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ABSTRACT

SOVIET POLICY TOWARDS TURKEY (1920-1923)

Somel, G6zde
Ph.D., Department of History

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Recep Boztemur

February 2016, 352 pages

This research is a case study, which aims at examining Soviet policy
towards Turkey by contextualizing it within the complexity of post-war world
affairs, complicated situation of the new Soviet government in the international
field and its quest for “peaceful coexistence” through a diplomatic offensive in
the East and in the West. The foundational principles of the Soviet foreign
affairs were directly reflected in the policies towards Turkey, though plenty of
tactical changes took place throughout the process. The years under question
denote the beginning of the first interactions between the Turkish national
movement and Soviet government; establishment of Soviet diplomatic mission
in Ankara, familiarization of the Bolsheviks with the current situation and
national movement in the country, and readjustment of Soviet policies towards
the end of the Liberation War and beginning of the Republican era. Turkey had
a changing role for the Soviet foreign policy in the time period discussed in the
dissertation. Namely, while in the first years, Turkish national movement was
considered as the leading current in the East that might set an example to other
Eastern nations, later, more or less with Lausanne, this consideration was

replaced by locating Turkey within the capitalist countries to be allied with,



against ongoing pressures from the imperialist countries. In the dissertation, the
standard view about the decision-making in the Soviet Russia as a monolithic
and monodical process is questioned by explaining the many-sided and tense
nature of policy making of the Soviet foreign affairs towards Turkey in the

years under question.

Keywords: years of Turkish Liberation war, Soviet state, foreign policy,

diplomacy, peaceful coexistence
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SOVYET RUSYA’NIN TURKIYE POLITIKASI (1920-1923)

Somel, G6zde
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Danigsman: Prof. Dr. Recep Boztemur

Subat 2016, 352 sayfa

Bu aragtirma Sovyet Rusya’nin Tiirkiye politikasin1 Birinci Diinya
Savast sonrasi diinyanin karmasik siyasi kosullari, yeni Sovyet hiikiimetinin
uluslararasi arenadaki zorlu konumu ve Doguda ve Batida bir diplomatik atakla
yuriittiigi “baris iginde bir arada yasam” politikast baglaminda inceleyen bir
vaka caligmadir. Sovyet disislerinin kurulus ilkeleri, siire¢ boyunca cesitli
taktiksel degisimler yasansa da, kendini Tiirkiye politikasinda gostermektedir.
Incelenen yillar Tiirk ulusal hareketiyle Sovyet hiikiimeti arasindaki ilk
iligkilerin dogdugu, Ankara’da Sovyet diplomatik misyonunun kuruldugu,
Bolseviklerin Tiirkiye’deki duruma ve Tiirk ulusal hareketine agina hale geldigi
ve Sovyet politikalarinin Cumhuriyet’in ilanina dogru goézden gegirildigi
yillardir. Tiirkiye bu tezde tartisilan donem boyunca Sovyet dis politikasinda
degisen bir role sahip olmustur. Ilk yillarda Tiirk ulusal hareketi dogudaki
diger uluslara 6rnek olabilecek bir akim olarak goriiliirken, daha sonra, asag:
yukart Lozan’la birlikte, bu degerlendirme yerini Tiirkiye’yi emperyalist
iilkelerin baskilarina kars1 ittifak yapilacak kapitalist iilkeler arasina
yerlestirme perspektifine birakmistir. Tezde, Sovyet Rusya’da karar
mekanizmasini monolitik ve tek sesli bir siire¢ olarak goren yaygin goriis
sorgulanmakta, Tiirkiye Ornegi {lizerinden Sovyet dig politika yapim

stireclerinin ¢ok tarafli ve gergin dogas1 gozler oniine serilmektedir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Kurtulus Savasi yillari, Sovyet devleti, dis politika,

diplomasi, baris i¢inde bir arada yasam.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Conceptual framework and problematic

This study aims at contributing to the literature on Soviet-Turkish
relations by focusing at Soviet policy towards Turkey. The reason of such a
focus is the observation that the works on Soviet-Turkish relations generally
overlook the theoretical framework and the context, which together determined
the Soviet policies toward Turkey. The Soviet side of the story, especially in
the works in Turkish language, is superficially examined depending mostly on
century-old assumptions and biases. If the problem is partially due to the
general issues regarding the official history-writing in Turkey, not less guilty
of this superficiality is the lack of a profound examination of Russian sources,
which have been open to researchers for a couple of decades. On the other
hand, the literature in Russian strikingly suffers from the lack of contemporary
studies. The works on the issue from the Soviet times, by typically reproducing
the same narrative in an official framework, though still useful, are not able to
satisfy our need to find the answers to our questions. Outside the countries in
question, a huge literature has developed on Soviet foreign policy. However, it
is very exceptional to find works that specifically focus on Soviet policy
towards Turkey.1

Therefore, this study is an attempt to integrate Turkish-Soviet relations in
the first years of the “New Turkey” with the scientific matter called “Soviet
foreign policy in the first years of the Soviet Russia”. I hope that it will amount
at the end, to a case study on Soviet foreign policy. The choice about the period
to be examined is not arbitrary. For the Soviet government, the year 1920

marked the pursuit of a new foreign policy in order to perpetuate the “breathing

"A recent comprehensive study which reflected command on Russian sources and depends
itself to a large literature is Samuel J Hirst, “Eurasia’s Discontent: Soviet and Turkish Anti-
Westernism in the Interwar Period” (PhD diss., University of Pennsylvania, 2012).



space” emerged with the victory of the Red Army over the White armies in the
Civil War. At the same time, it was the beginning year of regular relations
between the Soviet government and Turkish nationalist leaders. The victory of
the Liberation War and the process of Lausanne heralded a change in the mode
of the relations. With a reassessment on the policy toward Turkey, Soviet
foreign affairs adjusted itself in accordance with the Republican era of Turkey
with the decisiveness to keep Turkey close to the Soviets. It was directly
related to the struggle of Soviets to make the legitimization and recognition of
Soviet power, which could be achieved to a certain extent until that time,
stable. Therefore, the study will cover a period from the beginning of relations
and familiarization (in the years 1920 and 1921) to a redefinition of relations
for a new beginning (in the years 1922 and 1923).

Soviet Russia’ was genuinely a new state in the sense that it was founded
on principles totally unfamiliar to the world up until that day. The fact, which
came to life a few years after the revolution, the necessity to survive without
the support of successive revolutions and new Soviet governments in other
countries, obligated the establishment of a truly institutionalized foreign affairs
apparatus. This apparatus as will be called hereafter Narkomindel3, with a large
network of diplomacy, would also utilize methods of traditional diplomacy
with the aim of developing normal relations with other states and provide the
Soviet government a secure and sustainable zone of existence. Soviet foreign
policy making was in no sense a practice limited to Narkomindel’s decisions
and action. Also necessary to question the common belief that Politburo’ with
its omnipotent leaders single-handedly assumed the task of decision-making.

When referring to “Soviet foreign affairs”, a number of structures that took part

? Starting from the Revolution, Soviet Union was entitled under different names, most
commonly known as Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic until the end of 1922. In the
period this study covers, there was no denomination like Soviet Union. Therefore, here and
hereafter, “Soviet Russia” is used.

? One of the abbreviations of People’s Commissariat of Foreign Affairs.

*Leading organ of the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party (Bolshevik)
composed of members who shaped the general outline of Soviet policies.



in the decision-making process on foreign affairs are implied: the Politburo, the
Central Committee of the Communist Party, the chief cadres of the Red Army
(PVS)5 and intelligence service (Razvedupr)6, Komintern’, diplomats, military
officers, the state and Komintern agents in the field. Soviet foreign policies
were decided through a complicated process of decision-making. Especially
during the first years when the level of institutionalization within the state was
relatively low and division of work between the institutions was not settled; the
actors that took part in decision-making could enjoy a large sphere of initiative.
Under Chicherin’s administration, the Narkomindel became an effective
apparatus of conducting diplomacy with foreign countries; and inspite of the
Politbureau’s position as the final decision maker, reached a power to shape
Soviet foreign affairs. For that reason, I will analyze Soviet foreign policy in
general and Soviet policy toward Turkey in particular with an approach that
puts Narkomindel at the core of the narrative in this study.

The Bolsheviks with the theoretical bulwark of the analysis on
imperialism as the highest stage of capitalism perceived the world a huge arena
of class struggle. The unequal integration of national elements to the world
capitalist system, that were most clearly reflected in the unequal relations
between nation states, prevents this class struggle to be a monolithic one.
However, irrespective of the differences between the countries and in spite of
the inability to break from the capitalist system at once and as a whole, there is
an interconnection between the revolutionary processes of each country due to
the interdependence of capitalist countries.” This interconnection is highly

influential on the future of capitalism and socialism. That is why the projection

’ Revolyutsionnyy Voennyy Sovet Respubliki: Revolutionary Military Council of the Republic

¥ Razvedyvatel'noe Upravlenie Shtaba RKKA: Intelligence Directorate of the Workers’ and
Peasants’ Red Army. Later it would be Glavnoe Razvedyvatel'noe Upravlenie (GRU): Main
Intelligence Directorate.

"Russian abbreviation for Communist or Third International. This structure will be discussed
in the second chapter.

® Adam B. Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence; the History of Soviet Foreign Policy, 1917-67
(New York: Praeger, 1968), 28.



of Soviet policy toward a foreign country is realized through its
contextualization within the capitalist world order, which was the case for
Turkey. Turkey, as a semi-colonial eastern country according to Soviet
categorization was located in the anti-imperialist front. During the Liberation
War, Turkish national movement was considered as the leading force of the
struggle of the oppressed people of the East against imperialism. During the
transition to republican era this framework changed to a certain extent.
Stemming from the objective contradiction between the imperialist states and
national bourgeoisies of newly emergent nation-states, Turkey continued to be
a striking element of the anti-imperialist front, whose sustainability was
guaranteed by the Soviet Russia itself. In both cases, during and after the
Liberation War, Soviet Russia in the direction of Narkomindel’s proposals
constituted a crucial place in Soviet foreign policy.

Throughout the 1920s, Bolshevik leaders and Soviet foreign policy
makers experienced a process of familiarization with Turkish social and
political structure. However, from the very beginning, knowing the character
and orientation of the leadership of the national movement, having a
considerable knowledge on the history of Turkey and with the given
immaturity of capitalism, working class and communist movement in the
country, the Soviets never approximated to the idea of a socialist revolution in
Turkey. The exportation of socialism in the absence of the necessary
conditions in terms of internal dynamics of a country was not the policy of the
Soviets in the 1920s. “The export of revolution” was not only contrary to the
theoretical basis of the Soviet foreign policy, but also Soviet Russia did not
have the power and means to take such risks.”

It is a reasonable expectation widely to touch upon the communist
movement of Turkey in particular, within a study on Soviet-Turkish relations
in the first half of 1920s. However, in this study these elements will be referred

more briefly than possibly expected since I strongly believe that Soviet Russia,

’It was evident in the long-lasting hesitation of Bolshevik leaders in taking the decision for
sovietization of the Transcaucasia. Documental evidence on the issue will be presented in the
third chapter.



in early phases of her interaction with Turkey, made a clear preference on the
major political actor to “invest in”, in favor of the Kemalist movement and to
the detriment of the communist movement of Turkey. Therefore, the debate
was not when and how Turkey, like other eastern countries, would realize its
transition to socialism, but on how far the bourgeois revolutionaries could go
and radicalize their revolution, and what kind of benefits could be derived from
this radicalization. In the case of Turkey, the Soviet leaders considered that the
radicalization of the Turkish revolution was highly dependent upon the
relations of this country with the West and upon how long the friendship with
Turkey could be preserved. Throughout the 1920s, Turkey, though advancing
through a capitalist path, could not settle its contradictions and conflicts with
the Western countries. This situation made Turkey an invaluable partner
against the formation of a united anti-Soviet front.

The rise of Soviet Russia as a threatening force toward capitalist global
hegemony changed the conditions of global rivalry between states; simply
because beyond the limits of the competition between the capitalist states,
Soviet Russia was the representative of a new socio-economic system whose
claim was to abolish private property, exploitation of labor and imperialist
domination over oppressed peoples. Turkish nationalists realized the
antagonism between the “New Russia”'’ and the Western world at a very early
phase of the emergence of the national movement in defense of the country.
They constructed their strategy on the ground of this antagonism; they
considered this strategy as the key to accomplish political independence.
Independence was possible due to the fact that imperialist powers, before all
Great Britain, although extremely reluctant to accept the emergence of an
independent Turkey, did not have the power and unity among themselves in the
post-war conjuncture to impose an imminent solution for Turkey that excluded

the option of independence.

Y As they called it.



The “Kemalist Turkey”11 would negotiate with each side by making use
of the threat to get closer to the other side.'” As a matter of fact, these cadres
themselves felt the hot breath of communism on their necks. They had a
delicate task to utilize communist Russia in foreign affairs without leaving a
door for the legitimization of communism inside the country. This task could
not be exempt from tensions. First of all, obviously there were defenders and
opponents of this strategy within the ruling cadre. During the days when
suspicions about the Soviet practices managed to create a hostile atmosphere
toward the Soviets, the Soviet opponents amplified their voice. As the new
regime began to institutionalize in the middle of the Anatolian steppes before
independence was formally achieved, the capitalistic relations were already
flourishing at a certain pace. This meant reintegration of Turkey to the
capitalist world economy on new terms. This inevitably brought about a
distancing from the Soviet Russia and rise of anti-communism as a decisive
factor in Turkish domestic and foreign policy.

Contrary to the studies in Turkish and Russian that glorify the Turkish-
Soviet friendship, none of the two sides attribute sincerity to each other’s
words."” Mutual suspicion was the essential character of the relations between
the two countries. In many works, ideological proximity between the

Bolsheviks and the Kemalists are exaggerated.14 On the other hand, equally

" Russians very often used to refer to Turkey as such.

" For an early example of this see Mustafa Kemal’s letter to Kazim Karabekir on June 23th
1919. Kazim Karabekir and Faruk Ozerengin, Istiklal Harbimiz 1 (istanbul: Emre Yayinlari,
2000), 192.

" For an exemplary work of glorification see: Dimitir Vandov, Atatiirk Donemi Tiirk-Sovyet
Iliskileri (Istanbul: Kaynak Yayinlari, 2014). In this work, mutual utterances and declarations
are presented as if they reflected the real content of the relations.

" For example, in Mehmet Peringek’s works, overemphasis on the common anti-imperialist
position of two sides conceals striking difference in terms of class base of the two powers; and
also the hostility that at times remarkably felt itself. Mehmet Peringek, Azatiirk iin Sovyetler’le
Gériismeleri: Sovyet Arsiv Belgeleriyle (Istanbul: Kaynak, 2005); Mehmet Peringek, Tiirk-Rus
Diplomasisinden  Gizli Sayfalar: Siyaset-Askeriye-Ekonomi-Kiiltiir-Bilim-Spor  (Istanbul:
Kaynak, 2011). An early work that was written with an objective to show the ideological
proximity: Rasih Nuri Ileri, Atatiirk ve Komiinizm (istanbul: Anadolu Yaynlari, 1970).



misleading is the reduction of this friendship just to a fruit of realpolitik
calculations on the basis of common geographical proximity to Europe and of a
common enemy. According to this reasoning, the Turkish-Soviet friendship is
assumed to be nothing but a “marriage of convenience”. Politics is not
something exclusively done by political elites, nor do their political and
ideological preferences determine the fate of the societies. A common mistake
is the attempt to explain Turkish convergence with the Soviets with the
pragmatism of Mustafa Kemal and his hard-core group. This approach is as
problematic and superficial as to undermine the essence of the Soviet strategy
towards Turkey by relating it solely to security concerns. The “realist”
analyzers overlook the socio-political dimension of the relations between
Turkey and Soviet Russia. In a sense, apart from the “realpolitik calculations”,
one should take into account the influence of the political atmosphere and
strong ideological codes like anti-imperialism and populism, which
undoubtedly inspired by the ideals of the October Revolution. Demand for
freedom and equality had never been so popular in the region before.
Besides, the fact that left politics never reached a substantial organizational
level in Asia or bolshevism never became a serious project in the Asia Minor
doesn’t mean that the constituent will of the New Turkey was deprived of
leftist elements and the new Turkish leadership was exempt from the internal
pressure of these elements.'® In such an atmosphere the convergence between

two countries had an essence that surmounted a simple pragmatism.

P Halliday examines the effect of a revolution in a society on another society in general terms:
“Whatever their hegemonic content and consequences, revolutions, by their ideas and example,
generated changes in other societies very different from their pre-revolutionary antecedents.”
Fred Halliday, Revolution and World Politics: The Rise and Fall of the Sixth Great Power
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1999), 134.

'From Mustafa Kemal’s letter to Ali Fuat (Cebesoy) on September 14th, 1920 on the Halk
Zimresi (People’s Group) in the meclis (Grand National Assembly): “The recently emerged
People’s Group in the meclis is composed of our friends. They are those who are convinced the
necessity of an internal reform, though partially, in the country. They cannot conceive the
dangers of this attempt. We tried to dissuade them from establishing a separate group, but we
failed. But now, we accepted a program entitled program of populism. The People’s group
seems to have dissolved spontaneously.” Omiir Sezgin, Tiirk Kurtulus Savas ve Siyasal Rejim
Sorunu (Ankara: Birey ve Toplum Yayincilik, 1984), 47, footnote no: 19.



In summary, this study examines the place of Turkey in Soviet foreign
policy in the years the formula of “peaceful coexistence” was in force. I will
claim that as it was the case in general, ministry of Soviet Foreign Affairs and
its leading figure minister G. V. Chicherin played an unprecedented role in
formulation of Soviet strategy and policies towards Turkey. This formulation
was made in a process of familiarization with this country and on the base of a
hot debate among the different components of the Soviet government. Though
expectations about the radicalization of the revolution in Turkey changed at the
end of the period in question, place of Turkey in Soviet strategy to break the
imperialist blockade through an anti-imperialist front remained intact. I will
also question if the Soviet policies towards Turkey were coherent part of
Soviet outlook to international politics, which was formulated and
reformulated on the basis of Marxist-Leninist framework. I will try to ground
through analysis of archival documents the claim that realpolitik calculations
and methods of traditional diplomacy were, as in the case of politics towards
Turkey, necessary to fulfill the obligation to preserve the Soviet socialist power

in a capitalist world.

1.2 Literature on the Soviet foreign policy in the first years after the
revolution

The literature on Soviet foreign policy predominantly developed during
the Cold War years. The ironic analogy of Adam B. Ulam'’ reveals the reason:
“Contemplating the vast volume of Kremlinology produced in this country

since World War II, a layman might well paraphrase Karl Marx’s famous

'” One of the most eminent Kremlinologists. Ulam was born on April 8, 1922, in Lwow (Lviv),
then Poland now Ukraine. After graduating from high school, he emigrated to the United States
on or around August 20, 1939, to go to college. He studied at Brown University, taught briefly
at University of Wisconsin—-Madison, and obtained a Ph.D. from Harvard University, where he
studied from 1944 to 1947. He became a member of Harvard's faculty in 1947, was awarded
tenure in 1954, and enjoyed the title of Gurney Professor of History and Political Science until
he became professor emeritus in 1992. He directed the Russian Research Center (1973—-1974)
and was a research associate for the Center for International Studies, at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology (1953-1955). He was the author of twenty books and many articles,
primarily on the Soviet Union and the Cold War (the major exception being Fall of the
American University, a critique of U.S. higher education, written in 1972).



thesis on Feuerbach and complain that various experts have only interpreted
the Soviet Union in different ways, while the urgent need is to find out how its
policies can be changed.”'®

It’s hard to find a field of history-writing, whose scholars are urged so
much by practical reasons like in the case of Soviet foreign policy. During the
Cold War, the historians and analysts of Soviet foreign policy and foreign
policy makers in the West were overwhelmingly elites of the same
establishment. In so much so that, one can hardly discern the point where the
history-writing ends and “history-making” starts. George F. Kennan was one of
the most illustrative personalities in this sense. He was an American die-hard
diplomat and historian of the early Cold War era, who served in USSR as a
diplomat for many years and tried to change the strategy of his government
toward the Soviets. Two documents written by him were especially referred as
path-breaking. One was  “the Long Telegram X” from Moscow, to
Washington, written in 1946; and the other was his article “Sources of Soviet
Conduct” written in 1947. The depiction of the Soviet Union as an expansionist
power and Soviet leaders as power thirsty people has been said to be influential
in the new American policy, which prioritized containment of Soviet Union.
These documents were in a sense, flare of the Cold War.

In search for the reason behind the beginning of the Cold War, the
common ground among the historians and scholars from other related branches
of social sciences was blaming on the USSR for its expansionist policies.
Without exception, the USSR was depicted as an expansionist and repressive
power that threatened the future of the “free world”. In addition to this
pessimist approach, the acts of Soviet policy-makers were always met with
suspicion. Their sincerity was questioned. Although a distanced relation, a
certain level of suspicion is necessary for the historian in his/her relation with
the sources, in the case of Soviet studies of the Cold War era it was overdone

to the extent that one can easily get the impression that the whole Soviet canon

' Adam B. Ulam, “Anatomy of Policymaking” in Classical Issues in Soviet Foreign Policy:
From Lenin to Brezhnev, ed. Frederic J. Fleron Jr., Erik P. Hoffman, Robbin F. Laird (New
York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1991), 251.



is based on a simple deception: “Lacking better evidence we are compelled to
study the available documents, to examine floods of propaganda, speeches, and
the overt conduct of the leaders. From such studies we at least learn what the
Communists want us to think, what they are persuading other nations to think,
what they say they hope to accomplish, and so on. Over a span of more than
forty years we have acquired considerable facility at ferreting out the bits of
truth embedded in Soviet words and deeds and piecing them together in a fairly
accurate pattern.”'”

In spite of these common points, there were debates and divisions among
the scholars of traditional approaches. Main divergence emerged when
defenders of realist paradigm objected “idealist approaches” that attributed so
much meaning to the ideological aspect of the “Soviet threat”. For the idealists,
unless one has studied the evolution of ideology and its influence upon the

Soviet attitude and behavior, it is not possible to understand Soviet foreign

policy:

The Soviet Union’s leaders pride themselves on the wide range
of and flexibility of their tactics, on their ability to zigzag, to
take one step forward and two steps back, to ally with capitalist
nations while working for their destruction, to retreat and
patiently wait out defeats, to organize peace fronts and popular
fronts, and to preach coexistence or rebellion as the situation
demands. However it should be remembered always regardless
of the current tactic, the Soviet leaders remain dedicated to the
strategic goal. No matter what they may say today or tomorrow
to win a current struggle, they believe in the ultimate victory of
world communism over capitalism.*’

The realists, on the other hand, assumed that the USSR was more of a

traditional form of great power “struggling to win security and power by

' Arthur E. Adams, Readings in Soviet Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice (Boston: Heath,
1961), xv.

% Adams, Readings in Soviet Foreign Policy, xii.
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conventional diplomatic maneuvering”.?' The debates on whether it was
simply an authoritarian regime or a totalitarian one that can be identified with
Nazi Germany; whether the Soviet Union was a new type of political power or
was just a continuation of the Tsarist regime with a new facade; whether
national interests or ideological commitments were dominant in the conduct of
Soviet foreign policy can all be evaluated within the lines of this divergence.

In the first years after the October Revolution, the newly emerged
socialist power in Russia was an enigma. In the Western newspapers of the
time, it is possible to follow the perplexity toward this new power. It was
something unprecedented. It was unacceptable and ephemeral because it was a
coup of a handful of barbaric people. It did not take long that Western powers
unhesitantly gave their support to the White armies in order to “normalize” the
situation in Russia. In time, after the triumph of the Red Army in the Civil
War, as the Soviets developed links with Western states and corporations and
gained recognition in the Western public opinion, the Soviet image as an
abnormality started to change. Still, in the retrospective analyses, the Soviet
power continued to be considered exceptional and Bolshevik leaders could
never get rid of being subject to psychological assessments. Soviet foreign
policy was a case of psychological disorder. At the bottom of the Kremlin's
neurotic view of world affairs lied the traditional and instinctive Russian sense
of insecurity.”* This feeling of insecurity, lacking evidence of a real threat from
the outside world, reached almost a paranoid level, and incite the Bolsheviks to

disseminate the fear of capitalist aggression toward the country.”

One might argue that some of the psychological habits the
Bolsheviks brought with them to the task of ruling their country

*! Tolgahan Akdan, “A Systemic Analysis of the Cold War and Turkey’s Postwar Drive to the
West” (Phd., Middle East Technical University, 2014), 22.

** David Allan Mayers, George Kennan and the Dilemmas of US Foreign Policy (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1988), 97-102.

* George F. Kennan, “Sources of Soviet Conduct” in Soviet Foreign Policy: Classic and
Contemporary Issues (New York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1991), 314.
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were, by the same token, to handicap them: extreme
suspiciousness of every movement and every government not
fully sharing their ideology, an underestimation of the staying
power of democracy in the Western countries, and a view of
international politics as consisting mainly of the clash of
economic and military interests.>*

George Alexander furthered the psychological analysis by inventing the
term “operational code”. Focusing on the attitudes and behavior of the
Bolshevik leaders, he claims certain characteristic patterns of thought and
action exhibited by Lenin and other Bolshevik leaders were inherited as an
operational code by their successors.”’ The precepts inherited by these
successors “are based on the assumption that the party is working in a hostile
environment, surrounded by internal class enemies or encircled by capitalist
states, and that difficulty, danger, and conflict are the norms of political life -as
opposed to the Western view that harmony is the natural political state.” ** The
goal of reconstructing a “corrupt and evil society” the code legitimized any
means that provides the attainment of the goal in the shortest time possible. >’

According to this canon, The Soviet leaders “who were poisoned by their
voracious desire for power™*® and were in constant effort to secure their power
that they seized in 1917°°, under the influence of extreme suspicion toward the
external world, constructed a repressive regime. If this repressiveness stems
from traditional authoritarian rule of state or a totalitarian rule as a modern
phenomenon exclusively belonging to the twentieth century was an issue open

to debate.

# Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence”, 22.

* Robert H. Donaldson and Joseph L. Nogee, The Foreign Policy of Russia Changing Systems,
Enduring Interests (Armonk, N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe, 1998), 30.

26 Ibid.
Y Ibid.

*¥ Kennan George F., “Sources of Soviet Conduct,” in Soviet Foreign Policy: Classic and
Contemporary Issues (New York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1991), 315.

2 Ibid.
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Totalitarian model was developed first by Hannah Arendt, Merle
Fainsod, Carl Friedrich with his student Zbigniew Brzezinski and Leonard
Schapiro.” Totalitarianism was characterized by “one party rule, a guiding
ideology, the use of terror as a means of control, government monopoly over
the economy, communications, the police, and the armed forces, a desire to
control every aspect of human life.”?' Communism was a variant of
totalitarianism and fascism was in the same category. Therefore Soviet Russia
and Nazi Germany could be analyzed under the same category. According to
the theory, totalitarian systems are made possible by twentieth century
technology that for the first time gives the dictators total control over the entire
society.*

This idealist approach considering the West cradle of democracy and
peace, ideologies of “outsiders” as threat to this cradle ignore the struggle for
power in the international system, among the Western countries.”® Objections
of the realist scholars arose at this very point. They replaced the totalitarian
approach where the East and West were sharply demarcated along clear lines
through their ideals for the future of the human-being with a view of
international politics whose essence was constant struggle for political and
economic power. Accordingly, the Soviet Union was just an authoritarian
power whose tactics and strategies to become a superpower in the international
politics resembled those of the authoritarian powers preceding the Soviet

Union. It was not an exception, on the contrary it should be assessed through

3 Robert V. Daniels, “Comment: Revisionism Avant La Lettre,” Slavic Review 67, no. 3 (Fall
2008): 706.

3! Peter Zwick, Soviet Foreign Relations: Process and Policy (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice
Hall, 1990), 57.

2 Carl Friedrich and Zbigniew Brzezinski, Totalitarian Dictatorship and Autocracy
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1956) and Hannah Arendt, The Origins of
Totalitarianism, 2nd ed. (New York: World, 1958).

> Edward Hallett Carr in his book Twenty Years’ Crisis convincingly shows that struggle for
economic and military power between the great Powers characterized the international
institutions such as League of Nations, whose goal pretended to be international peace. Edward
Hallett Carr, Yirmi Yil Krizi, 1919-1939 (Istanbul: Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yayinlari, 2010).
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same conceptualization that was utilized for the foreign policies of the rest of
the countries in the world.

Whether the Soviet rulers continued the political traditions of the Russian
tsars largely occupied the debates within the orthodox scholarship on Soviet
foreign policy. It was also an important aspect of the debate on the essence of
the Soviet power. As in the case of arguments on transition from the Ottoman
Empire to Turkish Republic, certain elements attributed to the Tsarist Russia,
like absence of pluralist democracy, high degree of centralism, elitism,
militarism, the influence of religion and ideology, traditional Slavic Russian
values and behavior’®; weakness of civil institutions independent of state
control, the pervasive regulation of society by government bureaucracies, and a
weak judiciary®”; considered perennial and inherited by the Soviet power.
Bolshevism was twentieth century Russian autocratic imperialism or the Soviet
state was renascent Russian state.*

According to the realist scholars who advocated continuity thesis, the
Soviet Union was inherently expansionist in foreign policy because Soviet
power found itself in the middle of same external pressures and security
problems that stemmed from geographical vulnerability and resulted in
equalization security with land, as did Russia’’; and because the Russian sense
of security required centralization, the Soviet Union was centralized and
militarized. Similarly, because it has had no democratic political tradition, the
USSR is as authoritarian as was Russia. In addition to the profundity f the roots
of Russian political culture, the actual circumstances also obliged the Soviets

go on the same authoritarian and expansionist path as did Tsarist Russia.’®

** Zwick, Soviet Foreign Relations, 49.

%% Nicolai N. Petro and Alvin Z. Rubinstein, Russian F oreign Policy: From Empire to Nation-
State (New York: Longman, 1997), 5.

3¢ Zwick, Soviet Foreign Relations, 49.

7 Russian famous urge to the warm seas, which was largely mentioned in the narratives on
Tsarist aggression toward Ottoman State was also related with the same feeling of insecurity.

** 1bid, 56.
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According to this way of thinking that discounts the role of Marxist-
Leninist ideology of the state and new type of social organization introduced
by the Soviets, Soviet Russia continued to pursue same strategical goals with a

new language of propaganda:

In brief, it was not entirely historical fancy and propagandist
needs of the moment that made Stalin in the 1930s abjure the
dogmatic Marxian classification of imperial Russia and claim
continuity with certain elements in the policies of Ivan the
Terrible and Peter the Great. It was also a belated
acknowledgement that November 1917 had not wiped the slate
clean, that underneath the new language, for all the new cult and
the new ruling class, there were some fundamental links with
the imperial past.*

However, lessons taken from the past do not necessarily indicate
continuity of the same traditions and policies under new labels. It is highly
possible that knowledge of Soviet foreign policy makers on international
politics did not depend only on theory or their own experience, but also the
experiences of their predecessor state, namely Tsarist Russia. For example they
knew security of Black Sea coasts and the straits would be a tough question
because of the given susceptibility of the major capitalist powers toward the
issue that the Soviets knew from the past.

What was the impact done by the previous regime in the country is a
delicate question that cannot be answered with totalistic, ahistorical
explanations. When the Soviet Russia entered the world politics under the
compulsory circumstances of living side by side with capitalist countries,
Soviet foreign policy makers had to implement several traditional foreign
policy and diplomacy tools that were not peculiar to tsarist Russia but largely
utilized by all world powers. Nationalist sentiments at times were incited with
reference to the tsarist past especially at the time of WWIIL. Geography, multi-
ethnic scheme of the population and some other factors inherited from the past

were also at work. Still, the explanation of Soviet system as a mere

39 . .
Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence, 5.
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continuation of the past means discounting the changing conditions of the
world, the social base of the new regime and the new challenge to the Western
world, completely different in character from the rivalry with Tsarist Russia.

National interest/ideological commitment dilemma was an integral part
of the debates on tsarist past and totalitarian or authoritarian character of Soviet
Union. Those who claimed that national interests were the real source of
motivation before the Soviet foreign policy ritualized to refer Winston
Churchill’s words on October 1, 1939, after the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact: “I
cannot forecast to you the action of Russia. It is a riddle wrapped in a mystery
inside of an enigma; but perhaps there is a key: The key is Russian national
interest.”*

According to Petro Rubinstein, “those wishing to convey the image of an
ideologically driven relentlessly expansionist, difficult-to-comprehend Soviet
leadership frequently omit the last twelve words from that quotation.”*' He
contends, as the tsars acted on the basis of regional and international
configurations of power in spite of the propagated ideological premises such as
messianic Slavophil view of Russia’s uniqueness, sense of mission and
commitment to the Orthodox faith, the Bolsheviks acted on the basis of
national interests whenever the security of Russia was at stake leaving aside
ideological concerns.**

Accordingly, Adam Ulam believes the Soviet regime was capable of
distinguishing propaganda from foreign policy perceiving that its ideology and
national interest are not always synonymous. He contends, the Soviet skill on
this matter was learnt from the Tsarist period.” The parallelism is established
by Ulam between the Soviet approach to the “oppressed people of the East”

and Russian “pan-Slavism” towards the Slavic inhabitants of Ottoman and

* David Carlton, Churchill and the Soviet Union (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
2000), 1.

* Petro and Rubinstein, Russian Foreign Policy, 5.
“1Ibid., 6.

43 . .
Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence, 9.
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Austro-Hungarian Empires.** Both were tools to disguise Russian interest that
laid beneath the surface no matter it is tsarist or soviet administration. However
he does not reject that Bolsheviks were sincere Marxists when they seized
power in Russia in 1917. What happened is that, since Marx and Engels
envisaged a different world panorama and did not leave a guideline for foreign
policy of a socialist country in a hostile world full of capitalist countries,
Bolsheviks had to find their own way in foreign policy depending upon their
own experience and tsarist foreign policy traditions. In time, this resulted in
transformation of ideology to a simple tool of propaganda. **

There is a large circle of scholars who consider ideological aspect of
Soviet internal and foreign policy as justification of policies and a tool for
preservation of power. Barrington Moore*’, Samuel L. Sharp*’, Richard
Lowenthal*® and Robert W. Daniels* are among them.

Barrington Moore in his works on Soviet politics™, published in 1950
took a very radical stance vis-a-vis the most of the remaining historians of the
most vivid days of the Cold War. The orthodox line of the time asserted that
Soviet attempts during the 1920s toward normalization of relations with the
West and their practices of traditional diplomacy served for the image that they
used to hide their subversive activities. Moore, on the contrary, claimed that by

1921, the Soviet government ceased to follow a revolutionary path, abandoned

“1bid., 10

“1Ibid., 13.

* Barrington Moore, “The Relations of Ideology and Foreign Policy,” in Soviet Conduct in
World Affairs, ed. Alexander Dallin (New York: Columbia University Press, 1960); Barrington
Moore, Soviet Politics - The Dilemma of Power: The Role of Ideas in Social Change.
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1950).

*"Samuel L. Sharp, “National Interest: Key to Soviet Politics,” in The Conduct of Soviet
Foreign Policy (London: Butterworths, 1971).

* Richard Lowenthal, “Logic of One Party Rule,” in The Conduct of Soviet Foreign Policy
(London: Butterworths, 1971).

* Robert W. Daniels, “Doctrine and Foreign Policy,” in The Conduct of Soviet Foreign Policy
(London: Butterworth, 1971).

¥ Moore, Soviet Politics.
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all the support to the revolutionary movements around the world and totally
started to engage in traditional power politics. For him, Marxist ideology had a
place in decision-making only by in some cases retarding the shift, while in
others speeding up the change.’’ He contends, Russian expansion can be
explained very largely without reference to Marxist ideological factors. If there
is any central goal being the policy of Soviet leaders, it is the preservation and
extension of their own power, by any means whatever, rather than spread of a
specific social system or the realization of a doctrinal blueprint.”

The critiques of Moore concentrated on Moore’s negligence about the
existence of diverging ideas among the Bolshevik leaders before and after 1921
and frequent maneuvers of policy in accordance with the external
developments, which are all correct. However, more crucial than that is
Moore’s overlooking to the fact that the Bolshevik perception of world order
and affairs was categorically different from that of Western counterparts.
According to that perception, the societies in the world were vertically divided
to classes, the struggles among which had different appearances in social,
ideological, political, economic and international spheres. For them, the tension
and strife between the Soviets and the capitalist world was one of those
appearances. They did not consider the struggle between them and the rest of
the world, simply the struggle of national interests. That is why the strife was
irreconcilable. What they understand from the “peaceful coexistence” was the
totality of diplomatic operations that would postpone the expected crash
between two world orders, two ideologies and two antagonistic classes. There
is no sign that shows us that they changed this way of thinking after 1921.

Besides the functional approach that reduced ideology to a policy tool, it
is also common to define the role of ideology in Soviet foreign policy as a

distorting source of the worldview of the Soviets:

! Moore, “The Relations of Ideology and Foreign Policy”, 83.

32 Ibid., 85.

18



Interpreting all international developments in Marxist-Leninist
terms, the ideology predetermines their responses, preventing
them from seeing or comprehending things as they
areS3...although the Soviet leaders incessantly repeat and may
sincerely believe that they stand for peace, their use of the word
is peculiar to their ideological stance; the peace they envision
can only be achieved by the victory of the proletariat under
Soviet leadership.™

Most serious Sovietologists of the Cold-War generation examined deeply
Marxist-Leninist literature. Furthermore most of them acknowledged the
sincerity of the Bolsheviks in their commitment to “Marxist ideals”. Still, they
barely managed to analyze the relation between Marxism and Soviet foreign
policy. Ideology is understood either a set of stable rules or set of values or
principles. It is not perceived as a methodology that marks the analyses of the
Bolsheviks on state of affairs and frames the foreign policy of the country.
Secondly, there is no direct relation between the ideology of the socialist state
and the transformation of the socio-economic structure of the country. To
illustrate, there is not even a slight correlation between the prohibition of the
private property of the means of production and the elimination of capitalist
power in the country and the way the Soviet foreign policy was conducted. The
ideology is some idealistic principles of a handful of people, which were to
abandon when the conditions are changed.

When ideology is perceived as such, socialist or Marxist-Leninist
ideology and national interests can be depicted as two irreconcilable
henomena, contradicting by nature.

Whatever the position of Cold War scholars on Soviet foreign policy
there is a common character that embraces them all: the top leaders of the
Soviet regime were self-proclaimed power-seeking individuals that heavily
indebted their political behavior and culture to the their tsarist predecessors.

Whether the motivation was national interest or Marxist-Leninist ideology, or

53 S
The emphasis is mine.

> Zwick, Soviet Foreign Relations, 67.
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both, more important point of these motivations were usefulness rather than
their essence. The ideology, irrespective of their sincerity in their commitment,

is something to be chosen:

The founders of the Soviet state chose this ideology as the best
vehicle for achieving power and for the realization of a global
proletarian revolution... It is clear that at the critical moments
throughout Soviet history (Brest-Litovsk, Molotov-Ribbentrop
Pact) the security and survival of the Soviet state took
precedence over the spread of communism and revolution.
Soviet leaders frequently manipulated their ideology to justify
the course of action they wished to pursue.”

This is a standard expression of the supposition of a dilemma between
the ideology, as an inflexible set of ideas that requires constant effort to spread
communism, irrespective of the conditions and abilities of a socialist state to do
it, to preserve the purity by doing only those written in the “book”®and
national interest, if any, independent from the security and well-being of the
Soviet people and challenging the security and well-being of other peoples of
the world”’. By ascribing ahistoric and abstract meanings to the concepts such
as ideology and “national interest”, they created an artificial duality.

Furthermore, As Zwick argues, ideology is mistakenly juxtaposed with
rationality and reason. He explains, some argued involvement of ideology in
foreign policy is something that drives policy-makers to irrational direction.
When pragmatic considerations instead of ideology is accepted to determine

Soviet foreign policy, then Soviet Union becomes a state that can be treated

> Petro and Rubinstein, Russian F oreign Policy, 13.

%It is convenient to remember Lenin’s conception of theory: “is not dogma, but assumes final
shape only in close connection with the practical activity of a truly mass and truly
revolutionary movement... It is precisely because Marxism is not a lifeless dogma, not a
completed, readymade, immutable doctrine, but a living guide to action, that it was bound to
reflect the astonishingly abrupt change in the conditions of social life.” Zwick, Soviet Foreign
Relations, 103.

> National interest is contentless. National interest formation is part of the policy making
process, not prior to it. If Soviet leaders are Marxist-Leninist, then their determination of what
is in the Soviet national interest will be conditioned, at least in part, by the fact. Jan F. Triska
and David D. Finlay, Soviet Foreign Policy (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1968), 114.
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like the rest of the states whose goals and actions reflect their rational
calculations. This is the position of most realists. Rationality in foreign policy
pertains to means, not ends. Ideologies are goal oriented belief systems... Only
after a goal is adopted, can the means for achieving that goal be rational or
irrational.”®

To sum up within the orthodoxy, there were two main poles. One pole
considered the Soviet state a new and alien element, emerged as a result of an
inexplicable deviation of the normal course of the history and calls it
“totalitarianism”. The other pole, harshly criticizing the former, ignores the
unique character of the Soviet state that distinguishes it from the group of
capitalist states and equalizes it with a common ‘“power-hunger state”.
According to their definition, it is a state in itself, whose outward nationalist
and expansionist tendencies are independent from its relation with the
bourgeois domination and its class character. Both views fail to figure out the
birth of the Soviet state from within the contradictions of capitalism as a part of
the international system, yet contained the dynamite to shake the foundations
of that very system due to its claim to root up existing property relations.

Revisionist tendencies in Soviet historiography appeared at a time when
Cold War tensions gave the first signs to be replaced by a thaw to the end of
the 1960s. A series of factors was influential. A new generation of
Sovietologists in this new period was replacing the old generation whose
perspective and sources were wider than the latter. Yet, among all, the most
striking element of the change was the rising opposition against US foreign
policy all around the world, but especially in the US. Accordingly, the point of
departure of the revisionist Sovietologists was before all, the critique of
American policy. The critique of Open Door policy> especially in the
conjunction of the Vietnam War resulted in the consideration that the US

policy toward Soviet Union was pro-active rather than defensive contrary to

58 Zwick, Soviet Foreign Relations, 102.
> American policy, depending on the traditional belief that democracy and prosperity at home

depends upon overseas economic expansion and access to foreign markets which inevitably
has brought political interference of the US in other countries domestic affairs.
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what was claimed by traditional historiography of Soviet foreign policy and/or
Sovietology. According to revisionist critique, Sovietology was a way of doing
scholarship that had been corrupted by its over-dependence on government
support®, of ignoring the simple reality that the US had been manipulating the
views on Soviet foreign policy for its own interests. Accordingly, the impact of
revisionism remained limited to the academic circles. “While the revisionist
challenge to the totalitarian model won over the profession by the mid 1980s, it
had virtually no impact on public understanding of Soviet history, which has
remained true to the totalitarian framework.”®'

One of the most prominent figures of revisionist paradigm in Soviet
historiography was Moshe Lewin. Under the heavy influence of the Annales,
from the beginning he considered himself a “historian of society”. His studies
on Soviet Union were far from being simply analyses of the regime. He dealt
instead, “contingencies and choices, as well as the deep social structures,
determining what the Soviet Union would become.” In the late 1970s, the
seminars on imperial Russia, the 1917 revolution and after organized by him
and his colleague Alfred Rieber were influential in bringing about a young
generation of scholars who were critical to orthodoxy in this field.®

Revisionism is established upon the negation of some Cold War theses
on the Soviet Union in general, Soviet foreign policy in particular. Lewin
wisely explains his position on the USSR and its historiography that actually
illuminates the position of other revisionists: “Anti-anti-Communism”. ®’
Revisionist works inform on what the Soviet Union was not instead of what it
was. It is barely possible to say that they attempted to build a comprehensive

alternative to orthodoxy that guides our knowledge on the Soviet Union.

%9 Sheila Fitzpatrick, “Revisionism in Soviet History,” History and Theory 46, no. 4 (December
2007): 80. Representatives of the orthodoxy in return, accused the revisionists of being in
political collaboration with the Soviet Union.

61 Fitzpatrick, “Revisionism in Soviet History”, 79.
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At the present time, discrete studies of education, social
mobility, the Great Purges, and the making of the Soviet
working class have not yet formed a new synthesis to replace
the largely abandoned totalitarian paradigm of the Cold War
years. Moreover, with few exceptions the new social historians
have failed to integrate in their analyses within broader political
contours and processes.”*

It questioned only partially traditional approaches and ignored the
discussion inside the traditional paradigm. The revisionist scholars mainly
targeted “totalitarian-model scholarship” which envisaged Soviet society as a
“passive society that was purely an object of regime control and manipulation.”
The revisionists objected the view that the main mechanism of control was
terror, and propaganda was a secondary device in the Soviet Union. The
regime had a monolithic structure and its bearers followed inflexible line of
ideology articulated in the classics of Marxism-Leninism.*

Soviet foreign policy was among the least interested subjects for the
revisionists. While revisionist scholars who criticized one-dimensional heavily
politicized approaches of orthodoxy, dealt in depth with social structure and its
transformation in the Soviet Union, Soviet foreign relations were studied by
only a few scholars. Jon Jacobson was among them. In his work “When the
Soviet Union entered World Politics” that focuses on the Soviet foreign policy
in 1920s, presents well-organized framework of revisionist critique to the
traditional historiography. For Jacobson, “totalitarian” and “communist

ideology” models contends:

- The USSR’s foreign relations were driven primarily by
revolutionary ideology during the 1920s.

- The destruction of capitalism through direct
insurrectionary offensive was the central intention of the first
Soviet leadership cohort and the ultimate aim of their regime

%4 Ronald Gregor Suny, “Marx, Russia, and Soviet History,” International Labor and Working-
Class History, no. 33 (Spring 1988): 78.

65 Fitzpatrick, “Revisionism in Soviet History”, 80.
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- Normalized diplomatic and commercial relations are
only facade on the aim of world revolution (facilitated by the
Red Army if necessary).

- Soviet foreign relations were completely coherent and
under the highly centralized control of the Politburo.

- The diplomats played no influential role in the actual
formulation of policy.

- The Bolsheviks, their mentality and their diplomacy
were exceptional in the history of world politics. They cannot be
analyzed in the same categories and terminology, as were the
foreign relations of the liberal democracies.®®

The assumption that in the 1920s, the Soviet Union was, as a matter of
fact, primarily in quest of European revolution was replaced by the assumption
that Soviet Union’s main concern was mainly survival and security. The
change in the most basic assumption on Soviet foreign policy in the 1920s
could take place thanks to the new possibilities of access to Russian archival
sources and the emergence of a new generation of scholars who were free from
a fanatical anti-communism.

In the 1920s and after, the most conservative sections of Western politics
commonly asserted that Soviet diplomacy and foreign trade was a tool to hide
subversive activities for revolutionary insurrection in Europe. It was a means
of propaganda to deal a blow in the increasing popularity of the Soviets in the
Western public opinion. Later this very propaganda turned out to be a
“scientific” assumption of the conservative Sovietologists and historians of the
Cold War. The revisionists properly replaced this idea with the real concern of
the Soviets as to create a sphere of existence in the middle of the capitalist
world under the conditions of recession in European revolutionary dynamics.
On the other hand, by claiming that Soviet foreign policy after the Civil War
was not driven ideologically but by the realist policies of Lenin accounts for
repetition of the same ideology/national interest dilemma of the realist

paradigm.

%Jon Jacobson, When the Soviet Union Entered World Politics (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1994).
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The transformation in the considerations on the Soviet power structure
was another revolutionary attempt. Instead of assuming a completely
centralized monolithic administrative structure directed by a few people, the
revisionists drew attention to the debates and struggles inside the party
echelons and they showed the existence of public opinion inside the party and
the society that accounts an important factor in decision-making. This
transformation had important reflections on the analyses of foreign policy-
making processes.

The revisionists, before all proposed to place the Soviet Union not as an
exceptional power that completely differs in political traditions and policies
from rest of the “civilized world” that was equated with Nazi Germany, but as
a regular actor in international politics. This approach was important for both it
places the Soviet Union in the context of international politics and contributes
to our knowledge of international politics by doing so. However, by insisting
that the terms applicable to Western capitalism can also be used in the analyses
of Soviet foreign policy resulted in repetition of realist theses that ignores
striking socio-economic difference that distinguished Soviet Union from the
countries of the capitalist world.

As revisionist perspective contributed to surmount unrealistic
conceptions of Cold War orthodoxy on Soviet foreign policy, a number of
radical perspectives that were suggested throughout the same period help us to
think on the weaknesses of revisionism and guide us in historical
contextualization in the studies on Soviet foreign policy. As Tolgahan Akdan
pointed out, the problem of orthodox, revisionist or post-revisionist
interpretations of the Cold war is that neither of them “posits any causal links
between the socio-economic system of superpowers and their respective
foreign policies. This absent link between the nature of the socioeconomic
structure of bloc leaders and their foreign policies as well as the nature of the

conflict between them in the mainstream debates has been addressed by a
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number of radical theories of the Cold War.”®” Below, I will briefly examine
most striking aspects of these perspectives.

The prestigious historian of Soviet history Edward Hallett Carr is still
inspiring for younger generations of historians in terms of his methodology and
command on vast amount of sources. Milan Babik in his article questions

%% e was

whether it is possible to term Carr’s methodology as simply “realist.
a realist in the sense that for him international politics was always power
politics. He dedicated an entire chapter to the concept of power in The Twenty
Years Crisis.”” Along the same line, he opposed liberal thinkers envisagement
of “a hidden fundamental harmony among nations to be achieved through
national self-determination, democratization, laissez-faire trade, international

. . 0
law, and collective security.”’

International relations are based upon conflict
instead of accord.

However, Carr’s vision was beyond the state-centered and
methodological individualist approach of the realist paradigm. Before all, he
had a historical perspective instead of ahistorical problem solving method of
realist thinkers.”' His critical analysis of liberal internationalism goes far
beyond that of realist thinkers. He often utilizes Marxist terminology such as
“class conflict” and “class interests” and relies heavily on the analysis of the
liberal-capitalist state, whose values and institutional machinery Carr regards

as instruments of bourgeois hegemony.’* His view on the Soviet foreign policy

was in parallelism with another outstanding Marxist scholar Isaac Deutscher,

67 Akdan, “A Systemic Analysis of the Cold War”, 32.

% Milan Babik, “Realism as Critical Theory: The International Thought of E. H. Carr,”
International Studies Review 15, no. 4 (December 2013).

8 Carr, Yirmi Yil Krizi, 147-185.
% Babik, “Realism as Critical Theory™, 501.
' 1bid., 496.

" 1bid., 503.
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with whom he had a fruitful friendship.73 Fourteen years after Carr, Deutscher
in 1960 wrote in his book, The Great Contest: Russia and the West that the
struggle in the world politics since the October Revolution was characterized
by the great contest between two antagonistic social systems. The contest was
unprecedented in the sense that before the October Revolution rivalry between
the great powers had never posed a systemic challenge to each other. The real
reason behind the emergence of the Cold War was not the pursuit of the
Soviets for world domination, but was that systemic challenge that eliminated
the possibility of an eventual reconciliation. However, now the economic
successes of USSR amounted to a big blow to capitalist system and resulted in
questioning of its effectiveness. " Halliday, a more recent scholar, who,
different from the other two, witnessed the collapse of the USSR, drew
attention Kennan’s prophetic prediction in his Long Telegram. In general, he
argues, “the confrontation between revolutionary states and their opponents
lasted far longer, even as it changed, than either the realists, or the critics of
revolutionary ‘betrayal’, allow.”” Halliday, as an isolated scholar by the
orthodoxy of the international relations discipline due to his proposal to replace
the discipline’s abstract political terms like states or balance of power in
explanation of the determinants of international dynamics, with the
heterogeneity of the socio-economic characters of the states, modes of

roduction or capitalism.’® Yet he insisted that as far as the differences in
p p

Pt is possible to see that the critique was an important aspect of this friendship. In the review
Deutscher wrote for the forth volume of “History of Soviet Russia”, he did not abstain from
criticizing state-centre approach of Carr and indicating his limitations due to his professional
background: “We know of no other man of Mr. Carr's background who has proved capable of
even a small part of that enormous mental effort which Mr. Carr has made to grasp the inner
logic of Leninism. Even so, the peculiar limitations of the diplomatic mind can sometimes be
sensed between the lines of his History. Isaac Deutscher, “Mr. E. H. Carr as Historian of Soviet
Russia,” Soviet Studies Soviet Studies 6, no. 4 (1955): 342.

" Isaac Deutscher, The Great Contest; Russia and the West (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1960), 65-66.

a Halliday, Revolution and World Politics, 135.

7® Michael Cox, “Fred Halliday, Marxism and the Cold War”, International Affairs
International Affairs 87, no. 5 (2011): 1107-1122.
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socio-economic formations of the states existed, an irreconcilable contradiction
among those states bound to continue. 77 Though Soviet Russia as a
“revolutionary state” was often accused of leaving communist goals for the
sake of realpolitik, the cleveage between the internal constitution of the Soviet
state and society and that of rest of the world was a factor of constant
confrontation.”®

In this study, Soviet policies towards Turkey will be examined as foreign
policy practices of a revolutionary state, which used to take each an every step
in the international politics with the consciousness of the extent of the systemic
challenge its existence posed to the capitalist world order. Keeping alive the
first socialist state in the face of irreconcilable contradiction and conflict with
the great capitalist powers constituted the essence of the alliance with the
Turkish national movement. This perspective, as it is maintaned in this study,
is more realistic than defining the friendly manners of the Bolsheviks towards
Turkey in the period under question as a mere disguise of the perennial Russian

ambitions towards Turkey.

1.3 Literature on Turkish-Soviet relations

The subject that has been chosen in this study is part of a field of
historical research in which, for a long time, political concerns have prevailed
scientific considerations. To an extent, it is normal and expected since the
existence of Soviet Russia with its political, ideological and geo-strategic
meanings, essentially influenced, or even determined Turkish politics and
Turkey’s relations with the outside world in the Republican era. What is
surprising is that, so many years after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, there

is not much development in the field of study on Turkish-Soviet relations.”

7 1bid., 11.
™ Fred Halliday, Revolution and World Politics, 134.

” Within the contemporary literature, two of a few inspiring studies should be uttered here,
since they served as reference books for this study: Emel Akal, Moskova-Ankara-Londra
Ucgeninde: Istirakiyuncular, Komiinistler ve Pasa Hazretleri (Ankara: Iletisim, 2013); Biilent
Gokay and Sermet Yalgin, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye: (1918-1923)
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Most of the works on Soviet-Turkish relations bears the weakness of
reproducing Cold War theses on Soviet foreign policy, which lean more to
political instrumentalisation of historical facts than to scientific analysis. In
spite of the end of the Cold War, generational continuity of the traditional
views has been the rule, which is evident in the PhD dissertations of the last
decades submitted to history or international relations departments in Turkey™.
There are exceptions, though. After many years of indifference to the topic,
several members of the younger generation in Turkey and abroad have been set
out to contribute to the field in terms of both methodological and contextual
aspects. The fact that more researchers seek to obtain language skills in order
to have access to Russian sources® shows that we will meet in the near future
more studies that extend across mere repetition of well-known rotes of the
Cold War era. Yet, for the time being, these studies are far from amounting a
new current in the literature on Turkish-Soviet relations. Therefore, it is
necessary to examine the development and general features of this literature.

In spite of the differences in the emphases and explanations on the
history of Turkish-Soviet relations, the fundamental approach remained intact
throughout these periods. The common political ground of the works on

foreign relations history is the priority of “the national interests” and “national

(Istanbul: Agora Kitapligi, 2006). Still, as the former focuses primarily on the communist
movement in Turkey and its relations with Soviet and Turkish governments, and the latter
focuses on the position of the Turkish government in the middle of the tense relations between
Russia and Great Britain, this study distinguishes with its special focus on Soviet foreign
policy and extensive usage of Russian archival sources.

% Several examples of this kind are as follows: Mustafa Oztiirk, “Atatiirk Déneminde
Tiirkiye’nin Kafyasya Politikasi” (Hacettepe University, 2005); Selami Sekerkiran, “Tiirk-
Sovyet Sinirt (1919-1946)” (Ankara University Institute of Turkish Revolution History, 2008);
Cagatay Benhiir, “Stalin Dénemi Tiirk-Rus Iliskileri (1924-1953)” (Selguk University, 2008);
Durmus Karaman, “Milli Miicadele Donemi’nde Sovyet Cumhuriyetleri Ile Yapilan
Antlagmalarin Meclisteki Akisleri (1920-1922)” (Erciyes University, 1997).

8! Russian archives started to be open, though partially, before the collapse of the USSR; to the
extend that already in the 1970s social history of 1930s, depended upon Russian archival
sources, could be written in the West. Besides the Russian sources, German documents of Nazi
period that became accessible after the WWII were also invaluable material for the researchers.
Therefore, it is hard to justify the lack of utilization of Russian primary sources in the majority
of the works written before the collapse of the USSR with the inaccessibility of the Russian
archives. Yet, it is a fact that the possibilities substantially increased especially after 2001.
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security” of the country. National interest is represented by the state and above
the social classes. The works on Soviet-Turkish relations reflected the
methodology in foreign policy writing that puts the interests and security of the
Turkish state to the center, and abstained from any theoretical framework,
pretending to be exempt from an ideological stance. Eventually the definition
of national interest might change however the methodology in historiography
remains the same. Secondly, foreign policy decisions of the states are results of
the character, ideological views and intentions of the political actors.* The
complicated nature of the socio-political and economic reasons of the rise of
those political actors is out of the picture. Radical political changes are related
to the substitution of certain political actors by others. This was an enduring
perspective that never abandoned the strict adherence to the oldest versions of
realism. It prolonged through the post-Cold War era and remained neglectful to
the methodological debates that went on in the West during the Cold War
years.83

To illustrate during the Cold War, when the Turkish state assumed the
Soviet Union the biggest threat to national security, the predominant nationalist
views depicted the Soviet Union of the 1920s as a tactical friend but a potential
enemy. The tactical alliance between two countries was result of a series of
obligations and was ephemeral since the Soviet Union was swift to return
tsarist political methods that were even more dangerous with the contribution
of communist ideology. After the Cold War a left-wing variant of nationalism
identifying the western axis and NATO as the real threat toward Turkey
rewrites the history of Soviet-Turkish relations in order to show the alliance
was strategic and depended upon a common ideological ground. That is to say,

the Soviet Union in the 1920s was a real friend of Eastern peoples and

%2 Faruk Yalvag, “Approaches to Turkish Foreign Policy: A Critical Realist Analysis”, Turkish
Studies 15, no. 1 (2014): 119.

* flhan Uzgel, “Tiirk D1s Politikas1 Yaziminda Siyaset, Ayrisma ve Doniisim”, Uluslararasi
[liskiler 4, no. 13 (Spring 2007): 115, 116. The critique to this methodology, coming with the
rise of the left opposition in the 1960s, which replaced the state-centered approach with class-
based analysis claiming that Turkish foreign policy reflected the interests of the dominant class,
had a limited influence in the field. Ibid., 118.
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Turkey.* In both cases, whether the position vis-a-vis the Soviet Union is
negative or positive, the relation is defined through its suitability to Turkish
national interests. Major socio-economic differences are out of the picture. In
the case of nationalist views, influential since the first history-writing of
Turkish-Soviet relations, Mustafa Kemal and other prominent cadres of
liberation war and formation process of the republic are honest nationalists
who are respectful to the rights of other nations while the Bolshevik leaders are
power-seeking pragmatic communists. They can easily change view and “sell
out” their allies. For the left-nationalist variant, on the other hand, though
leaders of the respective countries had different worldviews they were united
on the ground of anti-imperialism, which is almost the more leading force
behind the good relations. Therefore ontologically speaking, the individual(s)
in claim of representing their states are the focus of the historiography of
Soviet-Turkish relations of this kind.

Surprisingly, in spite of the predominantly severe anti-communist
discourse in politics and culture throughout the Cold War yearsgs, foreign
policy analysis did not rest on the threat of the Soviet totalitarianism posed to
the free world. Soviet Russia was continuation of the Tsarist Russia with a new
ideological outlook. Therefore, different from many of their Western
colleagues, Turkish scholars identified the Tsarist aspirations behind the Soviet
behavior, irrespective of the new Soviet discourse. This approach stemmed
from the fact that due to the geographical proximity and the centuries of
interaction with Russia, anti-communism in Turkey was highly intermingled
with Russophobia. % That is why struggle against anti-communism

overwhelmingly amounted to the struggle against the traditional Russian

% For very demons.trative examples for the two cases respectively: Mehmet Saray, Atatiirk ‘iin
Sovyet Politikas: (Istanbul: Veli Yayinlari, 1984) and Peringek, Tiirk-Rus Diplomasisinden
Gizli Sayfalar.

85 For a recent and comprehensive research on the issue see: Cangiil Ornek, Tiirkiye 'nin Soguk
Savas Diistince Hayati: Antikomiinizm ve Amerikan Etkisi (Istanbul: Can Yaynlari, 2014).

86 Among the documents published by Ali Fuat Cebesoy a letter he received from Atatiirk was
especially striking for our subject. In the letter Atatiirk equalized bolshevization of the country
to absolute Russian domination.
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enemy. In this sense, realist views of the interwar years were preserved,
however this time, the Russian national interests were described as completely
opposing to Turkish national interests and causing the Soviet leaders act with a
secret agenda in which old Tsarist expansionism was hidden.

The quest of a hidden agenda in the Soviet attitudes and acts was an old
tradition started by the republican cadres and continued by the mainstream
historians in Turkey. Just as the official explanation of primary political actors
and diplomats of the West on Soviet foreign policy formed the basis for the
orthodox historiography of the field, the Republican political cadres
determined the main line of Turkish historiography on Soviet-Turkish
relations. Among others memoirs of Ali Fuat Cebesoy87, the first Turkish
ambassador in Moscow, Kazim Karabekirgg, one of the top commanders of the
Liberation War were especially influential and served as the primary sources in
the absence of available archival sources. Second and third generation
diplomats such as Kamuran Giiriiz" and Suat Bilge90 followed them. The
biographies of the scholars who studied the issue show that they had links with
the Turkish foreign affairs, most of the time as an advisor.”' Therefore, as it
was the case in the West, most apparently in the US and the Soviet Union,
foreign policy-making and foreign policy-writing intertwined. And the

retrospective explanation of the Soviet policies towards Turkey in the 1920s,

*” Ali Fuat Cebesoy, Moskova Hatiralar: (Istanbul: Vatan Nesriyat, 1955).
* Karabekir and Ozerengin, Istiklal Harbimiz.

* Kamuran Giirlin, Tiirk-Sovyet iliskileri, 1920-1953 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
1991).

" Ali Suat Bilge, Gii¢ Komsuluk: Tiirkiye-Sovyetler Birligi Iliskileri, 1920-1964 (Ankara:
Tiirkiye Is Bankas Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 1992).

’! Mehmet Saray was a good example of that. He worked as chief advisor of the ministry of
foreign affairs on Turkic republics. He has a book on Turkish-Soviet relations: Saray,
Atatiirkiin Sovyet Politikasi. 1lhan Uzgel in his article drew attention to the interconnection
between the foreign affairs and the international relations discipline first founded in Faculty of
Political Sciences, Miilkiye. According to Uzgel, during the Cold War, the foreign policy
writing was not only state-centered, but also for the sake of the state. Uzgel, “Tiirk Dis
Politikas1 Yaziminda Siyaset, Ayrisma ve Donilisiim”, 116.
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was made in a world conjunction where the “capitalist west” and the “socialist
east” were in a severe ideological struggle and in a country where the ruling
class categorically united its faith with the former. Expectedly, those
explanations amounted to an “interpretive labor”, if we borrow the term from
Cos and Bilgingz. The interpretive labor served to highlight several arguments
about the Soviet government and Kemalist leadership. Neither of the
arguments was totally new. As it was mentioned above, the several prominent
actors of the Turkish Liberation War and first republican years formulated
them. However, the point was that, in the face of the sharp change in Turkish
attitude towards the Soviets, first hand sources were utilized selectively.
Positive or moderate views vis-a-vis the Soviets, which emerged among certain
Republican cadres during the interwar period were totally ignored. That is why,
the views of Ali Fuat Cebesoy, a republican cadre known with his
conservatism and anti-Soviet stance, gained so much popularity among the
Turkish historians. Yusuf Kemal Tengirsenk, on the other hand, who was one
of the first foreign affairs ministers of the New Turkey, the chief of the
delegation that signed the Moscow Agreement in 1921 and who assumed many
important duties in the first Turkish governments, could not reach the same
popularity with his book “Vatan Hizmetinde”,93 which overwhelmingly refers
to Turkish-Soviet relations and which was composed of his day-to-day notes in
the years of the Liberation War. Likewise, it is difficult to find a reference to
the work of Hikmet Bayur94 , which was written in 1934 on Atatiirk’s demand.
Both works reflects the general atmosphere of their era vis-a-vis the Soviet

Russia, which can be defined in general as “positive”.

2 Kivang Cos and Pinar Bilgin, “Stalin’s Demands: Constructions of the ‘Soviet Other’ in
Turkey’s Foreign Policy, 1919-1945” FPA Foreign Policy Analysis 6, no. 1 (2010): 48.

* Yusuf Kemal Tengirsenk, Vatan hizmetinde (Istanbul: Bahar Matbaasi, 1967).

94 . . . ..
Prominent Kemalist statesmen, who serves as general secretary of the presidency, minister of
national education, ambassador in various countries.
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Hikmet Bayur’s work constitutes a good example of a historiography that
reflected the official approach towards the Soviets in the interwar period.95
Written in 1934, it included Bayur’s examinations of the official documents
and his testimony during his duty as the chief of Political Affairs Department
in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs between 1920 and 1925. He was also a
member of the Turkish delegation in the Lausanne Conference. As mentioned
above, it is hard to distinguish his work from those written on Turkish foreign
policy during the Cold War years in terms of its basic feature, which was the
state-centered approach. Yet, the explanations of the events were mostly leaned
on cause-effect relation through searching objective reasons of the Soviet
actions instead of searching for hidden primordial intentions behind them. An
example of this, that showed this difference was his explanations on the Soviet
attitude about the Turkish-Armenian issues in the summer 1920. While Turkish
delegation was in Moscow in order to conclude a friendship agreement with
the Soviets, a delegation that represented the Armenian Dashnak government
was also invited to Moscow. In August before a Turkish-Soviet agreement was
signed, the Soviet government agreed with the Armenians. Later, after an
agreement project was prepared by the Turkish delegation together with the
commission appointed by the Soviet government for this purpose, Chicherin
proposed Bekir Sami Bey, the head of the delegation, verbally, cession of Van,
Bitlis and Mus provinces to the Armenian Republic. Bayur explained this
incident in his book by Soviet concern to satisfy the expectations of European
public opinion, which sympathized strongly the Armenian cause; and to keep
the Dashnaks from the Entente plans to annihilate the Bolshevik power. In the
orthodox historiography of the Cold War years on the other hand, this incident
was mostly associated with the maintenance of Tsarist expansionist policy

towards Turkey by using the Armenians° In Bayur’s work, Soviet Russia’s

. Bayur wrote in the introduction of the book that the work was reviewed by Atatiirk and Fevzi
Cakmak; and the ideas in the book were compatible with that of the government’s approaches
towards the issue.

% Cebesoy, Moskova Hatiralari, 74.
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policy toward Turkey was reflected as loyal to the Turkish-Soviet friendship
for 13 years as the Soviet government eliminated its confusion about the
support to Turkish national movement. 7 However, later this argument
transformed into the argument that Soviet Russia acted friendly towards
Turkey whenever it felt isolated and vulnerable in international relations, while
it took hostile steps against Turkey whenever it felt strong enough to harm
Turkey without any cost.”

The highlighted arguments in the orthodox analyses of Turkish-Soviet
relations are as follows. First of all, Tsarist-Soviet continuity is emphasized in
most definite terms. With the idea that Ali Fuat was the most influential
primary source for the Cold War thesis on Turkish-Soviet relations, it is
convenient to refer his description of this continuity. For Ali Fuat, Bolshevik
Russia was the inheritor of the Tsarist Russia’s policy. The signs of continuity
were the desire for the seizure of the Straits, Baku oil, insistence on the
hegemony over Turkistan, hindering the policies of Islam and Turan and
whenever it captured the opportunity annihilation Turkey at all.”

Another postulate of the orthodox historiography was that the Soviets
principal objective in Turkey was to bolshevize the country.100 As it was
understood that the Turkish nationalists were sufficiently strong and there was
no real possibility for a government change in favor of the communists, the
Soviets oriented itself towards the friendship with the Turkish nationalist
leadership. This line of thinking led the historians to reduce the Turkish
communists to simple instruments of Soviet Russia without any initiative. All
of their steps were determined from Moscow. And the Soviets planned to

construct a soviet regime in Turkey by taking the opportunity of the foreign

"Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tiirkiye Devleti’nin Dis Siyasasi (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu, 1995),
65.

* Ahmet Siikrii Esmer, “Tiirk-Rus Miinasebetleri,” Ulus Gazetesi, sec. Dis Politika, October
27, 1957.

* Cebesoy, Moskova Hétralar, 114, 115.

"For an explicit example of this see: Saray, Atatiirk iin Sovyet Politikasi, 58.

35



occupation and political vacuum in the country.lOIActually, this postulate was
compatible with the common outward explanation of the Republican cadres,
since it served to the stigmatization of the Turkish communists as agents of
foreigners, alien to their society.

Cold war historiography had also an idea on the Soviet administrative
apparatus, which was close to the idea developed in the West. That is to say,
the Soviet state and society was under the absolute control of several party
leaders, who together took place in the Politburo. They decided on everything.
The organs other than the Politburo were just executers of the decisions taken
by top leaders. For our case, Chicherin and Narkomindel’s role was not more
than that in the foreign affairs.'”

The literature on Turkish-Soviet relations in Russian overwhelmingly
refers to the works written in Soviet times. As it is the case in Turkey, maybe
worse, with the collapse of the Soviet Union academic interest towards the
history of Turkish-Soviet relations radically diminished. Still there are few
recent studies worth mentioning. However, firstly, it is necessary to outline the
Soviet historiography on the subject. It is difficult to distinguish this subject
from the field of Turkish studies in the Soviet Union. The scholars of this
country had an immense interest towards Turkish history, politics, economy
and society. This interest had its roots in the development of Turcology in
Russia during the nineteenth century. However, the works on Turkey written in
the 1920s and 1930s are mostly belong to the writers out of the field. They
were mostly communist theoreticians who supported the national liberation

movements in the East.' Turkish-Soviet relations were part of the analysis on

ol Cebesoy, Moskova Hdtiralari, 17. “1 immediately have to propound that, it was understood
that the Russian Soviet government and the Third International secrectly decided the inclusion
of Turkey in the federation of the Soviet republics through its sovietization like Ukraine.
Thanks God our nation did not allow the execution of these secret ambitions.” Ibid., 97.

102

Ibid., 216, 217.

AL A Kolesnikov, Atatiirk Dénemi Tiirk-Rus Iliskileri:  Tiirk-Sovyet Iliskilerinin
Kurulusunun 90. Yili (Ankara: Atatiirk Kiiltiir, Dil ve Tarih Yiiksek Kurumu, Atatiirk
Arastirma Merkezi, 2010), 5.
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Turkey, since in the Soviet Union these relations were considered to have
played a crucial role in the foundation process of the New Turkey. As it was
the case in Turkey, the scholars of the field were most of the time composed of
the people who had also a part in actual state foreign policy making processes.
The protagonist of Turkish studies in the Soviet times was Mikhail
Pavlovich, who was the one of the founders and professors of the new academy
of the Red Army general staff. He became the rector of the Moscow Institute of
Oriental Studies and Leningrad Institute of Languages. He was also the
founder and editor of the influential journal Novyy Vostok " His books,
articles and his speeches on Turkey in the years 1921-1925 pioneered further
studies in the field.'” In this period many other scholars engaged in Turkish
studies. Among those most outstanding ones were, V. A. Gurko-Kryazhin, P.
Kitaygorodskiy, Bartanev, B. M. Dancig, A. D. Novichev, A. F. Miller, K.
Yust, G. Astahov, P. Pavlenko. The importance of their works, whose scopes
varied from Turkish history and independence period, political system and
political parties, Turkish economy and trade, Turkish society; working class
and socialist movement etc., was related either to the profundity of their
knowledge in the field, or to their direct observations and experiences in
Turkey thanks to either their official duties or visits in Turkey. As Kolesnikov
maintains, while the works during the 1920s mostly amounted to essays whose
topics were determined in accordance with the objectives of the Kemalist
administration as a support, the Turcologists in the 1930s had the chance to
make more field studies and presented comprehensive monographies in certain
topics.106 However, the first studies that focused directly on Turkish-Soviet

relations to a great extent appeared in the 1960s. After the coup d’etat of 1960

104 New East

" Two of his books are especially worth mentioning: Turtsiva na Bor'be za Nezavisimost'
(Turkey in the war for independence), Moscow, 1925; Revolyutsionnaya Turtsiya
(Revolutionary Turkey), 1925.

106 Kolesnikov, Atatiirk Dénemi Tiirk-Rus-Iliskileri, 13. For an unabridged bibliography of the
Turkish studies in the Soviet Union until 1959 see: A. K Sverchevskaya et al., Bibliografiya
Turtsii literatura na russkom yazyke: 1917-1975 gg (Moskva: Nauka, 1982).
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in Turkey, with a thaw in the political relations that had been strained for many
years since the WWII, the interest to the history of Turkish-Soviet relations
dramatically increased in the Soviet Union. This new interest can be
interpreted as a desire to remind the old good days and to return normal
relations between the two countries. Soviet ambassador C. Aralov’s memories,
which still consitutes one of the main sources on the subject published in the
1960. His book was followed by the works of S. 1. Kuznetsova, A. N. Kheifets,
Yu. A. Bagirov, A. M. Shamshutdinov, among others. This interest continued
at a certain pace in the 1970s and 1980s. The revitalization of Turkish-Russian
relations after the collapse of the Soviet Union did not give the result of a new
wave of interest on the subject, though. Still, the most important work, among
a few others, continues to be N. G. Kireev’s book on Turkish history in the
20th century.107

Therefore, if we distinguish two main periods of intensive studies on
Turkish affairs, one roughly from the beginning of relations through the WWII
years and the other from 1960 until the collapse of the Soviet Union, the first
period was characterized by studies on various features of Turkey and Turkish
society, in the service of Soviet policies of influence towards Turkey, while the
second period was marked by a focus on history of Soviet-Turkish relations
with an attempt to support the revitalization of them. Tough it is possible to
talk about a continuity between two periods in terms of basic premises on
Soviet foreign policy in general, Soviet foreign policy towards Turkey in
particular, as well as the assumptions on Turkish socio-political structure, there
are still some striking differences. First of all, while in the first years Soviet
scholars were more interested in the analyses of Turkish society, social classes
and socialist/working class movements, composition of the dominant class in

the country, and its activity in politicslog, in time class analysis to an extent lost

"IN. G. Kireev, Istoriya Turtsii v 20. Vek (Moskva: Kraft, IV. RAN, 2007).

% See: Georgiy Aleksandrovich Astahov, Ot Sultanata k Demokraticheskoy Turtsii (Moskva:
Gosudarstvennoe izdatel'stvo, 1926); V. A Gurko-Kriyazhin, Yeni Tiirkiye 'nin Dogusu: 1923-
1924 Yazilar: (Istanbul: Kaynak yayinlari, 2008); O. Bartanev, Turtsiya (Moskva: TsK MOPR
SSSR, 1927); P. Kitaygorodskii, Turtsiya (Moskva: CK. MOPR SSSR, 1929).
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ground and Kemalists and especially Atatiirk himself became the elements that
brought to the fore in the narrations on Turkey. Atatiirk was praised as a
revolutionary who realized radical transformations in the country and the
founder of the Turkish-Soviet friendship. According to the narration, his death
marked immense changes in the Turkish politics and therefore relations with
the Soviet Union. There was also a striking change in the approach towards the
Turkish politics at the beginning of the 1920s. Gurko-Kryazhin, for instance,
classified the groups in the Grand National Assembly as the primary nationalist
group leaded by Mustafa Kemal that was composed of the moderates who were
keen to reconcile with the West in the first suitable moment; and another mixed
group composed of radicals, ex-Unionists, nationalists, Turkists, Islamists.
They were propagated a restless struggle against the West with the support of
the eastern states, Soviet Russia, Iran, Afghanistan etc.'” The classification in
the 1960s, however, was different. All the ‘sins’ of the first years of 1920s
were attributed to the right-wing, “feodal, clerical, pro-imperialist and
monarchist” leaders and group of the Grand National Assembly.110 They were
blamed for the anti-Soviet moves, reconciliation attempts with the West, and
opposition to the construction of a national economy. Even the policies that
were shaped in accordance with the main line of the government could be
reflected as the results of the intrigues of the right-wing opposition. For
example, in a collected work contributed by the senior scholars of the Institute
of Oriental Studies of the Soviet Academy of Sciences, the concession given
by the Turkish delegation about the Istanbul Straits in Lausanne was mostly
related to the political pressure put by the right-wing opposition led by Rauf
Bey.111 The feodal-clerical opposition propagated a change in the foreign

policy from Russian orientation to Entente orientation during the whole course

1 Gurko-Kriyazhin, Yeni Tiirkiye 'nin dogusu, 136.

" For example see: Aleksandr Naumovich Khejfets and Akademiya Nauk SSSR, Sovetskaya
Diplomatiya i Narody Vostoka 1921-1927 (Moskva: Nauka, 1968), 170.

"' Manvel Arsenovich Gasratyan and Petr Pavlovich Moiseev Manvel Arsenovich, SSSR i
Turtsiya 1917-1979 (Moskva: Nauka, 1981), 52.
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of Lausanne.' " Though the existence of such a group is a historial fact and the
political and ideological of this group was truly identified by the Soviet
historians, to cast all the blame on this group about the Western orientation and
crisis with the Soviet Russia seemed to be an exaggaration. It is more like a
political preference in order to emphasize the support of the Soviet Union to
the constitutive political element of Turkey which regained credit with the
coup d’etat of 1960. A comparison between the ambassadorial reports written
by Semen Ivanovich Aralov who served in Ankara in the years 1922-23, and
his memorial book, Vospominaniya Sovetskogo Diplomata 1922-1923, also
reveals the difference in the two distinct periods in terms of their political
emphases.113 Soviet foreign affairs roughly until the end of 1921 had an
indecisive attitute about supporting the Kemalist movement. Even in the
summer 1923, the Narkomindel and Politburo discussed about giving full
support to Mustafa Kemal to the detriment of the oppositional group composed
of the ex-Unionists, though this time this debate was far from bearing the
previous confusions. The history-writing from the 1960s onwards however,
pretends as if such a confusion never took place and the Soviet government
from the very beginning gave a decisive support to Mustafa Kemal and his
entourages.

In the 1950s, when the ideological tension between two antagonistic
poles of the Cold War was in its heyday, and Turkey under the rule of
Democrat Party heavily leaned on the US, a polemic took place between a
Soviet and Turkish historian, famous turcologist. A. F. Miller and Turkish
political historian and journalist Ahmet Siikrii Esmer. This polemic, started
with Esmer’s article on the history of Turkish-Soviet relations in the Ulus'

newspaper on October 21th, 1957 and continued with Miller’s reply January

"2 Ibid., 53.

" Semen Ivanovich Aralov, Vospominaniya sovetskogo diplomata (Moskva: Izd. Instituta
Mezhdunarodnyh otnosheniy, 1960).
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It means Nation.
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1958 edition of the Narkomindel’s periodical Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn'"”, and
displayed the rigorously diverging approached of Turkish and Soviet sides on
the issue. Miller did not leave unanswered''° by two more Esmer’s articles
published on March 27th and April 9th of 1958 in Ulus. The polemic presents a
good opportunity to highlight the basic tenets of the divergence between the
two sides in terms of historiography of the relations.

Esmer’s basic arguments in his first article was related to Tsarist-Soviet
continuity. With a vehemently anti-communist discourse, he indicated that the
ultimate goal of Russia had always been “to devour” Turkey. It approached
Turkey whenever it felt vulnerable, as it was the case on the eve of the
Moscow Agreement in March 16th, 1921. Soviet Russia was isolated and
disappointed with the failure of expected revolutions in the West. That is why
it oriented towards friendship with Turkey. "7 Miller in his reply in
Mezhdunarodnaja Zhizn' in January 1958, drew attention to the anti-Soviet
propaganda going on Turkish press in those days, which intend to convince the
public opinion to the Soviet threat as if the Soviet Union was the responsible of
all the problems the country suffered.'"® Against Esmer’s continuity thesis,
Miller stressed the radical break with the October Revolution from Tsarist past
in terms of foreign policy. He examplified this by uttering the abandonment of
old Russian claims on Turkey by the Soviets, Soviet military and financial aid
during the Liberation War, Soviet effort to break the isolation over Turkey in
the international arena etc. He stated that it was not the Soviets but Turkey was
on the edge of total annihiliation on the eve of the Moscow Agreement. Soviets
finishing the Civil War, concluding a commercial treaty with Britain,

completing the sovietization of Transcaucasia was in much more favorable

o means International Life. Miller's article was formulated as a letter to the editor of the
Ulus newspaper and it was soon also published in Ulus.

"% His article was published in June 1958 in the Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn.
117 Esmer, “Tiirk-Rus Miinasebetleri.”

" A. F. Miller, “Protiv fal'sifikatsii istorii sovetsko-turetskih otnosheniy,” Mezhdunarodnaya
Zhizn', no. 1 (1958): 103.
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situation than Turkey. " The striking difference in the ideas of the two
historians was that, while Esmer believed in the ephemerality of the Soviet-
Turkish friendship which emerged as the tactical initiative of Mustafa Kemal
due to the conjunctural necessitieslzo, Miller, on the other hand, like other
Soviet historians in the 1960s, attributed sincerity to Mustafa Kemal’s
approaches towards Soviet Russia, which was explained by ideological
proximity instead of political reasoning. Esmer attacked the Soviet claim that
the Turkish-Soviet friendship was broken mainly because of the elimination of
Atatiirk’s policy towards the Soviet Union. He adds: “If Atatiirk lived today, he
would also be an opponent of Russia.”'>' Another striking difference was that,
while Esmer claimed that from the very beginning the ultimate goal was
bolshevization of Turkey, Miller pretends as if Soviet Russia could never have
such goals due to its commitment to peace policy. He pretends as if the support
given to the national bourgeoises in the region was a principle rather than a
policy.

While Esmer reminded the fact that an agreement couldn’t be signed in
summer 1920 due to Soviet territorial demands on behalf of Armenia and
lagged until March 1921, Miller brought into question the Turkish foreign
minister’s Bekir Sami’s counter-revolutionary efforts, his misleading of
information from Moscow as the obstacle in front of Turkish-Soviet
convergence. He added, contrary to Esmer’s claim that the victory of Turkey
over Armenia in autumn 1921 obliged the Soviets to come to terms, the
Turkish-Armenian war was a reason of tension between two countries.'

Finally, Miller pointed to the change in Esmer’s ideas on the essence of

Turkish-Soviet relations, reminding his article published in French edition of
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Ibid., 104-105.

2% Ahmet Stikrii Esmer, “Tirk-Rus Miinasebetleri,” Ulus Gazetesi, sec. Dig Politika, March
27, 1958.
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2 A F. Miller, “Eshhe raz ob istoricheskih ekskursah Esmera,” Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn', no.
6 (1958): 109.
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Millet newspaper “La Turquie” in 1933. There, Esmer asserted that every Turk
was grateful to the Soviet support in the Liberation War and after; and that
nobody could achieve breaking up of Soviet-Turkish friendship. Esmer’s reply
is not convincing. He claimed that the difference was due to the fact that
Russia was friend of Turkey in those days which was not in the day the
polemic in question took place.123 Because, the debate is not on the changing
conditions of Turkish-Soviet friendship, but with the Cold War, the
reinterpretation of the events that took place at the beginning of the 1920s.

In the light of this debate, it is possible to reach the conclusion that the
frameworks of both sides utilized to explain Turkish-Soviet relations are far
from being satisfying. This fact does not ignore the reality that the anti-
communist histeria and hatred towards the Soviet Union in the 1950s in Turkey
was a distinct phenomenon and deserves to be analyzed distinctively. Yet, the
political conditions of the Cold War seemed to determine the historiography of
both sides. In the simplest form, it was reflected in formulations on the one
side as “Atatiirk would also be an opponent of Russia” and on the other side as
“Atatilirk’s successors betrayed Atatiirk’s policy of friendship with the Soviet
Russia.” These formulations depict the shortcoming of a methodological
approach, which is methodological individualism in the explanation of the
historical facts. The developments in the Turkish-Soviet relations are reflected
as results of the decisions of the rulers, instead of looking beyond the
decisions, to the structural differences that provided conditions for those

.. . 124
decisions and drove the wedge between two countries.

12 Esmer, “Tiirk-Rus Miinasebetleri,” 1958.

"** Turkish-Soviet relations became to deteriorate from the second half of 1930s onwards. Both
the date and the reason of this deteriorating were subject of long debates among historians.
Turkish historiography heavily leans on the idea that Turkish-Soviet relations deteriorated due
to Soviet demands at the end of the WWIL. For a comprehensive study that focuses on this
question see: Akdan, “A Systemic Analysis of the Cold War.”
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1.4 Sources

In the framework of this study, it is not possible to equally embrace all
the events in the international and regional politics that took place in the years
in question. Instead, I deal with the developments that were directly related
with and influenced by the course of Soviet foreign policy. For the details I
made reference to some comprehensive studies covering this period.

While the second chapter mostly depends on related studies and
published primary sources; the following four chapters heavily rest upon the
Russian archival documents. The collection of the Russian archival documents
was realized during the work in three archives of the Russian Federation during
spring 2014 and winter 2015, five months in total. Those archives are the
Russian State Archive of Socio-political History ' and Foreign Affairs
Archive of Russian Federation'*’. Russian State Archive of Socio-political
history was one of the largest archive of the country with 699 fonds and more
than 2 million files in its body. It covers documents from 1617 to 2014 on the
social and political history of the western countries and Russia, as well as on
the history of the international working class, socialist and communist
movements. I mainly worked in the reader’s hall I, where documents on history
of western countries and Russia were located. Those documents were classified
in the fonds under the titles like political parties, social movements,
organizations, institutions, as well as in the fonds dedicated to historical
personalities. Foreign affairs archive of the Russian Federation on the other
hand was the only archive, which remained intact after the collapse of the
Soviet Union. It was founded by Chicherin. As a former archiver of the foreign
affairs ministry of the Russian Empire, he claimed that Narkomindel needed
documents as much as the Red Army needed bullets. That is why foreign
affairs archive emerged as his personal archive at the beginning of the 1920s. It

contains documents mainly on Soviet period, including all the secret and open

12 Rossiyskiy Gosudarstvennyy Arhiv Social'no-politicheskoy Istorii (RGASPI)

%% Arhiv Vneshney Politiki Rossiyskoy Federatsii (AVPRF)
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correspondances inside Narkomindel, between Narkomindel and other state
structures, between Narkomindel and diplomatic units of other countries,
international treaties and conventions and diplomatic reports on the situation of
various countries. The fonds are classified both on country and regional base
and on the personal correspondances of Soviet statesmen. In both of the
archives, in RGASPI and AVPRF, the progress in the work was relatively slow
due to the complicated procedures regarding the access of the archives and
strict rules and restrictions in terms of extracting copies of the documents from
the archive. Considerable part of the documents used in this study was copied
by handwriting since it was not possible to take a hard-copy from each of them.

The documents overwhelmingly recovers correspondence between the
Politburo, Narkomindel, Transcaucasian Military-Revolutionary Council,
Caucasian Bureau of Central Committee of RKP(b) and the diplomats in
Turkey and Caucasia. In spite of the restrictions and inadequacy of the Turkish
archival sources on the topic, the memoirs and published documents, before all
the Turkish parliamentary minutes were helpful to a great extent.

Biilent Gokay mentions the difficulty examining Russian documents
because of the fact that formal Soviet policy statements were constructed with
a significant amount of propaganda when writers reported current events,
simply because these writers shared the same ideological matrix. And he adds:
“the language used in the secret documents of Soviets differs little from the
published proceedings of official state bodies.” 127 My experience and
impression is on the contrary. First of all, this argument might be asserted for
the published/secret documents of any state in the world, since no state’s
foreign affairs is exempt from a certain ideology and objective to disseminate
that ideology according to its class character. The excessive emphasis on the
propagative character of Soviet foreign policy documents inevitably creates the
false idea that other countries’ documents on the same issue reflect the

objective situation and “real” considerations of those countries. Secondly, there

"7 Biilent Gokay, Soviet Eastern Policy and Turkey, 1920-1991 Soviet Foreign Policy, Turkey
and Communism (London; New York: Routledge, 2006), 3.
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is no reason to doubt about the sincerity of the secret documents when all the
tensions evident in the harsh, sometimes even insulting language used in the
correspondences, self-exposure on the weaknesses and failures of the Soviet
power and Soviet foreign policy are considered. These documents help us map
the structure of Soviet foreign affairs of the time and the actors in charge,
whose stories are not very well known. What is written in documents from the
archives and in memoirs is certainly not taken as granted in this study, and

used after a process of verification and negation with the other sources.

1.5 Outline of the dissertation

The main body of the dissertation is composed of five chapters. Except
Chapter II, the chapters will follow a chronological order. It seems obligatory
to analyze the Soviet perception and intervention to the international
conjuncture and developments at the beginning of 1920s in order to
contextualize Soviet policy towards Turkey. Therefore, in Chapter II, an
overall assessment of the political developments in the post-war period and
Soviet western and eastern policies will be made. The analysis of the pivots of
Soviet foreign policy will provide a basis to reveal the place Turkey constituted
in the Soviet foreign policy.

In Chapters III and IV, the period of familiarization is analyzed
concomitantly with the process of the establishment of Soviet policy toward
Turkey within a context of Soviet diplomatic offensive for facilitating the
conditions of “peaceful coexistence.” The course of events flowing in a
dazzling speed in the years 1920 and 1921 will be analyzed from a Soviet
viewpoint in order to follow the development of Soviet policy toward Turkey.
The analysis of this period will also give an idea about the insistence of the
Soviets in preserving friendly relations with Turkey in spite of all the
fluctuations and setbacks in the relations.

Chapters V and VI will be devoted to a period of redefinition of relations
between Soviet Russia and Turkey. The year 1922 started with a hopeful
atmosphere left by the visit of the Bolshevik leader Mikhail Frunze. Soon,

however, the unstable nature of relations once again revealed itself. Tensions
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among the parties escalated in the process through the victory over the Greek
Army and peace talks with the Entente, which at the end turned out as a total
isolation for the Soviets. The Soviets had to redefine its policy toward Turkey
without a major change in the importance attributed to this country in the
general context of foreign policy.

Finally, it seems crucial to examine if Soviet policy toward Turkey in the
first four years of 1920s was a success or a failure, as Soviet-Turkish
convergence was replaced by divergence and hostility starting from the mid-
1930s, in spite of the efforts to make the friendship sustainable. For the first
four years of the relations, the alliance between the countries in question was
beneficial for both sides. It contributed undoubtedly to the achievement of
political independence of Turkeys; it also liberated the young Turkish republic
from being totally isolated from world politics. For the Soviets on the other
hand, this friendship presented stability and security along the southern borders
throughout the 1920s. It also contributed to the legitimization of Soviet policies
toward the Muslim world. Apart from these, during the years of the Liberation
War and the foundation process of the republic, Turkey was in need of external
material support. Soviet efforts in this sense were doomed to fail due to its own
shortages. In spite of this, successful diplomatic practices that made the
Turkish government feel the political significance of friendship with the
Soviets brought the achievement of relatively stable relations throughout the
1920s. These considerations will be handled at length in the last chapter of the

dissertation.
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CHAPTER 2

SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY IN THE 1920s

2.1 Why do we need to contextualize Soviet policy toward Turkey?

For the purposes of this dissertation, contextualizing the Soviet policy
toward Turkey within international politics in the years between the world wars
is obligatory since both countries were extremely susceptible to the
international developments in the foundation processes of their new regimes.
Their susceptibility stemmed from two reasons: They both needed to secure a
“breathing space”, in other words, a completely peaceful, warless period to
bind up the wounds of long war years and to revive their bankrupt economies.
Secondly, for the reconstruction of the economy and even to provide the basic
needs of the population, they not only needed peaceful relations with the
Western states, which not long ago threatened their very existence, but also to
establish commercial relations with and receive financial credits from them.
Therefore every single decision on the bilateral relations was a result of a series
of considerations in a broader context and most of the time directly reflected
the latest developments in the Western countries; and the interaction of the
countries in question with them.

The world between the two wars experienced, in a sense, a state of
interregnum. The First World War, which had erupted at a point when the
imperialist rivalry became unsustainable under “peace” conditions, turned the
balances within the international system upside-down.128 Post-war settlement
brought essential changes in the European map; the anti-colonial insurrections
became the reality of the new era, and the world became familiar with the first
socialist country. One should add to the ambiguities brought by all these

developments of the post-war era, the ambiguities regarding the world

"** Keith Neilson, Britain, Soviet Russia and the Collapse of the Versailles Order, 1919-1939
(Cambridge [England]: Cambridge University Press, 2006).
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hegemony or the leadership of the imperialist system, and the new positions of
the major capitalist states, both the losers and the victors of the war, in this
system. All these ambiguities were contributing the gross contradictions and
conflicts, no less intense than the pre-war period. The difference from the
wartime was that struggle for power, resources and world leadership moved to
the fields of economy and diplomacy.'*’

The facts such as a socialist power like the Soviet Union could survive
despite the efforts of a group of capitalist states and representatives of huge
corporate interests, which directly perceived the Soviets as a threat; and a new
republic like Turkey could impose itself as a sovereign state while the Ottoman
Empire, as one of the major issues of secret diplomacy among the imperialist
powers during the War, had been subject to complete subjugation, were result
of the distinctive character of the post-war international situation. In the post-
war era, during the 1920s, the international politics took place in a world
without a decisive leadership of a capitalist country. The arena of international
politics was deprived of well-established working rules and control
mechanisms over minor states.'* The convergence of the two countries could
not be prevented despite all efforts, due to the uncertainty and turmoil within
the international system.

Kemalist Turkey and Soviet Russia being aware of the international
situation that paved the way for their new regimes, always felt themselves
obliged to be vigilant as much as possible before the international
developments that could be in favor or to the detriment of their very existence.

Soviet Russia roughly from 1920 onwards endeauvered to construct a
foreign policy depending on a very fragile and temporary balance of powers
between the first socialist state of the world and the states that represented
imperialist-capitalist power in the international politics. While Soviet Russia

was seeking official recognition through commercial and diplomatic means, all

1% Bilsay Kurug, Mustafa Kemal Déneminde Ekonomi, Biiyiik Devletler ve Tiirkiye, (istanbul:

Bilgi Universitesi Yayinlari, 2011), 32.

130 Ibid., 33.
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the Bolsheviks without exception knew that the things could suddenly turn
against them. This perception led them to fortify their existence on the world
arena through a number of distinct foreign policy tools. Turkey was at the
intersection of two of them: “Soviet Eastern policy” and Soviet policy towards
the capitalist states that had irreconcilable contradictions —though temporary-
with the major imperialist countries.

Friendship with the new Turkish Republic was a fundamental foreign
policy tool for the Soviets in its relations with the West, especially with Great
Britain. Actually, one of the hypotheses of this dissertation is about the special
position of Turkey in Soviet foreign policy. I will claim that throughout the
1920s friendship with Turkey was one of the two pivots of Soviet foreign
policy. The other pivot was rapprochement with Germany. Turkey and
Germany, good relations with whom would secure southern and western
borders of the Soviets, were heirs of two defeated and disparaged sides of the
First World War. Turkey could regain the control of certain territory as a result
of the victory over Greek troops that were sent to the Asia Minor with
encouragement and promotion of the allied powers led by Britain. Despite this
victory and official recognition of the new Turkish state in the Lausanne
Conference (1922-1923), it took much longer for Turkey to achieve real
recognition and to get rid of the either neglectful or minacious attitude of the
Western powers. Germany, on the other hand, besides the territorial losses and
gigantic war reparations that would prevent its revival in a foreseeable future,
felt humiliated as a great power, and became the major representative of
revisionism in the European politics.

Soviet Union derived from two “war victims” with undecided positions
in the international politics, two crucial friends, convenient for the foreign
policy conducted throughout 1920s. Although a comparison between the
political significance of the two states, Turkey and Germany in the
international system is out of question, they had more or less the same weight
in the view of Soviet foreign policy makers in terms of their post-war
situations, their geopolitical locations, and for the difficulty in their

reintegration as agreeable partners of the capitalist-imperialist system. With all
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these assets, Turkey and Germany were promising security for the western and
southern borders of the Soviet Union and giving an important “trump” in the
European game to the Soviet diplomacy. Turkey in that sense was part of the
European power politics.

On the other hand, in many Soviet documents, Turkey is referred with
two other Eastern countries, Iran and Afghanistan where national movements,
challenging the British hegemony, determined the political scenes. Besides
being directly part of European power politics, Turkey with its recently
emerged national populist government contributed to the Eastern policy of the
Soviet Union, which also aimed at putting pressure on the imperialist
hegemony. The analysis of this twofold position of Turkey in the Soviet
foreign policy, as an actor in European power politics and as a member of the
countries that represented the “eastern awakening” requires a comprehensive
understanding of post-war international setting.

Another reason of writing such an introductory chapter is the necessity to
give an idea about the development of diplomatic structure in use and the
actual implementation of policy objectives in the Soviet foreign affairs in order
to fully recognize the significance and influence of correspondences and
reports of Soviet foreign policy makers on Turkey, which will be extensively
referred in this dissertation. The first Soviet diplomats in the countries that
were important to the Soviet foreign policy were generally outstanding
Bolsheviks with a sophisticated knowledge of world affairs and foreign
language skills. While working in the Soviet diplomatic missions abroad, they
had a large sphere of initiative; since only the principal objectives were
dictated from Moscow and the actualization of those objectives was at their
disposal. Their detailed country reports were essential documents in the
making of Soviet foreign policy, which was exactly the case in the bilateral

relations with Turkey. "'

BUn the case of Turkey, it took sometime to send masterful diplomats to Turkey who could

meet the requirements of Soviet policy. This will be discussed in the next chapter.
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In the first years of the Soviet Union, “the foundation of socialism”
proceeded in the middle of harsh debates, struggle within the leadership cadre
of the party and drastic changes in the internal policy and administration of the
economy. All the significant transformations inside the country inevitably
created their footprints on the foreign policy. Nevertheless, as the principle
necessity of the young socialist republic in its relations with the world
remained unchanged throughout these years, namely peaceful coexistence with
capitalism, the radical changes inside the country were not directly reflected in
foreign policy. The changes in foreign policy preferences generally stemmed
from the reasons beyond the control of the Soviet government. To illustrate,
while at the beginning the good relations with Germany was one of the basic
pivots of Soviet foreign policy, Germany lost its significance in time due to the
inclusion of Germany back into league of powerful capitalist countries. Still
the Soviet Union did not totally discard Germany until the Nazis triumphed in
this country in 1933. Similarly, as it is observed in the Soviet foreign policy
documents, irrespective of the changes in the political power within the Soviet
state, Soviet foreign affairs maintained a coherent policy toward Turkey, with

minor changes in tone and accent.

2.2 Foundation and Sources of Soviet Foreign Policy
2.2.1 First steps to a foreign policy through “Carthaginian Peace”'

The meaning of the rise of the Soviet power in Russia could not be
perceived truly in the West amid the turmoil of the World War. The
proclamations and decisions of the young Soviet government caused
perplexity. The Soviet government distinguished from all other governments in

history in terms of the way it manifested itself. The world was facing a new

type of government that purported to be the representative of the world

21t refers to the brutal peace imposed by the Rome on the Carthage in 146 BC. In its modern
usage, it generally refers to the Versailles Treaty (Betty Miller Unterberger, “The Treaty of
Versailles: Carthaginian Peace or Pragmatic Compromise?” Reviamerhist Reviews in American
History 14, no. 3 (1986): 398—404). Brest-Litovsk by the conditions imposed on the Soviet
Russia by Germany has a similar reminiscence.
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proletariat instead of Russia’s national interests. It seemed to struggle not
against rival national states, but the imperialistic world hegemony of the
international capitalist monopolies and their political representatives. The
confiscation of private enterprises in the country was complemented by the
cancellation of the loans contracted by Tsarist and provisional governments
with the international financial capital. Its recognition of the right of self-
determination of the nations that were once subjects of the Tsarist regime was
complemented by its support to the peoples in the colonies for their
independence against imperialism.'>?

The first thing done by the Soviet government the day after the
revolution also bore certain novelties. It was the declaration of the Peace

134
Decree.

The Decree was the logical consequence of the Bolsheviks’ most
striking promise given before the revolution to the working people of the
country, exhausted by the protracted war. Promise of an immediate peace had
been the factor that yielded popularity to the Bolsheviks vis-a-vis the
provisional government, from February to November of 1917. The Peace
Decree addressed all belligerent peoples of Europe and their governments for
an unconditional, just and democratic peace, “without annexations and without
indemnities”."*> The Soviets also announced in this decree that they abolished
secret diplomacy and would immediately begin to publish in full all the secret

treaties concluded or confirmed from February to November 1917."%°

"33 These points were highlighted in the Declaration of Rights of the Working and Exploited

People which was introduced by Lenin at a meeting of the All-Russia Central Executive
Committee in January 1918. It was approved by All-Russia Congress of Soviets in the same
month and was later included, though partially in the constitution of RSFSR in July 1918.
Vladimir Il'ich Lenin, On the Foreign Policy of the Soviet State (Moscow: Progress Publishers,
1964), 431.

" It was declared at Second All-Russia Congress of Soviets that took place on November 8,
1917. For the whole text: Dokumenty Vneshney Politiki SSSR (DVP), Moskva: Ministerstvo

Inostrannykh Del, 1957, 1, 11-14.

¥ Ibid., 12.
13 «“Narkomindel published secret treaties of Russia and some other countries in December
1917 and early in 1918, following a decision of the Second All-Russia Congress of Soviets. On
the initiative of N. G. Markin... over a hundred treaties and other secret documents of the
tsarist and provisional governments of Russia were removed from the archives, deciphered and
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When the revolutionary forces triumphed in Russia in November 1917,
none of the leading members of the Bolshevik party might have imagined a
long-term existence of the socialist Russia without receiving a substantial
support from the successive revolutions that were expected to take place in the
central capitalist countries, primarily in Germany. Thus, the revolutionary fire
was considered as the only way for the survival of the revolution in Russia.
When the Bolsheviks referred in the Peace Decree, to the progressive
movements of the three leading European countries’ working classes, of
Germany, Britain and France, they had in mind the possibility that those
working classes might rebel against their governments that were reluctant for a
peace as such, and might trigger European-wide revolution.

The Peace Decree did not give the expected result. None of the
governments in war drew into an armistice and the war continued a year more.
Nor did the working people of the belligerent states revolt or revolutionary
attempts result in victory. The failure of the German Revolution in 1918 was a
major blow to the aspirations of European-wide revolution and so to the
nascent Soviet revolution. As the workers of Berlin and Hamburg had failed to
overthrow the Kaiser and so the German army continued its advance on ‘red’
Petrograd, the question of security became a matter of life or death for the
Soviet government.”’ Lenin did not give credit to the Entente offers for
reinforcement of Russian army against the Germans. Based on the assumption
that the imperialist centers would not miss any opportunity to suffocate a
revolution that challenged their class interests, he considered, the Entente was
planning to destroy two enemies at the same time, the Bolsheviks and the

: . 138
Kaiser’s Germany respectively.

published. They first appeared in newspapers and were later issued in nine volumes. Among
them were a number of Austro-Hungarian, German, Italian, French, British and other
documents. The publication of the secret treaties was important in revealing the imperialist
nature of the First World War.” Lenin, On the Foreign Policy of the Soviet Republic, 429.

"7 Teddy J. Uldricks, “Russia and Europe: Diplomacy, Revolution, and Economic
Development in the 1920s”, The International History Review 1, no. 1 (January 1979): 57.

138 Vladimir Il'ich Lenin, Collected Works Vol. 27 (Moscow: Foreign Languages Pub. House,

1960), 28.
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At the Second All-Russia Congress of the Soviets, in the concluding
speech following the discussions on the Peace Decree, Lenin highlighted that
the proposal of a democratic peace, “without annexations and without
indemnities” was not an ultimatum. It was due to the fact that Bolsheviks did
not want to close the doors on any possibility of peace and they were open to
negotiations. Otherwise, Lenin insisted, Russia would give a pretext to the
imperialist states for the continuation of the war, using the “Bolsheviks’
irreconcilability”."”” This would lead to an undesirable situation since neither
for the Russian people, nor for the Bolsheviks that sought to consolidate their
power. The war was sustainable. With the dire need to put an end to war,
Russia signed Brest-Litovsk Treaty (March 1918) accepting excessive
territorial and financial demands of Germany.'*’

In the winter of 1918, simultaneously with the peace talks in Brest, a
furious debate took place among the Bolsheviks. In this debate, the ultimate
victory of Lenin’s position over the majority of the party gave in a sense the
hints of the Soviet foreign policy of the upcoming years. There were mainly
three positions: Immediate peace, represented by Lenin and a few other
Bolsheviks, continuation of war with Germany which would turn into a
revolutionary war, which was the thesis of the majority of the party for a while;
and “neither war nor peace” option, advocated by Leon Trotsky, which meant
to gain time for the insurrection of the soldiers in the German army.'*' The last
two positions were based on the assumption of imminent German revolution. A

peace with Germany, accepting heavy conditions imposed by the Germans,

would amount to a blow to German revolutionary movement and a sell-out of

139 Lenin, Collected Works Vol. 26, 256.

140 Germany rejected Soviet proposal and imposed harsh terms that amounted the plundering of
the country. Poland, Lithuania, part of Latvia, Estonia and part of Byelorussia went to
Germans. (Kommunisticheskai Partii Sovetskogo Soiuza, Vysshaia Partiynaia Shkola. Kafedra
mezhdunarodnykh otnosheniy i vneshney politiki SSSR, and F. G Zuev, Mezhdunarodnye
Otnosheniya i Vneshnyaya Politika SSSR, 1917-1960; Uchebnoe Posobie. (Moskva: VPSh,
1961), 17)

! Cemal Hekimoglu, Sovyet Dis Politikasinda Ilk Yillar (Cagaloglu, istanbul: Gelenek
Yayinevi, 1989), 53.
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the people in the territories that were left to Germany. Lenin involved in a
strident polemic with these arguments. In his polemic with “Left Communists”
a small group within the party, he defined the duty of a socialist country -
especially a backward one- until the time that revolutionary movements
triumph in other countries, as avoiding military battle with imperialism that
would inevitably result in defeat of the revolution. Meantime the conflicts
among the imperialists would weaken them even more and bring the revolution

. . 142
in other countries even nearer.

In the same article, Lenin portrayed the
Soviet position “defencist”, a definition that would soon turn into the main line

of Soviet foreign policy:

We have been “defencists” since October 25, 1917. I have said
this more than once very definitely, and you dare not deny this.
It is precisely in the interest of ‘strengthening the connection’
with international socialism that we are in duty bound to defend
our socialist fatherland.

The victory of Lenin in convincing the party after heated debates on the
“immediate conclusion of a separate and annexationist peace” with
Germany, '* meant opening a corridor to European politics, which was
considered essential for Lenin under the conditions that the European
revolution was in the process of maturation with the impossibility to mark a

certain date and Soviet Russia had to live side by side for an uncertain time

2 enin, Collected Works Vol. 27, 325-333 (“Left-Wing Childishness and the Petty-bourgeois
Mentality”).

'3 On January 8, 1918 made a speech in his defense of immediate conclusion of a separate and
annexationist peace at a meeting of members of Central Committee of the party and bolshevik
members of Third All-Russia Congress of Soviets. After the discussions that lasted for days
Lenin achieved to pass a decision from the Central Committee for immediate peace. Trotsky as
the head of the delegation ignored the decision. On February 18, 1918 German troops broke
the armistice terms and launched an offensive along the whole Russo-German front. The
Central Committee adopted a decision to sign the proposal of Germans but Germans this time
imposed harsher terms, claimed all Baltic area; and Kars, Ardahan and Batum to be given to
the Turks, evacuation of Finland and Ukraine, conclusion of peace with bourgeois nationalist
Ukrainian Central Rada. And required heavy indemnities. The peace treaty was signed in
March 3, 1918. After the dethronement of the monarch in November 1918, All-Russia Central
Executive Committee denounced the unjust, annexationist treaty of Brest-Litovsk. (Lenin, On
the Foreign Policy of the Soviet Republic, 431)
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with the capitalist world. The accommodation with Germany, in this sense,
even if it were through a “Carthaginian Peace”, would mean the first hole
opened in the imperialist siege for a breathing space.

Brest Litovsk only marked the end of an open external war, which was
replaced by the Civil War that took place between the Red Army of the
Bolsheviks and White Army of the counter-revolutionary forces. The World
War ended with the victory of the Entente forces, which turned all the balance
upside down.

In the darkest days of the Civil War, when there was no doubt that the
Whites were receiving military and financial support from the major capitalist
powers, France, Britain, Germany, USA and Japan, the Bolsheviks left the

%% The Bolsheviks were

door open to negotiation with the same powers.
observing that the support given to the White Army by these powers was
limited both because they did not have the military capacity they had before the
World War as many times reported by the high ranking officials of Entente
armies; and because the rivalries among them prevented a common offensive
with the fear that one would benefit from the victory over the Bolsheviks more
than the other. The most striking example of that was the limited support given
to Kolchak in the east by the Japanese with the fear that the US as her rival
would benefit from that.'* This observation and detailed accounts of the
rivalry among the countries provided the knowledge for a strategy towards the

imperialist countries that would give a “breathing space” to the new Soviet

14
power.'*

'* The end of war with the victory of the Entente forces caused serious concerns of the

Bolsheviks about the possibility of concentration of Entente countries for a direct assault
towards the Soviets. For that reason, they launched a peace campaign from the end of 1918
onwards. From August 1918 to January 1919 Soviets proposed to start official talks for a peace
treaty to Entente for more than seven times. Gokay and Yalgin, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm
Arasinda Tiirkiye, 72.

S DVP, 111, 407.

"“SEdward Hallett Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3 (Harmondsworth:
Penguin, 1983), 59.

57



2.2.2 Lenin’s contribution in the formulation of Soviet foreign policy

The leader of the October Revolution, V. I. I. Lenin, beyond any dispute,
was the mastermind in the formulation of the main lines of the Soviet foreign
policy. His prognosis in the years preceding the revolution, on the future of the
world capitalist system and his theses on imperialism as “the final stage of
capitalism” constituted the theoretical basis of the Soviet foreign policy.'*’

In Lenin’s thought, capitalism in his final stage is dominated by
monopolies, emerged as a result of continued concentration of capital in certain
hands. Those monopolies extended far beyond the limits predicted by Marx
and Engels in the Communist Party Manifesto. The expansion of markets
resulted in constant pressure “for the export of capital and the development of
colonial empires with protected markets.”'** Since the world had already been
divided by colonial powers, repartition of the colonies, resources and markets
gained top priority.

The rising rivalry between the major powers turns the balances upside
down and the wars become inevitable. Treaties and alliances among these
powers can be little more than temporary truces between wars. '*’ Lenin in his
speech in the First All-Russia Congress of the Navy on November 22th, 1917,
when the Bolsheviks were debating for a strategy for peace settlement,
characterized the war a life and death struggle for the capitalists over the share-
out of the booty. Therefore, it would be “highly naive to think that peace can
be easily attained, and that the bourgeoisie will hand it to us on a platter as
soon as we mention it.”">°

Lenin’s ideas on world affairs and the inevitability of war thesis were
reassessed after the revolution because they gained practical significance with

the rising of the Bolsheviks to political power. The developments indicated that

"7 Vladimir Il'ich Lenin, Imperializm Kak Vysshaya Stadiya Kapitalizma: Populyarnyy Ocherk
(1952).

8 Uldricks, “Russia and Europe”, 57.
' Ibid.

150 L enin, Collected Works Vol. 26, 345.
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the World War did not suffice to put an end to the contradictions within the
capitalist system, on the contrary intensified them. Yet the signs of a
transformation of the systemic crisis into a revolutionary crisis were blurred
with the successive failures of revolutionary attempts in Europe. Moreover, the
imperialist powers might in the near future temporarily surmount the
contradictions among themselves by forming a united anti-communist front
against the common enemy, the Soviet Russia. The Bolsheviks being witnessed
the imperialist backing to their political rivals during the civil war, adopted the
exploitation of contradictions among the western powers as an everlasting
principle. The goal of this principle was to prevent at all costs, unification of
the imperialist powers against the Soviets.

Lenin’s observation on the increasing hatred towards imperialist centers
impelled the idea that Soviet Russia as the heart of anti-imperialist struggle
might ally with all the elements suffering from or dissatisfied by imperialist
policies. These elements can be grouped in three major forces:

The organizations of western proletariat whose influence in politics
significantly grew amid the economic hardship and political ambiguities of
post-war era. The reaction of German and British workers unions against their
governments for its ultimatum to the Soviets, when Soviet government decided
to repel the Polish troops back to Warsaw in the autumn 1920, was a striking
sign.151 It meant for the Bolsheviks that Western proletariat could be a vital
supporter in the struggle of the Soviet power to survive. Secondly, the
“oppressed people of the East”, a definition that commonly used by the
Bolsheviks to denote the colonial subjects of major capitalist powers in Asia
were considered to be in a new mobilization that began in the years of the
World War. The liberation movements had been gathering strength. The
Bolsheviks who kept these movements under close watch tried to get in touch

152

with them. °~ Finally, the hierarchy within the capitalist system brought about

B Mezhdunarodnye Otnosheniya i Vneshnyaya Politika SSSR, 1917-1960, 31.

132 November 22th, 1919 during the second All-Russian Congress of Communist Organizations
of the Peoples of the East, Lenin put forward the idea that, ’The socialist revolution will not

be only or chiefly a struggle of the revolutionary proletarians in each country against its

59



negation of sovereignty rights of weak states by the major capitalist powers.
Additionality, the bourgeoisie of the defeated states in the World War, before
all Germany, was strangled by the same powers through Versailles Peace
Treaty. The ruling classes of these “mistreated” countries became the natural
allies of Soviet Russia since imperialist powers did not leave any other option
to them. The Bolsheviks had to adopt a strategy based on the plurality of
capitalist political centers instead of confronting them all together and
approaching the outcasts of the imperialist restoration.

These three different zones of alliance amounted to the foreign policy
strategy that would help Soviet Russia to get rid of the isolation from the rest
of the world and to facilitate the final breakdown of the imperialist system
since the contradictions within the system would both crystallize and intensify.
It was a long-term strategy. Because in spite of the utmost importance
attributed to the developments in the East, the Bolsheviks did not set aside their
Euro-centrist approach. According to Lenin, the triumph of revolutions in the
backward countries might be easier, albeit it was a very heavy task for the
revolutionaries to ensure its survival. In the West on the other hand, due to the
mechanisms created by the ruling class that masked the contradictions between
the antagonistic classes, the seizure of political power by the revolutionary
forces were much more difficult. From 1918 onwards, Lenin repeated several
times this difficulty and asserted that the European revolution was yet in the
process of maturation.153 This appraisal became more apparent in 1920-1921
when the Civil War in Russia resulted in failure of the counter-revolutionary
forces that were considered the Russian branch of world capitalist class while
in no other country the capitalist regime could be toppled.

According to Lenin’s theoretical stance on ‘“uneven and combined

development of capitalism”, a stance formulated before the revolution, the

bourgeoisie — no, it will be a struggle of all colonies and countries oppressed by imperialism,
of all dependent countries, against international imperialism.”” Lenin, Collected Works Vol. 30,
159.

" For example see: Lenin, Collected Works Vol. 27, 68-75; 200-201.
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world revolution would be achieved as a result of disengagements of countries
from the capitalist system one after another. However the speed, frequency and

the time in between two distinct revolutionary processes were unpredictable:

We Marxists have always been proud that we determined the
expediency of any form of struggle by precise calculation of the
mass forces and class relationships. We have said that an
insurrection is not always expedient; unless the prerequisites
exist among the masses it is a gamble; we have often
condemned the most heroic forms of resistance by individuals as
inexpedient and harmful from the point of view of the
revolution."*

Lenin himself as early as 1918 started asserting that the defense of the
first socialist republic cannot be postponed for the sake of possible revolutions
in other parts of the world. Thus, the principal task of the Soviet foreign policy
from the very beginning was the protection of the socialist regime. This task
required that Soviet foreign policy makers should arrange their activities for
providing a time of peace that would enable the construction and consolidation
of the regime inside the country. They had to buy time in two tactical levels.
On the one hand they would play to the contradictions among the imperialist
powers, as in the case of rapprochement with Germany, exploiting the
humiliation of this country after the World War, on the other hand they would
attempt to obtain full recognition and normal diplomatic and economic
relations with all the major western powers.

For Lenin, there was a dialectical relation between detente policy and
support to the revolutionaries around the world. The overlap of three processes,
exploitation of the contradictions between the Western capitalist powers and
establishing normal bilateral relations with each of them by the Soviet
diplomacy; casting a blow to the world imperialism through supporting the
struggles of the oppressed peoples of the East and through close contact with

the Western proletariat and alliances with the bourgeoisie of weak capitalist

154 Lenin, Collected Works Vol. 27, 19-29.
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countries; and industrialization of the Russian economy that would constitute
an alternative path of modernization and an example for the newly liberated
countries of the East, would altogether deepen the crisis of the world capitalist
system, consolidate the existence of the the Soviet power and pave the way for
a new wave of revolutions. ">

By the summer of 1920, Lenin’s concept of peaceful coexistence was
evolving from that of a short peace break in the imperialist war to something
more long running. He qualified the new balance between capitalism and
socialism as unexpected. He concludes the proletarian rule and Soviet republic

could not be destroyed; however, world revolution has been deferred:

It has thus turned out that our policy and our predictions have
proved fundamentally correct in all respects and that the
oppressed people in any capitalist country have indeed show
themselves our allies, for it was they who stopped the war.
Without having gained an international victory, which we
considered the only sure victory, we are in a position of having
won conditions enabling us to exist side by side with capitalist
powers, which are now compelled to enter into trade relations
with us. In the course of this struggle we have won the right to
an independent existence. '>°

Therefore, for Lenin, what was achieved was more than a breathing
space, it was much more significant. It meant, though a foreign intervention
was still a possibility, the Soviets “entered a new period, in which we have
won the right to our fundamental international existence in the network of
capitalist states.”"”’

In the last days of 1920 that marked the last phases of the Civil War, the
top issue among the party circles was about finding an exit from war

communism and construction of a socialist economy that was considered as the

only way to overcome the extreme hardship and unrest among the people of the

155 Jacobson, When the Soviet Union Entered World Politics, 44.
"% Lenin, Collected Works Vol. 31, 408-415.

T bid.
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Soviet republic. The main question was through which sources the socialist
economy would develop. In the year 1920, Russia was a country of destroyed
industry and infrastructure (which was already limited before the First World
War), with an empty treasury and deprived of a qualified workforce.

The law of concessions dated November 23th, 1920 aimed at attracting
western capital to the country. The Soviet government was hoping to stimulate
commercial relations and reach financial credit from the West by giving them
concessions in timber, agricultural and mining sectors.'>® Economic relations
would not only provide the necessary source for the reconstruction of the
country but also would mean unofficial recognition of the Soviet existence.

The law met with apprehension by the party members and non-Party
circles for it was considered to put at risk the socialist regime by opening the
country to the economic invasion of Western capital. Lenin, in his report on the
concessions in the Eightieth Soviet Congress in December 1920"° greeted this
“highly vigilant attention” that was being paid to relations between the Soviets
and the capitalists. Yet, he concluded the revolutionary instinct was not enough
to make the final judgement about the concessions.

Lenin’s lengthy report was an important document that laid out the
cornerstones of Soviet foreign policy; at the same time it showed how the
concerns about security and the pursuit for economic construction were
intermingled. ' The Bolsheviks, as it was stressed in the report, thought that
Soviet Russia owed its survival in the civil war to the “profound discord among
the imperialist powers, and only because that discord has not been a fortuitous
and internal dissension between parties, but a most deep-seated and

ineradicable conflict of economic interests among the imperialist countries

158 Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 429.

"*? Lenin, Collected Works Vol. 31, 463-486.
"1t is also interesting to see how normalization of the Soviet image in the minds of
Westerners became important. “[At the end of the conversation of Vanderlip, an American
capitalist and Lenin] Vanderlip ended by his saying as he was leaving, ‘Yes, it is true Mr.
Lenin has no horns and I must tell that to my friends in America.”” Lenin, Collected Works
Vol. 31, 469.
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which, based on private property in land and capital, cannot but pursue a
predatory policy which has stultified their efforts to unite their forces against
the Soviets.” The contradictions between European countries and USA that
demanded repayment of war debts, between Germany and the Entente
countries because of Versailles, between USA and Japan because of their
respective interests in China and Korea would not only be taken for granted by
the Soviets but further incited through offering them concessions.'®!

This strategy would give them the possibility to develop economic ties to
obtain a certain minimum of the means of production, locomotives and
machinery necessary for that preparation. Therefore, although by giving
concessions they would take a certain risk and accept the continuation of war
in a different character, these concessions were the only way to rehabilitate the
economy in the short run and to maintain its autonomy in the long run.
Establishing economic ties with the West would not only mean giving
concessions but also guarantees of noninterference in the internal affairs of the
countries in question. Lenin was not hesitant about giving this guarantee.

Lenin added one important dimension to the policy of manipulating the
contradictions among the capitalist countries, as a sine quo non of the main
strategy of Soviet foreign policy: “Grouping around the Soviet Republic those
capitalist countries which are being strangled by imperialism.”'®* Germany was
in the first place of those capitalist countries, conjuncturally encircled by the
other imperialist powers. Turkey would be another important actor in the same
category. The Bolsheviks considered that these countries were obliged to
collaborate economically and politically with the Soviets as the only possible
and strong ally since the imperialists did not leave them a living space.

This attempt of allying with the surrendered capitalist countries did not
necessarily mean losing any opportunity to enhance economic links with the
most trading country of the world, Britain. On the contrary, the Soviet leaders

were aware of the strife within the British ruling class on the relations of

16! Jacobson, the Soviet Union Entered World Politics, 24.

12 Lenin, Collected Works Vol. 31, 463-486.
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Britain with Soviet Russia. By offering benefits that could not be refused, they
tried to lure British capitalists to the vast Russian market, resources and lands
that were very charming in the actual situation of the world economy.'® With
the same policy they aimed at strengthening the hands of the liberals who were
moderate towards the Soviets to the detriment of the conservatives that sought
a rapid and forceful elimination of Soviet power.

At the time of the Soviet Congress, negotiations with Britain were going
on; it was still uncertain that if the Soviet diplomats would able to convince
their British counterparts for a commercial treaty. Yet, they had already
decided to proceed on the risky path of “peaceful coexistence” with the
capitalist world. Throughout the 1920s, Lenin’s principle to win time for the
construction of socialism by creating the conditions of peaceful coexistence
with the capitalist world whose basic tool was a categorical policy of peace

continued to determine the decisions of Soviet foreign affairs.

2.2.3 The “New” Diplomacy

The resignation of Leon Trotsky from his post as the first foreign affairs
commissar of the Soviet state during the conclusion of Brest-Litovsk Treaty
had more symbolic meaning than its actual effect. This outstanding
revolutionary and Commander-in-Chief of the Red Army was the leading
bearer of the conviction that Soviet Russia did not have the chance to survive
without spreading the revolution towards Europe. That is why, as the first
foreign affairs minister, the following words of his are better known than his
deeds in the ministry: “I will close the shop after I publish a number of
declarations addressing the peoples’ of the world.” Soon, Georgi Chicherin,

who was son of a diplomat in Tsarist times, replaced him. Chicherin was a

163 . . . . . -
Lenin went so far as to express Soviet Russia’s role in the ‘restoration’ of capitalist world

economy: ‘If you read and re-read attentively the decree of November 23 on concessions [he
told a group of party workers], you will see that we underline the importance of world
economy: we do this deliberately. This is an incontestably correct standpoint. For the
restoration of world economy the utilization of Russian raw material is essential. ... And now
Russia comes forward in front of the whole world and declares: We take on ourselves the
restoration of world economy — that is our plan.' Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923.
Vol. 3, 284, 285.
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former archiver in the Tsarist foreign affairs and he had vast knowledge on
world history and full command on many European languages. He had a strong
grasp of European politics and traditional diplomacy. Before the revolution, he
had left his career for revolutionary struggle and had spent long years in
Europe engaging in revolutionary activism and search for financial means for
the Russian revolutionaries.164 For Lenin he was matchless for the tasks of
Soviet foreign affairs.

Lenin’s close work with Chicherin and Narkomindel, until the time that
he was completely incapacitated, played a major role in attainment of such a
power in decision-making. It is also crucial to add that, from the first days of
the revolution the Soviet government established a massive network of
information, partly composed by intelligence practices, partly official missions
in the foreign countries and partly Komintern officials and foreign communist
groups affiliated to the Komintern. At times, as in the example of Turkey, it is
possible to see that commercial representatives and press bureau abroad also
served as good sources of information. One should add that all these sources
were interconnected, notwithstanding the contradictions sometimes emerged in
terms of information and views they sent to Moscow.

Not so long after closing the international war front, the new Soviet
government faced with the onslaught of counter-revolutionary forces.
According to the Bolsheviks, the support given by the allied powers to the
Whites in the Civil War had been a sign of the hatred of the capitalist world
toward them and fortified their persuasion about the inevitable war between the
two antagonistic systems, capitalism and socialism. Furthermore, as the
revolutionary expectations disappeared, the fact that Soviet Russia had to cope
with the state of isolation in a hostile world became clearer each day. Facing

with these facts emerged in the years following the revolution, the motivation

" For a good account of Chicherin’s early life: Timothy Edward O’Connor, Diplomacy and
Revolution: G.V. Chicherin and Soviet Foreign Affairs, 1918-1930 (Ames: Iowa State
University Press, 1988), 3-43.
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of the Bolsheviks to defend the revolution and the new socialist regime in
Russia gradually grew to the extent that they had to reorganize the state
apparatus, institutionalize the state mechanisms and establish a powerful body
of foreign affairs. This body was expected to obtain recognition from the great
powers, to enhance good relations with the states that were critical for Soviet
security and to promote trade links with foreign states, single capitalists and
large conglomerates. Being involved in European power politics without losing
the revolutionary essence embedded in the Leninist principles mentioned above
required a highly sophisticated cadre of foreign policy makers and diplomats,
who would have the ability to realize the inevitable practices of conventional
foreign policy tools for revolutionary purposes.

At the beginning it was not an easy task to form such a cadre. The
Bolsheviks had to derive cadres from tsarist bureaucracy most of whom were
reluctant to work for them.'® As the ultimate importance given to the
diplomatic relations with Europe was considered, the Bolsheviks appointed a
number of outstanding party cadres to the diplomatic posts abroad. They had a
wide range of initiative for the sake of a common strategy. At the beginning in
the absence of the official recognition of several Western states, they were free
to wander around the line between the legal and “illegal” activities of a
diplomatic mission.'*® The relations established by the Soviet diplomats mostly
as a result of their own initiative with the politicians, bureaucrats, business
people abroad contributed in laying out a foreign policy strategy. As time
passed and Soviet foreign affairs and missions full-fledgedly established in the
country and abroad, the traditional tools of foreign policy making and

diplomacy inevitably started to be utilized.'®’

' Valeri A. Shishkin, Stanovlenie Vneshney Politiki Poslerevolyutsionnoy Rossii (1917-1930

godi) i Kapitalisticheskiy Mir (Cankt-Peterburg: RAN, 2002), 8-10.

1% Richard Kent Debo, “Litvinov and Kamenev-Ambassadors Extraordinary: The Problem of
Soviet Representation Abroad,” Slavic Review 34, no. 3 (1975): 463-82.

17 A very symbolic reflection of the change in the Soviet foreign affairs is told in the interview
with Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, a prominent military and civil bureaucrat during the first years of
the Turkish Rebublic: When the first bolshevik “représentant diplomatique”, Budu Mdivani
arrived at Ankara in 1920, Bayur recalls his astonishment because of the dressing of the
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Even under the circumstances that led Soviet diplomats to use traditional
diplomatic means, Soviet diplomacy was different in nature, in style and
tactics. It introduced novelties to international politics that were most of the
time shaking the norms to the surprise of traditional foreign policy makers of
the West. It all started with the Soviet call for immediate peace without
annexations and indemnities that was unacceptable in the minds of loot seeking
warrior sides. War indemnities were indispensable in the sense that post-war
national economies would overwhelmingly depend on that for rehabilitation.
The revelation of the secret treaties during the war was an unprecedented
attempt in the history of international relations. Disarmament was first
mentioned by the Soviets in 1922, a concept which would mark international
politics between the two world wars. Disarmament was a useful tool that no
other force could dare to claim as extreme as the Soviets did. By constantly
presenting the Soviet government as the champion of peace, Soviet foreign
affairs managed to put a strong pressure on the interventionist policies of the
West; proclaimed readiness for negotiation on any subject weakened the
arguments who favored military intervention to the Soviet Russia.'*® Another
striking difference from the traditional conduction of diplomacy was the
appraisal of the masses not as passive audiences of high politics behind the
door, but active participants. Though the Western analyzers of Soviet foreign
policy generally interpret it as the utilization of propaganda for policy
0bjectivesl69, there is another meaning of constant address of the Soviet

government to the people on the political issues: to mobilize people around the

bolshevik diplomat during the ceremony of presenting credentials to Mustafa Kemal. Mdivani
wore a pair of knee boots, that he compares with driller’s boots. Just after 3-4 years, he
witnessed in the feast given by the Afghan ambassador in London, that bolshevik diplomats
who were in the country for trade negotiations wore frocks while British Worker’s Party
ministers dressed casually. Bayur draws attention to the change in the clothing habbits of
Soviet diplomats in a very short time. Inan Ar1, Tarihe Tanikitk Edenler (Istanbul: Is Bankasi
Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2011), 373.

108 O’Connor, Diplomacy and Revolution, 68.

169Grzybowski, Kazimierz. “Propaganda and the Soviet Concept of World Public Order.” Law
and Contemporary Problems 31, no. 3 (Winter 1966): 479-505, 482.
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World for a common front against the “intrigues of the imperialists.”
Disarmament was a powerful slogan that legitimized the Soviet image in a
positive sense in world public opinion'170 A series of non-aggression treaties
with several capitalist countries were also unique in their content. The Moscow
Treaty with Turkey (16 March 1921) or the Rapallo Treaty with Germany (16
April 1922) had no demand for land or for reimbursement of the debts.

The approaches taking the Soviet regime as a "totalitarian" model
presupposed that foreign policy was exclusively determined in the Politburo of
the Communist Party. According to the same reasoning, the decision making
process had been gradually limited to a smaller cadre up to the point that Stalin
finally monopolized all power. However, historical facts, at least related to
foreign affairs of the Soviet state, derived from the archival sources tell us
something else. Contrary to the unrealistic, ideologically biased views on the
Soviet administrative apparatus, decision making on foreign affairs depended
on far more complex mechanisms and procedures than is envisaged by the
supporters of “totalitarian” models. This complexity is evident in the content of
a vast number of correspondences between Narkomindel, Politburo, other
ministries and organizations such as the ministry of foreign trade, Komintern
or All-Union of Society of Cultural Relations with Abroad (VOKS). The
decision making process was by no means exempt from tensions and from
pressure from the public opinion in general and party circles in particular. The
relationship between Soviet Russia and capitalist Europe was a subject of
intense debate and questions of foreign policy were no exception.'’' The
documents pertaining to the years in question in this study also reveal the
weight of the Narkomindel Council in decision-making on foreign affairs of

the country.

' For Soviet disarmament policy see: Walter C. Clemens, Lenin on Disarmament
(Cambridge, Massachussetts: Center for International Studies, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, 1963).

! Uldricks, “Russia and Europe”, 55.
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There were always competing ideas among the key figures of Soviet
politics on almost every issue. Since the relations with the capitalist world was
considered as the most important issue in terms of the survival and
development of the socialist regime in the country, the most heated debates
used to occur in the field of foreign affairs. It was generally the external
developments that determined which ideas would triumph over the others. One
very significant example of this was the diverging approaches of Chicherin and
Litvinov, the two key figures of Soviet foreign policy in the early 1920s who
worked side by side for a couple of years.

Chicherin preferred one to one contacts, and solidarity between the
states. This was the way more compatible with the general strategy to utilize
the contradictions among the capitalist states and save the Soviets from the
obligations of the international organizations.'’> Litvinov on the contrary,
advocated the presence of the Soviets in the international collective security
initiatives and membership of League of Nations; and claimed the importance
of normalization of the relations with Britain, USA and France. At the outset,
Chicherin’s approach was more feasible within the scope of Leninist
principles.

According to Chicherin, while Britain was considered as the most
dangerous enemy of Soviet power that had the potency to lead a coalition for
an onslaught towards the country, Germany was the closest ally, as an
excluded figure among major powers, in dire need of external support.
Chicherin was strongly against any union among European countries, which he
thought would ultimately fall into the hands of Britain, as a weapon toward the
Soviets. The League of Nations was the most apparent example of such

groupings. ‘The so-called League of Nations,” Chicherin proclaimed, ‘is in

'72 «“The constant preoccupation of the Soviet Government with the need to prevent 'a united

capitalist anti-Soviet front' was reflected in Komintern propaganda against the Versailles
treaty, which was designed to keep alive in Germany feelings of resentment against the
western Powers. In an interview published in the Observer in August, Chicherin, Soviet
Foreign Commissar, referring to French hostility to Russia and Germany, asked: 'What is more
natural than that the two should be driven into one another's arms?” (The Communist
International 1919-1943: Documents Vol. 1 (1919-1922), ed. Jane Tabrisky Degras (London:
Oxford University Press, 1956), 357, 358.)
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reality a very convenient front for attacks against the Workers-Peasants state
on those occasions when the capitalistic governments do not wish or, better
said, are not able (not wishing to compromise themselves within their own
countries) to attack.”'” In fact, the role that was assumed by the League of
Nations after its establishment in the Paris Peace Conference (January 1919) in
the seizure of Germany’s overseas colonies, establishment of mandates and

preparation for Sevres Treaty (August 1920)'7*

did not leave any room for any
confusion about the nature of this organization.

The distinctive policy line of Chicherin was based on the assessment of
multilateral relations with the capitalist world. This was peaceful co-existence,
also coded as modus vivendi. Parallel to the attempts of economic engagement
with the West, Chicherin declared that, ‘There may be differences of opinion
as to the duration of the capitalist system, but at present the capitalist system
exists, so that a modus vivendi must be found in order that our socialist states
and the capitalist states may coexist peacefully and in normal relations with
one another.” This code was pronounced as early as 1919 by Karl Radek'”, the
Bolshevik agent and diplomat in Germany, whose identification about the red
line between the two systems did not fully represent the official Soviet foreign
policy at that time when the Bolsheviks were still in pursuit of a European

revolution.'”® As the policy steered towards the sustainability of mutual

' For Chicherin’s ideas on League of Nations as a tool of intervention of the imperialist

powers see: G. V. Chicherin and L. 1. Trofimova, Stat'i i Rechi Po Voprosam Mezhdunarodnoj
Politiki (Moskva, 1961), 81, 375, 475, 496.

"4 Kurug, Mustafa Kemal Déneminde Ekonomi, 36.

' Karl Berngardovich Radek was an Austrian communist who was active in the European
social democratic movement and joined to the Bolsheviks during the time of February
Revolution in Russia. He was a member of Central Committee of Russian Communist Party
(Bolshevik) when he was decided to participate in the foundation congress of the Communist
Party of Germany. He was arrested in Berlin on February 12th, 1919 during the final blows
were dealt on the German revolutionaries. He stayed in Prison until January 1920. In the
following years, he was charged as the member of executive committee of Komintern.

176 “In Germany Radek, at a time when the Bolshevik leaders in Russia still believed that
revolution in Europe was a matter of months, learned to take the far soberer view of its
prospects which was dictated by German conditions. In his own words he came to recognize
‘that the first wave of the revolution had receded’ and ‘that the task was to organize the masses
for the next revolutionary wave’; and this involved not shock tactics, but patient propaganda
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relations the code gained recognition by Chicherin and was historically
justified by Radek as, ‘[t]here was a time when a feudal state existed alongside
capitalist states. ... We think that now capitalist countries can exist alongside a
proletarian state.”'”’

The modus vivendi approach was challenged, however, by the obligations
of the Bolsheviks concerning the international communist movement. This had
to be carried out with a two-speed policy. A de facto division of labor between
the Narkomindel and Komintern prevented the collision of policies, but in each
sphere this naturally corresponded to different policy vectors.

2.2.4 Communist International (Komintern)'”®

and the Soviet Foreign
Policy

In the literature on Soviet Foreign Policy the divergent routes taken by
the Komintern and Narkomindel have been generally interpreted as the clash of

two conflicting policies of Soviet Russia attributed to these organs: The

through trade unions, factory committees and parliamentary elections...These ideas would have
been highly unorthodox in the Moscow of 1919; when Radek returned, his premise that the
European revolution would be ‘a lengthy process’ caused ‘much head-shaking’ on the part of
Bukharin, and probably of others.... If, however, Radek was an innovator in terms of party
tactics, he was even more of an innovator in the field of Soviet diplomacy.” Radek was among
the first defenders of a foreign policy based on “peaceful coexistence”. Carr in this quate
especially mentions Radek’s role in the conclusion of Rapollo Treaty in 1922 with Germany;
and much earlier his conversations with the Turkish Unionist triumvirate in Berlin. (Carr
Edward Hallett, “Radek’s ‘Political Salon’ in Berlin 1919.” Soviet Studies 3, no. 4 (April
1952): 411-30; the Introduction of Carr for Karl Radek’s work, “November: A Page of
Recollections” (October 1926).

77 Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 160, 161.
'78 Komintern is the Soviet abbreviation for Communist International or Third International. It
was established in 1919, one year after the finalization of First World War, stemming from the
necessity to alter the Second International, whose erroneous attitude on the eve of the World
War on the war/peace issues created fatal results for the European social democratic and
working class movement. This new International was expected to coordinate the activities of
the communist parties emerging all around the world with the political programs compatible
with that of bolsheviks. This was a condition that was ensured with the declaration of 21
principles later in 1920, opening the path for bolshevization of the communist parties. Member
parties sent their delegates to Komintern Congress every year until.. Executive Committee of
the organization, elected by the Congress, was the highest decision-making organ between two
congresses. (Tim Rees and Andrew Thorpe, eds., International Communism and the
Communist International, 1919-43 (Manchester; N.Y.: Manchester University Press, 1998) 31-
67.)
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“World revolution” and “peaceful co-existence”, respectively. This
interpretation is far from explaining the essence of the tensions between
Komintern and Narkomindel, for both of them are accepted as apparatuses of
the Soviet state and therefore “world revolution” and “peaceful coexistence”
are two foreign policy tools that were put into practice whenever necessary. In
reality, Komintern and Narkomindel were formations totally different in
nature.

Ulam holds that ‘[m]ost of the studies of Soviet foreign policy of the
early and mid-1920s emphasize that Soviet foreign policy was organized along
two parallel lines: the policy of the Komintern designed to foment revolutions
and that of the Narkomindel attuned to the state interest of the USSR.’
According to Ulam, the state interest was defended at all costs and this implied
a legacy of tsarist foreign policy with respect to other imperial powers, notably

Britain.!”

This approach equalized Soviet state interest with nationalism and
defines it as opposed to the international mission of the Komintern.

Carr, on the other hand, refers to Lenin to clarify this controversy: There
are two fundamental lines of foreign policy that do not constitute a dilemma for
Soviet policy. One places ‘socialist revolution’ as the primary aim and the
other ‘national independence’ and ‘power status’, which is a bourgeois line.
The Soviets clearly follow the first line that both regards the chance of a
revolution in the west and at the same time try to create a breathing space for
Soviet power. Carr infers that ‘the two facets of Soviet foreign policy — the
encouragement of world revolution and the pursuit of national security — were
merely different instruments of a single consistent and integrated purpose.’'™

The assumption that Soviet foreign policy was positioned on the horns of
a dilemma -as to whether to pursue a world revolution, its own national interest

or preserve socialism in one country- was an illusion. The real discussion was

on how the world revolution would historically develop and by which means

"7 Adam B. Ulam, “Russian Nationalism” in The Domestic Context of Soviet Foreign Policy,
ed. Seweryn Bialer (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1981), 6.

180 Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 53, 58.
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each country would contribute to the development process. To harmonize this
heterogeneity, an institutional mechanism was needed that would integrate a
variation of policies at different levels. While Narkomindel sought to preserve
and consolidate the Soviet power in the world balance of powers as the
epitome of socialist revolution, Komintern took on a flexible role in embracing
and unifying communist parties and their own policies concerning different
revolutionary opportunities in various regions. It was not easy for the latter to
accord itself with the first within an environment of uncertainty. This also
revealed certain incompatibilities concerning the initiatives of some Bolshevik
cadres according to their specific missions in this mechanism.

The Komintern’s leading role in the pursuit of world revolution was not
to force any communist party towards an immature revolutionary course. This
was coherent with Soviet foreign policy.'®! Revolution in Europe, although the
abortive revolutionary attempt of the German Communist Party in 1921 seems
to be encouraged by some Bolshevik cadres in Komintern such as Bela Kun,
was outside the scope of the Narkomindel and was officially condemned by the
Soviets. Regarding the right-wing criticisms towards Bolsheviks of trying to
provoke a revolution, Trotsky maintained that ‘Russia could be interested only
in "the internal logical development" of revolution, not in artificially hastening

or retarding it.''®

Likewise, the discussions in the Fourth Congress of
Komintern in 1922 concerning the alliances with the national emancipation
movements of the East required the Soviet position to stay at a distance. The
arguments ranged from narrowing the scope of alliance by confronting the

national bourgeoisie to further expanding it to include the indigenous feudal

'8! Lenin, replied the declaration of Moscow local party burea entitled “In the interests of the

world revolution we must accept the loss of Soviet power” with an article under the title:
“Strange and Monstrous”. The following part from that article reveals his view on the relation
of socialist state and prospective revolutions: “Actually however, the interests of the world
revolution demand that Soviet power, having overthrown the bourgeoisie in our country,
should help that revolution, but it should choose a form of help which is commensurate with its
own strength. By ‘accepting the possibility of losing Soviet power’ we certainly would not be
helping the German revolution to reach maturity, but would be hindering it.” (Lenin, On the
Foreign Policy of the Soviet State, 43.)

182 Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 395-397.

74



classes.'™ Soviet foreign policy would not be deviated by any of Komintern’s
complicated relations and regional experiences with the communist movements
of the world.

At the beginning, the different revolutionary conditions for each country
could not be reconciled and arranged at a universal level and this was not what
was expected from Komintern. Neither did Komintern operate as a follower of
Narkomindel, but it managed to serve both as a mechanism to standardize the
communist movement according to the acquis of socialist revolution and as a
platform to discuss the future of the world revolution according to the variety
of objective conditions. The paradox of Soviet power concerning Komintern
was not a crude dichotomy of national-international interests but evolved as an
effort to centralize the international revolutionary policy of communist parties
and at the same time steer it from the Soviet center. This paradox was relieved
in due course as the major communist parties of the world gained a consistent
programmatic line through Komintern directives while they built up native but
also Soviet friendly popular fronts in their countries.

The Komintern’s role in the Soviet revolutionary strategy evolved as the
European revolution failed and different policies of alliance came to the fore.
The founding Congress of the Communist International in 1919 was based on
the idea of subordinating each country’s communist movement to the
international revolution and integrating the parties that aimed at establishing
their own Soviets together with young Soviet Russia. The point of departure
was the treachery of the Second International social democrats. ‘The main
emphasis of the congress was not on the struggle against capitalism, but on the
struggle against the right wing in the labour movement.”'** On the other hand,
the executive committee of Komintern would act as the international central

committee of the communist movement but would also work close in touch

83bid., 480-482.

84 The Communist International 1919-1943 Documents Vol. 1,4-7.
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with Narkomindel.'® Actually, the appeal to the “working masses of all
countries” to put pressure on their governments about their Soviet policies in
the very first congress of the organization gave the first signs of collaboration
between Komintern and Narkomindel. That call was pursuant of Narkomindel
policy objectives for stopping the Western support to the White armies;
ensuring the recognition of the Soviet government by the Western states as a
fully legitimate political power; and commencing the commercial and
economic exchange with Russia.'*®

In the wake of the German counter-revolution, Komintern declared the
rise of the ‘world reactionism’ and the Second Congress was convened with
the idea of constructing an organ not of communist propaganda but of war.
Meanwhile, this new conjuncture turned the eyes to the East. In 1919
Chicherin had felt free in calling the people of Iran and Turkey to resist the
imperialists and their collaborators in their countries.'®’ Now, diplomacy
necessitated walking on a thin line of both supporting anti-imperialist and
nationalist movements through Narkomindel and assisting the communist
elements within them through Komintern.

As the hope for the new Soviet power was exhausted, the Fourth
Congress withdrew Komintern from an offensive instrument to a defensive
one. Komintern accorded its policy to the Soviet centered axis and adopted
inclusionary and constructive relations within the capitalist world.'® The

united front policy of Komintern equalled the concession policy of the NEP

'3 When Chicherin had addressed a warning to the German Government through Komintern's

radio, this was explained as, "in the absence of any official diplomatic contacts... [s]tatements
such as the present appeal were widely used by the Soviet Government to announce and
promote its policy. The Communist International provided a useful channel." Ibid., 28.

1% Gokay and Yalcin, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye, 73.

BTDVP, 11, 238-242; Xenia Joukoff Eudin and Robert Carver North, Soviet Russia and the
East, 1920-1927: A Documentary Survey (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1957), 106.

18 «7zinoviev referred to the united front as a strategic manoeuvre, necessary because the
social-democratic leaders had more popular support than the Komintern had believed. 'What is
this strategic manoeuvre? It consists in our appealing constantly to people who, we know in
advance, will not go along with us.” The Communist International 1919-1943, Documents
Vol. 2 (1919-1928), 1.
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period. The relations between Komintern and Narkomindel had had a
concurrent nature, with an informal coordination of simultaneous and
multidimensional attempts of the two policy centers. As the uniqueness of the
Russian Soviet became evident, Komintern had to enter the orbit of Soviet
foreign policy, formally represented by Narkomindel. """ After the Third
Congress, Komintern had oriented itself to keep the Russian centered status
quo of Soviet power."”’

Apart from a few exceptional moments, the acts that caused anger of
ruling classes of various capitalist countries were not preparations of
revolutionary insurrections. The only socialist country in the world felt obliged
to give her material support to the working masses struggling for their rights. It
was the case when the Soviets supported general strike in Britain in 1926.""
Or, as it will be discussed later, the support of the Soviets to “the oppressed
people on the colonies” were mostly strategical measures, taken either for
security reasons or put pressure on British imperialism. One example was the
military support given to the Kemalists during the Liberation War in Turkey.
Komintern’s revolutionary discourse and declarations against the governments
of the capitalists countries were often provoked those government and resulted
in damage on the diplomatic relations of the Soviet Union.'”?

Chicherin petitioned the Politburo to disjoin the two levels of Soviet

foreign affairs and to separate the activities, the personnel, the instruments and

189Already in the third congress of Komintern in 1921, it was accepted that “European-wide
revolution was a matter of years rather than months.” The conjuncture that revolutionary forces
started offensive for undermining capitalist regimes all around Europe had changed. By 1921
and 1922, it was rather counter-revolutionary forces that repelled the offensive and like in Italy
with the triumph of Mussolini they attained significant achievements. (Hekimoglu, Sovyet Dis
Politikasinda Ilk Yillar, 31.)

190 «rwith the third congress', Trotsky wrote later, 'it is realized that the post-war revolutionary
ferment is over... The turn is taken to winning the masses, using the united front, that is,
organizing the masses on a programme of transitional demands'. The broad revolutionary
perspectives opened by the war and its consequences had not led to the victory of the
proletariat, he said, because of the absence of revolutionary parties able and willing to seize
power.” The Communist International 1919-1943, Documents Vol. 1 (1919-1928), 224, 225.

! Uldricks, “Russia and Europe”, 65.

192 Jacobson, When the Soviet Union Entered World Politics, 34.
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the policies of the Comintern from those of the Soviet govemment.l%Lenin
supported Chicherin by giving directives such as disassociation of
Narkomindel and Komintern with all the bodies and policies, prohibition of
revolutionary propaganda by the Soviet diplomats abroad and prevention of
politburo members making any statements on foreign policy beyond
Chicherin’s knowledge. As a general tendency of Narkomindel the diplomats
were ordered to be very meticulous in distinguishing their activities from that
of Komintern.'” However, Politburo members in the Executive Committee of
the Komintern, the Komintern emissaries in the Soviet diplomatic missions
abroad and the diplomats with Komintern connections usually undermined
these efforts.”

It was especially the case when the relations with Germany, Britain and
Turkey were concerned because activities against government of Weimar
Republic and Kemalist government in Turkey were damaging the relations
with two strategically critical countries. Britain on the other hand, as the most
dangerous country to existence of the Soviet Union in the eyes of Narkomindel
under Chicherin’s leadership, used to react brutally whenever she had

information on the Soviet intervention in the territories under her control. The

193

Ibid., 50.
41t was not the case in the first years of the revolution as it is very well illustrated in the
following anecdote: Louis Fischer, an American journalist, who spent a couple of years in the
Soviet Union and wrote on Soviet foreign policy tells in his book Men and Politics a memory
with the first Soviet ambassador Joffe to Germany after Brest-Litovsk. Joffe, he says, showed
him the reports from 1919 about how the Soviet embassy in Berlin served as a staff
headquarters for a German revolution. Joffe used to buy secret information from German
officials and pass it on to radical leaders for use in public speeches and articles against the
government. He bought arms for revolutionaries and paid out 100,000 marks for them.
However, Joffe had added: “We were too weak to provoke a revolution.” Fischer, Men and
Politics (New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1941), 26.

""«While the Narkomindel and Soviet diplomats had made definite shifts in policy and
activities to ensure that their diplomacy was no longer the diplomacy of revolution, the regime
had not entirely given up on propaganda being organized through Soviet embassies. The
Comintern, although an agency distinct from the Narkomindel and composed of Communist
parties from a wide range of countries, used Soviet diplomatic missions as a means to insert
individuals into various places leading the problems and resentment of propagandists by Soviet
diplomats as a result of the challanges it posed to maintaining normal diplomatic relations.”
Alastair Kocho-Williams, Engaging the World: Soviet Diplomacy and Foreign Propaganda in
the 1920s, Bristol: University of the West of England, 2007.
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tensions emerged between Narkomindel and Komintern can be followed
especially in Chicherin’s reactions whenever a Komintern leader made public

statement to the detriment of foreign addresses of Narkomindel.'*®

2.3 Soviet Russia in International Politics (1920-1924)

According to the Bolshevik view, by 1921, the revolutionary forces and
major capitalist powers had reached a stalemate. The Russian Civil War, which
also bore the characteristics of an external war, showed that for the time being
the Soviet power could not be suffocated. On the other hand, counter-
revolutionary forces could to a large extent stop the progress of revolutions in
Europe. In spite of this fact, the Bolshevik foreign policy makers felt that they
now had a suitable time for development, which amounted more than a
breathing space. For, the Bolsheviks saw the two faces of the same reality
during the Civil War: how strong the hatred of the West toward socialist power
and how fragile they were against the same power. The meaning of “peaceful
coexistence” was changing, necessitating more durable state of relations
between Soviet Russian and the capitalist world. What was to be done was to
turn the attempts to establish relations with the outside world to a full-fledged
foreign policy.

From November 1920, right after the Polish War to July 1921 the
Bolsheviks reassessed the world political situation. They considered that the
Versailles system made the things even more complicated in the sense that it
rendered establishment of a stable post-war world order impossible. The
imposition of Versailles on Germany was strongly demanded especially by
France with the need of a quick recovery of its economy through reparations
taken away from Germany and with the desire to prevent Germany to become
an economic contender and military threat once again. However, in real terms,
an economic recovery, the revival of international trade and payment of

reparations were impossible without accepting the capacity of Germany’s

1% For example when Bukharin compared Mustafa Kemal with Chiang Kaishek., Ibid.
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industry and human resources and their realization. "7 The attempts to
overcome this dilemma by Britain, which was in search for updatingits world

leadership, were doomed to failure, at least for the moment, as it was witnessed
in Genoa conference in April-May 1922."

Along the lines of these weaknesses inside the imperialist camp, the
Soviet government envisaged itself a new zone of existence, which was the
reciprocity of the New Economic Policy in the foreign affairs. As Carr very

brilliantly put it:

The change of front carried out by Moscow in March 1921
affected the climate in which Soviet foreign policy henceforth
operated rather than the substance of that policy. It did not
mean, in domestic affairs, the abandonment of the goal of
socialism and communism or, in foreign affairs, of the goal of
world revolution. But it meant recognition of the necessity of a
certain postponement in reaching these goals, and in the
meanwhile of building up the economic and diplomatic strength
of Soviet Russia by all practicable means, even if these means
were in appearance a retreat from the direct path to socialism
and world revolution. The new foreign policy had been adopted,
in the words used by Lenin of NEP, "seriously and for a long
time". It was the relative durability thus imparted to expedients
hitherto invoked only as short-time practical manoeuvres,
which, more than anything else, changed the character of Soviet
foreign policy after 1921."

Therefore, with these considerations Chicherin’s foreign policy invested
on the rapprochement with Germany. The hatred of the remaining powers,
especially of Britain, would be neutralized by diplomatic means and trade

links, which in return would help the recovery of Russian economy.

197 Edward Hallett Carr, International Relations between the Two World Wars, 1919-1939.

(London: Macmillan, 1947), 25-27.

198

Ibid.,75.

199 Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 304.
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2.3.1 NEP as a “proletarian Thermidor” and Soviet foreign policy

The New Economic Policy (NEP) introduced by Lenin in the spring
1921, was firstly an internal necessity to put an end to famine in large rural
areas and to give an impulse to the almost totally ruined economy after the
civil war. NEP, defined as state capitalism by Lenin, depended on
revitalization of private ownership of means in small-scale production leaving
intact the state-ownership and control over the banks, foreign trade and large
industry. Instead of forced confiscation of grain, it set free the exchange of
agricultural products whose prices would be determined in the market. In
return, the farmers would pay regular tax to the state and the state would
purchase the products in market prices. It was a strategic retreat for the
Bolsheviks, as called by Chicherin a “proletarian Thermidor”.

This policy inevitably had certain repercussions in the international
relations of the Soviet government. It coincided with the agenda of
normalization and recognition through the endeavour to develop diplomatic
and economic relations by giving concessions and enhancing trade links. The
message of NEP was attractive for capitalist states and monopolies for it gave
the guarantee to safe investment and good profits in Russia. It was also
encouraging in the sense that it inspired the idea to some liberal, capitalist
circles in the West that Soviet Russia could be transformed in time through
“peaceful means”, by getting hold of her underdeveloped economy that was
unable to make use of the rich resources of the country.”®”

The agenda, namely normalization of the relations, obtaining recognition
and commercial and financial contracts as much as possible, establishing
special relations with several countries, considered key elements for the
national security of Soviet Russia, could be effectively carried out roughly
until 1924. An assessment on the compatibility between the policy objectives

and results brings us to the conclusion that in this brief period Soviet foreign

2% When the economic concessions were put into the agenda, the US replied to the Soviet

central executive committee that without a firm economic framework including ‘the sanctity of
contract and the rights of free labour’, it would not be possible to promote economic relations;
an uncompromising message implying the restoration of capitalism. Carr, The Bolshevik
Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 341.
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affairs performed a sound and effective prelude in the world politics. At the
end of this term, the Soviet Union®”' gained the recognition of all the major
capitalist powers, except the United States, established economic and
commercial ties with them, although those links did not reach to the expected
level.

However the implementation of the strategy was far from being “easy”.
The existence of and relations with the Soviet government was a matter of
harsh debate among the ruling classes of the West. This made the attempts of
Soviet diplomats vulnerable to policy shifts and attacks toward the Soviet
existence. This was especially the case as the relations with Britain were

concerned.

2.3.2 Neither friend nor enemy: Relations with Britain

A commercial treaty was signed between Britain and Soviet Russia in 16
March 1921. It was the victory of moderate liberals over hard-line
conservatives within the British ruling class. It corresponded to a strategy,
prefered by Britain for that moment, which was based on eliminating the
Soviet regime by reintegrating Russian economy back into world capitalism.
Another objective was to prevent further development of German-Soviet

22 For the Soviets, the reestablishment of economic relations with

relations.
Britain would serve as an icebreaker towards its political non-recognition by
the rest of the world.*”

The conclusion of the commercial treaty was the last stage of a long

processes lasted about a year when Soviet government formed a commercial

20! The denomination after 1922.

2 Jon Jacobson, “Is There a New International History of the 1920s?” The American
Historical Review 88, no. 3 (1983): 644.

293 “The de facto recognition of the Soviet Government by Great Britain had validated Soviet
nationalization laws in the eyes of the British courts, so that the Soviet authorities no longer
had to fear action by alleged previous owners of cargoes exported by them to Great Britain or
of gold used in payment for imports; and the British example was accepted as decisive by most
other trading countries.”” Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 351.

82



delegation headed by Leonid Borisovich Krasin.”” It was at a time when
British government had the intention for the normalization of relations with the
Soviets through reaching a wide-ranging political agreement, especially due to
the increasing concerns about the Soviet influence in the East.”” Inspite of the
intentions, both sides focused on the commercial matters at the beginning.
However, clash of the Red Army with the Polish troops and its repulse of the
latter from Kiev resulted in a British call for peace to the warring factions,
under its aluspices.206 The Soviets sent a new delegation this time headed by
Kamanev.”” In August 1920, the Soviet commercial delegation met with
Lloyd George once again. However revelation of Krasin’s and Kamenev’s
material aid to the left-wing circles in Britain resulted in interruption of the
talks. Kamenev left the country. Krasin could achieve to sign the commercial
treaty in March 16th, 1921.2%

By the time of the signing of the commercial treaty between Britain and
Soviet Russia, the second Komintern conference was being held with the
agenda of revolutions in the East. Not surprisingly this did not escape the
notice of British foreign affairs. During the negotiations for a commercial
treaty they laid down as the primary condition non-interference of the Soviets
to eastern revolutionary and liberation movements. This was very critical for

Britain, for she could not risk its hegemony over the colonies. On the eve of the

*** The choise of Krasin was not random. An outstanding engineer as one of the chiefs of the

Soviet industry he had a good reputation and business relations in the West. He was the
commissar of trade, industry and foreign trade from 1918 to 1923. (Shishkin, Stanovienie
Vneshney Politiki Poslerevoljucionnoy Rossii, 90.)

203 Gokay and Yale¢in, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye, 125.

* In Britain, though not resulted with the victory of the Soviet Russia, Red Army march to
Warsaw muted the voice of the advocates of using military means to exterminate Bolshevik
Power. For France it was not the case, though. French government with the demand of
recovery of Tsarist debts and the losses caused by the nationalizations of French investments in
Russia would keep an aggressive policy towards the Soviets without any break. O’Connor,
Diplomacy and Revolution, 68.

207 Ibid., 127. Lev Borisovich Kamenev was one of the major figures of the Bolshevik
revolution, member of RKP(b) Politburo.

208

Ibid., 129.
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treaty, Britain was already discussing the scale of exterritoriality that would be
demanded from the Soviets™”.

The first signs of deterioration concerning the agreement also emerged in
the field of Eastern politics. Starting from 1921 the British foreign affairs
minister Lord Curzon sent a number of diplomatic notes about the Soviet
propaganda against Britain in Asia and in Europe. Lord Curzon was a
conservative politician who had a strong distaste toward the Soviets. He must
have felt much more at ease in his actions with the fall of the liberal, “Soviet
friend” Lloyd George government since pro-detente elements in the
government were eliminated by this way. For sometime he had been on the
alert for the activities of the Soviet ambassador in Iran who was trying to create
a pro-Soviet circle within the Iranian ruling class and to diminish American
influence in the country, or the Soviet support to the revolutionaries in

northwest of India.>'°

Now he could take an action to stop the Soviets in the
East.
The complaints were handled by the Soviets with the conventional

Komintern-Narkomindel binary mechanism. *"'

The Soviet Union gave a
calming reply to Curzon’s note, stressing that this kind of pint size events

should not sacrifice the benefits achieved through the development of

9 <On November 18, 1920, Lloyd George told the House of Commons that the Cabinet had
worked out a draft which was about to be sent to the Soviet delegation; it was handed to Krasin
ten days later. From this moment discussions moved with reasonable rapidity, turning far more
on the subsidiary condition of the agreement that the Soviet Government should refrain from
propaganda against the British Empire, especially among the peoples of Asia, than on actual
questions of trade. At one moment the British Government desired to include Asia Minor and
the Caucasus among the regions in which the Soviet Government could undertake to refrain
from anti-British propaganda, but eventually agreed to abandon any specific enumeration of
"the peoples of Asia", except for "India and the independent state of Afghanistan"’. Carr, The
Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3,286, 287.

210 Jacobson, When the Soviet Union Entered World Politics, 111.
' The Bolsheviks pushed their diplomatic maneuvering to its limits: The secret agent notes
referred to the reports ‘made to the "central committee " of Komintern by Stalin, "the president
of the eastern division of the Third International", by Eliava, and by Nuerteva, described as
"director of propaganda under the Third International". The Soviet reply of September 27
stated that none of these persons had ever exercised any functions under Komintern to which
the British counter-reply of November 12 bewilderingly retorted that "it was never said of any
of these persons that they belonged to the Third International, though that is not a point of
substance". Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 345, footnote 1.
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commercial relations between the two countries. Curzon fell short of his goal
for that time.?'* However, Soviet-British relations continued to fluctuate. The
process of the Lausanne Conference became a new topic of tension. The
isolation of the Soviets from the conference by limiting the presence of the
Soviet delegation when the issues on Turkish straits were being discussed met
with the protests of Soviet foreign affairs. However the result did not change.
Nor was the attitutes of the two foreign affairs ministers Curzon on the one
hand and Chicherin on the other slightly close to something to be called
“friendly” in Lausanne.”"” The murder of a senior member of the Soviet
Delegation, Vaclav Vaclavovich Vorovskij, Soviet ambassador in Italy, on
May 10th in Lausanne during the conference was never considered something
contingent by the Bolsheviks. This single event was like the the herald of the
strife between the two countries in the upcoming years. The murder was two
days after a harsh note of Curzon was received by the Soviet foreign affairs.
Besides a number of complains such as arrest of British citizens in the Soviet
territory, trials on the religious functionaries, Curzon was urging the Soviets
for stopping communist propaganda in the East. Otherwise, he threathened to
disannul the commercial ‘[rea‘[y.214

Although in 1924, Britain offially recognized the Soviet state with an
agreement, which marked a huge success for the Soviet foreign affairs, the fate
of Soviet-British relations could not be changed. The rise of the Labour Party

to the power under the leadership of Ramsay Macdonald was welcomed by the

12 Jacobson, Ibid., 112. Soviet Russia prefered to show a low profile in the Near Eastern issues

too. Though everybody knew its support to the Turkish nationalists, it was never declared
officially and never reached the level of military alliance. This issue will be discussed at lenght
in the next chapter. Just three days after this note, Soviet diplomat Vorovski was killed in
Switzerland, a murder which was never considered something contingent by the bolsheviks.
This single event was like the the herald of the strife between the two countries in the
upcoming years. Soviet government was always menaced in different ways by British and even
Germans whenever it was allegedly or not involved in revolutionary propaganda in the
territories under the control of these countries.

*" John Grew, Atatiirk ve Inénii: Ilk ABD Biiyiikelgisinin Tiirkive Hatiralari, trans. Muzaffer
Askin (Istanbul: Cumhuriyet, 2000), 17.

Y DvP, VI, 297-302.
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Bolsheviks, yet Macdonald’s government did not last for long. Zinoviev’s
controversial letter’'” just before the British elections had an impact on the
election results to the detriment of the Labour Party government and in favor of
the conservatives.

The new government had the central purpose to reorganize Europe and
reintegrate Germany into the big power league by resolving the tensions
between Germany and France. Another powerful line within the government
was aiming at forming a front against the Soviet Union, a line that was
represented by Winston Churchill, Chancellor of the Exchequer of the cabinet.
He was known with his enmity towards socialism and his hard-line against
working class movements.”'°

The new government contributed much in changing the atmosphere in
Europe in terms of Soviet interests. The Dawes Plan and the following Locarno
Pact after the failed occupation of Ruhr by France were attempts to lay the
foundation of a new international order, under the political leadership of
Britain and the economic support of the United States. This process that started
to put Germany back in its place among big powers was perceived as the
emergence of a united capitalist front by the Soviets. The last efforts of
resuming negotiations for furthering commercial relations with Britain in 1926
failed with the pretext of Soviet support in the massive miners’ strike in

Britain. Information by British intelligence regarding subversive activities of

1 The so-called Zinoviev letter was allegedly written by the leader of the Communist

International, a prominent bolshevik and member of Politburo of the Communist Party at that
time, Grigory Zinoviev. It was claimed that Zinoviev in his letter wrote that the development
of relations between the Soviet Union and Britain would help revolutionizing the proletariat in
Britain and in her colonies. Carr, International Relations between the Two World Wars, 76-77.

216 Later, these hardliners were accused of their uncompromising manner vis-a-vis the Soviet
Russia, which allegedly led to the rise of faschism and a new world war. (Neilson, Britain,
Soviet Russia and the Collapse of the Versailles Order, 7) What was not well understood is the
fact that it was not simply a policy option and it was not simply explicabable by the ideological
prejudices. On the contrary, it was about a clear consciousness of the British ruling class of the
threat brought by the Soviet Russia to the very existence of the capitalist relations and world
economy. A consciousness that prevented risk for temporary economic gains coming from the
Soviets; as did by the Labour Party and the business elites surrounding it.
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Komintern in Britain and her colonies provided an excuse to severe diplomatic

relations from 1924 up to 1926.2"

2.3.3 Friendship with the victim of the post-war settlement: Relations with
Germany

The Paris Peace Conference in 1919 was the outset of Germany’s
depressive years in peace time. Deciding on the details of a quite humiliating
peace treaty, the Versailles Treaty, that would bring harsh reparations,
territorial concessions and complete disarmament to Germany in a conference
in which Germany was not present, was heralding the exclusion of Germany in
the upcoming years. Germany’s attempts to position itself as a power against
the Bolsheviks did not draw any interest from especially the French side. The
intention of France was to establish a strategy for containment of both the
Weimar Republic and Soviet Russia. France would utilize Poland, a spoiled
child of post-war settlement and the Baltic countries.”'® This framework left
Germany without any option other than welcoming the offer of the Soviets for
rapprochement. Otherwise it would mean a complete isolation.

Substantial progress in Soviet-German relations came in an unexpected
moment. It was during the Genoa Conference in spring 1922 that Soviet and
German diplomats separate from the rest of the participant countries in the
conference agreed upon a treaty, which would take its name from the city
where the negotiations were being held, Rapallo. The news about the Soviet-
German agreement stunned the major powers and especially met with anger by

Lloyd George, who was the mastermind behind the conference.*"’

27 Jacobson, When the Soviet Union Entered World Politics, 167.

¥ Hekimoglu, Sovyet Dis Politikasinda Ilk Yillar, 48.
1% The treaty’s importance was symbolic, compared to its intent. ‘The two outcasts of
European society, overcoming the barrier of ideological differences, joined hands, and, in so
doing, recovered their status and their self-esteem as independent members of the society.
Confidence in the ability of the Soviet Government to play a successful role in the game of
diplomacy as a European Power began with the treaty of Rapallo.” Carr, The Bolshevik
Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 380, 381. Later in Reichstag it was ascertained that "the Rapallo
treaty contains no secret political or military agreement”. Ibid., 435.
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Although it was a Soviet proposal to organize such a conference, with the
promise that she would pay part of the Tsarist debts, Lloyd George turned the
conference into a project where international economic problems were
discussed. His intention was to reach a conclusion on a new economic order in
which a new balance of powers was achieved under the leadership of Britain
and with the financial means of the United States. French desires over
Germany would be kept in line, Germany would be granted loans so that she
could recover her bankrupt economy and could start to pay reparations.”*’The
entrance of American credit into the European market and the recovery of
German economy would help flourishing of world trade and British economy,
too.”!

The conference terminated without any concrete results, revealing that
participants had divergent ideas on international order and Britain was not in
the position to convince the rest to her line. The Soviet diplomats on the other
hand used the conference more like an international platform where they
introduced the principles of the Soviet power to world, than a place to come to
terms with the major powers. It was especially so because those powers were
insistent about the full reimbursement of pre-Soviet debts, something
unacceptable for the Soviets.

Soviet diplomats gave pacifist messages, stressing the necessity of
disarmament. This was an indirect appeal to start talks with Germany parallel

222
to the conference.

They also expected that throughout Europe these
messages would bring about sympathy within the liberal circles and
disassociate them from the aggressive wing of the ruling classes in terms of

attitude towards the Soviet Russia. The rest of the task that was fulfilled by

220 Kurug, Mustafa Kemal Doneminde Ekonomi, 37.

221 Jacobson, When the Soviet Union Entered World Politics, 84.
2 The advocacy of a general reduction of armaments, the insistence on equality between
victors and vanquished, and the bare hint of "necessary amendments" to the Versailles treaty,
were designed to fall on the grateful ears of the German delegation and to remind it where the
true friends of Germany were to be found.” Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3,
373.
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Soviet diplomats in the conference was to establish as many contacts as
possible with the delegates of individual countries, especially for developing
trade links.**

For the Soviet delegation, the conference apart from turning into a
platform of promoting the Soviet government gave a very valuable fruit.
Rapallo was the climax point of the success of Soviet strategy of making use of
the contradictions among capitalist countries. It marked for Germany the first
independent foreign policy decision without the control of the allied powers.
For the Soviets on the other hand, it was a success in the sense that it repealed
the provisions of the Brest-Litovsk. Rapallo, as a subtle modifier of Genoa,
also had a similiar effect of the British bilateral treaty in terms of utilization the
disagreement in the German ruling class.***

Incompatibility between the Soviet foreign policy strategy of the first
years and Komintern centered revolutionary activities was felt most strikingly
in the case of Germany. Until the defeat of workers’ uprising in October 1923
in Germany, the oscillation between two different policies, attempts to deepen
relations with German government and to give ideological, financial and
military support to the German communists and revolutionary working class
movement continued. Only after the abortive insurrection of 1923, “It made
evident even to the most optimistic of the Bolsheviks, that the prospects for
successful proletarian insurrections in Europe were highly unfavorable.”**

The honeymoon of Soviet-German relations lasted for about two years,
1922-23. Then with the crisis occurred when French occupation of German

territory, a new strategy for the reinclusion of Germany in the great powers

system began to get matured, the process of divergence between the Soviets

23 Jacobson, When the Soviet Union Entered World Politics, 84.

¥ "The project mooted by the western allies at the end of 1921 for an international consortium
to develop and exploit Russian resources divided German economic interests into two factions
— the interests centring mainly but not exclusively round light industry, which had close
commercial and financial links with the west, and the heavy industrial interests which were
primarily dependent on eastern connexions and markets." Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution
1917-1923. Vol. 3, 368.

225 Jacobson, When the Soviet Union Entered World Politics, 133.
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and Germany as well. Yet, throughout the 1920s relatively stable and normal
relations could be maintained, partly thanks to the striking contribution of
diplomacy. The Soviet government sent one of most masterful party leaders,
Krestinskij to Berlin as the Soviet diplomatic representative in October
1921.7° After Rapollo, he became Soviet ambassador in Berlin and stayed in
that post until 1930. Nikolaj Nikolaevich Krestinskij was former member of
Politburo and organizational bureau of the party. He was at the same time
finance commissar of the Soviet government.227 On the other hand, German
ambassador Brockdorff-Rantzau to Moscow from September 1922 to 1928
became very good friend of Chicherin, with their cordial manner and common

fields of interests.”*"

2.3.4 The beginning of the end: Locarno and after

In January 1923, Belgian and French troops invaded the Ruhr region, rich
with its coal mines. The aim of the invasion was to take by force what was not
given by the indebted Germany. The invasion was followed by ultra-inflation,
complete depreciation of the Mark and bankruptcy of German economy.
While the German capitalist class was abstaining from sharing the burden with
the rest of the society, the political power vacuum was rising accompanying the
economic crisis. Under these circumstances huge workers demonstrations and
strikes took place in summer 1923, revitalizing the hope among several
bolshevik leaders for German revolution.

In the autumn of 1923, the German crisis reached an alarming level both
for the German ruling class and for international capitalism. France, not having
achieved an expected result from the invasion of Ruhr had to set back and
support the new right wing government in Germany against a renewed

revolutionary attempt of the German working class. The American fund was

226 O’Connor, Diplomacy and Revolution, 7T8.

27 “Spravochnik Po Istorii Kommunisticheskoy Partii I Sovetskogo Soyuza 1898 - 1991,” n.d.,
http://www.knowbysight.info/index.asp.

22 O’Connor, Diplomacy and Revolution, 94.
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the only exit that was foreseen inside and outside Germany. The Dawes Plan
meant a harsh intervention to the German economy, in a sense it was a kind of
American Dityun-u Umumiye in Berlin.**’

The Dawes Plan was followed by Locarno negotiations (5-16 October).
This process was in a sense the political complement of the Dawes. With
Locarno, “capitalist powers of Europe and America stabilized their relations
with each other with a series of agreements on military security,
intergovernmental indebtedness, international trade, and transnational inter-
industrial relations that did not include the USSR.”**° Germany again became
the political addressee in the international arena, and her demands for territorial
revision were partially accepted. After Versailles, it was for the first time
European powers together with Germany could agree upon a series of
decisions that would mark an important turning point in terms of the
emergence of a new balance of powers.

The repercussions of Locarno in the Soviet Union were undoubtedly
negative. The Bolsheviks were uneasy against the reconciliation of the
capitalist powers, which seemed to undermine their strategy. Furthermore, they
felt less secure than before due to the possibility of the emergence of hostile
coalitions at Soviet borders.*'

The victors of the First World War changed the strategy after the futile
Ruhr invasion and headed to financial exploitation. While Locarno allegedly
resolved the problems of post-war settlement, what it actually did was to start
the formation of a front of western capitalist countries against USSR to

surmount their own contradictions. As to the Soviets, the time was ripe for the

** The Public Debt Administration. (Kurug, Mustafa Kemal Dénemi Tiirkiye Ekonomisi, 40.)

230 Jacobson, When the Soviet Union Entered World Politics, 8.

#1<“In the late autumn of 1923, at the suggestion of the American President, a committee was
set up to examine the reparations question; it was presided over by General Dawes, and met
first on 7 December 1923. Its report, which recommended a sliding scale of reparation
payments based on the earnings of the German economy, was accepted by the SPD and the
German unions. The Komintern launched a large-scale campaign against the Dawes report,
treating it as a further move towards rapprochement between Germany and the West, and
consequently as inimical to Russia.” The Communist International, 1919-1943 Vol. 2 (1923-
28), 113, 114.
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preparation for political and military confrontation with imperialism and the
communist parties had to gather strength, revive their links with the trade
unions and endeavour to show the achievement of the Russian working class.

In spite of the analysis of capitalist stabilization in the West, there was no
revision anticipated in foreign policy. The basis of the foreign policy would
continue to be “peace” and the prevention of an imperialist war. This indicated
the continuation of peaceful coexistence policy as far as possible. The Soviet
Union was still not willing to enter the League of Nations since it continued to
be “an organisation for covering up the preparations for war”. The efforts to
develop trade links and to deepen the relations with the defeated and
humiliated countries of the War would be preserved.

This attitude also indicated that in spite of the steps taken back to
reintegrate Germany to the league of big capitalist powers, the Soviets would
preserve the policy of rapprochement with this country. Finally, the Soviets
also would keep supporting the liberation movements of colonial and
dependent countries, although the country did not have the strength to help
substantially to deepen the growing crisis in the East, contrary to the

accusations made by Britain.

2.4 The essence of Soviet eastern policy: Revolution or security?

For many historians, a shift in Soviet foreign policy towards the East
from the West in terms of expectations for revolutions took place in 1920. It
was due to the failures of the several revolutionary attempts in Germany, the
collapse of Hungarian Soviet Republic led by Bela Kun, and finally the illfated
Red Army march toward Warsaw. Accordingly, the Soviet leaders decided to
deal a drastic blow to imperialist countries by tremendously increasing their
support to national movements in the colonies and accelerating the
revolutionary current in the East. This latter argument is not wrong. Yet, the
formulation of the eastern policy never corresponded to a shift in orientation of
Soviet foreign affairs. While European revolution seemed to “retard”, the
developments in the East inevitably triggered a series of debates concentrated

on a revolutionary strategy among the communist circles. Yet, Soviet foreign
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policy continued to develop towards western orientation and the eastern policy
was shaped as the complement of the policy towards West, which is the
“peaceful coexistence”.

After the revolution, the Bolshevik call for immediate and non-
annexationist peace, revealing of all the secret agreements signed by the Tsar
and the provisional government with the other imperialist states. Then came
the declaration for the right of self-determination. All these developments were
met in the eastern world with excitement and as a herald of change. The young
Soviet government openly declared its position against imperialist states not
with the discourse of a big power giving its message to its rivals in power
politics, but as the representative of the oppressed and exploited people. From
the beginning this strong voice that called the oppressed people of the East to
struggle for independence and equality was felt by British imperialism as a
systemic challenge. Britain, considered by Soviet foreign affairs as the most
dangerous enemy of the Soviets, was the null subject that served as the major
determinant of Eastern policy of the Bolsheviks. Therefore, the Eastern policy
of the Bolsheviks was developed in a complicated process and it was not
isolated from the European politics.

Lenin’s analysis on imperialism had indicated the vitality of the colonies
for the western powers. He observed the successive constitutional revolutions
in Iran, Turkey, China following the 1905 Revolution in Russia. In 1908 an
article by Lenin entitled Explosive Material in World Politics found a new
significance in the revolutionary movements in Persia, Turkey, India and
China: "The conscious European worker now has Asiatic comrades, and the
number of these comrades will grow from hour to hour". A few years later,
when the Chinese revolution had been victorious, Lenin diagnosed more

232

precisely the significance of the re-birth of Asia.”” However these “comrades”

22 Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923 Vol 3, 229.
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were the young bourgeoisie of the East confronting the Western colonial
powers yet.23 }

Accordingly, along with the disillusionment of the Bolsheviks
concerning the European revolution following the Russian revolution, the
Fourth Congress of Komintern in 1922 explained the accelerating resistance in
the colonies and semi-colonial countries by the crisis of the world capitalist
system and its conflict with the nascent indigenous bourgeois class.”* Lenin
also attentively followed the agitation in the colonies against imperialism
during war years. The people of the East tremendously suffered from the
horrors of the war. The years following the war did not bring peace to these
places, on the contrary invasion and massacres continued to be daily issues.
The emergence of Soviet socialism from within the ruins of the war was a fresh
hope and it was encouraging for upheavals against the oppressors.

Therefore for the Bolsheviks the struggle against imperialism in the East
was promising. Yet it took some time for the new Soviet government to
concentrate on Eastern affairs. It was partly because in the year 1918,
expectation of a revolution from Europe, primarily in Germany was at its peak

point and the developments in the East was only in the secondary position.””

3 «“The western bourgeoisie is rotten, and is already confronted by its grave digger— the

proletariat. But in Asia there is still a bourgeoisie capable of standing for a sincere, energetic,
consistent democracy, a worthy comrade of the great teachers and great revolutionaries of the
end of the eighteenth century in France.” Beryl Williams, Lenin (London: Routledge, 2014),
177.

% “The imperialist war of 1914-18 and the prolonged crisis of capitalism which followed it,
particularly in Europe, have weakened the guardianship of the Great Ppowers over the
colonies. On the other hand, these same circumstances have narrowed the economic bases and
spheres of influence of world capitalism and have intensified imperialist rivalries over the
colonies. In that way, the equilibrium of the entire imperialist world system has been disturbed
(the struggle for oil, Anglo-French conflict in Asia Minor, the Japanese-American rivalry over
the domination of the Pasific etc.) It is precisely this weakening of imperialist pressure in the
colonies, together with the increasing rivalry between various imperialist groups, that has
facilitated the development of native capitalism in the colonial and semicolonial countries.”
Kommunisticheskaya Partiya Sovetskogo Soyuza, (RUSSIA) Institut Marksa-Engel’sa-Lenina,
and Béla Kun, Kommunisticheskiy Internacional v Dokumentah, 1919-1932 pod redakciey
Bela Kuna, (Moskva: 1933), 318.

3 Yet, already in 1918 there was someone who strives to draw attention to the East. People’s
Commissar of Nationalities Joseph Stalin wrote an article entitled “Don’t forget the East”, in
Works Vol. 4 (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1952), 171.
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Following the failure of the first attempt to seize power in Germany, in 1919
the battlefield of the counter-revolution for the Bolsheviks seemed to shift from
Europe to the East. It created both a threat to deal with and an opportunity for
cornering the centers of the world capitalist system, primarily Britain, since
dealing a blow to capitalism in the heart of these centers proved to become
harder than before. >*°

According to the calculations of the Bolsheviks, the disengagement of the
colonies and semi-colonies from the hands of the imperialists would mean a
big blow on them. At least the risk in the colonies felt by British government
would limit its elbowroom. Strategically, it was thought that collaboration with
the nationalist bourgeoisie of the colonial or semi-colonial countries that most
of the time conducted the leadership of the liberation movements would result
in close relationship with the Soviets keeping their distance from imperialist
countries and maintaining them as strongholds of the revolutionary front. The
Bolsheviks expected that the Soviet model would be a source of inspiration for
those countries that gained their independence from the imperialist West.
Soviet foreign affairs minister Chicherin kept his commitment very strongly to
this policy.

In the first congress of Komintern, in March 1919, the Eastern question
was still not the topic to focus on. There were only a few Asiatic delegates who

were the members of the People's Commissariat of Nationalities.”’ In one

2% «“The year 1919, though it did little to enhance Soviet military power, saw a great forward

move in Soviet eastern policy. Two new factors had made their appearance. In the first place
the international balance of power had been completely changed by the downfall of the central
powers. The RSFSR had no longer anything to fear from Germany or Turkey; on the other
hand the victorious allies, and especially Great Britain, showed a disposition to divert a part of
the vast resources released by the armistice to the waging of a campaign against Bolshevism.
This meant a shift in the major field of activities from Europe to Asia. Apart from supplies
furnished to ‘white’ Russian armies, British contingents in the Caucasus and in central Asia
made in the first months of 1919 several moves openly directed against Soviet forces. Through
this British action, the Middle East became in 1919 the theatre of an all but declared war
between Great Britain and the RSFSR; the Middle East was, moreover, as events were soon to
show, the most vulnerable point of British power. In these circumstances the RSFSR soon
found itself committed, in default of other means of defense, to a general diplomatic offensive
against Great Britain in Asia.” Edward Hallett Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol.
3,235.

7 1bid., 235.
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section of the Commissariat’s manifesto, after referring to a "series of open
risings and revolutionary unrest in all colonies", it was observed, "the purpose
of Wilson's programme, on the most favourable interpretation, is merely to
change the label of colonial slavery". The manifesto declared, "the liberation of
the colonies is thinkable only in connexion with the liberation of the working
class in the metropolitan countries."***

Obviously, the Soviet formulation of the right for self-determination was
something more than a simple principle. It had a context. It could be as a policy
conducted after the Red Army dealt the first blows to Denikin and Kolchak
troops. The Soviet government had the possibility to take the initiative to
embrace the former subject peoples of the Tsardom. Then, it was thought that
same principle of self-determination could be applied on the other Asiatic
people outside the former Russian territories, which would promote anti-
British sentiments in the continent. Thanks to the self-determination policy, the
Soviet power could explicitly distinguish itself from the Tsarist past vis-a-vis
not only the former subjects of the Tsar but also the neighboring countries that
had suffered from Russian imperialism, like Iran. Secondly and most
importantly, it was designed to fortify the front against Western “perpetrators”,
before all British imperialism.”” It seems clear that the representatives of the
Asian liberation movements approached by the Soviets were also aware of the

meaning attributed to this alliance.**’.

238 Ibid.

% One of the most direct expression of this was made by Bukharin at the Eighth Congress of
the Russian Communist Party realized right after the Komintern conference: If we propound
the solution of the right of self-determination for the colonies, the Hottentots, the Negroes, the
Indians, etc., we lose nothing by it. On the contrary, we gain; for the national gain as a whole
will damage foreign imperialism... The most outright nationalist movement, for example, that
of the Hindus, is only water for our mill, since it contributes to the destruction of British
imperialism.' Ibid., 236.

% An Afghan representative who presided over the Afghan delegation in Moscow for the
launching of diplomatic relations between the two countries compactly defined this strategic
partnership in his statement to Izvestia in May 1919: “I am neither a communist nor a socialist,
but my political programme entails the expulsion of the British from Asia. I am an implacable
foe of the capitalization of Asia by Europe, the principal representatives of which are the
British. In this I approximate to the communists, and in this respect we are natural allies.” Carr,
The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 236.
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With the rise of struggles against imperialism in the colonial and
semicolonial countries and as the communist parties and leftist ideology started
to flourish in these places several Bolsheviks as well as the representatives of
several member parties of the Komintern got the idea that the revolutionary
process that had passed through a set back in Europe could be fortified in the
East and revolutions could be achieved in the underdeveloped countries of
Asia.*"!

The strategy to be followed was the issue of long discussions in the
Komintern. Komintern documents show that in the year 1920 the hot topic in
the conference was struggle in the colonies. Finally, the resolutions on the
eastern question and revolutions in the east resulted in a clear-cut strategy
towards the East neither from Komintern nor from Soviet foreign affairs side.
If we put the debate on revolutionary strategy in the East between Roy and
Lenin that took place in the 1920 Congress, into a context, we reach the
conclusion that revolutions in Asia was never thought by Lenin to be

something that could replace European revolutionary processes.”** In spite of

241 Hekimoglu, Sovyet Dis Politikasinda Ilk Yillar, 59.
2 “The commission had found itself confronted with two sets of theses on the national and
colonial question presented respectively by Lenin and by Roy. The general theme of the
liberation of the oppressed peoples through a world-wide proletarian revolution was common
to both. But two minor differences and one major difference appeared between them. First,
Roy described the economic order prevailing in colonial and semi-colonial territories as "pre-
capitalist". The majority of the commission preferred to describe it as "dominated by
capitalistic imperialism" ; and this amendment to Roy's theses was readily adopted.” Secondly,
Roy developed the familiar thesis that the bourgeoisie in capitalist countries was able to stave
off the proletarian revolution only by subsidizing the workers out of the proceeds of colonial
exploitation, and carried the argument to the point of asserting that revolution in Europe was
impossible until the Asiatic countries had thrown off the yoke of European imperialism. This
seemed to the majority of the commission to put an unfair emphasis on the revolution in Asia,
but called only for some tactful readjustments of phrase to bring Roy's theses into substantial
agreement with those of Lenin....What therefore was needed was "a close alliance of all
national and colonial movements of liberation with Soviet Russia". It was an open question
whether the movements with which this alliance would be struck would be proletarian-
communist or bourgeois-democratic. This must be decided by the degree of development of the
country concerned. In backward countries communists must be prepared to assist "a bourgeois-
democratic movement of liberation", and especially to support the peasantry against the large
landowner and "against all manifestations and relics of feudalism". But, where this was
necessary, there must be no ideological confusion: The Communist International must march
in temporary alliance with the bourgeois democracy of the colonies and backward countries,
but must not fuse with it and must preserve absolutely the independence of the communist
movement even in its most rudimentary form.” Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923.
Vol. 3,254.
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the crucial place of the East in Soviet policies, the Bolshevik leadership still
saw the centre of the world revolution in Europe. That is why they never

approached sympathetically to the idea of an ‘“eastern international” or

243

“Muslim international”, as was envisaged by Galiev.”” They were reluctant to

risk a cleavage inside the liberation movements. This cleavage might lead to
strengthening the reactionary forces of these countries that were supported by
imperialism. Moreover, they did not consider that the communists and
socialists of these countries had the power to transform their countries even
with the Soviet support.

The appeal to the Asian masses for the Baku Congress of the Peoples of

the East sponsored by the Komintern was inclusivity as much as possible: ***

Though delegates from other parts of Asia were also invited, the
focus of the Baku Congress was the Near East, both the
territories within the former Tsarist Russia and neighboring
countries. The main objective was stated as creating an
organizational base of envisaged alliance between the Western
proletariat, Soviet Russia and nationalist movements of the
East.”*

For that objective, the participants of the Congress that was held
in September 1 to September 8 of 1920 were from a large
spectrum of political persuasions. From Turkey, other than the

* Mir Said Sultan Galiev participated in the Orgbureau of the Baku Congress, together with

Ansatas Mikoyan and Neriman Nermanov who were experienced in the Eastern question, to
assist Ordjhonikidze and Zinoviev as the primary organizers of the Congress. Roy, in his
memoirs, tells about his objection to the idea of convening a Muslim congress while narrating
Radek’s ardour about it just to make Curzon lose his sleep even if it gives no result. Indeed,
Biilent maintains that the Soviets’ particular expectation about the Baku Congress was to use it
against the British as a trump. (Gokay and Yalgin, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda
Tiirkiye, 134)

* <In July 1920, the Executive Committee of the Communist International issued an appeal in
the name of the European and American workers to the ‘enslaved peoples of Persia, Armenia
and Turkey,’ inviting them to a congress in Baku to be held in September of the same year for
the purpose of discussing ‘together with you the question of how the forces of the European
proletariat can be united with your forces for the struggle against the common enemy.”” Eudin
and North, Soviet Russia and the East, 79.

31273 of 1891 participants were said to be communists. The Turks were represented by 235
delegates, followed by 192 Persians, 157 Armenians and 100 Georgians. The main aim of the
Congress was to announce the creation of an anti-imperialist platform among the Asian
peoples. The need to support national emancipation struggles was reiterated many times.
Gokay and Yalgin, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye.
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representative from Ankara government, Enver Pasha who was
known as the major person responsible for the disastrous
situation of Turkey contributed to the Congress not in person but
by delivering a speech which was read through protests.**°

A year later, in 1921 during the Fourth Congress of Komintern, the
atmosphere had somehow changed. The “colonial and national question” of the
previous congress was turned into the “eastern question” and was far from
being the center of interest. On the face of the new situation in Europe, as the
Komintern leaders openly asserted, since revolutionary breakthroughs were
retarded, Komintern should contemplate a new strategy and a policy of alliance
with the other leftist and working class forces of Europe. Moreover, the newly
concluded trade agreement with Britain; friendship agreements with Persia and
Turkey required implicit or explicit decrease in the dosage of revolutionary
propaganda towards the East.**’ Roy, who had challenged Lenin in the Third
Congress concerning the Eurocentric revolutionary approach, now protested
this attitude of neglecting the East as "pure opportunism".***

Soviet Russia officially abandoned “destabilizing” actions in neighbor
countries and anti-British propaganda. One of manifestations of this policy

shift was the cancellation of the project “Social Science University for Eastern

Workers”. Additionally, the council of propaganda and action established in

% While Enver declared in his speech his regret of having been "compelled to fight on the side

of German imperialism", a resolution was presented on behalf of the presidium stressing, in
return, that "those leaders of the movement who in the past led the Turkish peasants and
workers to the slaughter in the interests of an imperialist group" (which might be taken as a
censure of Enver), and summoned such leaders to redeem their past errors by action in the
service of the working population (which left the door open to his further employment in the
future)." John Riddell and J. Aves, “To See the Dawn: Baku, 1920 - First Congress of the
Peoples of the East,” The Slavonic and East European Review. 74, no. 2 (1996), 335.

*Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 386.

¥ According to Carr,“Revolution among the peoples of Asia, it seemed clear, had never been
regarded by Komintern as an end in itself. The third congress damped down its ardour and
placed it in leading-strings.” Ibid, 389. From a more schematic view point Kemper asserts that,
by 1921, the nonaggression agreements with Turkey and Iran and the trade agreement with
Britain mean a shift from “ideology to diplomacy”. Michael Kemper, “Red Orientalism:
Mikhail Pavlovich and Marxist Oriental Studies in Early Soviet Russia,” Die Welt Des Islams
50, no. 3/4 (January 1, 2010): 455.
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the Baku Congress of Eastern Peoples was abolished; its publication was
halted. This congress was never repeated.**

The conduct of Moscow was to support neutralist-nationalist and
modernizing regimes without anticipating -and consequently encouraging-
successive revolutions following the insurrections against the West. The
important aspect of the new period was the overlap between Soviet foreign
relations and policies to spread the revolution. Treaties were signed with the
adolescent regimes of Persia, Afghanistan, and Turkey both guaranteeing self-
determination addressed by Narkomindel and renouncing revolutionary activity
related to Komintern.*

Instead of drawing clear lines of demarcation between the so called
“ideology” (or revolutionary policy as it was meant by Kemper) and diplomacy
before and after 1921, it is more reasonable to concentrate on the hesitations of
Soviet policy makers and unstable eastern policies of the Soviets from the very
beginning. The hesitations of Soviet foreign policy makers in practice were not
baseless. The policy of transient collaborations with the national bourgeoisies
in the East, whereever they came to the fore as the leading forces of liberation
movements, was not free from contradictions. It was a collaboration that was
assumed to be temporary, since once the bourgeois democratic transformation
of the country was to be realized the communists of the country would confront
the bourgeoisie that once had been an associate, for transcending the bourgeois
democratic level. This temporary character of the collaboration was also well-
known by the national bourgeoisies under question. The Kemalist leadership

was the best example of this awareness, which crushed the weak communist

** Ibid.
% “The twelve-month, period from the declaration of the Gilan Soviet Republicin May 1920
to the withdrawal of Roy from Tashkent and the disbandment of the Komintern's Central Asian
Bureau in May 1921 was the moment of international socialist revolution in Central and
southwest Asia. There-after the expectation that the October Revolution might be continued in
these areas was decreasingly present as a factor either in Soviet foreign relations or in
Komintern affairs, and insurrection ceased to be the pri-mary means of "anti-imperialist
struggle" in the Middle East... In Asia as in Europe the price of normal and stable political and
economic relations, was the promise to halt revolutionary activities.” Jacobson, When the
Soviet Union Entered World Politics, 116.
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forces in the country from the very beginning. The anti-communist sentiments
were determining force not only in Turkey but also in other countries of the
Southern zone of the Soviets.

Therefore, relations with these countries where nationalism was
increasingly distinguished as a powerful ideology that influenced large masses
against imperialist policies of Britain could not be unfaltering and stable.
Afghanistan, Iran and Turkey were three places that were referred as semi-
colonies and constituted a crucial place in the Soviet’s anti-British policy.

Carr’s exemplification of Soviet policy oscillations through the case of
Iran is striking. It denotes two important facts. First, Soviet Russia at the time
was still a weak and vulnerable power, which limited its foreign policy moves;
second, Soviet Russia had to take each and every step in the East, calculating
the reflections to its relations with the Western capitalist world. The Red Army
provoked by the Whites towards cross-border operations lead to encounters
with regional revolutionary elements complicating the line of modus
vivendi.”!

It is not difficult to see the parallelism with the situation in Turkey. When
the Soviets decided to establish a close relation with the nationalist movement

in Turkey, it encountered multiple political actors’. Engagement with each of

*'In May 1920, when Soviet troops repelled British remaining forces in northern Persia at a

confrontation when the Soviets wanted to seize the ships of White Army in the Caspian it
meant a blow on the British prestige and turned the recently signed Anglo-Persian treaty
obsolete before it was ratified. Meanwhile, just before the Red Army’s military action in the
Caspian, an accord was concluded between Kuchik Khan -virtually independent ruler of Gilan
with nationalist and revolutionary persuasion- and Soviet representatives that resulted in
declaration of Gilan Soviet Republic. Inspite of the protests of Persian government to the
Soviet action in Gilan it eventually negotiations for a nonaggression treaty with the Soviets.
This could have evolved into a Soviet move towards Tehran but “its current preoccupations in
Europe the problem of “divided counsels hindered it. “Was it to uphold the authority of
Kuchik Khan, who was no communist, but might be used against the British or against a
hostile Persian Government? Was it to encourage the small Persian Communist Party which
held its first congress at Enzeli in July 1920, and proclaimed a struggle against British
imperialism, against the Shah's government, and against all who support them? Or was it to
who the Persian Government, which was equally resentful of support given to separatist and to
communist movements, in the hope of making Soviet influence paramount in Teheran. All
these courses had their supporters, but they were incompatible with one another, and the choice
had to be made. /n Persia, as throughout the Middle East, the summer and autumn of 1920
were a period of hesitation in Soviet policy.” My emphases. Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution
1917-1923. Vol. 3, 244.
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them would mean a different direction in the policy towards Turkey. It is
possible to argue that neither the conditions of Turkey, nor the balances of
power between the Soviets and the West was suitable to put the most desirable
program into effect. This complicated situation caused a hesitant policy of the
Soviets until almost around the process toward the Lausanne Conference.

The Soviet’s envision of a temporary alliance with the Eastern bourgeois
forces depended on the still vivid expectation of imminent revolutions in the
West. However, after 1921, when the fact that revolution in Europe had been
deferred became no longer an idea of a few Bolsheviks but turned into a more
general feeling in the Bolshevik ranks, the answer given to the question what
would be the new horizon of the relations with Eastern bourgeois forces
remained ambiguous for some time. Still, it seems clear that a policy that
supported strong national states, in Asia in general, in the Near East in
particular, prevailed after 1921 for Soviet foreign affairs. It was partly because
the limitations of revolutionary national struggle led by the national
bourgeoisie became crystallized. It entailed a different perspective towards the
relations with those countries. It was also a complement of the New Foreign
Policy of the Soviets in Europe.”

On the other hand, it had a strong strategic aspect, providing a base for
alliance with the newly emerged independent states in Asia, since Britain
insisted on not recognizing this new reality in the continent. A definite support
given to “national bourgeoisies” were to be theorized by Chicherin himself.

This support was explained through a theory of “gradualism.”*”’

#2The forces which led in internal affairs to the New Economic Policy and in European
affairs to the Anglo-Soviet trade agreement culminated almost simultaneously in a series of
agreements with eastern countries — with Persia on February 26, 1921, with Afghanistan on
February 28, and with Turkey on March 16. It was a further stage in the process by which
relations between Moscow and the outside world were placed predominantly on a
governmental basis.” Ibid, 290.

3 politikus (a nickname of Chicherin), “My i Vostok”, Kommunisticheskaya Revoliutsiya No.
13-14 (52-53) (15 July-1 August 1923), 23-28. This gradualism had important repercussions in
the considerations of Soviet foreign affairs towards Turkey. These repercussions will be
discussed in the next chapter.
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Yet the new orientation of the Soviets that finally became decisive after a
long time of oscillation between 1919-1921 did not terminate the debate in
Komintern. The Komintern’s nature and dynamics were different. It did not
overlap a hundred percent with the Soviet foreign affairs. The Soviets needed
time in order to harmonize the two structures. Therefore, the contradiction, so
evident at the Second Congress, between Roy’s emphasis on class conflict and
Lenin’s concept of tactical co-operation with nationalist bourgeois elements
had not yet been resolved.*”

The same distinction came up once again in the Fourth Congress in 1922.
Roy, putting the Turkish case in center and predicting prospective
developments in China pointed out the importance of supporting the leadership
of a political party representing the workers and peasants on the national
struggle since the contemporary events showed that national bourgeoisies had
been leaving it for the sake of reconciling with the imperialist powers. While
other delegates who also cited the ongoing Turkish experiment challenged this
argument, the strategic discussion on alliances seemed to be ignored by both

the Soviet and the Turkish delegates to which the discussion was addressed but

who anticipated the practical sides of collaboration.*”

2% Eudin and North, Soviet Russia and the East, 151.

3 "Roy speaking from the standpoint of Hindu India and reverting to his argument at the
second congress, thought that the policy of collaboration with bourgeois nationalism had gone
too far. The leadership of the ‘anti-imperialist front’ could not be left in the hands of the ‘timid
and wavering bourgeoisie’... On the opposite side of the argument, Malaka, the Indonesian
delegate, thought that collaboration had not been carried far enough. ... harm had been done by
the denunciation of pan-Islamism at the second congress of Comintern". Both sides gave
Turkey as a positive example of their argument: The Indonesian delegate covered his case by
saying "In Muslim countries the national movement at first finds its ideology in the religious-
political watchwords of panlslamism... as the growth of national liberation movements
extends, the religious-political watchwords of panlslamism are replaced more and more by
concrete political demands. The struggle recently carried on in Turkey for the separation of the
secular power from the Khalifate confirms this." From a different point of view, the Indian
delegate asserted that "In colonial countries with an enslaved native peasant population the
national struggle for liberation will either be conducted by the whole population together, as
for example in Turkey, and in this case the struggle of the enslaved peasantry against the
landowners begins inevitably after victory in the struggle for liberation; or else the feudal
landowners are in alliance with the imperialist robbers..." Carr points out that Zinoviev and
Radek did not join the discussion and the impatient of these refinements, brought back the
issue nearer home by calling for " an anti-imperialist front Turkish delegate "impatient of these
refinements, brought back the issue nearer home by calling for ‘an anti-imperialist front’".
Carr, 81-83.
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Roy’s appeal to support the forces that continue and radicalize the
national revolutions in the East that were to be sold out by the bourgeoisie did
not have a sound reflection in the Soviet foreign policy. The Eastern policy of
the Soviets was flexible from the beginning and open to modifications pursuant
to the political developments. But in the year 1922, Soviet foreign policy
makers were decisive on the fact that as long as the contradictions and conflicts
between the imperialists and the national bourgeoisies of the East existed, the
Soviets would support the latter, striving to prevent a rapprochement between
the two.

The Eastern policy was considered successful in reaching its goals in
spite of its setbacks. The prevalent Soviet prestige among the Eastern masses
all around the continent, direct and indirect military successes of the Soviets
against Britain, as in the examples of expulsion of British troops from Enzeli or
Resht in Persia; preventing the “routing of Kemal’s Turkey” and contributing
its victory over Greece hindering the turning of the Dashnak Armenia and
Menshevik Georgia into simple instruments against the Soviets were all
influential in forcing Britain to a peaceful policy towards the Soviets.

The threat in the colonies to be infected by the ‘germ’ of the revolution
brought the consideration by British foreign policy makers that an armed
conflict with the Soviets in the East was doomed to failure. The strategy that
envisaged the alliance of European proletariat, Soviet Russia and the
“oppressed people of the East” gave an invaluable fruit, pushing the Brits one
step backward, even if not achieving the complete defeat of imperialist
machinery of exploitation.>*®

To conclude this chapter, the People’s Commissariat of Foreign Affairs,
Narkomindel, was born concurrently with the emergence of the necessity to
defend the young Soviet state. This necessity shaped its structure and policies.
The theoretical basis of the Soviet foreign policy, namely Marxism and

Leninism, informed the Soviet foreign policy makers of the irreconcilability of

*® The success of Soviets Eastern policy was summarized by Pavlovich in an article entitled

“The Meeting of the Road: Russia and Great Britain in the East” in Soviet Russia and the East,
1920-1927, eds., Eudin and North, 159.
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the antagonism between the Soviet state and the capitalist states of the world,
therefore of the ephemerality of coexistence. Soviet foreign affairs oriented
towards prolong the period of coexistence of the Soviets and capitalist world as
much as possible. For that cause various strategies and tactics were enhanced.
To develop the legitimacy and recognition and to fight against the threat of
isolation of the Soviet state, Narkomindel necessitated a proactive attitude, a
strong diplomacy composed of capable diplomats, capable especially on
making friends and contacts among the ruling circles of the capitalist countries
where they were in charge.

To the end of 1921, and fullflegedly in 1921, the proclamation of the
New Economic Policy was accompanied by a new diplomatic offensive. The
‘boss’ of this offensive was exclusively chosen by Lenin: a person, who, he
thought, fit the requirements of the new era best. Examining the Tsarist foreign
policies for a long time in Tsarist foreign affairs archive, writing a lengthy
work on famous Tsarist foreign affairs minister Gorchakov, he learnt about
establishing cordial and friendly relations with other states, regardless of their
system of government.257 He modified this to the Soviet conditions and built a
policy that would ensure the existence of the Soviet state in a hostile world.

Soviet foreign policy, which had utmost importance throughout the
1920s as the backbone of Soviet very existence, did not abandon its Euro-
centric approach vis-a-vis the failure of European wide revolution. Eastern
policy was not developed as an alternative to European centred policy, but as a
complementary to that. Turkey, if we say over the venerable cliché, as a bridge
between the East and the West, occupied in Soviet foreign policy a very

striking place, which will be discussed in the next two chapters.

27 O’Connor, Diplomacy and Revolution.
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CHAPTER 3

A PAINFUL EXPERIENCE OF FAMILIARIZATION:
ESTABLISHMENT OF SOVIET POLICY TOWARDS TURKEY

3.1 On the Political Situation: Why the Bolsheviks and Turkish
Nationalists lured to each?

The end of the First World War with the victory of the Entente over the
Central Powers to the end of 1918 exposed the Soviets an open risk of
intervention towards the Russian territories. Characterizing the international
situation in the autumn of 1918 Lenin wrote, “We have never been under a
dangerous situation as such. Evidently, there are no more two, mutually
devouring, enervating imperialist vulture groups whose strengths are close to
each other. There remained only one group of victors, composed of British-
French imperialists; it plans to allot the whole world among the capitalists.
They determine their task as overthrow the Soviet power at all costs and
change it with bourgeois power. It now prepares to attack Russia from the
south, for example, through the Dardanelles and the Black Sea.””"®

Lenin’s concerns came true in a few months. With the Mudros Armistice,
the Straits were opened to British and French navies. In the second half of
November 1918, Entente powers started to send arms and troops to the
southern front of the Russian Civil War, namely to the Kuban region and
Ukraine through Black Sea.*”’

The Soviets considered that Entente plans were not limited with this.

Those plans were more comprehensive and amounted to an initiative to

8 Aleksandr Naumovich Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Rossyja i Sopredel'nye Strany Vostoka v Gody
Grazhdanskoy Voyny (Moskva: Nauka, 1964), 78. In November 1918 the straits were opened
to the British and French navies which completely endangered Soviet security. It might be the
highest probable way of transition for the military support to the White Armies.

* Istoriya SSSR s Drevneyshih Vremen do Nashih Dney: v Dvuh Seriyah, v Dvenadsati
Tomah, Tom 7 (Moskva: Nauka, 1966), 453.
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construct a new status quo in the East. According to this perspective, victorious
Britain would strive to consolidate its loosening power in her colonies, enhance
its sphere of influence to the non-Russian territories of former Tsardom and

complete the task of partition of the Near East.*®’

Turkey both as the subject of
imperialist invasion plans and as a possible means of the destruction of Soviet
power due to its geographic location was to find a central place in Soviet
eastern policy.

On the eve of emergence of national liberation movement in Turkey the
Bolsheviks had a preliminary idea about this country. The source of this idea
was first of all, advanced Russian oriental studies that had origins in the
nineteenth century.”®' Secondly Lenin and some other figures of the Social
Democratic movement in Russia had observed and analyzed the “Young Turk”
revolution as a part of series of constitutional revolutions together with 1905
revolution in Russia and 1906 revolution in Iran, 1912 revolution in China and
beginning of Indian nationalism. And finally, direct contact of the Soviet
delegation with the Ottomans in Brest in the first months of 1918 and the
following interactions mainly because of the problems on the Ottoman-Russian
border until the breakup of official relations®, the reports of the Soviet
emissaries who were sent to different parts of Turkey from 1918 onwards,
Russian soldiers who were members of revolutionary military committees and
conducted propaganda in the Turkish territories after the ceasefire™” gave

substantial idea about Turkey.

260 Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Rossiya, 78.

1 On the Russian oriental studies and how its heritage was maintained during the Soviet
times: Michael Kemper, “Red Orientalism: Mikhail Pavlovich and Marxist Oriental Studies in
Early Soviet Russia” Die Welt Des Islams 50, no. 3/4 (January 1, 2010): 435-76. This issue
will be broadly examined in the next chapter.

%62 Mavel Arsenovich Gasratyan and Moiseev Manvel Arsenovich, SSSR i Turtsiya 1917-1979

(Moskva: Nauka, 1981), 15-17.

263 Peringek, Atatiirk’iin Sovyetler’le Goriismeleri, 32.

107



In understanding Soviet policy towards Turkey, the situation in the
region beyond the natural territories of Russia, known as Transcaucasia® or
Southern Caucasia inevitably has an important place. The Unionist Ottoman
government participated in anti-Soviet intervention in Transcaucasia after the
outbreak of the revolution in Russia. Separating Caucasia from the Soviets was
not only a German-Turkish project, but also of the Entente. After the
conclusion of Brest-Litovsk on March 3rd, 1918, the Ottoman army occupied
Kars and Batum with the encouragement of Germany. After the establishment
of official relations and exchange of diplomatic missions, relations were soon
to be halted because of the Ottoman initiatives towards Caucasia. Afterwards,
as the Ottoman army had to ceasefire due to the Mudros Armistice, the Entente
forces filled the vacuum left by them. However, it did not take long that the
Entente decided to withdraw its forces from the region in March 1919.
Therefore, the period examined in this chapter was a period that conventional
war was left behind, however the rivalry between Entente and Soviet Russia
remained and Turkey also made itself apparent in the region. A chaotic unity of
diplomacy and armed conflict dominated the region with the involvement of
the local powers in the game.

As it was stated in the introductory part, Soviet regional policy advanced

265

through the gaps of the British foreign affairs.” In a short time, it became

evident that Britain together with the other Entente powers did not have the
necessary human and material sources to control the whole Near East at the

266

same time.” Withdrawal from Transcaucasia open the way, though reluctantly

to the Soviet influence in the region. In Turkey, apart from the control of

2% Henceforth, this term will be used.

%5 As a matter of fact, it is possible to see the parallelism in this sense between the situation in
the Near East and the situation in Europe. The question of what to do with the other loser of the
World War, Germany became a big problem among the Entente forces and an obstacle in front
of the reestablishment of European order. Soviet foreign affairs knew to make use of it very
well. Soviet policy to play to the contradiction between Germany and rest of the big powers
and the contradictions among the Entente on the subject gave fruitful results. The peak point of
this policy was Rapallo Agreement with Germany in 1922. For details, see previous chapter.

2% Gokay and Yalgin, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye), xiii.
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Istanbul and the Straits, Britain did not directly appear as a military force in the
other parts of the country. Promotion of the Greek forces for the invasion of
Anatolia in a short time revealed to be not the smartest idea vis-a-vis the
strengthening Turkish national movement. Therefore, retrospectively speaking,
it was relatively easier to challenge the British power that appeared with
mediations instead of a direct confrontation with Soviet Russia. Still, its
implicit existence that revealed itself in the support it gave to the enemies of
Turkish national movement and Soviet Russia -Greece; the White Army and
Transcaucasian ~ governments  respectively,  caused  Turkish-Soviet
rapprochement.*®’

Ottoman maneuvers in Transcaucasia until the Mudros Armistice had left
a legacy of suspicion about Turkish intentions in the region. Yet, the Soviets
felt obliged to get into contact with the leadership of the newly emerging
nationalist movement, an actor that perfectly fit the Soviet perspectives in
eastern policy as a representative of the revolting peoples of the East against
the imperialist domination; and that might play the buffer role against
imperialist assaults towards Soviet Russia. Turkish nationalists also felt the
indispensability to associate with Soviet Russia. As an alternative to the
debates on adopting a mandate government, Soviet Russia might provide a way
for exit to political independence. The seizure of political power by the
Bolsheviks was generally received positively in Turkey. The demand for a
non-annexationist peace and revelation of secret agreements of partition by the
Bolshevik government created the hope that Russia left behind its Tsarist

past.268

3.2 The Prelude: First interactions and considerations

During 1919, observing the quest for building a united liberation

267 Ibid.

% Akdes Nimet Kurat, Tiirkiye ve Rusya (Ankara: Kiiltir Bakanligi, 1990), 329. For a
comprehensive study on the reflections in the Ottoman press on the October Revolution see:
Uygur Kocabasoglu and Metin Berge, Bolsevik Ihtildli ve Osmanlilar (Istanbul: Iletisim
Yayinlari, 2006).
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movement in Turkey, Soviet foreign policy makers got into contact with
Turkish statesmen whom they considered the representatives of the newly
emerging movement. Leading members of the Party of Union and Progress,
Enver Pasha, Talat Pasha and Cemal Pasha mainly from abroad with their close
associates inside the country like Halil Pasha were most audacious in
establishing the first contacts with the Bolsheviks. The Bolsheviks might have
considered them the primary party to build an alliance between Soviet Russia
and national movement in Turkey.

There are evidences on the fact that when the Triumvirate of the Union
and Progress was approaching Soviet Russia they had in mind the idea of a
certain Soviet-Turkish-German alliance. Especially Enver Pasha sought for an
alliance against the Entente between these three powers and tried to persuade
his German acquaintances in the army to this purpose. ** Given the
victimization of Turkey and Germany by the victors of the World War, Soviet
desire to keep both countries away from consolidation with Entente powers,
the relations of the Unionists with Germany, their strong anti-British
sentiments and their influence on the Muslim peoples of the East, seemed to
present an appropriate base for such an alliance. However, very difficult
political situation that Germany fell into was curbing this country to enter in
such an alliance and give support to the National Liberation War in Turkey.
Yet, we know that at the beginning, with the initiative of the Unionists, they
did some material aid to Turkey through Russia.”’® Secondly, as the
responsible of the Turkish rout in the World War the Unionists were not likely
to have such a credit from Turkish nationalist circles to be the representatives
of Turkey in such an alliance. Thirdly, German-Soviet relations had a long way
for an open collaboration. Lastly, the Soviets preferred to make use of the
influence of the Unionist leaders, but always kept them in certain distance,

since pan-Islamic claims of Enver Pasha were considered highly detrimental

%% Emel Akal, Milli Miicadelenin Baslangicinda Mustafa Kemal, Ittihat Terakki, ve Bolsevizm

(fstanbul: TUSTAYV, 2002), 80.

% Gokay and Yalgin, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye, 87-88.
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for the Soviet Eastern policy. Therefore, this idea became obsolete in a short
time before it turned into a project.

The first contact of the Unionist leaders with the Soviets took place in
Berlin in September 1919. The meeting was between Bolshevik Karl Radek
who was at that time in prison, Enver and Talat Pashas who fled Turkey and
moved to Germany in November 1918.>”' The meeting could be realized under
the auspices of German authorities as Radek was taken to a private room in the

272 Radek, in that meeting, proposed a

prison where he could receive people.
Soviet-Muslim alliance between Nationalist Turkey and Bolshevik Russia and
offered Enver Pasha to travel to Moscow. German general Kostring had
already arranged his flight. The German support in the realization of Enver-
Radek meetings and organization of Enver’s journey to Moscow was the
evidences of the communication for he German-Unionist-Soviet line. Enver
Pasha could reach Moscow only in August 1920 since the plane he took had to
make a forced landing and he was arrested in Kovno.>”

A process of familiarization had started with these meetings between the
Unionist leader and Soviet Russia, two actors that had their own agendas; yet,
found a common ground to work with. However, the Soviet side was clear
about the limits of that common ground. Pan-Islamism that was advocated by
Enver as the unifying ideology of Eastern peoples was the red line of the
Soviet government. As Chicherin noted it in a letter to Lenin and several other

Bolshevik leaders “towards pan-Islamism we should approach as a hostile

force with which there might be temporary dealing, like with Estonian or

e Akal, Milli Miicadelenin Baslangicinda, 79.
72 Ibid.

*7* Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 247. The arrival of Enver Pasha to
Moscow with two Turkish companions of him and a Russian pilot was reported to Lenin by
Feliks Yedmundovich Dzerzhinskiy, Cheka representative of Council of People’s Commissars
on August 11th 1920. (RGASPI, f. 5, op. 1, d. 995) The story of the extremely adventurous
journey from Berlin to Moscow was told by Enver himself to his uncle Halil Pasha, when they
met in Moscow in Autumn 1920, with a very cold blooded manner. Halil Kut and Taylan
Sorgun, Bitmeyen Savas: Anilarim ve Belgelerle (Istanbul: 7 Giin Yayinlari, 1972), 338.
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Polish bourgeoisie.”*"*

Mustafa Kemal and his close circle had still long way to go before being
recognized by the Bolsheviks as the sole representatives of the national
movement. In the year 1919, it was difficult for the Bolsheviks to distinguish
between Kemalist and Unionist forces, not only because the Unionists
presented themselves as working on behalf of the national movement in
Turkey, but also these groups were intermingled since there were many
officers and politicians in the national movement who were once core cadres of
the Union and Progress; furthermore though the leaders of the movement was
out of the country, a powerful Unionist circle that acted as a political party
preserved its existence during the years of National Liberation War and Enver
was accepted as the leading figure for the future of Turkey for a significant
number of nationalists.*”

From the time the official relations of Soviet Russia with Turkey ceased
to exist after the Armistice of Mudros in October 1918 until the first official
correspondence was realized following the emergence of Ankara government,
about one and a half year, was a period of uncertainty marked by attempts for
forging a link between the two countries. Our knowledge about this period is
limited with some assumptions that are based on several memoirs rather than
concrete archival data.*”

First official declaration of Soviet Russia towards Turkey that addressed

“workers and peasants of Turkey” came in September 1919. Chicherin wrote it

" March 1st, 1920, RGASPL f. 5, op. 1, d. 2054
275 Paul Dumont, “La Fascination du Bolchevisme: Enver Pacha et le Parti des Soviets
Populaires, 1919-1922” Cahiers du Monde Russe et Soviétique 16, no. 2 (1975): 142. The role
of former members of the Party of Union and Progress in the national struggle was
controversial. They conducted their activities in a complicated network of relations. Several of
them who at the beginning seemed to work for Mustafa Kemal later proved to have ulterior
motive by either taking part in the establishment of the Communist Party of Turkey in Baku or
by going along with the plans of Enver and several other prominent Unionists. For a full
account of the role of the Unionists in the National Liberation War, see: Akal, Milli
Miicadelenin Baslangicinda and also see: Erik Jan Zircher and Niizhet Salihoglu, Milli
Miicadelede Ittihatcilik (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 2003).

27 Stefanos Yerasimos, Tiirk-Sovyet lliskileri: Ekim Devriminden “Milli Miicadele”ye
(Istanbul: Boyut Kitaplar, 2000), 101.
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and it was very close in content to the declaration addressing Persian people
published a short time ago. It was not directly expressing the recognition of the
newly emerging leadership of the national movement against the Entente
occupation in the country. Still the timing was not a coincidence. It was the
time when a congress in Sivas was convened in order to unite the
representatives of resisting forces all around the country. Therefore, the

message seemed to be sent directly to the congress:

Your country has always been a military camp. The European
Great Powers, considering you a “sick man” have not only
failed to offer you a cure, but, on the contrary, have intentionally
maintained your condition... The salvation of your country and
of your rights from alien and domestic vultures is in yourself..
You must be the masters of your land... But that is not enough.
A union of the toilers of the world against the world oppressors
is necessary. Therefore, the Russian Workers’ and Peasants’
Government hopes that you, the workers and peasants of
Turkey, in this decisive and momentous hour will stretch out
your fraternal hand to drive out the European vultures by joint
and united effort, to destroy and make impotent those within
your own country who have been in the habit of basing their
own happiness upon your misery.’’

The progress was slow; the respective steps were undecided and
discontinuous. This stemmed from various concerns and considerations for
both sides. Before focusing on the Soviet position, I will summarize the
situation from the point of view of the leadership of emerging national
liberation movement in Turkey.

In Turkey, it was largely considered by the leading commanders and
politicians, Mustafa Kemal being in the first place, Soviet Russia’s support
could provide an exit from the blockade imposed on the country by the Entente
countries. Some historians assume that Mustafa Kemal must have met

Bolshevik emissaries in Istanbul at the beginning of 1919.>”® However, the first

2" Eudin and North, Soviet Russia and the East, 106.

%8 Paul Dumont, “L’axe Moscou-Ankara: Les Relations Turco-Sovietiques de 1919 a 1922”

Cahiers du Monde Russe et Soviétique 18, no. 3 (1977) : 167.
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concrete indication that we know on the emergence of Soviet-Turkish
rapprochement was a meeting between Mustafa Kemal and his entourages with
an unofficial envoy of the Soviets in Havza in summer 1919 during the
preparations for gathering representatives of the resisting forces scattered all
around the country. Hiisamettin (Ertiirk), the last chair of Teskilat-1 Mahsusa,
in his memoirs, told the story of this meeting.””’ He tells that Mustafa Kemal

met with a Bolshevik marshall called Budjonny.**’

In his words, Budjonny
tried to learn about the character of the regime that was planned to be
established after the liberation in Turkey. In a diplomatic answer, Mustafa
Kemal replies that it would be state socialism rather than communism because
of the incompatibility of this system with Turkish cultural and religious
traditions as well as socio-economic structure of the country. We have no other
register about the content of the meeting. However Yerasimos asserts that the
person who met Mustafa Kemal cannot be Budjonny since he was proved to be

somewhere else at that moment.?!

Another possibility, indicated by some
writers is that, a group of communists affiliated to Mustafa Suphi who left
Odessa at the end of May and arrived at a port in the Black Sea region in
Turkey, might have been those Soviet emissaries who met Mustafa Kemal in
Havza. This possibility seems stronger than the previous one since there is a
coincidence of the time of the meeting and the arrival of the communist group

to Black Sea region.”® However, Peringek asserts that this person should be a

" Samih Nafiz Tansu and Hiisameddin Ertiirk, /ki Devrin Perde Arkas: (istanbul: Pnar,
1964), 198. Though the reality of this meeting has been long debated among the historians,
Mehmet Peringek convincingly shows that this meeting took place. Peringek, Atatiirk iin
Sovyetlerle Goriigmeleri, 32-36.

% Semjon Mikhaylovich Budyonny was a high ranking Red Army Commander (in
“Spravochnik Po Historii”).

! From April to June 1919 Budyonny commanded 4th Cavalry Division of the Red Army;
from June to November 1919 he was the head of 1st Cavalry Corpus of the Red Army, Ibid.

2 This group was first moved to Crimea from Moscow, in order to be closer to Turkey for
political activities. When Denikin troops attacked this region at the end of April 1919, they
moved to Odessa. It was in late May that they started their journey to Turkey, being divided
into two groups, one aiming at Istanbul and the other Black Sea region. Gokay and Yalgin,
Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye, 84.
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Soviet citizen and it is highly possible that he was Budu Mdivani, a Soviet
official who worked for long year in Caucasia and was sent to Turkey in
December 1920 as Soviet ambassador.283 What remains, as a fact is that a
meeting between Mustafa Kemal and an unofficial Bolshevik representative
took place in Havza.”® And we already know that Turkish part was keen on a
compromise with the Bolsheviks in order to obtain arms, ammunition and
money, which were very scarce in Anatolia after the armistice. However,
Mustafa Kemal’s telegram after this meeting on the possibility of action for a
Turkish-Soviet alliance was replied by Kazim Karabekir, the commander of
Eastern front®®, on June 17th 1919, in a curbing tone. He warns that they
should be slower and impartial in order to gain time and understand the real
intentions of the Bolsheviks.**

Mustafa Kemal sent a very important letter in February 1920, to Kazim
Karabekir and some other leading figures of the national movement, including

7 in which he

the commanders in national movement and Rauf Bey**
summarized the actual situation of the country. He considered an alliance with
Soviet Russia as indispensable and a common effort in Transcaucasia in order
to eliminate the possibility of a “Caucasian barrier”, is the only way to break
the blockade created by the Entente all around the country except, for now, the
Caucasian front. The Caucasian front is the most suitable front for Turkey, for
an armed resistance against the Entente. If Turkey can make a considerable
contribution to the spread of Bolshevism in Caucasia and can achieve unity in

struggle, Turkey will find the gate open from west to east, from Anatolia,

Syria, Iraq, Iran to Afghanistan and India. Otherwise, the Entente will

8 Peringek, Atatiirk’iin Sovyetlerle Goriismeleri, 36.

8 Yerasimos, Tiirk-Sovyet Iliskileri, 104.

%3 15th corp was the sole Ottoman corp that had not been dissolved at that moment.

286 Yerasimos, Tiirk-Sovyet lliskileri, 105.

7 He was at that time in Istanbul as a deputy of Meclis-i Mebusan.
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annihilate the country.”®® The reply letter of Kazim Karabekir reflected the
same curbing tone. He said the steps towards a convergence with the
Bolsheviks should be taken extremely carefully. He asserts it should turn into
the entrance of the war with Germany with blind eyes. He added the Entente
was already suspicious about a Turkish-Soviet-German alliance. Giving more
pretexts to Entente by taking rapid and positive steps towards the Soviets
would only result in total destruction.**

The cleavage in terms of approaches toward Soviet Russia among the
leaders of the liberation movement was a fact. However it was not as deep as
some writers both from Russian and Turkish sides reflected it. The
exaggeration about this cleavage brings about the impression that while one
fraction of the leadership was inclined to close collaboration with Soviet
Russia because of relative ideological intimacy, the other fraction strongly
opposed this and advocated a rapid reconciliation and integration with the
West. The reality was that leading figures as a whole had reservations and
concerns about the relations with the Bolsheviks. What varied was the degree
of those reservations and concerns. The ideological formation of the leadership
cadres of the liberation movement in Turkey that was developed during the last
few decades of the Ottoman State, aside from some very crucial variations,
generated an essential Western orientation, strong anti-Russian and
consequently anti-bolshevik or anti-communist sentiment which was evident in
almost all prominent political figures of the era. In fact, although Mustafa
Kemal’s development and modernization project overlapped in some respects
with the Soviets’, he prefered to keep the distance for two main reasons. First,
he supposed that under the Soviet assistance to Turkish nationalist movement
and attempts for convergence with Turkey, there lied the traditional motive of
Russian expansionism. Secondly, as he knew, sooner or later, with the victory

of Turkish troops over the Greek army, there will be reconciliation between

%8 Letter of Mustafa Kemal to the Commander of 15th Corp Kazim Karabekir, February 6th,

1920 (Karabekir and Ozerengin, Istiklal Harbimiz 11 (Istanbul: Emre Yayinlari, 2000), 994-
1000).

289 Ibid, 1000-1002.
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Turkey and the West. The French, the Italians and even the British had been
making some amicable gestures towards the nationalist movement from 1920

290
onwards.

For the time of negotiations, that would start when Turkey would
be recognized as a sovereign state, he prefered to highlight his distance from
the Soviets and the side of Turkey as pro-West, in the last instance.

In the case of different approaches between Kazim Karabekir and
Mustafa Kemal in the period from summer 1919 to winter 1920, Mustafa
Kemal thought that no time should be wasted in coming to an understanding
with the Bolsheviks and hoped that trustworthy men could be sent to the other
side of the Caucasus.”’' In contrast, Kazim Karabekir claimed that Bolshevism
should be examined well and relations should be maintained impartiality until
the intentions of the Bolsheviks were understood; meanwhile the way to
negotiate the Entente should be kept open. In summer 1920, especially after the
Sevres Treaty was signed by the Ottoman government, we know that
bolshevisization of Anatolia was mentioned as a serious possibility within the
parliamentary circles and common men in Anatolia. Even Kazim Karabekir for
his part was thinking of modifying Bolshevism to acclimatize it to Anatolia.*”*
On 14th of August, four days after the signing of the Sévres Treaty Mustafa
Kemal publicly emphasized the common aspects of the communitarian spirit of
Islam and Bolshevism. Though, these spectacular statements had nothing to do
with the naive musings of Kazim Karabekir. For Mustafa Kemal the issue was
to give confidence to the Bolsheviks and raise fears among the Great Powers.
He actually saw no place for Bolshevism in Turkey. He saw Russian
expansionism behind Bolshevism. The Soviet Republic was a valuable ally
against “imperialism”; but there was no question of embracing Bolshevism or
facilitating its propagation.”” Therefore the positions of the leaders were

totally depended upon the circumstances.

2% paul Dumont, “L’axe Moscou-Ankara”, 178.

' bid., 168 .
22 1bid., 173.

23 Ibid.
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The reason why the leading cadre of the liberation movement in Anatolia
was hesitant in its steps toward the Soviets should be inquired in other facts
more than the cleavage between the leaders. First of all, until the occupation of
Istanbul by the Entente forces in March 16th, 1920, there was a hope of
reconciliation with the West cemented by the representatives of leading
members of the Entente in Anatolia. With the occupation of Istanbul by
Entente and dissolution of the Meclis-i Mebusan in Istanbul resulted in more or
less clarification in the Soviet-orientation of the leadership of the liberation
movement. Soviet interpretation on this clarification in the words of Lenin was,
“Entente by refusing to give any concessions to Turks pushed the liberation
movement toward the Soviets.”**

The oscillation of the leaders of the national liberation movement
between Western capitalist world and Soviet socialism continued throughout
the 1920s though never felt as strong as in the first phases of the National

295

Liberation War.”> The participation of theAnkara government in the London

Conference (February 1921), negotiations with France and signing an

% From the report of the All-Russia Central Executive Committee and the Council of People’s

Commissars on Foreign and Home Policy, December 1922: Lenin, Collected Works Vol. 31,
489. Ali Fuat in his memoirs confirms in a different way that Russian orientation was an
obligation for the Turkish nationalist movement: “When it was recognized that the Allies, and
especially the English, under the veil of an armistice, wanted to enslave and annihilate the
Turkish nation... it was the USA which appeared most capable of checking English
imperialism.. But America could not see the high position it might hold and in world policy of
the future and returned to its old isolationist policy.. Turkey of necessity turned to Russians,
who had for centuries been an enemy but who were making a pretense of devotion to the
humanitarian principle which they proclaim” Ali Fuat Cebesoy, Sivasi Hatiralar (istanbul:
Vatan Nesriyati, 1957).

*% By the term “oscillation”, I mean the oscillation between the parties to be chosen for a
strategic partnership. Adopting Soviet system had never been a real alternative for none of the
leading members of the Republican cadres in Turkey Mustafa Kemal’s letter to American
General Harbord who happened to be in Anatolia at the time of the congress in Sivas, heading
an investigatory mission, on September 24th is illustrative in this sense. In the letter, he
explained his political distance from the Bolsheviks denying any collusion between the
nationalists and the Bolsheviks. Aiming at reassuring Europeans and Americans, it lay out
arguments that would be repeated many times later on:

“..as for Bolshevism there is no place for this doctrine in our country. Our religion, our
traditions, our social structure are hardly suitable for the implantation of such an ideology.
There are in Turkey neither capitalists, nor are there millions of artisans and workers.
Moreover we do not have an agrarian problem.” (Paul Dumont, “L’axe Moscou-Ankara”, 169)
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agreement with this country (October 20th, 1921) were two moments that
alarmed the Soviet foreign affairs for they were perceived as striking
expressions of the desire of Ankara government for reconciliation.*

It should be added that, Kemalist leadership from the beginning turned
the oscillation into a masterful strategy that would be main premises of the
Republican foreign policy for long years. Mustafa Kemal openly defined this
strategy in a telegram dated back to the very beginning of Turkish-Soviet

interaction.

... notably in the case of increasing Bolshevik influence it will
be convenient to stay impartial and force the Entente countries
to recede, claiming that, otherwise Turkey will be in danger of
Bolshevik invasion.”’

Secondly, the suspicions about the intentions of the Soviets especially on
the question that if they sought to bolshevisize Anatolia was highly influential
on the actions of the leadership of the movement. Actually they only had very
limited idea about the way Soviet foreign policy was conducted in Eastern
countries. They just endeavored to make an inference by following the
developments in the previously Tsarist territories that were overwhelmingly
populated by Turkish Muslim communities. In the telegram quoted above,
Mustafa Kemal refers to the establishment of Soviet regimes in Kazan,
Orenburg and Crimea drawing the conclusion that the Bolsheviks were not
used to repress the population because of local religion and traditions.”*
Therefore Turkey could go along well with the Soviets without being
bolshevisized. However, Turkey was among the countries where the impact of
the October Revolution and consequent popularity of the new regime in Russia

was felt most. The Bolshevik wave in the country, though lacked a substantial

% Both incidents were met by the Bolsheviks with bitterness that was evident in some Soviet

documents I will refer later.

27 From Mustafa Kemal to Kazim Karabekir, June 23th, 1919, Karabekir, Kazim, and Faruk
Ozerengin. Istiklal Harbimiz, 192.

2% Ibid.
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organizational base, was an ideological threat for the newly emerging Kemalist
leadership. This threat led the Kemalists on the one hand to extermination of
the young and weak communist movement and on the other hand continuous
demand from the Soviets for non-interference of internal affairs of the country,
in other words for stopping the support given to the Turkish communists.
Meticulous attention of the Kemalists to limit the material support from the
Soviets with gold, arms and ammunition and to exclude the possibility of
sending Red Army troops was partially related with the reluctance to allow
another foreign country’s troops inside the country, but on the other hand,
without question, it was about the fear of increasing Soviet influence in

Turkey.

3.3 Transcaucasia in 1920

In the year 1920, Transcaucasia became the “field of application” of the
Turkish-Soviet convergence. Paradoxically, it became the field of a cruel cold
war between the two powers, the Ankara government on the one hand,
Moscow, on the other. It was not just a coincidence. After Britain left a power
vacuum unwillingly but deliberately in the regionzgg, everybody who had the
ability to grasp the history of regional dynamics knew that the Soviet Russia
was the number one candidate to fill that vacuum. However, both because the
Entente did not retire from the region completely and continued to give support
to the regional governments; and because in accordance with the strict decision
of abstention from armed conflict due to the general foreign policy line of the
Soviets and due to the necessities of other internal and external fronts of the
Red Army, waited for the conditions to be matured in the region itself for the
Sovietization. Extended uncertainty made the process more complicated and
the Turkish nationalists did have an important part in this complication. In the
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, the Ottoman government managed to take back the

three sancaks commonly known as Elviye-i Seldse, which were ceded to the

*” Rumbold, Horace. Ingiliz Yilltk Raporlar: nda Tiirkive, 1920. Compiled by Ali Satan.
Translated by Burak Ozsoz. Istanbul: Tarih¢i Kitabevi, 2010., 164.
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Tsarist Russia in 1877-78 Ottoman-Russian War. The Entente could not
achieve the elimination of the Turkish control in these cities right after the
Mudros Armistice in November 1918. It could only be with the invasion of

300
Now, these

Batum by the British troops a year later, in November 1919.
cities were included in Misak-1 Milli’" and national forces in Anatolia had the
calculation to take back these places by making use of the power vacuum
mentioned above.

There were two possibilities discussed among the nationalist circles until
Istanbul was occupied by the Allies. One was to support the Bolsheviks in
Caucasia against the plans of Caucasian barrier of the Entente, as Mustafa
Kemal envisaged it. By this way, it would be possible to receive a notable
material aid for the war in Anatolia and to negotiate with the Bolsheviks for
Elviye-i Selase. On the other hand, with the accelerating efforts of Britain, the
nationalists were tried to charm by some ambiguous promises to form an anti-
Soviet front in Transcaucasia. Kazim Karabekir, having long conversations
with Colonel Rawlinson was known to seriously think about this possibility.
This British officer who was appointed as Entente Commander in Eastern
Anatolia and Transcaucasia had the secret political mission to convince the
Turkish nationalist leadership for reconciliation with Britain from 1919
onwards.””” In their last meeting, he meant to promise Izmir and Istanbul in
exchange to halting of the Bolshevik advance in Caucasia by Turkish troops.

This was very charming in theory not only for Kazim Karabekir, but also for

other leaders like Rauf and Fevzi Pasha.”” However, it had no practicability,

300 4 -

Ibid.
" The National Pact.

*?Rawlinson was arrested with the order of Ankara government after the occupation of
Istanbul. He stayed in prison around a year. The book that he gathered his memoirs is useful
for both learning the details of his experience in Turkey and to conceive the way the minds of
British officials perceive the political actors, social dynamics and developments in the region.
Alfred Rawlinson, Adventures in the Near East, 1918-1922. (New York: Dodd, Mead and Co.,
1924).

30 Gokay and Yalgin, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye, 94.
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which became apparent a few months after these promises were given.

When Denikin’s>” troops in the Northern Caucasia, in spite of the efforts
to convey military support through the Black Sea by the Entente states, began
to lose ground against the Red Army in the first months of the 1920s305, British
and French governments contemplated on a Caucasian barrier against Soviet-
Turkish communication for supporting the national movement in Turkey, for
halting the Red Army’s advance toward Southern Caucasia and to hinder the
transition of Turkish nationalists to the region who were suspected to enable
Soviet advance. In fact, for all the British civil and military strategic minds the
Bolshevik control of the region was unavoidable and imminent. Due to
economic and military shortages, after a brief but harsh debate between the
foreign affairs and military officials of Britain, it was decided to support
Menshevik government in Georgia, Dasnak Party in Armenia, and Musavats in
Azerbaijan, instead of sending troops.’”® However, in a short time, it became
apparent that those forces did not have the strength to stop Red Army’s march.
Kazim Karabekir, who was at the beginning open to British proposals,
transmitted by Rawlinson, saw clearly that Entente did not have the military
capacity and political will to form a Caucasian barrier against the Soviets.
Eventually, he decided to take action in favor of Soviet advancement. He
thought the Turkish army should make use of the opportunity to occupy
Elviye-i Selase. As noted above, previously, Mustafa Kemal’s report on the
developments of Caucasia and his idea that the initiative of the Entente to build
a Caucasian barrier between the Soviets and Turkey was direct threat to the
national movement so that Turkish army should take action at the side of the

Red Army was met by figures like Rauf Bey, Karabekir and Fevzi Pasha®®’

% Denikin was the White Army Commander who operated in the Southern Front of Russian

Civil War, namely Northern Caucasia.

** On March 4th, Ordzhonikidze informed Moscow that the resistence of the enemy was
broken in all the fronts. By the end of March, the remnants of Denikin Army escaped to
Menshevik Georgia. (Istorija SSSR, 548)

39 Y erasimos, Tiirk-Sovyet Iliskileri, 113-114.

7 Minister of War in the Istanbul government at that time.
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with suspicion. Rauf Bey, as the president of Meclis-i Mebusan in Istanbul
even advocated to offer common action to the Entente in Caucasia. Kazim
Karabekir was apt to maintaining impartiality and making the Entente convince
that this position of Ankara government was best for the interests of the
Entente. These considerations were compelled to change with the occupation
of Istanbul and consequently the advance of the Red Army through Southern
Caucasia. The popular opposition against the British existence in the country
was radically growing. Actions against Britain in Caucasia had now a definite
popular base. The occupation of Istanbul and the widespread arrests of Turkish
nationalist politicians and soldiers marked a new phase in national movement
since British irreconcilable attitude was overwhelmingly comprehended by
Turkish nationalists.**®

On March 16th the very day of the allied occupation of Istanbul, Mustafa
Kemal wrote to Kazim Karabekir to immediately work for the Bolshevisization
of Batum, of the Three Provinces (Kars, Ardahan and Artvin), of Georgia and
Azerbaijan.’” On 17th, Kazim Karabekir requested Halil Pasha, high-ranking
Ottoman commander and Unionist leader who was at the time present in Baku,
to concentrate all the efforts for facilitate Sovietization of Azerbaijan and to
prevent all anti-Soviet activities realized by other Unionists in the region,
before all Enver Pasha’s brother Nuri Pasha, who was working to organize the
Muslim community in Dagistan against Denikin under the label of Yesil Ordu
(the Green Army).310Nuri Pasha and other unionists were organizing local

people against the White Armies in Caucasia under the label of Yesi/ Ordu.”"!

% After quoting Mustafa Kemal’s previous complimentary words about Britain right after the
Mudros Armistice and saying that I don’t know now how to explain these words because of the
consequent evil role played by this country): The essential point was that the Brits were
unaware of the fact that they propeled a nation to armed struggle for defensing its dignity,
whom they sickened by their unnecessary actions to the extent to cast doubt on the good
feelings that this nation had for Britain for a long time. Rauf Orbay, Cehennem Degirmeni:
Siyasi Hatiralarim Vol. 2, Istanbul: Emre Yayinlari, 1993, 228.

39 Karabekir and Ozerengin, Istiklal Harbimiz Vol 3, 1148.

1%t and Sorgun, Bitmeyen Savas, 322-324; Nuri Pasha and other unionists were organizing
local people against the White Armies in Caucasia under the label of Yesil Ordu (Green Army).
(Karabekir and Ozerengin, Istiklal Harbimiz Vol 3, 1142.) However, though they pretend to act
in collaboration with the Bolsheviks, they had the ultimate goal of annexing this region to
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The role played by the Unionists who were present in Caucasia in the
years 1919-1921 is controversial. They were oscillating between two goals.
One was in accordance with the necessities of the national struggle in Anatolia,
they aimed to obtain Soviet material support in exchange for their service to
the Bolsheviks in Caucasia. On the other hand, though they pretend to act in
collaboration with the Bolsheviks, they had the ultimate goal of annexing this
region to Turkey and realizing an Islamic Unity. This point was made highly
clear by Soviet foreign affairs. The Soviets needed to gain the ability to address
Muslims in the East. In the most general terms, for that purpose they created
distinct organizations and the Ottoman citizens in the territories of former
Russia who stayed there as war captives and the Unionist leaders and officers
who were present in the region since the end of the War were utilized.
However, the Soviets anticipated that the Unionists had a wider program. This
program was pan-Islamist and the Soviets considered it a “hostile force”.
Chicherin urges in his letter to Lenin, Krestinsky312, a senior member of

Politburo and Narimanov’ " dated to March Ist, 1920, that in addressing the

Turkey and realizing an Islamic Unity. Therefore, they were reluctant to support the
Sovietization of the region. This was made clear in comment of Halil Pasha, who was working
like an adviser to the Musavat government in Baku, about Kazim Karabekir’s order, refered
above: “None of us could carry out this order.” ( Kut and Sorgun, Bitmeyen savas, 327) On the
other hand, maybe it was too late to stop Soviet march, it is commonly accepted that Halil
Pasha and other Unionists like Fuat Sabit, Baha Sait, Kii¢iik Talat and so on, played a crucial
role in breaking the local resistance against the Bolsheviks by using their influence in the
region. Yavuz Aslan, Tiirkive Komiinist Firkasi’'min Kurulusu ve Mustafa Suphi: Tiirkiye
Komiinistlerinin Rusya’da Tegskilatlanmasi (1918-1921) (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu
Basimevi, 1997), 81

311 Karabekir and Ozerengin, Istiklal Harbimiz Vol. 3, 1142.

312Krestinskiy Nikolaj Nikolaevich was a senior member of the Politburo of CC of RKP(b), he
was also the member of Organizational Bureau of CC of the party, executive secretary of the
CC of the RKP(b), Commissar of Finance of the RSFSR. (“Spravochnik Po Historii”)

*"* Narimanov Nariman Kerbalay Nadzhaf oglu was the member of Caucasian Revolutionary
Committee, a bureau that was established for the construction of Soviet power in the Northern
Caucasia and he was also member of the Transcaucasian Regional Committee of the Central
Comittee of the RKP(b). Later, after the sovietization of Azerbaijan, he became the head of
Azerbaijan Military-Revolutionary Comittee of RKP(b) and Foreign Affairs Commissar of
Azerbaijan CCR. (“Spravochnik Po Historii”)
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Muslims, the Soviets could never utter phrases like “Bolshevism is the best

friend of Islam.” And he adds:

In our policy, the acts like the agreement of Committee of
Caucasian Regional Comittee of RKP(b) with the Young Turks
in which, according to the information, Regional Committee
gave them support with slogans and efforts in panislamic
character. We cannot expect durable unions with our enemies
and we can only compromise with them through attempts for
such unions in which we would always politically be in the
deceived side and in principle corroborate the reactionary
ideology. Quite simply, we have to weight our each and every
step with greater caution than before, when we have business
with the Muslim World, particulary with panislamism.314

The agreement that Chicherin refers in this letter was the one that was
between the Unionist group led by Baha Sait and the Transcaucasian Regional
Committe of RKP(b). Baha Sait and others were sent to Caucasia by the
Karakol Cemiyetim‘ They established the Turkish Communist Party as a
means to facilitate the relations with the Bolsheviks.’'® Baha Sait in the name
of a representative of the national movement in Turkey achieved to conclude
an agreement with the regional leaders of the Soviets in Baku. The agreement
depends on the Soviet promise to support national struggle in Turkey and the
Unionists promised, in return, to disseminate anti-British and pro-Sovietic

ideas among the Muslim communities and fight against the White Armies in

*“RGASPL f. 5, op. L, d. 2054.

A political society that was secretly established in Istanbul in order to work fort he
independence of Turkey by the members of Union and Progress. The leading figure was Kara
Vasif. This society acted and reflected itself as the leading organization of the national struggle
in Turkey. That’s why not so long after its establisment Kemalist leadership marginalized
through manipulation and coercive methods. Akal, Milli Miicadelenin Baslangicinda.

316 Aslan, Tiirkive Komiinist Firkasi’'min kurulusu ve Mustafa Suphi, 81. This Unionist
“Communist Party” was expelled by Mustafa Suphi when he arrived at Baku after the
Sovietization of Azerbaijan. (Erden Akbulut, Milli Azadlik Savasi Anilari: Affan Hikmet,
Ahmet Cevat Emre, [Kazim Kip], Cemile Selim Nevsirvanova, [Ziynetullah Nevsirvanov]
[istanbul: TUSTAV, Tiirkiye Sosyal Tarih Arastirma Vakfi, 2006], 50)
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Caucasia.”'’ Both Soviet government and Heyet-i Temsiliye, the executive
committee of the national movement in Turkey, reject to approve it. Heyet-i
Temsiliye informed the Regional Comittee of RKP(b) in Baku that Baha Sait
and his entourages did not have the authority to act on behalf of Turkey.318

It is commonly accepted that Halil Pasha and other Unionists like Fuat
Sabit, Baha Sait, Kii¢iik Talat and so on, played a crucial role in breaking the
local resistance against the Bolsheviks by using their influence in the region,
though it is difficult to confirm its extent. However, later, they prefered to
reflect themselves as they were reluctant to support the Sovietization of the
region, like Halil Pasha did in his memoirs. They would later claim that they
were deceived by the Bolsheviks.”"”

On March 29th Mustafa Kemal ordered Kazim Karabekir to advance
Turkish troops to occupy the Elviye-i Seldse and the area between them and the
Aras River.”® This occupation had a dual objective: to take back what was
considered Turkish territory making use of the chaotic situation in the
Caucasia; and to enable the direct contact of the two armies on equal terms. A
month after the Ottoman Parliament dissolved itself in protest, the Grand
National Assembly convened in Ankara on April 23rd 1920. The leader of the
Anatolian resistance now seemed invested with legality. One of the first acts of
Mustafa Kemal was to charge Halil Pasha and Fuad Sabit in Baku to negotiate
with the Soviets. It must be considered the best way to keep Halil Pasha away
from Anatolia. Meanwhile, the Red Army was prevailing in almost every
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fronts of the Civil War.””" It was becoming evident that the Entente was losing

'Y erasimos, Tiirk-Sovyet Iliskileri, 127-129.

3 Aslan, Tiirkiye Komiinist Firkast 'nin Kurulusu ve Mustafa Suphi, 80.
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Ibid., 82.

320 paul Dumont, “L’axe Moscou-Ankara”, 170.

**'In the Northern front the troops of Kolchak and Judenich and the counter-revolutionary
army in Turkestan were exterminated. In the south, Red Army troops defeated Denikin and
entered Azov Sea and Black Sea. The Red Army appeared on the borders of Azerbaijan,
Armenia and Georgia. (Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Rossiya i sopredel'nye strany Vostoka v gody
grazhdanskoy voyny, 103) The final combat would take place in the second half of 1920 in
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the chance to open a front in Caucasia in order to prevent Soviet-Turkish
connection. On April 26th Mustafa Kemal sent a telegram to Kazim Karabekir
as a draft of the first proposal of the Ankara government to Soviet Russia. He
proposed collaboration against the imperialist countries. He proposed a
military operation against the Dashnak Armenian government as a complement
to a possible military action of the Red Army against Georgia. He also offers
Turkish government's contribution for inclusion of the Azerbaijan within the
Bolshevik states. Mustafa Kemal also requested from the Soviets an “advance
payment” of five million gold pounds, ammunition, modern weapons, medical

equipment and food for the Eastern Army.’*

This aid would help “expel the
imperialist forces from the national territory” and ultimately “to conduct a
common struggle against imperialism.” The emphasis was put on a common
anti-imperialist struggle instead of any promise for adopting bolshevik
principles.’” However Mustafa Kemal’s attempt to use Azerbaijan as a
bargaining chip failed since the Red Army entered in Baku on April 27th.***
The proposal of Turkish military action towards Armenia was met with apathy
by the Soviets since the Council of People’s Commissars had promised by a
decree of January 11th 1918 to the Armenians of Turkey the right to self-
determination and independence.’*’

During the year 1920, the Soviet government was in hesitation about the

timing of an intervention to the Transcaucasia. When the Denikin troops were

repulsed from Northern Caucasia the road to Baku was opened in front of the

Caucasia and Ukraine against Vrangel’s troops, Menshevik Georgia and Dasnak Armenia as
well as Poland.

322 Kemal Atatiirk, Atatiirk iin Tamim, Telgraf ve Beyannameleri doc. 288 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Basimevi, 1991).

32 Paul Dumont, “L’axe Moscou-Ankara”, 170.

%% This doesn’t mean that Turkish troops did not play any role in the insurrection in Baku. On
4 May 1920, G. K. Ordzhonikidze and C. M. Kirov, commanders of Red Army in Caucasia,
informed Moscow that Turkish officers and soldiers played a central role in preventing
members of Musavat government fleeing the country. (Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Rossiya, 108)

325 Paul Dumont, “L’axe Moscou-Ankara”, 170.
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Red Army. The Bolsheviks did not encounter any serious resistance. The
Musavat government, which was collaborating with Britain, suffered from not
receiving the necessary support from the Entente. Its popularity among the
population was on the decline. And the Soviets were not deprived on an
organizational base in Azerbaijan, when the Bolshevik presence in the
parliament and the trade unions of the country was concerned. No one could
deny the strategic importance of this city. Besides that importance, Azerbaijan
was the first Muslim country to be sovietized. This fact was opening a
promising horizon in front of the Soviet power in terms of its Eastern policy.
Now, the question was whether to keep on the march in the Transcaucasia. A
letter dated to April 23th from Karakhan **to Ordzhonikidze™ is illustrative
for the considerations of the Soviets. It is understood from the text that
previously the Caucasian Bureau of RKP(b) shared with Moscow its
persuasion that a significant proportion of the Armenian army was ready to
shift to the Soviet side. Karakhan informs that, Stalin was not satisfied with the
evidences to support this persuasion. “The shift of two drays to our side does
not give the guarantee of the transfer of a significant part of the Armenian
troops to our side.”* It was emphasized in the letter that it was not a good
timing for further operation in the Transcaucasia given the continuation of war
in other fronts. The Red Army was still dealing with Wrangel in Ukraine and
the weight was especially given to the war with Poland.’”’ Karakhan insistently
demanded the proper information about the attitude of Armenian soldiers and

people towards Soviets since if there would be further military action the

0 Lev Mikhaylovich Karakhan was the deputy commissar of foreign affairs. He was
responsible of eastern policy of Narkomindel. His Armenian origin caused suspicions among
Turkish nationalist leadership circle. As the irony of fate he became Soviet ambassador in
Ankara in 1934. (“Spravochnik Po Historii”)

27 Georgij Konstantinovich Ordzhonikidze was member of Caucasian Military Revolutionary
Council of the Red Army and the member of the Caucasian Bureau of the Politburo of RKP(b)
(“Spravochnik Po Historii”’) He played a major role in the years in question in the
transformation of Transcausia, therefore he was an influential personality in the Soviet policy
towards Turkey.

RGASPL f. 85, op. 14, d. 29 .

** Ibid.
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regional forces should stand on their own feet and should not ask for
reinforcement.>"

Earning time in Transcaucasia became extremely important for the
Soviets. This impelled the Soviet foreign affairs to reconcile with the
Armenian and Georgian governments. In the Armenian case though Soviets
considered the project of Great Armenia as an unrealistic and dangerous
adventure of Armenian bourgeouisie incited by the imperialist powers, Soviet
foreign affairs was preparing for a peace agreement and believed in the
necessity of “giving bread” to the Armenians. In the report of Caucasian
Regional Committeee of RKP(b) dating back to December 1919, it was
asserted that although during the war the Armenians severely suffered from the
feudal-reppressive Ottoman administration and there was an objectively
revolutionary essence in their struggle for independence it did not justify the
project of the “Great Armenia”. First, as a matter of fact, the huge demographic
movement in Eastern and Northern Anatolia changed radically the composition
of the population to the detriment of the Armenians. “Turkish Armenia”
literaly remained without Armenians. The Armenian chauvinists encouraged
by imperialism tries to drive the Armenian people to a new war which would
be disastrous for both poor Muslims and Armenians. According to the report,
the right for self-determination could not be considered independently from the
historical conditions.”' Although these ideas reflected the general approach of
the Soviet government to the issue, on April 28th, Chicherin wrote Lenin that

they should find a way to make Armenia not disturb them.

As a consequence of previous oppression towards the
Armenians on the one hand, and the existence of powerful
Armenian bourgeoisie on the other hand, the Dashnak influence
has taken root on all the Armenian people. We need to establish
such relations with the Armenians that they do not stand against

330 4.

Ibid.

¥'RGASPL f. 5, op. L, d. 1202.
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us. We will have to give them bread. Question about the
agreement with Armenia will appear soon in such a manner.”>

The Dashnak government was rushing for an agreement with the Soviets
for several reasons. First of all, it wanted to prevent an intervention of Soviet
Russia and guarantee its political power, on the event that neither the United
States nor European powers fulfilled the requests of Armenia in order to resist
against the Soviet power.333 The ongoing tensions in Azerbaijan-Armenian
border regions, in Nahcevan, Nagorno Karabakh and Zangezur P were
worrying the Dashnaks about a possible alliance of Turkish and Soviet forces
against Armenia. They claimed that nothing had changed in terms of the
repression practiced upon the Armenian population in these areas where the
Musavat were replaced by the Bolsheviks. The ongoing activities of the
Turkish Unionists against the Armenians in the region and Soviet venerating

reception of these people were irritating.335

3.4 When the Turkish delegation was in the Soviet Capital: Summer in
Moscow
Chicherin sent a letter to Mustafa Kemal on June 3rd as a reply to his

letter from April 26th. Mustafa Kemal’s letter was the first letter that was sent

* u.G. Barsegov, Genocid Armyan: Otvetstvennost' Turtsii i Objazatel’stva Mirovogo
Soobshhestva Vol. 2 (Moskva: Gardariki Moskva, 2003), 52.

3 AVPREF, f. 148, op. 3, 1, d. 3.

3* After the sovietization of entire Transcaucasia, Nahcevan and Nagorno Karabakh remained
within the territories of Azerbaijan while Zangezur was given to Armenia. After the dissolution
of the Soviet Union Nagorno Karabakh was seized by Armenia in a war with Azerbaijan. Both
sides blames on the Soviet government because of the territorial decisions of 1921, since both
sides claim right on the whole territory in question. To have an idea see: Jamil Hasanly,
“Russian-Turkish Relations between the Sovietization of Azerbaijan and the Sovietization of
Armenia” Online Analytical Input From Azerbaijan Diplomatic Academy 5, no. 6 (March 15,
2012); Tofik Kocharli, Armenian Deception: Historical Information (Baky: M-Dizayn, 2004);
Stanislav Nikolaevich Tarasov, Mify o Karabahskom Konflikte: Sbornik Statej (Moskva:
Knizhnyj mir, 2012); P. Terrence Hopmann and 1. William Zartman eds., “Nagorno Karabakh:
Understanding Conflict 2013” (Johns Hopkins University School for Advanced International
Studies, n.d.).

3 AVPRF, f. 148, op. 3, 1, d. 3.

130



by the Ankara government to Moscow. It mainly expresses the willingness to
start official relations between the countries, to establish collaboration in the
struggle against imperialist forces, proposes an action by the Turkish troops
against the Dashnak government when the Red Army dealt with the Menshevik
government of Georgia and finally asks for military and monetary aid. > The
letter was received by Moscow only in June. Chicherin’s answer was hopeful
in the sense that it recognized all the rights of Turkey for political
independence and promised support to the national struggle. However, the
parts where the right for self-determination in the regions whose populations
were ethnically mixed was reminded was unlikely to delight the Kemalist
leadership.337 Turkish Kurdistan, Turkish Armenia, Turkish Lazistan, Eastern
Thrace were those regions. Chicherin’s proposal included participation in
referendums for self-determination those who migrated or were deported from
their homeland.”® This proposal might be related to the “bread” issue refered
above. These ideas that were considered unacceptable by Kemalist leadership
were before all intended to Anatolian Armenians and were to be the main topic
of tensions for a couple of years between Turkey and the Soviet Russia.
Ankara seemed to prefer to overcome this crisis via diplomacy. Mustafa Kemal
in his reply to Chicherin qualified “the Armenian crimes towards Turks living
in Armenian territories” unacceptable, yet announced that they stopped the
preparations for a military act towards Erivan relying on the Soviet mediation

for territorial disputes.®*’

% Atatiirk, Atatiirk iin Tamim, T elgraf ve Beyannameleri doc. 288.
7 Besides the negative article in the letter concerning the self-determination, Chicherin
recognized the independence of Turkey, Turkish hegemony on the straits, invalidity of
capitulations that had given to Tsarist Russia. British foreign affairs interpretation about these
“favors” was a “parti a quatre” while they were dealing with Krassin, head of Soviet
commercial delegation in London. Bilal N. Simsir, Ingiliz Belgelerinde Atatiirk (1919-1938)
(British Documents on Atatiirk [1919-1938]) (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2000), 168.

38 DVP, 11, 554-555; Aralov asserted that this proposals were dictated to Chicherin by Lenin.
Semjon Ivanovich Aralov, “Po Leninskim Ukazaniyam,” Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn', no. 4
(1960), 18.

3% Kemal Atatiirk, Atatiirk ‘iin Tamim, Telgraf ve Beyannameleri doc. 320.
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Mustafa Kemal’s letter and Chicherin’s reply took place during the time
when Halil Pasha and Fuad Sabit went from Baku to Moscow to transmit
Ankara’s proposals.’*® Cemal Pasha also arrived Moscow from Germany a
couple of weeks after Halil Pasha’s arrival. At that time, most probably, the
Soviet government was not clear about the fraction between the leading cadre
of national liberation movement in Ankara and the Unionist leaders. They
lacked means to check if Halil and Cemal Pasha’s actions corresponded the
directives of Ankara. We know that while Halil Pasha was already in Moscow
for more than ten days, the Soviet leaders in the Politburo meeting took
decisions to obtain information about this person from the Caucasian
Burcau™*' His promises were tempting if only he was a reliable person who
really represented Turkish national movement.

Chicherin summarized his conversation with Halil Pasha and Fuat Sabit,
“who called himself communist”, in a letter on June 16th to Lenin. Chicherin
expressed in his appreciation of the words of the Turks since he thought,
“convergence with the Turkish National Centre would immensely strengthen
our Eastern policy.” For the first time, Chicherin had the opportunity to learn
from the first hand about the situation and the vision of the nationalists in
Turkey: “National center has still not fragmented into parties; the domestic
political program has not been formed yet. At least it will be a republic.” Halil
Pasha and Fuat Sabit explained that there was no real basis for communism,
since Turkish society did not include a capitalist class, or big landowners. The
antagonism was between the peasantry and petit bourgeoisie on the one hand,
and with Western capitalism on the other. “We will have full freedom for
propaganda.” Halil Pasha promised to help the Soviets in Iran against the Shah
and the feudal lords for an agricultural revolution. His agents in Iran would
help the Soviets both in Afghanistan and India. Therefore, the center of gravity
of the Middle Eastern policy of the Soviets would shift to Turkey. For the

% Mustafa Kemal’s letter reached Moscow in June 1920. Halil Pasha was already there since

May.

*'RGASPL f. 1, op. 163, d. 65.
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transportation of the Soviet aid to Turkey the Armenians should be persuaded
to open the railway and the Georgians should also be urged for avoiding the
British to seize the aid sent to Turkey.342 Therefore, the details of the material
support to the national struggle were discussed in this meeting.

While the news about territorial disputes between Transcaucasian
republics, the Red Army and Turkish army was coming from the region on
daily basis, the Soviet government was striving to settle the disputes in the
region and concentrate on the perspective to establish a close connection with
Turkey. Chicherin, in a letter to Ordzhonikizde on June 2nd, was considering
the most striking reason to reach an agreement with Armenia and Georgia
urgently, as the necessity to open a secure way of transportation between
Soviet territories and Anatolia.>"

At the beginning of July 1920, a Turkish officer Sherif Yusuf arrived at
Baku from Trabzon with a message to be given to the Red Army unit in
Azerbaijan. He destroyed the official letter on the way, because when he was
on the board of the ship that brought him to Baku, he encountered a British
submarine. Still, he managed to transmit full-fledgedly the content of the letter.

344

In that letter’™, it was stated that Halil Pasha went to Russia without the

345

approval of the Grand National Assembly” ™. Either before being informed

about this letter, or pretending not to know, Chicherin sent a note to Ankara on

2 RGASPI, f. 159, op. 2, d. 57. Tevfik Biyiklioglu claims that Chicherin requested the
concession of Bitlis and Van to Armenia in this meeting and Halil Pasha approached this
affirmatively. However there is no word about it in the conveyance of Chicherin about the
meeting with the Turkish delegation. Tevfik Biyiklioglu, Atatiirk Anadolu’da: 1912-1921
(istanbul: Cumhuriyet, 2000), 45.

- RGASPI, f. 85, op. 3¢, d. 2. At that moment, Armenian delegation was in Moscow, however
because of the ongoing tensions in the region, process of reaching an agreement was prolonged.
***In this letter or another one that was sent from the same center Ninth Army’s commander
Kazim Karabekir, during the same days, Eleventh Unit of Red Army was informed of the
Dashnak attack to Oltu and Zengibasar and called for occupation of Zangezur by the Red
Army. Kazim Karabekir in the letter felt the necessity to attentively distinguish himself from
the Unionist officers, Nuri Pasha and others, in his own words, agitating at the moment in
Caucasia on the account of former Musavat government and British imperialism. (Kheyfets,
Sovetskaya Rossiya i sopredel'nye strany Vostoka v gody grazhdanskoy voyny, 120)

3 Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Rossiya, 110.
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July 2nd to “transmit sincere and cordial sympathies towards the Turkish
people on the occasion of Halil Pasha’s return to Turkey.” He added: “We are
sure that arrival of Halil Pasha and the adviser of our embassy Shalva Eliava®*
to Turkey will be an opportunity to reach a high level for the Turkish-Soviet
relations.”*’

Ankara had sent a plenipotentiary delegation in May to Moscow that

%% when Halil Pasha was leaving. Ankara, inspite

could reach there only in July
of the concerns about relations with the Bolsheviks in varying degrees among
the nationalist leaders, seemed to be convinced about the fact that only way to
exit from the complicated situation of the country was converging with the
Soviets. ** The delegation was exposed to a low-profile reception in
Moscow.>>’ T will analyse the reasons below. Yet, it is a possibility that the
perception towards Halil Pasha as a primary representative of Ankara might
have pushed the Turkish delegation into a secondary position.

When the plenipotentiary delegation composed of Bekir Sami (as the

head), Yusuf Kemal and Riza Nur arrived at Moscow, an official welcoming

did not take place. For several weeks they could not find an interlocutor.

*%¢ Eliava was replaced by Upmal Angarski. Official explanation of the replacement was health

problems of Eliava. (Footnote no 3 in DVP III,11) Upmal and some other officials of Soviet
embassy traveled to Turkey together with Halil Pasha and they brought military equipment and
money in gold to be delivered to Kazim Karabekir. Due to the hindrance of Menshevik
government they together passed through the neutral zone between Georgia and Armenia.
They met with official welcome in Beyazid and encountered ardent attention and interest of
people of Erzurum, Sivas and Kayseri. They could only arrived at Ankara on October 4th.
(Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Rossiya, 114)

347 DVP, III, 11. On July 10th or 11th, Moscow received a letter from Ankara that indicated
Talat, Enver and Cemal Pasha’s were not authorized to act on behalf of Grand National
Assembly and they did not have any relation with the movement in Turkey. Akal, Moskova-
Ankara-Londra Uggeninde, 2013.

**¥ The head of the delegation, the foreign affairs minister of Ankara government Bekir Sami
informed Moscow with a telegram on July 4th that they were appointed to determine the basis
of the diplomatic rapprochement and regulate the future relations between two countries. He
added they were kept waiting for about a month in Erzurum since the Dashnak government of
Armenia did not allow the delegation to pass through its territory. Bekir Sami demanded
intervention of Soviet government to the situation. DVP, II, 556.

49 Akal, Moskova-Ankara-Londra Ug:geninde, 145-147.

** For the whole story of this reception see: Ibid. 157-166.
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During these times, as Yusuf Kemal narrated in his memoirs, the members of
the delegation had to live on the breadline as all the other Muscovites because
of the Civil War conditions of the country and expected the news from the
Soviet government.”>' Meanwhile, overwhelming majority of the Bolshevik
leaders including Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin and foreign affairs commissar
Chicherin were in Petrograd for the Second Congress of the Komintern whose
major theme was “Eastern Revolutions”. In the congress, after a debate on the
definition of the socio-economic systems and class identity of political actors
to be supported in the Eastern countries, Lenin’s position prevailed that
advocated the necessity to support bourgeois revolutionaries as the leading
force of the national liberation movements in most of the cases on condition
that the communist and working class movements, though still weak, should
secure their independent organizational structures.’>” It was noted in the final
report of the Congress that the character of the revolutions would be decided

by the level of development of the country in question.>

Yet, the position was
defined in abstract terms and did not give a ready strategy. Most probably,
neither the Soviet concerns and limitations; nor the newly emerged
inexperienced body of Communist Parties that mostly concentrated on the
revolutionary expectations from the West allowed developing a full-fledged
strategy. Another factor that hindered such a strategy was that, being
disappointed by the delay of the European revolution and still feeling insecure
in spite of the successes in the Civil War, the Bolsheviks were occupied by
opening a breathing hole in terms of conflicts with the West. Therefore,
relations with Britain, the most dangerous enemy considered by them, were
extremely important. They had to take careful steps in the East, a continent

most parts of which were considered the zone of influence by Britain. We

should also take into account material weakness and inadequacy of

331 Tengirsenk, Vatan Hizmetinde, 148-149.

32 See the previous chapter for the details.

333 Edward Hallett Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923 Vol. 3, 236.
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professional diplomatic cadres to be employed in Eastern affairs. This situation
had a significant effect on the policy towards Turkey.

The ambiguity on policy towards Turkey resulted in indecisive and
discontinuous steps in the talks with the Turkish delegation. The delegation
was received by the deputy commissar of foreign affairs, Karakhan, once in the
third week of July, after the delegation waited for an appointment for about
three weeks in Moscow. Bekir Sami Bey in a note to Chicherin on 31st of July
informed that it had been a week since the last meeting with Karakhan and the
last meeting should have been a week ago.’>* Chicherin’s reply was received
about two weeks later on the 13th.*>> He informed Bekir Sami of the decision
that the chief of economic law Sabanina and Eastern affairs specialist
Adamova were appointed to the commission that was to work on the political
issues between countries. The composition of the commission was also marked
a low profile treatment.”*

A subsequent letter from Chicherin to Lenin on September 28th gives the
impression that the reason of the low profile reception of the Turkish
delegation in Moscow was not about the underestimation of the place of
Turkey in Soviet foreign policy. Turkey was the key to the Soviet security
concerns in the South. It was on the one hand a potential ally that might be a
hindrance on imperialist attacks to Russia and had certain influence on the
Muslim world; on the other hand a potential enemy on the occasion that it
reconciled with the Entente. The problem was rather the absence of a strategy
in policy towards Turkey. Besides a powerful sense of history, the Bolsheviks
had a little experience in relations with the political actors in Turkey. Besides
the striking internal problems, before all, the threat to lose millions of people

because of the widespread hunger in that devastated country, the main concern

34 pvp, 111, 131.

3 The following day after the Turkish delegation received Chicherin’s note visited Lenin in
his office in Kremlin. Yusuf Kemal narrates in detail about the content of the meeting and their
impressions about Lenin. He openly expresses their fascination by the talks and gestures of

Lenin. Tengirsenk, Vatan Hizmetinde, 156-158.

356 Ibid.
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was on the course of action towards the Western capitalist world since it was
considered the key on the solution of these problems and the fate of the war
with Poland. Furthermore, Soviet Russia lacked the necessary diplomatic and
economic capacity to enhance stable relations with a country like Turkey. In
the aforementioned letter Chicherin proposes the immediate dispatch Shalma
Eliava®’ to Ankara as the plenipotentiary representative of Soviet Russia. The
Politburo decided to send him to Ankara but later cancelled the decision.”® He
claims Eliava’s arrival to Ankara would make things easier to a great extent. It
would increase the Soviet prestige in the eyes of the Turks. It would
counterweight the disappointment of the Kemalists caused by the delays and
insufficiency of the military and material aid.”

Chicherin was absolutely right in his assumption that the Kemalists were
overwhelmingly disappointed vis-a-vis the insufficiency of the Soviet aid.
They interpreted the fact generally as the reluctance of the Soviets for
alliance.”® It also strengthened the hands of the opposers of Soviet-Turkish
rapprochement. Together with this, rapid flourishing of leftist/communist
organizations in Anatolia that were supposed to be supported by the Soviets,

resulted in a more distanced attitude from the Turkish side.

" Shalma Eliava was one of the outstanding cadres of the KomPar who were charged with
Eastern affairs. Multiplicity of his responsibilities from 1919 to 1921 illustrates the fact that
Soviet foreign affairs were conducted by very limited cadres. While he was representative of
Turkistan commission of All-Russia Central Executive Committee and Council of People’s
Commissars from 1919 onwards, he conducted duty of membership of Revolutionary Military
Council of 11st army in Caucasian Front until April 1921. In July, he was appointed as the
Soviet ambassador to Turkey, but he couldn’t leave his position in Turkestan. At the same
time, he became the Soviet ambassador to Persia. Same year, in 1921, he was appointed to the
membership of Caucasian Bureau of Central Committee of RKP(b). (“Spravochnik Po
Historii”)

¥ RGASPL f. 17, op. 3, d. 86.

Y RGASPL, f. 159 o. 2 d. 57, 1. 4. ; Chicherin was complaining about the delays and
irregularities in the dispatch of the aid to Turkey from the beginning. On June 28th, when an
amount of money and amnunition was decided to be sent with Halil Pasha, the hesitation
occured in the Politburo about the matter caused distress of Chicherin: “Inspite of the decisions
taken in the politburo, we cannot receive the arms. Policy that is decided today and isn’t
fulfilled other day, aid that is promised today and is not given tomorrow discredit us and
undermines (we feel it) our great authority and influence in the East” RGASPI, f. 5, op. 2, d.
314.

30 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1. Dénem, I11. Cilt, 185-190.
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At the end of August, in spite of hardships in the talks, the two parts
managed to form an initial draft for a friendship and cooperation agreement
between the two countries.’®' However, after a little while a meeting between
Chicherin and Bekir Sami gave the first sign that the draft might become
obsolete. In this brief meeting, Chicherin asked Bekir Sami Bey, as claimed by
the latter, if Turkey could grant part of Van, Mus and Bitlis vilayets to the
Armenians. Bekir Sami in response, asserted the contradiction of this demand
with “the national pact”. He then decided to send Yusuf Kemal back to Ankara
and report the developments to the Grand National Assembly government. He
was to decide whether to stay in Moscow to further the talks or leave for the
country. The hesitation whether to stay or leave stemmed from the fact that the
conclusion of the Sévres Treaty between the Istanbul government and the
Entente both caused despair among nationalist circles and increased the
urgency and vitality of an accord with the Soviets. In the report, the following
salient thoughts were expressed, including assertions on the Soviet concerns on

the Armenian issue: >%

The leadership here is afraid that their negligence towards the
Armenian cause and resolution of the Turkish-Armenian strife
to the advantage of us, while in all the Western and American
world the Armenians are considered innocent and suffering, will
give a negative impression to the Western proletariat.
Furthermore, they believe that sooner or later the Armenians
will import communism and become a part of Soviet Federation.
Therefore they consider pleasing the Armenian communists who
work in the Yerevan government by granting them some
Ottoman territories and by this means to achieve the overthrow
of the Dashnak government as soon as possible.

The assertions of Turkey and Soviet Russia about the content of the
meeting between Bekir Sami and Chicherin are contradictory. In the collective

work of Soviet Academy of Science as in other histories, the historians

361 Tengirsenk, Vatan Hizmetinde, 178-180.

362 Tengirsenk, Vatan Hizmetinde, 163.
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suggested that Bekir Sami who was himself a landlord, was under the influence
of the Entente anti-Soviet propaganda and was a monarchist and pro-
imperialist as some other figures in the leadership cadre of the national
liberation movement who continuously attempted to ratten Soviet-Turkish
rapprochement. Bekir Sami and some others were keen to collaborate with the
Entente in the Caucasia against the Soviet Red Army.’® That is why he
distorted the real content of the meeting. According to the annual reports of
Narkomindel for the years 1919-1920, Chicherin did not ask Bekir Sami for
territorial concessions.’**

In the Russian version of explanation about the disruption of the talks,
the problem emerged from the fact that neither the Turkish government nor the
Dashnak government accepted the proposal of the Soviets intermediation about
the resolution of the territorial disputes.365 The Dashnak government defended
the position that was put by the Sevres Treaty. The representatives of Turkish
government on the other hand wanted to secure the gains by Brest-Litovsk
Treaty of March 1918, which was annulled by the Soviet government in
September 1918.%°° In one of the articles of the agreement initialized by the
Soviet and Turkish delegations in August 1920, in pursuant of Turkish request,

Turkey was defined as the territory remaining within the boundaries of “the

3% Gasratyan and Arsenovich, SSSR i Turtsiya 1917-1979, 30.

%% Godovoy otchet NKID k VIII S ezdu Sovetov RSFSR (1919-1920) (Moskva: 1921), 69

33 During the time of presence of Turkish delegation in Moscow, Soviet foreign affairs were
conducting parallel talks with Armenian Dashnak government. They concluded a treaty with
Armenian delegation on August 10th. (Simsir, Ingiliz Belgelerinde Atatiirk, 286) Soviets
considered the only through mediation of themselves could keep the Entente out of the
Caucasian game. On July 17th, Chicherin asserted in his report presented to the All-Russia
Central Executive Committee that Soviet Russia is the only possible actor that can work as
mediator between Armenia and Turkey and added “only Soviet Russia, thanks to its prestige
and influence on the masses of different nations can prevent this or that side from massacring
the other nation.”® (DVP, II p. 658) However, the developments showed that this assumption
was very optimistic when Armenian-Turkish case was concerned. Being trapped by its own
limitations, Soviets could enjoy a minor authority on the resolution of Turkish-Armenian
issues. Eventually, “Armenian question” became a striking element of the implicit strife
between Turkey and Russia and turned into the ostensible reason of the disruption of the
Turkish delegation’s work in Moscow.

3% Gasratyan and Arsenovich, SSSR i Turtsiya 1917-1979, 29.
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national pact”. In the meeting with Chicherin on August 25th, Bekir Sami
wanted to establish that Soviet Russia automatically accepted the inclusion of
Batum and some other regions in accordance with the caducous Brest-Litovsk
Treaty by accepting the national pact. When Chicherin objected this fait
accompli, he wrote a letter to him in the following day saying: “If your
government once again decides to discuss already determined article, I will be
compelled to ask permission for my colleague Yusuf Kemal to set out from
Moscow tomorrow and travel to Trabzon in order to inform my government
about this decision and to receive its orders about the issue”. In the same day,

Bekir Sami asked for the necessary documents for the exit permit.*®’

3.5 Chicherin’s appraisal and strife among the actors of the Soviet foreign
affairs

The Soviet documents reveal, contrary to the Soviet historiography, that
Soviet foreign affairs requested land from Van, Bitlis and Mus regions for

Armenia. In the memoirs of Yusuf Kemal and Ali Fuat®®®

, Which are the sole
accessible Turkish sources about the contents of the talks with the Russians,
Chicherin evidently reflected a neglectful attitude towards the Turkish cause
and as if he acted to the advantage of the Armenian government. He was
described as the representative of the old Tsarist foreign policy and tactics and
in constant conflict with figures like Stalin on the issues concerning Turkey. It
is surprising to see a similar view in a contemporary study that covers Soviet
archival sources. Biilent Gokay asserts in “Soviet Eastern Policy and Turkey”
that the Soviet-Turkish Treaty of 16 March 1921 was signed against “the

99369

wishes of Chicherin.””” The reality seems a little much complicated. Chicherin

was following a delicate policy that focused on appeasing the tensions between

T AVPRF, f. 132, op. 3, 2,d. 2.

308 Tengirsenk, Vatan Hizmetinde; Cebesoy, Moskova Hatiralari. Ali Fuat was the first

ambassador of Turkey and head of the second Turkish delegation in Moscow from February
1921.

3% Gokay, Soviet Eastern Policy and Turkey, 9.

140



different nationalisms of the region that had a certain historical background.
The Soviet government was in decision not to enter further military conflict in
Transcaucasia, which might have lured the imperialist aggression to the region
once again and left the Soviet Russia deprived of the “breathing space” it most
needed. Chicherin personally strove to keep the Armenian and Turkish
nationalists apart from each other, and find a peaceful way to open the way for
money and ammunition to be sent to Anatolia through Armenian territory.
Reconciliation with Armenia meant, as he formulated before, “giving some
bread” to the Armenian nationalists, which were continuously provoked by the
Entente. Chicherin also had in mind, in pursuant with the Soviet policy towards
West, the necessity to give the message to the Western public opinion that
Soviet Russia would not disappoint the Armenians who had a large number of
symphatizers also among the working class. In his letter to Soviet ambassador
in Armenia Boris Legran, on October 29th, Chicherin urges the ambassador for
abstaining from acts that contradicts with the Soviet government’s policy of
reconciliation in the region. Otherwise, he reminds the strife that they created
with the Armenian government, might result in giving pretext to the European
enemies for further aggression against the Soviets, ruining the friendly
relations with Britain and disappointment of the leftist public opinion of
Europe. Because, there is a sensitivity towards the Armenian question among
the bourgeois leftists and trade union movements. He adds that it would be
killing to give the impression that the Soviets were engaging in a military
alliance with Turkey. It was very important for Chicherin, “attain a transit
through Armenia and to keep Armenia away from the Entente; but we should
never strive to reach this purpose with menacing military scoldings.” For the
disputed areas between Armenia and Azerbaijan, Chicherin thought that the
military occupation of the Red Army in these regions should continue, while
the final solution about the matter should be postponed to a more convenient

. 370
time.

""" RGASPL f. 64, op. T., d. 21.
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Chicherin’s talks with the Unionists, Cemal Pasha and Halil Pasha,
whom he considered the primary authorities of the “National Centre of
Turkey”, most propably left the impression that Turkey might give some
territorial concessions.””" Calculating the dire need of Turkey for the Soviet
support, at a moment when a peace agreement like Sévres was signed by the
Istanbul government and when all the possibilities of reconciliation with
Britain were closed to the Turkish nationalists, he might really think that he
could convince the Turks.””” It is difficult to view Chicherin as an obstacle in
front of Turkish-Soviet alliance when there are so many archival documents,
which proves that Chicherin was the number one person who conceived the
crucial place of Turkey in the eastern policy of the Soviets. As will be referred
in the following parts, in many documents Chicherin was proved to be in a
struggle for improving the comprehension of the leading cadre about the
importance of Turkey in Soviet foreign policy and behaved extremely sensitive
on the issue of military and financial aid to Turkey. Yet, it is also evident that
Chicherin’s and therefore Narkomindel’s insistence about the territorial
concession reflected his lack of understanding about the consequences of this
insistence inside the Turkish national movements. A couple of documents
pertaining to the following months reveal what kind of crisis on the Turkish-
Soviet relations was created by Chicherin’s insistence.

Upmal’s telegram dated to October 18th, to Karakhan was on the
reactions among Kemalist circles towards the Soviet territorial demand for
Armenia. The National Assembly had witnessed harsh protests after the return
of Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs Yusuf Kemal about the request of
giving Van, Bitlis and Mus to Armenians. This could place the Muslim East

against Mustafa Kemal whose prestige was based on his determination to

"' Giiriin, Tiirk-Sovyet Iliskileri 1920-1953, 37.

*7% A letter from Soviet ambassador in Georgia, C. Kirov to Lenin dated to August 30th, reveals
the Soviet lack of knowledge about the character of the Turkish national movement and the
developments taking place within it. Kirov in the letter sends Lenin the resolutions of the
Erzurum and Sivas Congresses that had taken place a year ago. Therefore, Turkish reaction
against the territorial demands might have been unexpected for the Soviets. RGASPI, f. 2, op.
1,d. 15354.
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accept everything other than attempts on territory.373 On 25th, after having a
meeting with Yusuf Kemal, Upmal wrote Moscow explaining that “the Turkish
delegations374 whose proposal was accepted by the Soviets, had unexpectedly
been imposed with a condition of territorial concession to Armenians. This was
attributed to the personal influence of Karakhan and Avanesov, that could not
be purified by Chicherin in those circumstances. The expectation on behalf of
the Armenians based on misinformation about the population in the three
provinces risked Turkish confidence in the sincerity of the Soviet government
and in its faith to his proclaimed principles on the national question. Upmal
underlined that the idea to form Turkish Armenia would mean abondoning the
idea of an alliance with Turkish revolutionaries. British influence would
prevail, adding a southern front to the Polish and the Wrangel fronts.””” On
November 9th, during the debates of Bolshevik rulers on conclusion of a new
agreement with Armenia, Chicherin admitted to Stalin that to make the Turks
accept the independence of “Turkish Armenia” seemed extremely difficult.’”®
Nevertheless, we will see much later that in the forthcoming months, this
debate would go on and the Soviet foreign policy makers would be still
discussing on the issue during the Moscow Conference in February-March
1921, and the tensions would reach to the extend that Stalin would write Lenin

to ask him make Chicherin abandon his “stupid insistence.”’

7 AVPRE, f. 4, op. 39, 232, d. 52993.

7 Upmal talks about more than one delegation, taking into consideration the Unionists.
7> AVPRE, f. 4, op. 39, 232, d. 53001.

7 AVPRF, f. 4, op. 51, 321a, d. 54870.

7 n February 1921, Stalin made a small note for Lenin on the telegram sent by
Ordzhonikizde both to Lenin and Stalin: “Yesterday, I just learnt that Chicherin some time
actually sent Turks a stupid (and provocative) demand for purification of Van, Mus and Bitlis
(Turkish provinces with overwhelming predominance of Turks) in favor of Armenia. This
Armenian-imperialistic demand cannot be our demand. It is necessary to prohibit Chicherin
from sending notes containing dictates written with a nationalist Armenian sentiment.
RGASPI, f. 558, op. 1, d. 5214.
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This unique event reveals that, contrary to the view that defines Soviet
foreign policy as a product of a hierarchical and monolithic structure where all
the decisions were taken directly by the Politburo and the Narkomindel just
fulfilled the practical duties, Soviet foreign policy was made through a
complicated process, which was not exempt from tensions created by different
views and tendencies. The line of tension was present between the triangle of
Politburo, Narkomindel and the local actors, such as members of diplomatic
mission in a certain country, or the Red Army commanders and KomPar’"®
representatives in a region. In our case, as it has already been mentioned in this
chapter, Narkomindel and Chicherin as its head, had constant complaints about
the inadequecies of the diplomats sent to Turkey who were appointed in
contraversion of Narkomindel’s preferences. We also know that there was a
certain strife between the Narkomindel and Caucasian Bureau of the Central
Committee. The Politburo played the role of mediator. It is also possible to see
a parallel network of relations depended on friendship or common historical
background in the party also had a part, which sometimes became more
“problem-solving” than institutional relations.

Back in summer, Ordzhonikizde who was striving to find a solution to
the conflict between newly sovietized Azerbaijan and Dashnak Armenia about
Nagorno-Karabakh, Nahcevan and Zangezur, in a telegram on July 19th,
expressed his opinion in favor of Azerbaijan. He adviced invitation of an Azeri
delegation to Moscow and discuss all the issue regarding the territorial claims
before concluding an agreement with Armenia.”” A few days later, Chicherin
wrote Politburo about “the necessity to curb the ‘Caucasian group of actors™™
that took an anti-Armenian stance, supporting territorial claims of Soviet
Azerbaijan. Contrary to the decision of the Central Committee to pursue a

policy of compromise with the bourgeois governments of Georgia and

%78 Abbrevation often used by the Soviets for Communist Party.
379
RGASPL f£. 85, op. 13, d. 32

*'He evidently implies Ordzhonikizde before all.

144



Armenia to keep them away from the Entente, the Bolsheviks in Baku had
promoted uprisings and insisted on annexing the disputed territories to
Azerbaijan. A representative of Moscow had to be sent to Baku, either
Sokolnikov or Zalkind, not in relation with Caucasian group of leaders™ ' but
with the ambassadors in the region appointed by the Narkomindel to arrange
matters. Chicherin emphasized the timeliness of this operation reminding the
necessity ‘to accelerate the implementation of our plans in Turkey’ by sending
Eliava to Turkey ‘to start his political activities as soon as possible.’382
Chicherin tried to redesign the Soviet policy towards Turkey and
Transcaucasia and wanted to establish a diplomatic network that would serve
to that policy. However, there were various facts that either he could not

predict or could not prevent their emergence.

3.6 Fall in the first stage of Turkish-Soviet rapprochement when the
Caucasian question gets even complicated

Bekir Sami returned Ankara only in November. Before his departure
from Moscow, the Ankara government defined the demands of Chicherin about
territorial concessions to Armenia unacceptable and rejected to ratify the
initialized agreement on the occasion that Chicherin did not withdraw his
claims. Bekir Sami was ordered to wait in order to see if there would be any
change in the Soviet position.*®* This was notified to Moscow in October 21st.
Bekir Sami’s journey back to homeland started right after receiving the
telegram from Ankara. The agreement was not signed. Bekir Sami’s Journey
was long enough to realize some talks and meetings in Caucasia. He was
claimed by the Soviets to involve in anti-Soviet activities during his journey
through Caucasia and especially strove for an insurrection in the Nagorno-

Karabakh region:

! Members of the Caucasian bureau of the Central Committee of the RKP(b) are implied.
382
RGASPL £. 5., 0p. 2,d. 314

% Kemal Atatiirk, Atatiirk ‘iin Tamim, Telgraf ve Beyannameleri doc. 320.
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In October 1920, Ordjonikidze sent a telegram to Lenin in
which he told the counter-revolutionary elements in Azerbaijan
and Nagorno-Karabakh set great hopes on Enver and Turkish
foreign affairs minister Bekir Sami agitated in Ingushetia for the
independence of Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh.*™*

In the autumn of 1920, Caucasia witnessed the second round of the
struggle between Entente, Soviet Russia and Turkey, where the newly emerged
Caucasian Republics did not have a real initiative. The Dashnak government in
Armenia and the Mensheviks in Georgia were under the heavy influence of the
Entente. Azerbaijan was already included in the Soviet federative system in
April. Minor political actors, groups or individuals emerged as the national
representatives of the various peoples of the region were in contact with one or
the other of the major powers. This was the second field of the battle, apart
from the military front, where shifting alliances and intrigues were most
dominant. Many Turkish officers and politicians from different fractions, most
of the time difficult to distinguish for the interests of which power they
worked, were also in the game. The Kemalists, Unionists and the Communists
were there. Within the Turkish national movement there was again a cleavage
in terms of strategy, whether to collaborate with the Entente to outmaneuver
the Soviet Russia in Caucasia or act jointly with the Soviets in order to
maintain the Caucasian corridor open for the contact of the two countries. The
Soviet orientation of the Kemalist leadership had reached a decisive point.
However there were some facts that blurred this decisiveness. First of all,
Ankara government was continuing to have unofficial talks with the
representatives of the Entente powers who tried to push Turkey to the

battlefield against the Soviets with vague promises. Secondly these efforts

¥ Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Rossiya, 124; Chicherin later, at the beginning of November, more

openly uttered about the suspicions on Bekir Sami’s activities in Caucasia together with
Unionists: “Doesn’t Bekir Sami prepare in Northern Caucasia the base for aggressive policy of
Turkish nationalists who changed side, did not Nuri Pasha’s policy triumph and Halil Pasha
did not encourage Halil Pasha in his work in Kashgar, those are the questions that we still
cannot answer. Are Bekir Sami and K. our friends or our enemies, we don’t know it now.”
(AVPREF, f. 4, op. 39. p. 232. d. 54987)
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were supported by a series of influential soldiers and politicians within the
national liberation movement. Thirdly, the defeat of the Red Army in the war
with the Polish troops near Warsaw in October showed that the continuity of
the Soviet power was still on a knife-edge and far from being completely
secure. One can add to these factors the Soviets’ reluctance to accept Turkish
claims on the territories in dispute with Armenia and Georgia, as once they had
accepted in Brest; and the complaints about the delays and insufficiencies of
the military aid demanded from the Soviets. Eventually, under these
circumstances, without removing alliance with the Soviet Russia from the
agenda, the Ankara government decided to take action on two issues that must
have been predicted to irritate Moscow. One was the launching the operation to
Armenia, which was abandoned in summer in accordance with the request of
the Soviet government. Second one was to get a blow in the young communist
movement of the country.

In June the tension in the Turkish-Armenian relations had come to the
boiling degree. It was appeased for a while by the request of nonaggression and
offer of mediation of the Soviets. The period of truce continued during summer
was halted when the Dashnak government realized a provocative attack to
Turkish troops in the Bardis region on September 24th. The Eastern Army
presided by Kazim Karabekir took this opportunity to occupy Sarikamis and
Merdenek.*® The Turkish Army then stop on the Sarikams-Lologlu line, as it
would be understood soon, in order to gather strength for an expedition
towards inner Armenia.’™

On October 6th Ahmet Muhtar Bey®®’ sent a telegram to Bekir Sami who
was still in Moscow. He informed the foreign affairs minister that the operation
against Armenia that had previously been envisaged but then postponed in June

due to the request of the Soviet government was to be launched soon. He

%3 Soviet historians claims that there was a cleavage within the Kemalists on whether launch
an operation towards Armenia.

% Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Rossiya, 124.

37 Deputy minister of foreign affairs at the time.
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justified the action with the argument that Dashnaks wanted to play the same
role that was being played by the Greeks in Western Anatolia and Rumelia in

Caucasia, Eastern Anatolia and Iran.®®

The decision was a fait accompli that
was practically possible since the friendship agreement initialized in August in
Moscow was not officialized. Yet, Ankara justified the decision by adding to
the telegram the note that “[we] hope, after the defeat of the Dashnaks, the
Armenian nation will recognize the realities and a government that
comprehends the requirements of the day and the relations between Turkey and
Soviet Russia will come to power.”*

The Soviet position here was that a war between Turkey and Armenia
was most desired by the Entente. The Entente was using the Dashnak
government in order to provoke Turkey and impel it to the battlefield in
Caucasia which would weaken the Turkish Army in Anatolia and which might
result in a clash between Turkey and Soviet Russia in Caucasia. They had
some grounds to claim this. Although the Western-orientation of the Dashnak
government was well known, Entente governments and USA as well were
reluctant to make financial and military aid to Armenia. The equipment they
sent to Armenia was useless.’”” At the beginning of October when a war
between Turkey and Armenia was imminent, the Entente did not do anything
to stop the Turkish army. When, on October 2nd, British high commissioner in
Istanbul Admiral de Robeck wrote British foreign affairs minister Lord Curzon
if the Entente would seize Trabzon, it would be best support for Armenia.
Curzon in reply said neither an allied occupation nor a Greek intervention to
Trabzon was possible. On October 29th, Curzon wrote the British

representative in Caucasia, more precisely that a military support to Armenia

through Trabzon or any other place was out of question.’”’ Soviet Russia

%8 Cebesoy, Moskova Hatiralari, 92-93.
** Ibid.
390

Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Rossiya, 138.

%! Great Britain Foreign Office and E. L Woodward, Documents on British Foreign Policy,
1919-1939 1% Series Vol. XII (London: H.M. Stationery Off., 1946), 636.
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inferred that the Entente aimed at encouraging Turkish Army enters into
Caucasia and convincing the Kemalists to collaborate with them for an anti-
Soviet Caucasian federation. If they would not be able to achieve
reconciliation, then, Turkish presence in Caucasia would be a good pretext for
the Entente for the occupation of Batum. Lloyd George’s words in a meeting
with representatives of France and Italy ignore the existence of a British
encouragement to push the Turkish army towards Caucasia. But they also
reveal that he was totally aware of the Soviet conviction of such an

encouragement:

British agents reported that in the last few days the Bolsheviks
had become convinced that Great Britain and the French were
now engaging in stirring up Mustafa Kemal against them. The
Bolsheviks believed that Mustafa Kemal intended to capture
Georgia, Azerbaijan and Batum, and they were consequently
sending troops to Azerbaijan, and it seemed quite likely that war
would break out between the Bolsheviks and nationalists.””?

He believed, Turkey turned his visor to the East, reviving the Pan-
Turanist ideals and was not so much concerned with the Western provinces
under Greek occupation.’”® This latter observation was later proved to be
incorrect. However, what is striking here is that the British government reveals
its pleasure out of Turkish military action in Caucasia, for both it might result
in the Soviet-Turkish military confrontation and it distracted the Ankara
government’s attention from the West to the East. Whether he also envisaged
an intervention to Caucasia that would begin in Batum port with the pretext of
Turkish occupation, as asserted by the Soviets, is unknown.

The Soviets were suspicious about how far the Turks intended to advance
and if this expedition would turn into an attack to Soviet Russia itself if a
confrontation occurs between the two armies. What really matters was the

possibility that the Kemalist leadership who was heard to have secret talks with

392 Simsir, Ingiliz Belgelerinde Atatiirk II, 438.

393 Ibid.
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the Istanbul government®”* and Entente countries changed its orientation
towards the West. Under these circumstances the Turkish intervention was
considered not only unnecessary but also risky. However they must react very
carefully for not pushing the Turkish government towards the West. They were
in an uncomfortable position, desiring to defend Georgia, Armenia and
Azerbaijan from the covetous regards of the Turks; but forced into a position of
having to compromise.’> On the other hand, Soviet foreign affairs prefered a
reconciliatory tone towards the Dashnak government. First they did not want to
lose the contact with the Dashnaks whom, they considered were already
heavily manipulated by the Entente. Secondly, under the conditions of
international pressure on the Soviet government and with the limited power it
could enjoyed in international politics, they did not want to give more pretext
to the Entente in order to disseminate anti-Soviet sentiments in the region. In
this respect, they did not prefer to be seen in a close relation with the

Kemalists.>*®

Under these circumstances, Soviet policy makers gave start to a
debate within themselves in order to formulate a series of attempts that had to
take into account the delicate balance in the region.

On October 13th, Chicherin wrote Boris Legran, the Soviet ambassador
in Yerevan since June, about the reports he received from Ordzhonikidze in
which mentioned a possible and immediate withdrawal of the Dashnaks from

the government and asked if the communist could seize the political power

% For them the change made by Entente in Istanbul government in October was a new sign of

Entente project of tempting Ankara government. Ferit Pasha, an odious personality for the
patriots of the country, was removed from government; and a new government led by Tevfik
Pasha, who sympathized national movement, was established. This government assumed the
role of an envoy between Ankara government and the Entente. Chicherin later in 1923 wrote in
a letter to the Soviet embassy in Ankara that “when Turkey attacked Armenia we all were sure
that it was the Entente that provoked the Turks, even it was not Britain, it was France.”
(RGASPL £. 159, op. 2 d. 57)

Defining Soviet consideration as being sure is a bit exaggerative, though. It is better to say that
they had strong doubts.
395 Paul Dumont, “L’axe Moscou-Ankara”, 176.

396 Telegram of Chicherin to Legran, October 26th, RGASPI, f. 64, op. 1., d. 21.,1. 191
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without external support.®”’

Until that point, the Soviet government decided to
propose an agreement in order to prevent the Dashnak government with the
manipulation of the Entente further act to the detriment of Soviet interests in
the region and to provide a base for Turkish-Armenian Peace talks. On the
same day, Chicherin sent a telegram to Ordjonikidze asking him to warn the
Turkish government about the fact that their military action in Armenia had
been giving pretext for the efforts of the Entente to concentrate their military
forces in Armenia.*”®

Meanwhile, in the second week of October, the Politbureau of Russian
Communist Party(b) took definite decisions about Armenia in accordance with
the proposals of Chicherin and Lenin’s complete approval on it. Chicherin’s
proposal was 1) to agree with the opinion of the Central Committee, of the
Armenia Communist Party(b) and the Caucasian Bureau of the Central
Committee of RKP(b) on the necessity of decisive action for establishing
Soviet power in Armenia, 2) to afford Armenia political help in halting the
further advance of the Turks, and 3) to support the new, Soviet government.*”’
Chicherin’s stance was radically different a few months ago. He was
complaining in a letter he wrote on June 29th, to Lenin about the
precipitousness of “comrades in Baku” such as Ordzhonikizde, Mdivani*” and
Narimanov to sovietize Georgia and Armenia. When the Central Committee
rejected their proposals in this direction, inspite of this, they maintained their
tactic of aggressive actions against Georgia and Armenia. He repines about the
energy the Narkomindel spent to constrain them from aggressive actions."”"

Now, it was himself who uttered about the “necessity of decisive action to

establish Soviet power in Armenia.” Without any doubt, both Turkish attack on

¥TRGASPIL f. 64, op., 1, d. 21, 1. 183.

% RGASPL f. 85, op. 14, d. 18; RGASPI, f. 85, op. 14, d. 15.

39 Lenin, Collected Works Vol. 44, 446.

*° Budu Mdivani, soon to be appointed Soviet ambassador to Ankara.

“'RGASPL f. 2, op. 1, d. 332.
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Armenia and Dashnak uncompromising attitude on the territorial claims made
Chicherin’s policy of stalling action in Transcaucasia impossible. The
Caucasian Military Revolutionary Council, before all Ordzhonikidze himself,
run out of patience, because, as they express it, the Dashnaks had provocative
actions in the regions under Red Army’s control, i.e. Zangezur, Karabakh and
Nakhchevan.*”

At the end of the month, a protocol as a project of an agreement was
signed by Legran with Dashnak representatives on October 28th. It seems
contrary to the politburo decisions. Or, while the Soviet government was
planning to accelerate the efforts for the sovietization of Armenia, it desired to
maintain a basis of reconciliation with the Dashnaks to the last point.
According to that, Zangezur and Nakhchevan were left to Armenia in return to
the rigth of transit the Soviet military and material dispatches from the
Armenian territories. The Soviets also undertook the role of mediation between
Armenia and Turkey; convincing Turkey stop the military offensive and recede

to the borders until 1914.%%

The atmosphere of the documents on the issue
between Legran and Chicherin gives the impression that the protocol was
overwhelmingly developed with the initiative of Legran. Chicherin complains
for not receiving substantial information about the situation in Armenia and his
ambiguious actions even conceal when, where and how he was moving in the
territories of Transcaucasia. Chicherin was cautious vis-a-vis the protocol,
though he thought that for obtaining transit from Armenia to Turkey, for

stopping the Entente intervention in the region; and for reinforcing the Soviet

prestige in the West a new agreement was necessary with the Armenians.*” He

2 RGASPL, f. 85, op. 13, d. 58. According to the agreement that was concluded on August
10th in Tiflis between Armenia and Soviet Russia, these regions would be neutral. The region
was under the occupation of the Red Army since the sovietization of Azerbaijan and now was
responsible for preserving its neutrality. However, Dashnak government was complaining
about the tolerance showed to the activities of bands composed of Tatars, Kurds and Turkish
nationalists led by Halil Pasha and other Unionist commanders. (AVPRF, f. 148, op. 3, 1, d. 3)

““ RGASPL f. 64, op. T, d. 21.

““ RGASPL f. 64, op. 1, d. 21, L.
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was receiving on daily basis news about the contacts between the Turkish
government and Entente representatives. “ He was oscillating between
agreeing with Dashnak Armenia and Menshevik Georgia in case of
reorientation of Kemalist Turkey toward West on the one hand abstaining from
frustration of the Turks. He envisaged possible Entente invasion of the
Transcaucasia in case of Kemalists® reconciliation with the West.**

It is understood that Stalin travelled to Baku immediately after receiving
the news about the agreement with Armenia. He attended the meeting in Baku,
organized as a joint session of Central Committee of of Azerbaijan Communist
Party(b) and the Caucasian Bureau of Central Committee of RCP(b). The
decisions taken here were in parallel with those of Politburo. In this meeting
Legran suggested that the conclusion of the agreement with Armenia on the
bases of Dashnak government’s conditions, which were asserted for acceptance
of the Soviet mediation for the solution of the dispute with Turkey, would be
“profitable for Armenia by freeing it from the role of a tool in the hands of the
Entente and even lead to the formation of a Georgian-Armenian union, which
would secure the strengthening of the position of Russia in the Transcausia,
though this kind of an agreement with them would not please the Kemalists.
The proposal did not gain acceptance. For the ultimate decision would be given
by the Central Committee. But the Politburo was not supporting the idea to
concede Zangezur and Nakhchevan to Armenia.*"’ Legran, then, wrote to the
Soviet embassy in Yerevan: “.. they consider that we cannot in fact undertake
anything regarding the Turkish attacks, although our attitude as before remains
sharply negative. Formally, Turkey is not connected by treaty with us, and we

cannot make any demands on it. ..they suppose in the case of the achievement

% AVPREF, £. 4, op. 39, 232, d. 54987.
406
RGASPL f. 64, op. 1, d. 21, L.

“TRGASPL f. 558, op. 1, d. 1986.
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of peace with Armenia, would it be easily able to achieve transit, the transfer of
the disputed territories to Armenia however is (too) high a price for that.”***

The correspondance between Chicherin and Stalin when Stalin was still
in Baku reflects the great hesitation the Bolshevik leaders experienced. At the
end, Stalin seems to pull the wires with and influenced the Politburo decision
in the direction of the sovietization of Armenia instead of according with the
Dashnaks.*”

The taking over of Kars on October 30th and of Alexandropol (Glimrii)
on November 7th proved without doubt the force of the Turkish army. Bogged
down in the final offensive against the army of Wrangel in Crimea, the Soviets
had no choice but to acquiesce. Therefore, by November the Soviet policy
gained more or less certain direction, towards accelerating the sovietization of
Armenia, to start the action towards the south of Caucasia in order to make the
Turkish expedition a part of a joint effort, so that it could gain the ability to
stop the Turks before further advancement of Turkish troops. As the troops of
Kazim Karabekir were attacking from the West, the Russians advanced from
the North. The Turkish military move thus took the veneer of a Turkish-Soviet
campaign against the “lackeys of imperialism”. The risk of a clash between
Turkey and the Soviets appeared to have been averted.*'’ The action led by
Kazim Karabekir did not come to a close. On November 11th, Chicherin sent a
telegram to Mustafa Kemal, Kazim Karabekir, the Armenian Prime minister C.
Vratsyan and B. Legran.*'' He informed that, pursuant to Armenia’s appeal
and preliminary acceptance of Turkey, the Soviet government assumed the task

of mediation and authorized Budu Mdivani as plenipotentiary with this task

‘%8 RGASPL f. 64, op. 1, d. 21, 1.

“% AVPREF, f. 4, op. 39, 232, d. 54987; RGASPL, f. 558, op. 1. d. 1987 (Stalin in his letter to
Chicherin also mentions the problems brought about the absence of a reliable Soviet
representative in Ankara. He said “the person who were sent there (Upmal) until today did not
satisfy the requirements of the relations”. )

19 paul Dumont, “L’axe Moscou-Ankara”, 170.

“pyp, 111, 325.
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and sent him to the combat area. He concluded his telegram with his wishes for
the non-fulfilment of any further military action.*'?

By that time, still in Baku, Stalin had the control of Soviet actions in the
region and conducted the preparations for a military conflict. It was a
preparation for a number of possibilities. Apart from the agenda of the
sovietization of Armenia and Georgia, the Soviet government considered a
possibility of a clash with the Turkish troops and/or an Entente intervention
towards Batum and Baku.*'” He was informing that the military capacity of the
Army was still insufficient to take a military action. % Chicherin and
Narkomindel seemed to a bit excluded from the conduct of the policies on
Transcaucasia and Turkey. He was demanding from Stalin information about
the developments on daily basis, on November 14th.415 Next day, Stalin

replied him with the information from Mdivani who was already in Yerevan®'®:

Until 12th war continued between Armenians and Turks. On the
13th, after receiving our proposal for mediation, Turks stopped
the action. Turks took Alexandropol, went until Amamlu
(Hamamli) station. English and Vrangel’s missions left
Armenia. Intrigues of English commissar Ctoks failed. For the
moment England did not manage to tame the Kemalists.

Then he specified his “advices” that he had given to Mdivani:

Check out the latest data from Turkey and inform about your
conclusion. Do not quarrel with the Turks because of Dashnaks.
Pay attention to Turks in the Batum region, do not ask direct
question about withdrawal from the Turkish territory of the old
borders until the formation of a joint commission, with our
participation. Split the Dashnaks and lead the left part in the

12 Ibid.

“PRGASPL f. 2, op. 1, d. 16244
Y RGASPL f. 558, op. 1, d. 1999.
1 AVPREF, f. 148, op. 3, 2, d. 9.

Y RGASPL f. 558, op. 1, d. 5211.

155



formation of the Revolutionary Committee; do not make
decisions without the approval of the Centre.

His comments on Mdivani give us an idea about the state of affairs in the
Soviet foreign affairs and lack of institutionalization: “I know Mdivani since
1903 as a Bolshevik, he is above Eliava, no doubt with dignity he performs
assigned missions. At this moment, he must be in Turkey.” Mdivani was still in
Yerevan.

Mdivani arrived at Alexandropol on November 25th. He had the first
meeting with Karabekir who was preparing for the peace talks with the
Armenians. Mdivani told that Stalin and Lenin themselves explained that the
Soviet side was ready for restarting the talks between two countries; and
guaranteed Soviet Russia would not demand any territorial concession for
Armenia.*'” When Mdivani repeated the Soviet offer for mediation, he took the
reply that the Armenian government accepted all the conditions of the Turkish
government; therefore they did not need Soviet mediation. And Karabekir
concluded, nonparticipation of Soviet Russia in the peace talks with the
Armenians did not rule out the possibility of diplomatic talks between Soviet
Russia and Turkey talks, “like between two friends striving for the same
goal.”*'® Therefore, Soviet Russia was excluded from the peace talks with
Armenia.*"”’

On December 2nd, Turkey forced the Dashnaks to sign a treaty in
Alexandropol (Giimrii) that meant the return of Armenia into a protectorate of
Turkey. With the treaty, Armenia squeezed into the capital Yerevan, lake

Sevan and around. The Armenian government recognized the Treaty of Brest-

47 Tengirsenk, Vatan Hizmetinde, 200-202.

8 RGASPIL, f. 85, op. 14, d. 17, RGASPL, f. 64, op. 1, d. 21.

% In spite of its utterances, Dashnak government, with the inculcations of the Entente, was
reluctant to give any role to the Soviets in the solutions of the conflict with Turkey.

Woodward, Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919-1939 Vol XII, 648.
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Litovsk, accepted disarmament and opened the railways and other networks to
Turkish control.**

By the time of the signing of the treaty, after the popular uprising in
Icevan (Karavansaray) and Dilijan, the Soviet Republic of Armenia had
already been proclaimed in the north and central Armenia and removed the
Dashhaks from power.421 On November 29th, Ordzhonikizde wrote Legran and
Mdivani with the note “urgent, top priority”: “According to the newly obtained
information, the Armenian Revolutionary Committee, received a lot of
sentences from the peasants Dilijan district, crossed the border at night, greeted
enthusiastically by the public. Take all measures in Erevan for supporting
Terterjan group; and ensure their entry to the Revolutionary Committee and
full security of the Dashnaks.”*** The members of the Armenian Revolutionary
Committee must be waiting somewhere in the Armenian-Azerbaijan border.
With the news of the uprisings, they passed the border. Terterjan was the
representative of the left, pro-Soviet Dashnaks. In the last days of the Dashnak
power, Dashnak party was splitted into two groups, namely pro-Entente and
pro-Soviet. The pro-Soviet group gave support to the sovietization of Armenia.
On the same day, 29th, the new Soviet government published a declaration
entitled the “Declaration of Armenian Revolutionary Committee that came
from Baku together -with the 11th Red Army”. In the declaration, sympathy
towards the rural workers of Turkey and support in their struggle against the
Treaty of Sévres and Entente predators. And it added: “We also believe that it
is not the sword of the winner that will dictate peace between Soviet Armenia
and Turkey; but the work and fraternal agreement of the free peoples of the

Soviet Armenia and revolutionary Turkey.”423

420 Bilge, Gii¢ Komsuluk, 63.
' RGASPL f. 85, op. 14, d. 37.
422

RGASPL f. 85, op. 14, d. 33.

* DVP, 111, 348-349
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And on that very day that the Alexandropol (Glimrii) Treaty was signed,
on December 2nd, Ordzhonikizde wrote Lenin and Stalin coming from Erevan
that the Soviet power was established in the capital city of Armenia. Until the
arrival of the Revolutionary Committee to Erevan, all the power was handed
over to the military command headed by Dro and military commissar of
Armenia Silin. He added that the Revolutionary Committee received a greeting
telegram from Turkish commander of the eastern front Kazim Karabekir and
Turkish representative Kazim Bey. Ordzhonikizde wrote: “comrades coming
from Alexandropol informs that the mood among the Turkish soldiers is very
friendly to us and they bear red symbols and consider themselves Red Army
soldiers.”**

This new situation casted a doubt on the validity of the Treaty of
Alexandropol. The strife now was originating from different approaches of the
sides about the Turkish-Armenian peace. The Turkish government claimed that
the decisions of Treaty of Alexandropol was completely compatible with the
principle of self-determination since in the regions annexed by Turkey
overwhelmingly Turkish nationals were living.**> The new Soviet government
in Armenia on the other hand, was insisting on the fact that the boundaries
should be determined again on an equal and just basis and Turkey should stop
the persecution and plunder the people of the regions under occupation.*
Soviet Russia’s considerations were parallel to Armenia but did not prefer to
increase the tension with Turkey.

On 10th December T. Bekzadian, the Foreign Minister of the Armenian
Soviet government, demanded from the Ankara government to accept officially
the non-validity of the treaty signed with the Dashnaks and proposed

negotiating a new accord that would take into account “the new situation

2 Grigoriy Konstantinovich Ordzhonikidze, Stat'i i Rechi. Tom 1, (Moskva: Gosudarstvennoe
izdatel'stvo politicheskoy literatury, 1956), 142.

2pvp, 111, 397.

426 Ibid., 378.
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resulting from the sovietization of Armenia”.*’ Bekzadian said he assumed
that the National Assembly had “received with joy” the news of the
revolutionary upheavals in Armenia and noted to his Turkish counterpart that
the dark past should from now on “give place to the fraternal collaboration of
peoples.”**®

In the press of Entente countries, the rumor that the Turkish army was
preparing to occupy Batum was in circulation. For the Soviets, it was for
creating a pretext for an allied intervention in the region.*”” Soviet foreign
affairs clamoured against this possibility, sending a threatful note to Britain*°
and addressing to the working masses of the Entente countries by radio®'. The
Soviets considered it as an invasion plan that might extend to Baku and would
draw Russia into the battlefield. On the other hand, Soviet foreign affairs kept
on receiving news of rapprochement between the Ankara government and the
Entente. The Ankara government’s definite denial of such a rapprochement
seemed to fail to appease Soviet concerns. Kazim Karabekir handed over to
Mdivani a copy of the telegram sent to him by Ahmet Muhtar on November
30th. In the telegram, it was indicated that Brits strove to drive a wedge
between Turkey and the Bolsheviks by giving the impression that they
promised Azerbaijan to the Turks in exchange for their contribution to an anti-
Soviet front in Caucasia. The Ankara government authorized Karabekir to
refute these rumours by every possible means.””> On the same day, most
probably, after seeing the content of Ahmet Muhtar’s telegram, Mdivani wrote
from Yerevan, from the Soviet mission there, that, Britain was striving to win

the Turks over. In a possible defeat of the Greeks, Britain might come with

7 Ibid.

28 Ibid.

9 Ibid., 331.

0 1bid., 330.

1 bid., 329-330.

B2 AVPRF, f. 132, 0p. 3,2,d. 1, 1. 58.
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some attractive offers. It is understood that though for the moment Ankara
government did not lean to British offers, Mdivani thought, the things could
change in the near future. For that reason he urged that the Soviets must start
the talks with the Turkish government and formulate the relations as soon as
possible. He also reminded the disadvantage of non-existence of a Soviet
ambassador in Ankara. He said, neither his presence in Yerevan, nor his travel
to Ankara would make any difference without any mandate.**” In response, on
December 3rd, Chicherin wrote Mdivani his instructions and questions. He
requested Mdivani inform the Turkish government of appointment and
dispatch of a commission authorized for official talks and conclusion of a
treaty and ask it when the Turkish side would send the people that were
envisaged to participate in that commission and who these people would be.**
Curiously, he asked if the Turkish government agrees on the initialized
agreement prepared by joint efforts of Soviet and Turkish representatives in
Moscow in August. However, as it was referred above, in his telegram Mustafa
Kemal wrote to Bekir Sami that he was authorized to sign the initialized
document if the Soviet government withdrew the demand of territorial

concession for Armenia.*>

There are two possibilities. Either Bekir Sami never
informed Chicherin of the content of the Mustafa Kemal’s letter; or Chicherin
pretends not to know why the Turks refused to sign the agreement.

A letter by Narkomindel that was sent to Politbureau of the RCP(b) on
the same day Chicherin sent his telegram on the relations with Turkey to
Mdivani, December the 3th, was illuminating the concerns of Soviet foreign
affairs on the political situation in the South™°. Sovietization of Armenia

necessisated diplomatic coordination with Armenia, to avoid dissapointment of

Soviet sympathizers. However, the peace conditions and demands of Turkey

3 RGASPI, f. 85, op. C/Turtsiya d.11.
Bipvp, 111, 364.
3 Atatiirk, Atatiirk ’iin Tamim, Telgraf ve Beyannameleri Doc. 320.

BORGASPI, f. 159, op. 2, d. 57.
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vis-a-vis Armenia had to be monitored, unless which the Entente would not
miss any opportunity to intervene in case of conflict. Chicherin pointed out the
role of Mdivani on this issue and that he could say that ‘it was not the right
time for an attack’.*” Expectation of more arms and gold would provide more
power of influence in return. Following the sovietization of Armenia,
sovietization of Georgia would be taken into consideration, meanwhile making
an agreement with the Turks but not in the shape that might give harm to talks
with Britain.”*® At this point Chicherin underlined that there should not be any
account on paper about the aids to Turkey. The independence of both Armenia
and Georgia should be recognized, the boundaries to be clarified later.
Nevertheless, “a part of the Turkish Armenia might be demanded, but not as an
ultimatum since it might harm friendly relations.”

With the increasing concern about the possibility of reconciliation
between Turkey and Britain, Soviet foreign affairs hastened the efforts of an
agreement with Turkey that would prevent it involve in actions that might
harm Soviet interests. The Soviet doubts were not deprived of an actual base.
The declassified Entente documents has shown that the Entente forces were
extremely concerned with the growing collaboration between two hostile
countries, Kemalist Turkey and Russia. This collaboration was so drastic that it
deepened the split in opinion among the Entente governments. Record of a
meeting between the Entente representatives reveals not only the impact of the
Soviet-Turkish collaboration, but also the diverging ideas about the

applicability of the Sévres Treaty.*”

However, the Soviet persuasion of an
imminent reconciliation mostly created by the information coming from Soviet

diplomatic mission and Soviet agents scattered around Turkey was unrealistic.

7 As we will see later, Chicherin is not pleasant with the work of Mdivani. Yet, here he
pretends to interpret Mdivani’s concessive attitude towards the Turkish government on the
issues concerning the developments in Caucasia with good intention.

8 Soviet Russia was conducting official talks with Britain for a commercial agreement. It was
a strategy for breaking the isolation in Europe and evading the British threat for a while. See

chapter 2 for details.

9 Simgir, Ingiliz Belgelerinde Atatiirk IT, 432-441.
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The documents showed that Entente powers, even the one talking in most
conciliatory tone -France- were far from surrendering to Turkish demands.
Moreover, they did not have any unity in idea and action within themselves for
building up a concrete program in order to surmount their concerns about the
Turkish-Soviet rapprochement. The badly organized attempts were doomed to
failure.

On December 15th, the Turkish government officially informed the
Soviet foreign affairs of the attempts of Britain via Istanbul government. In the
notification it was purported that the Turkish government was maintaining its
determined attitude against British offer and was added “all these shows the
sincerity of our government about the common struggle for elimination of
world imperialism that would sound the death knell of the contemporary

capitalist regime.””**’

In the telegram it was also asked about Soviet intentions
on Georgia in order to decide on the Turkish government’s own decision. The
telegram seemed to be the document of giving the guarantee that Turkey’s
Soviet orientation had not been changed. Around the same days, the Soviet
government was also convinced that for the time being a reconciliation
between the Kemalists and the Entente could not been achieved. The reason for
that was, for the Soviets, the British uncompromising attitude. British
insistence on disregarding the emergence of new political will to the detriment
of its intentions in Turkey and in other countries of the region, such as Iran,
was to be very helpful for Soviet foreign policy. Though Soviets, as in the
letter sent by Chicherin to Soviet ambassador in Georgia on December 10th,
relieved with the idea that the “Kemalists once again enter into Soviet

orientation”.**' However, they knew that it was not something stable:

This does not save us from being subject to a serious danger in
the near future. Particularly, seizure of Batum by the Turks is
not acceptable for us. We should not abandon our peaceful
political line that impedes the Kemalists from some actions

“Opvp, 111, 396.

1 Ibid., 374.
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against us. There are many reasons that impel them to consort
with us, yet it is necessary to be decisive.***

As mentioned before, Soviet foreign affairs conducted a meticulous
diplomacy with Britain on the issues concerning this country. As Ali Fuat
Cebesoy mentioned, though exaggeratively, in his memoirs, the Kemalists felt
an analogical uneasiness about the Soviet contact with Britain**, as the Soviets
felt about Turkish rapprochement with the Entente countries, before all with
Britain. On the question about the essence of Soviet-British talks, Chicherin
made a lengthy explanation to the Turkish government, that had the hidden
message about Soviet foreign affairs insistence on open diplomacy and
sincerity with friendly countries. Chicherin states, as the Western countries
realized the decisive victory of revolution in Russia, they resorted to peaceful
relations with the Soviet government through semi-official ways. Britain was
using commerce as a means of developing a contact, but in a very dilatory
manner in order to bring the Soviet government to its knees in the middle of a
severe economic crisis in Russia. Britain demanded avoidance of any anti-
propaganda in any of the countries where British interests existed.*** For the
Soviets, this practically meant to give up all diplomatic relations with the
Eastern countries and support them in their struggle for independence,
therefore gave a negative response. Chicherin, in the same letter, dated
December 19th, added his strong belief that none of the Entente countries
could approach Turkey with a sense of justice and equality. They would
consider taking by machination what they could not take by force. Therefore,

he recommended Turkish government, at least to demand the Entente to make

42 1hid.

443 Cebesoy, Moskova Hatiralari, 98, 121, 197, 247.
4 This includes not only the colonies of Britain, before all, India, but those countries that
Britain did not ceased to impose its de facto domination. Turkey was the most important in this
category because the national movement that accelerated throughout the course of the talks
between the Soviets and Great Britain was a matter of concern for the British government. In
one of the meetings with the Soviet delegation, they directly asked about their relations with
Mustafa Kemal. (Gokay and Yalg¢in, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye, 132)
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all their offers in an official and written form. This was maybe the first open
attempt of Soviet side to shape the way the Turkish government conducts its
relations with the West. Further instances would be seen in near future,
especially during the Lausanne days.

The new but temporary situation, failure of a possibility of Turkish
government’s reconciliation with the West encouraged the Soviets to work for
restarting of the talks that had halted at the end of summer.*” The risks
stemmed from the continuity of crisis on Armenian territory provided a
significant urge for an official treaty that would be binding on Turkey and
would, hopefully, limit its anti-Soviet actions. Ankara, though willing to reach
an agreement urgently, was determined to use the occupied Armenian territory
as a trump card in the talks. For that reason, it rejected the Soviet proposal to
realize the conference in Moscow with the participation of representatives of
Caucasian states and Soviet offer about mediation.**® This was not the only
tension. While the Turkish side insisted on Baku as the place of conference**’,
Soviet foreign affairs invited the Turkish delegation to Moscow on the grounds

that top foreign affairs officials would participate in the conference.

*3In the delegation that was sent to Ankara there were representatives of the Entente. They

departed from Istanbul for Ankara in December. After arriving at Ankara, the failure of the
attempt became apparent in a couple fo days. Ankara government announced as if the members
of the delegation were patriots who took shelter in Anatolia fleeing the repression and mal
administration of Britain. It did not prefer to reveal the presense of the delegation in Ankara
even in its own public circles. Rumbold, Horace. Ingiliz Yillik Raporlari’'nda Tiirkiye, 1920,
57.

¢ Chicherin in a note to Turkish government, expressed his disappointment about the
rejection of mediation offer on January 13th, 1921. DVP V. III document no: 258 p. 468.

71t was the Turkish side that applied for a conference in Baku at the beginning of December.
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CHAPTER 4

SOVIET-TURKISH RELATIONS TOWARD A FRIENDSHIP
AGREEMENT: WINTER OR SPRING?

4.1 Towards the Moscow Conference

The first attempts for convocation of a conference between two
countries’ governments were marked by mutual suspicion. At the beginning of
the new year, on January 8th, Mdivani was reporting to Moscow that Ankara
was still distrustful about believing or not believing Soviet good intention.
According to Mdivani, the steps taken by the Soviets for the last couple of
months evoked in the Turks the belief that Soviets concerned with Armenian
interests and did not care about the Turkish interests. The Turks had not
forgiven the demand for Van, Bitlis and Mus448 The telegram of Ordzhonikizde
from January 14th to Chicherin reveals that Ankara government did not receive
an official sign of withdrawal of this demand. According to the information
given by him, Turkish delegation composed of five people had been waiting in
Kars for a week in order to receive an official guarantee that this territorial
demand would not be brought forward in the Moscow Conference.** Unless
they receive such a guarantee, they were saying that they wouldn’t continue
their trip toward Moscow. 0 Kazim Karabekir, on the same day, asked
Mdivani to sent him the written version of what he said in Alexandropol about

the Soviet readiness for an agreement and Soviet willingness to reach an

“*RGASPL f. 5, op. 1, d. 2203

o According to Hikmet Bayur, the delegation was informed by Bekir Sami, who was in
Caucasia, where he stayed for a while for allegedly anti-Soviet activities on the return from
Moscow, Narkomindel still maintained the territorial demands on behalf of the Armenians.
Bayur, Tiirkiye Devleti’nin Dis Siyasasi, 69. That is why the Turkish delegation insistently
asked for guarantee.

“Y AVPREF, f. 4, op. 39, 232, d. 53001.

165



agreement without any demand for territorial concession.*' Turkish side
needed a guarantee in order not to encounter an unpleasant surprise in
Moscow. Mdivani fulfilled this request and the Turkish delegation once again
set about for Moscow.

Meanwhile, again on the same day, Chicherin’s sent a letter to Stalin, full
of complains about the Turkish government. He mentioned the expropriations
by Turkish army in the occupied territories of Armenia of the military supplies
and means of production, deportation of local population and dispatch of war
captives to Erzurum. He also passes the information coming from Upmal in
Ankara and Sheiman in Tiflis. According to Upmal, reactionary circles within
the governing cadre in Ankara prevailed over the others and they started to
determine the foreign policy. Sheiman on the other hand, informed that Britain
sent huge means for anti-Soviet agitation in Azerbaijan, and drawing attention
to the intimacy of Karabekir to France and Britain** he concluded that Turkey
and Entente works together on this issue and Georgia played the role of
intermediary between Turkey and the Entente. This was the primary task of
Georgian ambassador Cemen Mdivani in Ankara.* According to him,
Mustafa Kemal’s and Entente’s common goal was to form a Caucasian
Federation, hostile to Soviet Russia. He mentions that they had a solid ground
and evidences to prove the secret relations of Ankara government with
Mensheviks in Georgia.”* Similar news was also coming from Ordzhonikidze:
“With the Turkish occupation of Karaklis, their (Turkish) connection with the

Entente in the Batum-Tiflis line has been fully achieved.”*>

1 Tengirsenk, Vatan Hizmetinde, 200-202.

2 One should consider that Turkish government in its contacts with the Entente countries was
trying to play the contradictions between them. Though to alter the Soviet power was the
common goal, their interests in the region were not identical. France strove to delimitate the
British ambitions for the domination of the Middle East and Caucasia on its own. This issue
will be examined much later in this chapter.

3 He was the brother of Budu Mdivani, Soviet plenipotentiary.

4 RGASPI, f. 159, op. 2, d. 57.

3 RGASPI, f. 85, op. 16, d. 62; British interpretation of the Kemalist-Menshevik governments

relations at the end of 1920: It remained and still remained to be seen whether there will be a
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For Moscow, it was the time to decide on the future of Georgia. Actually,
the decision delayed mostly due to the Lenin’s, and therefore Narkomindel’s
cautious attitude. It was a time when the Soviets felt the utmost need of a
perpetual peace. On the eve of the conclusion of British-Soviet commercial
treaty, Lenin found an external intervention to Georgia risky, when the large
sympathy towards the Menshevik government in the West and the strategic

significance of the Batum port were considered.**°

Yet, the report coming from
Krasin who was engaged in talks with the Brits relieved the Soviet leaders
since it indicated that Britain had already recognized the Caucasia as Soviet
sphere of influence. Possibility of a Turkish intervention®” and the insistence
of the Bolshevik leaders in Caucasia precipitated Red Army march. The
outbreak of a popular revolt was followed by the Red Army’s advance towards
the inner parts of the country. Turkish army annexed Ardahan and Artvin on
the bases of Turkish historical rights on the three border provinces (Artvin,
Ardahan and Batum) and as a support to the “Georgian workers against the
Menshevik government”.*® When the Turkish delegation was getting closer to
an agreement with the Soviets in Moscow, Turkish army occupied Batum. Ali
Fuat Cebesoy in his memoirs explained the occupation as a response to the

official request of the Georgian govemment.459 Only after the surrender of the

break over the question of Georgia, and especially Batum. At the time of writing it seems
unlikely, and the recent repproachment btw Georgia and Angora is propably merely due on the
Turkish side to a desire to create an equality of strength as btw Moscow and Angora, rather
than to any desire to help Georgia, or even to secure Batum quickly in the teeth of Bolshevik
opposition. Rumbold, Horace. Ingiliz Yillik Raporlari'nda Tiirkiye, 1920, 182.

436 L enin, Collected Works Vol. 42, 246.

7 From December 1920 onwards, this possibility was on Soviet agenda since Mdivani was

transmitting the information that intention for Batum was never totally ignored by Kazim
Karabekir. RGASPI, f. 85, op. 16, d. 62.
¥ PVp, 111, 556.

4 Bayur approves this claim. “As Batum is concerned, the Georgian ambassador requested its
occupation by us as a consignment” Bayur, Tiirkiye Devleti’nin Dis Siyasasi, 70.
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Menshevik government, Turkish army retreated when the Soviets entered the
city.460

The resolution of the crisis in Armenia was not easier. Soviet notes on
the invalidity of Treaty of Alexandropol (Giimrii), Soviet Armenian
government’s urges against the practices of the Turkish army in the occupied
regions towards the people living in the region and their possessions did not
result in any retreat from Turkish side. Moscow Conference started under these
circumstances. The weirdest of all, there was a revolutionary committee
composed of Communist Armenians in the occupied region. Armenian
government soon abolished this committee on the grounds that people’s power
in an occupied region was out of question. Furthermore, according to the
Armenian government, Turkish government was legitimizing its war crimes,

46! When Dashnak members revolted

thanks to the existence of this committee.
against the new Soviet government in Armenia, in February, while Soviet-
Turkish conference in Moscow had already started, Soviet foreign affairs
received many telegrams from the region informing the Turkish support to the
Dashnaks. Even, Ordzhonikidze and Eliava expressed their opinion on the
possibility that the Turkish army would evacuate Alexandropol if the Dashnaks
recaptured the political power.*®> Even if these assertions had a real base, it is
not reasonable to think that Kemalists dared to risk the Soviet support in their
struggle in Anatolia for the sake of their ambitions in Armenia. Rather, it
makes more sense to think that, Kemalists did everything to strengthen their

voice in the table of the negotiations in Moscow, especially of those for the

definition of the Turkish-Armenian frontiers.

460 1 .

Ibid.
! Kheyfets and Akademiya Nauk SSSR, Sovetskaya Diplomatiya.

2 RGASPI, f. 85, op. 15, d. 163.
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4.2 Soviet attitude towards Turkish Left and Kemalist interference to it

Besides from the Caucasian policy of the Kemalist government and
suspicions about the “selling out” by them in favor of the Entente, another
reason of the gloomy atmosphere in the relations of two countries was the fact
since the beginning of Autumn, left and communist elements of the country
were systematically suppressed by the government. Their propaganda was
declared illegal, and their activities were hindered. This process reached its
climax with the murder of 15 TKP members including their leaders Mustafa
Suphi, in the Black Sea, which tragically finalized their attempt to return
country from Baku in January 1921. To understand the reasons of this
repression, and as a dimension of Soviet policy towards Turkey, a brief
examination on the relations of Turkish government with the Turkish left and
Soviet approach is needed.

When Ankara became the new center of the national movement in
Turkey, this moderate Anatolian town became the stage of, among all the
tranformations, the flourishing of left-wing parties and movements. Right after
the opening of the Grand National Assembly, ideologically hybrid Yesil Ordu
was established within the knowledge of Mustafa Kemal.*” It appeared as a
coalition of the sincere leftists, Unionists and those who were affiliated to
Mustafa Kemal.*** Ideogically, it manifested itself as a synthesis of Islamism,
bolshevism and Turkish nationalism. The positive attitute of the Cemiyet
towards an alliance with the Soviets provided the necessary support to Mustafa
Kemal who believed the political obligation of convergence with the
Soviets.** All the members of Yesil Ordu Cemiyeti were in the Assembly and

they later called themselves as Halk Ziimresi'*, about 4 months after the

403 Akal, Moskova-Ankara-Londra Ucgeninde, 60.

% Ibid.
**Ibid., 61.

406 People’s Group
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establishment of Yegil Ordu.*"’ Appeared as the legal wing of the Yesil Ordu,
same ideogical complexity and heterogenity in terms of political affiliations of
its cadres as in the case of Yesil Ordu reflected itself in the program of Halk
Ziimresi.*® There were two other political programs brought forward by the
Unionists, which were left-oriented in tone, in compliance with the general
political atmosphere in Ankara.*” The Kemalist circle as a threat considered
these attempts. That is to say, though at once these currents seeemed to be
under their control, it turned out to be that their rivals by raising the red flag in
Ankara and rapproaching Moscow grabbed the chance to discard them. The
political answer given to this situation by the government was the declaration
of the Populist Program. It was presented to the Meclis on September 13th,
1920, by Mustafa Kemal as the declaration of the government.470 The program
was defined as “suf fefsir”, meaning wrong interpretation, of the program of
People’s Group. Yet, it succeeded to make the previous programs obsolute.
The declaration turned into the draft of the first constitution of the New
Turkey, Teskilat-1 Esasi. Under the pressure of the leftist current, undoubtedly
influenced by the October Revolution and the existence of Soviet power, the
program rested upon a populist base, without getting to the heart of the
principal contradictions within the society, confining itself with the critique of
the previous maladministration as the source of the catastrophy the country

experienced.471 Although at the beginning the Kemalists were reluctant to put

“TFor Akal, it was a new attempt of Yesil Ordu to consolidate its power in the Meclis after the
failure to secure Nazim Bey’s position as the ministry of interior when Mustafa Kemal and his
group repelled him and his supporters in favor of Refet Pasha. (Moskova-Ankara-Londra
Ucgeninde, 223)

S yet, it is still possible to call it a program of state socialism since it proposed elimination of
private property, establishment of production and consumption cooperatives under state
control, free education and health service by the state, establishment of Biiyiikk Sura (Grand
Soviet) as the supreme organ of legislation of the country etc. (Tuncay, Tiirkiye 'de Sol Akimlar
I [Istanbul: BDS Yayinlar1, 1991] 165-166)

0 Akal, Moskova-Ankara-Londra Ucgeninde, 225.
Ibid., 227.

*"' For the comments on the draft in the Meclis see: Ibid., 231-242.
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forward anything reminiscent of a reform, until the triumph of the national
army, the political pressure seems to oblige them to do so. This obligation was
realized in the most moderate way: the most radical provisions such as “the
elimination of the oppression of imperialism and capitalism” or “Turkey is
ruled by the People’s Government” were excluded in the Teskilat-1 Esasi.*”
Seemingly, the counter-forces stepped in, and blaming the government for
declaring a bolshevik program, forced the government to retreat to a more
moderate document.*” During the process of legislation that turned the
government’s draft into Tegkilat-1 Esasi, Turkish-Soviet relations entered into a
tough period, with the failure of the talks in Moscow between the Turkish
delegation headed by Bekir Sami and the Soviet government, the tensions
emerged due to the Turkish-Armenian war etc. Therefore, it is quite reasonable
to think that deteoriation of the relations might have also given the result of a
more moderate program. Yet, the case illustrates well the political influence of
the conjunction in the region opened with the October Revolution.

The communist movement, composed of loose and dispersed elements,
emerged in the middle of this political atmosphere. A party under the title of
“Bolshevik Communist Party of Turkey” was established in June 1920 and
then legalized, changing its name to “Tiirkiye Halk Istirakiyun Firkas”.*”* This
transformation was rather challenging. It is true that the communists in
Anatolia were far from having strength to the extent that they could threat the
power of the Kemalist leadership. Their existence had rather an ideological
meaning. Firstly, Kemalists were worried about the political pressure
contributed by the communists besides Unionists and radical nationalist groups
to conduct a progressive program that might threathen the interests of the
wealthy classes of the society. They abstained from any early disintegration of

the national movement. Secondly and perhaps more importantly, in the

2 Ibid., 242.
P Ibid., 243.

" Ibid. p. 98
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relations with the Soviet Russia, which was still considered as the sole power
for exit from the blockade of the imperialist states while the experience in
summer showed that it wouldn’t be so easy to converge as it had been
envisaged before, any political group that contend to be the addressee of the
Soviets was found dangerous and necessary to eliminate. In the face of the
intimate relations of the new Soviet representative in Ankara, Upmal and the
Turkish communists might have shown the Kemalists that the situation was
alarming and this current should be stopped while it was still weak. For that
reason, by September 1920, the first coersive measures started to be taken
against the Bolshevik Communist Party of Turkey, which within the months
after its establishment started to use the name Communist Party of Turkey. The
repressions forced the communists to transform the party into a legal one under
another label.

Meanwhile, with the instruction of Mustafa Kemal, a legal Communist
Party was established on October 18th. Mustafa Kemal himself and a number
of people in his close circle also became members of this party. The other
communist groups and their activities were declared illegal. This party, though
its application to Komintern was returned, achieved to incorporate therefore
liquidate Yesil Ordu. It was mainly because the membership to Yesil Ordu of
Cerkez Ethem, the chief commander of the irregular armies, Kuvay-1 Seyyare,
in Anatolia who successfully fought against the Greeks, yet eliminated as the
result of his cruel rivalry with the Ankara government.475

The liquidation of Green Army, pacification of the People’s Group in the
parliament, the pressure on the illegal TKF in Ankara in order to make it unite

with the legal TKP, resulted in the project of foundation of a legal party

47 Cerkez Ethem in his memoirs narrates the manipulation he exposed to by Mustafa Kemal.
The tranformation of the Yesil Ordu into a military force with the participation of Cerkez
Ethem bothered the Kemalists. Mustafa Kemal heralded Ethem in a letter that a new party
affiliated to Comintern was established, “the Communist Party”, and Ethem, Refet Bey and
Mustafa Kemal himself were included in the central committee of this new party. Mustafa
Kemal invited Ethem to publish the journal Yeni Diinya, in Ankara instead of Eskisehir.
(Cerkez Ethem, Anilarum [Istanbul: Berfin Yaynlari, 1994], 79). This was a move to liquidate
Yesil Ordu and passify Ethem without inciting Cerkez Ethem’s negative reaction. For the
whole story of political manipulation see: Akal, Moskova-Ankara-Londra Uggeninde, 279-287.
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composed of elements from TKF, the Green Army and the People’s Group.
The owner of the project was to a great extent, Soviet representative Upmal,
and the objective was to form a powerful front that was represented in the
Meclis. The party was officially founded with the name Tiirkive Halk
Istirakiyun Firkast 476 (THIF) on December 7th, 1920. Surprisingly, the
foundation was approved by the authorities, possibly thanks to
parliamentarians in the par‘[y.477 Yet, it did not mean opening of a period of
relatively peaceful conditions. On the contrary, after the foundation of the
party, the detentions that had started already in the new year, reached to the
parliamentarian members of the party, just two days after the massacre of
Mustafa Suphi and his comrades.*”® Soon, the party was dissolved. The
members originally from the People’s Group left the party, as it was accused of
spying for Russia. Upmal was expelled and the isolation on the Soviet embassy
tightened. None of the communists who suffered from the persecution had a
doubt about the relation of this incidence with the invitation received by the
government for London Conference.'”

Mustafa Kemal, later in a closed session of the Grand National Assembly
on January 22th, 1921, explained these attempts as necessity to take political
measures instead of coercive ones, since first, it was crucial not to offend
communist Russia, with which the relations had to go on and second it was

impossible to eliminate an idea only with coercive methods.** However, the

476 People’s Communist Party of Turkey. The name of the party emerged as a concession to the
non-communist elements involving in the foundation process. It was also functional to
differentiate it from the previous illegal TKF. Akal, Milli Miicadelenin Baslangicinda, 291.

477 Ibid, 292. For the story of the transformation from TKF to THIF see: Erden Akbulut and

Mete Tuncay, Tiirkive Halk Istirakiyun Firkas: 1920-1923 (Istanbul: TUSTAV, 2007), 124-
146.

48 Akal, Milli Miicadelenin Baslangicinda, 431. Mustafa Suphi and others were, surprisingly
unaware of the existence of this new party in Ankara.

" Akbulut and Tungay, Tiirkive Halk Istirakiyun Firkast, 143.

B0 TBMM Gizli Celse Zabitlart 1. Cilt, 334.
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days following the attempts of political manipulation marked such coercive
methods against the communists and left-wing elements.

In the meantime, during the Baku Congress, Communist Party of Turkey
officially declared itself, in Baku, on September 10th in the foundational
congress, with the claim to unite all the communist elements inside and outside
the country. One of the first decisions of the party was returning to motherland.
Actually, Mustafa Suphi, as the head, informed Mustafa Kemal in August of
the intention to return Turkey. Before receiving a reply, but expecting to
receive a positive one, the first congress of the Party was convoked in Baku
and took the aforesaid decision.”®' Yet, was severely rejected by the leader of
the Liberation War with the excuse that they wouldn’t allow any radical
attempt that might ruin the “national unity”, namely the political alliance
between the different social groups of the society.482

In a letter to Ali Fuat on September 14th 1920 he expressed his bitter
feelings towards the Bolsheviks for organizing the Communist Party of Turkey
and aiming a “social revolution” in Turkey.** In the same letter, he added that
if the Soviets saw any prospect of communist success in Turkey, they would
not initiate material aid to the Ankara government.484 What if the Soviets
declared that they would maintain contacts with the Ankara government
through the Communist Party of Turkey? Kemal remarked that “communist

organizations in Turkey are therefore completely against the interests” of the

! Akal, Moskova-Ankara-Londra Uggeninde, 262.
42 Tungay, Tiirkiye 'de Sol Akimlar I, 338.
3 Gokay, Soviet Eastern Policy and Turkey, 24.

**This suspicion should be caused by the dispatch by Mustafa Suphi, one of the leading
members of TKP and one of his most reliable comrades, Siileyman Sami to sound out Mustafa
Kemal’s views on Bolshevism. He was to find out whether Mustafa Kemal would authorize the
establishment of a communist organization in Anatolia and whether such an organization could
survive without making too many ideological concessions. Siileyman Sami was ordered to
inform the government in Ankara that Soviet aid was to be conveyed to Ankara through the
Turkish Communist Party and that the Party had, as a first batch, for the use of the Ankara
government, fifty cannons, seventy machine guns and seventeen thousand rifles. (Paul
Dumont, “L’axe Moscou-Ankara”, 172)
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Turkish national movement and had therefore to be “brought to a halt and kept
at a distance whatever the cost.”**

While the leadership of the Turkish national movement was preparing to
take severe measures to halt the leftist oppositional activities in Anatolia, what
was the attitute of the Soviets towards these movements? Was it true as it was
asserted in Mustafa Kemal’s letter to Ali Fuat, that the Soviets might see any
prospect for a socialist revolution in Turkey?

The envisions of a Bolshevik revolution in Anatolia even if existed
sometime between 1919 to 1921, they lost their weight categorically after
1921. Actually, Turkey at the beginning of 1920, “to bolshevize” Anatolia
could only be one of envisions and admittedly not the strongest one.

As it has been summarized in the Chapter I, the strategy to be followed
in the East was a controversial topic. Bolsheviks never followed purely
“revolutionary policy”. Immense differences between the Eastern countries in
terms of their internal social and political dynamics, unstable relations with the
West, the forces leading the liberation movements in the colonial and
dependent countries were obstacles in front of a decisive strategy. Therefore,
Bolsheviks conducted hybrid policies depending on the developments and push
the limits for furthering the Soviet influence to the detriment of the British in
the continent.

In the summer of 1920, Turkish delegation in Moscow waiting for Soviet
officials to start the talks for an agreement, most of the Bolshevik leaders were
in Petrograd for the second congress of Komintern. “Optimism about the
prospects of world revolution, which had seemed in partial eclipse during the
winter of 1919-1920, was once more general” and many prominent Bolsheviks
were oscillating between communist propaganda as a powerful tool of foreign
policy and diplomatic and military alliance with non-communist states.**
However, the idea defended by Lenin against Roy and Sultan Galiev in the

second congress of Comintern triumphed and Soviet foreign policy placed on

435 1hid.

86 Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923. Vol. 3, 250.
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the support of the bourgeoisie leaderships of the national struggles in the East.

Particulary in Turkey, inspite of the existing weakness of the organized
left, in the summer of 1920, everybody felt the strong ideological influence of
the Soviet regime in Anatolia. Baku Congress of the Peoples of the East in
September can be considered as the climax where a horizon beyond the
framework of existing leadership of Turkish national struggle was strongly
emphasized. Zinovyev, the President of the Komintern, expressed their support
to Kemal, without undermining that Kemalist movement had nothing to do
with communism. He also emphasized, as many others the importance of
awakening class-consciousness among masses in Turkey and preserving the
very existence of an independent socialist political line in the country. In the
resolution on Turkish national struggle, it was proposed to declare that the
Congress supported the movement Anatolia with the reservation that victory
over the imperialist would not necessarily mean resolution of the problems of
the working masses.”’

Inspite of the different views emerged in the last Congress of Komintern
and inspite of the theoretical assumptions among Bolshevik leadership before
all, Vladimir Ilyich himself, on the possibility of transition to socialism
skipping the capitalist stage in the precapitalist societies of the East™®,
gradualism was the predominant paradigm of the Soviet foreign affairs in their

examination of Turkey and other countries in the same category.489 Therefore,

w7 “However, the Congress notes that the general-national revolutionary movement in Turkey
is directed only against foreign oppressors, and that success for this movement would not in the
least signify the emancipation of the Turkish peasants and workers from oppression and
exploitation of every kind. The success of this movement would not entail the solution of
questions which are of the greatest importance for the Turkish toiling classes, namely, the
agrarian question and the question of taxes, and would not eliminate the principal obstacles to
the liberation of the East, namely, national discords. The Congress finds it necessary to show
particular caution in relation to those leaders of the movement who in the past led the Turkish
peasants and workers to the slaughter in the interests of one of the imperialist groups and
thereby subjected the toiling masses of Turkey to twofold ruin in the interests of a small group
of rich men and high-ranking officers. The Congress proposes to these leaders that they prove
in deeds that they are now ready to serve the toiling people and make amends for their false
steps in the past.” (Riddell and Aves, “To See the Dawn, 335)

% As discussed in the previous chapter.

** Proletariat and peasants were required to subordinate their social programme to the
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Soviet government’s problematic relation with the Turkish left was much
complicated than a mere realpolitik. Lenin was the one who first formulated
“gradualism”. Chicherin was the one to apply it in the Eastern policy. In the
opening speech of the Moscow Conference, Chicherin stressed that the reason
why a proletarian revolution took place in Russia while a national revolution
was happening in Turkey was the different levels of development in respective
countries. Turkey had not yet reached to maturity in terms of capitalist
development for the emergence of a proletarian revolution and establishment
of socialism.*”’

What was inculcated by the Soviets to the Turkish communists was
preserving independence from the bourgeoisie political currents while showing
a low-profile in politics and supporting the bourgeoisie revolutionaries in order
to further the accomplishments of the bourgeois revolution in Turkey, as it was

adviced by Radek to the Turkish communists in Komintern in 1922:

“Your job as defenders of the independence of Turkey, which is
so very important to the revolution, is not yet finished. Protest
against the persecution, but understand, too... that you still have
a long road to travel in the company of the bourgeois
revolutionaries.”*"!

The Bolsheviks were categorically opponents of creation of artificial
revolutions without emergence of the necessary objective and subjective
conditions in 1920s. Even in the Transcaucasia, as the evidences show it, they
waited to the last moment in order to prevent the Sovietization to take place as

a pure external intervention. There are many correspondences in which

immediate needs of a common national struggle against foreign imperialism. It was assumed
that a nationally minded bourgeoisie, or even a nationally-minded feudal aristocracy, would be
ready to conduct a struggle for national liberation from the yoke of foreign imperialism in
alliance with potentially revolutionary proletarians and peasants, who were only waiting for the
moment of victory to turn against them and overthrow them. (Carr, Bolshevik Revolution Vol
111, 483)

0 Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Diplomatiya, 108.

1 Gokay, Soviet Eastern Policy and Turkey, 24.
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exchange of information was realized between the Soviet diplomats/military
officers in Transcaucasia and Moscow on the influence of Caucasian
communists among the working masses. It is a historical fact that there is no
Soviet vision of revolution that did not take into account if the conditions
required for a socialist revolution exist in a certain country or not.*”* Turkish
communist/leftist movement essentially lacked necessary strength to turn the
national revolution that was taking place in the country into a social one though
bolshevism attained certain legitimacy throughout Anatolia and had a voice in
the parliamentary debates during the Liberation War. So, the desire of the
Soviets was in the direction of establishment of communist parties that would
organize and prepare for the future an independent working class movement.
The activities of the Komintern in Turkey and the implicit support given
by the Soviet embassy to the Turkish communists should be assessed in this
framework. At times, the apparent role played by the Komintern functionaries
employed in the Soviet embassy caused problems between the relations of two
countries. And the differences between Narkomindel and Komintern, which
were discussed in the Chapter II, resulted in tensions between these two, in the
case of Turkish affairs, as well. Another important aspect of the issue was the
Soviet reluctance to support the communist activities that they considered out
of their scope, contradicted to the objective interests of the Soviets in the Near
East or just unrealistic. This point is extremely important in the appraisal of the
relations between the Turkish communists and the Soviet Russia. It is hard to
understand the complexity of the communist struggle in Turkey at the
beginning of 1920s in general; the hopeful start and tragic end of Mustafa
Suphi and his comrades in particular, without taking into account this point.
When the world war stroke and Turkey joined the war on the side of
Germany, Mustafa Suphi was in Caucasia, as a pan-Turkish Ottoman, who had

gone there in order to work among the population for his cause.”” The

*2 In the worlds of Leo Trotsky in the third congress of Komintern: “But Russia could, for this

very reason, be interested only in " the internal logical development " of revolution, not in
artificially hastening or retarding it.” Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution 1917-1923 Vol. 3, 397.

““He fleed the country in 1914 during his confinement in Sinop due to his opposition to the
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Russians took him as a civil war captive and he got familiar to socialist ideas in
this period.494 He was one of the interned Ottomans in Russia who had shown
success in recruiting other Turkish and Muslim internees in the Red Army after
the revolution. He came to Moscow and contacted the Committee of Muslim
Affairs, a structure that was affiliated to the People’s Commisariat of
Nationalities. He started to publish a newspaper named “Yeni Diinya”495 in
Moscow. The Central Bureau of the Muslim Organization of the Russian
Communist Party appointed him as the chief of International Propaganda
Department.*® He worked in Kazan in 1918 and then in Crimea in 1919
among the population of Turkic origin for dissemination of socialist ideas. In
Crimea, he pionereed the establishment of International Eastern Regiment,
which would soon show usefulness in repulsing the White Army troops in the
region. He also achieved to send many Turkish communist cadres to Istanbul
and other parts of the country during his presence in Crimea. After a brief
service in Turkistan, he moved to Baku in the spring 1920 where he continued
to carry out his multiple tasks, both propaganda activities towards the Muslim
population of different ethnic origins; and organization and unification of
Turkish communist groups inside and outside the country.497

Communist Party of Turkey as a uniform organization of all the Turkish

communists was established on September 10th and was officially registered as

the organization of the proletariat of Turkey by the Komintern.”® As noted

Unionist government.

“* Hikmet Bayur, “Milli Miicadeleye El Koymaya Calisanlar” Belleten XXXV no. 140 (Ekim
1971), 590.

3 New World

4% Eudin and North, Soviet Russia and the East, 78.

“7For a full-fledged biography of Mustafa Suphi see: Emel Akal, “Mustafa Suphi” in Modern
Tiirkiye'de Siyasal Diisiince: Sol, eds., Murat Belge, Tanil Bora, and Murat Giiltekingil
(Cagaloglu, Istanbul: Iletisim, 2007), 138-164; for a biography of historical importance see:
Mirsaid Sultan-Galiev, “Mustafa Subhi i Ego Rabota”, Izbrannye Trudy (Kazan'": Gasyr, 1998),
335-339.

8 Akal, Moskova-Ankara-Londra Uggeninde, 300.
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above, concomitantly, the preparations for the return to the motherland were
started. However, the news from Anatolia indicated the reverse conditions for
communist activities. The communist persecution had already started. Serif
Manatov" ", who worked actively for communist organization during the year
1920 in Eskisehir until the time he got arrested by the security forces of the
Ankara government and he fleed Turkey for Baku, openly objected the return
of the communists.”” Siileyman Sami, who were sent to Anatolia for talks with
Mustafa Kemal, also reported that Mustafa Kemal rejected the idea of presense
of “organizers from outside”.>” Yet, these news did not suffice to stop the
preparations. The communists in Baku conducted a comprehensive program to
prepare for a broad organizational work in Turkey with a rich content. They
strove to make ready a big budget in order to realize their plans. However, their
demand for financial support from the presidium of the Eastern Council of
Komintern was rejected. To make matters worse, the communists were asked
to grant a part of their budget to the Council. Finally, their plan to return
Turkey was not approved with the excuse that the methods they envisaged to
apply in their work in Turkey was not compatible with the objective
conditions, which at the end would harm the revolutionary cause. While the
Turkish communists prepared for a widespread and legal propaganda work,
Komintern foresaw an illegal, small-scale organizational activity by a secret
cadre.””* Mustafa Suphi’s insistence met with a similar attitude in a meeting
with the participation of Stalin at the beginning of November. Stalin told
Turkish communists about the difficulties of struggle and explained them the

impossibility to work as a small Soviet state with full-fledged functions and

9 Serif Manatov was a Tatar nationalist who carried high-ranking duties in the first Bashkir
Republic. He had very close relations with Moscow; and assumed an important position in the
Committee of Muslim Affairs, an organ affiliated to People’s Commisariat of Nationalities in
the year 1918. However, he lost credit from both nationalist circles and bolsheviks and traveled
to Anatolia.

*% Yiicel Demirel, Déniis Belgeleri-1 (istanbul: TUSTAV, 2004), 167.
501

Ibid., 113.

2 BCA 930.1/1.13.1.
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paid officials in the middle of Anatolia.”” TKP’s budget was reduced by two
third.”™* After the meeting, the central committee of TKP seemed to adopt a
lower-profile in terms of their activities in Turkey. On November 8th, they
declared their unconditional support to the Ankara government as the most
important task of the moment.”” Soon, the decision on the hold of the return to
Turkey was loosened. In Central Comittee meeting on November 15th, the
return plan rehandled and then the preparations restarted.’” The change in the
decision about the return might also be the result of the change in the
calculations of the Soviet government due to several new developments. By
November, Turkish attack towards Armenia, for the Soviets, turned into an
event unpredictable in terms of how far the Turkish Army might go. On the eve
of Sovietization of Armenia, Turkish advance across the Transcaucasian lands
was extremely disturbing. Secondly, Sovyet government was also uneasy about
the news coming from Soviet embassy in Ankara on the secret talks between
Ankara government and France; on the change in the Istanbul government,
replacement of Damat Ferit with moderate Tevfik Pasha, and the delegation
sent by the new government to Anatolia for reconciliation. Therefore, it is a
possibility that in the face of suspicions about the upcoming steps of the
Turkish government, to put the plan of the return of the Turkish communists
into operation might have been considered an appropriate move.

Different from a few months ago, Mustafa Suphi and his comrades were

now aware of the hardships that they might encounter in Turkey. An anti-

303 Demirel, Déniis belgeleri-1, 308-310.

204 Akal, Moskova-Ankara-Londra Ucgeninde, 311.

305 Demirel, Déniis Belgeleri-1, 154.

206 Akal, Moskova-Ankara-Londra Uggeninde, 312. Turkish Red Regiment, which was decided
to found by Committee of Muslim Affairs in 1918, was sent before the TKP members set out
from Baku. Otherwise, it might be another reason of tension since it would give the intention
that the communists were returning to the country with their armed forces. On the way, they
found themselves in the middle of the battle between the Red Army and Armenian Army, and
suffered heavy losses. The commander of the regiment turned back to Baku. The rest of the
regiment could only be sent to Turkey after the massacre of the TKP members. The soldiers of
the regiment were distributed to various fronts. Ibid., 316.
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bolshevik propaganda throughout Anatolia was conducted by pro-Western,
anti-Soviet, right wing elements of Turkish politics. The Ankara government
showed its reluctance to accept their return by every possible means. From the
beginning of their entrance to country especially in Erzurum, they faced a cruel
manner mostly due to the provocations and threats of the local authorities.
They were sent to Trabzon in order to be deported. It was their final stop
before they were massacred in the middle of the Black Sea in the boat that was
taking them to Batum. Mustafa Suphi and fifteen other Turkish communist
leaders were killed in the Black Sea on January 28th. The incident was a
definite reason of hatred towards the Turkish government. Yet, Soviet reaction
was not so harsh.

In February 1921, when the Turkish delegation was already in Moscow,
Yusuf Kemal conveys in his memoirs from his conversations with Chicherin
that Soviet foreign affairs uttered their consideration on inconvenience of a
communist transformation in Turkey. Chicherin said that they knew very well
that the situation in Turkey was not suitable for that; and the Soviet
government never supported the excessive efforts of young and inexperienced
communists in the Eastern countries.”” Therefore, while unwillingly approved
the return of the TKP members to Turkey due to the insistence of, before all,
Mustafa Suphi, and due to certain political calculations, they did not give the
expected reaction against their massacre. It was a striking sign of the will of the
Soviet government to reconcile with the Turkish government.

In the resolution adopted by Turkish Communist Party in 1923 it was
contended that Ankara government reflected itself as Soviet friend and “leftist”
by supporting Yesil Ordu®” and then establishing a fake Communist Party in
order to gain the trust of the Soviet government. However, it cruelly persecuted
communists in Turkey especially when it needed to give a clear message to the

Entente that it has nothing to do with Bolshevism or communism. According to

307 Tengirsenk, Vatan Hizmetinde, 205.

508
Green Army
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the resolution, the realization of the Mustafa Suphi’s and others’ murder in
January 1921 was directly related with the concurrent ongoing talks in London

9 Yet, there was no

between the Turkish delegation and Entente diplomats.
reference to the Soviet attitude toward the persecution of the communists. One
possibility is that the obligation of the Soviets to accord with the Kemalists was
well understood and Komintern was the one to make the harsh denunciations

on communist hunting of the Ankara government:

Remember comrades, that the gloom of dungeons could not
obscure the sun of the revolution the Third International
considers it an essential duty to do everything in its power to
rescue you from the hands of your hangmen.”"

However the predominant idea in the minds of the bolshevik leadership
was as it was summarized by Bukharin in the 12th congress of the Party in
April 1923 that Turkey, “in spite of all persecutions of communists, plays a
revolutionary role, since she is a destructive instrument in relation to the

: I 511
imperialist system as a whole.”

4.3 Ardous process towards Moscow Agreement

Kemalists weighted Soviet reaction vis-a-vis the repressions on the
communists. The low-profile of the reactions after the massacre in the Black
Sea was an important sign that the Soviets did not consider these repressions as
an obstacle to Soviet-Turkish convergence. The urgency to prescribe Turkish-
Soviet friendship prevailed. By December the conditions for an agreement had
already seemed to be formed. Eventually, the details that created new tensions
were resolved. Both sides declared the composition of their delegations. Yusuf
Kemal, the minister of economy, Riza Nur, the minister of education, and Ali

Fuat, prospective Turkish ambassador in Moscow, would represent Turkey.

% Ibid., 115.
310 Eudin and North, Soviet Russia and the East, 153.

o Carr, Bolshevik Revolution Vol. 3, 484.
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Only eight days after the murder of Mustafa Suphi and his comrades, the
Turkish delegation set out for their journey to Moscow.

In his memoirs, Yusuf Kemal (Tengirsenk), the head of the Turkish
delegation, mentions that they met with a totally different attitude from the
Soviets than the previous time, in summer 1920. Their trip was planned
throuhg Baku. After meeting several prominent Bolsheviks there, such as
Eliava, Ordjonikidze and Narimanov, on February 6th, they departed from
Baku to Moscow. On the way, he tells their train was stopped on various
stations on the Red Army soldiers’ request to see the Turkish delegation. After
the mutual demonstration of sympathy, they were sent off with exclamations of
“Hurrah!”>"?

Meanwhile a new source of discomfort for Moscow emerged. As
Entente attempts to convince the Kemalists to a Sevres like agreement with
some minor changes through surreptitious channels failed, the new move was
to convey a conference in London where the conflicting views of France and
Britain would be tried to reconcile and to negotiate once again with Turkey
about the terms of a new agreement to replace caducous Sevres.”'’> Ankara
government’s acceptance to send a delegation to London right beside the
delegation of Istanbul government revived the still fresh suspicions of
Moscow. The invitation came after successful repulse of the Greek troops by
the Turkish army in the vicinity of Inonu. Yet, Ankara government did not set
much hope to the talks in London, rather they found a refusal at that point
inconvenient. Mustafa Kemal did speeches emphasising that the participation
in London Conference did not necessarily mean a break up with the Soviets.
For him, Turkey should counter the Entente propaganda about warmongering
of the Turks.”'® Yet, it was not easy to appease the Russians. The news coming

from the Soviet press bureau (zavinformburo) in Trabzon headed by G.

312 Tengirsenk, Vatan Hizmetinde, 203.

13 Gasratyan and Arsenovich, SSSR i Turtsiya 1917-1979, 34.

% Hakimiyet-i Milliye, 6 February 1921.
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Astahov informed that “the general impression is that the Kemalists are very
carefully establish the bridge for a possible transition to the Entente camp or, at
least, for breaking up with the Soviet Russia.”"

The head of the delegation to be sent to London was another source of
discomfort for the Soviets. The Turkish foreign affairs minister Bekir Sami
was still recalled with the irreconcilable attitude in summer and his counter-
revolutionary activities in Caucasia during the trip back home. As a matter of
fact, the diplomacy conducted, the promises given to and the agreements
signed with the Entente states by Bekir Sami on behalf of Ankara government
were such as to prove Soviet discomfort. Bekir Sami was said to promise
Turkish contribution to a Caucasian Federation with the aim to counter the
Soviet existence in the region.’'® French diplomat, a specialist on the Near East
Franklin Bouillon was stating that France should conclude a treaty with
Turkey, with the aim of spreading French influence in Caucasia and opening
the path for Caucasian federation composed of independent Kuban, Georgia,
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Dagestan.”'’ Bekir Sami signed agreements with
French and Italian authorities. Both agreements included ceasefire and
exchange of war captives. The agreement with Italy envisaged Turkihs-Italian
economic cooperation for the development of Turkish economy. In return of
the concession given to Italian capital like Eregli coalmines and others, Italy
promised to support Turkey for the returning of Northern Trace and Izmir to

Turkey.”'®

In the agreement with France, the Turkish-Syrian boundary was
determined where Cilicia remained as the French sphere of influence.

Concession of Baghdad Railway construction was given to France, concession

13 AVPREF, f. 132, op. 4, 6, d. 10.

>1® Documents on British Foreign Policy, XIII, 669, According to an assumption, British
government had a clear idea that at that point an anti-soviet federation in Caucasia was not
likely. Still they used these kinds of talks with Bekir Sami in order to stop the Bolsheviks
supporting Turkish national movement. That is why they deliberately enabled the Russians to
know the whole content of the talks with Bekir Sami. Kheyfets and Akademiya Nauk SSSR,

Sovetskaya Diplomatiya, 89.
> Ibid., 84.

> Rumbold, Ingiliz Yillik Raporlari’'nda Tiirkiye 1921, 40.
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of Ergani mines as well. Bekir Sami’s statements published in London
newspaper Petit Journal about his content for the conclusion of French-Turkish
agreement created a particular reaction in Soviet foreign affairs. France for a
while was conducting a plan to create an anti-bolshevik camp in the Eastern
Europe. It was planned to realize by stimulating the French influence in Poland
and by luring Romania into the same camp. Turkey, with its unique
geographical position, was a crucial candidate for this anti-bolshevik camp.
After reminding all these points to Ahmet Muhtar, Chicherin in his note dated
March 12th, asked whom Bekir Sami represented in London Conference:
“Istanbul government or Ankara government? If it is Ankara government, is
there a change in orientation?”"

Bekir Sami’s proposal of peace, which was more or less the replication of
the national pact, did not gain recognition by the Entente. Therefore, the
conference did not give a successful result. In Bekir Sami’s return to Ankara,
the agreements signed by him were not approved in the national assembly and
he was dismissed from his ministerial post.

The talks in London were partly coincided with the ones in Moscow and
the news from London immediately was received by the Soviet authorities via
Krasin, the head of commercial delegation in London. The synchrony of the
conferences served for something else. With the purpose to show the
vulnerability of the “ally” of the Kemalist government, British press
broadcasted false news on simultaneous revolts in Moscow and Petrograd
against the Soviet government. A member of Turkish delegation later wrote:
“We learnt from our delegation in Moscow that even a word written in the
British press was not true about the disturbances in the Soviet Russia.”*’
Unofficial talks in Moscow started on February 21th and the conference

was launched officially on February 26. It was declared to the Turkish

delegation that due to the historical moment in the relations with Great Britain,

S pvp, 111, 589.
> A. M. Shamsutdinov and A. Hasanoglu, Kurtulus Savasi Yillarinda Tiirkiye-Sovyetler

Birligi Iliskileri (Istanbul: Cumhuriyet, 2000), 46; Yusuf Kemal in his memoirs confirmed the
words of this member of the delegation in London.
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Soviet government couldn’t venture a military agreement with Turkey. Instead,
They proposed a friendship and fraternity agreement and promised continuing
the dispatch of all necessary military and financial aid.>*'

From the beginning of the conference to the signing of the agreement,
which was based upon the draft signed by Bekir Sami and Chicherin in August
with various amendments and supplements. Three commissions worked
simultaneously during the conference: Political, judicial and editorial.

The conference lasted for about a month. The biggest issue that
prolonged the talks was about the frontiers. It was not just a controversial issue
on the table. There was an ongoing process in the region. As noted above,
occupation of Batum by the Turkish army was imminent. Soviet leaders
attributed the “deliberate defer” of the conclusion of the agreement by the
Turkish delegation to the plans over Batum. Because as the agreement would
be concluded, Turkish claims on Batum that was based upon Treaty of Brest
Litovsk would become obsolete. Lenin wrote Chicherin that the reason why
Turkey delayed the signing of the agreement in order to gain time when their
troops advanced through Batum. He adds, “we shouldn’t allow them to make
use of this delay. Consider the following measure: give a half an hour break to
talk to me, and let Stalin at that time openly talk to the Turkish delegation in

order to clear the work and go until the end today.”**

Indeed, on that very day,
the political commission®* of the conference came to an agreement on the
frontiers. While Batum was given to Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic, it was
accepted to grant the Turkish population there a wide sphere of autonomy and
to Turkish merchants free transaction on the border. For the details, Turkish
delegation asked for a distinct conference with Georgian SSR. In order to block

any future demands for amendment on the frontier issues, Soviet delegation

321 Cebesoy, Moskova Hétiralart, 139.
5221 enin V. L. Poln. sobr. soch., t.52, s. 92. 1.

323 Members of this commission were G. V. Chicherin, D. Korkmasov, Yusuf Kemal, Ali Fuat

and Riza Nur.

187



required the decisions taken in Moscow conference as the basis for the future
conferences.

In spite of the decisions taken in the conference, Turkish march to Batum
continued. Member of Caucasian front Military Revolutionary Council
Ordzhonikidze wrote Moscow that, when he informed Kazim Karabekir about
the decision to leave Batum to Georgia in Moscow Conference, Karabekir
replied he did not have any communication with the Turkish delegation
there.”** Ordzhonikidze regarded this act as the initiative of Eastern Command
of Turkish Army in order to spoil Soviet-Turkish agreement.’”> On March
18th, the Menshevik government that had retreated to Batum from the capital
left the city to Turkish troops, fleeing on an Italian ship. Kazim Karabekir in
pursuant to the authority given to him by the Grand National Assembly,

526 1t was a moment when the

declared the unification of Batum with Turkey.
armies two “allied” governments, which not long ago signed an agreement,
came closest to a clash. Caucasian Iron Cavalcade surrounded the city when
the Turkish troops were still inside.’*’ It was not until when Revolutionary
Military Council of Caucasian Front front received the official document of the
Moscow agreement and conveyed it to the Turkish Army Command on 23th
that Turkish troops started to leave the city. On the 24th, Ordzhonikidze
informed Moscow that Turks had completely evacuated the city.”*®

The political commission also determined the Turkish-Armenian frontier.
The fundamental decision was that Kars, Ardahan, Artvin were left to Turkey.
The further questions on frontier issue would be decided in separate
conference, which would take the principal decisions of Moscow Conference

granted. Nakhchivan was a region both Turkey and Azerbaijan SSR had claims

32 AVPRF, f. 132, op. 4, 5, d. 22.

525 Shamsutdinov and Hasanoglu, Kurtulus Savasi Yillarinda, 58.
526 Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Diplomatiya, 100.

> Gokay and Yalgin, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye, 121.
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on. Turkish Army entered the region during Turkish-Armenian war and
declared Turkish government’s jurisprudence in the district. However, Soviet
part, depending on the invalidity of Alexandropol Treaty asserted that this
district should stay as an autonomous part of Azerbaijan. At the end, the
delegations agreed upon this principle, with the reservation, which was
requested by Turkish delegation, that no other third state could claim this
district.”*

Apart from the articles on the frontiers, there were other striking articles
that had important repercussions on Soviet-Turkish relations in the following
years.” According to article 4, both sides had the freedom to choose their
system of government. This principle of non-intervention towards the system
of government was especially important vis-a-vis the internal and external
critiques on Turkish-Soviet relations. The article became a crucial tool in
eliminating the doubts on the essence of these relations. Article 8 was
completing the mutual guarantee of non-intervention. According to that, the
parties accepted not to give any support to the establishment and existence of
organizations or groups that were contender to political power in the other
country or in the certain region of that country. The main targets in mind were
communists in Turkey and nationalists in Central Asia. The articles 6 and 7
marked a clean sheet in the history of Turkish-Russian relations. All the
previous treaties signed by the tsars and sultans were declared obsolete. All the
capitulations and privileges granted to Russia in tsarist times were cancelled.
As previously stated many times by the Soviets, in the 5th article, the new
Turkish state was recognized as the only sovereign on the city of Istanbul and
the straits. The regulations about the transactions regarding the straits were
decided to be determined in another conference organized by the Black Sea
states. With the notes exchanged concomitantly with the signing of the
agreement, the parties undertook the responsibility of informing the other party

in case of any fundamental change in foreign policy. In addition to this, the

¥ RGASPL f. 122, op. 1, d. 192.
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parties also undertook to inform the other party of any talks with other states
and no to sign any agreement without the knowledge of the other party.”'
These provisions later would be both restricting on the maneuvers of the
parties in the international arena and the base for mutual accusations about the
violation of them.

The agreement and the notes were followed by a protocol about the
Soviet financial and military aid to Turkey amounted 10 million rubles.”*?

Moscow Conference was held in very extraordinarily difficult conditions.
The frontier issue tried to be solved under very unstable circumstances in the
region. The conflict between the two parties, which almost escalated into a
military clash, hardened the conduction of the talks. Lenin on March 10th was
stressing, in the note he wrote to Stalin, how difficult to decide on any detail.
He said, “we have to drive a hard bargain with the Turks whenever an
agreement is to be concluded. Every point, every coma can be determined after

exhausting struggles.””*’

When explaining the importance of this conference to
a group of workers and peasants in Moscow Soviet general assembly, Lenin
couldn’t help admitting the low-profile of the talks.”>* A few days later, on
March 1st, Chicherin was informing Krestinsky, a senior member of the
Politburo, that the relations with Turkey was in extremely critical stage. He
mentioned the possibility of a complete change in political orientation of the
Turks and he urged about the extremely hard situation that would be generated
by this change in Soviet eastern policy. He pointed out that Turkish insistence
about the border line that was determined by the national oath and about the

validity of Alexandropol Treaty put the conference into a deadlock and he

added: “Whatever the results of the conference would be, a very hard time is

> Shamsutdinov, Kurtulus savas: yillarinda Tiirkiye-Sovyetler birligi iliskileri, 53

> Through a comprehensive study of the sources informing about the total aid done by the

Soviets to the Turkish nationalists during the years of National Liberation War, Stefanos
Yerasimos gave a reliable account. (Yerasimos, TZirk-Soviet Hliskileri, 614-619)
>3 RGASPI, f. 159, op. 2, d. 57.
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waiting for us in our relations with Turkey””*> On March 3rd, Ahmet Muhtar in
his note to Chicherin, would frankly speak about the political pressure that the
proponents of Soviet-Turkish rapprochement in the government were exposed
within the Grand National Assembly.’*

Therefore, the conclusion of the agreement did not mark the elimination
of tensions and doubts. As it will be discussed in the following parts of the
study, the brief experience from the beginning of the first interactions between
the Soviet government and national movement in Turkey to the conclusion of
the agreement, would determine the coordinates of the basic issues and
tensions of the parties. Yet, for both parties that considered an alliance an
obligation for their foreign policy interests, this agreement terminated a state of
relations that was totally ruleless and unpredictable.

Soviet writers frequently exemplified the importance attributed to the
conference by the Soviets with the close attention of Lenin on the proceeding
of the conference. Chicherin’s personal narration is quoted: “I recall during the
Moscow Conference with Turkey, how carefully Vladimir Il'ich questioned me
on the phone every evening about what was done during the day and with what
kind of a lively interest he approached the fate of these talks.”>’ Turkish and
Soviet sided finally reached an agreement less than a month after the treaties
with Iran and Afghanistan were concluded.”® It was a victory for the Soviets to
be able to reach agreement with the national bourgeoisies of these countries
that were evaluated under the same category as ‘“‘semi-colonial”. These
agreements, of which most striking ring was the one with Turkey, Soviet
authorities officialized the unity of action against British imperialism. By any
stretch of the imagination, it was a significant historical stage in the Soviet

eastern policy. The coincidence of these agreements with the conclusion of a

>3 RGASPL f. 159, op. 2, d. 57. Chicherin saw the key to open the deadlock in sending a “real
ambassador” to Ankara. This aspect of the issue will be discussed later in this chapter.
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commercial treaty in London was remarkable. Together they heralded a new
period of Soviet foreign policy whose framework was determined on the one
hand continuous quest for reconciliation with the Western countries and on the
other hand levering its hand in European politics by maintaining certain power
of influence in the East. This was the general framework, by no means exempt
from failures and achievement both because of the state of affairs external to
the Soviets and Soviet power’s own limitations and abilities in terms of
capacity of an effective foreign policy. This period would roughly continue

until 1925.

4.4 After the agreement: Crisis and reconciliation (Spring-Autumn 1921)
Moscow agreement was by no means a moment that the parties a break
from the existing problems among themselves. This fact soon became apparent
right after the end of the Moscow conference. The Dashnak rebellion started in
Yerevan could only be suppressed at the beginning of April. During the
rebellion, Armenia witnessed an ambiguity about the possession of political
power in the country. During those days, Soviet government put no pressure on
the Turkish government in order them to give the instruction for the evacuation
of Alexandropol, since there was the threat of a Dashnak invasion of the city.
When the rebellion was suppressed, basing on the Moscow agreement, Soviet
government asked for an immediate evacuation. When Kazim Karabekir
refused to do that with the justification that Armenian government did not
fulfill the requirements of the Alexandropol Treaty and did not concede the
arms to the Turkish army. The reaction of Soviet side was very harsh. Soviets
were considering the refusal of evacuation as Kazim Karabekir’s personal
initiative supported by the right-wing elements in Ankara.” After the meeting
with the Turkish ambassador Ali Fuat, Chicherin wrote to Ordzhonikidze: “Ali
Fuat promised my immediate evacuation of Alexandropol. I inform him about

the hooliganism of Kazim Karabekir with the warning that a war between

>3 Soviets had a strong conviction that Turkish political cadre was definitely divided along pro
and anti-Soviet lines. This topic will be handled later in this chapter.
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Turkey and Armenian Soviet republic will mean a war between Turkey and
Soviet Russia.”>* On 11th, Ordzhonikidze notified Moscow about the
postponement of the dispatch of the gold and weapons that were to send to
Ankara.”*' Turkish army evacuated the city on April 22th, after a note from
Red Army Command in Caucasia informing that Red Army troops were
standing at attention for a march towards the city.

Though until the Second World War Turkey and Russia would never
come to a direct clash along the frontiers there would always be tensions
regarding the region that was cut by Turkish-Soviet border. The treatment of
Molokan and Orthodox Russian population historically settled in Kars and
Artvin resulted in a new crisis to the end of spring of 1921. It came after a brief
calm period following the evacuation of Alexandropol.

In mid April Turkish delegation headed by Yusuf Kemal went to
Caucasia in order to meet with Ordzhonikidze, Soviet representative in
Caucasian republics Legran and Azerbaijan's foreign affairs minister Gusejnov
to exchange on on Turkish-Caucasian conference and the crisis in
Alexandropol. The debate was on whether separate conferences with each
republic would take place or one joint conference would be organized with the
participation of all the Caucasian republics. Turkish side was especially
insistent for Azerbaijan asserting historical and cultural intimacy of Turkey
with this country. Finally the agreement that was reached on the issue was that
there would be a common conference but separate treaties would be signed.
However, for a long time Turkish side took no concrete step. Legran
interpreted situation as Turkey lost its interest upon the issue since it was
disappointed with the result that the conference with the Caucasian republics
would only be a continuation of the Moscow Conference.’* The first

development after a long silence was Yusuf Kemal’s request for designation of
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Ankara as place of the Caucasian conference.’*’

The Caucasian counterparts
refused the proposal. None of the parties desired to be far from their center due
problematic communication possibilities in the region. Late in August, for
some reason, maybe because the current conditions of war, Turkish
government consented to realize the conference in Kars and proposed third
week of September as the date of the conference.’**

Before the conference Chicherin’s note to Soviet ambassador in Ankara
Natsarenus was heralding the Soviet attitude in the conference. Soviet
delegation would by no means agree upon any concession about borders that
were not made in Moscow Agreement. And the delegation also wouldn’t be
demanding more than the Soviets had taken in Moscow at a time when Turkey
was experiencing an extraordinary hardship in the war with Greece. He also
mentions Yusuf Kemal’s proposal for a wider agreement on all the issues
regarding Turkish-Soviet relations. Chicherin reminded at the end of the note
that that Soviet Russia did not have the necessary material conditions and arms
to enter into any military adventure.’* Turkish government before the Moscow
Conference did such a proposal. Soviet Russia with an absolute coherence with
the policy of peaceful coexistence with the Western capitalist world, although
it supported National Liberation War in Turkey rigorously abstained from any
military clash with any of the Entente powers.

The decisions on Kars Conference taken in the Caucasian Bureau of the
Central Committee of the RKP(b) on October 3rd, were totally compatible with
the directives of Chicherin. Those decisions were embracing the principle to
stay in the boundaries of the Moscow agreement and rejection of a military
agreement between Transcaucasian republics and Ankara government. It was
also decided to bring forward during the decision the question about using the

pastures and salt pins in the Kagyzman region and the copper mines in Choroh
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region. In the meeting, it was also assumed that during the conference, none of
the representatives of the Transcaucasian republics would act contrary to the
unity of voice and action of the republics.546

Turkish government was preparing for the conference in a very difficult
situation. The battle around Sakarya was still continuing, creating many
hardships and political tensions. There were already personalities within the
political circles who openly opposed the intimacy with the Soviets. The
suspicions derived from the Soviet actions were generating real concerns in
this atmosphere. Soviet embassy was under the pressure of the Turkish

government:

Turkish government and especially Yusuf Kemal fear our
imperialistic, great power politics that we developed with the
new course in the internal policy and would be first practiced on
the relations with the Anatolian Turkey. In all the conversations
without exception, on Caucasian Conference or concession of
Coruh copper mines... Mustafa Kemal sees our intrigues in
relation to Turkish government. Yusuf Kemal inferred from our
insistence about the place of the conference to be Kars that we
want to take Kars back and give to Armenia. Many times I
listened Mustafa Kemal’s and Yusuf Kemal’s complaints about
Moscow’s support and aid to Enver Pasha and about a military
preparation of Transcaucasian republics against Turkey.>*’

In the background of the opening of the conference in the last week of
September, as proposed by Yusuf Kemal, with the enthusiastic welcoming of
people in Kars to the foreign delegations, there was such a big cloud of
suspicion. The Treaty of Kars was signed by Turkey on the one hand
Transcaucasian Republics on the other hand on October 13th. Representative

of Russian Soviet Federal Socialist Republic (RSFSR)**, Ja. C. Ganecki was

*RGASPL f. 64, op. 1, d. 1
>4 From the report of an official, B. Piskunov, in Soviet Mission, Ankara. AVPRF, f. 4, op. 39,
232,d. 52992.

>*¥ This title was changed to Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in 1922 December 30th. The
change was realized through conclusion of an unification agreement between Russian SFSR,
Ukranian SSR, Belarusian SSR and Transcaucasian SSR. (Istoriya SSSR, 114-117)
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also present in the conference and signed the Treaty. This agreement with
Turkey marked an important stage for the Caucasian republics towards a
Transcaucasian federation. Soviets neither before the conference, nor during its
proceeding did not allow Turkey to enhance particular relations in each of the
Caucasian republics and insisted upon conclusion of a single agreement.’*
They were for a while acting with utmost concurrence and was preparing for a
unification. In accordance with that, the only substantial difference of Treaty of
Kars from Moscow Agreement was the article on the invalidity of all previous
agreements signed by Transcaucasian states or agreements signed by a third
country but had provisions regarding Caucasian states. The only exception was

Moscow Agreement itself.>>’

4.5 If the Kemalists “surrender”: Enver Pasha crisis

In the summer of 1921, Turkish-Greek war reached to a very critical
stage. Greek army offensive towards the inner Anatolia; and that evacuation of
Ankara came to the fore, brought the Ankara government into a strong political
pressure inside. It was exposed to the accusation from the “right-wing” for not
to reconcile with the West missing the opportunities emerged up until that day;
and instead to prefer to affiliate to Russia.””' On the other hand, they had the
intelligence that Enver Pasha was waiting with his forces in Batum for a
possible failure or surrender of the Kemalists in order to enter to Anatolia. His

552

entourages in Ankara were ready for a coup d’etat.”” The part of the story

regarding the Turkish-Soviet relations was the speculation that the Soviet

>* Three Soviet republics of Transcaucasia were unified under the title of Federal Union of

Soviet Socialist Republics of Transcaucasia with an agreement signed by the representatives of
the three republics, Armenian SSR, Azerbaijan SSR and Georgian SSR in March 12th, 1922.
(L. V Zhukova and L. A Katsva, Istoriva Rossii v Datah: Spravochnik [Moskva: Prospekt,
20107, 162)

3% For the whole text of the Treaty see: DVP, IV, 420-429.

3! The questions about the orientation of Turkey were especially raised during the session for

the discussion and ratification of Moscow Agreement on July 21th. TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1.
Donem, 11. Cilt, 53. Birlesim, 337-333.
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government supported Enver Pasha. Though Soviet foreign affairs had
definitely refused that support, later, the documents revealed that connection.

A letter from Enver Pasha on February 1921 where he entitled himself as
“former minister of war of Ottoman Empire and member of the triumvirate of
the Young Turks” to Lenin reveals on the one hand that he was under the
auspices of Soviet Russia and on the other hand he was acting according to his
own agenda. Enver Pasha was in Germany. He informs Lenin that he decided
to go Afghanistan through Bukhara without stopping by Moscow “to avoid
prosecution of English”. He adds he decided to travel incognito and did not
inform anybody about it in advance. He asks Lenin to inform Chicherin on the
issue.””

During the days when Turkish-Soviet tension still did not come to a halt
in connection with Alexandropol crisis, on April 22-23th, Narkomindel and
Politburo discussed about giving a financial support to Enver for his activities
and for publication of a newspaper in Turkey in Moscow in a series of
correspondence. Therefore, it is understood that Russian Communist Party’s
politburo released certain amount of financial resource to Enver Pasha in
pursuant with the request of Chicherin.>*

A correspondence from August 26th indicates the size of the joint plans
of the Soviets with Enver Pasha. In his secret note from Tiflis to Moscow, to
Lenin, Stalin and Chicherin, Ordzhonikidze mentions a mission called

335 [t is understood from the text that this mission was

“Bagirov mission.
directly related to a plan for military and political alteration of the Kemalists by
Enver and his forces in case of military defeat of Turkish troops or
reconciliation of the Kemalist government with the Entente powers. He says, if
this mission fails then “we bring about the hostility of Kemalist Turkey that

might give any concession to Entente and strive to devastate us in Caucasia.

>3 RGASPIL f. 2, op. 2, d. 516.

3% Rem Kazandzhian, Bolsevik, Kemalist, Ittihatci Iliskileri: Yeni Belgeler 1920-1922
(Beyoglu, istanbul: Kaynak Yayinlari, 2000).

>3 Enver was using this surname. AVPRF, f. 04. Op. 39. p. 232. d. 52992.
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Although to have Enver is a political advantage for us, if fails we inevitably
collide with the Turks.” It is also revealed that a group of people from Ankara
who came to visit Enver in Batum or Tiflis planned to organize a
conference.”® According to Ordzhonikidze, Budu Mdivani commented that it
is not necessary for the time being and that Enver should be sent back.”’
However, it seems that Chicherin did not agree on this. In accordance with the
developments in Turkey, which was struggling in a battle whose result was
unforeseeable, he must have envisaged, Enver could still be necessary. On
September 13th, Stalin wrote Chicherin that Ordzhonikidze tried to persuade
Enver to return to Moscow together, but he rejects. Stalin adds, “maybe, you
were right, Enver is now necessary there. Let him operate.””>®

Victory in battle of Sakarya would normally expected to put an end to the
plans to alter the Kemalists with Enver group if necessary. However, activities
of Enver Pasha in the Soviet territories and his supporters in Anatolia and in
other places continued for a while to occupy the agenda of Soviet foreign
affairs.

A month later, the report of Soviet ambassador Natsarenus to Moscow
was reflected his uneasiness about the Enver issue. On October 16th, he
reported, Mustafa Kemal had detailed information about Enver. “The asylum
offered by Gyul'tsman to Enver (M. Kemal even knows that Enver uses the
surname, Bagirov), Enver’s trip to Batum at a very politically vivid moment,
Gjul'cman’s help to Enver in order him to contact with Anatolia, Enver’s
intention to infiltrate to Anatolia. All of them pour oil on the flames which now

99559

ignites Russian-Turkish relations.”””” Naceranus states that Turkish-Russian

relations at that moment were ever worse than they had been in the time of

556 1y.1: . o . o
Halil Pasha mentions such a conference in his memoirs. But as he reflects, it is just a small

meeting with the participation of Enver, Kiigiik Talat and himself. But Enver pretended to
organize a conference; he did not contravened his nephew. Kut and Sorgun, Bitmeyen Savas,
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London Conference in February. He proposes Soviet foreign affairs to avoid
Turkish government to change side towards the Entente even at the expense of
some new concessions.’® The day after Narkomindel received this report,
Chicherin wrote the Politburo that he agreed with Natsarenus on the Enver
issue. Yet, he asserts, Soviets should prepare for necessary maneuvers in
Caucasia, which would only be realized in case of a substantial shift in
Turkey’s orientation.’' It was at a time when, as will be discussed above, the
Soviets extremely suspected about the secret aspects of French-Turkish talks
that taking place in Ankara.

From the beginning, Chicherin was firmly defended the necessity to
create an option to alter the Kemalists in Ankara. He believed in the power of
Enver to influence his large network in Turkey and Anatolia. Unionist reflected
themselves from the beginning deadly opponents of Great Britain and
enthusiastic warriors of Asian independence. Ideologically, these features must
have fit to the framework of Soviet eastern policy in 1920-1921. However, the
considerations of Soviet leaders on the Unionists were transforming. Though
the danger to lose Turkey to Entente was still burning, to confront with Ankara
because of the unpredictable actions of adventours Enver was considered even
more dangerous. Besides that, general tendency with the launching of NEP
policy and peaceful coexistence, the priorities had changed in the East and
Kemalists started to be perceived as suitable partners who looked more likely
than before to triumph over the Greek army and gain country’s independence
from the Entente. Stalin wrote Chicherin on 17th, same that politburo received
Chicherin’s assessment on Naceranus’s report. In this outspoken letter, he
admits “we have committed the ‘sin’ of using Enver to intrigue against Kemal
and betraying him for a moment.” He suggested that it was the time to correct

this error.>®?

%0 Ibid.
I RGASPL f. 2, op. 1, d. 25721.

%2 RGASPI, f. 558, op. 11, d. 824.
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Another secret telegram from Chicherin to B. Natsarenus, dated to
November 6th, completes the previous correspondences and shed a little bit
lighter on the issue. Chicherin informs Natsarenus of Enver’s trip to Batum, his
promise personally to Chicherin when leaving Moscow to wage a war against
Mustafa Kemal on the condition of his “betrayal”. However, he adds, “he
breached the trust on him in Batum and we called him back to Moscow.”
Chicherin further explains that when Mustafa Kemal’s luck turned,’® the
instruction from Moscow not to allow Enver to Ankara came out to be so
appropriate.”® Finally, Chicherin also seemed to leave plans over Enver
completely behind. But it wouldn’t take so long to convince the Kemalist
leadership of outdatedness of Enver, since he soon appeared in Bukhara on the
front line of Basmachi uprising against the Bolsheviks.’®

Concomitantly with the disengagement of Enver Pasha from Soviet
government and his preparations for organizing an uprising in Turkestan, the
political opposition composed of his supporters in Ankara was losing their
influence. This change was strikingly reflected in Soviet ambassadorial reports
from Ankara to Moscow. But before touching upon the situation of Enverist
opposition in Ankara, the conjunction that Turkey entered in the autumn of

1921, as in the way Soviet foreign affairs perceived it, should be portrayed.

4.6 When Soviet foreign affairs were isolated

Battle of Sakarya without any doubt marked a turning point that
approximated Turkey to political independence. De facto authority of
Government of Grand National Assembly in Ankara was consolidated. With
the victory, the negotiations with the Entente powers also attained a new base.
The idea that was discussed since the beginning of the year among the Entente

powers - impracticability of Sevres as was- became much more dominant.

> He must be talking about the victory in Battle of Sakarya in August-September 1921.

64 Kazandzhian, Bolsevik, Kemalist, Ittihat¢i Iliskileri.

%% Kheyfets and Akademiya Nauk SSSR, Sovetskaya Diplomatiya , 181.
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France gave the signs of difference in point of view on the “Near Eastern
question” vis a vis Great Britain and Italy, unpleasant with the Greek initiative
in Anatolia, watched for an opportunity to reconcile and benefit from economic
concession granted by the Ankara government. From the September 1921
onwards, disintegration of the Entente powers in words and actions on the
issues of the Near East seemed to deepen.’®® Ankara government’s strategy to
eliminate the hostility with the Entente powers one by one in order to
concentrate on the war with the Greeks and isolate Greece and the Great
Britain as the principal power behind Greece, seemed to prevail. French
attempt in June to revitalize the treaty concluded by Bekir Sami and Franklin
Bouillon in London but rejected by the Grand National Assembly failed. Now,
by September, France was ready for further concession to the Ankara
government. The Turkish-French talks that took around a month finalized with
Treaty of Ankara on October 20th.

During this process, Soviet documents shows us that Soviet foreign
policy makers were following the developments in Ankara with deep concern.
The central concern was as it had become the principal feature characterizing
Soviet view towards Turkey was the possibility of change in orientation. This
concern cannot be explained simply as the fear of political reconciliation
between Turkey and Entente powers. It should be evaluated in the wider
picture of Soviet perception of world and foreign policy in accordance with
this perception.

Soviet government from the beginning to the end of National Liberation
War in Turkey abstained from direct military clash with the Entente. It pursued
the same policy and achieved a “peaceful solution” even in Caucasia. The last

advice to be given to the Turkish nationalists could be a “total war to the end”

>% The indignation of Great Britain due to the Treaty of Ankara was reflected in British annual

reports. Brits were frustrated for France revealed the disunity of the Entente and encouraged
the Kemalists by recognizing the legitimacy of their government by concluding a treaty. The
treaty totally destroyed British hope to put into practice the Sevres Agreement with minor
amendments difficulty of which was already seen in London Conference in February and in
Paris Conference in June. The reasons were the reluctance of all the Entente states for using
force, the disunity among them and the resistance of both fighting sides, Turkey and Greece.
Rumbold, Ingiliz Yillik Raporlarinda Tiirkiye 1921, 24-26.
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since neither it had the ability to provide military and financial aid, nor had it
the intention to a direct involvement in the war. Therefore, in principle, Soviets
did not oppose Turkish attempts to eliminate the military fronts by reaching
agreements with the Entente powers. The Soviet concerns concentrated on the
content of the negotiations between Turkish and Entente governments. As
Mustafa Kemal indicated in his conversation with Frunze, who would come to
visit Ankara in December, when it comes to diplomatic efforts for peace
without a decisive victory in war, agreement with the western countries means,
“to kneel down before them.”*®’

Soviets envisaged that agreement with the Entente powers might have
two important outcomes. One was a reopening of Anatolia for economic
invasion by the Western capital. The other was the Entente might try to make
use of these agreements in order to include Turkey in the anti-Soviet front.

None of the leading Turkish nationalists of the time believed that after
the war economic reconstruction of the country could take place by its own
means, without an external support. Turkish government was in pursuit of
“innocent” foreign capital whose investments in the country wouldn’t result in
political domination. In this sense, Turkish politician many times uttered their
desire to attract American capital since they believed US did not have the
perspective to establish political hegemony on the country. In 1921, French
capital was also preferable to British capital. For, Turkey for a long time did
not experience a direct military confrontation with this country. French
enlightenment and French revolution occupied a crucial place in the political
and ideological persuasion of a wide circle of Turkish nationalists composed of
politicians, military officers and intellectuals. And since the beginning of the
year French government pretend to respect Turkish nationalist movements vis-
a-vis British “bluster”. An economic reconstruction depending on Soviet
support was totally out of question not only because of Turkish doubts whether

Soviet power was totally distinguishable from its Tsarist predecessor, but also

%7 Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Diplomatiya, 85
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due to the deficiencies of Soviet economy itself. Yet, economic aid to Turkey
for reconstruction had always been a theme of Soviet foreign affairs.

According to the Soviet perception, external intervention to the economy
by the Western capital was indistinguishable from the internal class dynamics.
The theoretical basis of Soviet foreign policy and Marxist formation of the
Soviet diplomats motivated to establish this unity. According to Soviet
conception, Turkey, in the year 1921, started to give the first signs of
integration to capitalist system as the mines, ports, railway constructions and
other fields of economic operation were opened to foreign capital and a big
bourgeois class was developing and integrating to this process. Before the
attainment of political independence, the country was becoming integrated as a
capitalist market. For the Soviets, capitalist Turkey, integrated with Western
capital and surmounted the conflictual matters with the Western powers would
inevitably fall into the anti-Soviet camp. This constituted the essence of the
Soviet concerns.

First secretary of the Soviet embassy in Ankara B. Mikhaylov informs in
his report, dated to November 8th, that Ankara had already established very
close relations with the business people in Istanbul. The commissions coming
from there were warmly welcomed.’*® He mentions the big bourgeoisie (big in
local terms) that dealt with the commerce of European goods and approximated
to Europe. The members of this big bourgeoisie mostly lived in the coastal
regions; demanded the government to establish “normal” economic relations
with the West. The ruling party, Miidafa-i Hukuk, represented basicly the
interests of this section.’® Another section of the propertied classes composed
of middle tradesmen who dominated the domestic market in the war years in
the absence of international capital and acquired a significant amount of

wealth, now needed European financial support due to the devastation of the

368 Report to Ordzhonikidze from Mihailov on November 8th, RGASPL, f. 85, op. T, d. 96.

369 Report to Chicherin from Mihailov in November, RGASPI, f. 85, op. T., d. 96.
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economy in the war conditions and high taxes. According to the report this
segment established close relations with the government.””

Therefore, Treaty of Ankara was supported and welcomed by the
propertied classes that gave their support to the Liberation War. Soviet foreign
affairs, in this sense, mostly paid attention to the economic aspects of the
treaty. As Mikhaylov indicated, for them, the real striking part was not the
document of the treaty itself, but its appendix that contained some economic
provisions. °’' For the beginning, the concession of Baghdad railway
construction in the part from Cilicia to Nusaybin, was granted to a French
company in accordance with the Treaty.”’’> On the same day with the note of

Yusuf Kemal’s letter to Franklin Bouillon®”

, Ankara government informed its
counterpart that iron, silver and chrome mines in Karshut valley was granted to
a French group for ninety-nine years. He added: “Turkish government is
prepared to examine with utmost goodwill other requests of concessions for
mines, railways, ports and ports...Finally, Turkey hopes that with the
conclusion of Turkish-French Agreement French Government will authorize
the French capitalists to enter into economic and financial relations with the
Government of Grand National Assembly of Turkey.””’* This attitude was
extremely different from the attitude that the Ankara government assumed
when Soviet government asked for a concession on the mining of coppers in

Artvin, Borcka, which fell to the Turkish side according to the Moscow

Agreement. Ankara government for a long time refused to accept the

370 Report to Ordzhonikidze from Mihailov on November 8th, RGASPI, f. 85, op. T, d. 96.
s Report to Chicherin from Mihailov in November, RGASPI, f. 85, op. T., d. 96.

> Great Britain. Parliament Papers. House of Commons. Cmd. 1556, Turkey No. 2. Despatch
from His Majesty’s Ambassador in Paris Enclosing the Franco-Turkish Agreement Signed at
Angora on October 20, 1921. London: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1921, 7.

> French politician and parliament member who had contacts within Turkish political circles
and who strove to achieve an agreement with the new Turkish government in 1920-21 period.
He visited Turkey several times in order to see if there are the necessary conditions for such an
agreement.

3" Great Britain. Parliament Papers. House of Commons. Cmd. 1556, Turkey No. 2. Despatch

from His Majesty’s Ambassador in Paris Enclosing the Franco-Turkish Agreement Signed at
Angora on October 20, 1921. London: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1921, 8
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concession. After long and tireless requests of the Soviet foreign affairs
Turkish side informed of the granting “as a sign of friendship.””

Some other developments, brought forward in Soviet reports also served
to consolidate the Soviet conviction. Right after the approval of the Treaty in
French parliament preparations for the establishment of Turkish embassy in
Paris was started. Ferit Bey, known to be a diehard opponent of the Soviets,
was appointed the first ambassador to Paris. The report informs, he was
dismissed from the position of finance minister thanks to the insistence of
Budu Mdivani. Other staff was also chosen among Western-oriented Soviet
opponents, such as Celal Sarbar, appointed to the first secretary of the
embassy, who was a journalist in an Istanbul newspaper and Senuber Bey,
financial adviser of the embassy, who was charged with preparation of
Turkish-British agreement.’”®

The peak of Soviet tension was marked when rumours about the secret
anti-Soviet articles of the French-Turkish Treaty reached to Moscow.”’’ On
October 3rd, Soviet ambassador in Ankara Natsarenus wrote to Chicherin that
the negotiations between Franklin Bouillon and Turkish government had
ended. France promised to grant 2 million gold credit with six percent yearly
interest for 51 years. Turkey promised to raise propaganda in Mesopotamia
against Britain and halt the national movements in the French sphere of
influence. Besides, Turkey would find a way to cancel the Moscow
Agreement. It would also give support to the remnants of former governments
in Transcaucasia, namely Musavats, Mensheviks and Dashnaks. He added,

there would be soon changes in the cabinet of ministers since a few of them

opposed to agree upon these provisions.”’® Lenin shared this report from

P DVP, IV, 707

376 Report to Chicherin from Mikhaylov in November, RGASPI, f. 85, op. T., d. 96.

377 Similar news came to Moscow much later on November 13th from London. The Soviet
representative Krasin wrote the rumours about the secret articles of the French-Turkish Treaty.

His claims coincided with those of Natsarenus. RGASPI, f. 2, op. 1, d. 22439.

S8 RGASPI, f. 558, op. P, d. 388.
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Ankara with Stalin with the note: “Comrade Stalin, how about this?”” Same day
Stalin replied Lenin: “We should keep our old position (formally) and on the
other hand reinforce our Caucasian borders. The other day, Ali Fuat visited me.
He said they could mediate between France and us. Moreover, he proposed the
establishment of Russian-Turkish mixed commission of revolutionary
propaganda against Britain in all of its colonies in Asia and Africa. All these
reveals that the Turks already fix the things up and now they search for a new
form of collaboration with us.”””

Right after the departure of Frank Bouillon from Ankara an Italian
delegation headed by Signor Tuozzi arrived at the city with the purpose of a
similar agreement with the Turkish government. The talks remained
inconclusive for the moment; yet it showed the willingness of both Turkey and
Italy to reconcile. Soviet embassy reported to Moscow that the process of
reconciliation with Italy was a natural consequence of the agreement with

>80 Meanwhile, in mid-December, it was known by the Soviets that

France.
Turkey negotiated with British authorities in Inebolu. Due to the British
insistence on not to make any concession about Istanbul and the straits the talks
halted.™'

Soviet Russia attached importance to the French-British rivalry and
conflictual interests of these two on the Near Eastern issues. According to the
Soviet embassy, in Inebolu, Britain tried to understand the firmness of French-
Turkish agreement; attempted to spoil this agreement by direct approach to the
Turkish government; searched for a basis of a comprehensive agreement with
Italy, on the condition, of course, of being in full conformity with the British

interests and plans in the East.’®

57 Ibid.

380 Report to Chicherin from Mikhaylov in November, RGASPI, f. 85, op. T., d. 96.

¥ Kheyfets, Sovetskaya Diplomatiya, 169.

2 Report to Chicherin from First Secretary of Soviet Embassy in Ankara, Mikhaylov,

December 21th, 1921, AVPRF, f. 4, op. 39, 232, d. 52992.
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In spite of the failure of these talks, Moscow felt isolated from the affairs
in Turkey while Ankara was conducting a very intensive diplomacy with all
the Entente powers almost at the same time. Mikhaylov’s message in his report
around the beginning of November to Chicherin®® was clear and it is not
difficult to suppose that it must have done certain impact on Moscow. He
asserted that it was possible to talk about “the new path” of Ankara
government. He wrote even if there is no real provision in the secret part of the
French-Turkish Treaty with anti-Soviet content, Turkish government knew
very well what was the “wish” of France and that Turkey should fulfill that
“wish” as a prerequisite in order to put the Treaty into effect. According the
Soviet diplomats, although from official sources the explanation that
rapprochement with the West did not mean leaving the positive relations with
the Soviets behind, the public opinion was being prepared to the “new path”.”**

Worst of all, the Soviets deprived of any real local allies in the political
arena of Ankara that could resist the “new path”. Turkish left since the last year
was paralyzed before it could become a real force that had the ability to shape
the country’s future. Soviet diplomacy could also see, like everybody did, that
Enverist opposition was on the decline. As Enver himself was becoming
persona non grata for the Soviets, concomitantly his group in Ankara was
entering a process of disintegration, partly by luring to the side of the
government, partly by eliminating through coercion.’® As a matter of fact,
Soviet foreign affairs could more clearly see that there is no real ideological

distinction between Enverist group and the Kemalist group.’™

>3 The date is not written but it must be at the beginning of November when the content of the

report is considered. Report to Chicherin from Mikhaylov in November, RGASPI, f. 85, op.
T., d. 96.

584 Ibid.

> Like it happened to Nurettin Pasha, former member of Central Command, Siikrii Pasha

minister of education in Enver’s time, Enver’s brother Nuri Pasha, and Eyiip Bey, the former
revenue officer of the Union and Progress. RGASPI, f. 85, op. T., d. 96

586 Mikhaylov letter to Ordzhonikidze on January 3rd, 1922, RGASPI, f. 85, op. T, d. 96
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There were also facts that counterbalanced this dark picture for Soviet
interests. After the Battle of Sakarya the country was materially in very poor
conditions. The physical impossibilities made the continuation of war almost
unthinkable. In a very short time, it became clear that France was neither
willing nor able to help Turkey in the scale it promised. French opposition to
Britain in Near Eastern affairs did not mean that France had the courage to
completely break away from the “big boss”. Reconciliation with Britain was
not likely because of the huge imperialist arrogance of its administration.
Series of measures that had taken by the Soviet administration by the end of
the year was also taken seriously by the Turkish government and created the
fear of losing Soviet “modest” material support. According to Soviet
diplomatic mission in Ankara, some steps taken by the Soviet were interpreted
by the Turkish government as the results of conscious endeavour for
disengagement, though it was not intended so. Recalling of Soviet ambassador
Natsarenus to Moscow and Chicherin’s note on Molokan issue”" were among

them.”™

4.7 Frunze’s visit: Golden shot

In the mid-December, Ankara received an important guest from Soviet
Russia. As portrayed above, it was a hard moment in Turkish-Soviet relations.
And after the visit, it seems that the relations entered into a normal course. The
point almost all the sources on the subject including the archival documents are
united is that the visit had significantly positive impact on the relations. 36
years old charismatic and warm-hearted general of the Red Army, Mikhail

Vasilyevich Frunze seemed to clear the air full of insecurity and mistrust.

**" Molokans were a section of Russian population, which was affiliated to Spiritual Christian
faiths. That is to say, this people didn’t conform to the rules of the Russian Orthodox Church.
That is why in the 1877-1878 Turkish-Russian War conjunction, they were banned as many
other groups who were not obedient to the religious orthodoxy and they were given land by the
government in the newly seized Kars province. Molokans living around Kars later became in
issue between Kemalist government and the Bolsheviks mainly because of the treatment of this
population by the Turkish local authorities.

588 Mikhaylov’s letter to Ordzhonikidze on December 21th, RGASPI, f. 85, op. T, d. 96.
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Sometimes, the sources give the impression that Frunze had a magic wand that
turned the things other way round. The reality was that Frunze did not have a
magic wand. The visit coincided with a conjunction when both sides felt that
they were doomed to each other. Frunze opened the way for a thaw and for a
while restored the trust between the two sides that was highly damaged.

The decision for the visit of the delegation headed by Frunze was taken
in August. It was about the project of an agreement between Turkey and
Ukrainian SSR that was propounded by the Ukrainian SSR in May 1921. In
August 1921, Ukrainian government appointed M. V. Frunze as extraordinary
plenipotentiary to Ankara.”® However, as noted above, Frunze’s mission was
far more comprehensive and crucial than this. At a critical stage, when the
news of growing relations with the Entente countries reached Moscow, Frunze
was expected to regain the confidence of Turkish government. According to
Soviet reasoning, the troubles and hardships the Turkish people was
experiencing and the pressures from the Entente, when the suspicions about the
Soviet intentions added, resulted in the consolidation of the right-wing
opposition against the Kemalist leadership which was actually still close to the
idea of alliance with the Soviet Russia. Therefore, Frunze would go to Ankara
to strenghten the hand of “pro-Soviets” in the Turkish government.

According to the narrative of Glebov, an official in Narkomindel who
was present in Chicherin-Frunze meeting before he went to Turkey, Chicherin
said Frunze that the Soviet policy towards Turkey was a long-term policy. “It
is Vladimir Il'ich’s policy, therefore we should consider it my and your policy.
Conjunctural arrangement is just fioritura.”>”’ Chicherin stressed this point
months ago on August 14th, when the battle between Turkish and Greek troops
was going on at full steam. Who would triumph was unclear. Under these

circumstances, he wrote Natsarenus to inform him about the planned mission

** Fedor Nikolaevich Petrov and M. V. Frunze, Zhizn' i Deyatel'nost' (Moskva, 1962), 285.

3% Fioritura (Italian for "flourish", or "flowering") is the florid embellishment of melodic lines,
either notated by a composer or improvised during a performance. Chicherin had an extensive

knowledge on music and had a brilliant command on music terminology.
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of Frunze to Ankara, that the Turkish national movement was strong and even
it lost in the battlefield it wouldn’t cease to exist even if temporarily submited
to the Entente. The friendship between the two countries should be stressed
more than any time in the time of hardships.591

Frunze had a long trip from the Ukrainian capital of the time, Kharkov to
Ankara. From Harkov to Batum, Trabzon, Samsun, Yahshi Han by sea, on the
horses and finally by railway it took almost a month to reach Ankara. When he
arrived on December 12th, Mustafa Kemal was in the front and foreign affairs
minister Yusuf Kemal was in Konya conducting talks with Bullion and Mujen,
two French officials who came Turkey in the process of conclusion of the
Turkish-French Agreement. The talks in Inebolu were just finished with failure
when Frunze was already in Turkish territory. Besides, Frunze encountered the
Italian delegation that was about to return to Italy. Frunze and the Ukrainian
delegation realized meetings with Turkish governmental circles while they
were waiting Mustafa Kemal and Yusuf Kemal until 20th.”” Frunze’s speech
in the Grand National Assembly reflected Soviet concerns about the ongoing
talks with the Entente. He emphasized that there were common enemies who
strove to drive wedge between Turkey and the Soviets. He uttered his trust on
the Turkish administration and people against these intrigues.593

Frunze sent his impressions to Chicherin on 22th. First of all, he
mentioned the extreme hardship of the people and extremely poor material
conditions in the country, which might affect the fate of the war in a negative
way. Inspite of this dark situation, he added, people and the army still had the
will and energy to fight. “On the one hand a salient consciousness that serious
support can only come from us, but on the other hand the exitless situation
leads to searh for new paths.” Mustafa Kemal and Yusuf Kemal ensured that

Turkey bases on and will base on Russia. They were ready for a new

591“Novye dokumenti: Missiya M. V. Frunze v Turtsiyu,” Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn' (Ijul'
1960) 156, dok. no. 2.

2 Kheyfets and Akademiya Nauk SSSR, Sovetskaya Diplomatiya, 179.

> Petrov and Frunze, Zhizn'i Deyatel'nost', 286.
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agreement for a stronger alliance and also ready to declare it to the entire
World. For them, it was impossible to act contrary to the interests of the Soviet
Russia in any negotiation with foreign countries. They said, it is impossible to
explain a hostile act towards the Soviet Russia to Turkish people. Frunze
reached the conclusion that the agreement with the French did not give the
expected result —to stop the Greeks, the British conditions for peace were
unacceptable for the Ankara government. Therefore, for the Ankara
government remained the only option, namely to lean on Soviet support.
Frunze told in the report that Mustafa Kemal gave him very confidential data
about the military situation, as a sign of his trust to Frunze and Russia.
According to Frunze’s report, Mustafa Kemal added that if in 2-3 months the
material conditions of the army and the state could not be improved, then it
would become inevitable to reconcile with the West, which was the last thing
Mustafa Kemal could desire, since he knew it meant enslavement of the
country.594 At the end of the report, Frunze on these grounds demanded
immediate dispatch of 3,5 million golden rubles to Ankara. And he also asked
for planning the further support.595

Apart from the material support, this visit had important results. When
Frunze was in Ankara Soviet Russia was still not sure about the secret articles
of the Turkish-French agreement. The Turkish leaders gave the guarantee that
there was no article against Russia in that agreement. The developments in the

relations between Turkey and France did not give any sign of such articles, as

**Frunze also reported some significant explanations of Mustafa Kemal that he made during
the meeting on 21th: “In the the composition of the meclis (Grand National Assembly) the first
group is the supporters of monarch and caliphate. They are religious functionaries, bureaucrats
and big bourgeoises. The second group consists of those who desires to reconcile with the
West under the conditions whatsoever before the commercial life gets worse. These are our
bourgeosie, and a part of religious functionaries and bureaucrats. Third group is the democrats
(halkgilar). They are against the monarchy, they have eastern and Soviet Russia orientation.
They don’t reject reconciliation with the West under certain conditions; however this shouldn’t
be contrary to the interests of the people and our friendship with Russia, knowing such
reconciliation wouldn’t last long. This idea rules the meclis and I am on the top of it. Kheyfets
and Akademiya Nauk SSSR, Sovetskaya Diplomatiya, 181.

3 “Novye dokumenti: Missiya M. V. Frunze v Turtsiyu”, 157-158, dok. no. 3. Frunze had
already come to Ankara with certain amount of money and arms.
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well. Therefore, Soviet Russia reached the conclusion that Turkish government
was in search for alternatives but had not changed its orientation, yet.

The new relations of Soviet Russia with the West, primarily with Britain
brought about the concern of a change in Eastern policy of Russia. The talks
with Italy and Rumenia in the autumn of 1921 refreshed this concern. Soviet’s
attitute to Enver Pasha was another source of concern. Mustafa Kemal did
lengthy explanations about his thought on Enver Pasha to Frunze. For him, the
presence of this “careerist adventurer” in Soviet territories was enough for
worrying.596 Frunze gave guarantees about both issues, that the Soviet would
never abondon to support Turkish national cause and he would convey the
concerns about Enver to the authorities in Moscow and would impede any
further relation with him.

Frunze’s observations about the things that should be done about Turkey
was in harmony with Lenin’s and Chicherin’s perspective. He conceived that
after the political independence the Eastern nations would build a policy that
would depend on full democratization and economic development under the
leadership of the state sector.”” In the future, with the support of the developed
socialist states, these nations might have an easy transition to socialism. 8

It is not difficult to imagine that this visit also amounted a striking
message to the Entente. It created a pressure on Britain for a more

reconcilatory tone on the matters regarding Turkish national movement.”

396 Kheyfets and Akademiya Nauk SSSR, Sovetskaya Diplomatiya, 176.

*" A letter from Chicherin to Stalin that goes back to December 19th 1921, exemplifies this
idea: “If we want to be successful in our policy towards Turkey, we should abandon a narrow
political view point and develop an economic policy. In order to make Turkey to have a self-
sufficient industry, we can give a few industrial plants that we don’t use and some technical
personnel, as well. Besides, we need to conclude an agreement about the sending of Turkish
young people to Russia for the purposes of education.” Lenin comments with a note with his
handwriting: “Comrade Stalin, Can you send me a copy of your reply to Chicherin’s letter. I
think he is right” RGASPL f. 2, op. 1, d. 25745.

** Ibid., 183.

3 Gokay and Yal¢in, Bolsevizm ile Emperyalizm Arasinda Tiirkiye, 181.
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4.8 Transformation in Soviet policy and diplomacy towards Turkey

The fact that Soviet Russia never abandoned to prioritize Europe in its
foreign policy and to consider Europe the centre of prospective socialist
revolutions prevented a long term strategy toward the East. Since eastern
policy was shaped in accordance with the developments in the West, it was
flexible and unstable. Yet, there was a general framework of the Eastern policy
that was originated on the assumptions suggested by Lenin, later interpreted
into politics by Stalin when he assumed the People’s Commissariat of
Nationalities and finally by 1919 formulated as part of Soviet foreign policy.

For Lenin Soviet Russia was the epicentre of the class struggle that was
taking place in the world stage and Bolshevik power was the leading force of
the revolutionary front, a front composed of Soviet Russia itself, European
proletariat and oppressed people of the East who arose for their national
independence. No matter the national movements in the colonies and semi-
colonies embodied bourgeois elements. The bourgeoisie of the East maintained
its revolutionary essence contrary to the Western capitalist class. Therefore,
Turkish national movement with its potential to be leading figure in the East
had a crucial place in this framework. No matter who achieved the leadership
of the movement, objectively Turkey was included in the revolutionary front
against world capitalism. This was the apprehension at the beginning of the
interactions. Turkey was indisputably an essential part of Soviet Eastern
policy. Gradually from 1920 onwards, as the Soviet foreign policy
institutionalized, Turkey became one of the indispensable pivots of that policy
and remained in that position until the mid 1930s. This happened in spite of all
the hardships, tensions and setbacks in the relations between the two countries.
The period this chapter covers was a process of mutual familiarization. As the
leading figures admitted at times, neither there was a clear idea about
bolshevism and communism in Turkey among the nationalist circles, nor the
Soviet leadership and government knew much about the political character of
the national movement and its leadership. It was evident for the Soviet side

that, in 10 months from May 1920 to March 1921, Soviet’s knowledge and
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assumptions about the developments and political actors in Turkey changed to
a great extent. A striking example of this manifested itself in Chicherin’s letters
to Lenin about the issues concerning Turkey. In May 1920, for Chicherin
“Turkish National Center” as he called the leadership of the national movement
in Turkey, was open to a radical social program and though the social structure
of the country was not convenient for construction of socialism, nationalist

1t

leaders were wide open without reserves to collaboration with the Soviets.”
was the impression left by the reports of and conversations with the Unionist
leaders who were present in Moscow in those days. 10 months later, in March
1921, Chicherin was complaining Lenin about the Turks for being pedantic
bargainers “''The time showed that Turkish nationalist leaders had many
reservations about the Soviets, they were strongly anti-communist and
Western-oriented. This brief time taught the Soviet foreign affairs the matters
of utmost sensibility for the Turks, before all territorial matters. Soviet foreign
affairs drew the inference from the oscillations of the Turkish nationalist
leadership that Russia should strive to increase the level of material support to
the Liberation War in Turkey in order to preserve the friendship with Turkey.
The painful process of getting acquainted to each other coincided with
two important processes: First, the Kemalist leadership took hold of the
monopoly of political power in the country. To the end of 1921, Soviet
hesitation between either supporting the Kemalists or the Unionists
disappeared due to the circumstances. Contrary to alleged eastern-orientedness
of the Enver Pasha group, Kemalists were openly “western-oriented”. The
upcoming years would mark the reluctance of the Kemalists to take a position
as the leader country of the East against the imperialist West, as it was desired

by the Soviets. And, since the beginning there was no doubt for the Soviets

about the class identity of the nationalist leaders of Turkey.602 Yet, Soviet

% Chicherin to Lenin, May 16th, 1920, RGASPL, f. 159, op. 2, d. 57.
%! Chicherin to Lenin, March 10th, 1921, RGASPL f. 159, op. 2, d. 57.

%2 It was as clear as in this Komintern declaration: “F requently as shown at the Second
Congress of the Communist International, representatives of bourgeois nationalism, exploiting
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foreign affairs maintained its strong conviction to the assumption that
Kemalists constituted the most revolutionary political current that had the
power to determine the fate of the country. In Soviet description, rivals of the
Kemalists were before all strongly anti-Russian and would submit to the
Western powers as they had the chance to capture the political power. Soviet
policy towards Turkey would be built upon this distinction regarding the
Turkish internal politics.

Secondly, the process of familiarization overlapped with the process of
ripening and institutionalizing of the Soviet foreign affairs. From the last
phases of 1920, as the light at the end of the tunnel in the Civil War was seen,
considering the necessity of time to survive until the eruption of the lagging
European revolution, Soviet foreign affairs oriented towards establishing
normal diplomatic relations with the capitalist world. This orientation was
promising non-interventionist manner vis-a-vis the internal affairs of the
countries in question. That is exactly what the Kemalists demanded from the
Soviets. In order to provide the continuity of good relations with Turkey, the
bourgeouis bases of the new Turkish state and the political power of the
propertied classes in Turkey should be taken for granted. In order to do that,
Soviet foreign affairs necessitated a strong and institutionalized apparatus
materialized in Narkomindel. At the beginning, Soviet foreign policy was
produced and reproduced by multiplicy of the central and local actors that most
of the time led to different results than aimed at. The local representatives had
a large sphere of initiative. These actors were not limited to the diplomats

appointed by Narkomindel.

In this period, there were Soviet missions and representatives in

the moral and political authority of Soviet Russia, and playing to the class instincts of the
workers, have masqueraded their bourgeois democratic strivings in “socialist” and
“communist” forms, in order to divert-sometimes unconsciously- the embryonic proletarian
groups from the direct tasks of class organization (e.g., the Yesil Ordu, in Turkey, which
painted Pan-Turkism in communist colors; the “state socialism” advocated by some
representatives of the Kuomintang in China.” (Kommunisticheskaya Partiya Sovetskogo
Soyuza, (RUSSIA) Institut Marksa-Engel’sa-Lenina and Béla Kun, Kommunisticheskiy
Internacional v Dokumentah, 319). n the camp of the Entente.”
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a large number of centers in Turkey and the Caucasus. Ankara,
Trabzon, Erzurum, Tiflis, Batum, Baku and Erivan are the major
centers. Soviet missions in those places consisted of personnel
from not only Narkomindel but also from Komintern and other
formations, including the Tcheka and the Soviet military
intelligence (GRU).*”

Though these agents constituted a good channel of information, as Biilent
Gokay puts it, their expressions sometimes could be too subjective and
misleading. When these people lacked the qualities compatible with the Soviet
political objectives, crises emerged within the Soviet foreign affairs. The local
representatives, including the diplomats and military people could either keep
on the right side a of government circles in the country they worked or they
were in state of confrontation. The experience of the Soviet foreign affairs in
Turkey in the years 1920 and 1921 very clearly exemplifies this. It is enough to
take a look at the correspondances about Upmal and Mdivani, two diplomats
one was in conflict with Ankara government the other was accused by
Chicherin of being too much tolerent to Turks. Chicherin was seeking for
personally and politically strong people who could convey the Soviet foreign
policy and decisions properly in Turkey. He severely reacted when the local
actors behaved outside the decisions taken in Moscow. Lenin for all this time
was the number one supporter of Chicherin vis-a-vis the Politburo, as seen in
his personal notes with his handwritings on the letters sent by Chicherin to the
Politburo. Sometimes when there is a big problem in this sense, the centre
could take palliative precautions. An example of that was appointment of
Mikhailov in the last months of 1921 to Ankara as the first secretary of the
embassy in order to fill the gap left by Natsarenus’s alleged insufficient
conduction of the embassy’s affairs. He was sent there from Kars, where was
in charge of Soviet consul. Chicherin’s persistent demand from the politburo to
charge masterful people to the embassy in Ankara gave its first real fruit with

Aralov that arrived at Ankara at the beginning of 1922.°% Starting with the

003 Gokay, Soviet Eastern Policy and Turkey, 31-32.

%*Until that time there is considerable number of documents on Chicherin’s persistence on the
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Frunze’s visit as the extraordinary plenipotentiary of Ukrainian Soviet
Republic, a certain level in the quality of the diplomats sent to Ankara was
always maintained. A new period in terms of Soviet diplomacy in Turkey

started by the beginning of 1922.

issue. He was constantly proposed new candidates among the Bolshevik circles who might fit
the requirements of Soviet policy toward Turkey. For examples see: Chicherin’s letter to
Krestinskiy on December 7th 1920 in which he strove to explain the urgent necessity of a good
ambassador to Ankara and he proposed Karl Danishevskiy, to this position (RGASPI, f. 2, op.
1, d. 16783). Danishevskiy was an officer in Red Army field headquarters. Chicherin
considered that a mighty soldier would be welcomed by the Turks. Later in the first months of
1921, Chicherin reiterated his demands. In February when Turkish delegation and members of
the Turkish embassy were already present in Ankara and the relations were not so smooth
Chicherin reminded the same “bleeding wound”. Upmal who advised from Ankara to stop all
the aid to Turkey, should be called back. As his proposal for Danishevskiy was not accepted,
he now asked for Vyacheslav Menzhinskiy a member of Thceka who, Chicherin contends,
knew very well about Soviet eastern policy (RGASPI, f. 159, op. 2, d. 57). On March 1st,
mentioning the critical stage that had been reached in Turkish-Soviet relations he reiterated the
urgency of appointment of a high-level diplomat to Ankara. This time his candidate was
Maksim Maksimovich Litvinov, an outstanding Bolshevik and very prominent diplomat, who
previously served in Great Britain and USA and who would become the Commissar of Foreign
Affairs of the Soviet Union in 1930 (RGASPI, f. 159, op. 2, d. 57).
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CHAPTER 5

THROUGH THE PEACETIME: SOVIET POLICY TOWARDS
TURKEY IN THE TIME OF TRANSITION

5.1 The phase of new diplomacy in Ankara: Aralov’s arrival

Both sides acclaimed Mihail Frunze’s visit as a success for it seemingly
served to remove mutual lack of confidence. The visit also contributed to
clarification of Soviet policy towards Turkey. The last months of 1921
witnessed heated debates on Turkey among the Bolsheviks. Narkomindel’s
insistence to hold Enver Pasha in reserve against the possibility if the
Kemalists reconcile with the West on the terms imposed by the Entente, was
the basic topic of tension. The messages sent from the Soviet embassy in
Ankara were all in the direction that Soviet foreign policy should completely
depend on the Kemalists who held the political power tight. Frunze became the
one who most decisively gave the message that there shouldn’t be any place to
any further adventures in policies on Turkey. On January 9th, 1922,
Mikhaylov, first secretary in the Soviet embassy in Ankara®”, was informing
Chicherin on the conclusion that he, Frunze and Abilov, ambassador of
Azerbaijan Soviet Socialist Republic in Ankara had reached about Turkish-
Soviet relations. It was basically the consideration that Soviet policy towards
Turkey should be built seriously and permanently upon Mustafa Kemal,
himself. His power should be firmly supported. The games played with Enver
should be left apart if the Soviets desire to make Mustafa Kemal “our man”.

Mikhaylov reminds the unpleasant history of Batum adventure and he claims

% As it was explained in the previous chapter he was appointed temporarily in order to fill the
gap left by the Natsarenus administration of the diplomatic mission. He was previously serving
as Soviet consul in Kars and was a high level Bolshevik official in the Caucasian region who
had very close ties with the personalities like Ordzhonikidze. The reports of Mijhalov give the
impression that Soviet embassy under the administration of Natsarenus became a disorganized
and problematic institution from where the news of scandals, personal conflicts and gossiping
reached to Moscow. Mijhalov also complaint about the lack of staff and hoped that Aralov
would came with a large group of diplomats. RGASPI, f. 85, op. T, d. 96.
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this adventure paved the way for Turkish-French agreement.6O6 This message
would become the basis of the activities of new ambassadorial staff headed by
Semjon Ivanovich Aralov that arrived in Ankara in January 1922.

Throughout January, Mikhaylov while waiting impatiently Aralov’s
arrival to handover the mission in Ankara, he continued to send Bolshevik
leaders messages about the current political atmosphere in Ankara. On January
17th, he reported to Chicherin and Ordzhonikidze, that “Turks settled their
course solidly on the collaboration with Russia. They are expecting assistance
from us... They see that international situation and the cleavage between
France and Britain don’t allow a real support from the Entente powers. And
they observe that Soviet Russia has been strengthening its international
position. They desire to act in collaboration with Russia in order to utter
Turkish demands in the conference in Genoa and in the conferences to be held
in the future... Irrespective of the appraisals of the existing political regime, it
is clear that Turkey need assistance. Mustafa Kemal can be leader of a
democratic administration that ends in a Soviet system, or he can go astray. He
has the power at the moment and he holds it tight. Now, as the iron is still hot,
it is possible to lure the bourgeois democratic strata towards the Soviets.”"

New ambassador Semjon Ivanovich Aralov was a high-ranking
commander of the Red Army who showed usefulness as a soldier and as an
intelligence officer in the South Eastern front of the Civil War. Chicherin from
the beginning of the official relations with Ankara claimed the necessity to
appoint a military officer as Soviet ambassador to Ankara since the ruling
group of the “New Turkey” was overwhelmingly composed of high-ranking
members of the Ottoman army. Now, his wish was fulfilled through a senior
commander who also proved his diplomatic talent when he served as the
ambassador in Lithuania in the year 1921. Aralov was coming with a large

group of colleagues, a sign that demonstrated the importance attributed to

% RGASPL f. 5, op. 1, d. 2204.

7 RGASPL f. 85, op. T, d. 96.
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Turkey. Aralov when he was appointed to Turkey, was informed about the
intention of Soviet foreign policy makers to build up a long-term strategy on
Turkey that would prove to be resistant to transient fluctuations in the relations
of the two countries. Lenin himself warned Aralov about the centuries old
feeling of the Turks towards Russia, an amalgam of hatred and suspicion,
which could only be removed by a very patient and meticulous mode of
action.””

Aralov and the new staff of the Ankara embassy set off from Moscow at
the end of December. When they arrived at Tiflis, Enver Pasha, who was also
present in Tiflis at that time, invited Aralov. Aralov refused the invitation in
spite of all the insistence of Enver’s aide due to the consideration that such an
encounter would have very negative repercussions on Ankara governrnent.609

Frunze’s mission left Ankara in the last days of 1921. They encounter
around Samsun with the new Soviet diplomatic mission headed by Aralov on
their way to Ankara. The encounter of two missions provided opportunity for
transmitting significant amount of experience and observation from the former
to the latter. Frunze largely narrated the current situation in the society, army
and ruling circles. He mentioned that supporters of friendship with the Soviets
within the society and within the government were quite populous. Aralov and
the members of the mission were also impressed with the interest of the
Turkish men and women they met on the way to Ankara. Especially striking
was the interest of the Turkish peasants towards the Soviets. They seemed to
know about the transformations in Russia and curiously asked questions about
the current situation of the Russian peasants. Frunze confirmed the unique
sympathy towards the Soviets among various sections of the society and

politics, which, he considered, amounted to a big advantage of Soviet policy

% «The propaganda that Russia is the primordial enemy left a lasting impression on the people
in Turkey that fought against Russia for centuries. To erase that impression will take time. We
have to show that the Soviet Russia is different from tsarist Russia not with words but with our
deeds.” Semen Ivanovich Aralov, Vospominaniya Sovetskogo Diplomata 1922-1923 (Moskva:
Izd. Instituta Mezhdunarodnyh otnosheniy, 1960), 36.

% Ibid., 39.
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toward Turkey. When it came to the collaboration with a political leadership,
which the Soviets categorically defined as “bourgeoisie”, Frunze’s reaction
was illustrative about the Soviet view on Turkey in the year 1922. Anatolijj
Glebov, Soviet man of letters and diplomat, who was in Aralov’s mission and
who would serve as the second secretary of the Soviet embassy in Ankara in
1922 and 1923, livingly narrates in his book composed of stories and memoirs
on Turkey, the very moment when Frunze defended the “line of friendship”
with the Kemalists.”'’ One of the members of Aralov’s mission was a journalist,
who “a short time ago joined in the ranks of Bolsheviks abandoning the
Menshevik-Internationalist group.” During the conversation with Frunze on
various themes regarding Turkey, the murder of the fifteen Central Committee
members of the TKP in the Black Sea and connivance of the Kemalists in this
murder was mentioned; and the journalist sarcastically said “What friends and
allies!” “Frunze's face changed and his eyes darkled as if a blue sea suddenly
faded when the clouds blocked the sun.” And Frunze said: “If we were talking
about Mustafa Kemal’s admission to our party, I wouldn’t recommend him. He
ideas are not identical with ours; but we are allies in the war against the powers
that wanted to destroy us and that now want to destroy Turkish independence...
Once again I repeat: Don’t forget that Lenin was talking in this way. Line of
friendship with Turkey is his line, line of the Central Committee, line of
Chicherin and my, and in the end it is the basis on which I conducted talks with
Kemal. But your line is the line of Dan and Volskii!” According to the writer,
Frunze intuited the journalist’s Menshevik background and blamed him of
thinking like Menshevik and SR leaders Dan and Volskii who demanded, in
the 8th Congress of the Soviets, immediate break of the relations with the
Kemalists. Frunze clarified the position of the Soviet government. Mustafa
Kemal told him about his plans for the transformation of the country. Frunze’s
comment was that these plans were far from the plans of a socialist revolution,
as far as the ground from the skies. However, “what kind of socialist revolution

we are talking about in a country where high qualified workers are not more

*1% Atatoliy Glebovich Glebov, Liniya Druzhby, Rasskazy o Turtsii. (Moskva, 1960), 42-43.
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than three thousand, and number of the members of the Communist Party is
hardly five hundred in a thirteen million population. Communism for Turkey:
something for far future. We are not intending to export it. We are not
adventurers and not dreamers, we are Marxists.”*"!

The impact of Frunze’s visit survived for a while. Mikhaylov’s letter to
Ordzonikizde, written on January 3rd, was mentioning the visit as a historical
shot.’"? From the autumn of 1921 onwards, as the Turkish army proved its
superiority over the Greek forces in Anatolia in Battle of Sakarya, the Entente
attempts to convince the Turks to a peace with partial gains of the Turkish part
were accelerated. Turkish part was hesitant. In order to impose Entente the
conditions whose framework was drawn by the National Oath, Turkey needed
a definite military victory. However, as Mustafa Kemal noted in his
conversation with Frunze, without a substantial material support from abroad
Turkey would sooner or later resign itself to the conditions of the Entente. In
the following months, as the Soviet documents informed, Turkey tried hard to
force Soviet Russia in order to make it the major financier of the Liberation
War. Besides, during the preparations for the final blow, consolidation of the
political alignment with Soviet Russia was important for the later negotiations
with the Entente. For these reasons, Soviet-Turkish friendship entered into its

best time ever since the beginning.

5.2 Short-lived honeymoon in the spring 1922

Aralov and other members of the Soviet mission could reach Ankara only
on January 26th. Several months following their arrival marked full-fledged,
regular and stable diplomatic relations. New ambassador instantly started to
consolidate existing relations and establish new contacts within governmental
and societal circles. His first report dated to March Ist 1922, to Chicherin was

written in a very positive manner:

" Ibid.

> RGASPL f. 85, op. T, d. 96.
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Now, for certain, Turkish government, all the urban and rural
population, the army have positive feelings towards Russia.
Sympathy towards Russia also spreads among the politicians.613

He had the privilege to work with several talented cadres of the embassy,
like the first secretary and the consul of the embassy, A. N Golub614, the
second secretary A. Glebov and chief of the press bureau, G. Astahov. The
experienced Azeri ambassador Abilov was also quite utile.””” In his memoirs,
Aralov tells that Mustafa Kemal personally gave close attention to him.
Though it is difficult to know the extent of this interest, Aralov’s assertion
must be at least partially correct, even alone the invitation made by Mustafa
Kemal to him for a trip to the front is considered. The trip that was realized
during March-April 1922 was organized around visits to various destinations in
the western front of the Liberation War, including six infantry divisions, three
cavalry divisions, two headquarters, two corp headquarters and hinterland
military enterprises in Konya.616 The trip, in which Soviet military attaché
Zvonaryev and Abilov were participated besides Aralov, coincided with a time
of preparations for the great offensive of the Turkish army.617 It was an

important moment for the Soviet delegation since they familiarized with strong

and weak aspects of the Turkish army618, political view of the Kemalist

° From, RGASPL, f. 544, op. 3, d. 117: Peringek, Atatiirk iin Sovyetlerle Gériismeleri, 336.

" He was familiar with Turkey since he previously served as Soviet consul in Trabzon.
Aralov, Vospominaniya, 39.

°> RGASPI, . 85, op. T, d. 96 After the unification of Soviet republics he moved to a position
in the Soviet embassy.

616Aralov, Vospominaniya, 76
" Ibid.

618Observing en face the material needs of the army, apart from confirming the continuity of
the promised assistance in terms of military equipment and financial source, Soviet delegation
made some immediate, though symbolic gestures, like donating 20 thousand Turkish lira for
establishment of a printing house and for buying a cinematograph to be used in the political
education of the Turkish soldiers. Ibid., 87-88.
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leadership and had the chance to share the experiences of the Red Army’s Civil
War experiences.619 The exchange of ideas once again thickly highlighted the
differences between two countries. When Aralov mentioned the importance of
political propaganda towards the soldiers in the fronts, Mustafa Kemal objected
this on the ground that for the time being they did not prefer any
political/ideological disunity within the army. He suggested there was no
substantial existence of a working class in Turkey, the overwhelming majority
of the society was composed of peasants. That is why the people’s power could
not be based upon a conscious proletariat. For that very reason, Turkish
independence could only be realized by the collaboration of different segments
of the society, a collaboration that shouldn’t be spoilt by highlighting social
and political differences among those segmen‘[s.620

Meanwhile, the Turkish foreign affairs minister Yusuf Kemal was in
Europe in order to have talks with the Entente representatives and also in order
to present the Turkish cause to the European public opinion.621While the
Soviet delegation was still in the front, the news about the Yusuf Kemal’s
return to the country reached to the military quarters where the delegation was
hosted. With this news, the new proposal of the Entente for peace was also
started to be talked on. This new proposal was also compatible with the spirit

of Sevres and hardly approximated to the least demand of the Turkish

nationalists.””” On April 4th, Aralov informed Moscow about French plans to

619

Ibid., 78.

620

Ibid., 84-85.

' As Yusuf Kemal explained to Aralov, his mission was a substantial examination on the
position of West, searching the ways to conclude a peace with Greece, to take Istanbul and the
Straits. On the straits, Aralov reminded the 5th article of the Moscow Agreement as the valid
principle in the settlement of the Straits issue (From RGASPI, f. 544, op. 3, d. 117, Peringek,
Atatiirk’iin Sovyetlerle Goriismeler, 338). Yusuf Kemal was reported by the British Foreign
Affairs to travel to Europe with a budget of 160 thousand Turkish Liras. 110 thousand of it was
devoted to secret purposes (Simsir, Ingiliz Belgelerinde Atatiirk (1919-1938) Vol. IV, 219). In
the secret session of the Meclis on March 30th, Yusuf Kemal defined the purpose of his visit to
Europe as to inform and to get informed (TBMM Gizli Celse Zabitlar: 111, 172).

*For the negative repercussions of the talks in Paris in Turkish political circles and public
opinion see the British report dated back to April 4th, 1922: Simsir, Ingiliz Belgelerinde
Atatiirk (1919-1938) 1V, 232-233.
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convince the Turkish government to submit the Istanbul government by giving
promises to modify Sevres. He advised to launce a widespread campaign in
Russian and Transcaucasian press against this attempt. * On April 5th,
Karakhan, deputy commissar of foreign affairs, wrote to Aralov: “The
fundamental question that attracts our attention is about the talks that Yusuf
Kemal conducts with the Entente and the Istanbul government.” He adds that
they still did not know the conditions that came to the fore during these talks.
He says that Soviet government did not have the intention to retreat from

Moscow Agreement.

The 5th article of that agreement on the solution of the
problem about the Straits should be realized through a
conference where Black Sea countries should attend, must be
fulfilled. The only advantageous part of this agreement for us is
the 5th article. The rest is the gifts given by us to Turks. During
the talks, you should stress that Moscow Agreement was
absolutely in accordance with the National Pact. And Turkey
built up all its strategy during the conference on making us
accept the boundaries required by the National Pact. However
now by opening our decision on the Straits in the talks with the
Entente, they themselves violate the National Pact. Any
concession about the decisions in the Moscow Agreement
should be written, you shouldn’t promise anything verbally.
Otherwise they can distort and misrepresent it.***

It is understood from this correspondence that the issue of the Black Sea
Straits that would be the top issue of the Lausanne process came to fore as
early as in the spring 1922, during the talks of Yusuf Kemal with the Entente.
And it is also clear that Soviet foreign affairs alerted immediately since this
issue was the crucial element of Soviet security concerns. Later in October,
Aralov retrospectively interpreted to Chicherin the situation of the springtime

in terms of French-Turkish talks and the Soviet position:

**RGASPL f. 5, op. 1, d. 2204.

%* AVPREF, f. 4, op. 39, 233, d. 53021.
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I had conveyed you my conversations with Mustafa and Yusuf
Kemal. The conclusion is that the Turkish government has
serious second thoughts. Before the offensive, approximately in
March, French started supply of arms. In March-April there was
a rupture in Turkish-French relations. This time we started to
enjoy very good relations with the government. We were
contacting almost on daily basis. My visit to the front happened
at that time. Mustafa himself or through his men requested arms
or money. In May, the rupture was over and Turkish
government was distinctly driven to French side. French gives
military assistance through Inebolu and Mersin. And this is not a
cheap assistance. Mustafa hesitated and awaited our decision.
However, in this critical conjunction, we haven’t managed to
enhance our assistance. Turkey did not have any other option. It
is in a crisis, and though the army is in a good spirit, the needs
cannot be adequately matched... Remember that in March, they
accepted common action in foreign policy. They could have sign
a suitable agreement with our pressure. »

Issue of material assistance and economic collaboration

According to Soviet perception, meeting Turkish demands on material
assistance had utmost importance while Turkish army was preparing for the
great offensive. As the Soviets couldn’t meet those demands adequately,
rapprochement of Turkey to France became natural. It is possible to come to
the conclusion that Kemalist governments put a considerable pressure on
Russia through its ambassador, making Aralov felt the importance of the
material assistance on daily basis. If material assistance was understood as a
crucial tool to maintain the alliance with Turkey, it is important to glimpse why
this matter became so problematic. The expectation from the Soviets in terms
of material support was something that Mustafa Kemal and others kept always
on the agenda in their dialogues with the Bolsheviks. In an ambassadorial
report to Moscow sometime in March or April 1922, Aralov wrote that
Mustafa Kemal came to the embassy and talked on the issue of military aid.
According to Aralov, French aid had a price and they asked for more
concession. As Aralov conveyed, Mustafa Kemal said that in case of inability

to increase Soviet aid, the relations of two countries wouldn’t break down.

%23 AVPRF, op. 39, 39, d. 53180.
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However, in that case it would be difficult to prevent the collapse of the
national movement. Aralov commented that the assistance had utmost
importance if the Soviets intended to carry on the Eastern policy. Aralov’s
impression about Mustafa Kemal was that, even though he made great
diplomatic moves with cunningness, he was a sincere person; and it was easy
to work with him on tactical issues. For the future of both Turkey and the East,
it is possible to influence Mustafa in the positive direction.”*** The main reason
behind the inability to meet Turkish demands, apart from the economic
shortages that Soviet Russia itself suffered, was lack of a consensus among the
leading Bolshevik cadres on the priority of Turkey in Soviet foreign policy.
Narkomindel had to exert every effort in order to to keep the promises given to
Turks. Chicherin’s letter dated back to February 22th reveals this reality in a
dramatic way. The letter was written to Molotov, executive secretary of the
Central Committee of the RKP(b) and also a candidate member of the
Politburo. The letter displays how Chicherin rages against the proposal to
cancel the dispatch of the aid promised to Turkey:

Comrade Sokolnikov **/ proposed something horrible, even
impossible to define in the commission on Turkey. He proposed
not fulfilling the undertaking of the Moscow Agreement and not
paying the decided amount until the date we had determine
(until March 16th). This amount was saved in Tiflis for this
purpose, and Turkey via its own agents learnt about that. He in
this way proposes to deceive Turkish peasants and artisans who
believed us, to disgrace ourselves in front of all the Eastern
people, to make them never believe us again, to make them hate
us as liars; and to crucify me in front of the Eastern people and
destroy my political life. I cannot allow anybody to vote for this
proposal, which means nothing but political suicide. All this is
the mgzsgt horrible thing that I have experienced for the last four
years.

%26 AVPRE, f. 4, op. 39, 238, d. 53180.

027 Grigoriy Yakovlevich Sokol'nikov was deputy commissar of finance in February 1922. He
became the commisar of finance of the Soviet Russia from November 1922 to 1926.

* RGASPL f. 2, op. 1, d. 22843.
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Lenin, as many times he did, although this time he was incapacitated
having a recent stroke, examined the situation and made a note at the end of
Chicherin’s letter to Molotov: “Comrade Molotov, I absolutely agree with
Chicherin and I propose: To recognize Chicherin’s stance and to realize the
payment in the determined duration.®”’ This intervention resulted in removal of
resistance against the material assistance to Turkey. On March 7th, Karakhan
informed Aralov that 2,5 million golden rubles would be sent to Turks.””

Another issue about the material assistance was the problems emerged in
the organization of the dispatches of the donated arms and money. The
hardships of transportation and lack of true communication between the center
and local Soviet officials made the dispatches highly complicated. Chicherin
was again appears as the number one actor who strove to solve the
complications. This situation can be exemplified through very -curious
operation for the utilization of the Tsarist arms in Anatolia by the Turkish
army. According to the narrative told by Soviet historian Kheifets, Kazim
Karabekir was deliberately keeping the Russian arms that were left in the
eastern Anatolia at the end of the First World War and not sending them to
Ankara. Chicherin charged N. A. Ravich to collect all the arms in Kars,
Erzurum, Sarikamis, Bitlis and Van and send them to the western front of
Turkish Liberation War through Batum and Samsun.”’ Though it is difficult to
know exactly632, why those Russian arms remained intact in Eastern Anatolia

and weren’t send to the western front, we know that Soviet Russia organized

RGASPL f. 2, op. 1, d. 22843.
63OKheyfets, Sovetskaya Diplomatiya, 188.
! Ibid., 188-189.

?Soviet mistrust towards Kazim Karabekir became stronger each day. A sign of that was
hidden in the directive sent to Aralov by Karakhan on March 7th 1922, about the dispatch of
3,5 million golden rubles to Ankara. In the directive, Aralov was ordered to organize the
delivery of the money himself by sending a courier to Tiflis, guarded by a reinforced group of
escorts and by taking the delivery directly from the courier in Ankara, instead of using
Karabekir as the intermediary for the dispatch of the money. DVP, 5, 143.
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their collection and sending to the western front from a telegram of Chicherin
to the Soviet representative in the Transcaucasian republics, Legran. This
telegram also illustrates the organizational problems that can occur during the
transportation of the materials. In the telegram, he informs about Ali Fuat’s
note on the problem that the Turks when through when they wanted to obtain
visa from Soviet consul in Kars, for their vagons full of arms to be sent from
Eastern Anatolia to Western Anatolia via Tiflis-Batum line. Chicherin asked
for an immediate order to Norman, Soviet consul in Kars, in order to make him
give the necessary visas to the Turks in charge for the transportation of the
arms. > Later, when Chicherin was Lausanne as the head of the Soviet
delegation who was present there for the peace conference, he had to deal with
similar issues concerning the dispatch of material aid. As we said before,
Chicherin was in Berlin for treatment and rehabilitation due to his health
problems during the second half of the year 1922 and he traveled to Lausanne
directly from Berlin.”* In his absence, the dispatch of the arms to Turkey
promised to Riza Nur during his visit to Russia®’ in April 1922 was
mysteriously unfulfilled. Though related authorities claimed they did send,
Ordzhonikidze who coordinated this kind of transactions in Caucasia said he
did not know anything about it. Chicherin considered that Soviets fell into a
position of a fraud. The fact that Turks trust to the Soviet government was
harmed with that incident; and that Turks received the necessary arms from

France in their last battle with the Greeks resulted in distancing of the Turks

3 pvP, 5, 106.
034 O’Connor, Diplomacy and Revolution, 94.

3 At the beginning of April 1922, a delegation presided over by Turkish Minister of Health
Riza Nur went to Kharkov in order to realize the exchange of the ratifications of the agreement
between Turkish government and Ukrainian SSR; and then Riza Nur moved to Moscow with a
special duty, taking Mustafa Kemal’s letter to Lenin. In the letter: “In the face of the new
methods utilized by the imperialist countries, I believe that our countries should constitute a
bloc stronger than ever. The assistance you have done us many times have great importance in
this sense. I hope you you will discuss this with Riza Nur. And I hope you won’t reject the
continuation of this assistance in such circumstances.” (AVPRF, f. 132, 0p. 7, 8, d. 2)
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from the Soviet sphere of influence.” Therefore, in spite of the support given
by the Soviets to the liberation movement in Turkey, the inadequacy of that
support and organizational problems in the last phase of the war resulted in the
entrance of the Soviet Russia into the Lausanne process at a disadvantageous
position. At least, it was how the Soviet foreign affairs perceived that
phenomenon.

Helping Turkey in war expenditures was only one part of a wider picture
of economic collaboration, since, as it was indicated at the beginning of this
chapter, much earlier than the end of the war, Turkey’s financial and technical
needs for building a national economy was on the agenda which required, for
the Turkish governmental circles, an external support. Bolshevik foreign policy
makers, who believed in the long-term necessity to keep Turkey in a close
distance, considered that such a support to Turkish economy should be given
by the Soviets for two reasons. First they hoped to be able to motivate Turkey
to construct a national economy where the resources of the country were
exploited for the large state-owned investments and the majority of the
economy was under state control. Secondly, to reduce the need for foreign
capital coming from the imperialist countries was crucial to prevent political
domination of those countries over new Turkey. Throughout the period, since
the end of 1921, Soviet diplomats in Turkey were reporting about the contracts
signed between the Turkish government and western companies. Soviet
plenipotentiary in Ankara, Mikhaylov indicated on January 3rd, the importance
of Soviet material support if Soviet Russia wanted to play a role in the future of
the New Turkey, 