan, thus separating the religious from
the temporal aspects of the state.

The Conference of Lausanne which opened on 21 November
1922 following the long struggle of the Turks for national
independence was one of the great success stories of recent
history. It signified a people's victory over centuries of
intrigue and imperialism perpetrated by the Western Fowers,
It further represented the beginning of a new national state
whose autonomy and self-esteem could no longer be contested.
Ismet Pasha fought hard and obstinately at Lausanne driving
the Allies, represented by the "British Empire, France, Italy,
Japan, Greece, Rumania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State,"63
into almost complete frustration. Lord Curzon broke off the
conference on 4 February 1923 after heated arguments over the
abolition of capitulations, the status of Mosul, and the
payment of reparations by Greece.64 To journalists who asked
Ismet what had caused the break, he replied, "Nothing. We
have refused to accept servitude."65 The Allies waited until
23 April before realizing they would have to move to reopen
the conference., The treaty, embodying virtually all of
Turkey's demands, was initialed on 24 July signifying the end
of the Ottoman Empire.

By the terms of the Treaty, Turkey gave up all claims to
the non-Turkish territories lost as a result of World War I
but recovered Eastern Thrace and settled the frontier with
Greece, Turkey also received the Aegean Islands of Imbros
and Tenedos but lost the rest to Greece. Italy retained the

Dodecanese, and England, Cyprus. The Mosul question was put
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off and final settlement was reached only in 1926. The
capitulations were abolished in return for promised judicial
reform., Turkey accepted treaties to protect minorities,
and a separate Turkish-Greek agreement provided for compulsory
exchange of populations.66 Turkey had to pay no reparations.
The Straits question, settled in a separate convention,
concluded that they were to be open to ships of all nations in
time of peace, and in time of war if Turkey remained neutral.
If Turkey were at war, enemy ships could be excluded.67 Thus,
the Nationalists skillfully succeeded in becoming the only
defeated power of the war to settle a negotiated peace on their
own terms.68

Following the abolition of the Sultanate and the
Nationalist victory at Lausanne, fundamental, political, social,
and economic reforms began to change the entire structure of
the Turkish state and society and to close the gap which
had separated the Ottoman world from the West. An old
Ottoman state philosophy which stated "There can be no power
without an army, no army without adequate sources of revenue,
no revenue without prosperity of subjects, and no prosperity

69 probably best expressed the mood of the

without justice,"
country which led to the great changes.

Even before the conclusion of Lausanne, the Grand
National Assembly dissolved itself on 19 April in order to
facilitate the advent of the new government under the
"People's Party,"7o the only legal political party in the

country. llew elections for the Assembly were held in June

1923, With completion of political organization, the
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government moved to finalize its authority. Ankara was
formally chosen as the new "Seat of Government of the Turkish

7%n 13 October, and the Turkish Republic was formally

State"”
proclaimed with Mustafa Kemal as Pr‘esiden”c72 on 29 October.
The office of the Caliphate remained the last vestige
of Ottoman political control in Turkey. The Caliph's authority
extended far beyond the borders of the state, affecting the
faithful of all the luslim world where God was recognized as
the only legitimate source of both power and law. Thus, the
Caliph, God's vice-regent on earth, wielded enormous power and
was the only one who could challenge the leadership of the new
regime.73 Kemal was determined to crush this threat, and did
so through a number of directives closing relgious schools and
courts. The Grand National Assembly under his pressure announced
the abolition of the office of the Caliphate on 3 March 1921+.7LL
The Assembly adopted the new Republican Constitution on
20 April which finalized these actions.75 Further decrees in
1925 repressing religious orders continued this process of
secularization which was completed in April 1928 when the
Grand National Assembly ammended the Constitution of 1924 by
abrogating Article II which had made Islam the state religion.76
In the legal and social sphere, reforms were made which
resulted in the adoption in 1926 of the Swiss Civil Code,
Italian Penal Code, and the German Commercial Code which
replaced the Koran as the basis of law.77 The Arabic
alphabet was replaced by the Latin in November 1928. Surnames
were required by everyone in the country in another move to

remove Islamic practices. Kemal took the name Attatirk,
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father of the Turks. Women were given suffrage in lMarch 1930,
the same year Constantinople and Angora were renamed Istanbul

and Ankara respectively.78

All of these changes reflected

the attempt to take enormous strides in transforming the country
as quickly as possible into a strong, modern state capable of
defending itself and preventing a recurrence of the past.

The Nationalist War, however, had left the nation with
enormous problems of reconstruction and development and hardly
any means at hand for accomplishing the rapid westernization
desired. Under the Ottomans there had been increased
westernization but modern manufacturing and mining industries,
as well as railroads and utilities, had been mainly controlled
by the West. The Turks, who had limited themselves principally
to military and government service, and farming?9 had depended
upon the Armenians, Kurds, and Greeks, now slaughtered or
dispersed, to run most of the native industries. Thus, the
Turks were lacking in both experience and technical knowledge
and were therefore at a great disadvantage in facing the task
of redevelopment.

Furthermore, capital in the 1920's was almost impossible
to obtain. The Turkish economy was exceedingly backward.
Four-fifths of the population farmed using the most primitive
methods, lMost peasants lived off their own crops, and urban
centers were fed by the immediate, surrounding countryside.BO

Modern means of transportation were almost completely

non-existant. Therefore, trade was restricted to bazaars

and transactions in the coastal cities. Turkish products
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were predominantly handicrafts; most machine-made goods had
to be imported. Almost the entire export trade consisted of
agricultural products such as raisins, cotton, tobacco, and
nuts, However, their luxury nature made them vulnerable to
the vagaries of world economic conditions. The situation was
mitigated somewhat by the fact that Turkey was not dependent
on one cash crop.81

The country had only one important domestic bank, the
Ziraat (agricultural) Bank, but it had never served as a

82 All other financial establishments were

commercial bank.
foreign-controlled and as suspicious of the Republic as the
Republic was of them.83 Thus, there existed a critical

shortage of skills and materials with which to build a nation.
However, to entrust the foreigner with the task of rehabili-
tation was out of the question, since it might jeopardize not
only Turkish dignity but also the social and economic gains
which had been achieved at a great cost in the suffering of the
people., The Turks smarted under the memories of Ottoman
economic sujugation to the West, particularly epitomized

by the hated capitulations which the Allies had attempted to
continue even at Lausanne. The Republic was thus reluctant

to contract large loans from abroad. There was at the same time
a curious but strong desire in the Turks to achleve techno-
logical equality with the West, to be actually recognized as
Buropeans, and to be assimilated into European civilization.84

Perhaps this desire caused them to face the fact that without

foreign help westernization was impossible., Kemal thus decided
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to grant limited concessions to the United States, which. had
not been at war with Turkey and whose policies appeared to be
in opposition to political imperialism. The result was the
"Chester Concession Plan" ratified in April 1923 by the Grand
National Assembly.85 Failure of the plan, however, drove
Kemal to a position of attempting redevelopment solely on
the meager resources of the national budget.86

A series of reforms in the agricultural, industrial and
banking spheres followed during the 1920's. Land reform which
redistributed property and improvised the old tax system was
instituted. In 1924, the l§ Bankasi (workers' bank) was
created, and in 1927 a law offering tax advantages to private
industrial firms attempted to promote private investment.
Turkey began to end her colonial, economic status as a source
of national riches for others by purchasing the French and
Italian companies which held pre-World War I concessions in
coal and utilities.87 These companies were so inefficient
the Turks knew they could do better.88

Unfortunately, Turkey's ability to purchase foreign-
owned companies and proceed with her programs was hampered by
the decision of the Board of Arbitration at Lausanne that
Turkey must pay $401,195,247 or 62,25 per cent of the old
Ottoman debt.89 At the same time by a commercial treaty due
to expire in 1929, Turkey was compelled to admit a long list
of imports from the Allies at the low rates of duty obtained
during Ottoman rule. Thus, although Turkish trade flourished

her foreign debt steadily increased on account of substantial
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imports.9o Furthermore, outstanding internal loans of about
$9.25 million, a floating debt of almost $48 million, and a
paper currency of $82,.,5 million existed. As Peter F. Sugar

in Political Modernization of Japan and Turkey pointed out:

"When one considers that until 1947 when the Ottoman public
debt was finally cancelled, Turkey poured an average yearly

sum of $10,25 million into the 0ld Imperial debt alone while
the government's income of 1928 amounted to only $105.5 million
one can better understand the financial difficulties of the

n91 It is not surprising that despite all the

government,
attempts of private investment, Turkish expansion fell far
short of its goals.

Further difficulties arose when the world economic crisis
of 1929 struck., Two steps were taken in an attempt to counter
the collapse of Turkey's financial base. First, a $10 million
loan from The Swedish Match Company was negotiated in exchange
for a match monopoly granted to the United States subsidiary

o Second, a private American loan was

of that company.
accepted, and the services of United States engineers and
economists were engaged to survey the entire economy and

draw up detailled plans to improve economic efficiency. The
result was the Henes-Don-Remmerer Plan. However, the distrust
toward the West as well as the economic failures of the
capitalist countries had reinforced a feeling of contempt for
the West, On the other hand, Turkish leaders thought that
great economic strides, without foreign capital, were being

made in Soviet Russia where the depression appeared to have

less effect. At a time when help could not be forthcoming
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from the West, the Soviets were able to fill the vacuum and

offer a method of economic expansion, capital to initiate it,
and the experts to assist in its application,

Mustafa Kemal spelled out the new policy of economic
development planned with the assistance of the Soviets and
initialed it on 21 April 1931.93 btatism, as it was officially
termed, was defined by the Fresident as the duty of the state
to participate in the economic life of the nation in order to
guide it to prosperity in the shortest possible time.94
Despite the association with the Soviets, etatism was not a
political system and was not identified with socialism. Instead,
it was thought of as a pragmatic intermingling of state and
private enterprise with the former providing the necessary
infrastructure and filling in the gaps in investment.95
Because of the failure of private enterprise, the unavailability
of foreign capital, the world depression, the absence of
domestic public opinion to oppose it, and the necessity of
channeling what little available capital there was into
projects of highest social reform, etatism fitted well into
the historical, social, political, and economic environment

of Turkey.96
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CHAPTER III
THE DEVELOPMENT OF TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY

FROM THE TREATY OF LAUSANNE TC THE TREATY OF MONTREUX, 1933-1936

The successful War of Independence and the Lausanne Treaty
were rude awakenings to the European states which found it
difficult to accept the reality of a new Turkish state which
had acted independently and resisted all forms of foreign
interference. Attempts to influence the character of the new
regime in Turkey continued nevertheless into the 1920'3.1
It appeared impossible for the West to recognize the Nationalist
government as valid and permanent. Rather they continued to
await the internal collapse of the state which they considered
to be imminent, "The Turkish question," said Neville
Chamberlain in 1926, "is a question of waiting. . . ."2

The Turkish reaction to western interference was an
intense nationalism which came to dominate both domestic and
foreign policy. Suspicion and animosity towards her former
enemies became for Turkey almost a phobia which led Joseph
Grew, the United States Ambassador at Lausanne, to observe
that "friendly contact would inevitably be interpreted as
intervention."3 This fact, led most Europeans to conclude
that Turkey was being drawn into the Soviet fold. Yet
President lustafa Kemal Attaturk had the vision to see where the

best interests of his country lay, and as early as 1923, he

pointed out that "the West has always been prejudiced against

b2
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the Turks and has always tried to destroy us, but we Turks
have always and consistently moved towards the West. . . .
In order to be a civilized nation, there is no other alter-
native!"i'L Thus, under Attatlrk's shrewd guidance the Republic
set out on a policy of westernization, modernization and
internal reconstruction which the President believed was the
only means of developing a strong national entity free from
future western interference. Upon Turkey's national integrity,
depended her ability to develop her resources and her people.
"Our desire," said Dr. Tewfik Rustu Aras, Turkish Foreign
Minister, "is to live peacefully and freely without being
troubled within the limits of our territory."5 Attaturk
expressed this aim as being "Peace in the country, peace in
the world."6

Although Attatlirk realized some rapprochement with the

West, a special relationship had developed between Turkey and
Soviet Russia which grew out of their numerous points of
similarity. Both states were outlawed nations whose interest
was "The common struggle which both peoples had undertaken
against the intervention of imperialism."7 Both nations found
a common bond in anti-western sentiment, in the Straits question,
and in a common desire to remove the Transcaucasian republics
which were the unwanted outcrops of western intervention.
Soviet support of the Turkish Nationalist campaign fit
well into the Russian security system. Thus a strong aid
program both to bolshevize the Turks and bolster their position

vig-a-vis the Straits began as early as 28 April, 1920. A



L
military understanding was concluded on that date whereby the
Nationalists, who sent a mission to Moscow on 11 May, were to
receive Russian military supplies.9 Soviet assistance was,
not unselfish, for it was directed toward her own safety which
would be assured by the realization of Turkish sovereignty

over the Straits.lo Attaturk, who opposed bolshevism, accepted

out of necessity.11

It was soon evident, however, that
communism was a serious threat to Kemal's movement which was
based on the western ideal of an independent nationalist state.
The Turkish communist movement was made up of three
different groups: Turkish prisoners of war still in Russia,
Sparticist exiles from Germany, and some Turkish citizens not
strictly communist in doctrine but professing a vague sympathy
for the communist ideals and the Soviet form of government.12
The latter group was fostered by Attatlirk to insure its
continuing loyalty to the Nationalist cause, to appease the
Soviets, to placate those Turkish politicians committed to
the "Eastern Ideal," and to assure that all communist activity

13

was controlled by Turkish Nationalists. In the spring of

1920, Attatlirk organized this element into the Turkish Communist

14

Party which was called the "Green Apple." It had no

connection with the Third International and engagéd in no
political activity.15 In fact, according to an article in the
London Times of 6 July 1920: "Nationalist leaders cynically
avow the artificiality of the movement, created with the object

16

of intimidating the Allies." Within the year, however, the

appointed leader of the "Green Apple," Cerkes Edhem, threatened
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to separate from Attatirk's leadership, forcing the general
to remove this potential source of rivalry by issuing a decree
dissolving the party.17 Although Edham resisted, Kemal
succeeded in militarily defeating him and forced him to flee
to the Greek lines, thereby destroying the organization on
6 January 1921.18

Dissolution of the "Green Apple" was followed immediately
by a crash program to destroy the entire secret communist
movement which had been founded in June 1920 by the German and
Russian groups under the leadership of Mustafa Suphi.19 Suphi
was seized along with sixteen other leading Turkish communists
and was reported drowned in the Black Sea near Trapezunt.zo
After 1925, Communism was legally outlawed and continued only
in exile,?l

Yet Attatiirk's drastic action was overlooked by the
Soviet Union which decided that good relations with the
Nationalists were more important than their bolshevization.22
Turkish-Soviet relations were thus little affected, and on 18
February 1921, the Turkish delegation for the negotiation of
a Soviet-Turkish treaty arrived in Moscow., Although dis-

- - . 2
agreements over claims in the Caucasus were voiced, 3 these

were not permitted to disturb the harmony of the negotiations.

Settlement was reached and on 16 March the Treaty was initialed.

Close cooperation between the two nations followed a brief chill

during the Lausanne Conference of 1922-23 and significantly
improved in 1925 when a clash between Turkey, Great Britain,
and Italy over the lMosul question resulted in the signature of

a Russo-Turkish Treaty of Friendship on 17 December 1925.25

2l
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During the late 1920's, Turkey did begin to veer away
from Russia despite a commercial treaty signed in 1927 which
at the time was hailed by the Soviet press as "another mark

26 Turkish

and evidence of Turkish-Soviet solidarity."
suspicion of Soviet underground activities as well as the
dumping of Russian goods on Turkish markets were partly
responsible.27 Turkey thus began gradually to shift toward a

rapprochement with the West as witnessed by the Treaty of

Ankara of 1930 between Greece and Turkey which opened a long
period of friendly cooperation between the two former enemies.28
Furthermore, reevaluation of Turkish policy toward Britain
following the settlement of the Mosul question and the Italo-
Turkish Treaty of 1928, and discussions concerning the
formation of a Balkan alliance furthered this development.
These events frightened the Russians into pursuing a
more cautious policy which would not antagonize the Republic,
The Treaty of Friendship was renewed in 1931 for five more
years,29 and on 8 May 1931, Ismet In6nli signed in Moscow an
agreement for an interest-free loan of $8 million (later

)20

increased to $18 million The money was to be used for the
purchase of Russian machinery and material for industrial-
ization.31 The Soviet credits had the effect of temporarily

preventing a complete rapprochement between the Turks and the

West, but renewed fears in Turkey that the real object of
Soviet diplomacy was control of the Strait532 again turned the

Turks to the West when world economics stablized. It was

perhaps this renewed fear among the Turks which prompted Karl
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Radak, editor of Isvestia, to write in 1934: "The attempt to
represent the foreign policy of the Soviet Union as a con-
tinuation of Tsarist policy is ridiculous., Bourgeois writers
who do so have not grasped even the purely external manifest-
ation of this policy. It used to be an axiom of Tsarist
policy that it should strive by every available means to gain
posession of the Dardanelles and of an ice-free port on the
Pacific. ©Not only have the Soviets not attempted to seize
the Dardanelles, but from the very beginning they have attempted
to establish the most friendly relations with Turkey."33
Relations between Turkey and Britain and France remained
anything but cordial for at least a decade following the
Lausanne Conference, although as previously pointed out there
were signs of a gradual improvement during the late 1920's
following settlement of border questions. But it was precisely
these border questions which prolonged Turkish suspicion
toward Britain and France which were attempting thus to restrict
Turkish sovereignty. The only disputed territories to which
Turkey laid claim after the peace settlement were the Vilayet
of Mosul, tentatively assigned to the British mandate of Iraq,34
and the Sanjaq of Alexandretta, attached to the French mandate
for Syria.35
The Sanjak of Alexandretta, called Hatay by the Turks,
formed part of the Turkish Vilayet of Aleppo before World

War I and covered an area of 1,500 square miles., It occupied

a highly important strategic position which militarily controlled

a key point in Asia Minor and was considered to be an intregal
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part of the great empire which pan-Arab leaders under Ibn

Saud, King of Saudi Arabia, envisioned.36 Two cities, Antioch,
where Paul and Barnabus taught and Ben Hur raced, and Alex-
andretta were of great importance. The port of Alexandretta

is still regarded as being the finest in the Levant, offering
anchorage for large vessels in a gulf thirty-five miles in
length, It is a natural outlet for the hinterland of the upper
Euphrates valley and is connected by rail to Ankara, Istanbul,
Bagdad, and the Suez Canal,

The Sanjak was composed of 22,000 people divided racially,
linguistically and religiously. The Turks, the largest homo-
geneous group, numbered 85,000 in 1936.37 The Arabic-speaking
population, however, was larger, about 99,000, but these
pwople were divided by religious differences.38 The Turks,
using the excuse that language was the basis of group identity,
counted the 29,000 Turkish-speaking Armenians as Turks
and thus claimed a majority in the region.39 The French and
Syrians, on the other hand, claimed the Turkish element made
up no more than 40 per cent or 17,000 people.L‘LO

The mandate for Syria was allotted to France at San Remo
but without the frontiers being delimited, This was accom-
plished with the Franklin-Bouillon Agreement of October 1921,

which also placed the Sanjak in the French manda‘te.41

But in
recognition of Turkey's legitimate claims, Article 7 of the
Franklin-Bouillon Treaty provided that, "a special admin-

istrative regime shall be established for the district of

Alexandretta. The Turkish inhabitants of this district shall



Hg
enjoy every facility for their cultural development. The

L2 In

Turkish language shall have official recognition."
Articles 16 and 27 of the Treaty of Lausanne, the final

step in detaching the Sanjak was taken when Turkey was com-
pelled to divest herself of all sovereign or political rights
and claims to territories detached from her‘.LL3 The French
pledge in Article 7 in the Ankara Agreement was carried out

S When

and a special regime was instituted on 8 August 1921.
General llaxine Weygand's Arrete on 5 December 1924 merged the
states of Aleppo and Damascus into the single state of Syria,
it was provided that the special regime would be unaffected
other than ceasing to be attached to the Vilayet of Aleppo.45
For the next two years, it appeared that settlement of
the issue would be permanent. However, during the 1926 elections
in the Sanjak, political events led to the demand of the Turkish
element that complete separation from Syria be carried out.
The deputies of the Sanjak formed themselves into a Constitu-
tional Assembly and proclaimed their independence in liarch,
However, Syrian and French representatives were able to induce
the assembly to rescind its declaration and to remain in the
framework of the Syrian manda*ce.u6 Meanwhile, the French High
Commissioner, M., de Jouvenel, and the Turkish Foreign Minister,
Twefik Rushdi Bey, concluded in February 1926 a comprehensive
agreement which settled minor border questions. However,
because of some difficulties concerning use of the Bagdad
Railway, the treaty was not officially signed until 30 May,47
only six days before the signature of the Anglo-Turk-Iraqui

Treaty ending the danger of war over Mosul, With the settlement
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of both geographic and political questions in the Sanjak, it
appeared that the way had been cleared for improved Franco-
Turkish relations, The French on their side continued to
preserve scrupulously the autonomy of the Sanjak within the
Syrian political framework, Despite the fact that the Turks
still made no secret of their determination to recover the
territory,48 good relations between France and Turkey con-
tinued until the issue was renewed in 1936.

The other territory claimed by Turkey on the basis of
the National Pact was the Mosul Vilayet which Britain insisted
be awarded to Iraq. despite the predominately Turkish population.
The importance of Mosul to both countries was great. Mosul
was located at the crossroads of three important routes to
India and controlled the defense of all the routes opening
on the plain of lMesopotamia; therefore it served to block
any attempt of invasion into the East.49 The fact that
Turkish control of the area would threaten English and French
possessions and that the area contained large reserves of oil
was well known to Attaturk. During the Lausanne Convention,
an impasse between Britain and Turkey had been reached, but
on 26 June 1923 the two agreed to settle the question within
nine months by direct negotiations, or failing that, the
problem was to be referred to the League.so Settlement could
not be reached and the problem was sent to the Council of the
League on 6 August 1924.51 On 31 October a Commission was
appointed to investigate the situation. Its report on

3 September 1925 favored uniting losul with Iragq to form
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a British mandate for twenty-five years, but Tewfik Rusdi Bey
refused to accept on behalf of his country. This forced the
issue before the permanent Court of International Justice
which decided on 21 November 1925 that the League had full
powers to decide the question., Again the Turks refused to

52 but on 16 December 1925 the League decided finally

accept,
to award Mosul to Britain as a mandate to which Attaturk
responded that "Mosul is Turkish and nothing can ever change
that fact, even bayonets."53 The following day, 17 December,
Turkey and Russia signed the Treaty of Friendship and
Neutrality.5LL

Attaturk convoked a Supreme Military Council on 18
December which threatened war over the League's decision.
But they wisely decided against such a move on 25 December
fearing that if Soviet troops assisted in a war with Great
Britain, they might not retire without difficulty.55 Great
Britain meanwhile concluded a treaty with Irag on 13 January
192656 embodying her new obligations concerning the lNMosul.
But before Britain could settle with Turkey, Paris and

Ankara concluded their difficulties over the Sanjak on 30

Mayu57Not until 5 June did Turkey accept the fait accompli

and recognize the mandate of Irag including the liosul
decision. In return, Iraq was to pay ten per cent royalty
on oil rights in Mosul or pay Turkey the sum of 5,000,000,
It was announced on 17 June 1926 that Ankara would accept
payment in lieu of royalties.58 The settlement of the Mosul

question was a milestone in Turkish foreign policy, for
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although it took time to erase the remnants of anglophobia
from the Turkish mind, a point had been reached whereby the

Turkish desire for a rapprochement with England could be

realized.

The Mosul dispute did have another side, however, one
dark with the growing threat of a militant Fascist nationalism
pressing to retrieve its losses in Anatolia if the Turks went
to war with Britain.59 The Italians, who had been among the
first to recognize Nationalist Turkey, had in the meantime

become imbued with the idea of Mare Nostrum, a philosophy which

the Turks believed directly threatened their national
security and so affronted Turkish national sensibilities that
it influenced Turkish foreign policy during the entire inter-
war period,

Italian interests in the Near Bast stemmed from the
Middle Ages when Italian cities carried on lively trade with
the area, Large Italian colonies and institutions, including
schools, hospitals and missions, existed in many Arab states.éo
In an attempt to reestablish her old influence in Africa, Italy
attacked Libya in 1911. Turkey, unable to obtain foreign

61 As a result

assistance, receded before the Italian armies,
of the Treaty of Ouchy, the Ottoman government surrendered

the provinces of Tripoli-Benghazi but retained the spiritual
jurisdiction of the Sultanate.62 With control of Libya, Italy
secured herself a place in Africa bordered on one side by
Egypt, and by French North Africa on the other. Her further

seizure of the Dodecanese Islands in 1912 offered her a
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strategic position at the crossroads of east-west trade and
communication lanes placing her in close proximity to the
decaying Ottoman Empire. DMoreover, the African colonies on
the Red Sea gained by Italy at the close of the nineteenth
century offered her a strategic location adjacent to the
Arabian Peninsula,

Waning Italian prestige which had suffered after World
War I partly because of the failure to obtain territory aside
from some minor border extensions in Libya and Italian
Somaliland,63 played a primary pzrt in stimulating the
Italian drive for territorial conquests., The Italian desire
to dominate the lediterranean Sea based partly on nationalism
and partly on Italian economic dependence on that area
became clear and frightening to Turkey.

With a land frontier of 1,219 miles and a seacoast of
5,312 miles, Italy has been likened to an island. Lord
Balfour said during the Washington Naval Conference that
"Italy is not an island, but for the purpose of this debate
she almost counts as an island. . . . I doubt whether she
could feed herself or supply herself or continue as an
efficient fighting unit if she were really blockaded and her
commerce were cut off.“64 That concern over being blocked
off from the outside was an uncomfortable reality and was
illustrated in a speech by Admiral Ranieri Biscia in
October 1936 before the First National Conference for Studies
of Foreign Policy. Admiral Biscia explained that because
86 per cent of Italy's imports came by sea, Italy must either

65

dominate, or be the prisoner of the llediterranean.
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Domination apparently meant to the Italians control of more

than the sea, for as Dr, E. W. Eschmann in Die Aussenpolitik

des Faschismus pointed out, Italy's role in the Mediterranean

must be viewed in a broad sense as control of the hinterland
including the Balkans as far north as Austria and Hungary,
In this wider sense, too, Italy's resolution to re-populate
with Italian citizens Libya and much of North Africa and the
consolidation of her position in the Levant, the Red Sea and

the Indian Ocean, were aspects of her determination to live

Pk
on equal terms with any other power in the Mediterranean.6O

Thus, following World War I, Italy immediately began an
aggressive foreign policy directed toward territorial
aggrandizement in the lediterranean area and the Middle
East.67 At Lausanne, she attempted to develop a relationship
with Turkey which would open the door to future exploitation
in the Levant, Italian title to the Dodecanese already offered
a strategic position to promote this endeavor.68 At the con-
ference, Italy, represented by Giulio Montagna, attempted to
play a mediatory role between Britain and Turkey thereby
building a foundation of trust. He obviously believed his
act was successful for he was prompted to write: "As for our
relations with Turkey, it may be asserted that not only have
these emerged from the conference improved, but perhaps Italy
among all the states represented here stands to derive most
advantage. Now we have to exploit and realize these advantages

69

in other fields."”
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Montagna realized, however, that Italy was at a dis-
advantage in attempting to penetrate the Middle East which
had been carved up already by Britain and France. He
therefore contzcted Joseph Grew soon after the United States
received the Chester concession and suggested: ", . . that
Italy and the U.S. could work together in the llear Bast . . .
and reach some sort of understanding between the two govern-
ments with a view to economic exploitation. . . 70 llontagna
proceeded to explain to Grew that "it was no secret that
Italy desired to infiltrate into Asia Minor. This was a
perfectly natural and logical policy . . . She must expand
and overflow and if she was not permitted to do so gradually
an explosion would some day automatically occur."71

Despite Italian attempts to cultivate Turkish friendship

at Lausanne, her control of the Dodecanese Islands and the

new talk of [lare Nostrum caused alarm among the Turks. Fears

of Italian emmigration to the Near East spread rapidly among
the press and government circles following Mussolini's speech
of 4 November 1922 at the Fourteenth Anniversary of Italy's

success at the Battle of Victorio Verreto./z

The speech con-
tained a patriotic message to Italians living in the Near East
recalling the days when that part of the world lived under the
Roman Empire and later under Italian City States.73 The Franco-
Italian Accord for Near Eastern Cooperation signed in 1923

but not in effect until 1924, suggested further designs by the
Italians, By May 1924, reports of an Italian troop build-up

on Sicily and Rhodes brought to a climax these fears with
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rumors of imminent invasion. Although the Duce disclaimed
any such intention, his belief that the Greeks, British and
Soviets would remain neutral in the event of a Turco-Italian

74

conflict, led him to press closer to such a war. However,
the domestic upheaval, the lMatteotti Affair in June 1924,
suddenly took Mussolini's attention away from Turkey.75

However, as Alan Cassals in lMussolini's Early Diplomacy points

out, "the incident served the Duce's ends of producing abroad
an attitude of respect based on fear."76
The Mosul dispute also raised the spectre of Italian
intervention, and Mussolini took advantage of the situation
by offering any necessary assistance to Great Britain. Austin
Chamberlain, who had met with the Italian dictator at the
Council of the League at Rome in December 1924, had agreed to
pursue a common line of conduct and close cooperation with
Italy "according to their anciet traditions."77 This support
of British designs in Mosul78 provided the Italians with the
occasion to demand that if the British received lMosul then
Italy required an equivalent gain at Turkey's expense.79
Apparently, some agreement was achieved since Mussolini told
his embassy in Constantinople: "The policy of cordiality toward
Great Britain which the national government has seen fit to
follow and which has assured for Italy complete English support
in International questions of notable interest to Italy,
especially in the colonial and Mediterranean fields, could not

permit us to assume an attitude of open hostility to Great

Britain in the lMosul question."Bo Spurred on by this professed
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offer by Britain, the Italian attitude toward Turkey turned
rapidly bellicose. Rumors quickly spread of an imminent
attack by the Italians who, they said, planned to retrieve
their loss of Anatolia by occupying Smyrna and Adalia.81
Attatirk responded by threatening to mass four army corps in
that area82 and for additional insurance began negotiations
for admission into the League of Nations. Furthermore, attempts
were made by Turkey in 1925 to 1926 to reach some accord with
the Italians and therefore stave off any threat of invasion
from the west, Mussolini's rejection of these efforts was
embodied in a speech during his Libyan trip in April 1926
calling for "a suitable colonial outlet for the Italian
population."83 The effect, however, may have played a large
role in the settlement of the Mosul question in June which
thereby ended any threat of Italian accord.8u

Italy did not receive any direct compensation from
Britain as she had demanded, and it appears that British
concern over Italian activities in the Near East was growing.
An Italian treaty of Commerce and Friendship was signed with
the King of Yemen on 2 September 1926 and was construed as a
set back for British ambitions in Arabia. Nevertheless,
experts from Britain and Italy did work out an arrangement
in January 1927 for cooperation in exploiting this area.
British reaction to the growing presence of Italy in the
eastern lMediterranean was to encourage Roman eyes to focus
their attention on Albania where penetration had a species of

international sanction. The Christian Science Monitor of
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2 October 1935 disclosed in a published confidential
memorandum that lussolini had contemplated action against
Abyssinia as early as 1925. ButGreat Britain did not like
the idea and was reported to have told the Duce in a friendly
way: "Instead of wasting so much effort and money in a country
so distant from Italy, and where you might easily encounter
diplomatic difficulties with the two countries which have
interests in Ethiopia, why don't you seek pacific penetration
much nearer at hand? What about Albania? The British govern-
ment would leave Italy a free hand to consolidate her position
in Albania, provided that she did not seek to change the status
guo in the Red Sea area."85 Italy did just that in 1926 by
signing the Treaty of Tirana with Albania gaining economic
concessions in return for guaranteeing "the status quo,
political, juridical, and territorial of Albania."86 By
the next year, Italy was carrying out internal improvements
with Italian loans, reorganizing the army and signing a twenty-
year defensive alliance. Thus, within two years Italy had
obtained the protectorate over Albania which she had been
seeking since the first World War., Flans to extend her
influence in the East continued with Italian attempts to sign
a tripartite pact with Greece and Turkey. Separate treaties
were signed in 1928, and Italy was instrumental in opening
negotiations for the Greco-Turkish Treaty of 1930 and for the
Balkan Pact of 1934, But Greece and Turkey continued to eye

87

Rome with suspicion.
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The depression had an enormous effect upon Italy which
was forced temporarily to limit her foreign escapades.
Monetary and trade problems resulted in part from extensive
public works projects., In order to maintain her trade balance,
however, Rome again came to feel the need to obtain territories
which would provide the needed resources and a place to absorb
surplus population.88 A renewed program of foreign expansion
commenced in 1933 with Mussolini's assertion that "Italian
eyes must turn eastward, that Italy's manifest destiny lay in
Africa and Asia."89 The Duce again proclaimed in 1934 that
"Italy's 'historical' objectives are Africa and Asia."?% Botn
statements created a profound impression upon the Turks who
recognized in them a renewed effort by Italy to exert her
influence over the Republic. Although lMussolini acted to
quell these fears by explaining that Italian destiny lay out-
side the sphere of Turkey who was in Italian eyes, "a European,
not an Asiatic state,"91 Attaturk was not reassured , and the
Italo-Turkish Friendship Pact of 1928 which had been renewed
in 193292 did little to allay his suspicion. Furthermore,
lussolini's demand that "we require and wish those who are
satiated into desire to retain their possessions to refrain
from blocking the cultural, political and economic expansion
of Italy,"93 was directed at the French and British and gave
the impression that the Duce would stop at nothing to attain

his goal of lMare Nostrum,

The winter of 1934 also contained a threat from another

quarter, The rapprochement of Bulgaria and Yugoslavia
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threatened Turkey's Thracian frontier because of the
revisionist designs of Bulgaria. Turkey further menaced by
the Italian threats found herself forced to seek allies who
could offer some form of protection. Not only was the balance
of power in the Mediterranean shifting dangerously, but the
status of the Balkans was threatened. Turkey acted to check
these developments by concluding negotiations with Yugoslavia,
Greece and Rumania for the Balkan Pact on 9 February 1934.94

This pact, however, was directed primarily against

Bulgarian revisionist attempts in the Balkans; it offered
no protection from a threat outside the area. Turkey, therefore,
still stood alone before any attack which might be forthcoming
from the Italians., Events in BEthiopia in 1935 suddenly forced
Ankara to face this disturbing reality. Any change in the status
quo in the Mediterranean would most surely be to Turkey's
detriment. The Abyssinian affair, therefore, had four results.
Turkey abandoned strict neutrality as a national policy. Because
of Italian military build-up in the Dodecanese Islands, she also
began to build fortifications along her coast at a cost difficult
for her to manage.95 Furthermore, she drew closer to her Balkan

Allies96 and sought rapprochement with Britain.97 By November

1935 Turkey, in exchange for British guarantees, announced that
she would place at England's disposal Turkish ports and ships to
help in blocking any Italian attack on the British fleet.

Turkey added, however, that British assistance in recovering

the Dodecanese Islands from Italy was implicit in the agreement.

. . 8
Britain, however, balked, eventually offering Cyprus 1nstead.9
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By the end of 1935 the agreement for mutual assistance had
been extended to cover not only Turkey and Britain, but France,
Yugoslavia and Greece as well.99 The reaction of the Italian
government was a curt protest to Turkey claiming her agreement
with Britain ran against the spirit of the Italo-Turkish

8.100

Friendship Treaty of 192 Turkey replied that the League

subordinated all previous private agreements to the League
Covenant but assured Italy of her friendly feelings.lol
The final effect of the Abyssinian crisis was to make
clearer than ever the need for a revision of the Lausanne
Straits Convention, since the protection offered to Turkey

102 The Turks realized that

by the Treaty had broken down,
the Allies could no longer enforce the Lausanne specifications
regarding demilitarization. Turkey therefore prepared to
approach the signatories of the Lausanne Treaty to request a
revision which would permit remilitarization of the Straits.103
In April 1936 following the German march into the Rhineland,
the signatories were handed a note requesting revision; all
but Italy complied with support.lou

Turkey's approach to the problem was particularly
significant in view of the Italian upset in the Mediterranean
and the denouncement by Germany of the Locarno Treaty and her
march into the Rhineland. Turkey correctly believed that world
opinion would favor a diplomatic approach rather than the resort

to force used by the two Fascist powers, although force could

be used if necessary. Therefore, Turkey worked solely on the

diplomatic level to accomplish the desired end., There were a
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number of other factors favoring the Turkish diplomatic
approach to the problem. First, Great Britain, fearing the
loss of her dominant position in the lMediterranean, was more
amenable to revision of the Lausanne Treaty which would serve

as a point d' appul to reestablish her position in the

Levant.l05 Furthermore, the Turkish request for remilitar-
ization of the Straits offered an excellent opportunity to
wean her away from Soviet influence, the fear of which had in
the past been one of Britain's principal reasons for refusing
the Turkish request.106 lMoreover, because of Turkish pledges
against Italy the previous year and support of British
interests in the League of Nations, London was, in fact,
obligated to support Ankara.lo? Britain also recognized the
benefit of having the Straits controlled by an ally who could
also serve as a buffer against Russian, Balkan or Italian
expansion; a friendly Turkey behind Italy's Dodecanese Islands
which threatened the Suez and communications to the east was
of immense value.

France and Russia also favored revision but for reasons
quite opposite to those of Britain. France was inspired by
a desire to see an increased Soviet influence in the lNMed-
iterranean which would strengthen the Franco-Soviet Pact.
Strongest support, however, came from Russia who was concerned
with the vulnerability of her southern coast under the current
convention,

The remainder of the countries involved, except Italy,

welcomed the Turkish request for revision, for it showed that
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one nation had succumbed to unilateral repudiation of
treaty obligations and still respected its international
agreements.108 Italy objected to revision basically to
protest the sanctions imposed upon her by the League. She
also realized the Turks were motivated by fear of her and
that Britain wanted Turkey in the British camp opposing Italy.
By holding out, Italy believed perhaps she could strike a
bargain which would end sanctions and bring about recognition
of her empire., Furthermore, Italy knew that without her
signature revision of Lausanne would not be fully valid.109

The signatories of the Lausanne Treaty, except Italy,
met at Montreux, Switzerland, from 22 June until 20 July
1936. Mussolini, protesting the League sanctions, boycotted
the meetings and promised to reject any decision of the

110

Convention arrived at without Italian consent. The Italian

paper Giornale d' Italia stated the Italian excuse for non-

attendance by claiming that Italy occupied first place in the
traffic through the Straits and, therefore, was "anxious to
keep free from any entanglements on the highway, the opening
of which during the World War cost her so many sacrifices."111
Ironically, a number of delegates hoped that Italy would not
come to the convention because they feared she would obstruct
and envenom the discussions.112
It soon became apparent however, particularly to Britain,
that it was necessary for Italy to be present in order to

legalize and finalize the Convention. Rumors developed that

England might invite Italy into the Mediterranean lutual
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Assistance Pact in order to prepare the way for Italian

attendance. London soon began to remove her fleet and 1lift

114 France

her sanctions in an attempt to accomplish this.
became the first nation to renounce all sancticmsby 9 July
1936, and although the Balkan states procrastinated, they
followed France's lead.''” Turkey told Rome on 19 July that
the treaty between Britain, France, Turkey, Yugoslavia and
Greece was over. However, the Anatolian News Agency on that
same date wrote that "the agreement concluded in November
1935 between Turkey and Britain about mutual assistance in
the Mediterranean has ended with the raising of sanctions
against Italy, but that during this period of readjustment

116 Tpe Turkish

the assurances given by Turkey will stand."
government was not ready officially to cancel the agreement until
Italy adhered to the new covenant. Anthony Eden, British
Foreign Secretary, told the House of Commons on 27 July that
"There is no longer any need for continuing assurances of
protection to Turkey and Yugoslavia in the event of attack
by Italy."l17
In response to these changes toward Italy, Mussolini
assured Turkey and Yugoslavia of her friendship and reported

this to London.118 It appeared then that by the end of July

1936 a definite rapprochement between Italy and the lMutual

Assistance Pact members was in the offing even though the
Montreux Treaty allowing Turkey to fortify the Straits altered
the situation in the Mediterranean to the detriment of Italy.

It took another five months for definite talks to be initiated
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between Italy and the others. In the meanwhile Mussolini
refused to accept the dissolution of the Straits Commissionl19
and claimed correctly that Montreux was in reality a step
backward to the pre-war status. As the Italian press pointed
out, substituting exclusive Turkish sovereignty over the
Straits for supervision by an international commission subject
to the League removed another instrument of international
supervision and with it a precedent for the internationalization
of various key strategic positions on the earth which might
have become of great value in the future evolution of the

system of collective security.lzo

Yet more than anything
else, Italy protested because she feared the possibility of
Russian influence increasing in the eastern lMediterranean and
disliked British success in winning Turkish friendship.
Turkey's position, however, was strong enough that she had
liftle concern over Italian protests. Now, she could
discriminate against Italian merchants passing through the
Straits. Italy realized the weakness of her position and
in an attempt to draw Turkey away from Britain, altered

her attitude by giving assurances to Yugoslavia, Greece

and Turkey and informing the latter that she felt bound to

121 These assurances completely

the Turco-Italian Pact of 1928,
terminated the Mediterranean military agreements against
Italy and saw the temporary improvement of Turco-Italian and
Anglo-Italian relations. A "Gentleman's Agreement" was

concluded between Britain and Italy in January 1937.

Unfortunately, the temporary clearing of the llediterranean



66
air was short-lived due to the almost simultaneous outbreak
of the Spanish Civil War on 18 July. However, the interested
powers were quite content with the new Straits settlement
especially the Turks who welcomed it with riotous celebration.122

The lMontreux Convention greatly changed the power structure
in the Mediterranean area and the future direction of Turkish
foreign policy which, although still based upon the motto
"peace in the country, peace in the world," was forced to
alter the means by which these ends were to be achieved.

This change in Turkish policy was symbolized by the obviously
improved relations between Turkey and Britain which grew out
of the events surrounding the convention., Both countries now
had in common foreign policies based upon maintaining the

o.123

status qu The visit of King Edward VIII of England to

Turkey on 3 September 1936 was the climax to this process
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of rapprochement which was a blow to the designs of both

Italy and Germany in the Balkans. They now saw themselves
restricted by not only Soviet but British friendship with

the Turks, and Germany took the occasion blindly to attack

the convention which permitted free passage of Soviet ships.125
The Turks' concern over this sudden German intervention
prompted Ankara to retort that "Germany was neither a
signatory to the Convention nor a lediterranean power and the

w126

matter was thus of no concern to her, Germany, like

Italy, therefore, realized the folly of her attitude and

began a policy of amity which she hoped could work to lessen

British influence. Yet, unbeknown both to Rome and Berlin,
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the settlement at Montreux served to cool Russo-Turkish
relations.lz7 Although the Convention was a success for
Soviet Diplomacy in that control of the Straits was placed
in Turkish hands, this fact in itself, concerned Ankara who
shied away from a Franco-Russian association and veered
toward Great Britain. This shift in attitude toward Russia
had the effect of neutralizing some of lMoscow's gains which
were in part dependent upon Turkey's consistent friendship.128

The process of normalizing relations with Italy initiated
by England yielded some temporary fruits. By January the
successful conclusion of the "Gentleman's Agreement" whereby
the two nations proclaimed their intention of respecting

the status quo in the lMediterranean®?’

opened the way for direct
conversations between Italy and Turkey. Count Galeazzo Ciano,
Italian Foreign Minister, and Tewfix Rhustu Aras, Turkish
Foreign Minister, met in Milan where Ciano laid down two condit-
ions for their talks: first, that Italy would not be dis-
criminated against for being a late-comer to the Montreux
settlement, and second, that any discussion which might have

to be referred to the League Council under Article 21 of the
Convention would also be referred to Italy in view of Italy's

130

de facto absence from Geneva. Italy was in reality using

Montreux again as a lever; in this case she was thinking in
131

terms of weakening Russian influence over Turkey, a move

Germany approved.132 Turkey, on her side, desired Italian
adherence to lMontreux and the disarmament of the Dodecanese
Islands.l33 Ciano assured Aras on the latter issue by contending

that Italian build-up on the islands was not directed against
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Turkey but was meant to protect Italy's sea routes to east
Africa in the same way that Britain used Malta. He continued
by assuring the Turkish representative that Italian ambitions
for Turkish Anatolia cherished since 1917 had been abandoned

134

by a "satisfied" Fascist Empire. It appears that Ankara's
fears were somewhat mollified,for the following day it was
announced that the two states would discuss a trade treaty
between their governments at some future date;l35 these talks
never materialized.

It is apparent that a new orientation of Eastern diplomacy
was begun by the Straits Convention particularly in regard to
the policies of Britain, Russia and Germany. These three
nations carried on a silent, though not invisible, struggle

to win Turkey's confidence and friendship which as Max Beloff

concludes in The Foreign Policy of Soviet Russia, 1929 to 1941,

reproduced for Turkey a situation not unlike that existing
prior to 1914, Henceforth, Axis pressure signified not merely
Italy's Mediterranean ambitions but also the German Drang
Nach Osten, and Ankara became a focus of political and economic

136

diplomacy of first importance,
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CHAPTER IV

TOWARD A NEW FOREIGN FOLICY

When refortification of the Straits began, all of the
major European industrial powers vied with one another in an
attempt to win Turkey's political favor and thereby receive a
contract for construction of the fortifications. According to
the Turkish paper Vreme, Ankara invited both Russian and

German bids for refortification1

although it is doubtful whether
the Russian invitation was more than political in view of the
Turkish dislike for Russian equipment.2 However, competition
was not limited solely to Germany and Russia, since Schneider-
Creusot of France and Vickers-Armstrong of Britain were also
involved.3 Germany, although initially protesting the new
Straits Convention, received a large part of the rearmament
contract.u However at the same time, Krupp lost a contract
worth about§ 3 million to the British firm of Brassert and
Company for the construction of an iron and steel plant at
Karabuk.5 The German loss may be attributed partly to Turkish
reaction to the growing economic penetration of the Reich into
the Republic. Furthermore Ankara found herself greatly
restricted by the system of settling the Turkish debt developed
by Dr. Hjalmar 3chacht, German Economic Minister.6 The Turks
were becoming unwilling to be tied exclusively to the German

system and attempted to turn more toward their new ally,

Great Britain. It was partly in order to counteract this

83
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growing Turkish concern that Dr. Schacht made a visit to
Ankara in 1936, but his primary mission was to counteract
Britain's growing influence by offering German assistance
in Turkey's second Five Year Plan.7

Turkey was important to Germany not only because of her
strategic position but also for her mineral deposits, particular-
ly chromium and copper.8 Berlin had been able to take advantage
of the world depression of 1930 by developing barter arrange-
ments with Turkey which effectively monopolized Turkish exports
for the Reich.9 In return for resources, Germany gave technical
assistance, and during the ten years preceding the Second
World War, German experts swarmed over the nation as advisers,
teachers, archaeologists, engineers and agronomists.lo

German influence extended to military and educational
areas of Turkey as well. This was no new fact, for German
influence had long been known under the Sultans who had relied
greatly upon the Prussians for military training. Turks often
sent their sons to Germany for education and technical training.
Under the Republic, the increased need for these skills rein-
forced this trend which was affected by a stepped-up campaign
on behalf of 3erlin to promote German influence. The main
effort was in emphasizing German achievements in both the
sciences and the arts and familiarizing the Turkish youth with
the National Socialist outlook. There were German academic
exchanges and invitations for Turkish teachers to furlough in

d.ll

Germany which many accepte As a result of these efforts,

and because of the Montreux Convention, there developed a
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subtle battle among the powers to win Turkish political favors
through economic means. One might view it as a trade war which
was economically dominated by Germany and politically dominated
by Great Britain.

The Allies had controlled Turkish trade prior to the
depression,12 but with the termination of the Allied Trade
Agreement developed at Lausanne in 1929, and after the economic
collapse of 1930, Germany was able to share part of the economic
vacuum with Soviet Russia. In 1928, Germany supplied 14 per
cent of Turkey's imports and took 13 per cent of her exports,13
thus accounting for more Turkish trade than any other major

1h By 1935, both had risen to 40 per cent

individual country.
as a result of Dr. Schacht's trade policies, while England,
France and the United States, which together furnished 37
per cent of Turkey's imports in 1928, supplied only 22 per
cent in 1935-15 The German demand for raw materials con-

tributed to Turkish export surplus, of which the German

share in 1936 was estimated by The Economist of 1937 to be
16

over one-half of Turkey's total foreign trade,

There existed one serious flaw in Berlin's policy toward
Ankara which later had great effect on Turkey's foreign policy.
The heart of the Turkish economic policy was, like her political
policy, based on the desire for self-sufficiency, while
Germany's effort was directed toward developing Turkish resources
for her own use and thereby imposing a semi-colonial status on

Turkey. This very fact, as well as growing German aggression
and belligerence, forced Turkey to attempt liberation from the

German economic system which was utilizing the Turco-German



trade clearings as a means of purchasing and selling goods

L7

often at artificial prices., Turkey thus acted to restrict

her imports from 49 per cent in 1936 to 39 per cent in 1937.18
On the other side of the picture, Germany was forced
to restrict her own trade with Turkey in the summer of 1937
in reaction to the Turkish move.19 In a memorandum by the
Deputy Director of the Economic Policy Department, Carl Clodius,
on the German-Turkish economic negotiations in June 1938, it
was pointed out that the economic negotiations carried on in
July and August of 1937 were difficult because as a result of
Germany's large unfavorable balance in clearing payments
resulting from the Turkish restrictions there had developed a
balance of 96 million reichmarks in favor of Turkey, which
threatened to paralyze the entire exchange of goods. "We were,
therefore, forced last year to deprive the Turks of the right
to export unlimited quantities to Germany and reduce German
imports from Turkey to 60 per cent of those of the previous
year, This agreement was so favorable for Germany that in the
period 1 September 1937 to 31 March 1938, our exports amounted
to 90 million reichmarks and imports to 45 million reichmarks
while in the corresponding seven months of 1936 to 1937, it was
reversed, Thus in the first seven months last year we shifted

20

the balance to 90 million reichmarks in our favor. The

Germans were completely successful in offsetting the Turkish
attempts to limit German economic influence and bound Turkey

even closer to the Reich over the vain protests of Ankara.21
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The United States and Great Britain quickly took advantage
of the initial Turkish restrictions of German exports to increase
their own share of Turkish trade in an attempt to offset Ger-
many's economic stranglehold. American and English imports
increased from T£22,412,000 in 1936 to 2§36,498,000 in 1937
and exports from 1&12,&59,000 to T£16,898,000 respectively.22

Competition particularly between Great Britain and Germany
for Turkish political alignment, or at least for Turkish
neutrality in the developing European power struggle was growing
keener by 1938. Turkish attempts, however, to restrict German
trade were short-lived because of the 1938 recession., The
percentage of German trade with Turkey thus rose to 47 per cent
of her imports and 43 per cent of her exports,23 and with the
Anschluss, an extension of Danubian traffic appeared likely
to increase these figures further. The United Kingdom, on the
other hand, supplied only 11 per cent of the imports and 3 per
cent of the exports.zu

Britain's attempt to stem the tide of German penetration
in 1937-38 coincided with a political change in Turkey. Prime
Minister Ismet Inonu was replaced by Celal Bayar, former
Minister of Economics, who decided to accept the first foreign
credits since the Soviet assistance in 1934 in order to finance
the second Five Year Plan.25 In May 1938, London was successful
in inducing the Turks to accept a British credit of £10 million
which was given to Turkey for mining, roadway and port equipment
and a further loan of‘iﬁ million for the purchase of war

material.26 rhe political success and nature of the transaction
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was discussed in the Financial Times of 30 May 1938 in an

article stating that: "If activities of this kind bear a sus-
picious resemblance to those followed by the Great Powers
before 1914, the necessities of the time must be blamed."27

The move shows the significance London was attaching to the
development of a strong Anglo-Turkish accord, in that England,
suffering deficiencies in her own rearmament program, signed
expensive contracts in the United States for the very equipment

she was exporting to Turkey.28

The Germans, obviously aware
of the political aspect of their defeat in this competition,

criticized the arrangement in the National-Zeitung as being
29

without any Jjustification. Other German papers condemned the
"political credits" as having no relation to normal economic
development in southeastern Europe. The credits could be
interpreted, they argued, only as an attempt to sabotage the
German efforts to increase the volume of their world trade.BO
German official response to the British move was not long
in the making. In March 1938 shortly after the Anschluss an
invitation was presented to the Turks to send a delegation to
Berlin for negotiations on the question of including Austria
within the scope of the current German-Turkish economic agree-
ment which was scheduled to expire on 31 August 1938. The
Germans were suggesting a one-year extension of the agreement.
Negotiations completed on 25 July resulted in Ankara's promise
that deliveries of ores and wheat should be as large as in

193?.31 Actually, Germany was not totally successful in her

negotiations, however, for Joachim Von Ribbentrop, German
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Foreign Minister, was intent upon allying Turkey to Germany
politically as well as economically, Numan, the Turkish
delegate, however, attempted to make it clear to Ribbentrop
that relations between their two countries should be based on
a broad principle of benevolent neutrality. He declared that
the credit agreement with Britain was not intended to reduce
German-Turkish trade, and Turkey was prepared at any time to
conclude a similar agreement with Germany.32 Nevertheless
the fact that Numan suggested that he came to Berlin to expand
German-Turkish trade, despite the fact that there were those

33

who opposed any extension”” and that proof of his sincerity
lay in his very presence in Berlin, was evidence of considerable
German success., Numan did request that all restrictions on
importing Turkish goods made the previous July, be 1if‘l:ec1,3’+
to which the Germans agreed.35

The Germans quickly took Numan's lead and on 15 September
1938 the Turks were told a credit of 150 million reichmarks
would be extended for the purchase of armaments and industrial
equipment. It was to be repaid in ten years at five per cent
interest.36 On 6 October, Walter Funk, Dr. Schacht's successor
at the Ministry of Economics, on a tour to the capitals of
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Turkey, arrived in Ankara to sign
the agreement. The visit was played-up in the German press as
a counter to the "political credits" of the Western Powers,37
and in an attempt to neutralize any rumors that Turkey would

be the next Czechoslovakia, it was claimed that the credit

was merely the outcome of the recently concluded trade agree-
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ment.38 Nevertheless, the effect of the agreement, only six
months after conclusion of the British credits, was quite
favorable to Berlin, for despite the fact that British trade
had increased from 8 to over 9 per cent, the Reich's share
rose sharply from 45 per cent during the first eleven months
of 1937, to 51 per cent in the corresponding months of 1938.39

Although Berlin appeared to have reaped the economic
harvest, politically Great Britain had come out ahead. London,
by supplying the loan in May, had scored a great victory which
prompted the Turkish Foreign Minister, Tewfik Rushdu Aras, to
comment, even while Numan was in Berlin, that "No matter what
happens, never will we be found in a camp opposing Britain... . .
Imagine! Here is a country granting us a loan of 16 million,
mostly in armaments, without asking anything in return. She
showed that she has faith in us., We will show her that this
faith is not misplaced., . . . Britain may lose a battle, but
never a war, She has money, a navy and character, thus always
certain of being victorious."uo For all practical purposes,
by the close of 1938 Turkey had chosen to ally herself with
Britain, for British and Turkish policies were aligned
perfectly. If Turkey was to prosper in time of peace and
see the prevention of war, she believed it necessary to main-
tain the strongest relations with the "world's greatest power."
By asking nothing in return for her loan, London had presented
herself as an ally, not as an imperialist and the political
results were worth the effort. The Germans, though responding

to Turkey's initiative in Berlin, had acted late and for their
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own obvious gain. Berlin now realized the need for prudence
and the necessity of avoiding any action which might offend
Ankara.b'1

Turkey did continue to offer Berlin various defense
projects and certain concessions at the expense of the Allies,
and the percentage of German-Turkish trade continued to
increase reaching a high of over 55 per cent by 31 August
1939.42 In April 1939, two German companies, Gutt Hoffnang's
Hutte and Phillip Holzmann, were contracted to build an arsenal
at Geul juk near Ismid for §2,300,000, winning out over British
and Dutch competition.43 That same month, Luftanze also was
given sole rights to carry on commercial flights into Turkey.uu

As a result of Turkish economic policy which favored first
one side and then the other in the emerging world balance of
power, Turkey's commerce became clearly subject to political
uncer’cainties.LLS The Republic, however, became a classic
case of a small nation using this maneuver to obtain the most
of what it needed and wanted from the larger countries while
at the same time maintaining its independence in the midst of
big-power politics. This became more than evident during the
Second World War when Ankara was successful in remaining non-
belligerant, although unofficially by 1938 she had aligned
herself politically with the British. It is reported that
Attaturk told his people just before his death on 10 November
1938 "to be as ready as possible and then come what might,
to stay on England's side, because that side was certain to

win in the long r‘un."“’6 His advice was followed and the

"political uncertanties" thus appeared to be less striking.



Perhaps of greater importance to the development of
Turkish foreign policy than the economic and political
competition between Germany and Britain was the threat of
Italy which continually forced Ankara to secure her borders,
particularly in the Middle East. Pan-Turanianism had been
a source of friction along the frontier shared with the Soviet
Union but efforts were made to alleviate the problem and secure
the nomadic tribes who roamed the border.L'L7 But the Balkan
Pact concluded in February 1934 and the Saabad Pact between
Turkey, Iran, Afghanistan and Iraq, signed on 8 July 1937 and
based upon the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928, made Turkey "the
pivot of an embryonic security system, spreading from the

48 serving in effect as a buffer against

Danube to India,"
Italian expansion,

It was Italy more than Germany which threatened Turkish
security from the south and which thus played the significant
role in affecting Turkish policy, although for a brief period
in 1938 relations between the two states were amicable. Follow-
ing the decision reached at the Balkan Conference on 25-27
February 1938 that Turkey and Greece would follow Yugoslavia

he relations

and Rumania in recognizing the Italian Empire,
between Rome and Ankara were stabilized especially with Italian
accession to the Montreux convention.So By April, relations
had been significantly improved,51 and Ciano spoke of making

a visit to Ankara in the au'tumn.52 The meeting, however,

never took place, probably due to renewed friction with Turkey

and Britain over Mussolini's Arab policy.
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On the eve of the Italian invasion of Ethiopia, the suspi-
cions of Turkey, Britain, and France had been aroused when
Rome had launched a concentrated propaganda campaign directed
to the Arab peoples from Radio Bari, the first European station
to transmit such broadcasts, The program, which was supplemented
by subversive activities, played on prevailing anti-British
and anti-French sentiment.53 By supporting the Pan-Arabism led
by King Ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia, Italy had sought to replace

Sh The formation

French and British influence in the Near East.,
of the Rome-Berlin Axis in 1936 as well as Mussolini's Libyan
trip in the spring of 1937 where the Duce appealed to the
Muslims as "Defender of Islam," greatly concerned London.55
By early 1938, Britain became especially restive over the
inflammatory role of radio Bari in the Palestine question.56
In the hope of removing the Italian pressure, London concluded
an agreement with Rome on 16 April 1938, whereby the signatories
mutually agreed to respect and guarantee each other's spheres
of influence., Annex 4 of the treaty dealt with the propaganda
issue.57 Nevertheless, the Axis, particularly Italy, continued
to intrigue in the Arab territories selling arms and offering
Italian technical assistance.58
Desiring to lessen their dependence upon Great Britain,
the governments of Irag and Saudi Arabia were easily persuaded
to accept Italian offers of aid, particularly in the form of
arms, Weapons were viewed as necessary for the maintenance of

internal order in these countries and with the increased

German and Italian expansion, Britain's ability to supply the
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materials declined.59 Actually, most of the Arab leaders did
not take the Duce's role as "Defender of Islam" very seriously,
or rather considered it in terms of a threat to their own

60

claims of Pan-Arabism, The attack on 1 April 1939 upon
Albania, a country with a large Muslim population, served only
to reinforce these fears resulting in hard feelings and general
condemnation from the Arab states.61 Mussolini thus acted to
destroy any success he might have had among the Arab nationalists.

The direct Axis threat along Turkey's southern coast in
Anatolia had even stronger repercussions in Ankara. On 9
September 1936, just after the Ethiopian invasion and simultan-
eous to the growing Pan-Arab movement, a treaty was signed
between Syria and France making the Mandate independent within
three years.62 This immediately presented Turkey with two
concerns: first, fear for the future of the Turkish community
in the Sanjak,63 and second, fear of Italian designs on the

ok There had been no conflict

region once France had left.
between the Turks, French, and Syrians since the 1920's over
the Sanjak, but the latest events caused Turkey to work toward
annexation of the area as essential for her own security.
Pierre Vienot, French Under Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs, attempted to quell Turkish fears that the Syrian
Treaty would alter the special regime in Alexandretta. He
reported to Attaturk that under Article 3 of that treaty
"Syria would . . . be liable for the undertakings that France

had contracted towards Turkey in respect of the Sanjak of

Alexandretta as soon as she had obtained her independence
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and was endowed with sovereignty."65

Attaturk's response

did not reflect satisfaction with Vienot's statement, for on

9 October he demanded that France, in the spirit of the treaty
of 1921, organize the Sanjak into an independent territory
tied to France with a treaty analogous to that just completed
with Syria.66 On 1 November, Attaturk expressed to his people
the significance heattached to the issue by exclaiming that
"The important topic of the day . . . is the fate of the
district of Alexandretta . . . which in point of fact belongs
to the purest Turkish element. We are obliged to take up the
matter seriously and firmly."67

The French, however, believed they would not be defaulting
on their pledges to Turkey by transferring responsibility over
the Sanjak to Syria., They also considered themselves bound
by the terms of Article IV of the Mandate's provisions which
stipulated that "The Mandatory shall be responsible for seeing
that no part of the territory of Syria and the Lebanon (of
which the Sanjak was an integral part) is ceded or leased or
in any way placed under the control of a foreign power."68
Therefore, any recognition of a separate existance for Hatay
was illegal.

In November 1936, France proposed that the question be
referred to the Council of the League of Nations, and Turkey
agreed on 4 December. The League appointed a committee to
work out an agreement?9 and a team was chosen which proceeded

to the Sanjak in January 1937. Conversations between France

and Turkey continued at Geneva and by 26 January an accord had



been reached.70 On the following day, the Council adopted a
report by the committee which embodied the terms agreed upon
by the Turks and the French, These included the organization
of the Sanjak into a separate political entity with a Statute
and Fundamental Law of its own. It was to enjoy full indepen-
dence in internal affairs but remain in a customs and monetary
union with Syria which would be responsible for the conduct of

the Sanjak's foreign relations.71

There were to be no army
or fortifications, and territorial integrity was to be
guaranteed first by France ana Turkey in a treaty between them,
and second, by a treaty between France, Turkey and Syria.72
News of the agreement was met with relief in France,
jubilation in Turkey, and mortification in Syria, although
the Arab community in Hatay received it better than their
compatriots., Final adoption of the settlement by the League
occurred on 29 May 1937, when the League modified the original
Syrian Mandate as it pertained to the Sanjak, adopted the
Statute and Fundamental Laws, and recorded the Franco-Turkish
Treaty.73
Final settlement was not reached, however, because of
increased breakdown of order in the Sanjak particularly among
the Arab elements throughout the summer of 1937. But this
atmosphere neither prevented the Turkish Grand National
Assembly from ratifying the Franco-Turkish Treaty on 14 June,
nor the arrival in Istanbul on 25 June of the President of the
Syrian Republic for conversations with the French and Turks;7u

nor did it prevent the preparation for elections to be held

in accordance with the Statute.



An International commission, organized to supervise
the first elections to be held in the spring of 1938, visited
75

the Sanjak, not however without a Turkish protest which
claimed that the commission represented an attempt by the French
to influence the elections to the detriment of the Turks.
Discussions in the League Council on 28 January 1938 made some
changes in the proceedure, but increased tension came to a
climax on 30 May with mass meetings of Turks and retaliatory
general strikes by the Arabs which caused postponement of the

76

elections. Ankara, more aware than ever of the threat from
Italy, used her control of the Straits as a lever to pressure
the French into an accomodation, and further declared that good
relations between the two nations were contingent upon develop-
ments in Hatay.77
France found herself in an awkward position in view of
the developing bifurcation of Europe in the spring and summer
of 1938. Britain was trying to tighten her relations with
78

the Turks by offering their credit loan in May, a move which
indirectly involved the French. Furthermore, any combined
Franco-Russian response to Axis aggression or fulfillment of
French pledges to the Balkan states, depended upon Turkey's
control of the Dardanelles. Paris, therefore, found it
necessary to concede to Ankara's "Grievances." On 3 June,
Paris declared martial law in Hatay and agreed to the admission
of Turkish troops under the pretext of assisting in the

maintenance of law and order during the elections. Conversations

were begun concurrently in Paris which were directed toward a



new Franco-Turkish Treaty of Friendship to replace the Friend-
ship Treaty of 1926 which had guaranteed the inviolability

of the frontier between Turkey and Syria but had been denounced
by Ankara during the December 1937 crisis.79 On 4 July 1938,

the new treaty was initialed80

but was never ratified, Instead,
the original treaty of 1926 was retained for another twelve
months with the hope that it would be broadened into a tri-
partite treaty with Syria. The Syrians, however, broke off
negotiations on 7 July after only a few days of talks.81
Elections were finally held in the Sanjak in August and
the results reflected the Turkish success in controlling the
entire process. The percentage of Turkish electors rose

82

from 46 to 63 per cent of the total. The system of propor-

tional representation provided by the Fundamental Law83 gave

84 This con-

the Turks 22 of the 40 seats in the Assembly.
trolling position in the legislature resulted in the election
of a Turkish president and head of state who chose a Turkish
cabinet. Even the Turkish name Hatay was chosen for the new
Republic.85 The parliament adopted Turkish criminal and civil
codes in January 1939, and Turkish officials were sent to
reorganize Hatay's fiscal system.86 The border between Turkey
and Hatay rapidly faded as these policies were implemented.
Peace was restored, and the French troops withdrew. It
appeared that with the accession to Ankara's demands the issue

was closed., Unfortunately this was not the case, for Turkey

sought total annexation of the new Republic, and it was to this
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end that events tended, precipitated primarily by the in-
creasingly real Italian menace,

In January 1939, following Numan's visit to Berlin
for the signing of the German credit of 150 million reich-
marks,87 the new Turk government of Ismet Inﬁnﬁ88 renewed the
invitation to Count Ciano to visit Turkey. The Italian Foreign
Minister neither accepted nor rejected this new Turkish overture.
Instead, Ciano said to the Turkish ambassador: "I had not gone
previously because I had become aware that the Turks themselves
preferred that the visit be postponed., I had read it in a
decoded telegram. . . 389

This rebuff coincided with the printing of a map in the
Turkish newspaper Tan on 10 February purporting to show the
possible range of Italian expansionist ambitions which included
the Turkish district of Adalia promised to Italy by the Allies
in 1915 and 1917.90 Turkish public concern about the reawakening
of Italian aggression was driven to a climax by Mussolini's
demands for certain French possessions. Turkish papers began
devoting space to the "Italian danger," and the renewed fears
of an attack from the Dodecanese drove the population into
a state of Italophobia.91 They reasoned that if Italy was
ready to claim the possessions of a large country like France
she would also covet the territory of a weaker nation. Although
the semi-official Turkish newspaper Vlos objected to the anti-
Italian campaign.92 it can be surmised that this was merely a
move to weaken any Italian claim that the outbreaks against

Italy were officially condoned, for on 10 March, Tan again
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returned to the offensive by attacking the broadcasts from
Radio Bari.93

Other developments followed the Turkish mission to Berlin
for there was a growing concern among the Allies over the
German economic and diplomatic advances into the Balkans which
coincided with Italy's saber-rattling expansionism in the East.
The Turks rapidly found themselves the locus of pressure from
both the Axis powers and the Allies each of which desired that
Ankara throw in her lot with them in the Balkans.

On 17 and 19 March, following the German demands to
Rumania, 3ir Hugh Knatchbul-Hugesson, British Ambassador to
Ankara, asked for a statement on Turkey's position should
Rumania, which was closely tied to France and Britain, be forced
into the German sphere through Nazi a.ggression.9LP Britain
was concerned with Turkey's position in view of the necessity
of using the Straits should the Allies wish to go to Rumania's
aid., Saracoglu, the Turkish Foreign Minister, at first hedged
by replying that Turkey would abide by the Balkan Pact. In
other words, she would only act in the event of Bulgarian
aggression, which was a possibility because Bulgaria and the
Reich shared common revisionist ambitions. Ankara wished a
clearer definition of London's plan of action for Rumania
before she pledged herself.95

The Germans, meanwhile, were carrying on parallel talks

96 through Numan who was now Secretary General of

in Ankara
the Turkish Foreign Ministry. Numan told Hans Kroll, Counsellor

of the German Embassy in Ankara, that "Turkey was ready to



cooperate actively in order that the Balkans . . . might
become more than ever an economic hinterland of Germany and
also be at her disposal in times of political crisis as a
reliable . . . source of supplies."97 This was in return for
Germany refraining from "insisting on a unilateral . . .
partisan attitude by the Balkan states in the ideological

98 Although this appears to be a total capitulation

struggle."”
to the Axis, it was rather an attempt politically to neutralize
the Balkans, a step which the Turks hoped would remove any
threat from this region by maintaining the status quo.

Support for the above contention may be found back in
London where Aras was meeting with both Viscount Halifax and
George Bonnet, Foreign Ministers respectively of Britain and
France.99 There Aras told them that as soon as Turkey was
assured of Allied assistance in the event of Axis aggression,

100

Turkey "would go to all lengths with Great Britain,? and

that the Turks would "only depart from neutrality if they were
on the same side as Great Britain."101 When Halifax inquired
whether Turkey would follow if England went to war outside
the Balkans, Aras responded in the affirmative although Turkish
activity, he warned, would be limited to southeastern Europe.102
These conversations in London completed the first step in
a long period of negotiations which ultimately resulted in
the conclusion of the Tripartite Treaty of October 1939
between Britain, France and Turkey.

Although containment of Germany was the issue motivating

the Allies in these negotiations, it was Italy which offered
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the greatest threat to Turkey and thus fear of Rome rather
than Berlin lay behind Turkey's willingness to change her
long-standing policy of complete neutrality. On 1 April
1939, Italy invaded Albania offering a direct threat to
Anatolia. In addition, only 100 miles now separated the
Albanian frontier from Salonika, a key point in the defense of
theDardanelles.lo3 Turkey was now threatened from the west
as well as the south by Roman armies, And though Premier
Refik Saydam professed Turkish neutrality throughout the

104 it was evident that Ankara had been shaken by the

crisis,
event., Her initial fear was that Britain would continue

to appease Italy as she had done since January 1937, for the
guarantees to Poland, Greece, and Rumania had been arranged
prior to the Italian campaign and were thus basically anti-
German in character,

The British, however, were quick to move and began making
unilateral guarantees in preference to the unified general
system of collective defense of which she had been previously
the chief proponent. London considered the latest Italian
aggression to be a breach of the "Gentleman's Agreement" of
1937, a threat to freedom of the seas, and the modification of
the status quo in the Balkans which further damaged traditional
French policy.105 Unfortunately, failure of the two allies
to agree on a common mode of action against both Germany and
Italy resulted in what General Maxim Weygand later described as

"fear of Germany and lack of confidence in Allied support."lo6
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The British plan of action against Italy was to pledge
support to Greece, but not to extend this guarantee for the
time being to Rumania. This was to be withheld and used as
a lever to force Poland and Turkey to commit themselves to take
action in the defense of the status quo. The French, however,
showed their determination to extend their own pledge to both
Greece and Rumania. Thus, London was compelled to drop its

A5 The problem of guaranteeing Poland and Rumania

plan.,
against Germany, therefore, still remained. These guarantees
could only be made effective if Turkey would admit British
warships, and if necessary, British and French troops into the
Black Sea.108 Immediate support, if the British and French
were to have any, had to come from the east. Thus, everything
depended upon Ankara, particularly in the light of the conflict
between Russia and Rumania over 3Bessarabia which preoccupied
Moscow and threatened to develop into armed conflict.lo9
On 11 April Halifax inquired of Ankara whether they would
commit themselves to assist Greece in the case of further

110 since the existing Greco-Turkish Treaty

Italian aggression,
only committed Ankara if Greece were attacked by another Balkan
state. The British were responding to Turkish concern over
apparent lack of action on the part of the Allies, but their
primary purpose was to secure free passage through the Straits

111 In return for Turkish commitment

should the need arise.
to Rumania and Greece, Britain was prepared to come to the aid
of Turkey in the event of any threat by Italy which was

actually resisted by Turkey, provided Turkey was prepared to
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come to the aid of Great Britain if she were involved in a

112

war with Italy. The following day, 3Bonnet made a similar

proposal to Ankara.ll3 On 13 April Britain and France proceeded
to make guarantees to both Greece and Rumania even before the
Turkish reply was received.llq
The Turkish reply to the British and French pledges
and requests "gravely disappointed" the two AllieS.115
Ankara refused to cooperate on the grounds that any public
statement involved a constitutional question, and therefore,
consent of the Chamber, and that Turkey did not want to
place herself on one side without further definite guarantees

116 In this regard, Turkey desired to

117

as to her own security.

know whether Germany was covered in the British guarantee,

to which London replied in the affirmative but only if Turkey

would help her against Germany.118
Britain continued to press Turkey to make some statement

in support of the Allied position, and the British Ambassador

to Ankara was instructed to draw up a draft of a mutual

assistance treaty covering the event of an Italian attack

upon either Turkey or Britain. Ankara was receptive to this

initiative and on 15 April returned to London definite proposals

for secret collaboration.119
German pressure was equally strong and not without effect,

Although Berlin realized that any further action by Italy

in the Balkans or in Syria would push Turkey over into the

"encirclement" camp, nevertheless German influence particularly

in the economic sphere, served to prevent Ankara from deviating
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too quickly or too far from her policy of strict neutrality.lzo

Therefore, it was of extreme importance to Ankara that initial
conversations with London remain strictly confidential.
On 17 April Paris moved toward initiating arrangements

121which were to

to join in the proposed Anglo-Turkish talks,
be based upon the Turkish proposals of 15 April. Turkey

would remain neutral except in the case of Axis aggression

in the Mediterranean on in the Balkans. 3Britain and France
would agree to defend the land defenses of the Straits. They
would strive to obtain the collaboration of the Soviet Union.
Turkey wouid be assisted in her efforts to settle the Bulgarian-
Rumanian dispute. Allied plans for the eastern Mediterranean
would be communicated to Ankara, and most important to Ankara,

L The French were,

the negotiations would remain secret.
however, hindered in their relations with the Turks over Hatay
which had remained a continuing problem particularly with the
stepped-up Italian intrigues in the East and the Albanian
affair. Although France had pledged not to give in to any
further attempts by the Turks totally to annex Hatay,123
rumors concerning the imminence of war over Poland, drove René
Massigli on 19 April to telegraph Paris and point out the
extreme urgency of completing arrangements over Hatay and
transporting whatever forces and materials necessary for
cooperation with Turkey at the earliest date.124

Whether or not these war clouds had any effect on Turkish
policy is doubtful but France certainly was becoming more

agreable toward final settlement of the Sanjak dispute. In
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any case, by 25 April the Turks had definitely agreed that
a treaty of at least fifteen years duration should come from
these talks, and be ratified and published.125 It now became
only a matter of arranging for a public announcement of
Turkey's support of Allied Balkan policy and settling the
details of mutual assistance. However, this proved to be

no simple matter.
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Ibid; but then changed her mind in April 1938, Ibid., V,
no, 556, 5 June 1938, pp. 741-42, Settlement was never
concluded, Ibid., V, No. 558, 20 June 1938, p. 744,

3l Relations were so improved that Attatirk had
acknowledged that four Turkish destroyers would be built

in Italian shipyards. Ibid., V, No. 542, 5 April 1938, p. 719.
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ANNEX V

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUE OF TRADE

Country 1937 1938

per cent of total exports

Germany 37 43
United States 14 12
United Kingdom 7 3
Italy 5 10

per cent of total imports

Germany L2 L7
United States 15 10
United Kingdom 6 11
Italy 5 5

Balance of Payments Yearbook, 1938, 1939, 1947 (Washington:

International Monetary Fund, 1949), pp. 322-326,
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ANNEX VI
GERMAN IMPORTS AND EXPORTS

TO TURKEY

Year Imports Exports

in millions of reichmarks

1932 40,1 31.0
1933 37.9 36.3
1934 67.5 50.9
1935 93.4 | 67.3
1936 118.5 794
107 97.8 111.1

DGFP, V, No. 545, 29 June 1938, p. 723.




CHAPTER V

THE ANGLO-TURKISH DECLARATION OF 12 MAY 1939

0f critical importance to the Turkish government in
arranging an agreement of mutual assistance with 3ritain was
the Soviet Union. Saracoglu had taken pains to indicate to
the British the need for Soviet participation in the final
treatyl and refused to sign until agreement with the Russiars
was concluded.2 In the first place, Turkey believed she was
bound through her treaties with the Soviets to include them
in the Anglo-Turkish negotiations. Of more importance was
the simple fact that without Soviet involvement, Turkey feared
a renewed Russian effort to control the Straits, and she was
hesitant to stand too strongly in the Balkans without Russia
behind her.3 The British were sympathetic to the Turkish
request, since they were fully cognizant of what Halifax referred
to as the "most delicate and difficult" problem, that of securing
Soviet participation in continental security.

The Soviets from 1917 to the mid 1920's had been persona
non grata to most of Western Europe. They were, therefore,
forced to seek their own form of security system. Thus in
February, they proposed a Black Sea Pact with the Turks and
Rumanians against the Axis, but the latter, near war with
the Soviets over Bessarabia, refused to participate.5 It was
perhaps characteristic of the zigzag Soviet foreign policy

that the Russians began to pursue another approach to their

132
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security problem. On 17 April 1939 Alexei Merekalov, who had
been Soviet Ambassador to Berlin since June 1939, approached
Baron Ernst von Weizsécker, State Secretary of the German
Foreign Ministry, and presented a Soviet proposal for Soviet-
Nazi collaboration., The meeting took place while the British
were in Moscow seeking to fulfill their promise to the Turks
to seek an accord with Russia.6 Nevertheless, the Soviet
government requested a meeting with the Turks to be held at
Batum on 1 May in order to discuss the mutual assistance
arrangements among the British, French, Turks and themselves,
which had the prospect of developing into a four-way agreement

2

as the Turks had desired. The Turkish leaders were interested
in an agreement with the Russians which would cover grounds of
their common interest: the Balkans and the Black Sea, but not
to be as extensive as the agreement desired with Great Britain.
This plan was altered, however, and it was decided that
Vladimar P, Potemkin, Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs,
would visit Ankara9 stopping briefly in Bulgaria on the way.
Potemkin arrived in Ankara on 29 April, remaining until 5 May.lo
Despite feigned approval of the Anglo-Turkish talks and
Turkish actions with regard +o the Balkans, and despite
promises of Soviet support in settling the Bulgarian-Rumanian

11 Saracoglu reported to Knatchbull-Hugessen that

difficulty,
"Potemkin left the impression that the Soviets felt isolated
and were suspicious that they were being intentionally kept

at arm's length. This feeling led to a large degree of mis-

trust."l2 The conversations were totally fruitless, although
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however, pass through the Straits except in execution of
obligations under the Covenant of the League, and in cases of
assistance rendered to a State victim of aggression in virtue
of a treaty of mutual assistance binding Turkey."15 Therefore,
if Turkey guaranteed Rumania, the British would be in a
position to render aid., Halifax stated the British position
that "One of our original objects in entering into the present
negotiations with the Turkish government was to put us in as
good a position as possible to implement our guarantee to
Rumania, in as much as, owing to the Montreux convention, it
is only when Turkey is a belligerent that Great Britain can

16

send armed assistance to Rumania by sea." This, of course,
affected Germany as well as Russia's dispute with Rumania,

This realization that the Montreux Convention could limit
3ritish and French aid to the Little Entente offered a strong
motivation for Berlin to pressure Ankara to maintain her
neutrality, and this became the key-note of Germany's policy
toward Turkey. The representative of this policy was Franz
von Papen, who through experience well understood Turkish
thinking. His mission was to assure that the negotiations
between Turkey and the Allies failed.

The Germans had spent a considerable amount of effort
and time trying to obtain the Turk's acceptance of Papen who
had served with the Turkish forces in Palestine during the
First World War. His reputation, however, like those of many

German officers, was not held in high esteem by the Turks who

consistently refused his appointment.l? Not until 27 April
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it was agreed that Saracoglu would visit Moscow in September
to continue the talks, It later became evident that Potemkin's
purpose was not to "harmonize Soviet-Turkish policy,"13 but to
form a "block of neutral Balkan states," and to alienate them
from the French,lLL a policy favored by Germany with whom a
growing friendship was rapidly developing.

The failure of the Potemkin-Saracoglu meeting to arrive
at any conclusive agreement for their mutual security served
to underscore the reality of the Turkish predicament in the
ensuing power struggle taking place all about her. Through-
out the Eastern lMediterranean Italy was active, and in the
Balkans not only Italian but Bulgarian revisionist plans
offered a serious threat to the Republic. German economic
pressure was increasing throughout the Balkans and in Turkey.
Russia certainly could not be ignored in these developments,
although during the spring of 1939 she stood to lose as much
as Turkey should Rumania and the Black Sea fall under Axis
domination,

Turkey's geographic position, however, did afford her
enormous strategic and political power through her control
of the Straits, which was the key to Allied promises of aid to
Poland and Rumania. But conversely, it also represented to
the Third Reich the final and most important link in Allied
"encirclement" and was thus a possible target for Nazi
aggression. But of central concern to the Great Powers was
Article 19 of the Treaty of Montreux which stated that

"vessels of war belonging to belligerent powers shall not,
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1939 was he accepted, and even then he was greeted with
"scant enthusiam."18
Papen's task was enormous in any terms. He was to
finalize Turkish neutrality and, thereby, do all in his power

to prevent the final link in the "encirclement ring" which

Ribbentrop had said would definitely be the causus belli for

new world hostilities.19 Furthermore, because of the Reich's
dependence upon Turkish chrome, economic relations had to be
preserved. The task before Papen was greatly aggrevated by
Italian belligerance and the supreme effort by the Allies to
block any improvement in Nazi-Turkish relations.

Papen's mission was confirmed by Hitler himself in a
final meeting just prior to the Ambassador's departure from
Germany. He was to assure the Turks that Germany only wanted
to maintain the status quo and do her utmost to avoid a
European war. 3ut Papen realized a need for convincing proof
from Germany that Rome offered no threat to Balkan or Turkish
interests.zo It was to this end that Papen began a lone and
fruitless campaign for the next five months to elicit support
from the German government.

The Italian threat and the issue of encirclement dominated
all discussion between the German Ambassador and the Turkish
leaders upon his arrival in Ankara on 27 April, On the issue
of encirclement, Papen expressed his government's "irritation"

and feeling that if it became a fait accompli through an

agreement between Turkey, the Soviet Union and Great Britain,

then the "ardent partisan of peace, Herr Hitler, would find
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himself in an extraordinary state of exasperation."21 Then,

in the spirit of his mission, he offered a bribe to Saracoglu
in the form of increased military aid, which Turkey was
desperately attempting to obtain from Britain,22 in exchange
for Turkey's assurances of neutrality.23

As to the Italian threat to Turkey, Sarcoglu admitted
to Papen the key role Rome played in determining Turkey's
future attitude.24 The German Ambassador, in the hope of
reassuring Turkey concerning the Axis' peaceful intentions,
offered to exact a verbal declaration of friendship from
Italy.25 Despite Papen's claims that the Axis was solid but
that Germany "called the tune," Saracoglu refused the offer
on the grounds that the period for words was over.26

Nevertheless Papen immediately telegraphed to Berlin
indicating the necessity of an unequivocal statement from
Mussolini, and an official conversation between the Duce and
Turkish Ambassador in Rome.27 Weizsidcker, however, believed
Turkey's distrust of Italy was too great for such a declaration
to have any affect.28 Papen agreed but suggested that since
mobilization of the Turkish armed forces in 1926 and 1931, as
a result of speeches by the Duce, and in 1935 before the
Abyssinian campaign had cost more than &30 million, a cost
Turkey could not continue to provide, some positive overtures
on the part of the Axis powers might ally Turkish suspicions.
He suggested that the Italians should reduce troop concentra-
tions in Albania29 and that Berlin should make a positive

statement on the Balkan Pact.30
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On 1 May, the German Ambassador in Italy, Hans von
Mackensen, explained to Ciano Turkey's attitude and asked for
a declaration by Mussolini. Ciano, however, also felt that
a declaration would be worthless, He further stated that
this entire matter was "not of decisive importance, For . . .
once he had made Albania the 'bastion'. . . then the complete
dependence of the Balkan states on the Axis powers would be

31

assured." Ciano did become increasingly concerned, however,
as intelligence reported the near completion of Anglo-Turkish
talks., On 3 May he altered his position somewhat and called
the Turkish Ambassador to Italy, Hussain Ragip Baydur, for
talks on the matter of the relationship between their two
countries. The Italian Minister attempted personally to
reassure the Ambassador that "relations between herself and
Turkey were governed . . . by the existing treaties and could
solemnly declare that Italy was pursuing no designs, either
political, economic or even territorial, which could be taken
as endangering Turkey."32
It soon became obvious to Papen that after only a couple
of weeks in Turkey all his efforts to satisfy the Turks on
the Italian question by seeking a detente were useless.33
His attempts to cajol the Turks to remain neutral or to accept
responsibility for increasing the chances of war had had little
effect.34 He was simply unable to alter the fact that "Italian
entry into Albania was the cause for Turkish policy with the

Weste « & ."35 Thus, Papen, who had come to Ankara optimist=-

ically proclaiming that he believed he was not too late to
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restore Turkey's strict neutrality, was forced to concede

to Berlin that "efforts to restore the situation have been
unsuccessful."37
The British and Turks were continuing their talks during
late April and early May with the view to finalizing a joint
declaration which was to be given publicly by both governments
as soon as agreement could be reached. Most of the problems
concerning this phase of the treaty discussions concerned
phraseology and form rather than the content of the declaration.38
The French, meanwhile, were pressing for their equal
involvement in the discussions to which the Turks initially
concurred.39 However, the British feared a tripartite
declaration would present a formidable impression of encircle-
ment to the Axis which His lMajesty's Government wished to
avoid. Britain, therefore, favored bilateral treaties.uo
Furthermore, England was aware that negotiations regarding
the Hatay were still pre judicing Franco-Turkish relations,41
and she was concerned over further delays wishing to complete
negotiations with the utmost speed.t‘L2 The French, however,
stressed the need to reflect the unified strength of the Allies
which would be fostered through a tripartite arrangement.43
Agreement was finally reached to make the Anglo-Turkish
declaration on Wednesday, 10 llay between two and four p.m.

Ll

British Summertime. But Halifax delayed the declaration,

i 4
ostensibly on the grounds that a parliamentary problem existed. 5
L6
He rescheduled it for Friday, 12 May at the latest. The

decision on the part of the British to change their original
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thinking and include the French was based on two factors:
first, the British conceded that a tripartite arrangement
would serve to forstall any ideas the Axis might hold that
the two governments were not in complete accor&”;nd thus would
prevent their exploiting Anglo-French disunity,48 and second,
the French assured England that they were trying to remove
some of the causes of Turkish complaints over Hatay.49

By this time, the Hatay not only figured in Franco-
Turkish relations, and hence Anglo-Turkish relations, but in
Ankara's relations with Berlin as well, The Turkish government
had made settlement of the issue the prerequisite for the

conclusion of a mutual declaration with France, but Paris

considered a pact of mutual assistance a quid pro quo for

settlement of the Hatay question because she was concerned
about her relationship with Rumania and access to the Straits.,
Germany, on her side, was doing all in her power to prevent
a settlement of the issue because they viewed it as the final
step in Allied plans for encirclement. Berlin thus threatened
economic and political measures and further intimated to
Ankara that they would support Italian aspirations regarding
Syria if Turkey deviated from her policy of strict neutrality.5o
Ankara had to confirm her talks to the Germans but
attempted to appease them by promising they would not conclude

51

a general treaty of assistance with any Great Power, Great

Britain, in the meanwhile, began an active campaign to secure
a Franco-Turk settlement over the Hatay in order to bring

about a rapid conclusion of their own negotiations and thereby
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open the Straits. This would, they believed, effectively present
a united front to the Axis Powers. Little success, however,
greeted the Allied talks prompting Knatchbull-Hugessen to wire

Halifax on 8 May that a crise de confiance existed between the

French and the Turks, who were claiming poor treatment from the
French; while the latter said the Turks had "acted like child-
w52

ren. The main difficulties were France's unwillingness to

turn over certain villages in the Hatay until after termination

.

of the mandate, and the question of frontier guarantees.
Saracoglu, extremely perturbed, expressed the Turkish feeling
that the French were arguing over a few villages when Turkey
was offering the whole of her manhood to cooperate with the
Nest.54
The problem involved more than simple arguments, however.
It seems possible that part of the motivation behind Turkish
recalcitrance was the desire to avoid a tripartite declaration
at this time,55 perhaps for the very reason the British had
originally refused: to prevent any impression in Germany that
Turkey was involved in an encirclement policy. Ankara, there-
fore, probably used the Hatay issue, as a delaying tactic,
for despite British attempts to assure the Turks that they
would use all their influence to arrive at some arrangement
over Hatay,56 and despite French assurances that they would
give Turkey satisfaction on the point at issue to ensure
agreement,57 the Turkish proposal for settlement was too
extreme for the French, The Turks demanded the cession of

59

Hatay by 1 June58 "with its present frontiers," and as a
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result there was a temporary break-off of the negotiations.
When, however, an agreement was reached on the basis of simply
changing the date of cession to 20 June, Saracoglu suddenly
informed Knatchbull-Hugessen that his government had changed

its mind. Coming only one hour after the respective governments
had been notified of the agreement, his excuse was based on
lack of confidence in French assurances.60

René Masigli, the French Ambassador to Ankara, was "furious"
over the Turkish action and broke off all negotiations, which
left no choice but to proceed with the plans for bilateral
declarations. The first would be with the British and the second
with the French when arrangements were concluded on the Hatay.
Saracoglu's reaction was subdued as he told Knatchbull-

Hugessen that Turkey would have no pride about taking the
initiative in opening new discussions.61 Negotiations were
reopened following the 12 May declarations which supported the
contention that Turkey used the issue to prevent a tripartite
arrangement. The delay, however, also served to weaken French
resistance to Turkey's demand for complete cession of Hatay as
Paris was becoming more and more anxious to formalize Turkish
support for the Allied cause,

Friday, 12 May thus arrived without the hoped-for Franco-
Turkish agreement. So at 3:45 P.M. British Summertime.62
Neville Chamberlain announced to the House of Commons that
Great Britain and Turkey had signed a provisional agreement

declaring their joint concern for security in the lMediterranean

and Balkan areas and that in the event of an act of war in the
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Mediterranean area, Great Britain and Turkey would be "prepared
to cooperate effectively and lend each other all aid and
assistance in their power."63 In Ankara, the Turkish Prime
Minister announced the provisional agreement to the National
Assembly by saying that "Turkey considered that the best way
to avert war was to associate with the countries united for
peace," and for this reason he asked ratification of this
agreement directed against none and nourishing no claims of
encirclement but designed rather to ward off the catastrophe
of war.64

So far as the British were concerned, they believed that
the largest obstacle had been successfully surmounted. The
joint declaration would officially, though not yet securely,
bind Turkey to the Allied cause. London was certain that Allied
access to the Black Sea would avert German aggression in Poland,
Rumania or Greece. The next stage of the negotiations would
result in an interim understanding. The third stage would
consist of meetings of experts in London to deal with all
military and economic questions, and the fourth stage would
be the signing of the formal treaty which would rapidly follow.65

In reality, however, this was the beginning of a whole
new series of problems which threatened to negate any feeling
of security Ankara might have gained as a result of the
agreement with the British., Of particular concern was the
fear of a "merciless policy of reaction by Germany such as

66

cutting off of material or of markets." Fortunately, the

Soviet Union greeted the pact with praise claiming it to be
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", . . a valuable investment in the cause of world peace,"
But Germany did do what was feared. She harshly assailed
the pact68 but seemed particularly upset with the Turkish
parliament's simultaneous ratification of the credit of 150
million marks offered in January.69
Papen wrote to the ministry in Berlin on 13 May that
Germany still had a chance to negate the pact if they would

70 But the German

act to remove the Italian threat to Turkey.
High Command saw instead +the need to muster as much pressure
as they could to bear down on Turkey and force her to maintain
her neutral status. The means at Germany's disposal were
economic,

The obvious German pressure began as early as 3 May when
it appeared certain that Turkey would sign with the Allies.,
On that day, Weizsacker under instruction from Field Marshal
Goring distributed a memorandum calling for the withholding
of a shipment of 624 cm, guns for "reasons of Turkey's present
political attitude."” Hitler agreed with Goring but desired
that some excuse be found to cover the real motive of the
move.71 Turkey's fears of German economic retaliation thus
became real and menacing for the number of contracts for war
materials from firms in Germany and the protectorates amounted
to over 124,592,000 marks as of 1 May 1939. Guarantees of
payments to German firms stood at 16 million marks and to
protectorate firms &£1,123,000, while 14,500,000 marks was
outstanding for material already delivered. The value of war

material already in transit was 6,486,000 marks. Therefore,
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although the immediate loss to Germany (guarantees and payments
outstanding) was 70,468,000 marks (2 the Reich was in a much
better position to suffer the loss, since in long-range terms,
the damage to Turkey's military development was irreperable.
There were three steps which the Reich was preparing to
take in their reaction against the Turkish-British declaration.
These were drawn up in a memorandum on 4 May by Carl Clodius,
Deputy Director of the Economic Policy Department of the German
Foreign Ministry. First, there was the proposal to maintain
current trade (aside from certain arms limitations) but to
begin restrictions in September, a time when Turkey was most
concerned with exporting commodities, particularly to Germany.
Second, the Germans proposed to delay negotiations for the
renewal of the German-Turkish Trade and Payments Treaty of
25 July 1938 which would expire on 21 August 1939 and would be
due for renewal in June.73 And finally, Germany would notify
the Turks that she believed it inopportune to bring the credit

(e These last two

agreement on 16 January 1939 into force,
actions would not only remove greatly needed funds but would
have the effect of keeping the Turkish government in suspense
thereby hopefully bringing her around to the German viewpoint.
The only restriction on these proposals was that a number of
important contracts in the process of nego‘ciation75 should be
carried through since their loss to Germany's economic position
vis-a-vis Turkey would be damaging.

As the middle of lMay drew by, the effects of the Anglo-

Turkish declaration were becoming painfully clear to Germany
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and Italy, and both German and Italian diplomats were weighing
the effects of the accord in terms of Germany's ability to meet
the Allies in the Middle East. Otto von Henting, Chief of
Division Pol, VII (Near and lMiddle Eastern Affairs), in a
memorandum 22 lMay to Ribbentrop, concluded that there was no
possibility for German activity in Egypt, Iraq, Palestine and
Syria., Germany could no longer use Turkish territory to attack
British communications leading from India via Irag and Palestine.
King Ibn Saud was no longer dependent on outside funds because
of his income from oil resources, and Italy had no chance for
carrying on activity in Saudi Arabia.76 In fact, the Italian
invasion of Albania and Italian colonization in Libya had
completely destroyed the symbolic role of protector of Islam
which Mussolini had received when he was awarded the "sword
of Islam" outside Tripoli on 18 March 1937. Thus any possibility
of Arab support for Italian activity in the Middle East was
destroyed.77

The Italian Ambassador to Berlin, Bernardo Attolico,
also interpreted Germany's position as having greatly altered
to her disadvantage. Since despite German experts, professors,
instructors and military missions which had played such a large
role in Turkish civil and military affairs, Germany would now,
he believed, have little success in pressuring Turkey as England
now could replace Germany in the economic field and France in
the military arena.78 The Italian Ambassador, however, over-
estimated the resources of the two Allies and their ability

to replace what had taken Germany decades to develop.
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Nevertheless, Fapen who perhaps had the deepest insight into
the seriousness of the political and strategic loss to Germany
coming from the declaration, believed it was not too late and
expressed the need to "lead Turkey back to her previous attitude
of strict neutrality if we are not to be faced, in a possible
conflict, with a very unfavorable military-political situation
from the outset. . . ." And, since Papen still viewed Turkey's
attitude to be based upon the "fear of losing her European
position," if Italy gave the assurance that this was not
threatened, Turkey would then have "no reason for continuing
her alliance policy with Britain."79
It was perhaps because of Papen's frustration over the
lack of response to his requests for an Italian pledge that
he took it upon himself to see Ciano while in Berlin for the
signing of the German-Italian Alliance of 22 lMay 1939.80
Although Ciano listened to Papen he immediately complained
to Ribbentrop who chastised the German Ambassador.81 Mussolini
also resisted this suggestion, and on 30 May, he indicated
the necessity of taking over the entire Balkan and Danubian
area immediately after the first hours of way noting: "By
this lightening-like operation which is to be carried out
decisively, not only the 'guaranteed states' like Greece,
Rumania and Turkey would be out of the fight, but one would
also protect one's back., . . ."82
It appears though that the pressure of the Anglo-Turkish

accord acted strongly upon the Italians to complete the German-

Italian Treaty. Mario Toscano in The Origins of the Pact of
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Steel, states that at the time, several Italian diplomats acknow-
ledged that the Anglo-Turkish negotiations hastened Mussolini's
decision to sign the pact.83
It is apparent that the German moves were partially success-
ful. They did have the effect of frightening the Turks, who
depended almost totally on trade with Germany, and until final
settlement with the British over the mutual assistance treaty
and British pledges of aid, the Republic could not afford to
lose German trade., The Turkish retaliatory threats to Germany
were, therefore, only a matter of pride. On 5 June the Turkish
Ambassador to Berlin called cn Weizsacker to complain about the
refusal to deliver war consignments for which payment had already
been made.8u Concurrently in Ankara, Saracoglu argued with
Papen over Turkey's pact with Great Britain. The German
Ambassador, in lieu of any concrete statement from the Italians,
reminded Saracoglu of Ciano's assurances of 3 May.85 Whereupon
the Turkish Minister threatened a reduction in chrome deliveries
and the suspension of debt payments if war materials were not

86

delivered. Within two days, however, Numan met with Papen
and softened his government's position womewhat by proclaiming
that according to the Turkish interpretation of the Anglo-
Turkish Pact, Turkey was bound solely in the Mediterranean,
while any Folich-British-German conflict would not affect
Turkey's neutrality as long as it was restricted to the north.
Later, Inond carried this another step by telling Papen that
Turkey needed a strong independent Germany in the center of

87

Europe and would never do anything to weaken Germany's position.
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But in a veiled threat to Papen, Indnd said he would not permit
the press to carry news of the German economic suspension.
The British, he said, had made a similar move in 1914 by with-
holding two dreadnaughts when Turkey was still neutral con-
tributing substantially to the decision to enter the war against
Britain, The public still had not forgotten this and he, there-
fore, feared a similar response should they learn of the true
situation.88
Saracoglu was finally compelled, however, to take measures
to counter the German policy if only to save face., He issued
instructions not to renew contracts of Germans employed in
Turkish public or semi-public undertakings.89 This, of course,
had no real political effect. Rather, representatives of the
Turkish government continued to question various political and
economic persons in the Reich as to when negotiations on the
Turko-German Trade Treaty would begin and when war material
might again be shipped.90 Thus the Turkish threats served
only to clarify the effects of the German policy upon the
Republic., Papen was able to report on 12 June that the
German policy of "in suspenso" was making Turkey very nervous
and she was constantly trying to get a definition of future
German-Turkish relations.91
While the Cerman economic measures were developing,
another problem arose which further complicated the Turkish
position., It was centered around the Balkan nations, which,
as a key to European security and particularly to Turkish
security, had been one of the original causes for the Anglo-

Turkish discussions.
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Turkey from the beginning had refused to make a statement
in support of London's guarantees to Greece and Rumania in spite
of the leading role Turkey played in the Balkan Pact and the
importance of 3Balkan security to her own welfare. Her reasoning,
again, developed as a result of the expected effect such support
would have on the status of the Straits and, therefore, on her
relations with both Germany and the Soviet Union. The Turkish
government did offer to improve, or neutralize the Bulgarian

7 and offered their good offices to end the Dobrudja

situation
conflict between Rumania and Bulgaria with hopes of ultimately
bringing the latter into the Balkan Pact. It was explained to
Britain that such action "would strengthen the morale of the
Balkan Pact nations and offer an element of resistance to
German pressure creating a solid block south of the Danube."93

This process of actually strengthening the solidarity of
the 3alkan Pact began when the Rumanian Foreign Minister,

Gregoire Gafencu, visited Istanbul from 23-26 April and

concluded a proceés-verbal with the Turks containing seven

points of agreement on Balkan policy. Both governments agreed
to reinforce the Entente against the "growing menace," to pursue
a friendly policy toward 3ulgaria by inviting her to collabor-
ate with the Entente in the economic and cultural spheres, and

to pursue a prudent policy to maintain peace. Although if
either were threatened by domination, they agreed to act
together to organize the Balkans into a block. In an attempt

to appease 3ritain, Turkey agreed that if Rumania were forced

to take military action, she would remain neutral but permit
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passage of ships coming to her aid through the Dardanelles.94

An important step had, therefore, been taken toward satisfying
the British demand for guarantees from Turkey and the develop-
ment of a common Balkan front. This also pleased France who
had alliances with Rumania and Yugoslavia and was working
on the development of her own security system there.95
The first sign that a serious problem was brewing in the
Balkans, however, arose just prior to the May declaration
when the Yugoslavian Foreign Minister told the Rumanian
Minister in Belgrade that the Turkish decision to join Britain
in a joint declaration was contrary to the Balkan Council's
decision of 20 February 1939 at Bucharest not to join ideological
groups. The Yugoslavian government threatened to make a "grave
decision" if the present course were followed.96
This opinion was again repeated by Yugoslavia following
the declaration when Rumanian and Yugoslavian ministers met
at Orsovo to discuss the event. Gafencu disagreed with the
Yugoslavs that the declaration placed the Balkans in one of the
two camps., He did agree that the reference to the Balkans
in Paragraph 6 of the declaration, which announced the necessity
of ensuring the establishment of security in the Balkans,97
was unnecessary because the British assurances and the Balkan
Entente were enough security.98
England, meanwhile, renewed her pressure for some

definite assurances by the Turks to Greece and Rumania making

them the sine qua non for success of the staff talks which were

scheduled to begin soon in London.99 But with the new Yugoslav
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and Rumanian expressions of opposition and the strengthening
German pressures, Aras concluded it unwise to support so
brazenly the Allied effort. An excuse was found in the
Turkish Protocol of 17 December 1929 which prolonged the
Turco-Soviet Treaty of 17 December 1925 and forbade a political
agreement between Turkey and any other state in the neighborhood
of Russia. Thus, Turkey could not make a unilateral declaration
by supporting Great Britain's guarantees.loo

Gafencu returned to Ankara in June for further talks
with Aras. Both paid particular attention to Paragraph 6.
The Rumanian Minister did express his government's complete
support of the Anglo-Turk Treaty except insofar as the treaty
pertained to any further development of Paragraph 6. His
government's reservations were based on the belief that the
paragraph would draw Yugoslavia out of the Balkan Entente
and into a Hungarian-Yugoslavian-Italian combination. Hungary
was already pressing Yugoslavia to this end, which would be
serious for Rumania. Gafencu thus begged that Turkey not
make any open declaration arising out of Paragraph 6. His
government wanted Turkish support for the British declarations
to be secret.lo1 This, of course, suited the Turks in view
of their own fears of making any public statement in support
of the British declarations.

The behind-the-scenes intrigues surrounding Gafencu's
visit bore witness to the Rumanian Minister's fears. Involved

102

were the Bulgarian and Hungarian Ministers in Ankara as

well as the Germans. The latter were attempting to force
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the Greek government to press for modifications of Paragraph
6 in the Franco-Turkish declaration which was expected at
any time. Behind the German threat was the intimation that
Yugoslavia would leave the Balkan Entente should there be no

modification.103

But the German pressure had already affected
the Rumanian delegation since unbeknown to the Allies was the
fact that Gafencu, though an unwilling agent, was speaking in
part because of German pressure. In a telegram dated 13

June, Papen told the Foreign lMinistry that "in any case, I

have the impression that Gafencu has conducted his conversations
here in accordance with our expectations especially as otherwise
the solidarity of the Balkan Pact would be endangered."104
On that same day, Papen saw Numan and told him in succinct
terms that Ankara's willingness to forgo inclusion of the
Balkan Pact in the Anglo-Turkish mutual agreement would be used
as a test of the sincerity of the Turkish desire to maintain

105 Weizsacker, however, told

friendly relations.with Germany.
Papen three days later to be much more forceful in dealing

with the Turks, commenting, "you are . . . requested to make

it perfectly clear in Ankara that in any case we expect Paragraph
6 of the Declaration of 12 May to be deleted from the Franco-

106 It is obvious with what gravity

Turkish Declaration.,"
Berlin viewed the inclusion of Balkan security in the Anglo-
Turk and Franco-Turk discussions and with what compulsion they
sought to have Paragraph 6 removed.

German success was rapidly achieved since the British

found themselves hindered on every side, including the Turkish
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from building as extensive a security system as they had
envisioned. They had originally viewed the paragraph as a

means to avoid any impression that the Anglo-Turkish Declaration
was limited to the Mediterranean area. 3But frustration over

the delay and the ill effect the entire issue was having over
other aspects of their negotiations with the Turkish government
finally resulted in Halifax's decision on 5 July to notify

the Yugoslav, Greek and Rumanian governments that there would

be no repetition of the paragraph in any further agreements
with Turkey.lo7 It was believed by British government circles
that if Turkey were at least committed to the idea of Balkan
security then the purpose of the paragraph was achieved.108

Of great delight to almost everyone concerned was the
completion of negotiations on 23 June 1939 and the subsequent
settlement of the Franco-Turkish dispute over Hatay. The
treaty involved a compromise which enabled Turkey to play the
three Great Powers against each other and reap the rewards
by annexing Hatay.109 On 29 June the Assembly of the Republic
of Hatay met for the last time. On 13 July the Ankara Agree-
ment was ratified, and on 23 July the French flag was removed
and Hatay ceased formally to exist becoming the 63 Vilayet of
the Turkish Republic.

The French did move to lessen the effect of the loss on
the Syrian population. Articles 3 and 4 of the Treaty gave
all citizens of the Hatay above the age of 18 the right to
opt for Syrian or Lebanese nationality. Article 7 contained

110

Turkish recognition of the new frontier, but after the
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years of anger and dissention, criticism did not end with
formal annexation by Turkey. In France and Syria many opposed
the move. Dr. Abdur-Rahaan Shahbandar issued a manifesto
declaring 23 June as a national day of mourning until the
Sanjak was recovered.111 3ut the most vocal of the protests
came from Italy which sent a note to the French government

on 10 July which stated: "Italy, in her quality as a power
which participated in the assignment of mandates has the honour
to make all and fullest reservations regarding the contents

of the said agreement which was negotiated and concluded
without her knowledge or consent and appears in evident contrast
to the objectives of the mandate and the will of the interested
populations. . . ."112 Once more, dreams of empire and desire

for an equal footing with the Great Powers, particularly in

Mediterranean affairs, remained illusive to the Italians.
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CHAFTER VI

THE SIGNING OF THE TREATY OF MUTUAL ASSISTANCE

Following the agreement between France and Turkey over
Hatay, Great Britain believed she could pursue with all haste
the original negotiations for a treaty of mutual assistance.
There were three aspects of the renewed negotiations. The
political agreement would include the actual provisions of the
treaty. The economic arrangements would deal with financial
assistance, specifically military supplies. This phase of the
talks was critical from the Republic's standpoint because
German aid would have to be replaced by massive assistance from
the Allies, The third aspect involved staff conversations
which were concerned with basic military plans. It was clear
from the start that the success of the political aspects of
the negotiations was contigent upon Allied satisfaction of
Turkish economic demands,

The French wasted little time in renewing requests that

1 and almost immedi-

they participate in a tripartite Alliance,
ately after conclusion of the Hatay problem they were again
deeply involved in the negotiations. The Turks still main-
tained their desire for separate but concurrent conversations
but agreed on 12 July, when ratification of their treaty was
assured, to proceed with Tripartite discussions although the

3

staff talks were to remain separate.
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The withdrawal or delay of German economic assistance in
May was the primary factor behind the economic aspects of the
tripartite negotiations, which were important not only to the
Turkish government but to the everyday life of many Turks. The
Turkish exporters, because of their location along the heavily
populated coastal area of Smyrna, stirred considerable public
discontent over the loss of German trade,LL and this discontent
was important in Turkey's decision to refuse further interim
discussions until British war material began to arrive., Ankara
claimed that morale in Turkey, Greece and Rumania was low because
of the heavy shipments of German war materials to Bulgaria and
the cessation of German war materials to Turkey, but the Turkish
government officials believed that morale would receive an
enormous boost should Britain begin immediate shipments.5

The British, unfortunately, were in no position to offer
much immediate aid.6 Aware of the delay this could cause,
they were forced to press for rapid conclusion of the staff
talks by removing them from political or economic negotiations7
in hopes that at least this aspect of the negotiations might
be concluded.

The British, however, notified the Turks on 29 June that
they were able to grant Turkey credits for defense purposes
amounting to §10 million, of which &6 million would be actual
military items determined by the Turkish list of priorities.
The remaining §4 million depended upon Turkish strategical
needs and would be undertaken with the French who, the British

believed, were in a better position to supply the Turks. The
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loan, however, was made contingent upon a satisfactory agree-
ment in the political negotiations. Thus Turkey could have
almost immediate aid, as she requested, if she were willing to
reach an immediate political settlement. Furthermore,
Knatchbull-Hugessen was told that these credits might be
increased to‘i}S million, but this was to remain confidential
until it became definite. London, because of her own financial
difficulties, was unable to make any cash loan to support the
troubled Turkish currency, and furthermore, such a loan was
being considered for the Poles.8

Ankara did not accept the British proposal outright.
Instead, on 14 July they proposed a long-range eight-point
program: (1) §35 million was to be given to Turkey for the
military; (2) a £15 million bullion loan was asked for to
strengthen the national currency; (3) a credit of £10 million
to cover early expenses of point 1 was asked; (4) the &35
million and £10 million were to be long-term loans; (5) Turkey
was to have the option of meeting the service charges on the
§15 million loan by delivery of tobacco; (6) service on the
210 million andjas million loans would be made, as had been
done with Germany, from the surplus of Turkish exports to
Great Britain; (7) if the loans did not divert Turkish trade
from Germany to free currency countries, the Allies would
adopt counter-measures; (8) Turkey suggested Britain and France

come to an agreement as to how both could best meet the require-
9

ments,
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It appeared that Ankara, frustrated from her failure to
obtain any firm promises of enough aid, had finally acted
positively to corner the British by enlightening them on the
extent of the Republic's needs about which the British govern-
ment had apparently been somewhat ignorant. Knatchbull-
Hugessen wired Halifax that the Turkish problem was so
complicated that a Turkish mission would need to be sent to
London, He also came to realize, as did the Home Office,
the impossibility of divorcing the political from the economic
aspects of the Anglo-Turkish discussions.10

Halifax took some time considering the Turkish proposal,
but on 4 August he telegraphed his minister in Paris requesting
that France agree to the Turkish proposal because of its

11 The French reply was

vital importance to the negotiations.
immediate and affirmative: they were ready to assist economic-
ally because Turkey was the "hub of the entire Balkan operation,"
and thus her needs should be met first.12
Ankara, however, was aware of the time it would take for
the two governments to agree on an aid program, but in the
meanwhile, the entire Turkish economic structure was being
threatened by a rapid increase of imports from Germany which
under most favored nation status, was flooding the market.
The leaders in Ankara were forced to act fast to counter the
move by switching to a free currency system of trade.l3 To do
this, they decided that their foreign trade with the United

Kingdom, France and the United 3tates would be conducted on a

compensation basis as of 20 August 1939. The United States
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agreed, but Great Britain refused thus adding further frustrations
to the Ankara government and another block to the faltering
negotiations.lu

The British inability to supply the promised assistance
was well known by both the Italian ambassador Ottavio de Peppo
and Papen who reported it to their respective governments. Both
were increasingly skeptical regarding the Anglo-Turkish alliance
because of this inability, but also because of uncertainty
over the outcome of the Moscow negotiationsls between the
Allies and the Soviets which had begun on 11 August but had
16

been greeted with little fanfare by the Soviets. The Russians
by this time actually had written off any chance for an agree-
ment with the Allies and had contacted Berlin on Saturday,
12 August on "the matter of the old German-Soviet political
agreements."l7 Papen now believed that if war came and the
Germans won an early victory, Turkey could revise her policy
since she was not yet bound by written agreement to the
Allies. He, therefore, asked some latitude in shipments of
war materials in order to prevent total Turkish-German estrange-
men‘c.18

By the middle of August, Soviet-German negotiations were
but a few days from completion, and Berlin was determined to
increase economic pressure on the Turks in a final move to
prevent her signing with the British. On 16 August Weizsacker
drafted a memorandum to Kroll on the manner in which the

negotiations were to be handled with the Turks on the Trade

and Payments Agreement due to expire on 31 August. According
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to the instructions, the agreement could be extended provided

that satisfactory arrangements could be reached regarding

the contracts for war material which Germany wished to cancel.

Furthermore, the credit agreement of 16 January 1939 could not

be ratified with the 60 million marks of military supplies

it contained, and granting Turkey supplies of industrial

products in the amount of 90 million marks also was considered

undesirable, However, in order to attain the cancellation

of war material contracts and continuation of the Trade and

Payments negotiations, the Turks could be promised delivery

of industrial products in the form of separate credit trans-

actions which could include the Krupp contract for harbor

construction at Gulcuk.19
Kroll met with Numan on 20 August and presented his

proposed demands which the latter received with considerable

gravity. Although Numan did threaten to cut off chrome

shipments, Kroll responded by declaring his government would

then have no interest in an extension of the Trade and Payments

Agreement, He did offer to extend the agreement for one year

on condition his demands were met.zO Further German action

was taken on 22 August when Emil Wiehl, Director of the Economic

Policy Department of the German Foreign Ministry, instructed

the economic ministry that "in order to increase pressure on

Turkey, import licenses for Turkish seasonal produce will be

quietly withheld. . ."21

In the meantime, Papen had gone to Berlin where he met

with Adolf Hitler on 21 August receiving the Furher's permission
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to grant Turkey new contracts for delivery of war materials so
long as the arms could not be used against Germany.22 Papen
thus acted in the belief that he could prevent total estrange-
ment between his government and Ankara, and perhaps actually
improve relations by delivering military supplies which the
Allies had been unable to do., While Papen was in Berlin, the
Nazi-Soviet Pact was initialed.

The news of the conclusion of the Nazi-Soviet Non-agression
Pact caused a sensation in Ankara where the Turkish press
underlined the importance of the story with dramatic headlines.
Information was scarce because most were caught unaware., Only
two papers, the Republic and the Vakit, carried any detail on

23

the subject. Many, however, viewed the announcement with

reserve because of the manner in which the Soviets had greeted
the Declaration of 12 I‘/Iay.zLP One of the basic conditions upon
which negotiations between Britain and Turkey depended was
Russia's inclusion in the agreement. Ankara's foreign policy
was thus shaken to the very core by this sudden and awesome
turn of events. Turkey could no longer remain both pro-Soviet
and pro-Ally. Hitler took the occasion to write Mussolini with
great bravado that "Turkey will have to envisage a revision of
her previous position.“25 The Duce replied that "A new attitude
on the part of Turkey would upset all the strategic plans of the
French and English in the Eastern Mediterranean."26

England was amazed by the negotiations which had been

proceeding in Moscow. She had depended too heavily on the

Turks to bridge any gaps which might have existed between
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London and Moscow.27 But this turn of events greatly concerned
the 3ritish who watched as the Turks appeared suddenly to slip
away from the Allied side and begin to teeter on the verge of
giving in to the German economic demands of 20 August.28
Halifax went so far as to send Knatchbull-Hugessen "arguments"
to be used as a means of allying Turkish fears over the serious-
ness of the new threat to her security. He further stressed
to his Minister the extreme importance of concluding the
political agreement with Turkey without further delay ex-
plaining that he was seeking arrangements with the French in
meeting Turkish financial and economic requirements.29 In
addition, he pointed out that London was now ready to make a
great sacrifice to retain Turkey in the peace front,Bo because
"the Anglo-Turkish Alliance is the basis on which the whole
of our Mediterranean policy rests."31 He asked Knatchbull-
Hugessen whether it would be worth-while to send political,
naval, and military personages of highest rank to Turkey to
help treaty proceedings32 to which the Ambassador responded
by pointing out again that it was the economic aspects which
were causing delay.33
Russia's realtionship with Great Britain and Turkey
revolved around the historical question of the Straits. There
still existed a real rivalry and fear on the Soviet's side
that Britain would one day come to dominate the Dardanelles.
This concern was reinforced in August when the Soviets learned

of Britain's intention to establish a naval base for their

fleet at Cesme (near Izmir) for the defense of the Straits.
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Moscow indicated to Ankara on 20 August her desire to build

34 But this would have served

a base on the Sea of Marmora.
more as a measure to counter British influence than to act

in defense of the Straits, It is difficult to ascertain the
precise effect of the British plan on Russia's foreign policy,
but its influence might have reinforced Moscow's plans to

seek an agreement with Berlin, since only two days later they
approached the Germans on the idea of political talks.

Russia, however, also held it to be against her interests
for Germany to establish herself on the Black Sea, but Russia
shared with Germany the immediate objective of excluding
Allied influence there., This may be considered one of the
chief reasons for the Soviet-German relationship. In addition,
Germany saw in the Soviet Union a further means of stopping
the Allied encirclement policy. However, like Great Britain,
Germany believed Soviet influence over the Turks to be stronger
than it really was. Nevertheless, Russian assistance in
blocking the Tripartite Treaty became the final stroke in
Germany's plan to maintain Turkey's neutrality.

Within a few days after the Nazi-Soviet Pact, Massigli
was able to report that Saracoglu was much more determined
that the new pact would have no influence on Turkish policy
and that further the Turkish government had no intention of
sitting down under the German threat of 20 August.35 Saracoglu
probably believed that Britain would react to the pact by a
renewed effort to fulfill Turkey's pleas for aid. The following

day, 24 August, Papen and Kroll met with Saracoglu suggesting
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a change in Turkish policy in view of the latest events.
Kroll asked about the proposal of 20 August to which the
Turkish Foreign Minister replied that Turkey would reject
it though she were 100 times weaker than Germany. If Turkey
could not buy from Germany, he said, she could no longer sell.36
The two German Ministers were greatly taken aback by this
retort, which they hardly expected. They, therefore, made
compromise proposals. The Turkish government would accept
the fact that war materials could not be delievered and would
not meanwhile raise the question of indemnity guarantees if
Germany agreed to a months extension of the Trade and Payments
Agreement in hopes that at the end of this period the world
situations would permit a fresh examination of the position
in a calmer atmosphere.37 Saracoglu declined on 12 September,
however, on the grounds that Turkey adhered to the principal
of the integral fulfillment of contracts.38
Formal political discussions for the final phase of the
treaty negotiations between Britain, France and Turkey were
to begin on 28 August,39 although the two Allied powers had
not as yet come to any agreement on how to meet the Turkish
request for aid., 3British Treasury officials had met with
Halit Nazmi Kesmir, Under-Secretary of the Turkish Ministry
of Commerce, who headed the Turkish Commercial Mission which
had been sent to London to discuss the Turkish program of

Lo

14 July. But he had again been put-off by British explan-

ations that because of her own cut-backs on munitions purchases
in Canada and in the United States, a bullion loan was

exceedingly dif:f‘icult.LLl
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These delays finally caused Ankara to seek a change in
the basic style of the accord from Governmental to Treaty form.
Great 3ritain had supported the original arrangement because it
required only the signature of the Secretaries of State, and
thus prevented any constitutional problems which might arise
with the Dominions should the agreement require the signature
of the Heads of S‘cate.LF2 Turkey, however, wished to prevent
a repetition of the events which followed the Abyssinian
conflict when Britain unilaterally denounced the arrangements
with Turkey.43 Furthermore, the National Party was by this
time probably not too confident about British assurances, and
therefore, insisted that the agreement be in the form of a
treaty of 15 years duration.uu Halifax responded on 29 August
that his government agreed in principle to the new for'mb'5 but
stressed that despite the fact that the Dominions were to be
mentioned in the preamble, the treaty would not apply to
them.46

The dawning of the first day of September brought with
it the German invasion of Poland. The long-suspected but most
unwelcome event ushered in the Second wWorld War., England
had no recourse now but to do all in her power to end the
stalemate and complete the agreement with Turkey in order to
assure Allied access to the Straits.

Halifax immediately presented a proposal to satisfy
the Turkish eight-point plan of 14 July. A £10 million credit
for the purchases of war material in the United Kingdom.was

granted. 3ritish money might not be used to purchase in other
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countries because of the gold drain in Britain. France would
begin shipments of armaments worth approximately 1 million
francs with an additional shipment of 465 million francs to
follow by March 1940, Instead of the £15 million bullion loan,
Britain offered §3 million sterling to strengthen the currency
and §2 million for liquidation of Anglo-Turkish clearing
arrears..The credits of £10 million were to be repaid in 20
yvears at 5 per cent interest, and tobacco shipments could be
used to cover the service of the 415 million and &5 million

b7

sterling loans. Two changes followed within hours of the first
telegram. In the first, London offered to forgo all payments
on the loan of £5 million for one year and thereafter to accept
service in Turkish pounds which would be used to purchase
Turkish tobacco. Further, the period for repayment was cut
to 15 years.48 Despite the British concessions, the Turks
refused the offer, and it appeared unlikely that they would
sign the final agreement until they received a better bargain,49
which they believed would be forthcoming because of the present
situation in Europe.

The German invasion of Poland also raised the question
of the position of Italy in the Mediterranean, since it had
been the fear of Italian expansion which caused Turkey to desire
an alliance with Britain in the first place. Turkey and
Britain thus turned their attention quickly toward the Italian
peninsula, for should Italy remain neutral, the current wording

of the proposed treaty would allow Turkey to do so as well,

The question as to Rome's position in the hostilities was
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answered almost immediatly. At 4:30 p.m., on 1 September,
the Italian Council of Ministers announced Italy's intention
to remain neutral.5o But this action served only to open a
rift between Britain and France. The latter believed Rome
was simply waiting for the best opportunity to enter the war51
while London believed strongly that Italy meant what she said.52

Papen, meanwhile, continued his personal program of
assuring the Turks of Italian neutrality should Ankara change
her policy. This, however, infuriated the Nazi High Command
who, fearful of any appearance of weakness in the Axis, chastiz-
ed Papen and told him to present the two Fascist powers as
being in agreement on all details of their relations.53 This
clearly was not the way to insure Turkish neutrality. Soon
the Germans saw another approach through their new friends in
the Soviet Union, Ironically, it was Papen who suggested the
idea.

The Soviet Union had been involved in continuous dealings
with the Turks throughout the summer following Potemkin's
visit to Ankara in April 1939. Two weeks before the Nazi-
Soviet Pact, on 4 August, the Soviet Ambassador to Turkey
extended an invitation to Saracoglu to visit Moscow. He inform-
ed the Turkish Minister that the USSR was ready to enter into
private and secret talks to include either an agreement
between Britain, France, Russia and Turkey, an agreement
between Russia, Turkey and the Balkan Entente, or a direct
Russo-Turkish accord.54 It appeared that the Germans were

not aware of these communications for it was not until 2



180

September that Frederich Schulenburg, German Ambassador to

the Soviet Union, learned of them and wrote to his ministry
that the Soviet officials had admitted that they were actually
engaged in an "exchange of opinion" with Turkey. Upon learning
of the talks, Papen suggested to Ribbentrop that the Soviets

55

be encouraged to work to neutralize the Turks. When question-
ed on this issue, Stalin informed Schulenburg that there was
only a non-agression pact under consideration but that the
Soviet government was prepared to work for the "permanent
neutrality of Turkey," as desired by Germany which position,

56

of course, was shared by Moscow, Schulenburg further stressed
to Molotov the importance of Turkish neutrality following
"rumors that England was pressuring Rumania to take an active
part" and was holding out a prospect of aid from British and
French troops. Since this aid might come by sea, it was to

the interest of the Soviets to close the Dardanelles completely.
Molotov replied that the Soviets "had considerable influence

57

with Turkey and was exerting it to these ends." Russia
apparently also suffered from a misconception of their relation-
ship with Turkey.

As Soviet troops rolled over the Polish border on 17
September, Saracoglu offered to discuss a mutual assistance
pact with Russia applying to the Straits and Balkans but with
the restriction that in rendering aid to the Soviets, Turkey
would not be obligated to actions against Great Britain.58

Stalin, observing how successfully the Germans were moving in

Poland, and fearing a German push into the Balkans, decided
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Saracoglu should visit Moscow to hasten conclusion of the

59 4

mutual assistance pact, He then wired Germany that such
a pact would keep Turkey neutral and would be a "hook" by
which Turkey could be pulled away from France.6o

The German's were not, however, all together in favor of
such a mutual assistance pact between Turkey and Russia
although they did concur in the basic idea so long as the
Soviets would not be obligated to act against Germany, Italy

61

or Bulgaria, Germany particularly feared that the pact could

strengthen a Turkish front against Italy if she were covered

62 Germany did concede that if they could not

in the east.
avoid a mutual assistance pact then the Soviets should at
least include a clause preventing the necessity of their act-
ing against the Axis.63 If this were not done then Russia
would be commiting an outright breach of the Nonaggression
Pact.éa

Saracoglu arrived in loscow on 25 September but found
that his hosts had considerably altered their position and
his reception was far from warm. In fact, he was forced to
wait three weeks, during which time he visited museums while
Ribbentrop was in Moscow negotiating a new treaty with Russia
on the delimitation of German-Soviet spheres in Eastern Europe.65
But the fact that Saracoglu remained in Moscow and that the
talks did begin was interpreted by the German paper Volkisher
Beobachter to mean that "Russia will obligate Turkey to main-

tain absolute neutrality and to close the Dardanelles. Thus

a great neutral bloc would be formed extending from Russia
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to Italy through the entire Balkans which could nullify the

plans for the encirclement of Germany."66
The Boviets, however, found their influence to be less

than they had imagined for Saracoglu apparently refused the

Russian terms for a mutual assistance treaty. Therefore, on

9 October Molotov told Schulenburg that rather than concluding

a pact, the Soviet government was pursuing the aim of inducing

Turkey to adopt full neutrality and thus close the Dardanelles.67

But despite Turkish willingness to revise the already completed

draft of the treaty with Britain and France so that a military

conflict between Russia and Turkey would be ruled out under

68 Molotov presented Saracoglu with two

any circumstances,
specific demands on 16 October which completely erased any
chance for a compromise,

The Soviet proposal demanded that because of Russian
claims on Rumania and in deference to Germany, the Turks were
to deny to Allied ships the passage of the Straits. The
Russians also asked that any pact with Turkey should be part
of a process of forming the Balkan states into a neutral bloc.69
Furthermore, Stalin demanded that Turkey remain neutral in the
event the USSR seized Bessarabia or Bulgaria seized Dobrudja
from Rumania.7o Saracoglu rejected the Russian demands and
prepared to leave. The Soviets, anxious to avoid creating
the outward impression of a break, gave Saracoglu a friendly
farewell as Molotov informed Schulenburg of the failure of

the talks.71 The official Russian statement of 18 October

1939 on the visit of Saracoglu stated that the meetings were



183

being carried on "in a cordial atmosphere, again confirming
the unchanging nature of the friendly relations between, and
the community of efforts of both to preserve peace."72

With the failure of the Russian talks, and with the
threat of involvement in the war, Turkey finally realized
the need for a rapid conclusion of the negotiations which for
the past six months had placed her in one of the most trying
times of her existence. Thus on the following day, 19 October,
Fremier Refik Saydam, Réne Massigli and Sir Hugh Knatchbull-
Hugessen, signed the Tripartite Treaty of Mutual Assistance
in Ankara.73 Attached to the treaty were several financial
agreements which provided for an Anglo-French credit to Turkey
of {25 million for the purchase of military equipment and
further loans totaling £18.5 million. The two sets of obligat-
ions were to be amortized over a twenty-year period, the first
at 4 per cent and the second at 3 per cent interest.74 Thus,
the major obstruction to the agreement had been crossed with
the help of the pressure of the times. The military convention,
which formed an integral and essential part in the arrangements
was not published. Politically, the treaty required that the
terms were "equally binding as bilateral obligations" between
Turkey and each of the other signatories. But in spite of the
addition of Protocol No. 2, which stated that Turkey "was
under no circumstances obligated to go to war with Russia,"75
the Soviets greeted the event with a bitter excoriation on

31 October 1939 at the fifth (extraordinary) session of the

Supreme Soviet:
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As you know, Turkey has preferred to tie up
its destination with a definite group of
European powers who are belligerents in the
present war., It has concluded arpact of
mutual assistance with Great Britain and
France who for the past two months have been
waging war on Germany. Turkey has thereby
definitly discarded a cautious policy of
neutrality, and has entered the orbit of the
expanding European war., Whether Turkey will 76
come to regret it we shall not try to guess.
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CHAFTER VII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Turkey's decision to align herself with the Allied
Fowers was a shrewdly calculated act of self-interest and
diplomatic foresight which was part of a continuing policy
directed toward one goal: protection of her sovereignty and
independence. This goal was achieved through a highly
successful series of diplomatic manuevers which placed Turkey
in a position of fluid neutrality, enabling her to play one
power against another and thereby retain freedom of movement
in any power shuffle which threatened her sovereignty. Turkey
thus became a classic example of a small state's ability to
determine her own affairs despite the overwhelming power of
the large nations which wished to influence thenm,

Turkey's advantage lay in her highly strategic position
athwart the Straits which made her an enticing partner for
each of the Great Fowers, all of which sought to insure control
of shipping through the Dardanelles. In the nineteenth century
any such attempt by one nation was usually countered by the
other nations which desired to prevent any change in the balance
of power in the Levant. This balance was radically destroyed,
however, by the first World War which resulted in the dis-
solution of the Ottoman Empire and the division of some of its
territory among the Allied Fowers. The victors were unprepared,

however, for the surprising rise of powerful nationalist
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forces among the Turks which resulted in the expulsion of

all alien elements from the Anatolian peninsula, and, following
the diplomatic upset at Lausanne, the return of Turkish soil

in Europe which again placed the Turks in complete control

of the Straits.

The new Republic of Turkey was endowed with a leadership
which was blessed with political acumen and the foresight to
see that the fulfillment of the country's needs lay in rapid
westernization. The actions taken toward this end threw off
the last vestiges of Ottoman political control and also began
the process of advancement and modernization. This movement
paradoxically also served to destroy any remnant of European
control as well as to move Turkey back into a close association
with her former enemies, particularly Great Britain, through
her need for financial and technical assistance.,

Although the Soviet Union played an important role
in the success achieved by the Turks during the nationalist
campaign as well as in their programs of modernization,  the
traditional anxiety felt by the Turks toward Russia's historic
attempts to control the Straits soon resulted in a cooling
off in Soviet-Turkish relations. On the other hand, Turkey's
former ally in World War I, Germany, immediately began to
reclaim her pre-war role as the major contributor to Turkey's
technical development. Turks began again to attend German
schools, and German missions and money flowed in increased

amounts into the Republic.
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It took some time before Great 3ritain and Turkey

began a rapprochement, but with the settlement of the llosul

dispute and the growing community of political and philosophic
ideas, the two nations were soon sharing common interests.
More importantly Turkey began to look more and more toward
Britain for defense of the Mediterranean against the increasing
bellicosity of Italy which, because of her position in the
Dodecanese, her interests in the Middle East, the Balkans,
and eventually in Africa, offered a direct threat to the
security of the Republic, It was, therefore, Italy which
played the crucial role in determining Ankara's policy of
alignment with Great Britain, and it was primarily against
Italy that the Declaration of 12 lMay 1939 was directed.
England, of course, was primarily concerned with the
containment of German aggression and sought a means to support
her guarantees to Rumania and Greece by maintaining free
access through the Straits. The Italian menace was also
recognized by Britain only too well because of Fascist threats
to her position in Palestine and the Suez, but in any case,
England's Mediterranean policy came to be based largely on
her association with Turkey particularly following the Montreux
Treaty of 1936 which successfully settled all remaining
differences between the two countries. This treaty also
marked the opening of increased British involvement in
Turkey's internal development and, therefore, the deepening

of mutual relations. It also brought England into direct
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confrontation with Germany which by this time had the largest
economic investments in Turkey. Thus, as the European situation
worsened, London became more and more dependent upon Turkish
friendship for containment of Germany.

0f extreme importance to the Republic and the Turkish
Nationalists after World War I was the formation of a state
which would be both militarily defensible and economically
viable. The Mosul had been claimed by the new Republic, but
Britain successfully obtained it as part of her mandate of
Iraq. Of greater importance to Ankara, however, was control
of the Sanjak of Alexandretta which was placed under the French
mandate of Syria-Lebanon. The problem which surrounded Turkey's
attempts to acquire this district greatly impaired Ankara's
relations with Paris and greatly hindered Britain's attempts
to complete the treaty of mutual assistance with Turkey.
Furthermore, Germany wished to prevent a Franco-Turkish settle-
ment of the issue in order to block allied encirclement. It
was not until final settlement and subsequent annexation
of Hatay by Turkey that the Allies were able to begin serious
negotiations toward completion of the Treaty of Mutual Assist-
ance which was the necessary ingredient in the defensive
plans of all three nations in the Balkans and the eastern
Mediterranean.,

Part of these defense plans included the Soviet Union,
Turkey had requested her inclusion in the treaty negotiations
as a means to tie Moscow with Turkey through the common

concern of defense. The Soviets presented a potential threat



196

to the Balkans and especially to Turkey. When Russia signed
the Nazi-Soviet Nonaggression Pact in August, the Turks

found themselves in an even more serious position. It was

now Russia, more than either Germany or Italy, which offered
the greatest threat to Turkey. From the Soviet viewpoint,
however, Turkey's control of the Straits and association

with Britain which had long blocked Russian ambition in the
Dardanelles, menaced Soviet expansionist plans in the Balkans,
and suggested a threat to her southern coast. This situation
led to the visit of Saracoglu to lMoscow in September 1939
which caused a further delay in the finalization of the Treaty
with 3ritain and France. Ankara sought an alliance with
lMloscow which would neutralize the Soviet threat to the Straits,
and Moscow sought to maintain Turkish neutrality which,
according to the Montreux Treaty, would close the Straits

and prevent their use by the Allies in war time.

Germany also continued to work against the Anglo-Turkish
treaty as well, primarily through economic pressure. 3Britain
was unable to offer the military supplies which Turkey had
been obtaining from Cermany, and thus the Germans were almost
successful in thwarting the Anglo-Turkish alliance., It was
precisely this very problem, Allied inability to replace
Germany in the economic field, which prevented the treaty
from being truly effective, In reality, therefore, Turkey
continued to act in accordance with her national policy of
strict neutrality despite the signature of the treaty with

Britain and France.
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Knatchbull-Hugessen apparently missed this point, since
he saw the alliance as "a permanent factor in Turkey's inter-
national life and not primarily, as with Great Britain, an
element in international grouping necessitated by the immediate
German menace.1 This "grouping" was not so permanent a factor
for it had been forced upon Turkey by Italy, and despite
strong political ties, Turkey's association with Britain was
merely temporarily useful in maintaining Turkish security
and freedom of movement.

Papen had a clearer understanding of the Turkish position
vis-a-vis the Great Powers realizing fully the Turkish fear
of Italy but also recognizing Ankara's dependence upon
Germany for military supplies and consumer goods. He knew
full well that Turkey would not at this time renounce her
far-reaching commitments to Great Britain and France, but he
believed those commitments could be offset by Soviet-German-
Italian assurances which might well preserve normal relations
with Turkey or even Turkish neutrality.

The advent of war hastened allied attempts to finalize
the treaty and Axis attempts to prevent it, but Papen's view
seemed to be born out because even after the alliance of
Turkey with France and Britain, Turkish relations with
Germany, though strained, remained basically normal. Their
economic ties remained strong. Germany required Turkish iron,
copper and chrome, while Turkey needed German purchases of
agricultural goods and deliveries of German military equipment,

which the Allies could never equal. This fact is essential
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to the understanding of both Nazi-Turkish relations and the
zigzag policy often followed by the Turks who always realized
the necessity of maintaining their trade with the Third Reich.
This relationship prevailed even after the signature in
October of the Mutual Assistance Treaty and after the entrance
of Italy into the war.

In the end, Turkey was thus able to get what she needed
from both the Axis and the Allies and retain her independence
as well, She benefitted enormously from the treaty with
Britain and France which offered her protection but required
little in return, Instead, she used the Franco-3British treaty
as a means to counter Italian, Russian, and German pressures
just as she continued to use her economic association with
Germany to counteract British and French influence. She
therefore remained out of the conflict until the very end of
the war thereby successfully preserving her independence of

action against enormous odds,



"OOTNOTES

1 {natchbull-Hugessen, p. 145,
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