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ABSTRACT

TURKEY’S RELATIONS WITH ITALY (1932-39):
REALITIES AND PERCEPTIONS

Dogar, Mehmet
M.Sc., Department of International Relations
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ebru Boyar
July 2020, 233 pages

This thesis examines Turkey’s relations with Italy between 1932 and 1939 through
key historical events and analyses the role of Italy in Turkish foreign policy
making. In so doing, it underlines the complex and multifaceted nature of the
relations between the two countries and challenges the widely-held axiom in the
secondary literature that the relations evolved from friendship to enmity in a
unilinear way. This thesis argues that what defined the relations between these two
Mediterranean countries in the late interwar period was not a direct Italian threat to
Turkey and Turkey’s fear of it; but was rather the divergence in the views of
Turkey and Italy regarding the international system. In this period, while Turkey
based its foreign policy on the idea of collective security, Italy adopted an
aggressive foreign policy and opted for a great-power-led international system. In
the context of the international environment, Turkey’s relations with Italy in 1932-
1939 were a prime example of the active, multilateral and pragmatic nature of

Turkish foreign policy in the inter-war period.

Keywords: Turkish-Italian Relations, Turkish Foreign Policy, the Early Turkish
Republican Period
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0z

TURKIYE’NIN ITALYA ILE ILISKILERI (1932-39):
GERCEKLER VE ALGILAR

Dogar, Mehmet
Yiiksek Lisans, Uluslararasi iliskiler Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Ebru Boyar
Temmuz 2020, 233 sayfa

Bu tez, Tiirkiye’nin 1932-1939 yillar1 arasinda Italya ile olan iliskilerini bu
donemin ana tarihsel olaylar1 iizerinden incelemekte ve Italya’nin Tiirk dis
politikas1 yapimindaki roliinii analiz etmektedir. Iki iilke arasindaki iliskilerin
karmasik ve ¢ok yoOnlii dogasin1 vurgulayan tez, ikincil literatiirde ¢okga kabul
goren iligkilerin dostluktan diismanliga lineer bir sekilde evrildigi Onermesine
kars1 ¢ikmaktadir. Iki diinya savasi arasi donemin son béliimiinde, iki Akdeniz
iilkesi arasindaki iliskileri, Italya’min Tiirkiye’ye dogrudan tehdidinin ve
Tiirkiye’nin bundan korkusunun belirlemedigi savunulan tezde, asil belirleyici
faktoriin Tiirkiye’nin ve Italya’nm uluslararasi sistemi algilayislarindaki farklilik
oldugu savunulmaktadir. Bu donemde, Tiirkiye miisterek emniyet fikri {izerine dis
politikasin1 temellendirirken, italya saldirgan bir dis politika benimsemis ve biiyiik
giiclerin yonetiminde olan bir uluslararasi sistemi tercih etmistir. DOnemin
uluslararasi iliskiler sistemi icinde Tiirkiye’nin 1932-1939 yillar1 arasinda italya
ile olan iligkileri aslinda bu donemdeki Tiirk dis politikasinin aktif, ¢ok katmanl

ve pragmatik dogasina baslica bir 6rnektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tiirk-italyan Iliskileri, Tiirk Dis Politikas1, Erken Tiirkiye

Cumbhuriyeti Donemi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This thesis examines Turkey’s relations with Italy between 1932 and 1939 and
analyses the place of Italy in Turkish foreign policy making and in the national
security calculations of the Turkish Republic in the late interwar period, a period
which was part of what Eric Hobsbawm referred as “the age of catastrophe”
largely characterised by “uncertainty” and “crisis”.' This constant “uncertainty” in
the interwar period was further underlined by the fact that almost every issue in the
1930s had the tendency to embrace a “transnational” character.” Facing such a
turbulent period, thus, both Turkey and Italy had to adopt their foreign policies
according to these constantly changing circumstances in international politics.

That is why, this thesis argues that the relations between Turkey and Italy
between 1932 and 1939 cannot be analysed merely by an analysis of the bilateral
engagements such as diplomatic visits, agreements or aggressive verbal exchanges
between these two countries and that Turkey’s relations with Italy in this period
should be analysed with a more nuanced understanding, an understanding which
contextualises these relations within the framework of first, the international
events during this period and second, Turkey’s general foreign and security
policies at this time. In doing so, this thesis highlights the multifaceted and
complex nature of Turkey’s relations with Italy in these ‘long eight years’.

The year 1932 was a turning point in Turkey’s relations with Italy. This
turning point, however, was not due to the bilateral engagements or problems

between Turkey and Italy, but due to the important issues and events regarding the

! Hobsbawm, Eric, Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century 1914-1991 (London: Abacus,
1994), p. 6.

? Hobsbawm, Age of Extremes, p. 156.



general foreign policies of the two countries. In May 1932 there was an official
visit of the Turkish Prime Minister Ismet Inonii’ to Rome and an Italian fleet
visited Istanbul in July 1932. In fact, what constituted a turning point in the
relations was Turkey’s joining the League of Nations on 18 July 1932 and the
Italian foreign minister Dino Grandi’s leaving office two days later, on 20 July,
which signified a change to a more aggressive Italian foreign policy.*

In order to understand the historical development of Turkey’s relations
with Italy as well as why 1932 was a turning point, it is necessary to understand
the historical background of these relations from their inception in 1919 to 1932.
One of the main theatres of war during World War I was the Ottoman Empire,
which the Allied Powers were to divide up among themselves after 1918. Italy,
only joining the war in 1915, signed an agreement in London with Britain, France
and Russia to get its share of Ottoman territories on 26 April 1915. According to
this agreement, Italy would receive the Dodecanese islands. It was also stated that
when the war ended, Italy would not get any less territories than other Allied
Powers and it was given a guarantee that it could acquire Antalya as well.’
However, the division of the Ottoman territories among the Allied Powers was not
a smooth process, especially for Italy. In 1919, there were apparent clashes among
the Allied Powers over the fate of izmir to the extent that, according to Fabio
Grassi, Izmir became the “centre of jealousies” of the Allied Powers even more
than Istanbul.® In the Paris Conference of 1919-1920 where the Allied Powers
discussed the details of their approach to the Central Powers as well as about how

to divide the Ottoman territories, Italy was very dissatisfied particularly about the

> Although Turkish surnames were not used before 1934, for consistency
full names, including surnames, are given throughout the text. Thus the
Turkish Prime Minister, Ismet Pasa before 1934 and Ismet Inénii
afterwards, appears throughout as Ismet Inénii.

* Burgwyn, H. James, Italian Foreign Policy in the Interwar Period (1918-1940) (Connecticut:
Praeger, 1997), p. 71.

> Bayur, Yusuf Hikmet, Tiirkive Devietinin Dis Siyasasi (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
1995), p. 12.

® Grassi, Fabio L., Tiirk-Italyan Iliskilerinde Az Bilinenler, Sadriye Giines (trans.) (Istanbul: Tarihgi
Kitabevi, 2014), p. 109.
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divisions in the Adriatic Sea. Not wanting an Italian hegemony in the
Mediterranean, Lloyd George, then British prime minister, opposed the idea that
Izmir should be given to Italy and thus to counter this backed the Greek invasion
of izmir on 15 May 1919 in order to prevent a possible Italian invasion of the city.”

Just after the occupation of Izmir by the Greeks, the Turkish National
Liberation War against the foreign occupation was started on 19 May 1919 under
the leadership of a high-ranked Ottoman officer, Mustafa Kemal, who found this
occupation as well as the Armistice of Mudros of 30 October 1918 unacceptable
from the perspective of territorial integrity and sovereignty of the country. The
Armistice in effect meant a complete surrender of the Ottoman Empire to the
Allied Powers, granting an allied occupation of Istanbul and the Straits (Article 1)
and demilitarising this region (Articles 2 and 3); disbanding the Ottoman army and
giving the right to the Allied Powers to occupy any region threatening their
security (Article 7).

Meanwhile, the Istanbul government and the Allied Powers, ignoring the
resistance movement in Anatolia, signed the Treaty of Sévres on 10 August 1920,
empowering the Allied Powers legally to invade the former Ottoman territories.
Italy was given the Dodecanese islands (Article 122) and granted a zone of
influence in Southern Anatolia based on the Articles 27-36, which defined “the
frontiers of Turkey”.’ In fact, the Italians had already occupied some places in this
region such as Bodrum, Marmaris, Fethiye, Antalya, Burdur and Kusadas1."” One
of the most damaging consequences of the Treaty of Sévres was the

reestablishment of the capitulations (Article 261), thus paving the way for

" Bayur, Tiirkiye Devletinin Dis Siyasast, p. 36.

¥ Bayur, Tiirkiye Devletinin Dis Siyasast, p. 23.

% “Sevr Andlagmasi”, in Nihat Erim (ed.), Devietlerarasi Hukuku ve Siyasi Tarih Metinleri, vol. 1
(Osmanli Imparatorlugu Andlasmalari) (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1953), pp. 539-44
and p. 567.

1 Barlas, Dilek, Etatism and Diplomacy in Turkey: Economic and Foreign Policy Strategies in an
Uncertain World, 1929-1939 (Leiden, New York and Koln: Brill, 1998), pp. 116-17.
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economic control of Anatolia in addition to physical occupation.' It was within
this context that Mustafa Kemal approached the activities of Banca di Roma in the
Central Anatolia region in 1919 and 1920 with suspicion."

The Italian position during the Turkish National Liberation War was,
according to Fabio Grassi, different from the policies of other Allied Powers since
Italy, starting from 1920, established regular contacts with the Ankara
government.” These contacts were such that Italy adopted a policy “favouring” the
Turkish opposition, particularly in relation to Turkish opposition to the Greeks."
Even though the relationship between the Ankara government and Italy during the
Turkish National Liberation War needs further study, it is, however, clear that the
Italian approach was much friendlier,"” in particular when compared to that of the
British. This was how Carlo Sforza, who had been the Italian High Commissioner
in the Ottoman Empire between November 1918 to June 1919 in Istanbul and later
became the foreign minister of Italy in 1920, regarded the issue. Referring to his
communication with Gabriele D’Annunzio, then the commander of the city of
Fiume and one of the most important men behind the ideology of fascism, Carlo

Sforza later argued in 1938 that:

. immediately after the war, I had been alone in my contention that
Turkey had not been conquered; that it was childish to talk of its partition,
a fond dream in which the Big Four at Paris had indulged; ... my short stay
at Constantinople after the armistice had made me many friends among the
Mussulmans, and D’ Annunzio proposed to me, in mysterious phrases, that

M «geyr Andlasmas1”, in Erim, Devletlerarast Hukuku ve Siyasi Tarih Metinleri, p. 618.

12 Grassi, Tiirk-Italyan Iliskilerinde Az Bilinenler, pp. 207-8.

1 Grassi, Tiirk-Italyan Iliskilerinde Az Bilinenler, p. 213.

' Celebi, Mevliit, “Milli Miicadele Déneminde Tiirk-italyan iliskileri”, Belleten, 62/233 (1998), p.
167.

1% Celebi, Mevliit, “Turco-Italian Relations between 1919-1922” in Italia e Turchia tra passato e
futuro: Un impegno comune, una sfida culturale, Esra Danacioglu Tamur and Fabio L. Grassi
(eds.) (Rome: Edizioni Nuova Cultura, 2009), p. 138.
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I should arrange an understanding between Mustafa Kemal (whom he
admired), and Italy ... ."

Sforza’s policy towards the Ankara government was clearly visible in June 1921
when Italy started to withdraw its army from Antalya. However, this policy was
certainly not a result merely of the good-will of the Italian government. By then it
had been clear to France and Italy that British hegemony in the region would not
be favourable to their interests and it was thus more rewarding for them to
recognise the Ankara government."” Moreover, Italian policy towards the Istanbul
and Ankara governments in this period was very much defined by its economic
rather than political concerns in Anatolia, an approach which annoyed the British."®

Meanwhile, with the victory of the Turkish forces, on 11 October 1922, an
armistice was signed in Mudanya. This armistice, which mainly focused on the
details of how Greece would withdraw from Eastern Thrace, was a disaster for the
occupying powers, especially for Britain where it led to the resignation of Prime
Minister Lloyd George, who blamed the other powers for the Turkish victory.”
According to Grassi, the Italian position before and during the conference was that
of an “intermediary” between the Allied Powers and the Ankara government.”
However, the territorial issues were left to the Lausanne Peace Conference in
November 1922 — July 1923. Although Italy’s sovereignity over the Dodecanese
islands was recognised under Articles 15 and 16 of the Lausanne Peace Treaty,

this was not achieved without argument.” Kastellorizo (Meis) island in particular

16 Sforza, Count Carlo, “D'Annunzio, Inventor of Fascism”, Books Abroad, 12/3 (1938), p. 270.

" Barlas, Etatism and Diplomacy in Turkey, pp. 119-20.

18 Fleet, Kate, “Money and Politics: The Fate of British Business in the New Turkish Republic”,
Turkish Historical Review, 2/1 (2011), p. 30.

"% Boyar, Ebru, “Tiirk-ingiliz iliskilerinde Prestij Faktorii (1923-1938)”, Belleten, 78/283 (2014), p.
1160.

 Grassi, Tiirk-Italyan Iliskilerinde Az Bilinenler, p. 288.

2l “No: 7 — Lozan Sulh Muahedenamesinin Kabuliine Dair Kanunlar”, Diistur, Uglincii Tertip, vol.
5 (Istanbul: Necmi Istikbal Matbaasi, 1931), pp. 27-8.
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became an issue of hot debate between Italy and Turkey during the conference”
and was only settled in January 1932 by an agreement between the two parties
defining the territorial waters between the Anatolian coast and the island of
Kastellorizo.” On 14 July 1923, the Lausanne Treaty was signed between Britain,
France, Italy, Japan, Greece, Romania, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes and Turkey.

After the Lausanne Treaty, the Turkish Republic was established in
October and thus a new regime based on the rule of law and secularism was
established in Turkey. Interestingly, in the same period, Italy was also in the
process of a regime change. Mussolini established the National Fascist Party in
1921. Immediately after the March on Rome on 28 October 1922, a violent mass
demonstration by fascists who seized various places in the city including police
stations,” he came to power as the new prime minister of Italy, presenting himself
to King Vittorio Emanuele III in a black shirt, a symbol of fascism.” However,
according to Duggan, the strengthening of the fascist regime in Italy was a gradual
process which developed in a rather “ad hoc manner” and the totalitarian character
of the fascist regime became clearer after 1925, when Mussolini explicitly

announced his “formula” of the “totalizing vision” of his regime.*

** Papugcular, Hazal, Tiirkive ve Oniki Ada 1912-1947 (Istanbul: Tiirkiye is Bankasi Yaynlari,
2019), pp. 29-30.

> For the agreement, see: Soysal, Ismail (ed.), Tiirkiye nin Sivasal Andlasmalari: Tarihgeleri ve
Aciklamalart ile Birlikte, vol. 1 (1920-1945) (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1983), pp.
340-3. However, the status of the island of Kastellorizo still constitutes a problem between Turkey
and Greece since with the signing of the Treaty of Paris in 1947, this island as well as the other
Dodecanese islands were transferred under the sovereignty of Greece. For a detailed discussion on
the issue, see: Yayci, Cihat, Yunanistan Talepleri (Ege Sorunlary): Soru ve Cevaplarla (Ankara:
Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yaynlari, 2020), pp. 41-53.

* Duggan, Christopher, 4 Concise History of Italy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2013), p. 206.

 Salvatorelli, Luigi and Giovanni Mira, Storia d’Italia nel periodo fascista (Turin: Giulio Einaudi,
1964), p. 240.

26 Duggan, A Concise History of Italy, p. 213; Arthurs, Joshua, Michael Ebner and Kate Ferris,
“Introduction” in The Politics of Everyday Life in Fascist Italy: Outside the State?, Joshua Arthurs,
Michael Ebner and Kate Ferris (eds.) (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), p. 2.
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Immediately after the establishment of the Turkish Republic, regular
relations between Turkey and Italy were officially initiated in 1924 when Italy sent
its ambassador to Turkey in February of that year.”’ According to a report sent
from the Turkish embassy in Rome, Mussolini had declared his desire to appoint
an ambassador (sefir-i kebir) to Turkey in a meeting with Suat Davaz, who was the
Turkish ambassador in Rome in September 1923.* However, according to Barlas,
even though relations seemed normal on the surface, Italy considered Turkey as a
“potential colony” until late 1927, an approach not in fact sui generis to the new
fascist regime, but rather a continuation of the Italian imperial mindset towards
Turkey since the beginning of the twentieth century.” This was a reflection of the
mindset of great power politics in the post-Lausanne period. Moreover, in the
summer of 1924, the Italian fortification on Rhodes alarmed the Turkish
government and inevitably harmed the newly budding relations between the two
countries.™

Not yet regarding the Turkish Republic as an equal partner in international
politics, the great powers often collaborated with each other against Turkish
interests and claims. For example, in March 1926, the Turkish ambassador in
Prague sent a report to the foreign ministry that an Anglo-Italian understanding
had been reached, an understanding in which Britain recognised Italian interests in

the Balkans and Italy supported British claims in Iraq and Mosul.”’ This was a

*7 Celebi, Mevliit, “Atatiirk Dénemi ve Sonrasinda Tiirkiye-italya liskilerini Etkileyen Faktorler”,
Atatiirk Arastirma Merkezi Dergisi, 31/91 (2015), p. 105.

® g September 1923: Devlet Arsivleri, Cumhuriyet Arsivi, Ankara (hereafter CA),

030.10.0.0.236.594.7.

¥ Barlas, Dilek, “Friends or Foes? Diplomatic Relations between Italy and Turkey, 1923-367,
International Journal of Middle East Studies, 36 (2004), p. 247.

%0 Celebi, “Tiirkiye-italya iliskilerini Etkileyen Faktérler”, p. 105.

3117 March 1926: CA, 030.10.0.0.12.71.38.



favourable position for Italy since, according to Barlas, Italy believed until the end
of the Mosul issue in 1926 that the Turkish Republic could still be dismantled.”

Another problem concerning relations between Turkey and Italy in this
period was the position in Italy of Yiizellilikler (the 150 people who had acted
against the Turkish nationalist movement and had thus either already left the
country by 1924 or were deported under a decision taken in the Turkish parliament
in 1924, a decision which was within the framework of the Lausanne Treaty),
since Italy became almost a hub for oppositional figures to the new Kemalist
regime in Turkey. One of these oppositional figures, for example, Said Molla
published a book titled Muhaliflere Hitabim (My Address to the Opponents) in
December 1923 in Italy, a book which was banned by the Turkish government.”
The last Ottoman sultan, Vahdeddin, lived in San Remo until his death in 1926.
Vahdeddin was able to engage in activities against the Turkish government and it
seemed that the Italian government did not interfere with his activities. Just before
the declaration of the Republic, Vahdeddin gave an interview about the position of
the sultanate and caliphate in Turkey to a newspaper in San Remo in September
1923.** Two years later, in April 1925, he was busy holding meetings in his
residence in San Remo, Villa Magnolie, with other oppositional figures with the
aim of restoring the sultanate in Turkey.”

Nevertheless, the increasing power and the prestige of the Turkish
Republic in the international arena, especially after the end of the Mosul issue with
Britain in 1926, led to a change in how Italy regarded Turkey.”® This change was
also due to the fact that Italy considered Turkey as a counterbalancing factor in the

Balkans against French hegemony in the region. Therefore, Mussolini envisaged a

32 Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 233.

3318 December 1923: CA, 030.18.1.1.8.43.7.

15 September 1923: CA, 030.10.0.0.202.381.4.

¥ Celik, Recep, “Ingiliz Korumasinda Sultan Vahideddin’in Siirgiin Seyahatleri”, Cagdas Tiirkiye
Tarihi Arastirmalar: Dergisi / Journal of Modern Turkish History Studies, 16/33 (2016), pp. 204-5.

3 Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 238.



tripartite policy among Turkey, Greece and Italy.”’” On 30 May 1928 in Rome,
Turkey signed a “Treaty of Neutrality and Reconciliation” with Italy, a treaty
which was to be the epitome of relations between Italy and Turkey in the interwar
period. The treaty was signed “in order to foster the friendly bonds between the
two countries and to help the preservation of the peace around the world” and the
two states agreed not to be involved in any act against each other (Article 1), to
remain neutral during a conflict in which one of them was involved (Article 2) and
to establish a committee of reconciliation for the issues that were not possible to
handle through regular diplomatic channels (Article 3). The remaining parts of the
agreement included a protocol about the mechanism for the settlement of disputes
between the two countries through the established committee for reconciliation.”®
Following the treaty, the then Italian foreign minister, Dino Grandi, visited Ankara
in December 1928.” As can be seen from the articles of this treaty with Italy, it
was, in effect, merely a neutrality agreement. But, nevertheless, given the
deliberate British policy that aimed to make Turkey isolated in the international
arena, the treaty signed with Italy was a positive development.*

In the period from 1929 to 1932, Turkish-Italian relations were
characterised by an increasing naval trade, Italy being a provider of naval arm
supplies to Turkey.” In addition, the trade relations between the two countries
were also on track, Italy being one of the leading countries in both Turkey’s export

and import rates until the mid-1930s.* In the political relations, however, there

37 Grassi, Fabio L., “La Turchia nella politica francese ¢ italiana tra le due guerre”, Transylvanian
Review, 15/1 (2006), pp. 134-5.

¥ T.C. Resmi Gazete, 13 December 1928, p. 6214.

% Celebi, “Tiirkiye-italya iliskilerini Etkileyen Faktérler”, p. 108.

“ Boyar, “Tiirk-ingiliz iligkilerinde Prestij Faktori”, p. 1171.

“! Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 241.

* Tére, Nahit, “Atatiirk Doneminin (1923-1938) D1s Ekonomik fliskiler Politikas1” in Atatiirk
Donemi Ekonomi Politikast ve Tiirkiye'nin Ekonomik Gelismesi Semineri (Ankara: Ankara
Universitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Yayinlari, 1982), p. 52.
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appeared the first clashes between the two countries due to the differences in their
approach to the stability of the Balkans. When on 30 October 1930, Turkey signed
a “Friendship, Neutrality and Reconciliation” agreement with Greece, Italy
expected that Turkey would also work for a reconciliation between Bulgaria and
Greece and eventually include Italy in this “larger alliance” in the Balkans.*
However, this was quite the opposite of what the Turkish government would
desire since it did not want to take part in any arrangement under the auspices of
any great power. This difference in Turkish and Italian understanding about how
they regarded the Balkans and the Mediterranean, as well as international security,
would shape the relations between the two countries in 1932-1939, the period

which this thesis analyses.

1.1. The Secondary Literature Survey

The argument put forward in this thesis requires revising the general premises
which dominate not only the secondary literature on Turkey’s relations with Italy
in 1932-1939, but also that on Turkish foreign policy in the interwar period. The
number of scholarly works on the subject is quite limited, but in the work that has
been done these general premises have continued to be accepted almost as the
‘facts’ determining Turkish relations with Italy, in particular, and Turkish foreign
policy making in the interwar period, in general.

The first of these main arguments in the literature concerns the attempt to
divide the history of Turkish-Italian relations into different periods, thus, in
Hobsbawm’s terms, “disturbing the historical cargo into a series of non-
communicating containers”.* For example, Barlas, in her well-known article on
the subject, adopts the periodization made in a letter sent by Percy Loraine, the
then British ambassador in Ankara, to the Foreign Office in February 1935 and
divides Turkey’s relations with Italy between 1928 to 1936 into three different
periods of “warmth” (1928-1932), “cooling-off” (1932- approximately 1934) and

* Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 243.

* Hobsbawm, Eric, On History (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1997), p. 66.
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“frost” (1934-1936).” In doing so, Barlas’s periodization restricts our
understanding of the relations in this period since it represents a unilinear picture
of the relations transforming from friendship to enmity.

Another periodization was offered by Fabio Grassi, who also defined three
main periods to characterise the relations between Turkey and Italy in the interwar
period. Grassi, who tried to offer a panorama of the relations in the period between
1919 to 1939, made the periodization as follows: 1919-1923; 1924-1932 and 1933-
1939.% Comparing these two different periodizations of Turkish-Italian relations in
the interwar period, one might argue that whereas Barlas justified her periodization
on the basis of bilateral political issues between the two countries such as the
signing of the Turkish-Italian Treaty in 1928 and Mussolini’s speech in 1934, a
speech which demonstrated the Italian expansionist aims in Asia and Africa in this
period, Grassi made his periodization on the basis of the establishment of the
Turkish Republic in 1923 and Grandi’s leaving office in 1932.

Secondly, it is often argued in the secondary literature that Turkey defined
its foreign policy according to the Italian threat in the interwar period. The level of
this threat was such that it was accepted as “the greatest threat” that Turkey faced
in the interwar period” and it “dominated Turkish foreign and strategic policy
from the 1930s”.* In such an environment, Yiicel Gliglii argued, Turkey “followed
a more active foreign policy” after 1934 due to the existing Italian threat.” The
overemphasising of the Italian threat is also present in the secondary literature on
Turkish foreign policy. In a well-known textbook on Turkish foreign policy, it is
argued that “Turkish foreign policy was immediately and directly affected” by the

Italian factor especially after 1934 to the extent that Turkey “met every action of

* Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 232 and p. 247.

% Grassi, “La Turchia nella politica francese e italiana”, pp. 129-40.

*7 Celebi, “Tiirkiye-italya Iliskilerini Etkileyen Faktérler”, p. 125.

“ Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 248.

¥ Giiglii, Yiicel, “Fascist Italy’s ‘Mare Nostrum’ Policy and Turkey”, Belleten, 63/238 (1999), p.
814.
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Italy with suspicion” in this period.” William Hale argues in his textbook that
from 1933-1934 onwards Italy was regarded as “a potential threat” by Turkey.”!
Similarly, in an article on Turkish foreign and strategic policy in this period, Brock
Millman defined Italy as “the most immediate threat” to Turkey.” Even though
this thesis does not deny the existence of the Italian threat between 1932-1939, it
argues that the Turkish perception of the Italian threat was less in the form of a
direct Italian threat over Turkish territories than a threat that Italy directed towards
the existing international status quo. It therefore calls for a more nuanced
understanding in analysing the factor of the Italian threat.

Finally, in the existing secondary literature, there is another assumption
related to the two problems mentioned above. Turkey’s developing relations with
Britain in the mid-1930s onwards is usually regarded as a reason for the
deterioration of the relations between Turkey and Italy. According to many
scholars, especially during the Italo-Ethiopian War in 1935-1936, Turkey made a
conscious effort to approach Britain, Barlas arguing, for example, that the Italian
invasion of Ethiopia signified an important turning point in Turkish foreign policy,
which was now based on “the need for some great power support to secure
stability in the region”, this great power being Britain.” Similarly, Papuggular
considered this war as the beginning of a British-Turkish rapprochement, therefore
suggesting an understanding that Turkey’s foreign policy during this period was
based on its ability to secure great power support.* According to Giiglii, this desire

for a rapprochement was such that Turkey determined its foreign policy in order to

%0 Gonliibol, Mehmet, et al., Olaylarla Tiirk Dis Politikasi (1919-1995) (Ankara: Siyasal Kitabevi,
1996), p. 111.

> Hale, William, Turkish Foreign Policy since 1774 (London and New York: Routledge, 2013),
pp. 45-6.

>2 Millman, Brock, “Turkish Foreign and Security Policy 1934-42”, Middle Eastern Studies, 31/3
(1995), p. 485.

> Barlas, Etatism and Diplomacy in Turkey, p. 111.

4 Papugcular, Hazal, “Iki Savas Aras1 Dénem Tiirk Dis ve Giivenlik Politikasinda Oniki Ada,
1923-39”, History Studies, 9/5 (2017), p. 149.
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appeal to the British: “[t]he policy of Turkey vis-a-vis Italy throughout the
Ethiopian dispute was ... inspired by a desire to cooperate in the greatest possible
measure with Britain ...”.” Overall, these arguments suggest an understanding that
regards Turkey’s relations with the two great powers as a zero-sum game.
However, this thesis suggests that Turkey tried to implement its own foreign
policy path by manipulating the changing international system in the late interwar
period. This pragmatic Turkish understanding of foreign policy was concisely
explained by Falih Rifki Atay, who was the editor-in-chief of Hakimiyet-i Milliye
(later Ulus), the organ of Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi (CHP) (the Republican People’s
Party), in his travelogue Moskova Roma in 1932, arguing that Turkey did not
“worship” any country or ideology but regarded the world as one based on “life”
and “realities”.® Moreover, summarising western authors, he noted that politics
could not be “fixed” since it required “a constant adaptation” to changing

circumstances.”’

1.2. Explaining Turkey’s Relations with Italy (1932-1939)

Based on primary sources such as unpublished Turkish and British archival
material, published Italian and British documents, travel accounts, memoirs as
well as popular Turkish newspapers and magazines of the period such as Akbaba,
Aksam, Cumhuriyet, Milliyet (later Tan), and Ulus, this thesis challenges these
assumptions in the existing secondary literature and approaches the period from a
more nuanced perspective. Unlike the periodisations referred above, which
oversimplify and disregard the nuances that existed in the relations between
Turkey and Italy, the period between 1932-1939 is examined in this thesis
according to the chronological events and developments which defined the
character of Turkey’s relations with Italy. Chapter 2 discusses the changing nature

of Turkey’s relations with Italy between 1932 and 1934 by analysing the different

% Giiglii, “Fascist Italy’s ‘Mare Nostrum’ Policy”, p. 820.

%6 [Atay], Falih Rifki, Moskova Roma (Istanbul: Muallim Ahmet Halit Kitaphanesi, 1932), p. 19.

7 [Atay], Moskova Roma, p. 13.
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positions adopted by Turkey and Italy over the means they opted for for their
security policies. In this framework, Turkey’s entry into the League of Nations in
July 1932 as well as the dismissal of Grandi from the Italian foreign ministry will
be discussed together to highlight the divergences in how these two countries
perceived the situation of international politics. It will then continue with an
analysis of the Turkish reaction to the Italian initiated Four-Power Pact in 1933
and Italy’s role and reaction to the Balkan Pact in February 1934.

Starting with Mussolini’s speech on 18 March 1934, which was usually
regarded as a turning point in the relations between Turkey and Italy, Chapter 3
will offer a detailed analysis of this speech as well as the Turkish reaction to and
engagement with it. In doing so, this part will discuss the extent of the Italian
threat in the period between 1934 and 1936 and a particular focus will be given to
Turkish governmental policy and the position of the Turkish press during the Italo-
Ethiopian War in 1935-1936, which will demonstrate the differences between how
Turkey perceived the Italian threat and how it was portrayed.

Chapter 4 will discuss the Italian factor in the Straits issue in 1936 by
analysing how Turkey used the Italian threat to justify its claim to refortify the
Straits. After a close examination of the efforts of the Turkish government as well
as the Turkish press to bring the issue of the Straits onto the international agenda,
this chapter will also analyse the Italian reaction to the revision of the Straits
regime with the Montreux Convention in July 1936. In doing so, it will also
question the nature of Turkey’s relations with the European powers, especially
with Britain and Italy.

Tracing Turkey’s efforts to secure Italy’s signature on the Montreux
Convention, Chapter 5 first discusses the Turkish reception of the Gentlemen’s
Agreement between Italy and Britain in January 1937 and analyses the Milan
Meeting between the two foreign ministers, Aras and Ciano, in the following
month. It also examines the place and role of Italy in the security arrangements in
which Turkey took part in 1937, namely the Saadabad Pact and the Nyon
Conference. Finally, this chapter elaborates on a rather neglected subject in the
secondary literature, which is the role of Italy in the issue of the Sanjak of

Alexandretta (Hatay), which was eventually annexed to Turkey in 1939.
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CHAPTER 2

RE-DEFINING TURKEY’S RELATIONS WITH ITALY (1932-1934)

This chapter analyses Turkey’s relations with Italy between 1932 and 1934 and
argues that what changed the course of the relations between the two countries in
this period was in fact not the bilateral engagements and problems that existed
between the two countries, but was rather their responses to the changing
international environment. Whereas Turkey’s entrance into the League of Nations
in July 1932 demonstrated its further commitment to the idea of collective
security, Italian Foreign Minister Grandi’s dismissal from office in the same
month meant a revival of an aggressive foreign policy by fascist Italy. However,
despite this beginning of the divergence in their understanding of international
politics, reciprocal visits took place in 1932, between Turkey and Italy, one being
the well-known visit of Turkish Prime Minister Ismet Inénii in May and the other,
the Italian fleet’s visit to Istanbul in July. Juxtaposing these direct bilateral
engagements between Turkey and Italy with their general foreign policy actions,
such as Turkey’s entry into the League of Nations in 1932 and its initiation of the
Balkan Pact in 1934 as well as Italy’s leadership in the formation of the Four-
Power Pact in 1933, this chapter examines how the two countries’ understanding

of international politics shaped the bilateral relations in this period.

2.1. Turkey’s Entry to the League of Nations in 1932 and Italy’s Response

Turkey’s entry into the League of Nations on 18 July 1932 was a turning point in
the Turkish foreign policy of the interwar period. Not having experienced positive
encounters with the League of Nations since the establishment of the League in
1919, the Turkish government was very sceptical of its activities. Turkey’s
previous negative experiences, such as the Permanent Court of International
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Justice’s decision in 1925 to settle the “etabli” question about how to define the
status of the Rum (Ottoman Greek) inhabitants of Istanbul during the exchange of
population between Turkey and Greece, a decision which favoured Greece; and
the League’s policies over the Mosul question between Turkey and Britain,
prepared the ground for the idea in the minds of the Turkish authorities that the
League of Nations was “the tool of the great powers”.”® Tevfik Riistii Aras, the
foreign minister of the Turkish Republic between 1925 to 1938, argued, for
example, that the League of Nations was “a kind of a club of victorious powers [of
the First World War]” in the 1920s and acted as “a well-behaved tool of the British
and the French” as the League’s mechanism in that period was entirely depended
on a mutual understanding between Britain and France no such understanding
would mean deadlock for the League’s mechanisms.”

The British and French influence in the League of Nations, however, did
not change very much in the 1930s and the Turkish government was well aware of
this fact. Given the possibility of Turkey’s entry into the League of Nations, in the
early months of 1932, Aptiilahat Aksin, then a Turkish diplomat responsible for
affairs regarding the League of Nations, was ordered by Tevfik Riistii Aras to visit
the Permanent Secretariat of the League and to make inquiries while they were in
Geneva for the World Disarmament Conference.” There Aksin was introduced to
Under Secretary-General Italian Marcello Roddolo, who reiterated the Italian

perception of British and French influence over the League:

The British and the French dominate the organisation. ... The position of
Italy in the secretariat is not good. However, we have to put up with it. ... 7
would suggest you to do the same. It is better to take part in this institution
rather than to be out of it [emphasis in original].®'

58 Giicll, Yiicel, “Turkey’s Entrance into the League of Nations”, Middle Eastern Studies, 39/1
(2003), p. 192; Bilgig, Bestami S., “Atatlirk Doneminde Tiirkiye-Yunanistan Iligkileri, 1923-1938”,
Atatiirk Arastirma Merkezi Dergisi, 31/91 (2015), p. 8.

% Aras, Tevfik Riistii, Atatiirk ’iin Dis Politikas: (Istanbul: Kaynak Yayinlari, 2003), p. 83.

% Aksin, Aptiilahat, Atatiirk ’iin Dis Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Basimevi, 1991), pp. 170-1.

' Aksin, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi, p. 171.
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Roddolo’s idea was later shared by Yunus Nadi, who was a journalist and an MP
for the ruling party, CHP, claiming that the League of Nations was at least a
meeting place to discuss issues related to peace and security and it might thus be
better to serve world peace within this institution. The Turkish government
seemed to agree with this idea when the Turkish foreign minister gave the green
light for his country’s entry into the League of Nations during a speech he made
on 13 April 1932 at the Disarmament Conference in Geneva.”

Even though the Italian threat to Turkey is usually accepted as the reason
for Turkey’s entry to the League in 1932, Barlas arguing that “the main reason”
for the change in Turkey’s attitude towards the League of Nations was the Italian
foreign policy at the time,” this represents a retrospective reading of the issue
given that the two reasons she argues, i.e. the worsening of the bilateral relations
after 1932 and Mussolini’s desire to form a separate pact among the great powers
of Britain, France, Germany and Italy, happened for the most part a year after
Turkey had entered the League of Nations on 18 July 1932. Moreover, the idea of
Turkey’s membership to the League of Nations was already in place even a year
earlier in 1931 when Aras argued that the only problem preventing Turkey’s
membership was the issue of the obligation to implement economic sanctions
within the framework of the League of Nations’ Covenant’s Article 16.°

Aware of the limitations of the League of Nations, the Turkish government
nevertheless accepted the official invitation made by the League on 9 July 1932
for three main reasons. Firstly, Turkey regarded the League of Nations as “at least

a meeting place for all nations”, which could provide an opportunity for a dialogue

62 [Abalioglu], Yunus Nadi, “Milletler Cemiyetine Davet Ediliyoruz”, Cumhuriyet, 2 July 1932, p.
1.

8 See the speech in Aras, Tevfik Riistli, “13 Nisan 1932 Tarihinde Tahdidi Teslihat Konferansinda
Irat Edilen Nutuk”, Lozanin Izlerinde 10 Yil (Istanbul: Aksam Matbaas1, 1935), pp. 143-8.

% Barlas, Dilek, “Milletler Cemiyeti’'nde Tiirkiye: Iyimserlik ve Kusku Arasinda”, Uluslararasi
liskiler, 14/55 (2017), p. 99.

8 TBMM Zabut Ceridesi, Devre: IV, Fevkalade Ictima, 15 July 1931, Wednesday, p. 133.
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among different states for the maintenance of world peace and security.®
Secondly, Turkey’s acceptance into the League of Nations meant that Turkey was
beginning to be regarded as one of the status-quo powers, which proved Turkey’s
commitment to international law and to world peace and increased Turkey’s
international prestige.”” Turkey’s commitment to world peace was also emphasised
when the Turkish representative in the League of Nations, Cemal Hiisnii Bey,
made a speech in the League of Nations upon the League’s invitation of
membership to Turkey arguing that “Turkey considers international collaboration
in and for peace to be the sublime ideal and desires to contribute to the
achievement of that ideal to the utmost of her powers”.®*

The final reason was much more practical. The League of Nations
provided a venue for the Turkish Republic to directly communicate and establish

relations with other countries without the burden of travelling to each of these

countries.

Thanks to [Turkey’s] entry into the organisation of the League of Nations,
[Aras argued,] we had the opportunity to establish relations with many
states without being forced to have recourse to methods such as travelling
and visiting in order to open the way to political display and speculation. In
this way we reserved reciprocal visits for necessary places and events.”

Turkey’s entry into the League of Nations is usually regarded as ‘the end of

Turkey’s international isolation’ since the formation of the republic in 1923.”

66 Aras, Atatiirk’iin Dig Politikasi, p. 107.

%7 Giiglii, “Turkey’s Entrance into the League of Nations”, p. 201.

68 “Eighth Plenary Meeting, Monday, July 18th, 1932, at 10 a.m.”, League of Nations Official
Journal, Special Supplement 102 (1932), p. 23.

% Aras, Atatiirk’iin Dig Politikasi, p. 108: “Milletler Cemiyeti miiessesesine girmis olmak
sayesinde birgok devletlerle, seyahatlar ve ziyaretler gibi niimayislere ve tefsirlere kapi acan
vasitalara miiracaata mecbur kalmadan temas etmek imkénlarin1 kazandik. Bu suretle karsilikli
ziyaretleri, lizumlu olan yerlere ve hadiselere ayirabildik”.

" Giiglii, “Turkey’s Entrance into the League of Nations”, p. 201; Barlas, “Milletler Cemiyeti’nde
Tiirkiye”, p. 100.
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However, Turkey had by then already established relations with different countries
through a series of neutrality and friendship agreements, for example, with the
Soviet Union in 1925; with France in 1926 (for the border disputes with Syria) and
in 1930 (a treaty of friendship, conciliation and arbitration); with Britain in 1926
(for the settlement of Mosul question); and with Italy in 1928. Turkey’s
membership to the League of Nations reinforced the already signed bilateral
agreements especially with the great powers within a framework of an
international institution. This did not mean, however, as Giiclii argues, that “the
relations between Turkey and its former enemies took a turn for the better as
almost all of Turkey’s unsettled international questions had been solved”.” In fact,
Turkey later made use of the League as a venue to bring these “unsettled issues”
back onto the international agenda. The Turkish government’s distrust of the great
powers and the League did not fade away easily after its membership of the
institution.

This distrust was very much evident in the Turkish press coverage, which
very much welcomed the republic’s entry into the League of Nations, but
maintained a sceptical attitude towards the institution. Writing in one of the
popular newspapers of the time, Cumhuriyet, Yunus Nadi questioned the League’s
power in world politics by stating on 2 July 1932 that “One cannot deny that the
League of Nations is still some way from having complete and absolute power”.”
Moreover, as with the Turkish government, the Turkish press, too, was aware of
the fact that the League of Nations was not immune from great power politics. In
Ahmet Siikrii Esmer’s editorial in Milliyet on 20 July 1932, the reason why Turkey
joined the League so late was attributed to the League’s lack of universality and its

being merely an institution of the victorious powers,” a situation which, according

! Giiglii, “Turkey’s Entrance into the League of Nations”, p. 199.

2 [Abalioglu], “Milletler Cemiyetine Davet Ediliyoruz”, p. 1: “Milletler Cemiyetinin hala hatta
manen tam ve kamil bir kuvvete mazhar olmaktan uzak bulundugunu inkara mahal yoktur”.

3 [Esmer], Ahmet Siikrii, “Milletler Meclisinde Tirkiye”, Milliyet, 20 July 1932, p. 1.

19



to Yunus Nadi, was still continuing and was not something that would change
overnight.”

These still-held hesitations about the League of Nations’ independence and
inclusivity could perhaps be taken as the reason for a rather toned-down coverage
of the event by the Turkish press. However, the main reason for such coverage was
to convince other states that entry did not in any way signify a disruptive shift for
Turkey’s bilateral relations with any country, particularly, the Soviet Union, which
was then not a member of the League and was a state that Turkey had a good
relationship with. That is why, for example, a CHP MP from Siirt and the
journalist Mahmut Soydan argued in Milliyet that membership of the League of
Nations did not signify a new foreign policy direction for the Turkish Republic in
international politics since it had already participated many times in the efforts of
the institution to preserve peace and security. It was for this reason, according to
Soydan, that this was nothing more than a legalisation of the already-existing
situation.” Soydan was right in his claim that the membership to the institution did
not mean a radical change in characteristics of the Turkish foreign policy, which
was already based on the preservation of the status quo and world peace and on the
principles of neutrality in international politics and non-intervention in the affairs
of other countries.

However, the entry signified something else, which was celebrated by the
Turkish government and the Turkish press perhaps more than the membership of
the League of Nations itself. The recognition of the Turkish Republic as an equal
state by the same great powers which had imposed the Armistice of Mudros and
the Treaty of Sévres on the Ottoman Empire and were the enemies during the
National Liberation War of 1919-1922, was in fact more important than the entry
to the institution. This recognition was very much evident in the speeches made in
the Assembly of the League of Nations. In his speech to welcome Turkey to the
institution on 18 July 1932, the president of the League’s Assembly, Paul Hymans

™ [Abalioglu], Yunus Nadi, “Tiirkiye’nin Milletler Cemiyetine Girmesi”, Cumhuriyet, 9 July 1932,
p- L.

7 [Soydan], Mahmut, “Beynelmilel Politikada: Tiirkiye ve Cemiyeti Akvama Girisimiz”, Milliyet,
12 July 1932, p. 1.
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of Belgium, referred, for example, to the past experiences of the Turkish Republic
and to how the country had recovered so quickly from these ‘“hard trials” so
“[constituting] at one extremity of Europe a particular form, a particular
conception and a particular expression of civilisation”. Thus, now, “Turkey [is
ready to take] her place as an equal in a family of States”.”

Cemal Hiisnii Bey, who represented Turkey in the Assembly together with
Necmettin Sadik Sadak, who had been the Turkish delegate in the 1932
Disarmament Conference and was now the Turkish delegate at the League of
Nations, in place of Tevfik Riistii Aras and Stikrii Kaya, who was then the Turkish
minister of interior, responded to the president’s speech, in which he thanked all
countries for their kind speeches, speeches which “moved [Turkish people]
profoundly”. The Turkish representative concluded his speech by quoting “one of
the great sons of [Geneva]”, Jean-Jacques Rousseau: “There is no surer way of
winning the affection of others than by offering them one’s own”.” This quote
represented the importance of the League of Nations for Turkey as a venue in
which to form and foster good relations with other states by offering “its affection”
to them. This quote could also be interpreted to mean that, now that the European
powers had presented their goodwill with speeches favouring Turkey, Turkey was
also ready to accept this goodwill and offer its own.

The contentment with the changing attitudes of the European states was
also evident in the Turkish press when Mahmut Soydan argued that what appealed
to Turkey most during this process was not the invitation made by the League,
which was, according to him, something natural considering that the League of
Nations should embrace all nations, but rather it was witnessing the change in the
attitude of the European nations and their acceptance of Turkey as an element of
stability and peace in the international arena.” Further, some articles in the Turkish
press not only appreciated this situation, but also considered it as “revenge” taken

for the past. Two days after the ninth anniversary of the Lausanne Peace Treaty of
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24 July 1923, an unsigned article titled “Maziden Intikam!” (The Revenge from
the Past!) appeared in Cumhuriyet:

... while reading the speeches made in favour of Turkey ... I remembered
the grievous accusations and the invective words against us all around the
world during the time between ... the Armistice of Mudros, and ... the
Armistice of Mudanya. ... And now, in the League of Nations, 57 nations
welcome Turkey with speeches, applause, admiration and the French Prime
Minister says “I cannot make head or tail of why and how we fought
against Turkey, against this peace-loving and virtuous nation”. With these
words we have taken revenge for all those former malicious calumnies and
on those who made them.”

Such changing of attitudes towards Turkey, as well as Turkey’s pleasure over this
situation, did not, according to Barlas, apply to Italy, which “opposed Turkey’s
entry into the League of Nations [and whose] firm stand against Turkey’s
membership in the League adversely affected Turkish—Italian relations”.” This
claim for which Barlas does not provide any references, is, however, problematic.
There appears to be no implication either in Turkish archival material or in the
Turkish press suggesting that Italy did not favour Turkey’s entry into the League
of Nations. Given other countries’ speeches favouring Turkey, any Italian
discontent would have been reflected in Turkish press coverage. Barlas based her
claim on two different reasons in her articles on the subject. Firstly, in her well-
known article on the bilateral relations between Turkey and Italy, she argued that
“Italy’s opposition” to Turkish membership of the League of Nations was based on
the general foreign policy of Mussolini, who believed that world peace could only

be sustained through an understanding between the four great powers: Britain,

? «“Maziden Intikam!”, Cumhuriyet, 26 July 1932, p. 3: “...Tiirkiye lehinde irat edilen nutuklarr ...
okurken Mondros miitarekesinin imzalan[mas1 ile] Mudanya miitarekenamesinin imza edil[mesine]
kadar biitiin diinyada, aleyhimize yapilan agir ithamlar ve sarfedilen tahrirkar sézler hatirirma geldi.
... Simdi ise Cemiyeti Akvamda 57 millet Tiirkiye’yi hitabeler, alkislar, takdirlerle karsiliyor ve
Fransiz Bagvekili, “Tiirkiye ile bu sulhperver, faziletli milletle ni¢in ve nasil olmus ta harbetmisiz,
bir tiirlii havsalam almiyor.” Diyor. Bu sozlerle aleyhimizdeki biitiin eski garezkarane iftiralarin,
sOyliyenlere raci olan hareketlerin intikamini almis oluyoruz”.

% Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 246 and repeated in Barlas, “Milletler Cemiyeti’nde Tiirkiye”, p.
100.
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France, Germany and Italy.* This, however, seems unconvincing since Italy, as
well as the other great powers, was already in the League of Nations and, as
demonstrated by Marcello Roddolo’s statement, regarded participation in the
League of Nations, despite its many problems, as more beneficial than being
outside it. Further, Italy’s efforts to form the Four-Power Pact were not visibly in
place during the time of Turkey’s accession to the League. The discussions
became public later in March 1933 when both Mussolini and British Prime
Minister James Ramsay MacDonald vaguely referred to the idea, an idea which
originated with Mussolini in October 1932 when he made a speech in Turin.*
Secondly, in her recent article on Turkey’s attitude towards the League of Nations,
Barlas linked “Italy’s opposition” to the fact that Turkey’s being a member of the
League meant that it could engage in diverse diplomatic relations with other
countries, which could potentially be against Italy and Bulgaria.” This argument
also remains unconvincing considering that Turkey, as shown above, had already
started to develop its bilateral relations with many countries, including Balkan
states such as Albania, Hungary, and even Bulgaria by that time.*

Going one step further from Barlas’s claim, Degli Esposti has argued that
“when in 1932 the council of the League approved Turkey’s membership, Italy
voted against [it]”, a situation which eventually “worsened the bilateral relations
between the two countries”.® However, this is inaccurate since the decision was

taken unanimously in the Assembly and Italy was thus one of the supporters of the

8! Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 246; Barlas, Dilek, “Akdeniz’de Hasmane Dostlar: iki Diinya
Savas1 Arasinda Tiirkiye ve Italya”, Dogu Bati, 14 (February-April 2001), pp. 217-18.

%2H. L., “The Four-Power Pact”, Bulletin of International News, 9/21 (1933), p. 3.

% Barlas, “Milletler Cemiyeti’nde Tiirkiye”, p. 100.

% Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlagmalari, pp. 246-8.

% Degli Esposti, Nicola, “An Impossible Friendship: Differences and Similarities between Fascist
Italy’s and Kemalist Turkey’s Foreign Policies”, Diacronie. Studi di Storia Contemporanea
[Online], 22/2 (2015), p. 8, doi: https://doi.org/10.4000/diacronie.1998 [accessed on 22 May 2020].
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resolution.* The only support offered for Degli Esposti’s argument, for which he
does not provide any references, is Mussolini’s “firm” stance towards the League
of Nations due to its domination by the British and French.”” Any such
understanding in the minds of the Italian authorities, however, cannot by itself
explain why Italy was against Turkey’s membership since, following this
argument, Italy would have had to oppose every single new membership of the
League of Nations. In fact, the Italian representative to the League of Nations
Vittorio Scialoja stated explicitly that this was not the official Italian position in
this period declaring that “We have acted thus for the specific purpose of
facilitating the entry of those States into the League”.*

The only apparent contemporary source that might perhaps offer support
for the claim that Italy was against Turkey’s entry into the League of Nations was
a letter sent by Italian Foreign Minister Grandi to the Italian ambassador in
Ankara, Aloisi, on 23 June 1932. In this letter, Grandi resents Turkey’s failure to
inform him about the official arrangements made with the League’s Secretariat for
Turkey’s entry to the League of Nations. Annoyed by learning of this in a casual
conversation with the Soviet commissar for foreign affairs, Litvinov, Grandi stated
that he did not intend to attend the meeting on Tuesday (28 June), where the
speeches in favour of Turkey’s entry would be communicated in the assembly,
since “neither Ismet Pasa nor Tevfik Riistii Bey mentioned this in their recent
meeting in Rome” or afterwards.”

The meeting was indeed a very recent one since Ismet Indnii and Tevfik

Riistii Aras had visited Rome just a month earlier in May 1932 after visiting

% “Eighth Plenary Meeting”, p. 22.

¥ Degli Esposti, “An Impossible Friendship”, p. 8.

% «Seventh Plenary Meeting, Wednesday, July 6th, 1932, at 10 a.m.”, League of Nations Official
Journal, Special Supplement 102 (1932), p. 18.

¥ “Il ministro degli esteri, Grandi, all’ambasciatore ad Angora, Aloisi” (23 June 1932, Geneva),
doc. 112, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XII (1 aprile — 31
dicembre 1932) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1987), p. 153.
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Moscow earlier in the same month.” The visit aimed to renew the 1928 Treaty for
another five years. The main aim, however, was to develop the relationship with
Italy as well as to secure credit of 300 million Italian liras. In the end, no credit
materialised due both to Italy’s inability to provide it because of ongoing financial
problems as well as Turkey’s willingness to take an interest-free 8-million dollar
credit from the Soviet Union.” According to a British report on the Turkish
financial situation at that time, the main reason for the disagreement between
Turkey and Italy about this loan was due to the “onerous issue terms” over the
cash portion of the Italian credit.”” In addition, this visit, according to the Egyptian
newspaper al-Ahram, was regarded as the beginning of a tripartite policy between
Turkey, Italy and the Soviet Union since Ismet Inénii had just visited Moscow
before his visit to Rome. The newspaper argued that both visits together reflected
the active role that Turkey wanted to play in international politics as “an
intermediary between West and East”.” However, in spite of the issue of loans,
Ismet Inénii’s visit to Rome clearly demonstrates the development of a
considerable closeness between the two countries. This was the time, as
Cumhuriyet stated, when “Kemalist Turkey [sent its] greetings to Fascist Italy”,
thus presenting the visit as an attempt by Turkey to develop its relations with
Italy.”

The Turkish press celebrated Ismet inonii’s visit by publishing accounts of
his meetings and activities in Rome on a daily basis. Articles, drawings and
photographs praising Italy and/or referring to the Turkish-Italian “friendship” were
published in popular newspapers like Cumhuriyet, which, for example, published a

coloured cartoon on its front page (Figure 2.1) portraying two women wearing

% For a detailed discussion of the visit, see: Celebi, Mevliit, “Bagvekil Ismet Pasa'nin Italya
Seyahati”, Tarih Incelemeleri Dergisi, 22/2 (2007), pp. 21-52.

°! Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 245.

2 1 December 1932: The National Archives, London (hereafter TNA), FO 371/16089, p. 201.

%26 June 1932: CA, 030.10.0.0.13.74.11.

" Cumhuriyet, 22 May 1932, p. 1.
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Turkish and Italian flags and cheerfully shaking hands with each other. The
background of the cartoon is also very interesting. Showing Ayasofya in Istanbul
and St. Peter’s Basilica in the Vatican, it was a subtle representation of the event

as the reunion of the Western and Eastern Roman empires.”

Figure 2.1: A cartoon published in Cumhuriyet, during Ismet Inonii’s visit to

Rome. Cumhuriyet, 23 May 1932, p. 1.

One of the most significant themes which the discussions in the Turkish
press revolved around was how the Turkish delegation was welcomed in Rome.”
Ismet Indnii’s visit to Rome on 25-29 May in 1932 was indeed full of splendour
and pageantry organized by the Italians. indnii was welcomed in Rome with a

huge reception where Mussolini as well as his foreign minister Grandi were

% Cumhuriyet, 23 May1s 1932, p. 1.

% For a short anecdote about this visit, see: Atay, Falih Rifki, Cankaya V (Istanbul: Yeni Giin
Haber Ajansi Basin ve Yayincilik, 1999), p. 99. Falih Rifki1 Atay also published a travel account
about his visit to Moscow and Rome in 1932, which mainly discussed the ideological currents of
the period, fascism and socialism: [Atay], Moskova Roma.
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present. Apart from attending the official meetings and receptions (Figure 2.2.A),
Inénii also watched military parades such as those of i Lancieri, i.e. the cavalry
(Figure 2.2.B), i Bersaglieri, who paraded on their bicycles, gli Alpini, the Italian
army’s mountain infantry, as well as i Carabinieri, who performed a parade both
on foot and on horse. On 29 May, inénii visited the Accademia della Farnesina, a
centre for physical education of the fascist regime, where he was accompanied by
Renato Ricci, the president of the fascist youth organization Opera Nazionale
Balilla, and watched gymnastic performances by Italian students, who welcomed
Inénii with fascist saluting (Figures 2.2.C and 2.2.D). The Turkish group also
visited some Italian factories together with Mussolini.”’

Yunus Nadi, who was also in the visiting committee, was astonished and
flattered by the Italian reception and particularly by Mussolini personally meeting
Ismet in6nii and his delegation at the train station on their arrival. In an editorial he
authored in Cumhuriyet after coming back to Turkey, Yunus Nadi stressed this
fact by printing the lines in a larger font: “For the first time, Signor Mussolini
came to the station to welcome a foreigner. We saw that those Italians who had
heard the incident were quite astonished”.”® It was clear therefore that the visit was
not only to foster the Italian-Turkish relations, but also the image of Turkey in the
international arena as an equal partner of the great powers, in this case, Italy.

Grandi’s grievance over the Turkish government’s failure to share the
details about Turkey’s membership of the League of Nations was therefore,
particularly understandable after such an important visit and the portrayal of a
“friendship” by the two sides. However, from the Italian point of view, it seemed
that the problem was not Turkey’s membership of the League, but how and where
the Turkish government positioned Italy in its foreign affairs, that is, at least in

Grandi’s assessment, in a secondary position after the Soviets and possibly after

7 June 1932: Archivio Storico Istituto Luce, “25-29 maggio 1932 La visita del ministro turco
Ismet”, Cinegiornale Luce A / A096603, https:/patrimonio.archivioluce.com/luce-
web/detail/TL5000033311/2/25-29-maggio-1932-visita-del-ministro-turco-ismet.html [accessed on
19 June 2020].

% [Abalioglu], Yunus Nadi, “ismet Pasa, ve M. Musolini”, Cumhuriyet, 3 Haziran 1932, p. 1: “M.
Musolini ilk defa olarak bir ecnebi sahsiyeti karsilamak tizere bu defa istasyona gelmistir. Hadiseyi
isiten Italyan’larin hayretler i¢cinde kaldiklarini gordiik”™.
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the British and the French as would be manifested by other events in the mid-

1930s.

Figure 2.2.A Figure 2.2.B

Figure 2.2.C Figure 2.2.D

Figure 2.2: Still frames showing the activities that Inonii attended during his

visit to Rome, from the Archivio Storico Istituto Luce.

Yet still, despite this resentment, the Italian official position in the League
of Nations regarding Turkish membership was a positive one. Italy was one of the
29 delegations in the League of Nations which proposed the draft resolution to
invite Turkey in the first place.” Fourteen countries, including China, Portugal,
Norway and Irish Free State, did not take part in the proposal of the draft

resolution about Turkey’s entry into the League of Nations for different reasons,

% «Sixth Plenary Meeting, Monday, July Ist, 1932, at 5 p.m.”, League of Nations Official Journal,
Special Supplement 102 (1932), p. 9.
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the Portuguese representative M. Vasco de Quevedo stating that “the Portuguese
delegation ... had no previous notice of the draft resolution”.' If it had “opposed”
Turkey’s entry into the organisation, Italy could therefore have adopted a similar
approach and not signed the draft proposal in the first place. Nevertheless, having
emphasised that Italy had always advocated for the universality of the
organisation, the Italian representative Vittorio Scialoja stated his country’s
support for Turkey’s membership at the assembly meeting on 6 July: “The Italian
government is especially glad that it should be Turkey to whom we are addressing
our invitation to-day”."" These words were met with satisfaction and applauded in
the Turkish parliament where Tevfik Riisti Aras read out the speeches of the
delegations in translation to the MPs on 9 July.'” Scialoja continued his speech by
pointing out the importance of Turkey as an “essential element” in European
politics and argued that “... the intimate relations ... between Turkey and Italy
constitute the clearest and most eloquent proof of the importance we attach to
it”.'”® This importance was also demonstrated, according to the Italian diplomat,
through “the feeling of confidence” with which Italy followed the establishment
and development of this newly-founded “young Mediterranean State under the
enlightened leadership of Ghazi”.'*

According to the telegram sent to Scialoja by the Turkish foreign minister
following his speech in the Assembly, the Turkish government was also pleased
by Italy’s reaction to Turkey’s accession to the League of Nations. “Deeply moved

by the beautiful words of sympathy and friendship”, Aras noted, Turkey could not

190 «Seventh Plenary Meeting”, p. 18.

191 «Seventh Plenary Meeting”, p. 18.

192 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, Devre: IV, I¢tima Senesi: 1, 9 July 1932, Saturday, p. 539: “Bu giin
Tiirkiyeye hitap edilmesinden dolay1 Italya bilhassa bahtiyardir (4lkislar)”.

193 «Seventh Plenary Meeting”, p. 18.

194 «Seventh Plenary Meeting”, p. 18.
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be happier to collaborate with Italy also within the League of Nations, which

would foster the “spirit of friendship” between the two states.'”

2.2. Fostering the “Spirit of Friendship”: The Italian Fleet’s Visit to Turkey, July
1932

Indeed, this “spirit of friendship” that Aras was referring to was evident when an
Italian fleet which was led by one of the Italian admirals Italo Moreno, who had
been involved in the Italo-Ottoman War of 1911-12 as a lieutenant,'™ visited
Istanbul on 16 July 1932, just after a one-week visit to Varna.'"” Quarto, which was
the Italian cruiser commanded by Moreno, entered the harbour at 8 o’clock in the
morning and moored in front of the Dolmabahge Palace.'™ This was the beginning
of the one-week visit of the fleet, a visit full of official meetings and parties.
Among such official encounters of Italo Moreno was the visit on 16 July to Carlo
Margotti, the amministratore apostolico, the Pope’s representative, in Istanbul, an
official visit on 17 July to the governor and mayor of Istanbul Muhittin Bey as
well as to the corps commander Stkrii Naili Pasa,'” and a welcome garden party

held by the Italian ambassador to Turkey Baron Pompeo Aloisi in Casa d’ltalia,

195 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 9 July 1932, p. 542: “Meclisin diinkii celsesinde Tiirkiye hakkinda
yapmak litfunde bulundugunuz o giizel muhabbet ve dostluk ifadatindan ¢ok miitehassis olarak
sizden en hareretli ve en heyecanl tesekkiirlerimi kabul buyurmanizi rica ederim. Tiirkiye,
aralarindaki miinasebatin vasfini teskil eden samimi oldugu kadar atesin dostlugun ruh ve manasi
dahilinde fasist Italya ile Akvam Cemiyeti sinesinde mesaisini tesrik edebilmekten dolay1 kendini
tebrike sayan addeder. Hakkinizdaki samimi sayg: ve yiiksek ihtiramatimin temenniyatini tekrar
icin bu vesileden istifade ediyorum efendim”. See Aras’s telegram in Italian in A. G., “Riassunto
della situazione. Turchia”, Oriente Moderno, 12/8 (August 1932), p. 365.

1% Stephenson, Charles, 4 Box of Sand: The Italo-Ottoman War, 1911-1912 (Ticehurst: Tattered
Flag, 2014), p. 186.

197 «jtalyan Filosu Bu Sabah Geliyor”, Milliyet, 16 July 1932, p. 1.

198 «jtalyan Filosu Diin Geldi”, Cumhuriyet, 17 July 1932, p. 1.

19 «jtalyan Filosu Diin Varnadan Geldi”, Milliyet, 17 July 1932, p. 6.
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the old Ttalian embassy building in Beyoglu on the same day.'’ The ambassadors
of the USA, Bulgaria, Greece and Egypt attended the party along with Turkish
officials and journalists including the vice governor of the city, Ali Riza Bey,
Cumhuriyet’s editor-in-chief Yunus Nadi and the preeminent poet Abdiilhak
Hamit Tarhan, who had been a diplomat of the late Ottoman period and was then
an MP of Istanbul.""

On 18 July 1932, on the date when Turkey became an official member of
the League of Nations, the Italian admiral together with the Italian ambassador
went to Yalova to visit President Atatiirk.'? After the visit, Moreno seemed
pleased with the one-and-a-half-hour meeting in which naval and general politics
were discussed. Referring to his earlier memories of “Turkey”, the admiral stated
that he was able to “appreciate the differences between the Turkey of the sultans
and of the Gazi”, and Atatiirk apparently sent his regards to the Italian king and to
Mussolini.'”? With satisfaction all round, therefore, the Ttalian fleet left the city on
22 July 1932. However, there was also an unexpected person who joined Moreno
aboard the cruiser. This person was Italian Ambassador Baron Pompeo Aloisi who
was summoned immediately to Rome by Mussolini to be his personal chef de
bureau at the Italian foreign ministry after Grandi’s departure from office on 20

July."

2.3. The Change in Italian Foreign Policy: A Fork in the Road for the Bilateral

Relations?

Grandi’s leaving office was not voluntary, but was more of a demonstration of the

difference of approach between I/ Duce and his foreign minister over foreign

19 «jtalyan Filosu Bu Sabah Geliyor”, Milliyet, 16 July 1932, p. 1.

" «jtalyan Misafirlerimiz Serefine Gardenparti”, Cumhuriyet, 18 July 1932, p. 8.
"2 “Gazi Hz. italyan Amiralini Kabul Ettiler”, Milliyet, 19 July 1932, p. 1.

'3 “jtalyan Amirali ihtisaslarmi Anlatiyor”, Milliyet, 22 July 1932, p. 6.

!4 «Sefir Baron Aloizi italya Hariciye U. Katibi Oldu”, Cumhuriyet, 22 July 1932, p. 1.
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policies. Accusing Grandi of having “gone to bed with England and France”,'”

Mussolini dismissed his foreign minister, an “Anglophile” and an adopter of “a
policy of moderation™ after his diplomatic failure at the Lausanne Conference of
June — July 1932, where the moderations in the war reparations payments of
Germany were discussed and eventually accepted by a joint communiqué issued
by France and Britain on 13 July."® Having appointed Grandi to London as an
ambassador, Mussolini wanted full control over the foreign ministry and he
declared himself foreign minister. The two men whom he trusted with foreign
affairs were Pompeo Aloisi and Fulvio Suvich, who were both experts on Eastern
Europe and the Balkans, territories in which “Mussolini’s main interest still
[lay]”.""” This change in the cabinet in the Italian government is usually regarded
as the beginning of a more aggressive and expansionist turn in Italian foreign
policy, which was characterised by “revitalizing a fono fascista”.'"

This change in Italian foreign policy in the summer of 1932 had important
effects on Turkish-Italian relations'” and was also regarded as the beginning point
of a new period in the bilateral relations, characterised as a “cooling-off” era by
Barlas." How much of an immediate effect this change had on Turkey’s attitude
towards Italy is open to discussion, for the news of the cabinet change arrived
when the Italian admiral Moreno was still in Turkey and when newspaper articles
on the Turkish-Italian friendship were positive. Mahmut Soydan in Milliyet wrote

that

5 As quoted in Burgwyn, Italian Foreign Policy), p. 68.

1 Robertson, Esmonde M., Mussolini as Empire-Builder: Europe and Africa 1932-36 (London

and Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1977), p. 20.

"7 Robertson, Mussolini as Empire-Builder, p. 21.

"8 Burgwyn, Italian Foreign Policy, p.71.

"% Grassi, “La Turchia nella politica francese e italiana”, p. 137.

120 Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 232; Barlas, “Hasmane Dostlar”, p. 217.
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The best friendships are those that are established after much experience
and hesitation. ... In order to establish a good and strong friendship with
Italy, we had to overcome various difficulties. Now we maintain a most
developed friendship with [this] country.

121
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Gardenpartiden bir manzara: Amiral Cenaplan Itolya sefiri Hz le
Abdilhak HAmit Bepefendinin arasinda

Figure 2.3: “Italyan Misafirlerimiz Serefine Gardenparti”, Cumhuriyet, 18 July
1932, p. 1.

These sentiments were also reflected in the way the Turkish press regarded
the cabinet reshuffle in July 1932. Muharrem Feyzi Togay, writing in Cumhuriyet
about the issue, discussed the reasons for the change in the Italian cabinet, which
had happened, according to the author, at an “unexpected time”, and referring to
the “resignation” of certain members of the cabinet, he argued that Mussolini’s
taking on the positions of foreign minister and minister of economy increased the

122

significance of this reshuffle.”” Mussolini’s taking over of these ministries was

justified, according to Togay, because of the dire economic conditions of Italy

12l [Soydan], Mahmut, “Dostluk Sesi”, Millivet, 19 July 1932, p. 1: “En iyi dostluklar bir ¢ok
tecriibe ve tereddiitlerden sonra teessiis eden dostluklardir. ... Italya ile de iyi ve saglam bir dost
olmak i¢in baz1 zorluklar1 yenmege mecbur olduk. Simdi bu ... memleketle en ileri bir dostluk
miinasebat1 idame ediyoruz”.

122 [Togay], Muharrem Feyzi, “italya Kabinesindeki Tebeddiil”, Cumhuriyet, 24 July 1932, p. 2.
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after the Great Depression as well as the need for a more effective Italian foreign
policy, which had recently failed over the issue of the moderation of war debts as
well as of disarmament. Thus “[t]he state of Italy need[ed] to show its strength and
influence in these issues [and] Mr Mussolini [was] the [only] person who could do
it”.'” The article was thus supportive of the change in the cabinet. However, this
was not an indication of the naiveté of the author or the Turkish newspaper about
what this change really meant. The author himself acknowledged the change in the
tone of Italian foreign policy claiming that “Italy had been prepared to follow a
definite and effective policy in the international arena”.'™ Similarly, in an article
praising the cabinet change, Ahmet Sikrii Esmer argued a few days later in
Milliyet that considering how ‘“ambitious” a statesman Mussolini was, some
changes in the Italian foreign policy could be expected. According to the author,
the first possible example of this change was Italy’s recent withdrawal from the
Interparliamentary Union on 25 July 1932," which came after a French delegate’s
criticism of fascism and his question about the murder of Giacomo Matteotti, a

socialist opposition deputy killed by fascists in 1924."*

2.4. The Turkish Reaction to the Four-Power Pact (1933)

This change in Italian foreign policy was to create problems from the Turkish
perspective when it was put into practice following Mussolini’s desire to create a
pact between the four great powers, namely Britain, France, Germany and Italy.

This desire was first mentioned in a speech made in Turin on 23 October 1932,

12 [Togay], “italya Kabinesindeki Tebeddiil”, p. 2: “... italya devletinin bu mes’elelerde biitiin
kuvvet ve niifuzunu gostermesi lazim geliyor. Bunu da yapabilecek M. Musolini’dir”.

12 [Togay], “Italya Kabinesindeki Tebeddiil”, p. 2: “italya beynelmilel sahada kat’i ve miiessir bir

siyaset takibine hazirlanmigtir”.

12 [Esmer], Ahmet Siikrii, “italyan Kabinesindeki Tebeddiiller”, Milliyet, 28 July 1932, p. 1;
“Italya Parlamentolar Birliginden Cekildi”, Cumhuriyet, 26 July 1932, p. 3.

126 «Senate. Tuesday, May 30, 1933” in Congressional Record: Proceedings and Debates of the

First Session of the Seventy-Third Congress of the United States of America, Volume 77 — Part 5
(Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1933), p. 4582.
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when Mussolini argued that even though Italy would not leave the League of
Nations, despite its problems, it would be beneficial for order and stability in
Europe to establish an understanding between the four western great powers.'”’
This speech came to be regarded as a very momentous one by the Turkish press
even though initially no editorials or commentary articles were published on the
subject.'®

In March 1933, Mussolini took active initiative to turn this desire into
reality, encouraged in particular by the recent change in international dynamics
due to Hitler’s coming to power in Germany in January 1933. The speedy
rearmament of Germany, as well as Hitler’s visible desire for Austria’s
incorporation into Germany by the Anschluss, a clash-point for Italian foreign
policy, made this initiative necessary in the eyes of Mussolini.'”” On 15 July 1933
Mussolini realised his desire for the Four-Power Pact, which provided him with a
position of leadership in European politics and which was supposed to result in a
mutual understanding between the four countries regarding international issues.
This was in a way the reaffirmation of the old Locarno pattern."’

Even though, Aras argued years later that “the pact had been mutilated
while it was coming into the world”,"”' the Turkish government was one of the
main challengers of this agreement. From the Turkish point of view, the pact

would alter the balance of power in Europe and it would be an act against the

127 Robertson, Mussolini as Empire-Builder, p. 23.

128 <M. Musolini Torinoda Cok Mithim Bir Nutuk Séyledi”, Cumhuriyet, 24 October 1932, p. 3;
“talya Avrupada Hekemonyaya Kars1 Koyacak!”, Milliyet, 24 October 1932, p. 1.

12 Mallett, Robert, Mussolini and the Origins of the Second World War, 1933-1940 (Basingstoke
and New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), p. 21.

9 Fink, Carole, “The Search for Peace in the Interwar Period” in The Cambridge History of War
Volume 4: War and the Modern World, Roger Chickering, Dennis Showalter and Hans van de Ven
(eds.) (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), p. 306.

Y Aras, Atatiirk iin Dis Politikast, p. 64.
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political independence of smaller powers.”> Aware of the Turkish reservations
regarding the pact, the Italian government tried to give assurances on several
occasions. On 7 May 1933, for example, the previous Italian ambassador to
Turkey Pompeo Aloisi, who was then the right-hand man of Mussolini in foreign
policy matters, met Aras in Geneva and tried to assure the Turkish foreign minister
that “the Italian policy of friendship towards Turkey had in no ways changed”."”
The assurances were repeated this time to the Turkish ambassador in Rome, Vasif
Cinar, on 31 May 1933 when Aloisi claimed that Italy’s friendship with Turkey
was one of the “cornerstones of Italian politics”."”* However, these assurances did
not mean much since Turkey’s position was not defined merely by its relations
with Italy, but was much more related to its approach to matters of world politics.
While for Italy and the other great powers, the international arena was a vertical
hierarchical space thus making a distinction between great powers and others, for
the Turkish government, it was a horizontal one, which should be based on
collaboration and preservation of the status quo through the understanding of
collective security.'”

This understanding was clear from an event which demonstrated how
President Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk himself regarded the issue. On 29 October 1932,
a celebration dinner was held for the ninth anniversary of the establishment of the
Turkish Republic at Ankara Palas, a dinner which was also attended by foreign
ambassadors in Ankara. According to a report sent to British Foreign Minister
John Simon by the then British ambassador in Ankara George R. Clerk, President

Atatiirk “was not pleased” about Mussolini’s Turin speech and the idea of a pact

132 Barlas, Etatism and Diplomacy in Turkey, p. 141.

133 Aksin, Atatiirk ’iin Dis Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi, p. 188.

13% «1] capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini, agli ambasciatori ad Ankara, Lojacono, e
a Mosca, Attolico” (2 June 1933, Rome), doc. 758, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per
la pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-
1935, vol. XIII (1 gennaio — 15 luglio 1933) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V.,
1989), p. 803.

15 Barlas, Dilek and Serhat Giiveng, Tiirkiye nin Akdeniz Siyaseti (1923-1939): Orta Biiyiiklikte
Devlet Diplomasisi ve Deniz Giiciiniin Stnirlar: (Istanbul: Ko¢ Universitesi Yaynlari, 2014), p.
110.
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between the great powers. He told the new Italian ambassador, Vincenzo

Lojacono, that:

... no doubt the representatives of England, France, Germany and Italy had
been pleased at the Duce’s assertion that if these four Powers collaborated
they could ensure the peace and prosperity of Europe and the world. ... I
tell you he is wrong. The future of my country of 14 millions cannot be
influenced or settled at the ruling or by the co-operation of any four Great
Powers, nor will it be. Only the co-operation of all [emphasis in original]
the Powers can restore peace to the world, and I, who want peace, and not
war, wish this method to be followed. Let all combine to assure peace and
fraternity."*

Atatiirk succinctly explained what the Turkish government’s position would be in
the event of the signing of the Four-Power Pact. This anecdote was proof of the
fact that Turkey’s resentment was not merely towards Italy, but to all the great
powers, which tried to control world politics unilaterally. However, regardless of
Turkey’s discontent, the pact was signed between Britain, France, Germany and
Italy in Rome on 15 July 1933. That it was signed in Rome also indicated how
influential Mussolini was in the conclusion of the pact which aimed “to establish
that reciprocal European confidence, the absence of which has hitherto blocked so
many attempts at reconstruction”."’

For Yunus Nadi, however, this was not the way to establish such European
confidence, as he discussed in his critical editorial on the Four-Power Pact in
Cumhuriyet on 17 July. The Four-Power Pact was not based on any strong mutual

motivation among the four great powers and was in fact, according to Yunus Nadi,

rather vague:

To be honest, despite the explanations, details and even assurances given in
the period from the time when this idea first emerged until the day before
yesterday when [the pact was] signed, the true nature of this Four-Power

136 18 November 1932: TNA, FO 371/16089, p. 116; Aksin, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politika Ilkeleri ve
Diplomasisi, p. 189. This was also the same dinner when the well-known Fez Incident took place
between Atatiitk and the Egyptian ambassador to Turkey. For an account of the Fez incident, see:
Bein, Amit, Kemalist Turkey and the Middle East: International Relations in the Interwar Period
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017), pp. 66-73.

7 «“The Four Power Pact”, World Affairs, 96/3 (1933), p. 132.
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Pact, we believe, was not even understood precisely among those who
signed it."*

Moreover, according to Yunus Nadi, the Four-Power Pact could not be ‘“an
instrument for peace” because “Germany of Hitler, which constituted the greatest
threat to European peace, was in [the pact]”."”” Despite such direct criticism of
Germany, the article did not target Italy in any way. In fact, Yunus Nadi tried to
justify Mussolini’s initiation of such a pact that lacked “sufficient, lucid and exact”
purpose, claiming that the worsening situation in Europe should have led the
fascist leader to prevent another great war by bringing these four powers together
“because the tragedy called war is such a great disaster that it can even frighten
Mr. Mussolini just like [it would do] any other clever man”.'* On the other hand,
Muharrem Feyzi Togay’s article in the same issue stressed the same point made by

Atatiirk in the above-mentioned dinner, Togay writing that

there remain[ed] no doubt from now on that, the European affairs would be
handled not through the conferences which all the countries would join, but

through the private and friendly negotiations between the four great

powers.'"!

This understanding of establishing almost a private club between these four
powers led the Turkish government to find alternative means and venues in the
form of more regional agreements and pacts. One such example came when the

discussions of the Four-Power Pact was in the air, in May 1933, when the Turkish

1% [Abalioglu], Yunus Nadi, “Yeni Bir Vesika: Dortler Misaki”, Cumhuriyet, 17 July 1932, p. 1:
“Dogrusunu sdylemek lazim gelirse boyle bir fikrin ilk ¢iktig1 giinden itibaren evvelki gilinki
imzaya kadar gecen miiddet zarfinda verilen izahata, tafsilata ve hatta teminata ragmen bu dortler
misakiin hakiki mahiyeti — zannederiz, onu imza edenler arasinda dahi heniiz biitiin sarahatile
anlagilmis degildir”.

139 [Abalioglu], “Yeni Bir Vesika: Dértler Misaki”, p. 1.

140 [Abalioglu], “Yeni Bir Vesika: Dortler Misaki”, p. 1: “Ciinki harp denilen haile, her akilli adam
gibi M. Musoliniyi dahi korkutacak kadar biiyiik bir felakettir”.

! [Togay], Muharrem Feyzi, “Dértler Misakinin Ehemmiyeti”, Cumhuriyet, 17 July 1932, p. 2:

“Déortler misaki Avrupa meselelerinin bundan sonra biitlin devletlerin istirak edecekleri
konferanslardan ziyade, dort biiyiikk devletin arasindaki hususi ve dostane miizakerelerle
halledilecegine siiphe birakmiyor”.
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foreign minister Tevfik Riisti Aras met his Romanian counterpart Nicolae
Titulescu in London, where the World Economic Conference was held at that time.
In this meeting, Aras suggested that there was a need for an arrangement which
could “protect [Turkey and Romania] in the face of this Four-Power Pact”, a pact
which wanted to “control” the other countries. However, Aras continued, for any
arrangement to be effective, they needed to include the Soviet Union as well.'*
This was in fact a manifestation of Turkish foreign policy at that time, which
regarded the Soviet Union “not only as a regional partner but also as an ally to
counter-balance hostile combinations in Europe”.'*

Eventually, the foreign ministers of Romania, Turkey and the Soviet Union
decided that they should come together around a convention for the definition of
aggression (a convention that would specify and list examples of acts of
aggression to prevent any subjective interpretation) with neighbouring and
regional countries. In fact the idea of such a convention was not a novelty since the
Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs Litvinov had already shared his views on

the need for a definition of aggression convention in 1932.'*

The timing and active
initiative of Aras in bringing about these conventions in the summer of 1933 does
not thus seem to be a coincidence. Turkey signed two such conventions, one on 3
July 1933,'* due to its position as a neighbouring country of the Soviet Union,'*

with Afghanistan, Estonia, Latvia, Iran, Poland, Romania and the Soviet Union,

142 Aras, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politikasi, p. 58: “Bunun iizerine memleketlerimizin sirtinda tutunmak
isteyen bu dortlii misakin sebep olabilecegi mahzurlardan masun kalmak hususunda bagvurulacak
bir tertibin faydali olabilmesi i¢cin behemehal Sovyet Rusya’styla birlikte olmamiz lazim geldigini
... kendisine anlattim”.

" is¢i, Onur, Turkey and the Soviet Union during World War II: Diplomacy, Discord and
International Relations (London: I.B. Tauris, 2019), pp. 19-20.

S TBMM Zabut Ceridesi, Devre: IV, Igtima Senesi: 3, 23 December 1933, Saturday, p. 103.

5 See “No. 3391. - Afghanistan, Estonia, Latvia, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and Turkey: Convention for the Definition of Aggression, Annex and Protocol
of Signature. Signed at London, July 3rd, 1933, League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. 147/1-2-3-4
(1934), pp. 67-717.

8 TBRMM Zabut Ceridesi, 23 December 1933, p. 105.
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7 with Romania, the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia and

and another on 4 July
Yugoslavia. The reason for the second convention, which remained open to other
countries to join, seemed rather less well defined since Aras argued in the Turkish
parliament that it was due to the fact that “Turkey was among the best friends of
the Soviet Union” during the discussions to ratify these two conventions in
December 1933."* The effectiveness and the scope of these conventions were
perhaps limited; however, it was clear that they were concluded in response to the
international system proposed by the Four-Power Pact since both conventions
specifically noted that ... all States have an equal right to independence, security,
the defence of their territories and the free development of their institutions”.'”

Despite the signing of these definition of aggression conventions and of the
Four-Power Pact, the latter not being received well by Turkey, the summer of
1933 was an active period for Turkey’s relations with Italy, just as the previous
year had been. Tevfik Riistii Aras visited Rome just a few days before the signing
of the Four-Power Pact and had a meeting with Mussolini during which issues
related to world politics and economics as well as those directly concerned the
Turkish-Italian relations were discussed. Mussolini also held a dinner in honour of
Aras in Castelfusano, which presented a good image for the outside world of
relations between the two countries. Moreover, the official statement made by two
statesmen noted that the interests of Turkey and Italy were “identical”."™

In reality, however, their interests did not seem to be “identical” to each
other. Although Italy did not consider the conclusion of definition of aggression
conventions as being aimed against itself, the failure of the Turkish foreign

minister to inform Italy beforehand about these conventions created uneasiness in

the relations, Aloisi questioning the motives behind such arrangements, especially

7 See “No. 3414. - Roumania, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Czechoslovakia, Turkey and
Yugoslavia: Convention for the Definition of Aggression, Annex. Signed at London, July 4th,
1933”, League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. 148/1-2-3-4 (1934), pp. 211-19.

S TBMM Zabut Ceridesi, 23 December 1933, p. 105.

149 «No. 3414. - Roumania, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Czechoslovakia, Turkey and
Yugoslavia”, p. 213.

130 «Tevfik Riisti Bey Romadan Hareket Etti”, Cumhuriyet, 15 July 1933, p. 3.
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that signed between Turkey, the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, Romania and
Czechoslovakia. This arrangement was also regarded by Aloisi as a “depart[ure]
from the [usual] lines of traditional Turkish politics”."”' However, the definition of
aggression conventions were not desired solely by Turkey. Austen Chamberlain,
who had been an influential figure during the formation of the Locarno Pact in
1925 and was the half-brother of the future Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain,
argued in a House of Commons session that this was an idea which many of the
continental European countries wanted to realise, including France.'”

Aras therefore went to Italy to meet Mussolini and inform him directly
about the reasons behind the recently signed conventions of the definition of
aggression. In his meeting with 1/ Duce, he argued that the main aim behind these
conventions was to make a rapprochement between Romania and the Soviet Union
since it would be beneficial for the security of the Black Sea. However, since
Romanian Foreign Minister Titulescu did not want to sign a direct non-aggression
pact with the Soviet Union, it was decided that it should include the neighbouring
countries, which led to the first agreement signed on 3 July. For the second
agreement on 4 July, Aras argued that it mainly concerned the Soviet Union’s
relations with the Little Entente countries and Turkey’s presence was merely due
to the fact that the Soviet Union did not want to sign a convention solely with the
Little Entente countries.'” Moreover, Aras stated that there was no reason for Italy
to be concerned about the recent conventions signed in London since the Soviet

Union also wanted to form good relations with Italy, as Litvinov “[gave] the

1«1l capo gabinetto, Aloisi, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (10 July 1933,
Rome), doc. 964, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XIII (1 gennaio — 15
luglio 1933) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1989), pp. 1012-13.

2 Hansard, HC Deb 26 May 1933, vol. 278, cc 1439-522.

133 «Colloquio fra il capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini, e il ministro degli esteri,
Turco, Tewfik Ruschdi Bey” (11 July 1933, Rome), doc. 975, in Ministero degli affari esteri
commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani
settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XIII (1 gennaio — 15 luglio 1933) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e
Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1989), p. 1026.
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utmost importance to the Treaty which [was then] being negotiated with Italy”,'

an argument repeated by the German ambassador in Rome to the under-secretary
at the Italian foreign ministry, Fulvio Suvich on the same day.'” The Italians did
not seem much concerned with the conventions signed in London, as the summary
report about the meeting between Mussolini and Aras indicated. According to the
report, which was sent by the director general of political affairs, Gino Buti to
Suvich, the latter being also present at the meeting, there was no need to
“exaggerate” the scope of these conventions and he added that whatever the case
was, “Turkey [still] representfed] an element of considerable interest and
importance for Italy” and it was in “Italy’s interest to cultivate cordial and friendly

relations with Ankara”.!'>

2.5. The Effect of the Balkan Pact (1934)

Referring to the conventions on the definition of aggression, the Turkish foreign
minister once argued that every initiative and treaty around the world should be
considered as a step towards world peace and security."’ But perhaps the epitome
of Turkish diplomacy for the maintenance of peace and security both at the
regional and at the international level was the conclusion of the Balkan Pact in
February 1934. The idea of a Balkan pact dated back to the early years of the new
Turkish Republic. The idea was first mooted by the Turkish government as early

as 1926, aimed at preserving the existing borders between the states, an idea which

13 «Colloquio fra il capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini, e il ministro degli esteri,
Turco, Tewfik Ruschdi Bey” (11 July 1933, Rome), doc. 975, p. 1027.

133 «Colloquio tra il sottosegretario agli esteri, Suvich, e I’ambasciatore di Germania a Roma,
Hassell” (11 July 1933, Rome), doc. 976, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la
pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-
1935, vol. XIII (1 gennaio — 15 luglio 1933) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V.,
1989), p. 1028.

136 «q] direttore generale degli affari politici, Buti, al sottosegretario agli esteri, Suvich” (11 July
1933, Rome), doc. 977, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei
documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XIII (1
gennaio — 15 luglio 1933) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1989), p. 1030.

7 «Tiirkiye ve Sulh: Tevfik Riistii Beyin Miihim Beyanati”, Cumhuriyet, 15 July 1933, p. 1.
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did not find support at that time."® This was largely due to the existing problems
between the Balkan countries related to border clashes or the exchange of
populations. However, despite these problems, relations between the Balkan
countries in the 1930s seemed less problematic, as was the case with Turkish-
Greek relations which became much friendlier after Venizelos’s coming to power
in 1928." In this environment, a series of four Balkan conferences was held
between Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Romania, Turkey and Yugoslavia between
1930 and 1933. These conferences had an “academic” character, meaning that they
only provided a venue for discussion among the signatory countries while the road
to the formation of the eventual pact was developed through political
engagement.'®

These conferences certainly paved the way for the improvement in
common understanding with the exception of Albania and Bulgaria. Albania was
excluded from the pact due to the fact that it became very much a tool of Italy in
the Balkans and was also militarily dependent on this great power. Both Atatiirk
and Venizelos thought in September 1933 that this might have created problems
for the integrity of the Balkan Pact, since Albanian foreign policy during this
period was usually based on an understanding that “play[ed] Italy and Yugoslavia
off against each other”.'” This Albanian policy was known by the Italians. An
Italian-Yugoslav agreement would, according to Aloisi, undermine this policy and
would further enable Italy to extend its influence over Albania.'” Therefore,

Albania, “whose activity in the field of foreign policy [was] limited to its alliance

8 Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalari, p. 448.

19 Barlas, Etatism and Diplomacy in Turkey, pp. 136-7.

1 Tiirkes, Mustafa, “The Balkan Pact and Its Immediate Implications for the Balkan States, 1930-

19347, Middle Eastern Studies, 30/1 (1994), p. 133.

1! Tiirkes, “The Balkan Pact”, p. 133.

182 1] capo gabinetto, Aloisi, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (2 February
1934, Rome), doc. 654, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei
documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XIV (16
luglio 1933 — 17 marzo 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1989), p. 734.
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with Italy”, was not included in the pact.'®

However, Albania would want to join
the Balkan Pact later, in 1937. While Turkey was supportive, Greece proposed a
delay of one year in this decision due to existing problems between Albania and
Greece related to the issue of foreign schools.'*

Bulgaria, on the other hand, did not want to join the pact mainly due to its
problems with Greece, Romania and Yugoslavia. In a meeting with Mussolini in
January 1934, the Bulgarian minister plenipotentiary in Rome, Ivan Valkov, set
out these problems as being financial issues and the problem of the Aegean outlet
with Greece; and territorial and minority problems with both Romania and
Yugoslavia, those with the latter being much greater. Valkov argued that
Bulgaria’s joining the Balkan Pact without settling these issues would not be
welcomed by the Bulgarian people. Mussolini responded that, for the time being, it
would be better for Bulgaria not to join the Balkan Pact since this would not
change anything in the current position of the country in the Balkans, isolated as it
was from the other Balkan countries.'” Bulgaria did not join the pact in 1934, but
later, in July 1938, after the Italian invasion of Albania in April that year, it signed
an agreement with the Balkan Pact countries (Greece, Romania, Turkey and
Yugoslavia), in which both parties undertook not to use force against one another
and underlined their desire to further develop cooperation between their
countries.'®

In the end, without Albania and Bulgaria, the Balkan Pact was signed on 9

February 1934 in Athens between Greece, Romania, Turkey and Yugoslavia. The

19 «J] ministro a Tirana, Koch, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (10 February
1934, Tirana), doc. 681, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei
documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XIV (16
luglio 1933 — 17 marzo 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1989), p. 768.

164 Aras, Atatiirk’iin Dig Politikasi, p. 134.

195 «Colloquio fra il capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini, e il ministro di Bulgaria a
Roma, Volkov” (15 January 1934, Rome), doc. 562, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione
per la pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie:
1922-1935, vol. XIV (16 luglio 1933 — 17 marzo 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello
Stato P.V., 1989), p. 638.

1 Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalart, p. 463.
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main document of this pact consisted of three articles. The first article, which
presented the main understanding behind the pact, guaranteed the existing status
quo in the Balkans, i.e. the current borders.'”” The second article set up a mutual
consultation mechanism among these signatory states over “the measures to be
taken in the face of events which could affect their interests”.'*®® However, the kind
of measures that could be taken within the framework of this pact was not defined
in the main text, but through a secret protocol of signature providing detailed
interpretations of the main text where “military agreements” were regarded as
being within the limitations of these measures.'” According to the protocol
annexed to the pact, such measures could be taken if a Balkan country attacked
another Balkan country or a non-Balkan country attacked a Balkan country in
collaboration with another country. Therefore, these measures were limited to the
Balkan countries.'” The third and the last article of the main document concerned
the ratification of the pact and it opened the door for the joining of “all Balkan
countries” upon the approval of the current signatory states.'”'

Despite its regional character, however, the Balkan Pact is usually regarded

in the secondary literature as an agreement that directly targeted Italy.'”” Since

17 According to a secret protocol of signature, these borders were defined as the current borders
between Romania and Bulgaria, Romania and Yugoslavia, Albania and Yugoslavia, Albania and
Greece, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria, Greece and Yugoslavia, Greece and Bulgaria, Greece and
Turkey and Turkey and Bulgaria. Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalar, p. 448.

1% “Tiirkiye Ciimhuriyeti ile Yunanistan Ciimhuriyeti ve Romanya ve Yugoslavya Kiralliklari
arasinda aktedilen Balkan Anlasma Misakinin tasdikina dair I/887 numarali Kanun Layihas1 ve
Hariciye Enciimeni Mazbatas1”, Appendix to TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, Devre: 1V, Igtima Senesi: 3, 6
March 1934, Tuesday, no. 69, p. 3; “International Documents. The Balkan Pact”, World Affairs,
97/1 (March 1934), p. 54.

19 Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalart, p. 458.

0 Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalari, p. 456.

17! «1/887 numarali Kanun Léyihas1 ve Hariciye Enciimeni Mazbatas1”, Appendix to TBMM Zabut
Ceridesi, 6 March 1934, no. 69, p. 3.

1”2 For some accounts that regarded the Balkan Pact as an initiative directly against Italy, see:

Barlas, Etatism and Diplomacy in Turkey, p. 145; Barlas, Dilek, “Turkish Diplomacy in the
Balkans and the Mediterranean: Opportunities and Limits for Middle-Power Activism in the
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Italy was unhappy about the Balkan Pact, it is argued, this pact must then have
been designed against that country. In fact, this pact did not directly target Italy or
any other countries as was explicitly stated in the annex protocol to the pact itself:
“the Balkan Pact is not aimed at any state. Its aim is to protect the borders in the
Balkans against an attack started by a Balkan country”.'” Even before the signing
of the pact, the Turkish foreign minister Aras claimed on 12 March 1932 in
Belgrade that he was against the idea of any pact which directly targeted a
particular country, and added that the past experiences of “Turkey” before the
establishment of the Turkish Republic showed that Turkey should not get into any
“adventures”, thus underlining the commitment to the traditional Turkish policy of
not engaging in any alliances against any particular country.'* Moreover, as early
as July 1933, in the meeting between Turkish Foreign Minister Aras and the Italian
leader Mussolini, details of which was referred above, Aras informed Mussolini
beforehand about the plans regarding the formation of a Balkan pact, a pact which
aimed at a “mutual guarantee of the respective borders”. This was initially
regarded by the Italian official Gino Buti as a favourable action that “could be
useful for [Italian] interests” since a resolution of the border issues especially

between Bulgaria and Greece could provide support for Mussolini’s long-held idea

1930s”, Journal of Contemporary History, 40/3 (2005), p. 444; Cantemur, Tiirkan, “Tiirkiye-Italya
Mligkileri (1930-1950)” in 38. ICANAS (Uluslararasi Asya ve Kuzey Afiika Calismalar: Kongresi
(10-15.09.2007 Ankara Tiirkiye) Bildiriler, vol. Il (Ankara: Atatiirk Kiiltiir, Dil ve Tarih Yiiksek
Kurumu, 2012), p. 785; Celebi, Mevliit, “Tiirk-Romen {liskilerinin Balkan Antanti’na Gidisi
Siirecinde Uglincii Goz: Italya” in Tiirkiye-Romanya Iliskileri: Gegmis ve Giiniimiiz Uluslararasi
Sempozyumu (04-06 Ekim 2017, Késtence) Bildiriler, vol. 1, Duygu Tiirker Celik (ed.) (Ankara:
Atatlirk Arastirma Merkezi Yaymlari, 2019), p. 731; Gigli, “Fascist Italy’s ‘Mare Nostrum’
Policy”, p. 818; Kelkitli, Fatma Asli, “Iki Savas Arast Dénemde Italya’ya Kars1 Balkanlar’da Bir
Dengeleme Politikas1 Denemesi: Balkan Antant1”, Ankara Universitesi SBF Dergisi, 72/2 (2017),
p. 437; Kosebalaban, Hasan, Turkish Foreign Policy: Islam, Nationalism, and Globalization (New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), p. 56; Millman, “Turkish Foreign and Security Policy 1934-42”,
p. 485; Oran, Baskin, “Donemin Bilancosu” in Tiirk Dis Politikasi: Kurtulus Savasindan Bugiine
Olgular, Belgeler, Yorumlar, vol. I: 1919-1980, Baskimn Oran (ed.) (Istanbul: iletisim Yaynlari,
2009), p. 254; Tirkes, “The Balkan Pact”, p. 128.

' Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalart, p. 456.

179 April 1932: CA, 030.10.0.0.251.693.23.
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of forming a pact between Bulgaria, Greece and Turkey under the Italian
umbrella.'”

Moreover, just after the pact was signed, verbal assurances were given to
the fascist government by Greece and Turkey that this pact was not against Italy.
For example, just one day after the signing of the Balkan Pact, on 10 February, the
Greek and Turkish foreign ministers Dimitrios Maximos and Tevfik Riistii Aras
received the Italian minister plenipotentiary in Athens, Pier Filippo De Rossi. De
Rossi was, “in a completely confidential way”, informed about the secret protocol
that had been signed by the signatories to determine the scope and duration of the
agreement. The Italian representative informed Rome that the scope of the
agreement was only defined as being for “defensive purposes” and that it did not
apply to non-Balkan states. Further, according to De Rossi’s telegram, “both
ministers kept on telling me that as far as Greece and Turkey are concerned, they
gave total assurance that the Balkan Pact would never be against Italy, insisting
that their countries, even if they had interests in the Balkan states, had
predominant interests in the Mediterranean”.'”

Greece even took one step further and also gave a written assurance to
Italy. In a letter which was sent to Venizelos, then the opposition leader, by indnii
on 6 March 1934 in response to the former’s concerns that Greece would have to
enter a war in the case that Italy attacked Yugoslavia, the Turkish Prime Minister
argued that the framework of the pact was limited only to the Balkan countries and

that “Italy could not attack Yugoslavia without risking a European war”.'”

175 <] direttore generale degli affari politici, Buti, al sottosegretario agli esteri, Suvich” (11 July
1933, Rome), doc. 977, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei
documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XIII (1
gennaio — 15 luglio 1933) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1989), p. 1029.

176 <] ministro ad Atene, De Rossi, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (10
February 1934, Athens), doc. 680, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione
dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XIV (16
luglio 1933 — 17 marzo 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1989), p. 767:
“Ambedue ministri hanno tenuto dichiararmi che per quanto riguardava Grecia e Turchia, essi
davano piu ampia completa assicurazione che patto balcanico non si sarebbe mai trovato contrasto
con [I'Ttalia, insistendo che loro paesi, per quanto abbiano interessi con stati balcanici hanno
preminenza interessi Mediterraneo”.

" Tiirkes, “The Balkan Pact”, p. 138.
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However, the Greek parliament remained unconvinced and when Greece ratified
the Balkan Pact in March 1934, a reservation clause was included in the
ratification document which stated that Greece would not act against any great
power in any situation that emerged due to its obligations within this pact." This
clause was added largely due to the insistence of the Greek opposition leaders
Michalakopoulos and Venizelos that unless such a clause was added, they would
not let this pact be ratified, an action which was very much appreciated by
Mussolini, who gave instructions to De Rossi to express Italy’s appreciation to
these two opposition leaders.'” This Greek reservation, not only in discourse, but
also in practice, made it impossible that this pact would operate against Italy or
any other country.

If this regional pact was designed to target anything, then it would have
been great power politics in general, which reached its epitome with the signing of
the Four-Power Pact in 1933, as discussed earlier in this chapter. In February
1934, an article was published in the Bulletin of International News, a publication
of the Royal Institute of Foreign Affairs (Chatham House), in which it was argued
that “[there] ha[d] been the increasing tendency of these countries [in the last few
years] to emancipate themselves from the political and economic leading-strings of
the Western Powers”." This idea of a region free from great power influence had
in fact already been reflected in Turkey’s motto of “the Balkans for the Balkan
people” during 1926 and 1927 when the proposal for a pact among the Balkan

countries was first voiced by Turkey.'

'8 «1] ministro ad Atene, De Rossi, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (5
March 1934, Athens), doc. 773, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione
dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XIV (16
luglio 1933 — 17 marzo 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1989), pp. 858-
9.

17 «1] capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini, al ministro ad Atene, De Rossi” (9
March 1934, Rome), doc. 785, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei
documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XIV (16
luglio 1933 — 17 marzo 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1989), p. 875.

O L., “The Balkan Pact”, Bulletin of International News, 10/16 (1934), p. 4.

' Barlas, Dilek, “Turkish Diplomacy in the Balkans and the Mediterranean”, pp. 448-9.
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Great power influence over the region was already evident. According to a
report about the attitudes of the Balkan countries regarding a Balkan pact, which
was sent from the Turkish ambassador in Athens in 1932 to the Turkish foreign
ministry, this influence was such that the policies of individual countries such as
Albania and Bulgaria did not really matter. Instead, Turkey should closely follow
the policies of the great powers, “particularly France and Italy”. According to the
ambassador, Italy would not “favour” the formation of a Balkan Pact since it
would strengthen Yugoslavia’s position vis-a-vis Italy and it would save Albania
from Italian influence.'®

Italian influence was especially manifest in Albania and Bulgaria. Yakup
Kadri Karaosmanoglu, who was the Turkish ambassador in Tirana in 1934-1935,
provided an anecdote of his conversation with an Albanian MP in his memoirs, in

which the Albanian MP argued:

Some of us are the servants of the Serbians, some of us the slaves of the
Italians. Whoever pays more, we would wait on. But, the era of auctioning

services has now finished. Now, from king to commoner, we are all under

the command of “pasta-makers”.'*’

In addition to this Italian political and social influence in Albania, there was also
economic penetration, as explained by the same Albanian MP, the Italians paying
for everything, trading, and giving gifts to everyone, thus making Albanians
completely dependent on them." This economic dependency reached such a point
that according to a report sent to the Turkish foreign ministry from the Turkish

embassy in Tirana, there were discussions in 1933 about a possibility of the

1829 November 1932: CA, 030.10.0.0.226.523.30.

'8 Karaosmanoglu, Yakup Kadri, Zoraki Diplomat (Ankara: Bilgi Yaymevi, 1967), p. 64:
“Kimimiz Sirp usagiyiz, kimimiz Italyan kolesi. Hangi taraf fazla verirse oraya kapilaniriz. Ama,
simdi, miizayede devri bitti artitk. Simdi, Kralimizdan candarma c¢avusuna kadar hepimiz
“makarnacilarin” emrindeyiz”.

¥ Karaosmanoglu, Zoraki Diplomat, p. 64. For more information on the Italian influence over the

Balkans and especially in Albania, see: Stavrianos, L. S., The Balkans since 1453 (New York:
Rinehart & Company, Inc, 1958), pp. 734-6. For the economic aspects of this influence, see:
Roselli, Alessandro, ltaly and Albania: Financial Relations in the Fascist Period (London and
New York: I.B. Tauris, 2006), pp.118-29.
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formation of a customs union between Albania and Italy, which put Albania in a
difficult position.'®

The Bulgarian case, though less direct than the Albanian, was not so
different. As the Turkish ambassador in Athens stated in 1932, Italy in particular
had an influence over Bulgaria which increased at the beginning of the 1930s, and
which was gained especially by manipulating Bulgarian revisionist aims." In
1930, the Bulgarians provided a free harbour in Varna for Italy which had a quasi-
monopoly over all automobile trade in Bulgaria. This close relationship reached a
high point in October 1930 when King Boris of Bulgaria married Princess
Giovanna of Italy and Mussolini acted as the “Crown’s Notary” during the
newlyweds’ signing of the civil marriage act at the Town Hall," an event which
was closely followed by the Turkish government which considered even the
engagement of the two as the beginning of a “rapprochement” between Bulgaria
and Ttaly." According to the report of the Turkish ambassador in Athens, this
marriage was only possible due to Mussolini’s discussion with the Vatican since
King Boris was Orthodox." This perception of a rapprochement in the minds of
the Turkish authorities was strengthened with the Bulgarian king’s visit to Italy in
1932."

The main way of countering such influence was, from the Turkish point of
view, to establish a mutual understanding among the regional powers in the
Balkans, an understanding which would curb great power influence over the

region. This plan was known by Italy, which, not surprisingly, was displeased with

21 February 1933: CA, 030.10.0.0.220.486.3. See also: 25 January 1933: CA,
030.10.0.0.220.485.18.

1869 November 1932: CA, 030.10.0.0.226.523.30.

87 Groueff, Stephane, Crown of Thorns: The Reign of King Boris IIl of Bulgaria, 1918-1943
(Lanham and Plymouth: Madison Books, 1998), p. 176.

188 30 July 1929: CA, 030.10.0.0.239.617.9.

1899 November 1932: CA, 030.10.0.0.226.523.30.

%1 May 1932: CA, 030.10.0.0.220.482.12.
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this Turkish policy since the Italian government regarded the Balkan Pact as a
deviation by Turkey away from Italy’s Milan policy in place since 1928, which
aimed at a tripartite agreement between Bulgaria, Greece and Turkey under Italian
influence.” Aloisi wrote to Mussolini on 2 February 1934 that, “in contrast
[Italy’s] Four-Power Pact”, the Turkish foreign minister was following [his] “own
way” and had adopted an “autonomous” policy in the Balkans.'”> What concerned
the Italians, thus, was not the militarily defensive nature of the Balkan Pact, but
rather the idea behind it.

In order to counteract this, the Italian government tried to manipulate the
existing situation in order to reduce the impact and importance of the Balkan Pact.
As discussed earlier, Mussolini tried to make sure that Bulgaria was out of the pact
because with Bulgaria absent, Mussolini justified his “unfavourable” position
towards the pact by arguing that it targeted and encircled Bulgaria and thus was far
removed from maintaining peace and security in the region.” In fact, as the
process of the Balkan Pact showed, it did not target Bulgaria. On the contrary,
Aras, for example, explained his discontent about the situation by stating in the
Turkish parliament “I assure you that just like the other parties, we, too, more than
anyone else, very much wanted [Bulgaria’s] joining [the Balkan Pact], but it did

not happen. This matter was made up for by leaving the pact open for [Bulgaria’s]

! Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, pp. 239-43.

192« capo gabinetto, Aloisi, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (2 February
1934, Rome), doc. 654, p. 733: “Forte della posizione raggiunta sotto i nostri auspici nei riguardi
greci e mediterranei, Ruschdi bey, in contrapposto al nostro Patto a Quattro ...”

193 «q capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini, agli ambasciatori ad Ankara, Lojacono, a
Berlino, Cerruti, a Mosca, Attolico, a Parigi, Pignatti, a Varsavia, Bastianni, a Washington, Rosso,
e ai Ministri ad Atene, De Rossi, a Belgrado, Galli, a Bucarest, Sola, a Budapest, Colonna, a Praga,
Rocco, a Sofia, Cora, a Tirana, Koch, e a Vienna Preziosi” (14 January 1934, Rome), doc. 556, in
Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, /
documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XIV (16 luglio 1933 — 17 marzo
1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1989), p. 634.
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participation”.” The absence of Bulgaria was regarded as an obstacle to the
effectiveness of this pact.'”

The second attempt to reduce the impact of the Balkan Pact came through
Albania since it had to be excluded from the pact due to its dependency on Italian
policy and economy. This issue was raised by an MP for Kocaeli, Sirr1 Bellioglu in
the Turkish parliamentary meeting on 6 March 1934, when the ratification of the
Balkan Pact was being discussed. After questioning why Bulgaria did not join the

pact, Sirr1 Bellioglu referred to the situation of Albania and argued:

If Albania’s not signing this [pact], whose name and existence, as I gather,
were not mentioned at all in the esbabt mucibe mazbatas: [the document
that outlined the leading reasons for a governmental proposal], was [due to]
the influence of a foreign power to which [Albania] was subjected, I [can
only] look at it from this dais with endless compassion and hope that
[Albania] too will join our kafile (group).'

Aras tried to assure Sirr1 Bellioglu that the Turkish government could not
disregard Albania, a country with which Turkey had one of “the oldest and
deepest” relations, to such an extent that “half of many families still live here and
half there”."” However, Aras did not respond to that part of Sirr1 Bellioglu’s
speech where he implied that Italy was the reason for Albania’s failure to join the

Balkan Pact. Despite the fact that Italy’s attempts to undermine the success of the

Y TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 6 March 1934, p. 15: “Size temin ederim ki biitiin akitler gibi biz de
herkesten daha fazla olarak bu istiraki ¢ok diledik, fakat olmadi. Bu cihet misaki kendilerinin
istirakine agik birakarak telafi edilmistir”.

SH. L., “The Balkan Pact”, p. 10.

98 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 6 March 1934, p. 18: “Eger esbabi mucibe mazbatasinda biisbiitiin is-
minin ve cisminin zikredilmedigini gordiigiim Arnavutlugun buna imza etmemesi, eger niifuzuna
tabi oldugu harici bir kuvvetin tesiri ise bu kiirsiiden ben ona nihayetsiz bir merhametle bakarim ve
temenni ederim ki o da bizim kafilemize iltihak etsin”.

T TBMM Zabut Ceridesi, 6 March 1934, p. 18: “Kaldi ki Arnavut milletile Tiirk milleti arasindaki
miinasebetler o kadar eski ve o kadar derindir ki hala ailelerin bir ¢oklarinin yaris1 burada ise yaris1
da oradadir”.
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Balkan Pact were known to the Turkish government, Aras thanked Italy, along
with many other countries, for “the trust it showed towards [Turkey]”."®

This “trust” was, however, more formality than reality, as demonstrated so
far in this chapter. In a meeting on 9 March 1934, Suvich explicitly told Numan
Menemencioglu, then the under-secretary general in the Turkish foreign ministry,
that “[Menemencioglu] could draw the attention [of Ismet Inonii and Tevfik Riistii
Aras] to the uselessness of the Balkan Pact” since it could not change the general
policies of Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. Moreover, he underlined the fact that, for
Greece, the basis of its foreign policy was not the Balkan Pact but its friendly
relations with Italy which could in fact further damage the effectiveness of the
Pact itself. Therefore, Turkey, too, should act on the same lines as Greece.
Menemencioglu, according to the report, confirmed Turkey’s desire to pursue a
peaceful policy in the Mediterranean which was based on a mutual understanding
between Turkey, Greece and Italy.'” Therefore, in general, what made the Balkan

Pact as an important event within the framework of Turkey’s relations with Italy

was not that the Balkan Pact directly targeted Italy.

2.6. Conclusion

The Balkan Pact was important within the framework of Turkey’s relations with
Italy not because the pact was related directly to Italy but because it highlighted
the divergence of approach between the two countries over how they regarded the
region and operated in international politics. Whereas Turkey, especially after its
entry into the League of Nations, favoured the idea of collective security both at
the regional and international level, Italy based its foreign policy on bilateral

arrangements or alliances, exemplified by its policies during the formation of the

8 TBMM Zabut Ceridesi, 6 March 1934, p. 15.

199 «Colloquio fra il sottosegretario agli esteri, Suvich, e il segretario generale agli esteri turco,

Numan Bey” (9 March 1934, Rome), doc. 787, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la
pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-
1935, vol. XIV (16 luglio 1933 — 17 marzo 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato
P.V., 1989), p. 876: “Gli ho detto che avrebbe potuto attirare la loro attenzione sulla inutilita del
Patto balcanico ...”; Also see: “Il capo gabinetto, Aloisi, al capo del governo e ministro degli
esteri, Mussolini” (2 February 1934, Rome), doc. 654, p. 734.
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Four-Power Pact in 1933 and the Balkan Pact in 1934. Despite these divergences
in the foreign policy choices of the two countries, however, the relations between
Italy and Turkey from 1932 to the beginning of 1934 proceeded without major
problems. One of the major crises in Turkish-Italian relations was to occur in
March 1934 when Mussolini made his well-known speech outlining his foreign

policy.
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CHAPTER 3

TURKISH PERCEPTION AND PORTRAYAL OF
THE ITALIAN THREAT (1934-1936)

1932-1934 was a period when the divergence between Turkey and Italy over how
they positioned themselves within international politics started to become clearer.
This divergence became much more visible from March 1934 when Mussolini
gave a speech about the solution, in ex-minister Grandi’s words, of Italy’s “vital

problem”*®

of territorial expansion. It was now that the aggressive change in
Italian foreign policy, the seeds of which had already been in place as examined in
the previous chapter, became manifest in practice.

In the secondary literature on Turkish-Italian relations in the interwar
period, Mussolini’s speech on 18 March 1934 is usually considered as one of the
turning points in the relations between Turkey and Italy.”” According to Barlas,
this speech “heralded the transition in Italian—Turkish relations from “cooling-off”
[1932-1934] to “frost™ since it “renew[ed] [the] fear of Italy”.””> Moreover, in one
of the most popular textbooks on Turkish foreign policy written by William Hale,
it is argued that this speech was one of “Mussolini’s most overt threats against

99 203

Turkey”.

% Grandi, Dino, “The Foreign Policy of the Duce”, Foreign Affairs, 12/4 (1934), p. 566.

201 Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 247; Barlas and Giiveng, Tiirkiye nin Akdeniz Siyaseti, p. 199;

Celebi, “Tiirkiye-Italya Iliskilerini Etkileyen Faktérler”, p. 111; Giiglii, “Fascist Italy’s ‘Mare
Nostrum’ Policy”, p. 817; Papugcular, “Iki Savas Aras1 Dénem Tiirk Dis ve Giivenlik Politikasinda
Oniki Ada”, p. 148.

202 Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 247.

% Hale, Turkish Foreign Policy, p. 46.
55



By analysing Mussolini’s speech and the Italian invasion of Ethiopia in
1935-1936, this chapter argues that the main concern of the Turkish government
during this period was more the insecure international environment to which
fascist Italy contributed in 1934-1936 rather than a direct Italian threat against
Turkish territories. In addition, it contends that the Turkish perception of the
Italian threat was skilfully played with by the Turkish government and the Turkish
press in order to highlight the decline of the collective security mechanism around
the world as well as to raise the issue of Turkey’s need of further security in this

period both at the domestic and international levels.

3.1. Mussolini’s 1934 Speech and its Reception in Turkey

3.1.1. The Speech

Mussolini’s speech in the second quinquennial assembly of the fascist regime on
18 March 1934 outlined the domestic and foreign policy of fascist Italy. The most
sensational part of the speech was where he explicitly claimed Asia and Africa as
the two “historical objectives of Italy”, a claim which according to him could be
justified by the geography of the country as well as its history. Geographically, he
justified these imperialist objectives of Italy by arguing that “of the great western
powers of Europe, the closest to Africa and Asia is Italy”. > This implied that Italy
wanted to establish its hegemony over the “entire” Mediterranean and to extend
into the Middle East, a desire which was an “exaggeration of Liberal Italy's

colonial dreams”.”” Moreover, Mussolini’s imperialist discourse challenged not

% Susmel, Edoardo and Duilio Susmel, Opera omnia di Benito Mussolini: dal patto a quattro
all’inaugurazione della provincia di Littoria, vol. xxvi (Florence: La Fenice, 1958), pp. 191-2: “Gli
obiettivi storici dell'Italia hanno due nomi: Asia ed Africa. ... Di tutte le grandi potenze occidentali
d'Europa, la piu vicina all'Africa e all'Asia ¢ I'Ttalia”.

25 Cassels, Alan, “Was There a Fascist Foreign Policy? Tradition and Novelty”, The International
History Review, 5/2 (1983), p. 261.
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only the British and French hegemony over their mandates in the region, but also
the international status quo.*

Mussolini also justified his claims by referring to the history of Italy, a
history which was mainly defined by its “key” role and successful conduct in
diplomatic and commercial relationships.*” According to Mussolini, all these
historical ties “between the East and the West”, the West meaning Rome, should
be renewed. In another speech he delivered in December 1933, I/ Duce stated
these ties dated back to the period of the Roman Empire and argued that “now
Rome and the peoples of the Mediterranean are prepared to restore the factor of
unity under Fascist renaissance”.”” Mussolini’s discourse on making Rome “a
bridge between East and West” as well as the revival of the Italian interest in
understanding “Islam and the Arab world”, for example, through the Istituto per
L’Oriente, established in 1921, which published the journal Oriento Moderno,
was, according to Arielli, in fact a cover-up for the Italian aim of penetration into
the region.””

Mussolini then moved on to another discussion to justify the “historical
objectives” of Italy, which was the issue of population, the importance of which
was demonstrated by his quoting of Nicold Machiavelli and Pietro Verri about the
role of population in the power and security of a state.”’ The population issue had
also been referred in Grandi’s article on Italian foreign policy in July 1934, an
article which was considered by the then Turkish ambassador in Washington

Mehmet Miinir Ertegiin as “a clear expression of Italy’s long-held expansionist

2% Williams, Manuela A., Mussolini’s Propaganda Abroad: Subversion in the Mediterranean and

the Middle East, 1935—1940 (London and New York: Routledge, 2006), p. 30.

7 Williams, Mussolini’s Propaganda Abroad, p. 30.

2% Williams, Mussolini’s Propaganda Abroad, p. 35.

29 Arielli, Nir, Fascist Italy and the Middle East, 1933-40 (Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2010), pp. 32-3.

19 Susmel and Susmel, Opera omnia di Benito Mussolini, p. 191.
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desires”.”"" In this document, which summarised Grandi’s article in Turkish, one
paragraph, which was underlined, was considered the most important, and that was
the one on the relation between the increasing population and the need for colonies

in Italy. Grandi wrote:

Ours is a vital problem that involves our very existence and our future, a
future of peace, tranquillity and work for a population of 42 million souls,
which will number 50 million in another fifteen years. Can this population
live and prosper in a territory half the size of that of Spain and Germany
and lacking raw materials and natural resources to meet its vital needs, pent
up in a closed sea beyond which its commerce lies, a sea the outlets of
which are owned by other nations ...?*"

Apart from this expression of Italy’s expansionist aims, Mussolini’s speech also
covered other issues related to how fascist Italy perceived international politics in
general. The Italian leader underlined his country’s good relations with its
neighbours and expressed his desire that relations should develop further with
Yugoslavia.*”> Mussolini then turned his attention to Italy’s need for rearmament,
arguing that this was necessary for Italy given that there was a need to reform the
League of Nations due to the organisation’s failure over the materialisation of
disarmament as well as its ineffectiveness when Germany left the institution in late
1933. He explicitly stated that “it is a necessity to become militarily strong. Not to
attack, but to be able to confront any situation”.*"* This speech thus not only
reflected the imperialist policies of Italy, but also demonstrated the Italian
perspective on the most pressing issues of the time in international politics such as
the position of Germany and the failure of disarmament conferences, which
eventually ended up in deadlock. In such an environment, Italy should have the

right to increase armaments in the country. Overall, one might argue that

21123 August 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.237.604.22.

*12 Grandi, “The Foreign Policy of the Duce”, p. 566; 23 August 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.237.604.22.

13 Susmel and Susmel, Opera omnia di Benito Mussolini, p. 188.

2% Susmel and Susmel, Opera omnia di Benito Mussolini, p. 189: “E necessario essere
militarmente forti. Non per attaccare, ma per essere in grado di fronteggiare qualsiasi situazione”.
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Mussolini’s speech was not merely about Italian expansionist aims, but was a
reflection of the already existing divergences in the approaches of Italy and Turkey

in the face of the international environment of the late interwar period.

3.1.2. The Rome Protocols

In addition to its content, Mussolini’s speech was also important due to the time in
which it was delivered. First of all, delivering such a significant speech in the
second five-year assembly of the fascist regime was a message to the world that
now fascism had entered a second, and more aggressive, phase. As Dino Grandi
later announced, “the first constructive phase of [Italy’s] foreign policy [was]
closed [and] fascism [had] placed Italy’s problem before Europe”.?”

Another reason that made the timing of this speech meaningful was the
signing of the Rome Protocols between Austria, Hungary and Italy on 17 March
1934, just a day before Mussolini’s speech. On 17 March, three protocols were
signed between these countries in Rome after discussions among the three leaders:
Italian leader Mussolini, Hungarian Prime Minister Gyula Gombos and Austrian
Chancellor Engelbert Dollfuss. By signing the first protocol, these countries
undertook the responsibility “to concert together on all the problems which
particularly interest them”, a mechanism which could be initiated whenever “at
least one of them may consider this course opportune”.”’® The second and third
protocols concerned trade and economic relations between these three countries.”"
According to Robertson, the Rome Protocols were in fact designed to counter

German influence in Southeastern Europe even though the protocols did not have

any binding effect over the signatories. In Germany, the protocols initially

213 Grandi, “The Foreign Policy of the Duce”, p. 566.

2164, L., “The Rome Protocols and the Question of the Danube Basin”, Bulletin of International
News, 13/11 (1936), p. 3.

2'TH. L., “The Rome Protocols”, pp. 3-4.
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achieved their aim since they were regarded in Berlin as a “formidable setback” to

the German policy in the region, which reportedly made Mussolini “elated”.*

3.1.3. Turkey’s Reception of the Rome Protocols and the Speech

From the Turkish perspective, too, these protocols were regarded as a counteract
by Italy to lessen the German influence in the region and to prevent Anschluss.
However, according to the report from the Turkish embassy in Rome, Italy would
not consider any military action not only because of its unwillingness to do so, but
also because of its insufficient military power for such an action.”” The Turkish
embassy in Budapest, on the other hand, underlined the fact that Italy’s
approaching Austria and Hungary was also an act against the French influence in
the region as well as against the Little Entente. Moreover, Hungary and Italy’s
position on the Balkan Pact was, according to the report, negative and thus there
was a possibility that Mussolini might also want to include Bulgaria in this
“bloc”.” Therefore, in the Turkish official view, the protocols were a reflection of
Mussolini’s attempt to establish his own hegemony in Southeast Europe and the
Balkans.

Discussions regarding the Rome Protocols were also to be found in Turkish
newspapers, focusing on the significance of the Rome Protocols for the Little
Entente and the Balkan Pact as well as for Germany. In an article in Cumhuriyet,
the Rome Protocols between Austria, Hungary and Italy were regarded as an
action against the Little Entente and the Balkan Pact.**' Similarly, reporting the
claims of the Italian ambassador in Sofia about the Balkan Pact, Aksam argued that

“Mussolini did not favour the pact, whose nature he did not know and which was

8 Robertson, Mussolini as Empire-Builder, p. 68.

21912 March 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.237.602.7.

22012 March 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.237.602.7.

2! «“Roma Miizakereleri Bitti”, Cumhuriyet, 18 March 1934, p. 1 and p. 6.
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against the main principles of Italian foreign policy”.”* The publications in
Cumhuriyet and Aksam therefore also reflected the significance of the Rome
Protocols within the framework of the Balkan Pact, which had been signed just a
month before. Moreover, the protocols were also considered as being against
Germany when it was argued in Aksam that “Italy was playing the role of a big
brother for Austria and Hungary”, which was, according to the newspaper, a role
that “was enough to create anxiety and agitation”.”” This view was also shared by
Ahmet Stkrii Esmer, who claimed that the Rome Protocols were designed to
ensure the political independence of Austria and thus to prevent a possible German
annexation of the country.”® Sharing “news that aroused anxiety in Europe”,
Cumhuriyet had another concern regarding the Rome Protocols, which was Italy’s
supplying arms to Hungary.””® Even though this news was based on incorrect

6

information and was denied by the Italian authorities,” it appeared in the
discussions in Turkish newspapers, thus magnifying the significance attributed to
these protocols.

The reaction of the Turkish press to Mussolini’s speech was more negative
than that to the Rome Protocols. The part of the speech where Mussolini directly
pointed to Asia and Africa as Italy’s destination for Italian expansion, in particular,

gave rise, as Oriento Moderno was aware, “to very severe comments”.”’ Yunus

Nadi wrote an editorial in Cumhuriyet on 21 March 1934, where he criticised

222 “Mussolini Balkan Misakina Razi Olmamis”, Aksam, 29 March 1934, p. 1: “Mussolini,
mahiyetini bilmedigi ve Italyanin harici siyasetinin esasli prensiplerine zit olan bu misak1 tasvip
etmedi”.

3 “Roma Konusmasi Endise Uyandirdi”, Aksam, 22 March 1934, p. 5: “Italya, Avusturya ve
Macaristana kars1 agabey rolii yapiyor. Bu rol endise ve heyecan dogurmaga kafidir”.

% Ahmet Siikrii, “Haftalik Siyasi icmal”, Milliyet, 23 March 1934, p. 4.

23 “ftalya, Macaristan1 Silahlandirtyor mu?”, Cumhuriyet, 19 March 1934, p. 1; “Roma
Miizakereleri Bitti”, Cumhuriyet, 18 March 1934, p. 1 and p. 6.

226 12 March 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.237.602.7.

27 R[ossi], E[ttore], “Inopportuni commenti della stampa turca a un discorso di S. E. Mussolini”,
Oriento Moderno, 14/4 (April 1934), p. 154.
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Mussolini’s “warlike and aggressive” rhetoric, a rhetoric which the world had tried
to and had finally begun to forget. It was exactly this rhetoric which, according to
Yunus Nadi, would be of great concern for “this imperialist policy, bringing to
mind the relapse of a disease, would certainly greatly shock the other nations of
the world, which are working heart and soul for the establishment of a stable
peace”.” For many other Turkish journalists as well, the speech did not bring
anything positive for world peace. An article in Aksam on 23 March reflected this,
succinctly noting that “apparently, the spring of 1934 did not bring the flowers of
peace to Europe”.”” Ahmet Siikrii Esmer expressed the same sentiment when he
stated that Mussolini, by giving the speech, certainly did not serve peace and
order.”® Mehmet Asim Us, a CHP MP for Artvin as well as the editor-in-chief of
the newspaper Vakit, argued in an editorial titled “Mussolini Harp Istemiyor mu?”
(Doesn’t Mussolini Want War?) that it was not possible to see any connection
between Mussolini’s last speech and peace-loving deeds since one could not be
sure quite what Mussolini would bring to Asia and Africa in his airplanes, “books
and goods” or “bombs and grenades”.”"

From the perspective of the Turkish press, therefore, Mussolini’s speech
was definitely not in tune with the efforts to preserve world peace. Further, the
Turkish press regarded it as an extension of an imperialist mindset. In another
article which appeared in Aksam on 21 March, Mussolini’s declared intention to
civilise countries in Asia and Africa was considered as “a lie of the old
colon[ialism] and imperialism”. Titled “Aut Caesar, aut nihil...”, meaning either

emperor or nothing, the article considered the shift in Italian foreign policy, which

28 [Abalioglu], Yunus Nadi, “M. Mussolininin Son Nutku”, Cumhuriyet, 21 March 1934, p. 1: “Bir
hastaligin niiksetmesini andiran bu emperyalist politika, canla basla sulhun istikrarini temine
calisan diger diinya memleketlerini muhakkak biiyiik bir hayrete diistirecektir”.

¥ politikact, “Sulh Umitleri Azaliyor!”, Aksam, 23 March 1934, p. 1.

29 [Esmer], Ahmet Siikrii, “Haftalik Siyasi Icmal”, Milliyet, 23 March 1934, p. 4.

Bl [Us], Mehmet Asim, “Mussolini Harp Istemiyor mu?”, Vakit, 25 March 1934, p. 1 and p. 4.

62



had begun to reflect an imperialist mindset.>” This article was regarded by Ettore
Rossi as “the first” example among the articles in the Turkish press which

233

“severely” criticised Mussolini’s speech.”” One other example of severe criticism

in the Turkish press was Esmer’s claim that the speech, which had the smell of
“the imperialism of the pre-war [period]”,”* was the most provocative speech from
Rome to date.” However, perhaps the most interesting publication was Yunus
Nadi’s editorial on 21 March since it directly criticised not only the expansionist
Italian policy, but also the quality of the Italian administration in its colonies, a
criticism which was in fact quite out of order considering that it was a common

knowledge that Cumhuriyet had very close links with the Turkish government at

that time.

Will our ambitions in Africa lead us, for example, to establish rule over
Ethiopia? Will we not be in difficulty in giving an answer if this country
[Ethiopia] rises up and says, first show the civilisation you wish to spread
over the world to the oppressed people who still complain in the most
desperate manner of your administration in Tripoli and Benghazi?**

The press also criticised the fact that Mussolini’s speech was one of
ambiguity since it referred only to cultural and economic expansion into Asia and
Africa, what he meant by this expansion remaining uncertain. In a column called
“Halkin Sesi” (Voice of People) in Son Posta, a Turkish newspaper which would
later be known for its opposition during the presidency of Ismet Inénii, a certain

Hasip from Turan Coffeechouse in Cemberlitas expressed frustration about

2 politikaci, “Aut Caesar, Aut Nihil...”, Aksam, 21 March 1934, pp. 1-2.

3 R[ossi], “Inopportuni commenti della stampa turca”, p. 154.

24 [Esmer], Ahmet Siikrii, “Haftalik Siyasi Icmal”, Milliyet, 23 March 1934, p. 4.

23 [Esmer], Ahmet Siikrii, “Haftalik Siyasi icmal”, Milliyet, 23 March 1934, p. 4.

26 [Abahioglu], Yunus Nadi, “M. Mussolininin Son Nutku”, p. 1: “Afrikada arzumuzu mesela
Habesistana m1 hakim kilacagiz? Ya bu memleket kalkar da; siz diinyaya yaymak istediginiz
medeniyeti varin evveld Trablusgarp ve Bingazide hala idarenizden en feci suretlerde sikayet eden
mazlum bir halk ilizerinde gosterin, derse cevap vermek hususunda miigkiilita maruz kalmaz
miy1z?”
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Mussolini’s lack of straight talking. Mussolini could not “say openly that we are a
peace-loving [country], that we certainly do not want war [and] that we do not
have its eye on the territories of other [countries]”, Hasip concluding that “we have
had it up to here with these mealy-mouthed words of diplomats”.*’

The Turkish press also discussed Mussolini’s speech within the framework
of Turkey’s bilateral relations with Italy. The nature of the publications in the
Turkish press did not reflect a ‘fear of Italy’, but were rather aimed at
demonstrating the strength of Turkey and at intimidating Italy. In the article on 21
March, Yunus Nadi argued that Mussolini was clearly not thinking of Turkey in
his speech since there existed a “friendship” between the two countries. However,
in addition to this friendship, the editor-in-chief claimed that “Turkey’s ability to
defend its borders and rights with might and main” was another reason for the
speech not being directed at Turkey, Yunus Nadi’s remark being an implicit
reference to Italy’s inability to attack Turkish territories given Turkey’s strength
and determination.”*

However, perhaps the most interesting example of this implied threat
against Italy was to be found in a series of three articles, “Danoncio’ya Agik
Mektup” (Open Letter to D’Annunzio) which appeared in Milliyet and were
written by Aka Gilindiiz, or, to give his full name, Enis Avni Akagiindiiz, who was
then a CHP MP for Ankara. Directly addressing Gabriele D’ Annunzio, who was
the famous Italian poet and, as the ex-Italian foreign minister Carlo Sforza later
put it, “the inventor of fascism”,* Aka Giindiiz directly targeted the claims made
by Mussolini in his speech and he tried to demonstrate that Turkey could not be
one of those countries in Asia and Africa that Italy wanted to expand against. In
his first article, Aka Giindiiz claimed that the Italians in essence were good people
but that they might “be easily scared”, “easily believe” and “easily rely on

someone” especially when they saw a person, who “talks a lot”, “makes

»7 “Halkin Sesi. Barut Figisia Ates Vermek Meselesi”, Son Posta, 2 April 1934, p. 2: “Agiktan
aciga biz sulhgiiyliz, kat’iyyen harp etmek istemeyiz, kimsenin topraginda gozlerimiz yoktur,
diyemiyor. Bu lastikli diplomat laflarindan artik biktik usandik”.

¥ Yunus Nadi, “M. Mussolininin Son Nutku”, p. 1.

29 Sforza, “D'Annunzio, Inventor of Fascism”, pp- 269-71.
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extravagant promises” and “frowns”, apparently referring to Mussolini’s recent
speech.” Further, Aka Giindiiz argued that Italy had not had any heroes other than
Cavour (Camillo Paolo Filippo Giulio Benso) and Guiseppe Garibaldi, the two
important names of the Italian Unification, thus indirectly suggesting that
Mussolini was not one of them.*!

In the second part of the open letter to D’ Annunzio, Aka Giindiiz this time
referred to the past, to the period when Italy was one of the occupying powers in
Turkey during the National Liberation War of 1919-1922. This article was more
aggressive against Italy since it was based on the memory of Italy’s expansionist
aims in Turkey, namely in Antalya. Titled “Italya ve Antalya” (Italy and Antalya),
the article emphasised the inability of Italy to acquire Antalya in the period of the
Liberation War and compared the assets of this city with the current Italian

colonies of Benghazi, Tripoli and Tobruk.

... Our motherland called Turkey is very beautiful as well. Especially the
coasts of the Mediterranean, especially izmir, and even more so Antalya. ..
It is also a celestial heaven in terms of economy, industry and trade. ...
How much are Benghazi, Tripoli and Tobruk worth? Is it even worth
mentioning Tunis, Fez, Alexandria and Beirut?**

D’ Annunzio was a deliberate choice for Aka Giindiiz to target, not only because he
was one of the foremost people among the fascists, but also due to his works, such
as Merope, a collection of poems which the Italian poet originally published in the
well-known Italian newspaper Il Corriere della Sera between 1911 and 1912,

during the Italo-Turkish War in Tripoli and was “a work of propaganda” to boost

0 Aka Giindiiz, “Bir Italyan Iyi Bir Insandir”, Milliyet, 30 March 1934, p. 3.

! Aka Giindiiz, “Bir italyan Iyi Bir insandir”, p. 3.

*2 Aka Giindiiz, “italya ve Antalya”, Milliyet, 31 March 1934, p. 3: “Tiirkiye denilen bizim vatan
da ¢ok giizeldir. Hele Akdeniz kiyilari, hele Izmir, bilhassa ve hele Antalya... ... Antalya yok mu
Antalya? ... Iktisadi, smai ve ticari bakimlardan da cennet mi cennettir. ... Bingazi, Trabulus,
Tobruk kag para eder? Tunusun, Fasin, Iskenderiyenin, Berutun 1afi m1 olur?”
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the image of the Italian navy.* One of the poems in this collection was called “La
canzone dei Dardanelli” (The songs of the Dardanelles), demonstrating
D’Annunzio’s connection with discussions over Italian claims to Turkey. In the
third and last letter, Aka Giindiiz again referred to these Italian claims by

addressing D’ Annunzio:

What do you want? Say [it] clearly! ... Our Ankara? Here’s an easy way:
Go to a bookstore that sells schoolbooks. Buy a map of these places [that
you have your eye on]. Put [them] in your pocket. [Then], go around
bragging that all this is mine.**

Aka Giindiiz’s explicit references to the Italian claims over Anatolia were
therefore one of the rare pieces in the Turkish press that directly examined
Mussolini’s speech in relation to Italian claims over Turkey. Even though Aka
Giindiiz directly addressed his letters to D’ Annunzio, the content and timing of
these letters suggested that they were about Mussolini’s recent speech.

The Turkish press, however, did not simply discuss Mussolini’s speech on
the basis of a possible threat to Turkey, but it also engaged with it in a much wider
way, for example, using the speech of Mussolini to justify Turkey’s need for an
increase in defence and armament. In an article which appeared in Cumhuriyet on
21 March titled “Kurban Olmamak Istersek...” (“If we don’t want to be
sacrificed...”), a reference to Kurban Bayrami which was then to be celebrated in a
few days, it was argued that even though it was a time of peace, it was still
necessary to be prepared to protect one’s own country from any possible threat, an
argument which the article associated with Mussolini, who “has just announced his
intention to expand into Asia and Africa”. If the imperialist powers armed
themselves on the pretext of protecting themselves, the article reasoned, then
peace-loving nations should reserve their right to increase their armaments “a

thousand times more” than those imperialist powers, indicating that it was these

. Re, Lucia, “Gabriele D'Annunzio's Theater of Memory: Il Vittoriale degli Italiani / Il teatro
della memoria di Gabriele D'Annunzio: Il Vittoriale degli Italiani”, The Journal of Decorative and
Propaganda Arts, 3 (1987), p. 20.

* Aka Giindiiz, “Manto ve Kanto”, Millivet, 1 April 1934, p. 3: “Ne istiyorsun? Ag¢ik sdyle! ...
Bizim Ankarayr m1? Kolay1 var: mektep kitaplar: satan bir kitapgiya git. Bu yerlerin birer haritasini
al. Cebine koy. Hepsi benimdir, diye 6viine, 6viine dolas”.
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expansionist powers which in fact forced other countries to protect themselves
better. As a solution, the article proposed that, in order not to be sacrificed as a
country, Turkish people should donate the money to Tiirk Tayyare Cemiyeti (the
Turkish Aviation Association) instead of sacrificing an animal.*”

Moreover, Mussolini’s speech was regarded by the Turkish press not only
as an indication of the problems related to the efforts for disarmament, but also of
the weakening role of the League of Nations in world politics, Muharrem Feyzi
Togay arguing, for example, that in his speech Mussolini “buried” the League of
Nations due to its ineffectiveness regarding the disarmament issue, thus clearly
demonstrating, according to the author, just how “delicate” the political climate in
Europe was.**® The sections of the speech related to the issue of rearmament were
thus taken as an opportunity to justify the Turkish need for security in the press.

Overall, the Turkish press’s coverage of the Rome Protocols and
Mussolini’s speech was a negative one and perceived as such by the Italians.
Ettore Rossi, basing himself on an article published in the Italian weekly
newspaper Il Messaggero degli Italiani, which was published in Istanbul under the
ownership of Gilberto Primi,* argued in Oriento Moderno that these publications
in the Turkish press were a reoccurrence of the Turkish “mentality” of foreign

occupation period, suggesting that this was unfortunate for the relations:

Unfortunately, in this [Mehmed Asim Bey’s article “Mussolini Harp
Istemiyor mu?” in Vakit on 25 March] and similar articles we find again
the mentality, which can never be deplored enough, of the press in the
immediate post-war period, those suspicions, those apprehensions that for
so many years up to 1927 clouded relations between the two great
Mediterranean countries which have so many political and economic
interests in common. It was to be hoped that, after the new relations

25 «gurban Olmamak Istersek...”, Cumhuriyet, 21 March 1934, p. 1.

6 [Togay], Muharrem Feyzi, “Silah Meselesi ve Cemiyeti Akvam”, Cumhuriyet, 22 March 1934,

p. 2.

*7 Gilberto Primi, who had published a book on the occupation of izmir, was also the owner of the
daily newspaper called Beyoglu, which was published in French. This newspaper, according to
Pantaleone Sergi was a supporter of the Axis Powers during the Second World War. Sergi,
Pantaleone, “Mediterraneo d’esuli, migranti, stampa e affari: Il progetto di un quotidiano italiano in
Turchia”, Daedalus, 5 (2014), pp. 99-100.
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initiated by the Milan meeting between Mussolini and Tevfik Riishdi Bey
and sanctioned by solemn pacts, such a mentality, such distrust, and insults
for a country such as ours which is a sincere friend of Turkey would have
completely vanished.**

Ettore Rossi’s rhetoric of ‘groundless suspicions’ of Turkey was in fact one that
would continuously be adopted by Italian newspapers as well as the Italian
authorities whenever Turkey raised a criticism of Italian actions in this period,
other examples of which will be discussed further in the following chapters.

Ettore Rossi was not alone in his displeasure over the publications in the
Turkish press. On 23 March 1934, the undersecretary in the Italian foreign
ministry, Suvich, received the Turkish ambassador to Rome, Vasif Cmar and
claimed that the publications in the Turkish press were not in conformity with the
existing “friendship” between the two countries. Moreover, Suvich further argued
that Mussolini’s speech did not target Turkey and explained his position, providing
three main reasons. Firstly, Mussolini did not refer to any territorial expansion in
his speech but only to the improvement of economic and cultural relations with
countries in Asia and Africa, there thus being “no reason for alarm”. Secondly,
Mussolini had talked about countries that Italy had not established frequent
relations with and thus Turkey, having “multiple and intense” relationships with
Italy, could not be numbered among them. Lastly, Suvich argued that when
Mussolini referred to the geographical proximity of Italy to Asia and Africa, he did
not mean the places closest to Italy, but that Italy was the closest country to these

regions among all European great powers.**

¥ Rlossi], “Inopportuni commenti della stampa turca”, p. 154. “Purtroppo, in questo e in altri
simili articoli ritroviamo la non mai abbastanza deplorata mentalita dei commenti di stampa
dell’immediato dopo-guerra: quei sospetti, quelle apprensioni che per tanti anni, fino al 1927,
intorbidarono le relazioni dei due grandi Paesi mediterranei che hanno tanti comuni interessi
politici ed economici. Si era sperato che, dopo i nuovi rapporti iniziati col colloquio di Milano tra
Mussolini e Tevfiq Riishdi Bey e sanzionati da patti solenni, tale mentalita, tali diffidenze,
insultanti per un paese sinceramente amico della Turchia come il nostro, sarebbero definitivamente
sparite”.

9 «Colloquio fra il sottosegretario agli esteri, Suvich, e I’'ambasciatore di Turchia a Roma, Vassif
Bey” (23 March 1934, Rome), doc. 25, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la
pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-
1935, vol. XV (18 marzo — 27 settembre 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato
P.V., 1990), p. 27.
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Apparently, Suvich’s arguments were not sufficient to reassure Turkey, for
Mussolini himself received the Turkish ambassador on 30 March, “tactfully and
sincerely” according to Vasif Cinar, to assure the Turkish government that he had

not referred to Turkey in his speech, saying, according to the report,

I assure you sincerely and definitively that I never referred to Turkey in my
speech and I did not think of it even for a moment. ... When I mentioned
Asia, 1 wanted to point to a collaboration between various countries in
Great Asia. Be assured that I consider you as Europeans and if I had
decided not to talk specifically about countries with which we [i.e. Italy]
share a border, then I would have spoken of Turkey and Greece in a very
friendly [manner]. ... My friendship towards Turkey is sincere, loyal and
certain. Be totally assured of this.*’

While these assurances were provided by the Italian authorities, even by I/ Duce
himself, the discussions in the Turkish press regarding the Rome Protocols and
Mussolini’s recent speech were also brought onto the agenda at the Turkish
parliament at a “special meeting” on 5 April 1934, which was held to reassure the
very anxious Turkish MPs.*' In his written question to the Turkish foreign
minister, Mahmut Esat Bozkurt, a CHP MP from Izmir and the former minister of
justice, stated that Mussolini’s speech should be discussed in parliament,
especially because of its wide ranging coverage in the European and Turkish press.
Moreover, given the proximity of the Italian-administrated Dodecanese islands to
Turkey, this speech was also significant for Turkey’s security.”* Tevfik Riistii

Aras argued that it was not only the recent speech of the Italian leader that should

20 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, Devre: 1V, i¢tima Senesi: 1, 5 April 1934, Thursday, p. 15: “Sizi
samimiyetle ve katiyetle temin ederim ki nutkumda Tiirkiyeyi hi¢ kastetmedim ve bunu bir an bile
diistinmedim. Biitlin nutuk dikkatle okundugu zaman maksadimin ne oldugu anlasilabilir. Asyadan
bahsederken Biiyiik Asyadaki bazi memleketlerle bir collaboration’a igaret etmek istedim. ... Emin
olunuz ben sizleri Avrupali bilirim ve eger nutkumda miinhasiran miisterek hududumuz olan
Devletlerden bahsetmek kararm1 almasaydim Tiirkiyeden ve Yunanistandan ¢ok dostane
bahsederdim. ... Tiirkiyeye olan dostlugum sincére, loyal ve net’tir. Buna katiyen emin olunuz”.

! papugeular, Tiirkiye ve Oniki Ada, p. 99.

2 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 5 April 1934, p. 14.
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be considered important, but also the signing of the Rome Protocols, which could
have implications for the Balkans, a region in which Turkey was also situated.””

Before deliberating on the content of Mussolini’s speech, Aras first tried to
reassure the Turkish MPs in parliament, like Mahmut Esat Bozkurt, about Italy’s
assurance that Mussolini’s speech was not against Turkey. To do so, the Turkish
foreign minister chose a rather unorthodox method and read out aloud the
diplomatic correspondence from the the Turkish ambassador in Rome, Vasif
Cinar, to the Turkish foreign ministry, correspondence which reported on his
meetings with Suvich and Mussolini, details of which were discussed above.
Moreover, the Turkish foreign minister read Mussolini’s assurance to Vasif Cinar
word for word at the parliamentary meeting.”* Reading these diplomatic reports in
parliament was certainly not well-received by the Italian government and the
displeasure was made known to Vasif Cinar, who, according to an Italian
document, himself admitted that this did not comply with the “customary rules”.*
In his meeting with the Soviet ambassador in Italy, Potemkin, Suvich also raised
the issue of Aras’s behaviour in parliament and Potemkin argued that it was a
“gaffe” for Aras to have done this.**

Nevertheless, Aras, content with Mussolini’s reassurance to the Turkish
ambassador, also emphasised the fact that Turkey and Italy had just signed a trade
agreement in Ankara the day before, on 4 April 1934.”7 The main text of the

3 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 5 April 1934, p. 14.

Y TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 5 April 1934, p. 15.

5 «Colloquio fra il sottosegretario agli esteri, Suvich, e I’'ambasciatore di Turchia a Roma, Vassif
Bey” (7 April 1934, Rome), doc. 78, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la
pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-
1935, vol. XV (18 marzo — 27 settembre 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato
P.V., 1990), p. 103.

26 «Colloquio fra il sottosegretario agli esteri, Suvich, e I’ambasciatore dell’'U.R.S.S. a Roma,
Potemkin” (19 April 1934, Rome), doc. 121, in Ministero Degli Affari Esteri Commissione per la
Pubblicazione dei Documenti Diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-
1935, vol. XV (18 marzo — 27 settembre 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato
P.V., 1990), p. 139.

T TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 5 April 1934, p. 15.
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“Trade Agreement between Turkey and Italy”, which was signed by Numan
Menemencioglu and the Italian ambassador Lojacono, included 12 articles, which
covered issues such as customs; how the export of goods to third-party countries
through either Turkey or Italy should be conducted; the circumstances that would
enable the signatories to stop trading particular goods to each other and how the
trade ships of each signatory should operate within the territorial waters of the
other state. In addition to the main text, another additional agreement detailed the
procedures for how payments for imported commodities would be made between
Italy and Turkey.”® Even though this trade agreement was a positive development
for the relations between the two countries, it was rather overshadowed by
Mussolini’s speech.

It was for this reason that Aras referred to it in only one sentence and
focused his parliamentary speech instead on the part of Mussolini’s speech in
which he referred to Asia and Africa as Italy’s “two historical objectives”, and
pointed to the reasons for the Turkish government’s interest in the fascist leader’s
speech. Defining Turkey as a European country from the point of its geography
and its future development, thus implicitly denying any possibility of Turkey being
an Italian target, Aras nevertheless declared that Turkey’s indispensable friends as
well as its great interests lay in Asia, thus making Mussolini’s speech of concern
for the Turkish government. Officially, too, Turkey did not consider itself an
Asian country. In December 1933, according to an Italian report, the government
summoned Turkish students, who were on their way to Rome for the Asian
Student Congress, back to Turkey, declaring that Turkey was a non-Asian country
and thus Turkish students had no place in such a congress.”” Aras also argued that
Mussolini’s speech was also significant because both Turkey and Italy were the
Mediterranean countries and it was thus important for Turkey to understand Italian

foreign policy. In addition, according to Aras, Mussolini’s speech was also one of

8 «“Tirkiye ve Italya Arasinda Akit ve imza Edilen Ticari itilafin Kabul ve Tasdikma Miitedair
Kanun”, T. C. Resmi Gazete, 12 June 1934, Tuesday, pp. 3969-75.

29« ’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Lojacono, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini”
(26 March 1934, Ankara), doc. 36, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la
pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-
1935, vol. XV (18 marzo — 27 settembre 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato
P.V., 1990), p. 43.
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interest for Turkey due to Mussolini’s explicit criticism of the dead-end situation
of the disarmament conferences and his declaration of Italy’s need for
rearmament.*”

In this instance, the Turkish foreign minister appreciated Mussolini’s point
of view regarding the need for increasing armament. After emphasising Turkey’s
commitment since its establishment to world peace, Aras stated that Turkey should
always be strong enough not to attack others, but to counter any threat and to
protect itself, just as was stated, according to the Turkish foreign minister,
“succinctly and correctly” by Mussolini.* This view was shared by Mahmut Esat
Bozkurt who claimed that while keeping peaceful relationships with other states
was important for national security, “always be[ing] ready with arms” was of the
utmost importance.”” Both Aras and Bozkurt’s statements thus reflected the
Turkish authorities’ attempt to justify Turkey’s need for an increase in armament
by supporting Mussolini’s argument regarding rearmament being needed not to
attack, but to defend Italy.

Mussolini’s speech was thus used to justify the increase in Turkish
armament both for the purpose of international propaganda and for domestic
propaganda. At the international level, the Italian threat factor was used as a way
to justify Turkey’s need for further armament without damaging its international
prestige as a peace-loving nation. This was evident in the discourse of Bozkurt,
who argued that “the possibility of getting along well together is surely something
that should be facilitated and encouraged. We like, want and desire to get on well
with everyone. This is a sincere ideal principle for us. But no one should doubt
that there is no place for fear in this desire of ours”.*” This “fear” could only be

eliminated by an increase in national security.

20 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 5 April 1934, p. 14.

U TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 5 April 1934, p. 16.

2 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 5 April 1934, p. 17.

3 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 5 April 1934, p. 17: “Iyi gecinmek imkéni; elbette kolaylastirilacak ve
tesvik edilecek bir seydir. Herkesle hos gecinmeyi severiz, isteriz ve istiyoruz. Bu, bizim igin
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On a domestic level, Aras, on the other hand, targeted the Turkish
population in an attempt to ensure national support, both moral and financial, for
an increase in Turkish armaments, support he was sure would be forthcoming as
the Turkish population would never “begrudge any sacrifice or support” for the
state.”™ After explaining Turkey’s current efforts to increase its military capacity,
including the allocation of an additional 20 million Turkish lira to the defence
budget, bringing it to a total of 70 million, Aras, according to the Italian report,
explicitly told the Austrian minister plenipotentiary in Ankara that “as a
consequence [of this increase in the military spending] we will have to ask for a
sacrifice from the people and we must do this by creating the conviction in public
opinion of the danger in which the country finds itself”.**® This effort to persuade
public opinion was exemplified, for example, in the abovementioned article in
Cumhuriyet, where the Turkish people were encouraged to donate their money to
Tiirk Tayyare Cemiyeti during Kurban Bayrami instead of sacrificing an animal.**®

As the discussions regarding the disarmament issue thus demonstrated,
Mussolini’s speech was received not only as a source of threat in Turkey, but was
engaged with and used to justify Turkey’s further security needs both at domestic
and international levels. In so doing, neither the discussions in the Turkish
parliament nor those in the Turkish press reflected an immediate fear of Italy after
Mussolini’s speech. But the speech was regarded as a sign of a more aggressive
Italian policy and the beginnings of a new era in interwar Europe, where the

promises of peace and security were rapidly beginning to lose their meaning. In

samimi bir ideal prensibidir. Ancak bdyle bir arzumuzda, korkunun yeri olmadigina kimsenin
stiphesi olmamalidir”.

* TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 5 April 1934, p. 16.

265 « >ambasciatore ad Ankara, Lojacono, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini”
(26 March 1934, Ankara), doc. 36, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la
pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-
1935, vol. XV (18 marzo — 27 settembre 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato
P.V., 1990), p. 46: “Per conseguenza — dire il Ministro degli Esteri — dovremo chiedere un
sacrificio al popolo e dovremo farlo creando nella opinione pubblica la convinzione del pericolo a
cui si trova esposto il Paese”.

266 «Kurban Olmamak Istersek...”, p. 1.
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such an environment, the Turkish government had to take its own measures to

increase its security.

3.2. The Use of Italian Factor in Turkey’s Search for Security

One of such measures undertaken by the Turkish government was to strengthen its
security through alternative regional security arrangements, the most important of
which were the separate and secret agreements that the Turkish government signed
with Romania and Yugoslavia on 5 June 1934 in Geneva. Both agreements were
identical to each other and they were signed within the framework of the Balkan
Pact, which allowed for the formation of new agreements between the signatory
powers through its additional protocol.

However, unlike the Balkan Pact, which did not create any military
obligations for the signatory countries but merely provided a platform of
consultation and “political solidarity”,*’ these agreements were in nature designed
to impose a military obligation on the signatories as explained in Article 1 of each
agreement, which stated that in the face of an attack on one of the parties by “a
Balkan country or a Balkan country acting together with a non-Balkan country”,
the other party must automatically declare war on the aggressor(s).”® Article 2
covered a situation in which one of the signatories was attacked by a non-Balkan
country while performing its obligations under Article 1. In that case, the other
signatory country had to declare war on this non-Balkan country.*” In practice,
these two articles were a direct indication of the fact that these agreements were
designed with Bulgaria in mind since they were explicitly aimed only at attacks

» 270

from “an immediate neighbouring country”.”” This situation was openly

acknowledged by Turkish foreign minister Aras in a secret session in parliament

7 Barlas, Etatism and Diplomacy in Turkey, p. 144.

% Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlagmalart, p. 459.

% Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlagmalart, p. 459.

0 Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalart, p. 459.
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on 25 October 1934 to discuss and ratify these two agreements. While explaining

what these articles meant in practice, Aras argued:

For example, if Albania attacks Yugoslavia, we cannot attack Albania
since it is not an immediate neighbour [of Turkey]. The immediate
neighbouring Balkan countries are known [i.e. Bulgaria and Greece]. ...
However, I would like to present [a particular point] for the information of
the Grand National Assembly. In the process of drafting [these
agreements], we wrote them together with our neighbour and ally Greece.
It [i.e. Greece] knows and has a good grasp of [the content of these
agreements] and was there as these agreements were being negotiated. Yet,
by wording and signing [these agreements] in this way, it seemed as if the
intention was that the agreements were not made against any particular
[Balkan] country, but were directed towards any neighbouring Balkan
country which contravened one of these agreements.””!

Given the suspicions of the Turkish government towards Bulgaria in the interwar
period, partly due to the Bulgarian government’s attitude towards the Turkish
minority in Bulgaria but mostly to its support for anti-Kemalist activities, it was
not unexpected that these two agreements directly targeted Bulgaria.””> 1934 was
perhaps the peak point at which to take such an action from the Turkish
government’s perspective, since it was in this year that anti-Kemalist actions in
Bulgaria became more institutionalised under the leadership of basmiiftii in Sofia,
Hiiseyin Hiisnii who established a society to carry out the Bulgarian government’s
policy of creating a split among the Turkish minority.”” Greece’s non-engagement

with these agreements, on the other hand, was evidently due to the written

2" TBMM Gizli Celse Zabitlar1, Devre: IV, Igtima Senesi: I1I, 25 October 1934, Thursday, p. 585:
“Mesela Arnavutluk Yugoslavya'ya taarruz ederse bize bitisik olmadigi igin biz Arnavutluk'a
taarruz edemeyiz. Bize bitisik olan Balkan Devletleri malimdur. Ama Bulgaristan veya Yunanistan
bize veya Yugoslavya'ya taarruz ederse, diger taraf derhal harekate askeriyeye gececektir. Yalniz
surasini derhal Bilyiik Millet Meclisinin 1ttilaina arz etmek isterim. Biz bunu yazarken, Yunanistan
komsu ve miittefikimiz de beraber yazdik. Bunu yazarken o da biliyor ve vakiftir ve birlikte
miizakere edildigi zaman hazirdi. Fakat bdyle yazmakla bu suretle imza edilmekle, gaye olarak,
hicbir Balkan devleti aleyhine mukavele yapilmis degil, herhangi bir komsunun bu akitlerden
birine ihanet edecek Balkan devletine miiteveccihtir”.

72 Boyar, Ebru, “Turkish-Bulgarian Relations in the Early Turkish Republic: the View from

Ankara” in Turkish-Bulgarian Relations Past and Present, Mustafa Tiirkes (ed.) (Istanbul:
TASAM, 2010), p. 66.

*7 Boyar, Ebru and Kate Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: the “Bulgarian Miiftii”, the Turkish Opposition
and the Ankara Government, 1928-1936, Middle Eastern Studies, 44/5 (2008), p. 777.
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assurance it gave to the great powers while ratifying the Balkan Pact in the
parliament. In order not to antagonise Italy, Greece, therefore, remained out of
these two agreements.””*

Having defined Bulgaria as the target of Turkey’s agreements with
Yugoslavia and Romania, there remained the question of finding out which the
non-Balkan country was against which these military agreements were directed.
Though it was not specified directly by Aras himself, the non-Balkan country that
could act together with Bulgaria was Italy. There were three main reasons for this.
Firstly, the increasing Italian influence over the Balkans and especially over
Bulgaria was already clear to the Turkish government. According to Barlas, the
Italian influence was such that the Turkish foreign policy in the Balkans “cannot

be analysed” without taking it into account.””

As discussed in the previous
chapter, this influence, particularly after Italy’s discouraging of Albania and
Bulgaria’s entry into the Balkan Pact, became much clearer, affecting the relations
between Italy and Turkey.””® Moreover, the creation of the Rome Protocols
between Austria, Hungary and Italy further strengthened Italy’s position in Central
and Eastern Europe.””’

Secondly, according to the report of Lojacono, the Italian ambassador in
Ankara, on 26 March, the Rome Protocols prompted Turkey to initiate discussions
with the Balkan Pact countries to establish a mutual assistance system against
Italy. The report claimed that Aras had already contacted Belgrade to discuss this
issue. However, according to Lojacono, Aras’s diplomatic manoeuvres with the
other Balkan Pact countries were neither due to the Rome Protocols nor to a fear

of Italy, but were conducted on the basis of a pragmatic understanding of the

protocols. Therefore, the report claimed, just as it had made use of the Rome

M T. C. Disisleri Bakanhigi Arastirma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Midirliigii, Tirkiye Dis

Politikasinda 50 Yil: Cumhuriyetin Ilk On Yili ve Balkan Pakti (1923-1934) (Ankara, 1974), pp.
351-2.

" Barlas, Etatism and Diplomacy in Turkey, p. 133.

76 Celebi, “Tiirk-Italyan iligkilerini Etkileyen Faktorler”, p. 112.

27712 March 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.237.602.7.
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Protocols for domestic propaganda to raise funds for further military spending, the
Turkish government also used the Protocols as a tool to strengthen the security
mechanism of the Balkan Pact. Furthermore, this pragmatic understanding by the
Turkish government was also evident, as Lojacono argued, in how Turkey played
with “geography” by “denying” or “affirming” its position in Asia as best suited
its own political needs, a policy which made the search for a “logical” component
in Turkish-Italian relations an arduous task.”™ Aras’s efforts to bring about a
mutual assistance system in the Balkans must have been more widely known since
Mussolini himself instructed Lojacono on 17 April that whereas the Italian
ambassador should “take appropriate measures to clarify misunderstanding and
suspicions”, he should also carefully observe any “possible developments”
regarding the Balkan Pact.””

Finally, the fact that some Turkish MPs referred to Italy as the potential
aggressor and discussed these two agreements within the context of situations
where Italy could be the potential aggressor in a secret parliamentary meeting on
25 October 1934 also demonstrated that the agreements also targeted Italy. The
members of parliament discussed the articles of the agreements based on two
possibilities: a joint attack by Bulgaria and Italy, or an attack by Italy alone. While
explaining the second article of the agreements which concerned an attack by a
non-Balkan state, the Turkish foreign minister argued that in order to sustain peace
in the Balkans, this agreement would be put into effect against any country, “even
if it were to be Britain”.* Aras’s reference to Britain in fact showed the
importance the Turkish government attached to any regional cooperation vis-a-vis
great power politics. However, Britain was perhaps given here as an example by
the Turkish foreign minister in order to avoid a direct reference to the country in

question, i.e. Italy. This can be understood from how Aras continued his speech,

™« >ambasciatore ad Ankara, Lojacono, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini”
(26 March 1934, Ankara), doc. 36, p. 43.

7 11 capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini, all’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Lojacono”
(17 April 1934, Rome), doc. 107, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione
dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-1935, vol. XV (18
marzo — 27 settembre 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1990), p. 127.

0 TBMM Gizli Celse Zabutlart, 25 October 1934, p. 586.
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referring to “a foreign state whose name we do not know but which is a state that
intends us harm and does not like the Balkan system and wishes to destroy it”.**!
Since Aras later in the same parliamentary session claimed that the Soviet, French,
and in particular British positions were in favour of the Balkan Pact, but not those

282

of Bulgaria, Italy and Hungary,” it can be argued that the great power that could
harm the peaceful situation in the Balkans was Italy.

The Turkish MPs in the parliamentary session, unlike Aras, discussed the
agreements, adopting a direct stance against Italy for they explicitly and
continuously named Italy without hesitation during the session. Mazhar Miifit
Kansu, a CHP MP for Denizli and one of the people who had been in Atatiirk’s
inner circle for many years, directed a question to the Turkish foreign minister,
probably thinking that Italy could be counted as a neighbour of Turkey due to its
possession of the Dodecanese islands: “Is Italy considered our immediate
neighbour? If a neighbour attacks us, what will the Yugoslavians do?”, to which
Aras replied that the agreements only concerned the Balkan borders of the
signatory countries.™ The MP for Kirsehir, Yahya Galip Kargt was bolder in his
question when he stated that “Let us talk clearly, it is a secret meeting. Italy
declares war on us and we begin fighting. Will Yugoslavia declare war on
Italy?*** In response to such questions from the MPs, Aras argued that the aim of
these agreements were to maintain the status quo in the Balkans by preventing
non-Balkan states from finding an ally in the Balkans because these military
agreements, he continued, would make it difficult for such states to attack a

Balkan country by themselves.**

B TBMM Gizli Celse Zabitlar, 25 October 1934, p. 586: “O adini bilmedigimiz harici devlet
ancak bize kasteden ve Balkan manzumesini begenmeyen ve mahvetmek isteyen bir devlet...”

2 TBMM Gizli Celse Zabutlar, 25 October 1934, p. 589.

5 TBMM Gizli Celse Zabitlari, 25 October 1934, p. 586: “italya bize bitisik mi addediliyor?
Bitisik bir devlet bize taarruz ederse Yugoslavlar ne yapacaktir?”

4 TBMM Gizli Celse Zabitlari, 25 October 1934, p. 587: “Simdi agik soyliyelim celse hafidir.
Italya bize ilan1 harp etti, basladik carpismaya Yugoslavya Italya’ya ilan1 harp edecek mi?”

5 TBMM Gizli Celse Zabutlart, 25 October 1934, p. 587.
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For some MPs, however, such as Sirr1 I¢c6z for Bozok Yozgat, the
maintenance of security in the Balkans was not enough by itself to prevent Italy
from attacking Turkey since it could still attack from the Mediterranean without
confronting any other power to counter it. Therefore, Sirr1 I¢dz argued for the need
for a similar security understanding in the Mediterranean, an idea which was also
supported by Tevfik Riistii Aras who claimed that the ministry was working on the
possibility of a Mediterranean pact and had already exchanged views on the issue
with France, Yugoslavia, Romania, Greece and the Soviet Union. However, Aras
added that Italy would not favour such a pact unless it consolidated its security in
Central Europe and the Balkans. It was for this reason, Aras argued, that the
Turkish government was working hard to convince Italy to support such a pact.**

Although Mediterranean security had always been a source of concern for
Turkey in the interwar period, this concern increased from 1933-1934. This was
partly due to the increasing Italian fortifications on the Dodecanese islands, for
example, in Leros, where these fortifications were happening at an “abnormal”
speed.”® By May 1934, the Italian fortifications in Leros were such that they were,
according to Belgrade’s Vreme, a cause of considerable concern to the Turkish
government,”™ and Minister of Interior Stikrii Kaya argued that they were like “a
gun pointed at Turkey”.” These concerns were directly communicated by Prime

Minister Ismet Inénii to the Italian ambassador in Ankara, in6nii stating that

I am informed on a daily basis about these endless preparations. We will
understand the true extent of this situation once the fortifications are
completed. Well, will they be completed soon? We do not know. Until
then, we will live in suspicion.”

36 TBMM Gizli Celse Zabutlar, 25 October 1934, p. 589.

7 papugeular, Tiirkiye ve Oniki Ada, p. 100.

% 15 May 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.227.527.14.

% Barlas, “Turkish Diplomacy in the Balkans and the Mediterranean”, p. 451.

0 As quoted in Papuggular, Tiirkiye ve Oniki Ada, p. 100.
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To allay these suspicions, the Italian officials claimed that the fortifications in the
Dodecanese islands were merely to protect the commercial communications of
Italy in the Eastern Mediterranean and as an act against British and French
influence in the Mediterranean.”"

In addition to the Italian fortifications in the Dodecanese islands, there was
another, more social, concern for the Turkish government, one which also had
political implications. There were increasing reports in 1934 indicating that the
Italian administration on Rhodes was not treating the Turkish minority in the
island well, allowing, for example, the Turkish students’ hats to be ripped off their

2

heads by Greeks and Jews,” or by preventing them from attending schools in
Turkey.”” The Italian administration’s behaviour was such that Turks, selling their
property and belongings at low prices,”™ were constantly trying to escape from
Rhodes and enter Turkey, a situation which necessitated the Turkish government’s
taking necessary measures and persuading such people to return to Rhodes.” It
was in the same period, in April 1934, that a speech praising the power and
strength of Italy was delivered in Rhodes to a group of 40 avanguardisti, that is
Italians aged 14-18 who were members of the fascist youth organisation Opera
Nazionale Balilla, from Alexandria.”® The environment in the Mediterranean
overall thus provided considerably support to back Sirr1 i¢6z’s concerns in his

speech in parliament regarding Turkish security in this region, as well as his desire

of the formation of a pact among the Mediterranean countries.

P!« >ambasciatore ad Ankara, Lojacono, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini”
(21 April 1934, Ankara), doc. 132, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la
pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani settima serie: 1922-
1935, vol. XV (18 marzo — 27 settembre 1934) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato
P.V., 1990), p. 147.

26 August 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.101.656.10.

%27 August 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.237.604.23.

413 August 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.237.604.20.

%28 November 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.238.605.12; 8 January 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.237.602.2.
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80



In fact, the idea of a Mediterranean Pact was out there even in 1930 when
the Turkish officials started to declare that Turkey might be interested in the
formation of a “Mediterranean Locarno”.”’ In May 1934, a few months before the
secret parliamentary meeting in October, the then French foreign minister Louis
Barthou had asked Aras’s opinion about a possible Mediterranean Pact, which
would strengthen the position of the Balkan Pact. Even though Turkey’s position
was a positive one, the Turkish press publishing articles about the formation of a
Mediterranean Pact in June 1934, Britain and Italy declared towards the end of the
month that they would not be interested in taking part in such a pact.”® From the
Italian point of view, any pact in the Mediterranean without Britain would be
ineffective and since Italy had already signed bilateral agreements with Greece and
Turkey there was thus no need for such a pact.”” Due to the reluctance of the great
powers, the Mediterranean Pact desired by Turkey never happened. Therefore,
Turkey needed to strengthen its security in the Mediterranean by other means, i.e.
by fortifying the Straits. To do so, however, the Turkish government needed first
to present a very good justification for its point of view in order not to lose its
international prestige. The opportunity for Turkey to justify its claims over the

Straits appeared when Italy invaded Ethiopia in October 1935.

3.3. The Case of the Italian Invasion of Ethiopia and the Turkish Portrayal of the
Italian Threat

Just two months after the secret parliamentary meeting in Turkey, a meeting which
made clear that Italy’s aggressive policy would harm the status quo in the Balkans
as well as in the Mediterranean, there appeared in December 1934 a border clash
between Ethiopia and Italy in Wal Wal, an oasis in Ethiopia. Known as the Wal
Wal Incident, this border clash was taken as the trigger or pretext for the Italian

invasion of Ethiopia, an issue which would not only have a significant place on the

*7 Barlas and Giiveng, Tiirkiye nin Akdeniz Siyaseti (1923-1939), p. 201.

% Barlas and Giiveng, Tiirkive nin Akdeniz Siyaseti (1923-1939), pp. 201-2.

% Barlas and Giiveng, Tiirkiye nin Akdeniz Siyaseti (1923-1939), pp. 202-3.
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agenda of the Turkish government, but would also dominate international politics
as the most important political crisis in 1935 and 1936. The Italian invasion of
Ethiopia on 3 October 1935 demonstrated the extent to which Italian foreign
policy had taken an aggressive turn since the summer of 1932. It can also be
regarded as the first reflection on the ground of Mussolini’s speech in March 1934,
which targeted countries in Asia and Africa.

Although the Italo-Ethiopian War was one of the most important issues of
the late interwar period due to its repercussions on international politics, the
secondary literature on Turkish foreign policy does not pay much attention to the
effects of the war on Turkish foreign policy making. The topic has been discussed
only within the context of either bilateral relations between Italy and Turkey or of
Turkey’s position and/or activities in the League of Nations since this was the first
time that the international organisation had evoked Article 16 of the Covenant to
impose economic sanctions on an aggressor member country.”” One of the very
few publications that directly discusses the effects of the Ethiopian issue on
Turkish-Italian relations is an article written by Di Casola, who, relying mostly on
British and Italian archival sources, argued that the Italian threat perceived by
Turkey during the Italo-Ethiopian conflict was “essentially psychological”' and
that Turkey “believed itself to be of particular interest to imperial Italy, and next in
line [after Ethiopia]”.”” Therefore, according to Di Casola, “strong-felt fear” of
Italy dominated the Turkish government’s mindset during the conflict.*”

However, Di Casola’s argument does not display a sound understanding of
the Turkish perception of the Italian threat during the conflict. Even though there
can be no denying of the fact that Turkey was threatened especially by Italy’s

actions in the Balkans and in the Mediterranean, the Turkish government did not

3% Reinalda, Bob, Routledge History of International Organizations: From 1815 to the Present

Day (London and New York: Routledge, 2009), p. 217.

' Di Casola, M.A., “Italo-Turkish Relations between the Two Wars: the Impact of Ethiopian
Crisis”, 1l Politico, 62 / 2 (181) (1997), p. 339.
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consider itself as “next in line”. According to an anecdote in Falih Rifki Atay’s
Cankaya, the Turkish ambassador in Rome Vasif Cinar once argued that
“Mussolini would never think of attacking Turkey”.”* Atatiirk himself was also
aware of the limitations of the Italian leader and his army when he argued that in
the case of a possible war, Mussolini, who “would never put aside his desire to
play the role of Caesar”, would probably get involved in the war and in doing so
would demonstrate that “Italy was still far from establishing itself as a military
power”, meaning that Italian military power was not as strong as it was often
thought to be.”” Furthermore, Italy’s colonialist expansion and its expansionist
aims over Ethiopia had been known since the last quarter of the 19™ century, Italy
having experienced an earlier defeat in Adwa by Ethiopian troops in 1896, and
therefore there was no particular reason for Turkey to associate the attack on
Ethiopia with a possible attack on Turkey. As early as 1925, there had appeared an
exchange of notes between the British and Italians over the issue of Italian
penetration of Ethiopia, an issue which the British used as a way to guarantee
Italian support on the Mosul Question, which was resolved on 16 December 1925,
two days after an Anglo-Italian understanding had been reached.” Given the
apparent attitude of Vasif Cimar and Atatiirk as well as the fact that Italian
expansionist aims over Ethiopia were already common knowledge, it would be an
exaggeration to argue that the Turkish government was fearful of an Italian
invasion in the wake of the Italo-Ethiopian War.

This does not, however, mean that Turkey did not perceive any threat from
Italy, for, as the discussion above has shown, Turkey did regard Italy as a direct
threat in the Mediterranean. However, what is important here is not perhaps the
threat itself, but how Turkey perceived and portrayed this threat. According to an
article published in The Near East on 14 June 1934, “[Turkey] definitely

exaggerated the Italian threat” since “if the threat was as accurate as Turkey

% Atay, Cankaya V, p. 72.

395 Aksin, Atatiirk iin Dig Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi, p. 164.
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wanted to portray” it, Turkey would not have a chance against Italy if Italy were to

invade Turkey.””

Mainly focusing on Turkey’s search for security and its
increasing of armaments during this period, the article argued that this portrayed
threat of Italy was not in reality equal to the level of threat perceived by Turkey,
an argument which was apparently regarded as significant by the Turkish
government since the minister of interior, Stikrii Kaya sent the Turkish translation
of this article to Prime Minister Inonii and asked whether an answer to the article
was needed.’”

This article is in fact proof of the need to make a distinction between how
Turkey perceived the Italian threat and how it portrayed it domestically and
internationally. Though this distinction does not make much of appearance in the

secondary literature on Turkish-Italian relations, Amit Bein, in his recent

monograph, acknowledges this difference stating that

[t]he Italian and German challenges to the post-World War I international
order were at one and the same time threatening and inviting from
Ankara’s perspective. Turkey viewed Italy’s aggressive moves in the
Mediterranean region ... as matters of grave concern. But Ankara also
realized that it could exploit the international crisis to [its own
advantage].’”

One such crisis to be “exploited” by the Turkish government thus arrived during
the Italo-Ethiopian conflict, a period when the Turkish press, most of which had
organic links with the government, was very influential in increasing the level of
portrayed Italian threat both at the domestic and international level by emphasising
how the Italian invasion of Ethiopia made the world a less secure place.”’ The
coverage in the Turkish press did not focus solely on a direct Italian threat to

Turkey during the conflict, in fact it gave very little space to this at all. Rather it

39726 June 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.228.532.31.

3% 26 June 1934: CA, 030.10.0.0.228.532.31.

3% Bein, Kemalist Turkey and the Middle East, pp. 54-5.

310 Dogar, Mehmet, “‘Complete Neutrality’ or ‘Controlled Enmity’? The Role of the Turkish Press

during the Italo-Ethiopian War of 1935-36”, Turkish Historical Review, 10/2-3 (2019), pp. 223-38.
84



discussed different issues that highlighted the problems at the international level,
such as the declining effectiveness of the League of Nations, great power politics
and imperialism, and the possibility of a new world war.”'' It can be argued,
therefore, that the “exaggeration” referred to by the article in the The Near East
was a deliberate ploy and that what Turkey perceived and portrayed as an Italian
threat did not refer only to a direct Italian threat to Turkey, but rather to the
existing international system.

This divergence between perceived and portrayed threat during the Italo-
Ethiopian conflict becomes much clearer when the Turkish government’s
approach to the issue and the coverage of it in the Turkish press are examined
together. As an official position, the Turkish government adopted a policy of
“complete neutrality”, which meant acting within the framework of the League of
Nations and not stating any other opinions against Italian invasion at the
governmental level.’” In other words, the Turkish authorities did not make any
comments on the invasion itself, but rather its effects on world peace. On 15
November 1935, more than a month after the Italian invasion of Ethiopia on 3
October, Turkey ratified the League of Nations’ economic sanctions against Italy,
which banned the trade of many commodities excluding oil and steel.’”

According to Ulman, Turkey applied these sanctions due to “the fear of
Italy and Atatiirk’s distrust for Mussolini”*"* However Ulman’s argument is
somewhat flawed as it automatically raises the question that if the main motivation
for the application of the sanctions was indeed the “fear of Italy”, then it would
surely have been easier for Turkey simply not to apply sanctions and so avoid

giving offence to Italy. Just as Albania, Austria and Hungary abstained from

' Dogar, ““Complete Neutrality” or ‘Controlled Enmity’?”, p. 223.

32 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, Devre: V, Ictima Senesi: 1, 13 November 1935, Wednesday, p. 52.
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voting for the sanctions,’” so, too, Turkey could have followed the same path as
these countries instead of voting in favour of the sanctions. As was discussed in
the previous chapter, the relationship between the League of Nations and Turkey
at this point should be contextualised with a specific focus on Turkey’s
expectations from the organisation and obligations to it. Article 16 of the Covenant
of the League of Nations explicitly made it necessary for members to apply
sanctions, especially if a member did not want to be seen as a supporter of an

aggressor in the international arena:

Should any Member of the League resort to war in disregard of its
covenants under Articles 12, 13 or 15, it shall ipso facto be deemed to have
committed an act of war against all other Members of the League, which
hereby undertake immediately to subject it to the severance of all trade or
financial relations, the prohibition of all intercourse between their nationals
and the nationals of the covenant-breaking State, and the prevention of all
financial, commercial or personal intercourse between the nationals of the
covenant-breaking State and the nationals of any other State, whether a
Member of the League or not.*'®

Moreover, the Turkish government’s application of the sanctions was also due to
the much more pragmatic consideration of securing the League’s support if a
similar situation potentially threatening Turkey’s security should arise. This
approach was encapsulated nicely by Aptiillahat Aksin, a Turkish diplomat
responsible for Turkey’s affairs with the League of Nations, who stated that
“Having joined the League three years earlier because it found the pact favourable
for its own security, Turkey could not behave in any other way”.”"” This was
perhaps why the Turkish government chose to endure the negative impact of the
application of the sanctions on its own economy. The difficult choice in front of

the Turkish government was also recognised abroad, The Times, for example,

3 Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalart, p. 477.

36 «“The Covenant  of  the League of  Nations (Art. 1 to 26)”,
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1919Parisv13/ch10subchl [accessed on 6 March
2020]

37 Aksin, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi, p. 226: “Kendi giivenligini Misakin

uygulanmasinda buldugu i¢in ii¢ yil 6nce Cemiyete katilmis olan Tiirkiye’nin bagska tiirlii
davranmasina imkan yoktu”.
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arguing on 8 October that few states found themselves in a situation which was as

“embarrassing” as Turkey’s.

Turkey [was] faced with the problem of reconciling a theoretical and
rhetorical loyalty to the League of Nations with the practical and stern
reality of enforcing the Covenant’s provisions against Italy. ... Italy [was]
one of her best customers and has recently purchased large quantities of
coal and cereals to the great relief of Turkish producers and exporters.*"

Despite the hardships this created, however, Turkey did not hesitate to implement
the economic sanctions against Italy, and indeed took an active role in the League
of Nations, Foreign Minister Tevfik Riistii Aras frequently visiting Geneva and
working closely with Anthony Eden, the then British minister for League of
Nations affairs in June 1935 and then, from December 1935 onwards, the foreign
minister, and French foreign minister Pierre Laval, who was also the prime
minister between June 1935 and January 1936. This action was in line with the
statements made on several occasions by President Atatiirk and Prime Minister
Ismet Inonii, who both underlined the importance of international cooperation
during the crisis and of the League of Nations as a venue for sustaining this
cooperation.’” The Turkish government, thus, both in rhetoric and in action,
adopted a position of supporting the work of the League of Nations over this issue
even though at times this risked a negative reaction from Italy.

Unlike the Turkish government’s official position, however, the Turkish
press represented a rather pessimistic picture of the League of Nations and of how
it handled the Italo-Ethiopian conflict. In fact, the publications in the Turkish press
suggested that the League of Nations was quite ineffective and irrelevant in regard
to the conflict,”” which, according to Yunus Nadi, was so important that it

represented an arduous test for the League of Nations, the fate of which would be

318 “Turkey and the Covenant”, The Times, 8 October 1935.

319 «Ulu Onderin Diinkii Soylevi”, Cumhuriyet, 2 November 1935; “Enternasyonal Hayat Huzur
Icinde Degil”, Cumhuriyet, 28 October 1935.

0 Dogar, ““Complete Neutrality’ or ‘Controlled Enmity’?”, p. 223.
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determined according to the measures it took in the face of the Italian invasion of

Ethiopia.*™

— Yahu. Milletler Cemiycti. ftalyamn Habesictanla harbetmesine neye karismuyor?
— Milletlere, sulha taraftarhgm gostermek icin olacak!

Figure 3.1: Akbaba, 3 August 1935

The criticism against the League of Nations in the Turkish press was
especially apparent in the form of political cartoons, which were published in the
most popular humorous magazines of the time such as Akbaba and Koroglu. One
of the reasons why the League was criticised by the Turkish newspapers and
magazines was its reluctance to take immediate action after Italy’s attack on
another League member, i.e. Ethiopia, thus demonstrating the risk of relying
entirely on the security mechanisms of the League of Nations. A cartoon published
in Akbaba in August 1935 depicted two men chatting with each other, one of
whom asked: “Look! Why doesn’t the League of Nations get involved in the
Italian attack on Ethiopia?” to which the other replied: “it must be in order to

demonstrate to other nations its support of peace” (Figure 3.1).*> By criticising the

3! [Abalioglu], Yunus Nadi, “Habes Meselesi Degil, Hakka Dayanacak Barisin Prensip Meselesi”,
Cumhuriyet, 22 December 1935, p. 1.

2 gkbaba, 3 August 1935.
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League of Nations here for not taking appropriate measures, the magazine
demonstrated Turkish demand for more active and decisive action from the
League of Nations.

Further, the failure of the League of Nations in the face of the Italian
invasion of Ethiopia was also discussed together with the earlier failure of the
organisation during the Japanese invasion of Manchuria in 1931. As early as June
1935, at a time when Italy had not yet declared war on Ethiopia but when its
intentions towards the country were quite clear, a cartoon appeared on the front
page of Koroglu, which pictured the most important international issues of the
time and criticised the ineffectiveness of the League of Nations (Figure 3.2). In
this cartoon, the Japanese invasion of Manchuria and the Italian actions over
Ethiopia were criticised. A man, in traditional Chinese costume and hairstyle, was
depicted going to a house named “Uluslar Dernegi” (the League of Nations) for
help. He was opposed, however, by a man in a military uniform, representing
Japan with a sword in his hand. Similarly, a barefoot and half-naked black
Ethiopian man, escaping from an Italian soldier armed with a rifle and a sword,
was running for help towards a man representing Britain. Meanwhile, the main
character of the magazine, representing Turkey, called Koroglu suggested that one
should not rely only on the League of Nations for one’s security but should search
for alternative security measures, such as accepting the protection of a great
power, acquiring national armaments or adopting the policy of maintaining a
careful balance of power.”” These alternatives suggested by Koroglu reflected the
distrust for the League of Nations even before Italy invaded Ethiopia.

The limitations of the League of Nations became much more evident in
December 1935 when it became clear that the League of Nations was in essence
directed mainly by British and French interests, interests which were again
publicised when a plan between Sir Samuel Hoare of Britain and Pierre Laval of
France partitioning the Ethiopian lands between Italy and Ethiopia without
consulting the League of Nations was leaked. The disclosure of this plan

demonstrated the Janus-faced British policy since whereas, on the one hand, the

323 Kb’roglu,__22 June 1935, p. 1: “Cin — Imdat, imdat, Can kurtaran yok mu, Milletler Cemiyeti ag
kapmi!... KOROGLU — Aklin varsa Habes gibi Ingilizin etegine yapis. Ya sildhma giiven, ya
kodamanlar arasina fit sok, bagka ¢are yok!”
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British were “mobiliz[ing] the League [against Italy] in the name of collective
security”, on the other, they were “bargain[ing] with the Duce”.** Although Ismet
Inénii called this policy a “blunder” on the part of Britain,** it was fiercely
criticised in the Turkish press, Cumhuriyet referring to “Britain’s fickleness” since
Britain, in the case of Ethiopia, did not act as “a champion of rights” as it
represented itself, but rather as “a greedy merchant [in pursuit] of [its own]

interests”.**

Figure 3.2: “Asya ve Afrikada Insan Avcilar”, Koroglu, 22 June 1935.

As in the case of Hoare-Laval Plan, the position of the great powers when faced
with the Italian invasion of Ethiopia brought up another issue for discussion in the
Turkish press: the rise of great power politics and the issue of imperialism around
the world. In its discussion of the Four-Power Pact, the previous chapter described
the mindset of the Turkish governmental elite regarding great power politics and

imperialism, a subject which was difficult to broach at an official level since it

3 Braddick, Henderson B., “The Hoare-Laval Plan: A Study in International Politics”, The Review
of Politics, 24/3 (1962), p. 352.

3% “fsmet In6nii’niin Mithim Bir Diyevi”, Cumhuriyet, 18 December 1935, p. 1.

326 “Ingiltere’nin Donekligi!”, Cumhuriyet, 16 December 1935, p. 3.
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could undermine Turkey’s relations with European countries, in particular, with
Britain, France and Italy.

In the case of Ethiopia, too, great power politics were present since it was
evident that the issue was much more than merely a war between Italy and
Ethiopia. Since the 1920s, Britain, one way or another, had a role in Italy’s
expansionist policy towards Ethiopia. This British involvement was such that
Mussolini argued in an interview on 29 September 1935 that “after all, England
only recently regarded Abyssinian independence as an absurdity. In 1925, Sir
Ronald Graham and I signed an agreement that practically cut Abyssinia in
pieces”.’” The Hoare-Laval Plan strengthened this understanding of the Italo-
Ethiopian War as a reflection of great power politics in Europe. A Turkish
governmental report regarding Turkish foreign policy in 1935 noted that “the
Italo-Ethiopian conflict does not seem local, [but] European. ... The Turkish
policy must be very vigilant in this struggle for survival between the great
powers”.”® As clearly seen in this report, from the perspective of the Turkish
government, Turkey needed to be careful not only towards Italy, but towards all
great powers in Europe.

The publications in the Turkish press also reflected the view that the war
was one influenced by great power politics and imperialism. M. Nermi argued in
Cumhuriyet on 4 November 1935 that the Italo-Ethiopian War brought once more

to the fore a “great wrestling” between Italy and Britain in the Mediterranean:

The Italo-Ethiopian War, is the major event of our period. ... The political
might of two great powers, that is Britain and Italy, have entered into the
biggest and most serious wrestling match. The character which the whole
political system will assume depends on the outcome of this wrestling
match ... After Britain, France and Italy, we too exist in the Mediterranean.
It is very natural that such a wrestling match is of interest to us.*”

27 As quoted in Tadarola, “The Anglo-Italian Agreement of 19257, p. 52.

2% 18 November 1935: CA, 030.10.0.0.219.476.5, p.1: “italyan-Habes ihtilafi mevzii degil avrupai
gorliniiyor. ... Tiirkiye siyaseti, biiyilk devletler arasindaki bu hayat miicadelesinde miiteyakkiz
bulunmak zaruretindedir”.

* M. Nermi, “Akdeniz Stratejisi. Italya ile Ingilterenin Giristikleri Biiyiik Giires”, Cumhuriyet, 4
November 1935, p. 5: “... Habes-Italyan savasi, devrimizin en basta gelen bir siyasa hadisesidir. ...
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M. Nermi further argued that, in the face of this war in the Mediterranean, Turkey
had to be extremely “alert” since it was the country positioned on “the most
strategic coasts” of the Mediterranean, thus underlining the importance of
Turkey’s security in the Mediterranean.” Similarly, the vibrant cartoons in
Koroglu also reflected the idea that the struggle was between Britain and Italy
rather than between Italy and Ethiopia. The cartoons usually presented a depiction
where the Italians were faced with a rather unexpected opponent, while they were
hoping to fight only with Ethiopia. In one issue of the magazine, Britain was
represented as the “lawyer” of Ethiopia;”' in another, Britain was a “troublesome
bedrock” on the shores of Ethiopia, blocking Mussolini’s advance.*”

One of the most important reasons for this struggle between the great
powers, if not the most important reason, was the ambition to follow their
imperialist goals in Africa. These policies, according to Cumhuriyet, were due to a
considerable degree to the increase in the population of these countries, of, for
example, Italy and Japan which both searched for places to invade and settle their
people. Population increase was thus used as a pretext for imperialist goals.”
According Falih Rifk1 Atay, however, the population increase was only one of the
pretexts of the imperialist powers, the other justification being the civilising
mission of these countries.” M. Nermi also criticised the imperialist policy of the
great powers, in this case of Italy, by referring to these powers as “strange” since

they first invaded the countries of “Bedouins” in order to bring them civilisation,

Iki biiyiik politika kudreti, yani Ingiltere — Italya en biiyik ve en ciddi bir giirese girismis
bulunuyorlar. Biitiin politika sisteminin alacag:i renk bu giiresin sonucuna baghdir. ... Ingiltere,
Fransa ve Italya’dan sonra Akdenizde biz variz. Boyle bir giiresin bizi ilgilendirmesi gok tabiidir”.

30 M. Nermi, “Akdeniz Stratejisi”, Cumhuriyet, 4 November 1935, p. 5.

3! «“Habes Derken italyanin Karsisina Ingiliz Cikt1”, Kéroglu, 11 September 1935, p. 1.

332 «“Evdeki Pazar Carsiya Uymadi”, Kéroglu, 18 September 1935, p. 1. For a similar cartoon, see:
Koéroglu, 2 October 1935, p. 1.

333 “Niifuslar Arttign i¢in!..”, Cumhuriyet, 28 November 1935, p. 3.

34 Atay, Falih Rifki, “Milli Uyanislar”, Ulus, 7 January 1936, p. 1.
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but once they civilised them, these great powers “ceased to care” for them.”
Another criticism in the Turkish press concerned the relationship between the use
of force and civilisation. Cumhuriyet published a small cartoon on 5 November,
which criticised the understanding that equated arms to civilisation (Figure 3.3).
An Italian soldier, wearing a gas mask and pointing his finger at an Ethiopian man
holding a spear in his hand with a hat on his head and a tie on his half-naked body,
scoffs “You say, Ethiopians are civilised, [but] you still don’t even know how to
use poisonous gas”.** For the Turkish press, Ethiopia was a “victim of

civilisation”.?’

~ Habegler medenidir, diyorsunuz; daha
kuhltli gaz kullanmasim bile bilmiyorsunuz!

Figure 3.3: Cumhuriyet, 5 November 1935

From the Turkish perspective, all these discussions revolving around the
Italo-Ethiopian War on the ineffectiveness of the League of Nations, the rise of
great power politics and the issue of imperialism, led to a rather pessimistic
understanding of the fate of the international system. Yusuf Ziya Orta¢ announced

at the beginning of 1936 that even if the war was in Africa, it should still concern

35 M. Nermi, “Akdeniz Stratejisi”, Cumhuriyet, 4 November 1935, p. 5.

36 Cumhuriyet, 5 November 1935, p. 1. For similar cartoons, see: Cumhuriyet, 12 November 1935;
Akbaba, 7 March 1935; Akbaba, 13 July 1935; Akbaba, 19 October 1935.

37 [Ortag], Yusuf Ziya, “Kurbanlar...”, Akbaba, 7 March 1936.
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everyone since it could led to another war, perhaps a full-scale one.” In Kéroglu,
too, this issue was discussed, the magazine arguing that the great powers sought
excuses to fight each other and that another world war was soon to come. In the
face of such threats, Koroglu proposed that Turkey should be “vigilant” and
purchase many airplanes.” The need to strengthen the position of Turkish aviation
was also one of the themes that Ulus discussed in detail, mainly in order to raise
funds from the public in support of the government’s attempts to increase the
budget for aviation.** Just as was the case immediately after Mussolini’s speech in
1934, the issue of increasing armaments also appeared in the discussions in the
Turkish press to the extent that it was claimed that “a true friend is an arm in
hand”.**

By magnifying the danger that the Italo-Ethiopian War created at different
levels, the Turkish press, however, aimed not only at justifying its security needs,
such as strengthening its aviation or increasing armaments, for the main purpose of
this focus on the Italian invasion of Ethiopia in the press was to justify Turkey’s
reclaiming full sovereignty over the Straits regime, which was then the greatest
concern for the Turkish government, especially given the dangerous situation in
the Mediterranean and around the world.”* A prime example of this justification

was evident in an article written by Yunus Nadi who argued:

If we look at how much the world has changed since [the First World
War], we will lose consciousness. ... In the face of the dire position of
peace which could be destroyed at any moment, in this most serious period,
aren’t the League of Nations and the whole of Europe swimming around in
confusion and agitation without any knowledge of what to do? Is the
Mediterranean not bubbling with the dangers of war? The situation is so
altered that it is [now] impossible not to see all this with complete clarity in

3 [Ortag], Yusuf Ziya, “1936”, Akbaba, 4 January 1936, p. 3.

339 “Muharebe Havasi Esiyor”, Kéroglu, 19 June 1935, p. 1.

340 Gokmen, Sakir Hazim, “Havacilik Yolunda Yapacaklarimiz”, Ulus, 17 August 1935, p. 2.

! Koroglu, 11 April 1936.

**2 Dogar, ““Complete Neutrality” or ‘Controlled Enmity’?”, pp. 240-2.
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relation to the Straits, that is to a vital point in our security, and to admit
the [need for a revision in the Straits].**

3.4. Conclusion

The position of the Turkish government and the Turkish press about Mussolini’s
speech in 1934 as well as during the Italian invasion of Ethiopia in 1935-1936
demonstrated the fact that in the period between 1934 and 1936, Turkey did not
define its foreign policy merely on the basis of a direct Italian threat to Turkey. In
fact, a close examination of the Turkish position in these two events suggests that
by emphasising the dangers that Italy posed for the Mediterranean and the Balkans
and the international status quo in the Turkish press, Turkey used these incidents
to justify its own security needs both for domestic and international audiences and
that the most important of these needs was for the refortification of the Straits, a

project which the Turkish government had wanted to realise for a long time.

3 [Abalioglu], Yunus Nadi, “Bogazlar Meselesinin Biz Tiirklere Nisbetle Ehemmiyeti Tekrar

Belirdi”, Cumhuriyet, 25 December 1935, p. 1 as translated in Dogar, “‘Complete Neutrality’ or
‘Controlled Enmity’?”, p. 240.
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CHAPTER 4

THE ITALIAN FACTOR IN THE STRAITS ISSUE

The Italo-Ethiopian War of 1935-1936, as the previous chapter demonstrated, was
not perceived by Turkey as an event that would eventually lead to direct Italian
aggression against Turkey but, as the coverage in the Turkish press suggests, was
set within the wider context of the Turkish perception of threat that was based not
simply on Italy but on the insecure international environment of the late interwar
period, and was therefore seen against the backdrop of the implications of the
Italian invasion for the position of the League of Nations in world affairs, for the
power struggle in Europe and for the possibility of a new world war. Turkish
foreign policy, as well as the coverage in the Turkish press in this period, not only
reflected a desire for increasing the Turkish military budget or strengthening
aviation, but also a desire to solve the most important security problem of the
country, which was the lack of Turkey’s sovereignty over the Turkish Straits.”*
This chapter argues that the Italian invasion of Ethiopia prepared the ground for
the Turkish government to realise “one of the major successes™* of Turkish
foreign policy in the interwar period, i.e. the revision of the Straits regime. The
Montreux Convention of July 1936 became possible largely due to the Turkish
government’s further securitisation and manipulation of the Italo-Ethiopian

conflict both in the domestic and the international arena.

** Dogar, ““Complete Neutrality’ or ‘Controlled Enmity’?”, pp. 220-1.

3 Biagni, Antonello, “Introduzione - La repubblica turca: un quadro politico” in Italia e Turchia
tra passato e futuro: Un impegno comune, una sfida culturale, Esra Danacioglu Tamur and Fabio
L. Grassi (eds.) (Rome: Edizioni Nuova Cultura, 2009), p. 16.
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4.1. Revising Historiography on the Italian Threat and the Straits

The existing scholarship on the issue acknowledges the fact that the Italo-
Ethiopian War prepared the ground for the Turkish government to make its claim
on the Straits heard. According to Soysal, the Italian invasion of Ethiopia was one
of the decisive factors that led the Turkish government to raise officially the
question in April 1936, along with other issues, such as Italy’s increasing
fortifications in the Dodecanese islands during the invasion of Ethiopia and
Germany’s remilitarisation of the Rhineland in March 1936, which effectively
ended the Locarno understanding.** Ulman even argued that the Italian aggression
was “the chance” Turkey needed to change the existing Straits regime.’*’ In an
anonymous volume published by the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1973,
it is argued that this “chance”, which appeared with the Italian invasion of
Ethiopia, was also due to the fact that now Britain could more easily be persuaded
to support the Turkish point of view regarding the Straits regime since the Turkish
government regarded the Italian invasion of Ethiopia as a struggle for hegemony in
the Mediterranean between Italy and Britain, a struggle in which Britain could not
accept any Italian hegemony in the Mediterranean.**®

The secondary literature on the topic, however, fails to offer an analysis of
how exactly Turkey used the situation for its own security aims. Just as in the
issues covered in the previous chapter, the secondary literature often directly
connects the Turkish government’s foreign policy in this period to the idea that
Italy would attack Turkey after Ethiopia. Barlas argued that the League’s limits
over implementing the collective security mechanism were particularly important

for Turkey since the organisation was not able to prevent the “Italian aggression”,

36 Soysal, Tiirkiye'nin Siyasal Andlasmalari, p. 493. For a similar argument see: Bolech Cecchi,
Donatella, “L’Italia e la Conferanza di Montreux nei documenti britannici”, 1/ Politico, 58/4 (167)
(1993), p. 666.

**7(Jlman, “Tiirk Dis Politikasina Yon Veren Etkenler (1923-1968)”, p. 263. See also Késebalaban,
Turkish Foreign Policy, p. 68.

T, C. Disisleri Bakanligi Arastirma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Midirligi, Tiirkive Dis
Politikasinda 50 Yil: Montreux ve Savas Oncesi Yillar: (1935-1939) (Ankara, 1973), p. 11.
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which was, according to her, “eventually turn[ed] on Turkey”.** More explicitly,
Di Casola argued that in this period Turkey considered itself as the “next in line”
after Ethiopia.’” Giilmez explained that the reason for Turkey to revise the Straits
regime was “the rising German and Italian revisionism”.*'

These arguments, which overplay the importance of a direct Italian threat
in the Straits issue, depend on an analysis of British documents, including a report
written by the then British ambassador in Turkey, Percy Loraine, who gave details
of his two different meetings with Aras and Atatiirk on the Straits issue on 8 April
and 10 April 1936 respectively.” Contrary to the arguments made based on it, this
report from Loraine to Eden, demonstrated that Turkey’s demand for a revision of
the Straits regime was not directly due to the Italian threat, but to the ongoing
international situation, in which the Italo-Ethiopian War proved to be only a part.
Tevfik Riistli Aras, who visited Loraine just after “a lengthy sitting” of the cabinet
of Ministers on 8 April, gave the reasons for Turkey’s desire to revise the Straits

regime as follows:

(1) the feeling of general insecurity ... raised by the Italo-Abyssinian
conflict, by Germany’s repudiation of the Treaty of Locarno and her
unilateral action in reoccupying the Rhineland, by Austria’s

349 Barlas, “Friends or Foes?”, p. 247.

30 Dj Casola, “Italo-Turkish Relations between the Two Wars™, p. 334.

#! Giilmez, Seckin Baris, “Turkish Foreign Policy as an Anomaly: Revisionism and Irredentism
through Diplomacy in the 1930s”, British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies, 44/1 (2017), p. 36.

32 The scholarly works that use this specific document to argue the same point are Bolech Cecchi,

“L’Ttalia e la Conferanza di Montreux nei documenti britannici”, p. 667; Giilmez, “Turkish Foreign
Policy as an Anomaly”, p. 42; Macfie, A. L., “The Straits Question: The Conference of Montreux”,
Balkan Studies, 13/2 (1972), p. 204; Kurat, Yulug Tekin, “Anglo-Turkish Relations during Kemal
Atatiirk’s Presidency of the Turkish Republic”, Osmanli Arastirmalart / Journal of Ottoman
Studies, vol. IV (1984), p. 129. For works that rely extensively on other British documents on the
subject and reach the same conclusion regarding the Italian threat factor in the revision of the
Straits regime, see Di Casola, “Italo-Turkish Relations between the Two Wars”, p. 334; Giigli,
Yiicel, “Turco-British Relations on the Eve of the Second World War”, Middle Eastern Studies,
39/4 (2003), p. 167; Sarikoyuncu Degerli, Esra, “Bir Ingiliz Diplomatin Géziiyle Atatiirk ve
Tirkiye (1933-1939)”, Turkish Studies. International Periodical for the Languages, Literature and
History of Turkish or Turkic, 3/4 (2008), p. 648; Barlas, Dilek and Seckin Barig Giilmez, “Turkish-
British Relations in the 1930s: from Ambivalence to Partnership ”, Middle Eastern Studies, 54/5
(2018), p. 834; Giilmez, Seckin Baris, “Do Diplomats Matter in Foreign Policy? Sir Percy Loraine
and the Turkish-British Rapprochement in the 1930s”, Foreign Policy Analysis, 15/1 (2019), p. 73.
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denunciation of the military clauses of Saint-Germain, by the general
process of rearmament, by the development of the events in the Far East...
(2) ... a perceptible danger of European war. (3) That the Italians had
altered the position in the Mediterranean by fortifying the islands of the
Dodecanese. (4) That the guarantee afforded to Turkey by article 18 of the
Straits Convention was seriously vitiated by the facts that (a) Japan had left
the League of Nations, and (b) that Italy refused to regard herself as bound
by certain international guarantees that she had accepted, so long as
sanctions were enforced against her. (5) That the habit of unilateral
repudiation of international obligations was spreading.’”

In this list, perhaps, only the third clause regarding Italy’s fortification in the
Dodecanese islands might be taken as a reference to a direct Italian threat to
Turkey, but even this was framed within the context of Mediterranean security,
pointing out that the Italian fortifications might alter the status quo in the
Mediterranean, but were not an immediate threat to Turkey. Moreover, the Italian
fortification in the Dodecanese islands was not new, as discussed in the previous
chapter.™

After several discussions with the Turkish foreign minister, according to
the report, Percy Loraine was received by Atatiirk on 10 April. Even though the
main aim of this meeting was not the Straits issue itself, but the British
ambassador’s delivering of a letter to Atatiirk announcing the accession of King
Edward VIII, the Straits issue eventually came up in the conversation. Atatiirk here
referred to Italian aggression and to the fact that Italy’s response to Turkey’s
communication regarding the revision in the status of the Straits “if not actually
provocative, would be manoeuvre, intrigue and probably chicanery”** Then,

reportedly, Atatiirk continued with the following:

it was, moreover, impossible not to take note of Signor Mussolini's avowed
intention of recreating the Roman Empire; perhaps even the conquest of

33 “No. 491 Sir P. Loraine (Angora) to Mr. Eden, 10 April 1936” (E 2024/26/44) in Documents on
British Foreign Policy 1919-1939, ser. 2, vol. 16 (London: H.M. Stationery Office, 1977), pp. 662-
9.

3% See: “Chapter 3. Turkish Perception and Portrayal of the Italian Threat (1934-1936)”, pp. 78-80,
in this thesis.

%5 “No. 491 Sir P. Loraine (Angora) to Mr. Eden, 10 April 1936” (E 2024/26/44), pp. 662-9.
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Ethiopia, if realised, would not satisfy him, and if it did not, one wondered
what would be the next step in his expansionist programme. Maybe the risk
was a remote one, but in any case the Turkish Government were accepting
it for the sake of international correctness and legality.*

These words were in fact no proof of the argument that Turkey expected a direct
Italian aggression towards itself after the completion of the invasion of Ethiopia,
but Loraine’s letter to Eden demonstrated how the Turkish government used the
Italian aggression as a pretext to justify its claim over the Straits to the British,
who had been reluctant to support the Turkish claim until then. Here, reportedly,
what Atatiirk referred to as “the next step in [Mussolini’s] expansionist
programme” did not necessarily mean that this step was expected to be against
Turkey. Firstly, the discussion was about whether Turkey should fortify the Straits
until the time when a conference was to be held or whether it should wait without
taking any military measures in the Straits. Therefore, what was referred to here as
“the risk” was not the straightforward risk of Italy attacking Turkey, but of Italy
creating unrest in the Mediterranean, which would eventually affect Turkey in one
way or another. Secondly, according to Hasan Riza Soyak, who was then the
secretary general of the presidency of Turkish Republic and thus was always near
the president, Atatiirk did not really expect direct Italian action against Turkey
during this time as Soyak argued that “Mussolini could attack the Balkans or
Turkey only from the Albanian front”, meaning that unless Italy took control of
Albania, an Italian attack against the Balkan countries was not possible.” For
Tevfik Riistli Aras, even the Italian invasion of Albania could have been prevented
by the Balkan Pact, if Albania had been included in it. In that case, Italy could not
have taken the risk of invading Albania, or any other Balkan country.”® An
anecdote reported by Soyak regarding a speech made at Casa d’Italia by the
Italian consul general in Istanbul Mario Badoglio, who was the eldest son of Pietro

Badoglio, also demonstrated that such an intention was not in the air, Badoglio

336 “No. 491 Sir P. Loraine (Angora) to Mr. Eden, 10 April 1936” (E 2024/26/44), pp. 662-9.

37 Soyak, Hasan Riza, Atatiirk ten Hatiralar, vol. 11 (Istanbul: Yap1 ve Kredi Bankasi A.S., 1973),
p- 529.

3% Aras, Atatiirk ’iin Dis Politikast, pp. 134, 155 and 195-6.
100



stating that “as long as Atatiirk is alive, the Balkans and Turkey cannot be
attacked, the reason for this is quite clear; because Atatiirk is older than
Mussolini”.””

Badoglio’s rather playful remarks alone, of course, cannot be taken as a
reason to ignore any existing Italian threat to Turkey and to underestimate the
Italian factor in Turkey’s security calculations about the Straits. The Italian threat,
however, was not a sui generis factor in any initiation of the effort to revise the
Straits regime. Aras’s comments on the issue in fact reflected that the need for a
revision in the Straits was due more to the international dynamics in Europe and in
the world than to a mere Italian threat. Writing in his memoirs that “... Italy
attacked Ethiopia. Sometime later, the German army entered the Rhineland. All
these were events that could change the situation of the Mediterranean and Europe
fundamentally”, Aras continued that thanks also to Japan’s withdrawal from the
League of Nations as well as Germany’s introduction of military conscription and
its remilitarisation of Rhineland, “now the issue of collective security had come to

9% 360

naught”.

4.2. Turkish Foreign Policy, the Straits Issue and the Italian Factor

The most important reason that demonstrated why the Turkish demand in the
revision of the Straits regime was not directly tied to a direct Italian threat to
Turkey was in fact Turkey’s earlier efforts to change the Straits regime. As Hale
argues, the Turkish government “had begun to raise the question of
remilitarization in 1932, before the threat from Italy became clear”,”®
demonstrating that the revision of the Straits regime had been desired for a long
time. In fact, it can be argued that from the time that the Lausanne Treaty was

concluded, the Turkish government was not content with the existing situation in

39 Soyak, Atatiirk’ten Hatiralar, p. 529.

30 Aras, Atatiirk’iin Dig Politikasi, p. 101: “... talya Habesistan’a taarruz etti. Bir miiddet daha

sonra da Almanya ordusu “Ren” mintikasina girdi. Biitiin bunlar, Akdeniz ve Avrupa durumunu

EEINT3

temelinden degistirecek hadiselerdi.”, “artik miisterek yardim hususu suya diismiis...”.

%' Hale, Turkish Foreign Policy, p. 47.
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the status of the Straits, which denied Turkey the ability to take its own security
measures in the region and made it dependent on a ‘protection” mechanism to be
provided by Britain, France, Italy and Japan. Turkey’s opposition to the existing
Straits regime existed even before the Lausanne Conference was convened. Just a
few days before the opening of the Lausanne Conference, in a meeting with
Mussolini, who had just come to power in Italy, indnii, the then foreign minister of
the Ankara government, argued that “Istanbul will be evacuated. The Straits will
be evacuated. No [power] will remain in Gallipoli, we do not recognise any
[international] commission [to govern the Straits]”.*** The status of the Straits had
become a bone of contention in the Lausanne Conference, which compelled the
Turkish government to accept the Lausanne Straits Convention. However, as
Inénii argued, this did not mean that Turkey gave up its rights on the Straits.
Defining the existing situation as one of the “deficiencies” of the Lausanne Treaty,
he claimed that what would determine the future of the Straits afterwards was “the
strength and efforts of the [Turkish] state”.’*

It was for this reason that the Turkish government continuously made an
effort to bring the issue back onto the international agenda whenever it was
possible. According to Harry N. Howard, a contemporary American expert on
Turkey and the Near East, these efforts “did not become especially audible until
the breakdown of the League system in the years following 19317, a situation
which had been most clear when the League of Nations could not prevent the

Japanese invasion of Manchuria.*® In March 1933, at the Disarmament

352 Inénii, ismet, Ismet Indnii 'niin Hatiralar1: Biiyiik Zaferden Sonra Mudanya Miitarekesi ve Lozan

Antlagmasi, vol. T (Istanbul: Yenigiin Haber Ajans1 Basmn ve Yaymcilik, 1998), p. 76: “Istanbul
tahliye edilecektir, Bogazlar tahliye edilecektir, Gelibolu'da kimse kalmayacaktir, hi¢cbir komisyon
tanimay1z.” For more information on the Italian position during the Lausanne Conference see:
Cassels, Alan, Mussolini’s Early Diplomacy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1970), pp. 21-
45.

383 Inénii, ismet, Ismet Indnii 'niin Hatiralar1: Biiyiik Zaferden Sonra Mudanya Miitarekesi ve Lozan
Antlagmasi, vol. II (Istanbul: Yenigiin Haber Ajans1 Basin ve Yayincilik, 1998), pp. 80-1.

% Howard, Harry N., “The Straits after the Montreux Conference”, Foreign Affairs, 15/1 (1936),
p. 200.
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Conference convened in Geneva,’® Aras brought the issue of the remilitarisation
of the Turkish Straits into the discussion, arguing that the Straits Convention of the
Lausanne Treaty was “incompatible with the right of legitimate defense” and that
“if the military clauses in the various peace treaties [were to be eliminated], the
military clauses in the Lausanne Treaty [should be] treated in the same way”,’*
thus referring to Germany and Japan’s obstruction of the success of the

disarmament conferences in Geneva.*®’

However, this attempt did not bear any
immediate fruit since, unlike the Soviet support for the Turkish view,’® neither Sir
John Simon nor Paul Boncour, then the British and French foreign ministers
respectively, wanted such a discussion to be held in Geneva at that point claiming
that the disarmament conference was not the place for it.’® The Turkish
government tried again to raise the issue in another League session on 17 April,
one month after the Mussolini’s speech on 18 March 1934, which was discussed in
the previous chapter. In this session, Aras pointed to the unsatisfactory situation in
the Straits regime, an attempt which once more failed to bring the desired
outcome.’

The attempts of the Turkish government to raise the issue continued in
1935. The Turkish foreign minister referred to the issue of the Straits on several
occasions such as at the meeting of the Council of the League of Nations in April,

which took place just one month after Germany had introduced military

conscription by violating the clauses of the Versailles Treaty of 1919. In this

3% For more information about the disarmament conference in March 1933, see: Trommer, Aage,
“MacDonald in Geneva in March 1933, Scandinavian Journal of History, 1/1-4 (1976), pp. 293-
312.

3% As quoted in Howard, “The Straits after the Montreux Conference”, p. 200.

%7 Neilson, Keith, Britain, Soviet Russia and the Collapse of the Versailles Order, 1919-1939
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), p. 80.

%% (Jlman, “Tiirk Dis Politikasina Y6n Veren Etkenler (1923-1968)”, p. 263.

% Millman, Brock, The Ill-Made Alliance: Anglo-Turkish Relations, 1934-1940 (Montreal &
Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1998), p. 70.

0 papuggular, Tiirkiye ve Oniki Ada, p. 105; Millman, The Ill-Made Alliance, p. 71.
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session, Aras explicitly stated that Turkey wanted to alter the existing regime in
the Straits, a statement which was received with reservation on the part of Britain,
France and Italy.””" On 14 September 1935, too, Aras brought the Straits issue
again back onto the agenda in the League Assembly and argued that, given the
failure of the disarmament efforts, the Lausanne Straits Convention was “unique,
detrimental, and unfair”.*”

Even though these Turkish attempts failed to turn the international
environment in Turkey’s favour, this situation would start to change after the
Italian invasion of Ethiopia on 3 October 1935. The connection between the Italian
invasion of Ethiopia and the revision of the Straits regime was perhaps most
evident in November 1935 when Aras repeated Turkey’s desire for the revision of
the Straits regime in the League of Nations during the discussions about the
sanctions that would be imposed on Italy. This time, according to Ozersay,
Turkey’s efforts were received in the international arena with much more approval
than before.”” In a session of the League Council on 17 December 1935, at a time
when the League of Nations was in a rather delicate situation due to the recently
leaked Hoare-Laval Plan, which undermined the League’s position in world
affairs, Aras again brought the Straits issue onto the agenda and argued that the
current situation in the Straits left Turkey’s security weakened and that there was
thus a need for a change.’™ Aras’s and the Turkish government’s claims about the
revision of the Straits regime also reached an international audience. The British
newspaper, The Times, published an article on 27 December 1935, in which the
Turkish claims over the Straits and Turkey’s justification for such a claim were

discussed. The newspaper, without making any explicit comment on the British

" Walters, F. P., A History of the League of Nations (London: Oxford University Press, 1967), p.
611.

2 Millman, The Ill-Made Alliance, p. 78.

n Ozersay, Kudret, “Montreux Bogazlar Sozlesmesi” in Tiirk Dis Politikasi: Kurtulus Savqslndan
Bugiine Olgular, Belgeler, Yorumlar, vol. 1. 1919-1980, Baskin Oran (ed.) (Istanbul: Iletigim
Yayinlari, 2009), p. 371.

™ Biyikli, Mustafa, Ban Isgalleri Karsisinda Tiirkiye 'nin Ortadogu Politikalari: Iki Diinya Savasi

Arasinda (Istanbul: Hiperlink Yayinlari, 2019), p. 352.
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position, added that “there is a growing impression in Turkish political circles at
the moment that the attitude taken by Great Britain on this question is less
intransigent than formerly and may lead to a régime more in keeping with Turkish
wishes”. The Times also argued that these “Turkish wishes” were due to the
“world conditions [that] have so changed” recently.’”

However, among these world conditions, the Italian invasion of Ethiopia
proved to be the most important in justifying the Turkish claim over the Straits for
two main reasons. The first one was that, as discussed in the previous chapter, it
was one of the major challenges that the League of Nations faced in its history,
which eventually contributed to the further visibility of its ineffectiveness in world
politics.”” Thus, for Turkey, it meant the weakening of the collective security
system that the League of Nations provided. Secondly, Italy was one of the
signatories of the Lausanne Treaty and it was also a guarantor of the security of
the Turkish Straits according to Article 18 of the Lausanne Straits Convention,

which stated:

Should the freedom of navigation of the Straits or the security of the
demilitarised zones be imperilled by a violation of the provisions relating
to freedom of passage, or by a surprise attack or some act of war or threat
of war, the High Contracting Parties, and in any case France, Great Britain,
Italy and Japan, acting in conjunction, will meet such violation, attack, or
other act of war or threat of war, by all the means that the Council of the
League of Nations may decide for this purpose.’”

Italy, being an aggressor in the case of Ethiopia, therefore demonstrated to Turkey
that the understanding between Britain, France, Japan and Italy could easily
become void since Italy was acting on its own apparatus in the case of Ethiopia.

Moreover, by the time of the Italo-Ethiopian War, Japan had already proved its

375 «“Turkish Policy in the Mediterranean. The Straits Régime”, The Times, 27 December 1935, p.
10.

376 See: “Chapter 3. Turkish Perception and Portrayal of the Italian Threat (1934-1936)”, pp. 88-91,
in this thesis.

377 Republic of Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “I. Convention Relating to the Régime of the

Straits”, http://www.mfa.gov.tr/ii_-convention-relating-to-the-regime-of-the-straits.en.mfa
[accessed on 26 March 2020].
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unreliable position due to its aggressive attitudes in the international arena and by
invading Manchuria. As for Britain and France, their appeasement policy towards
Italy through the Hoare-Laval Plan in December 1935 was in fact a manifestation
of the fact that they were not in a position to ensure the security of the Straits.’”
This view was also worded later in a book on the foreign policy of the
early Turkish Republic written by Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, the ex- minister of

education and then the CHP MP for Manisa, stating that

in fact, in time, several events had clearly demonstrated that it was not
right to trust the moral force of the League of Nations. That Japan had
withdrawn from the League of Nations and Italy dived into an Ethiopian
war had made it obvious that Article 18 of the Lausanne [Straits]
Convention could not be enforced.’”

Therefore, the de facto end of the protection mechanism provided by the Lausanne
Treaty was the reason that enabled the Turkish government to justify its claim for
the status of the Straits, not a possible direct attack from Italy.

With the beginning of the Italo-Ethiopian War, the discussions regarding
the revision of the Straits regime were also intensified at the domestic level, the
issue being discussed in several meetings at the Turkish Parliament. At a
parliamentary session on 11 October 1935, Berg Tiirker, an independent MP from
Afyon Karahisar, pointed out the dangerous position of international politics and
highlighted the need for fortifying the Straits. Tiirker was in fact the person who
brought the question onto the meeting’s agenda with a written proposal to discuss

the subject at parliament, a statement which suggested:

The international political situation is today in a very dangerous position.
In this situation, it is necessary to keep the gates of our homeland closed
against all possibilities. From the perspective of security, it is absolutely
not right to leave the Dardanelles, the most delicate place of our homeland,

% T. C. Disisleri Bakanligi Arastirma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Midiirliigii, Montreux ve Savas
Oncesi Yillar1 (1935-1939), p. 5. See also Barlas and Giiveng, Tiirkiye ‘nin Akdeniz Siyaseti, p. 229.

" Bayur, Tiirkive Devletinin Dig Siyasasi, p. 178: “Halbuki zamanla bir ¢ok vak’alar Cemiyeti

Akvamin manevi kuvvetine giivenmenin dogru olmadigini pek acik olarak gostermisti. Japonyanin
Cemiyeti Akvamdan ¢ikmis ve Italyamn Habesistan harbine dalmis olmast da Lozan
mukavelesinin isbu 18 inci maddesinin tatbik edilemeyecek hale geldigini agikar kilmist1”.
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open. We sincerely desire peace and to respect the treaties. However, if any
of the articles in the treaties place our homeland in danger or threaten to
undermine our security, we want to keep [the security of] our homeland
above everything. That is why, since it is necessary to handle this very
important and delicate issue without a moment’s delay, I request that our
honourable government inform the parliament regarding what kind of
precautions it has taken over this issue.*®

Tiirker’s question to the government was in fact a good reflection of how the Italo-
Ethiopian conflict and the worsening situation of world politics became a reason to
justify Turkey’s security objectives regarding the Straits. This question was
answered by Siikrii Kaya, the then minister of internal affairs, who after stating
that the government was well aware of the existing problems in international
politics as well as the delicacy of the Straits issue, argued that “we are not failing
and will not fail to try to explain the country’s need for strengthening its defence
in international meetings [and] in the case that we are exposed to a risk that we
were not expecting, we will not hesitate to take the necessary actions”.*®" Even
though Kaya’s response was received with much applause and shouts of “bravo”
in parliament, the shortness of the response and his rather noncommittal attitude
perhaps indicates that the Turkish government did not yet think that this was the
right time to raise the issue officially in the League of Nations.

Apparently unsatisfied with Kaya’s answer, Ber¢ Tiirker continued to raise

the issue:

The international political situation is very dangerous. When each country
in the world is feverishly following a policy of [re]armament, why are we
leaving open [Turkey’s] most important gate from the point of view of the

330 TBMM Zabut Ceridesi, Devre: V, Fevkalade Ictima, 11 October 1935, Friday, p. 69: “Arsiulusal
siyasal durum bugiinlerde ¢ok tehlikeli bir haldedir. Bu durum karsisinda yurdumuzun kapilarimi
her ihtimale kars1 kapali tutmak gereklidir. Yurdumuzun en nazik noktas: olan Canakkale
bogazinin agik kalmasi giivenlik bakimindan asla dogru degildir. Biz, candan baris isteriz ve
andlagmalar gozetmek isteriz. Fakat andlagsmalardaki her hangi bir madde, yurdumuzu tehlikeye
koyuyor ve selametini bozmak tarafina gidiyorsa, biz, sevgili yurdumuzu her seyin iistiinde tutmak
isteriz. Bundan dolay1 bu ¢ok 6nemli ve nazik meselenin, hi¢ vakit kaybedilmeksizin kotarilmasi
gerekli oldugundan, saygideger Hiikiimetimizin buna dair ne gibi tedbirler ittihaz etmis oldugunu
Kamutaya bildirilmesini rica ederim”.

B TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 11 October 1935, p, 69: “Memleketin miidafaasin1 tamamlamak
ihtiyacin1 arsiulusal igtimalarda anlatmaga calismaktan geri kalmiyoruz ve geri kalmiyacagiz.
Beklemedigimiz ihtimallere maruz kalirsak icab eden tedbirleri almakta tereddiid etmeyecegiz”.
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national defence of our country. In my opinion, the article[s] about [the
status of] the Straits in the Lausanne Treaty should be regarded as no
longer applicable and void from the point of view of rightness and fairness,
of the security of our country and because the international political
situation has changed radically.*

Tiirker’s speech in parliament was in fact a summary of the arguments of the
Turkish government when a revision was officially demanded through a
diplomatic note sent to the signatories of the Lausanne Treaty as well as to the
League of Nations in April 1936, thus making it clear that the discussion in
parliament was just the beginning of more efforts to come to bring about a revision
in the Straits regime.

President Atatiirk’s speech opening parliament on 1 November 1935 also
contributed to these efforts since the speech very much highlighted the existing
insecure environment in the international arena and emphasised Turkey’s need for
security in such an environment. Even though the speech did not directly refer to
the Straits issue, it was important in the sense that Turkey’s security concerns were
once again officially announced to the world from the mouth of the most
authoritative figure in Turkey. At the very beginning of his speech, Atatiirk
acknowledged the extraordinary situation of the international environment by
stating that “the Parliament starts working at a time when the international
situation is very important”. The president then continued by pointing out two
important principles: “to be in a strong position to defend [Turkey] and [its]
rights” and “to pay attention to international cooperation to preserve the peace”.’*
In the last part of his speech, Atatiirk also underlined the importance of aviation in

terms of the country’s security, an importance which, according to the Turkish

2 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 11 October 1935, pp. 69-70: “Arsulusal siyasal vaziyet ¢ok vahimdir.
Diinyada ne kadar milletler varsa hummali bir silahlanma siyasetini kabul etmisken ni¢in bizim
yurdumuzun miidafaai milliye noktai nazarindan en 6nemli kapismi acik birakiyoruz. ... Bence
Lozan muahedesindeki bogazlara dair madde, hak ve adalet noktai nazarindan, yurdumuzun
emniyeti noktai nazarindan ve arsiulusal siyasal vaziyetin kokiinden degismis olmasi noktai
nazarindan ortadan kalkmis ve hilkmii kalmamig bir madde gibi telakki edilmelidir”.

3 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, Devre: V, Igtima Senesi: 1, 1 November 1935, Friday, p. 2.
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president, had once again been proved by the recent developments in international
politics.”™

As the Turkish foreign minister claimed, this desired strong position of
Turkey was, however, hampered due to the current situation of the Straits. At a
parliamentary meeting on 13 November to discuss the issue of the application of
the League’s economic sanctions against Italy, Aras claimed that at such a delicate
time, the government was working on the issue more than ever, trying to persuade
the other countries about the necessity of the fortification of the Straits in terms of

Turkish security.”

This approach by the foreign minister again clearly
demonstrated the fact that the government was trying to make use of the existing
political turmoil which had emerged from the Italian threat by portraying the threat
as not only one against Ethiopia, but one that be directed against any other country
at any moment. The Turkish government’s efforts were also evident in Aras’s

memoirs, where he argued that

while fascist aircraft poured gas over the defenseless people from the skies
of Ethiopia, it was imperative, in the autumn of 1935, to strengthen its
[Turkey’s] security position within the League of Nations and, on the other
hand, to take defence measures for the country in time.”*

4.3. Making the Turkish Case Heard: The Role of the Turkish Press

The Turkish government’s efforts to publicise the Turkish claim over the Straits
were also supported by the Turkish press. On 4 September, a cartoon was
published in Kéroglu (Figure 4.1), depicting the main character Koroglu as a
strong man, who was protecting the Dardanelles with a big sword in his hand.
Behind Koroglu, there appeared a Turkish flag, which signified that the Straits
belonged to the Turkish people. The caption of the cartoon was in fact a riddle and

¥ TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1 November 1935, p. 3.

3 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 13 November 1935, p. 52.

3% Aras, Atatiirkiin Dis Politikast, p. 165: “Fasist ugaklari, Habes semasindan miidafaasiz halka

gazlar yagdirirken, 1935 yili sonbaharinda Milletler Cemiyeti i¢inde emniyet cephesini
saglamlastirmaya ve diger taraftan memleketinin savunma tedbirlerini vaktinde almaya saik
olmaliyd1”.
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read “The gate of the Mediterranean, Holding its Deed..!”, to which the answer
was “the Dardanelles”. Koroglu also connected the need for a fortification in the
Dardanelles to the ongoing situation in Europe, a situation, according to the
magazine, which was not promising due to the ongoing insecurity around the
world.*® This representation was important particularly for domestic rather than
international propaganda, since the magazine’s target audience was the common
citizen and it was not closely followed by the international audience as Akbaba,

the most popular humour magazine of the time, was.*®

Koroglu’s raising
awareness among the public about the issue of the Straits became particularly
significant considering the fact that the magazine had a close relationship with
CHP, it even being referred to as one of the party publications in an official

document.*

Bilmece: ~ Akdenizin Kapisi, Elimdedir Tapisi..! (Canakkale)

OROGLU — Avrupanm gidisi gidig degil, ne olur ne olmaz kilicimi suraya bir yerlegdireyim de uykum kagmasin |

Figure 4.1:  Kéroglu, 4 September 1935, p. 1.

37 «“Bilmece: Akdeniz’in Kapisi, Elimdedir Tapist..! (Canakkale)”, Koroglu, 4 September 1935, p.
1.

3 Oztiirk, Serdar, Cumhuriyet Tiirkivesinde Kahvehane ve Iktidar (1930-1945) (Istanbul: Kirmizi
Yayinlari, 2006), p. 436; Cantek, Levent and Levent Goneng, Muhalefet Defteri: Tiirkiye'de Mizah
Dergileri ve Karikatiir (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2017), p. 28.

3% 5 November 1935: CA, 490.1.0.0.1294.296.1.
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The intensity of the coverage in the Turkish press changed in parallel to the
changing circumstances in Turkish policy in the Straits issue, as well as in the
international arena. Just after the parliamentary meeting on 11 October 1935, Ulus
published a news item regarding the parliamentary discussion on its front page,
just under an article about the Italo-Ethiopian War. The item, which gave little
commentary on the meeting, was in effect a publication of the minutes of the
parliamentary session. The fact that, whereas the other issues raised in the
meeting, like the opium trade, tax and custom duties exemptions for imported
devices related to radio and cinema for Halkevieri, and a law on agricultural
credits for farmers, were only briefly mentioned, the minutes of the discussions
related to the Straits were published in full, demonstrates the importance attached
to this issue in order to raise domestic awareness.*’

Approaches of other popular newspapers were similar. Cumhuriyet, using
Kaya’s words as the title of its article “We will not hesitate to take the necessary
actions in the Dardanelles!”, published the parliamentary discussion in detail,”'
along with other popular newspapers such as Aksam, Tan and Kurun, which also
shared a detailed account of these discussions.”” Even local newspapers like
Hakkin Sesi in Bursa and Ulusal Birlik in 1zmir, the latter also providing a map of
the Straits, published the discussion on their front pages.”” Similarly, Beyoglu, a
newspaper published in French which targeted the Turkish Levantine population in
Istanbul and was owned by the owner and editor of the weekly Italian newspaper 1/

Messaggero degli Italiani di Constantinopoli, Gilberto Primi, published the news

390 «“Dyin Kamutayda Bogazlarin Durumu Goriistildii”, Ulus, 12 October 1935, p. 1 and p. 5.

¥ ««Canakkalede icab Eden Tedbirleri Almakta Tereddid Etmeyecegiz!”™”, Cumhuriyet, 12
October 1935, p. 1 and p. 2.

392 “Bogazlarin Tahkimi Meselesi”, Aksam, 12 October 1935, p. 2; “Bogazlarin Miidafaas1”, Kurun,
12 October 1935, pp. 1-2; “Bogazlarin Tahkimi”, Tan, 12 October 1935, p. 1 and p. 9.

3% «“Canakkale Bogazimiz”, Hakkin Sesi, 12 October 1935, p. 1; “Beklemedigimiz ihtimallere
Maruz Kalirsak Bogazlar I¢in Icabeden Tedbirleri Alacagiz”, Ulusal Birlik, 12 October 1935, p. 1
and p. 4.
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about the parliamentary session on its front page.” Such publications, therefore,
showed the importance and necessity of raising the issue of the Straits in Turkey.
This was not, however, the only aim of such press coverage, as Turkish popular
newspapers were also closely followed abroad. The Italian journal, Oriento
Moderno, quoting from the article in Aksam, published Siikrii Kaya’s response to
Tiirker’s question, without giving the details of the question.”

According to Koroglu, the Straits issue received widespread coverage in
European newspapers. These newspapers, discussing what each country would do
in such a complicated international environment, argued, reportedly, that the Turks
would close the Straits in six hours. This argument, as Kéroglu reported, was
confirmed by the Turkish foreign minister claiming that “if we consider it
necessary, we will do it”. Kéroglu, supporting the foreign minister’s claim, titled
this news item “Elbette Yapariz” (Of course, We will Do it!) and further claimed
that the Turkish army was powerful and governmental officials were vigilant, and
that it would therefore not be a problem for Turkey to close the Straits.*

Two days after the parliamentary debate on 13 November, which was
referred above, Cumhuriyet’s Yunus Nadi wrote an editorial about the content of
the parliamentary session. Having pointed out the fact that Turkey’s decision to
apply the sanctions against Italy was not due to Turkish enmity towards Italy, but
due to its obligations to the League of Nations, Yunus Nadi argued that the
constantly changing conditions that had arisen in international relations since the
signing of the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923 frequently compelled Turkey to bring
the issue of the Straits onto the agenda. However, the author also underlined that
Turkey was still highly concerned about the international agreements, thus

providing a subtle contrast with Italy’s ongoing action in Ethiopia and thus argued

3% «Un débat important au Kamutay”, Beyoglu, 12 October 1935, p. 1.

3% Rlossi], E[ttore], “Dichiarazioni del governo sulla questione degli Stretti”, Oriento Moderno,
15/10 (October 1935), p. 509.

3% «Elbette Yapariz. Canakkale Bogazini 6 Saatte Kapatiriz”, Kéroglu, 26 October 1935, p. 1.
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that it was Turkey’s right to expect the others to respect its need for security.””” In
addition to the editorials published, Cumhuriyet also published articles from
foreign newspapers in translation about the Straits issue. An article from the
German newspaper Volkischer Beobachter appeared on 20 November which
argued that after the end of the Italo-Ethiopian conflict, Turkey would raise the
issue of a revision in the Straits regime, a revision that would end in favour of
Turkey. The article also argued that Britain would be supportive of the Turkish
government’s desire.”” This article in fact demonstrated that the discussion about
the Straits regime as well as Turkey’s policy of making use of the Italo-Ethiopian

conflict were not something secret.

4.4. The Italian Factor on the Way to Montreux

The publications in the Turkish press therefore contributed to the formation of a
fertile domestic and international environment for the Turkish claim on the Straits
issue, an environment which enabled the Turkish government to send its
diplomatic note regarding the revision of the Straits regime to the League of
Nations and to the signatory countries of the Straits Convention of the Lausanne
Treaty on 11 April 1936. According to Millman, the main reason for Turkey’s
patient waiting to send the official note to the signatories until then was that
Turkey did not want to “give a very wrong impression ... that [it] was seeking to
profit from Italy’s challenge to the League™ and April 1936 proved to be the
right time to raise the issue since the almost certain Italian success in Ethiopia and
the failure of the sanctions by that point had proved that the League had failed to

provide the collective security for which it had been established.*”

397 «Zecri Tedbirler Kamutaydan Gegerken”, Cumhuriyet, 15 November 1935, pp. 1-2.

398 “Ingiltere Bogazlarin Tahkimine Razi1 Olacakmis”, Cumhuriyet, 20 November 1935, p. 7.

% Millman, The Ill-Made Alliance, p. 74.

0 Millman, The Ill-Made Alliance, p. 79.
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The official note once again showed that Turkey’s concerns were much
more related to the general changing political situation in Europe and the world
than to the Italian threat itself. The note claimed that Turkey’s desire to change the
Straits regime was due to the “uncertain” position in the Mediterranean, to a
tendency for rearmament around the world and to the international environment in
which even the signatory countries were expecting a new world war.*"
Furthermore, the note highlighted the slowness and ineffectiveness of the
collective security mechanism, which had been demonstrated by “the political
crises”, one of which clearly being the Italo-Ethiopian War even though the note
did not explicitly state this. In these circumstances, the note concluded, Article 18
of the existing Straits Convention, which created a ‘security’ mechanism over the
Straits by Britain, France, Italy and Japan, was no longer applicable.*”

Turkey therefore did not officially name Italy as an aggressor in the note,
but, the newspaper of the ruling party, Ulus, did not have any scruples about
naming Japan and Italy as the main actors who directly led to Article 18 becoming
obsolete. Three days after the Turkish government’s sending of the diplomatic
note to the signatory countries and the League of Nations, in an article in Ulus,
Necip Ali Kiiciika, a lawyer and a CHP MP from Denizli, pointed out the
inapplicability of Article 18 by specifically referring to the Italian policies vis-a-
vis the League of Nations. Having argued that Turkey’s action for the revision of
the Straits regime was different from those of Germany and Austria since it was
conducted on the basis of a legal principle of rebus sic stantibus, meaning that
Turkey took action because of a substantial change in the international conditions
since the Lausanne Treaty was signed in 1923, Kiigiika discussed Italy as an

example to prove his argument and stated that

... Japan, which was one of the countries that gave assurances [regarding
the security of the Straits] in the name of the League of Nations, ...

LT, C. Disisleri Bakanligi Arastirma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Miidiirliigii, Montreux ve Savas

Oncesi Yillar: (1935-1939), p. 22: “... Akdeniz’de yavas yavas bir kararsizlik teessiis etmeye
baglamigtir”.

“2 T, C. Disisleri Bakanligi Arastirma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Miidiirliigii, Montreux ve Savas

Oncesi Yillar1 (1935-1939), p. 22.
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withdrew from the League of Nations. And Italy’s position towards the
League of Nations is [also] obvious.

Since withdrawal of a guarantor country from the League consequently meant that
this country could no longer be bound by the international agreements signed
within the framework of the League of Nations, Kii¢iika concluded, this would not
only create problems from the point of Turkey’s security, but also of Europe’s.*”
Hence, Kiiglika’s article, as well as the note itself, positioned Italy within the
framework of the collective security discussion.

The editorial in 7an on 13 April deliberated on the same angles of the
issue. Here Ali Naci Karacan’s expression was more explicit when compared to
Kiiciika’s. This editorial was also a prime example of how the Ethiopian issue was
used to justify Turkey’s reclaim of the Straits. The Ethiopian issue, as in the
previous examples, was discussed within the framework of the League of Nations
in the article which, arguing that the League of Nations, which had become “a
strange institution yet still regarded as a base for international security and order”,
raised questions about its ability to enforce its Covenant as well as about the
international agreements, especially during the recent Ethiopian crisis.*** Karacan,
like Kiiciika, examined the effects of the Japanese and Italian policies on Turkish

security in the Straits and argued:

Japan had withdrawn from the League of Nations. If we face any attack,
will it send its fleet in the Far East to our aid? Who knows whether Italy
will not again lay down the conditions, which it inserted in order to
guarantee the Locarno agreement, over any dispute concerning the Straits
question? In this way, the Straits Agreement, well before Turkey [’s
objections], has, in essence, automatically lost its legality, with the
withdrawal of two of those states which had signed it.*”

3 Kiigiika, N. A., “Bogazlar Rejimi”, Ulus, 14 April 1936, p. 2: “Su vaziyet karsisinda uluslar
cemiyeti namina teminat veren devletlerden birisi olan Japonya bugiin uluslar cemiyetinden
cikmustir. Ve Italyanin da uluslar cemiyetine kars1 olan vaziyeti malimdur”.

404 Karacan, Ali Naci, “Bogazlar Meselesi”, Tan, 13 April 1936, p. 1.

%05 Karacan, “Bogazlar Meselesi”, p. 5: “Japonya, Milletler Cemiyetinden ¢ekilmistir. Herhangi bir
taarruz karsisinda kalirsak Uzaksarktaki donanmasini imdadimiza gonderecek midir? Italyanin
Lokarno Muahedesindeki kefaletini yerine getirmek i¢in koydugu kayitleri, Bogazlar meselesine ait
herhangi bir ihtilafta tekrar etmiyecegini kim bilebilir? Bu suretle Bogazlar Mukavelesi,
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The note sent by the Turkish government was generally received with a positive
attitude in FEurope. The Times published an article on 13 April, which
demonstrated an understanding of “the Turkish fear for security” due to the
inapplicability of Article 18 of the Straits Convention.*” In the same issue, there
appeared another article praising the way in which the Turkish government
brought the matter onto the international agenda. The article argued that Turkey’s
sending the note to the League of Nations as well to inform all the members of the
institution was important due to the fact that Turkey had consulted Article 19 of
the League of Nations Covenant, which allowed for a revision in international
treaties in the face of a substantial change in international conditions. The British
newspaper was highly satisfied with the Turkish government’s way of handling

this process, stating that

it is noted with satisfaction here that Turkey has refrained from following
the example of unilateral denunciation set by Germany and Austria and has
declared her readiness to enter into negotiations for a new regime of the
Straits.*”

Ulus seemed content with The Times’s approach to the Turkish position
and referred in particular to the part of the article quoted above, emphasising that
The Times paid attention to the legal conduct of the Turkish demand for a revision
in the Straits regime. The satisfaction of Ulus was also evident in the article,
whose first line was written in a large font, “British and French newspapers
emphasise the great difference between our request and the actions and decisions
of other countries”.*® Kéoroglu also acknowledged the positive attitude adopted by
most of the European countries, publishing a cartoon on its front page, which

depicted an armed Turkish soldier standing on one edge of the Dardanelles. The

Tirkiyeden evvel, onu imza eden devletlerden ikisinin aradan ¢ekilmesile kendiliginden hukuki
kiymetini esasen kaybetmis vaziyettedir”.

406 «Turkish Fear for Security”, The Times, 13 April 1936, p. 9.

“7 «“Turkish Note to Powers”, The Times, 13 April 1936, p. 10.

408 “Bogazlar Hakkindaki Notamiz ve Avrupa Gazeteleri”, Ulus, 14 April 1936, p. 1.
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caption of the cartoon claimed that Turkey not only aimed to protect its security by
this proposal, but also aimed to protect the security of European countries, who
were “ready to cut each other’s throats”. That was why, according to the magazine,
European countries did not oppose the Turkish desire to remilitarise the Straits.*”
On the same day, another popular humour magazine Akbaba, published a cartoon
in which the Turkish foreign minister, depicted as a pianist, was playing a piece
entitled “the Turkish note”. The cartoon represented the League of Nations in the
form of a man, who was listening the minister’s performance and was pleased by
the ‘Turkish song’. He showed his appreciation declaring that it was “the best
note” which he had heard so far.*"’

There was an exception, however, regarding the attitudes of European
countries towards the Montreux Convention, and that was Italy. Italy’s response to
the Turkish note was awaited anxiously and impatiently by Turkey. Aksam
published an article on its front page taken from the most important contemporary
French newspaper, Le Temps, which referred to the positive attitude of France,
Britain and the Balkan countries towards the Straits issue, but only mentioned
Italy’s still ambiguous position in one sentence, at least according to the
translation provided by Aksam. The Turkish newspaper chose this one sentence,
“except for the still unknown Italian point of view, all countries approved [the

Turkish note]”, and published it on the front page in a larger font.*"

4.5. The Italian Reaction to the Turkish Note and Turkey’s Response

At the same time this article was published, the Italian government sent its

response to the Turkish government’s note on 28 April 1936, but the response was

3

far from providing a positive attitude: “...The Italian government reserves the

right to make known its comments and opinion of the contents of the

9 Kéroglu, 18 April 1936, p. 1.

10 «“Bogazlar Tahkimi i¢in Bir Nota Verdik!”, Akbaba, 18 April 1936, p. 16.

1 «“Bogazlar Meselesi”, Aksam, 29 April 1936, p. 1 and p. 7.
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abovementioned note verbale and the nature of the [Straits] issue”.*> The main
reason for Italy’s non-approval of the Turkish note was the still-ongoing sanctions
against Italy imposed by the League of Nations. Italy therefore made its support of
Turkey’s attempt to revise the status of the Straits conditional on the lifting of the
sanctions.*"”

According to the Italian point of view, the Turkish demand for the revision
of the Straits regime was not something unexpected and it was the “logical result”
of the League’s failing sanction policy against Italy.** The Turkish government’s
policy of benefiting from the existing international situation was known to the
Italians, Oriento Moderno arguing in its May 1936 issue that the Turkish
government “profited from the situation in Europe” to ask for a revision in the
Straits.*”* On the other hand, the Turkish government was also aware of the Italian
policy on the Straits issue. In his conversation with the British ambassador in
Ankara, Percy Loraine, Atatiirk had already foreseen that the Italian reaction to the
Straits issue would not immediately be a positive one.*"

This negative stance of the Italian government was also manifested in the
official documents. On 12 May 1936, Pompeo Aloisi, the former Italian
ambassador to Ankara and now the head of the Italian Cabinet, sent two telegrams
to Mussolini outlining the details of his communication with Aras regarding the
Straits issue. According to the first letter, Aras explained the current situation
about the Straits issue pointing out the necessity of changing the demilitarisation
articles in the Straits Convention, the current article in force regulating commercial

traffic and a possible conference to be convened in Montreux in June. Reportedly,

12T, C. Disisleri Bakanligi Arastirma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Miidiirliigii, Montreux ve Savas

Oncesi Yillar: (1935-1939), p. 52: «... Ttalya Hiikiimeti yukarida mezkur notverbalin muhtevasile
meselenin mahiyeti hakkinda miitalaalarim ve noktai nazarin bildirmek hakkini muhafaza eder”.

4.1.3 T. C. Disisleri Bakanlig1 Arastirma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Miidiirliigii, Montreux ve Savas
Oncesi Yillar1 (1935-1939), p. 51.

414 “Bogazlar Hakkindaki Notamiz ve Avrupa Gazeteleri”, Ulus, 14 April 1936, p. 3.

5 A. G., “Riassunto della situazione. Turchia”, Oriento Moderno, 16/5 (May 1936), p. 253.

#16“No. 491 Sir P. Loraine (Angora) to Mr. Eden, 10 April 1936” (E 2024/26/44), pp. 662-9.
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Aras expressed his hopes that the signatory states would provide Turkey with “a
proof of good faith” to which Aloisi replied with a rather hesitant answer, arguing
that first a consultation was needed among the signatory countries to call for a
conference. This consultation was in the making, Aras argued, with Britain and the
Soviet Union having already approved a call for the conference.*” In fact, Aloisi
found it “very bold” that Aras was the one who was asking for “a proof of good
faith”.*'® This was particularly due to Aras’s objections to the inclusion of the issue
of lifting the sanctions against Italy in the agenda of the recent Balkan Pact
meeting in Belgrade on 4-6 May, despite another member country having
reportedly attempted to include the issue, according to a report sent from the
undersecretary of the foreign affairs Suvich to Aloisi. The country that brought the
issue was most probably Greece which was particularly insistent that any
obligations within the Balkan Pact “would not involve them in a war with a Great
Power”, a position which was evident from the establishment of the Balkan Pact in
1934.*" In response to Aras’s position at the conference, in his report written on 10
May, Suvich wanted Aloisi to let Aras know that the Italian government would not
also forget “this new unnecessary manifestation of [Aras’s] unchanging nature of
hypocrisy”.*

Thus, just as Suvich wanted, Aloisi brought the issue to Aras’s attention
and the Turkish foreign minister promptly denied any such an occurrence.

Unconvinced, Aloisi wrote to Mussolini that “needless to say, I have the feeling

17«11 capo di gabinetto, Aloisi, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (12 May
1936, Geneva), doc. 18, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei
documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10
maggio — 31 agosto 1936) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), p. 16.

18 «1] capo di gabinetto, Aloisi, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (12 May
1936, Geneva), doc. 18, p. 16.

9 Stavrianos, L. S., Balkan Federation: A History of the Movement toward Balkan Unity in
Modern Times (Wisconsin: George Banta Publishing Company, 1944), p. 244.

20 «q] sottosegretario agli esteri, Suvich, al capo di gabinetto, Aloisi, a Ginevra” (10 May 1936,
Rome), doc. 5, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10 maggio — 31
agosto 1936) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), pp. 5-6. “Veda di far
sapere ad Aras che abbiamo passato in contro anche questo nuova non necessaria manifestazione
della sua immutabile natura di versipelle”.
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that, as always, he lied”, clearly demonstrating the existing distrust of the fascist
government towards Turkey.*' This report clearly showed that the Italians did not
regard the Straits issue separately from Turkey’s policy during the Italo-Ethiopian
War since Aloisi continued, ... the conduct of Turkey [during the Ethiopian crisis
in the Mediterranean] damaged our treaty of friendship”.** The fate of the Straits
issue, therefore, was tied directly to Turkey’s policy during the Ethiopian crisis. In
response to Aloisi, Aras argued that France, as an “ally” of Italy, had in fact
followed the same policy as Turkey regarding the Italo-Ethiopian War and pointed
out that Turkey’s policy was not unique and did not target Italy, a statement,
however, that failed to convince Aloisi.*?

Having received the Turkish ambassador to Rome, Hiiseyin Ragip Baydur,
on the same day, Mussolini made it clear to Turkey that Italian support in the
Straits issue was directly connected to the lifting of the sanctions. According to the
report, the Turkish ambassador asked for “Italy’s friendly attitude” towards the
Straits issue to which Mussolini, arguing that the application of the sanctions
against Italy was in fact not a collective decision, but one made by other powers,
i.e. Britain and France, replied “If Turkey were to make a definite gesture of
friendship by lifting the sanctions, he would adopt a friendly attitude towards

Turkey over the rearmamenent of the area of the Straits”.**

“1 «q] capo di gabinetto, Aloisi, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (12 May
1936, Geneva), doc. 19, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei
documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10
maggio — 31 agosto 1936) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), p. 16:
“Inutile dire che ho sensazione che, come sempre, egli [Aras] abbia mentito”.

42 <] capo di gabinetto, Aloisi, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (12 May
1936, Geneva), doc. 19, p. 16.

3 “q] capo di gabinetto, Aloisi, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (12 May
1936, Geneva), doc. 19, p. 16.

44 «Colloquio del capo del governo e ministro degli esteri Mussolini, con I’ambasciatore di Turchia
a Roma, Baydur, e con I’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli” (14 May 1936, Rome), doc. 36, in
Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, /
documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10 maggio — 31 agosto 1936)
(Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), p. 37: “Facesse la Turchia un preciso
gesto di amicizia col togliere le sanzioni, ed egli terrebbe attitudine amichevole per la Turchia per il
riarmo della zona degli Stretti”.
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The Italian price for its support over the Straits issue was not a secret
abroad. According to an article published in the Greek newspaper Proia on 20
May, an article which was translated into Turkish and sent by Interior Minister
Siikrii Kaya to Prime Minister Inénii on 29 May, the Italian government had
negotiated its support of the Montreux Conference in return for the removal of the
sanctions against Italy and it had tried to “divide the countries that applied the
sanctions from each other”. However, the newspaper was convinced that “Turkey
would not accept this bargain”.**

This “bargain”, however, remained in place, thus creating a problem for
Turkish-Italian relations. The fascist government’s displeasure over the Turkish
government’s insistence on the continuation of the sanctions was evident in a
telegram sent from the Italian ambassador in Ankara, Carlo Galli, to Mussolini on
9 June, a telegram reporting the details of his recent meetings with Ismet Inonii,
Stikrii Kaya, Siikrii Saragoglu and Tevfik Riistli Aras. The sanctions were the main
topic of all these meetings. In his meeting with Siikrii Kaya, Galli once more
conveyed his and his government’s discontent with Aras’s attitude at the recent
Balkan Conference in Belgrade. Siikrii Kaya, according to the report, was
“surprised” and denied Galli’s claims by arguing that “Because at a session of the
cabinet the [Turkish] government had shown itself to be extremely favourable
towards supporting any proposal for the lifting of sanctions”.*”® However,
considering the delicacy of the issue not only for relations with Italy but also for
the question of the Straits, as well as for the formation of a common Balkan policy
on the subject, it was unlikely that Aras would oppose the lifting of the sanctions
without consulting the Turkish government. Galli, however, was not convinced

claiming that “But we know without doubt that it was Aras himself who opposed

#2329 May 1936: CA, 030.10.0.0.238.607.33.

426 <L ’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (29
May 1936, Ankara), doc. 136, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei
documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10
maggio — 31 agosto 1936) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), p. 175: “Mi
sorprende, ha esclamato Sukru Kaja, perché il governo in una seduta di Gabinetto si era mostrato
favorevolissimo ad appoggiare ogni proposta di soppressione delle sanzioni”.
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[the proposal to lift the sanctions in the conference]”.*” Moreover, Galli also
raised the issue again in his meeting with Prime Minister Ismet Inonii, who asked
the Italian ambassador about the thoughts of Mussolini on a possible
Mediterranean Pact and the rearmament of the Straits. Galli’s reply was definite
and again the manifestation of the fact that the Italo-Ethiopian War and the Straits
issue were directly interrelated events: “Lift the sanctions and then we’ll talk about
it”.

As discussed in the previous chapter, the sanctions affected Turkey both
economically and politically and thus their continuation did not benefit Turkey,
particularly at a time when the fate of Italian support for the revision of the Straits
regime was so tied to this issue. As Galli observed later in his meeting with Aras, a
meeting which was according to the Italian ambassador “substantially hostile and
negative”,*” the Turkish government’s position was not against the lifting of the
sanctions, but rather it did not want to be the initiator of such an action. If the issue
was brought to Geneva, Turkey would support the lifting of the sanctions (when
on 30 June 1936 the British representative proposed that the sanctions should be
lifted at the League’s Assembly, Turkey supported this proposal),”® but it would
not bring the issue to Geneva by itself.*' This was the very same approach that
Turkey adopted in the beginning of and during the conflict, i.e. acting within the
context of League of Nations.

On the same day that Galli sent his report to Mussolini on 9 June, Galeazzo

Ciano was appointed as the new minister of foreign affairs, an appointment which

7 «L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (29
May 1936, Ankara), doc. 136, p. 175: “... ma noi sappiamo in modo pertinente che ¢ stato proprio
Aras ad opporvisi”.

42 «L>ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (29
May 1936, Ankara), doc. 136, p. 176: “Togliere le sanzioni, e poi ne parleremo”.

4 «L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (29
May 1936, Ankara), doc. 136, p. 179.

“0Walters, A History of the League of Nations, p. 684.

S «L>ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (29
May 1936, Ankara), doc. 136, p. 177.
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would result in a more definite Italian stance regarding the Straits issue.” Later, in
a meeting with the new Italian foreign minister, Ambassador Baydur asked
whether the Italian government intended to join the international conference
regarding the revision of the Straits regime on 22 June. After expressing his wish
for better bilateral relations, Ciano stated that until the removal of the sanctions,
Italy would not take part in any issue regarding Europe.*” Therefore, even though,
an agreement would come into place in Montreux, Turkey would still have to seek
Italian support since the lack of this support could hinder the implementation of

the treaty in practice.

4.6. Changing the Straits Regime without Italy

The conference to discuss the fate of the Straits was nevertheless convened in
Montreux on 22 June 1936 without Italy.”* At this time, the Italian government
announced that it would not attend the conference for the reasons that the
conference was untimely, that a conference about such a significant issue of
Mediterranean security could not be discussed without one of the biggest
Mediterranean powers, i.e. Italy, and that Turkey’s concerns related to the
possibility of a war in the Mediterranean were baseless considering that Mussolini
regarded the Ethiopian issue as an issue of colonialism, not one of European
politics.*” These claims by the Italian government were announced in 1/ Giornale
d’Italia, a mouthpiece of the fascist government, in an article published on 23 June
1936. Having stated the above-mentioned reasons for Italy’s position, the article

also argued that Italy’s non-attendance should be regarded as an indication that

#2 7. C. Disisleri Bakanligi Arastirma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Miidiirliigii, Montreux ve Savas
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Italy might not agree with the decisions taken at the conference later.”** Moreover,
Italian newspapers also argued that Turkey had already fortified some parts of the
Straits and the conference in Montreux was only a way to legalise the already-

existing situation.*’

Aras responded to the Italian decision not to attend the
Montreux Conference by maintaining that even though he would be pleased to see
Italy’s attendance at the conference, “it is very unfortunate that it is not possible to
find a time that Italy would consider suitable [for the discussion] of the vital issues
of other countries”.**

The reaction to the news from Rome received considerable coverage in the
Turkish press. While Ulus quoted Aras’s above-mentioned statement on its third
page on 25 June,”” Tan was less reserved in its attitude, sharing the news on its
front page and quoting Aras’s answer more visibly.*® The Turkish reaction was
even referred to by The Times, which argued that “the Turkish public opinion has
been somewhat shocked” by the news from Italy.*' This “shock™ was in fact quite
clear in an editorial written by Falih Rifki Atay in Ulus specifically discussing the
Italian stance regarding the Straits regime. The tone adopted by the official party
newspaper showed that the Turkish authorities were totally furious in the face of
the news. After summarising the content of the Italian note and the publications of

the Italian newspapers on the issue, Atay discussed several points in order to prove

the “weakness” of the reasons given by the Italian newspapers.** Atay argued that

6 Aksin, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi, p. 294.

#7 “jtalyanlara Gore Bogazlari Kismen Tahkim Etmisiz!”, Tan, 4 July 1936, p. 1 and p. 5.

438 “Italya Konferansa Muariz”, Tan, 25 June 1936, p. 1: “Cok teessiif olunur ki diger milletlerin
hayati ilerini Italyanin muvafik gorecegi zamanlara isabet ettirmek miimkiin degildir”.

49 «Son Dakika. Bogazlar Konferans1 Hakkinda italyan Gériisii ve Ajansin Bir Notu”, Ulus, 25
June 1936, p. 3. See also “Habes Meselesi Halledilmedikge..”, in the same issue, p. 1.

440 “talya Konferansa Muariz”, Tan, 25 June 1936, p. 1.
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“Turkey did not attempt to militarise the Straits because it felt under direct threat
of being attacked in the Mediterranean”, but rather because of the fact that the
recent events had shown that “treaty guarantees are not capable of defending
national security”.*’

Atay’s point was also to be seen in the issue of 7an on the same day. Tan
argued that the news of the Italian ‘assurance’ shared by L ’Agenzia Stefani, then
Italy’s leading press agency, that Italy had no intention of expansion in the
Balkans or in the Mediterranean was irrelevant because Turkey demanded the
fortification of the Straits not because of a possible attack by a single country, but
in order to have a security mechanism which could be put into place
“automatically”.*** The Italians were closely following these publications in the
Turkish press since both editorials in Ulus and Tan on 26 June were quoted in
Oriento Moderno’s July issue, which stated that “The Turkish papers of 26 June,
as if obeying an order, engaged with the attitude of Italy towards the Montreaux
Conference...and entered into a polemic with the Italian newspapers which had
judged the meeting of the conference as untimely”, thus implicitly pointing out
that behind the publications in the Turkish press, there was the Turkish
government.**

From the Italian perspective, both the Turkish government’s attitude and
the publications in the Turkish press were ‘illogical’ and primarily against Italy.
This ‘illogical’ understanding of the Turkish threat perception of Italy was such

that, according to Galli, who exchanged views with the new French ambassador to

Ankara, Henri Ponsot, on the Straits issue and Mediterranean security, it was “an

3 Atay, “Konferans ve Italya”, Ulus, 26 June 1936, p. 1: “Tirkiye bogazlari silahlamak
tesebbiisiine, Akdenizde yakin bir hiicuma ugramak tehdidi altinda bulundugunu hissederek
girismis degildir. Tiirkiye, muahede garantilerinin milli emniyetleri miidafaa etmege ve fili
taarruzlart menetmege muktedir olmadig: inkar edilmez hadiselerle sabit olduktan sonra, alakadar
devletlere notasini vermistir”.

444 “Bogazlar Konferans1 ve Italya”, Tan, 26 June 1936, p. 5.

5 “Pareri di giornali turchi sull’atteggiamento dell’Italia nella questione degli Stretti”, Oriente
Moderno, 16/7 (July 1936), p. 392: “I giornali turchi del 26 giugno, come ubbidendo a una parola
d’ordine, si occuparono dell’atteggiamento dell’Italia di fronte alla Conferenza di Montreux ... e
polemizzarono con I giornali italiani i quali avevano giudicata intempestiva la riunione della
Conferenza”.
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incurable psychopathic case” and the Italian government did not really know “how
to calm [Turkey’s] apprehensions about Italy”. Turkish fear of a possible attack
from Italy’s bases in the Dodecanese was also ‘illogical’ according to the Italian
ambassador since an examination of the positions of the bases could show that it
posed no possible strategic danger for Turkey.**

The Italian press, too, shared similar claims about Turkish understanding
of the Italian threat. The Italian newspaper L Azione Coloniale published an article
on 27 June 1936. After evaluating Turkey’s position in the Mediterranean, the
Italian newspaper accused the Turkish government of being deluded and argued

that

The Turks had invaded Anatolia, a place which was full of contradictions
in terms of ethnicity and politics and they wanted to destroy people’s
religions and their sacred beliefs; then they turned [their attention] to the
Dodecanese islands. The Turks consider Italy as a natural enemy. This is a
psychological mistake and deceptively bringing up the issue of the Italian
expansion into Anatolia is a result of a pessimistic policy. Ankara is
addicted to the disease of disillusionment and harbours the view that the
Italian policy wishes to damage its authority and prestige. Conclusion?
Turkey must give this up ...*’

This Italian view was partly fuelled by the British press’s coverage of the Turkish
“suspicion” of Italy, which was consistently referred by 7he Times. In one such
article the British newspaper stated that “the Italian possession of the Dodecanese
and the conversion of the island of Leros into a powerful military base near the
Turkish coast have no doubt excited suspicions of Italy among the Turks,

suspicions for which the new Roman Empire-builders have only themselves to

6« ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al capo del governo e ministro degli esteri, Mussolini” (26
May 1936, Ankara), doc. 111, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei
documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10
maggio — 31 agosto 1936) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), pp. 129-31.

“722 July 1936: CA, 030.10.0.0.238.608.5., p. 3: “Tiirkler etnik ve siyasal noktai nazarlardan
ziddiyetler ile dolu olan Anadoluyu isgal etmisler ve oradan halkin dinini, mukaddesatin1 yok
etmek istemislerdir; sonra Oniki adaya cephelerini gevirmislerdir. Tiirkler, italyay tabii bir diigman
olarak addediyorlar. Bu psikolojik bir hatadir ve Anadoluda Italyan inkisafi meselesini hilekarane
bir sekilde ortaya atmasi bedbin bir politikanin neticesidir. Ankara evham hastalifina miipteladir,
ve Italyan politikasinin kendi hakimiyeti ve prestijini kirmak istedigi kanaatini beslemektedir.
Netice? Tiirkiye bundan vazgegmeli...” For an earlier example of a similar view on Turkey, see: 20
September 1935: CA, 030.10.0.0.238.606.12.
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blame”.*® Even earlier, on 24 January 1936, another leading British newspaper,
The Manchester Guardian, published an article discussing Turkey’s policy
towards the League of Nations and its demands over the Straits regime. The article
emphasised Turkey’s “active distrust of Italy” and argued that “the Turkish
population certainly have never been quite at ease in regard to the possible designs
of Mussolini on Turkish Anatolia, but the leaders have not shared this fear”.*”

An interesting article in The Scotsman, which was published on the same
day as the Turkish official note was delivered to the League of Nations, directly
connected the Turkish claim over the Straits to a direct Italian threat to Turkey.
This threat was to such, the article argued, that “the shifting play of the
Mediterranean forces and the menacing rise of Italy [in the Mediterranean] have
forced [emphasis added] the Turks to look to their defences, and especially to the
Straits”.*’ The article even referred to recent past events that provided Turkey with
“extra reason[s] for suspicion”, which were, according to the newspaper,
Mussolini’s speech on 18 March 1934 and the Italian fortifications in the
Dodecanese islands, fortifications which were an “ever-present reminder of past
claims and future possibilities” of Italy over Anatolia.”' The British ambassador in
Ankara, Percy Loraine’s adding this article to his personal newspaper cuttings
collection, was also an indication that this coverage in The Scotsman or in similar
publications in the British press were considered important by British official
circles. This was, for example, the situation in a House of Commons debate on 21

April 1936 when the Labour MP William Thorne posed a question to Eden: “Does

M8 «“Montreux Conference”, The Times, 22 June 1936, p. 15.

449 “Turkey and the League. The Dardanelles”, The Manchester Guardian, 24 January 1936, a
newspaper cutting from the Middle East Centre Archive, St Antony’s College, Oxford (hereafter
MECA), Sir Percy Loraine Collection, GB165-0186, vol. 9, pp. 159-60.

#0 «Turkey and the Straits”, The Scotsman, 11 April 1936, a newspaper cutting from MECA, Sir
Percy Loraine Collection, GB165-0186, vol. 9, p. 168.

#! “Turkey and the Straits”, The Scotsman, 11 April 1936.
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the right hon. Gentleman not think that Turkey is very much concerned about the
ambitions of Italy at the present time?”***

From the perspective of the Turkish press, however, a direct Italian threat
to Turkey and the Italian fortification of the Dodecanese islands were not the main
concerns for the Straits issue, Yunus Nadi claimed that “the position of Italy in the
Dodecanese islands in no way had an effect on [Turkey’s] demand for the
refortification of the Straits”, and thus this demand was not due to “an assessment
of individual events”, but due to “a necessity which had emerged from the change
in world politics”.** Therefore, even though Turkey did not directly connect its
demand to a change in the Straits regime to a direct Italian threat against Turkey,
both the Italian perspective and the British coverage of the issue presented it as
such. However, despite this misrepresentation, the Turkish government and the
press did not respond to these claims, thus implicitly using this insistent accusation
on the part of Italy for its own benefit. Moreover, the British articles, by referring
to a direct Italian threat to Turkey, further justified the Turkish position about the
Straits, which proved to be useful for the Turkish government.

However, despite this somewhat confused environment for Turkish-Italian
relations during the Montreux Convention, there was a moment when the Italian
participation in the Montreux Convention seemed highly likely since Italy’s
pretext for its non-attendance, i.e. the ongoing sanctions against Italy, was
eliminated in the last meeting of the League’s sixteenth session on 4 July. In this
meeting, the Assembly of the League of Nations left the issue of sanctions to the
Coordination Committee,** thus totally disregarding the speech made by Ethiopian
Emperor Haile Selassie on 30 June, who condemned the Italian invasion and

called for the League to act in the Assembly’s meeting, a meeting which was “in

2 Hansard, HC Deb 21 April 1936, vol. 311, cc28-9.

3 Yunus Nadi, “Bogazlarin Tahkimi Talebinde 12 Adanin Rolii Yoktur”, Cumhuriyet, 13 July
1936, p. 1.

4 Pemberton, Jo-Anne, The Story of International Relations, Part Two: Cold-Blooded Idealists

(London and New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2019), pp. 562-3.

128



such a mood of ill humour, discouragement and anxiety”.*” The meeting of the
Coordination Committee on 6 July led to the expected result: the lifting of the
sanctions against Italy as of 15 July. The Turkish government immediately issued
a governmental decree to terminate the sanctions on 8 July.** Naturally, the end of
the economic sanctions against Italy created an expectation both in Turkey and in
Montreux that the Italian government would attend the conference. However, this
was not the case.

Italy decided not to attend the conference, which created “dissatisfaction”
in Montreux since a final solution to the Straits issue was considered impossible
without Italy’s active involvement in the process.”’ The absence of Italy created “a
difficulty in reaching an agreement between the Powers”.*® This time, Italy’s
pretext for not attending the conference was the British-brokered arrangement in
December 1935 for mutual aid in the Mediterranean, an arrangement which
included Britain, France, Yugoslavia, Greece and Turkey. These arrangements
were specifically designed with regard to the implementation of the sanctions
against [taly and aimed to ensure that any of these countries would not be a target
of an Italian aggression in the Mediterranean due to their implementation of the
League of Nations’ sanctions.

This “Mediterranecan understanding”,*” as Cohen called it, was in fact
neither a pact nor a permanent security arrangement, but rather an understanding
which was set up within the limits of the Covenant of the League of Nations in the
case of any Italian attack on these Mediterranean countries. This mechanism was

based on the second clause of Article 16 of the League of Nations:

5 Walters, A History of the League of Nations, p. 684.

6.8 July 1936: CA, 030.18.1.2.66.57.18.

7 Aksin, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi, p. 298.

¥ Hansard, HC Deb 15 July 1936, vol. 314, ¢c2022-5.

9 Cohen, Michael J., “British Strategy in the Middle East in the Wake of the Abyssinian Crisis,
1936-39” in Britain and the Middle East in the 1930s: Security Problems, 1935-39, Michael J.
Cohen and Martin Kolinsky (eds.) (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 1992), p. 24.
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The Members of the League agree, further, that they will mutually support
one another in the financial and economic measures which are taken under
this Article, in order to minimise the loss and inconvenience resulting from
the above measures, and that they will mutually support one another in
resisting any special measures aimed at one of their number by the
covenant-breaking State, and that they will take the necessary steps to
afford passage through their territory to the forces of any of the Members
of the League which are co-operating to protect the covenants of the
League.*®

Before reaching the above-mentioned arrangenment, British Foreign Minister
Eden, in a memorandum, asked France, Greece, Yugoslavia, Spain and Turkey
what the position of these countries would be if Britain were to take any action
against Italy in order to implement the League’s decisions and he wanted to know

whether they would help Britain in such a situation.*

This question was
responded to positively by all countries that were addressed, apart from Spain.*®
Tevfik Riistii Aras, on behalf of the Turkish government, responded to the British
memorandum with a letter to the League of Nations on 22 January 1936 in which
he stated that Turkey “approved” the British proposal and was ready to “undertake
any responsibility” which would emerge from the League’s Covenant. Moreover,
Turkey asked Britain to confirm that this arrangement was a reciprocal one, thus in
the case of an Italian attack on Turkey, Britain would also help Turkey in the
Mediterranean, which was confirmed by the British.*”

However, even though this arrangement was in fact within the framework

of the League of Nations, the secondary literature, of which there is very little,

argues that this arrangement was “an alliance” between Turkey and Britain. Soysal

0 Foreign Relations of the United States Online (hereafter FRUS), “The Covenant of the League

of Nations (Art. 1 to 26)”
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1919Parisv13/ch10subchl [accessed on 7 April
2020].

! Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalart, p. 490.

462 «“Mediterranean Powers’ Reply”, The Scotsman, 28 December 1935, a newspaper cutting from
MECA, Sir Percy Loraine Collection, GB165-0186, vol. 9, p. 142.

463 7 December 1935: CA, 30.10.0.0.234.580.13.
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called the understanding “the 1936 Turkish-British Mediterranean Alliance”.**
Papuggular argued that this was a “Mediterranean pact” and it signified the
beginning of a better relationship between Turkey and Britain.*”

Papuccular’s argument was only one of similar arguments made in the
literature about how the Italo-Ethiopian War and the Straits issue provided a
background for a Turkish-British rapprochement in this period. In one of the most
well-known textbooks on Turkish foreign policy, it was argued that Turkey’s
policy during the Italo-Ethiopian War and its joining the ‘“Mediterranean Pact”
with Britain paved the way for Turkey’s approaching the “status quo” group,
particularly Britain.** Similarly, the Montreux Convention was, according to some
scholars, the result of this British-Turkish rapprochement. Millman argued that
“without Britain, ... there could be no alteration of a Straits regime”.*” In a similar
fashion, Di Casola, in her article on Turkish-Italian relations during the Ethiopian
War, asked: “Had a concrete exchange not already occurred when, as a
consequence of the new Anglo-Turkish friendship, Great Britain permitted the re-
armament of the Straits?”** The British support was such that, Giilmez argued,
Percy Loraine was the “unsung hero behind the peaceful resolution of the
international Straits issue”.*” Therefore, the bilateral relations between Turkey and
Britain had further improved after the Montreux Straits Convention.*”

In fact, what supports these arguments in the secondary literature is the

British newspaper coverage of Turkish-British cooperation. A rhetoric suggesting

¥4 Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalart, p. 477.

%5 papugeular, Tiirkiye ve Oniki Ada, p. 110.

%66 Génliibol, et al, Olaylarla Tiirk Dus Politikast (1919-1995), p. 113.

7 Millman, “Turkish Foreign and Security Policy 1934-42", p. 490.

% Di Casola, “Italo-Turkish Relations between the Two Wars”, p. 339.

¥ Giilmez, “Turkish Foreign Policy as an Anomaly”, p. 42.

0 Barlas and Giilmez, “Turkish-British Relations in the 1930s”, p. 834.
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that the relations between Britain and Turkey had improved recently was adopted
by The Times, in an article titled “A Friendship Revived” on 23 April 1936.
According to this, the relations were so good between the two countries that “a
distinguished member of the Diplomatic Corps in Angora has described the recent
improvement in [the] relations as “a second Anglo-Turkish honeymoon™”. This
improvement was due to the Italo-Ethiopian dispute, The Times argued, though the
Turkish government had had suspicions about the real intention behind the British

position at the beginning of the conflict.

[However,] it was slowly brought home to Turkish minds that, if selfish
interests were behind the British attitude at all, they played a very
secondary part, and that the storm of indignation which the Italian
aggressive measures against Abyssinia had aroused in Great Britain was
genuine.*”

The newspaper further argued that with the recent support of the British
government for the Turkish claim about the Straits, the two countries would “place
the seal on a new Anglo-Turkish friendship”.*”

However, even though the Italo-Ethiopian War and the Straits issue might
have provided grounds for the development of a better bilateral relationship
between Britain and Turkey, the ‘cooperation’ of the two countries on these issues
did not mean an immediate rapprochement. Therefore, Britain did not directly
appear as an “obvious candidate™” for Turkey to form an alliance with in the mid-
1930s. The existing secondary literature’s heavy reliance on British primary
sources leads to such a portrayal of the bilateral relations. British-Turkish relations
are beyond the scope of this thesis. However, a demonstration of why such a

rapprochement was not in place during the time of the revision of the Straits

regime is necessary to understand why the Italian government placed the removal

7' «A Friendship Revived. Relations with Turkey”, The Times, 23 April 1936, p. 13. For a similar

article, see: “Turkey Pleased with Britain. Dardanelles Rearming”, Daily Telegraph, 15 April 1936,
a newspaper cutting from MECA, Sir Percy Loraine Collection, GB165-0186, vol. 9, p. 171.

472 “A Friendship Revived”, p. 13.

7 Giilmez, “Turkish Foreign Policy as an Anomaly”, p. 42.
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of the Mediterranean understanding of December 1935 as a condition for its
attendance at the Montreux Convention.

The Mediterranean understanding of December 1935 and the revision of
the Straits regime in 1936 cannot be regarded as the beginning of the
rapprochement between Britain and Turkey since, first of all, as demonstrated
above, this was not an alliance but rather an ad-hoc arrangement. Moreover,
Turkey regarded this arrangement only within the context of the League of Nations
and considered it as a “mutual” assistance mechanism in the Mediterranean,** an
idea which was strengthened by the fact that Turkey was not the only country in
this Mediterranean understanding. Turkey’s stance was also evident in an editorial
published in Ulus, where Falih Rifki Atay argued that it was “natural” for Britain
to be the broker of such an arrangement in order for it to see clearly to what extent
the countries in the Mediterranean were “persistent” in their decision to apply the
sanctions against Italy.*” Further, from the Turkish perspective, a Mediterranean
pact, which had been desired for a long time by the Turkish government, was
ideally one that would include many countries including Italy. The idea of
multilateralism was in fact one of the backbones of Turkey’s ‘pactisation’ policy
in the interwar period. According to Tevfik Riistii Aras, any attempt to form a
permanent security arrangement in the Mediterranean was depended upon how the
Italo-Ethiopian conflict and Italian-British relations would develop, thus meaning
that a Mediterranean pact should be formed not by using one great power against
another, but rather including both.*’

Secondly, the British position during the Montreux Conference and before
was not defined by an act of friendship towards Turkey, but rather by the
pragmatic calculations of London. The British attitude over the Straits issue had

only changed due to the remilitarization of the Rhineland, which according to

474 7 December 1935: CA, 30.10.0.0.234.580.13.

7> Atay, Falih Rifki, “Ingiltere’nin Suali”, Ulus, 25 December 1935, p. 5.

476 3 December 1935: CA, 030.10.0.0.45.290.45.
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Millman was “the most analogous case” to the Turkish demand.”” In fact, the
general attitude of Britain on the subject was quite the opposite of favourable up
until 1936. At a conference he gave about the issue of the Straits on 5 October
1932, Philip Perceval Graves, who had been a correspondent in Istanbul for The
Times in 1908-1914 and continued to work there until 1946 with a short
interruption between 1915 and 1919 when he served in the army in the Middle
East,"” reflected on how much the British were in fact reluctant to support the
Turkish reclaiming of the Straits. After discussing the history of the power
struggles over the Straits among the Mediterranean powers as well as Russia,
Graves argued that the Russian factor was still valid since “at present, if there is
danger, it comes from Russia” and the Soviet Union’s foreign policy “remain[ed]
unchanged” over this issue.*”” The British aim should thus be, according to Graves,
to prevent any situation in which “a hostile power or combination of powers [held]
the Straits” since it would threaten Britain’s imperial communications and goals in
the East and beyond.®® Therefore, since the existing convention prevented the
domination of one power over the Straits, Britain’s position should be, Graves
argued, the preservation of the existing Lausanne Straits Convention, even though
it was “an imperfect instrument” and changing it “would not be easy”.*' One of
the audiences at the conference, Captain Harold Courtenay Armstrong, who had
served as an assistant military attaché during the Turkish National Liberation War

and who published his sensational book Grey Wolf: Mustafa Kemal - An Intimate

77 Millman, The Ill-Made Alliance, p. 70.

™ Cooke, Jim, “The Graves Family in Ireland”, Dublin Historical Record, 50/1 (1997), p. 35.

" Graves, Philip, “The Question of the Straits”, Journal of the Royal Central Asian Society, 20/1
(1933), p. 18.

0 Graves, “The Question of the Straits”, pp. 21-2.

481 Graves, “The Question of the Straits”, p. 22.
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Study of a Dictator in the same month as Grave’s talk,* agreed with Graves and
underlined the importance of the Straits as “one of the great roads of distribution
of the wealth of the world”.*® However, according to Armstrong, the Turks, were
not aware of the commercial importance of the Straits since they considered it
merely “as a fortress to be defended, a military possession”.* In effect, Armstrong
argued, the Turks were controlling the Straits, the Straits Commission being
nothing more than “a farce”.*” Therefore, a simple decision lay in front of the

British:

The little Turkish peasant state will be the porter on the door [i.e. the
Straits]. You or your children will have to decide whether you will help the
porter to close the gate. Whether with one hand you will give up India and
with the other you spend millions and perhaps fight a war to keep the road
to India open.**

A Turkish translation of this conference proceeding was sent by Numan
Menemencioglu in the Turkish foreign ministry to Ismet Inénii, thus
demonstrating the importance attached to these discussions and that the Turkish
government was well aware of the unsupportive British position regarding the
Straits until 1936.*’

Therefore, British support for the Turkish reclaim on the Straits was a
result of a rather realist British foreign policy. This was also evident, for example,

in Loraine’s meeting with Lojacono in June 1934, a meeting in which Loraine

*2 Y1lmaz, Mustafa, “Harold C. Armstrong’un “Grey Wolf Mustafa Kemal an Intimate Study of a

Dictator” (Bozkurt — Mustafa Kemal) Kitab1 Uzerine”, Atatiirk Arastirma Merkezi Dergisi, 11/33
(1995), p. 721.

483 Graves, “The Question of the Straits”, p. 24.
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reassured Lojacono that if Turkey brought the Straits issue onto agenda again,
“Britain would act in concert with the other [signatories] of the treaty”. As
Millman rightly argued, the rapprochement between Britain and Italy hindered
solution for the Straits issue in 1934.** This in fact showed that both the support of
the British ambassador and of London arrived much later and it was due to the
existing international situation in 1936 rather than a “friendship revived” just after
the Mediterranean arrangement in December 1935. The British pragmatic position
on the issue of the Straits was crystal-clear in an article in the British daily,
Morning Post on 13 April 1936, just after the Turkish note to the League of
Nations. According to this article, the British position on the Straits issue would
“no doubt be decided by the guarantees for the safety of [the British] trade as well
as by the attitude of the other Mediterranean powers”. Moreover, the newspaper
made reference to the experiences of Britain during World War I in the Turkish
Straits and argued that “What we may have learnt from experience [was] to go no
further in our policy than the circumstances promise[d] and the means
command[ed]”, thus underlining that the British position was rather
circumstantial.**’

Thirdly, even though Turkish communication with Britain on the issue of
the Straits was highlighted in the secondary literature, in fact Britain was not the
only country which was consulted during this process. Tevfik Riistii Aras stated
later that in the League of Nations’s meeting about the German remilitarisation of
the Rhineland, he brought the subject to the attention of both Soviet commissar for
foreign affairs Litvinov and Romanian Foreign Minister Titulescu separately and
asked for their support for the Turkish claim, to which both responded
positively.*” This suggests that the Turkish foreign policy to bring a revision in the
Straits regime was not an attempt solely dependent on Britain’s stance on the

subject, but again one that tried to gain the favour of as many actors as possible.

¥ Millman, The Ill-Made Alliance, p. 72.

9 “The Straits”, Morning Post, 13 April 1936, a newspaper cutting from MECA, Sir Percy
Loraine Collection, GB165-0186, vol. 9, p. 169.

490 Aras, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politikasi, p. 102.
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A different reflection of this idea was also evident in a letter sent from
Ismet Inonii to Aras on 12 July 1936, a letter which suggested that Turkey should
remain neutral in any possible war in the future whether Italy joined the war or
not.*" Even though this document is usually interpreted by scholars as a
manifestation of how the Turkish government directed its policy in relation to

“? it was rather a reflection of the general principle of the Turkish foreign

Italy,
policy in the interwar period, i.e. remaining neutral in events which were not
directly related to Turkish interests. Interestingly, the letter also revealed Turkish
suspicions of other great powers’ policies, Indnii arguing that *...In order not to
offend Italy, Russia and France abstained from the most basic agreements. Britain
wishes to preserve this opportunity specifically for itself for a time that suits it and
carefully refrains from any undertaking connected to Turkey”.*” Therefore, at a
time when Italy had just announced that it would not join the conference due to the
Mediterranean arrangement, Indnii’s warning letter should be considered a
reminder for Aras that Britain, France and Russia should also not be trusted,
especially considering their rather flexible approach to the alliances.

Moreover, as Howard’s article demonstrates, the discussions at the
Montreux Conference were consisted rather hot debates between the Turkish,
British and Soviet delegates, thus undermining the so-called cooperation between

Britain and Turkey in this process.**

Ulus announced its disagreement with the
British proposal about the new Straits regime, a proposal which the Turkish
newspaper published on its front page, and argued that “this proposal did not make

a good impression on Ankara where there was concern about the fate of the

1T, C. Disisleri Bakanligi Arastirma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Miidiirliigii, Montreux ve Savas

Oncesi Yillar1 (1935-1939), p. 54.

“2 For an example, see: Menges, Yeter, “ikinci Diinya Savasi Dénemi Tiirk-Italyan iliskileri”,

Unpublished Master’s Thesis, Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi, Izmir, 2016, p. 90.

3 T. C. Disisleri Bakanligi Arastirma ve Siyaset Planlama Genel Miidiirliigii, Montreux ve Savas
Oncesi Yillar1 (1935-1939), p. 54: “... Rusya ve Fransa Italya’y1r giicendirmemek igin, en basit
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muhafaza etmek istiyor. Tiirk noktai nazarindan bir taahhiide girmekten dikkatle igtinap ediyor”.
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conference”.*” On the other side of the coin, there was also discontent in Britain
regarding the Turkish thesis on the Straits, which was criticised by the
Conservative MP Reginald Purbrick, who asked Foreign Minister Eden

whether, in view of the Turkish Government's statement that recent
happenings have made the Straits Convention signed at Lausanne in 1923
no longer an effective guarantee of Turkish security, he [would] state
whether any grounds exist for the fear that any foreign country
contemplated invading Turkish territory?

Eden did not give any answer to the question and left some MPs unconvinced
about the insecure environment that Turkey based its claims on for the revision of
the status of the Straits since Frederick Cocks, another British MP, this time from
the Labour Party, asked directly: “Is it not a fact that Turkey has been threatened
with attack by Italy?”*° It seemed that in fact Reginald Purbrick was not even
convinced about the necessity of a change in the Straits regime when the Montreux
Conference was convened since he argued in his open letter to The Times on 22
June that “... it must be remembered that the demilitarization of the Straits was not
imposed on Turkey by any dictated treaty but was freely accepted by the present
Turkish Government at Lausanne in 1923 in return for huge territorial and other
compensations”.*”

Even though the relations between Britain and Turkey were not entirely
amicable, from the Italian perspective, however, the Mediterranean arrangement
between Britain, France, Greece, Yugoslavia and Turkey was an extension of the
sanctions against Italy and aimed to encircle Italy in the Mediterranean.*® The
Italians considered this Mediterranean understanding as the beginning of a British-

Turkish rapprochement. This Italian perception was due to the nature of Anglo-

4% «“Bogazlar Hakkindaki Ingiliz Mukavele Projesinin Metnini Nesrediyoruz”, Ulus, 8 July 1936, p.
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Italian relations in the interwar period, which were characterised by clashing
“dreams of imperial greatness” since both countries wanted hegemony over the
Mediterranean.”” The negative Italian attitude about Turkey’s relations with
Britain was also reflected in Al-Mugqattam, one of the Egyptian newspapers that
Italy financially sponsored® to “justify Italian policy in Abyssinia and
elsewhere”.” According to an article in this newspaper, Turkey, “having
remembered and been afraid of the previous Italian attempt to invade the Western
Anatolia”, adopted a policy against Italy during the Ethiopian crisis. As a result,
therefore, the newspaper argued that British-Turkish relations appeared to be
improving as could be seen in the Straits issue and in the publications of the
British press, which “agreed with the necessity...of fortifying the Straits”. In fact,
according to A/-Mugqattam, the relations were so good that “Turkey would defend
Britain in the case of an attack against Britain and it would even [open] all its ports
in the Mediterranean to the British”.*”

Italy insisted on its condition of the ending of the Mediterranean
understanding and it pursued an active policy to realise this aim, Ciano sending an
assuring note to Ankara, Athens and Belgrade on 14 July stating that “To think
that Italy could move to reprisals against Turkey, Greece and Yugoslavia, now that
the sanctions have been totally removed, is a hypothesis even more arbitrary than
that which had, up until now, been established” and was “totally unjustified”.
Ciano explicitly expressed the desire to “construct the future in the spirit of trust

and mutual collaboration with every people”.”” This was an attempt by the Italian

* Fiore, Massimiliano, Anglo-Italian Relations in the Middle East, 1922-1940 (Surrey and
Burlington: Ashgate, 2010), p. 185.

0 Arielli, Fascist Italy and the Middle East, p. 46 and p. 57.

U Arielli, Fascist Italy and the Middle East, p. 45.

%2 3 July 1936: 030.10.0.0.266.798.15, p. 3.

303 <[] ministro degli esteri, Ciano, agli ambasciatori ad Ankara, Galli, a Londra, Grandi, a Parigi,
Cerruti e a Washington, Rosso, e ai ministri ad Atene, Boscarelli, e a Belgrado, Viola” (14 July
1936, Rome), doc. 520, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei
documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10
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foreign minister to demonstrate to London and Paris, to which a copy of the
telegram was sent, that there was no need for the unilateral assurances granted for
these three Mediterranean countries.

As was to be expected, the Turkish press opposed this new condition set by
Italy. Tan published an article titled “Italians feign reluctance!” (italyanlar Naza
Cekiyorlar!) on 8 July, reporting that the French argued “Why did we lift the
sanctions if ITtaly would still be unsatisfied?”* Ulus was rather reserved in its
language, yet it still shared the news on its front page and also referred to the same
French article published by Tan.”” Unpersuaded, however, the Italians announced
that they would not attend the conference. According to 7an, as a response to
Italy’s stance, the Turkish foreign minister stated that the agreement to be
concluded in Montreux would be universal and could not be left open for the
signature of the non-attending countries, in other words, Italy.**

Despite such fierce criticisms in the Turkish press, Tevfik Riistii Aras,
reportedly, met with the Italian representative at the League of Nations who came
to Montreux from Geneva. In this meeting, Aras gave a copy of the new Straits
convention proposal on 16 July.”” The representative was also told that the
convention would be left open for Italy’s signature.® This representative was

Renato Bova Scoppa, the former Regent of the Italian Consulate General in

maggio — 31 agosto 1936) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), p. 580:
“Pensare che I’ltalia possa passare a rappresaglie contro Turchia Grecia Jugoslavia, ora che
sanzioni sono state tolte, ¢ ipotesi ancor piu arbitraria di quella che era stata sinora posta a base
delle intese di assistenza; ed ¢ del tutto ingiustificata. ... di costruire I’avvenire con spirito di fiducia
e mutua collaborazione da tutti i popoli”.

3 “talyanlar Naza Cekiyorlar!”, Tan, 8 July 1936, p. 1.

05 «7Zecri Tedbirler Kalktiktan Sonra: Italya Simdi de Akdeniz Anlasmalarimin Feshini Istiyor”,
Ulus, 8 July 1936, p. 1 and p. 5.

%0 “jtalya Konferansa Gelmiyecegini Bildirdi”, Tan, 14 July 1936, p. 1.

07 “Tahrir Komitesi Bogazlar Mukavelesinin Kati Metnini Hazirlad1”, Ulus, 18 July 1936, p. 1.

308 «Son Dakika. Italyan Murahhasi, Diin Montreux’e Gitti”, dksam, 17 July 1936, p. 2.
140



Izmir*® and now the Secretary General of the Italian delegation at the League of
Nations. He wrote a report to Ciano in which he outlined the details of his meeting
with Aras on 16 July. In this meeting, Aras stressed the importance of Italy’s
signature of the new convention and said that he would search for ways to sign “a
bilateral treaty” with Italy which could be different in form, but still within the
framework of the Montreux Straits Convention. According to the document, Aras,
after stating that he would work for a rapprochement between Italy and Britain in
the Mediterranean, claimed that the Mediterranean understanding, which would no
longer be reciprocal but only in the form of unilateral assistance offered by Britain,
could not be rejected by Turkey since it was “a protection generously offered” by
Britain.”" However, he also argued that this agreement would soon be lifted.”"

The Turkish government was faced with a difficult task over keeping its
relations with Britain and France balanced since, on the one hand, it did not want
to turn down the unilateral assistance provided by Britain and it needed to respond
positively to the telegram sent by the Italian foreign minister regarding the
assurances given by Ciano on 14 July on the other. As claimed by Ambassador
Galli, this difficult position for the Turkish government was clearly visible in his
meeting with Inonii on 17 July, where Inonii apologised for the delay in the
response of the Turkish government to the telegram and stated that he was “very
satisfied” by Ciano’s assurance of Italian non-aggression towards Turkey and

other Mediterranean countries.’ Indnii claimed that Turkey was in agreement with

39 «Bova Scoppa Renato”, https://baldi.diplomacy.edu/diplo/biogra/bovascoppa.htm [accessed on
7 April 2020].

310 «]] segretario generale aggiunto della delegazione alla S.D.N., Bova Scoppa, al ministro degli
esteri, Ciano” (16 July 1936, Geneva), doc. 544, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la
pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939,
vol. IV (10 maggio — 31 agosto 1936) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993),
p- 609.

311 ]| segretario generale aggiunto della delegazione alla S.D.N., Bova Scoppa, al ministro degli
esteri, Ciano” (16 July 1936, Geneva), doc. 544, p. 610.

312 <L ’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (18 July 1936, Ankara), doc.
560, in Ministero Degli Affari Esteri Commissione per la Pubblicazione dei Documenti
Diplomatici, I Documenti Diplomatici Italiani Ottava Serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10 maggio — 31
agosto 1936) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), p. 630.
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what Ciano argued about the continuing of Mediterranean assistance, which
“Turkey did not ask for or felt the need of ...”."

Two days later, however, there appeared news in the Turkish press that
even though the reciprocal assistance had ended due to the lifting of the sanctions,
the unilateral assistance provided by Britain would still continue.”™* According to
Galli, behind this shift from what Inonii suggested earlier lay Aras, who was also
responsible for Eden’s insistence on the unilateral assurances.’” Galli’s
discussions with the Turkish governmental officials about this unilateral assurance
continued until its end by Britain.*"

Within this ambiguous environment about the fate of the Mediterranean
assurance and without the Italian signature, the Montreux Straits Convention was
signed on 20 July 1936. As stated by Aras to Bova Scoppa earlier, Article 27 of
the Convention left the Convention open for the signature of the countries who had
been a party to the Lausanne Treaty, i.e. Italy.’’’ At the time the Montreux
Convention was signed, the Turkish army simultaneously fortified the Straits,
prompting a reaction of joy and celebration around the country where Turks

rushed onto streets and squares to celebrate the event. The venue for celebrations

313 «L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (18 July 1936, Ankara), doc.
560, p. 630.

>4 «“Sanksiyonlardan Sonra Tiirkiye-Ingiltere Karsilikli Teminati”, Ulus, 19 July 1936, p. 1.

315 «L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (19 July 1936, Ankara), doc.
568, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, /
documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10 maggio — 31 agosto 1936)
(Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), p. 639.

316 For example, see the documents: “L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri,

Ciano” (22 July 1936, Istanbul), doc. 588, pp. 655-6. and “L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al
ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (22 July 1936, Istanbul), doc. 590, pp. 657-8 in Ministero degli affari
esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici
italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10 maggio — 31 agosto 1936) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico
e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), which gives the details of a meeting between Galli and Saragoglu
on the subject.

ST C. Resmi Gazete, 5 August 1936, p. 7029.
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in Ankara was Ulus Square,””™ the quintessential public space in the early
Republican capital. In Istanbul, Aksam stated, the celebrations would take place
throughout the night, during which time shops and public spaces would remain
open.’"”’

How important the new convention was for the Turkish government, as
well as for the Turkish people, was evident in 7an’s editorial, which claimed that
“the last trace, the last difficulty that recalls those days when we were unable to
determine our own fate will be eradicated after today”.”* The Montreux
Convention was thus regarded as a re-manifestation of Turkish independence by
the newspaper, an idea which was also expressed by Mazhar Miifit Kansu, a CHP
MP from Denizli, who stated that the Straits question, which had been “a shadow”
over Turkey’s independence and “a nightmare” for the Turkish people, had been

resolved thanks to Atatiirk’s “diplomatic tactics”.**'

4.7. Conclusion

Italy’s signature on the Montreux Convention was indeed very important. Refik
Ince, a CHP MP from Manisa and the future minister of national defence in
Menderes’s cabinet in 1950-1951, put the Turkish desire into the words: “It is to
be hoped that Italy, whose signature is necessary for the Straits agreement and
whose word is important in European affairs, will one day ... remove the concern
we have in our hearts by coming and, like the other states and nations, signing this

agreement”.”” These words were reported by Galli to Rome who underlined the

318 « Ankaralilar”, Ulus, 20 July 1936, p. 1.

319 “By Aksam Biitiin Istanbul Halki Meydanlarda Toplanacak”, Aksam, 20 July 1936, p. 1.

20 «“Tirkliigiin Bugiinii”, Tan, 21 July 1936, p. 10.

2V TBMM Zabut Ceridesi, Devre: V, Ictima Senesi: 1, 31 July 1936, Friday, p. 310.

2 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 31 July 1936, p. 314: .. Bogazlar mukavelenamesinde imzasi
bulunmasi 14zim gelen ve Avrupa islerinde sdzii gegen Italyanin bir giin gelip de diger devletler ve
milletler gibi bu muahedeyi imza ederek kalplerimizde husule gelen endiseyi izale etmek siyasetini
ve diplomasisini gosterecegini limit etmektir”.
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fact that Refik ince was the only MP who referred to Italy’s position regarding the

new convention.””

Figure 4.2: Celebrations in Ankara due to the Montreux Convention, in

Ulus, 20 July 1936, p. 1.

By 31 July when the Turkish Parliament met mainly to discuss and
celebrate the Straits Convention, the Mediterranean assurances had already been
lifted by Britain, thus leaving no reason whatsoever for Italy to maintain its stance.
The assurances lifted on 27 July on the day Eden announced in the House of
Commons that there was no need for the unilateral assistance anymore given the

assurances provided by Italy to Turkey, Greece and Yugoslavia on 14 July.”*

33 «L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (1 August 1936, Beyoglu),
doc. 667, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10 maggio — 31
agosto 1936) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), p. 733.

410 August 1936: CA, 030.10.0.0.234.580.17.
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According to Yunus Nadi, writing an editorial about the issue in Cumhuriyet on 29
July, Britain’s changing position was due to the fact that Eden wanted to appease
Italy so that it would take its place again in European politics, more specifically, in
the existing Locarno Pact. Even though the sustaining of British assistance in the
Mediterranean was not necessary anymore, the author continued, it was important
to evaluate the issue of Mediterranean security separately from the Locarno
issues.”” Indirectly referring to Yunus Nadi’s article, Galli reported to Ciano on
the same day that the Turkish press showed “vivid disappointment” about Eden’s
declarations.” However, in a speech he gave at the parliament on 31 July, Aras
declared that “This [Eden’s] declaration, made with the desire to return to the
normal state of affairs, cannot in any way affect the cordial and friendly relations
of trust between Britain and us”.””’

Despite the end of the unilateral Mediterranean assurance by Britain,
however, Italy’s signing of the Montreux Convention took almost another two
years. Only after Turkey’s official acceptance of Italy as an empire on 4 April
1938, did the Italian government sign the Montreux Convention on 2 May. This
also demonstrates how the Italian government used the Straits issue as a way to
realise its foreign policy demands not only with Turkey but internationally, as
demonstrated by its insistence on the conditions it set for attending the Montreux
Conference: first, the lifting of the economic sanctions and second, the termination
of the Mediterranean agreement. Trading its signature for a recognition of the
Italian Empire by Turkey represented the continuation of this trend, which will be
examined in the next chapter.

In conclusion, despite the fact that bilateral relations between Italy and
Turkey were damaged further during this process, the Turkish government was

able to realise perhaps its most important foreign policy goal after the signature of

°% Yunus Nadi, “Akdeniz Emniyeti Meselesi”, Cumhuriyet, 29 July 1936, p. 1.

326« ’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (29 July 1936, Beyoglu), doc.
645, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, /
documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. IV (10 maggio — 31 agosto 1936)
(Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1993), p. 714.

* TBMM Zabut Ceridesi, 31 July 1936, p. 331: “Normal bir vaziyetin avdeti arzusu ile yapilan bu
beyanatin Ingiltere ile aramizdaki samimi itimatkar dostluk miinasebetlerine asla dokunmaz”.
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the Lausanne Treaty in 1923. As seen in the previous chapter and in this chapter,
the realisation of this aim became possible thanks to the well-executed Turkish
foreign policy during the Italo-Ethiopian War, a policy which benefited from this
unstable international environment to bring the issue of the Straits onto the agenda.
In this, the Turkish press also had an important role by portraying the threat the
war created around the world and by discussing the reasons why a refortification
of the Straits was necessary for Turkey. However, as shown in this chapter,
Turkey’s demand for a revision in the Straits or the justification of this demand
was not due to a direct Italian threat to Turkey, but rather the international
situation that was created by Italian actions. Even though Italy’s delayed signature
casted a shadow over the Montreux Convention until 1938, as Aksin states, it was
this foreign policy result that changed the balance of power in the Mediterranean,
making Turkey a country more influential in the region than before.” This success
continued to be celebrated for many years by the Turks with folk dances, speeches,
plays held in halkevieri and other activities at the exact time, 10 pm, at which the
Convention was signed.”” The Straits issue was not the last one for which the early
Republican Turkish government had long-term plans. When Aras returned to
Istanbul from Montreux, Atatiirk immediately asked for the beginning of
preparations concerning what was to be another most prominent success of early
Republican Turkish foreign policy.™ This was the issue of Hatay, an issue which
had been deliberately delayed by the Turkish government until then in order to

prevent any side-effects that it might have over the Straits issue.*'

>3 Aksin, Atatiirkiin Dig Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi, p. 227.

3229 July 1944: CA, 490.1.0.0.237.942.1.

30 Aras, Tevfik Riistii, Goriiglerim Ikinci Kitap (Istanbul: Yoriik Matbaasi, 1968), p. 46.

31 Papuccular, Hazal, “The Sanjak of Alexandretta (Hatay) in Turkish Foreign Policy: A Case of

“Accidental Diaspora” and Kin-State Politics” in 4 Transnational Account of Turkish Foreign
Policy, Hazal Papuggular and Deniz Kuru (eds.) (London and New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2020), p. 132.
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CHAPTER 5

THE PLACE OF ITALY IN TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY MAKING
IN THE POST-MONTREUX CONVENTION PERIOD (1936-1939)

On 5 January 1937, the popular newspaper Tan published an article, which
reflected the spirit of the late interwar period very well, stating that “All world
affairs are interconnected. The world of politics has become so intricate and such a
tangled affair that an event in one corner of the globe cannot but be echoed in all
four corners of the world”.** This statement was also valid for the course of
Turkish-Italian bilateral relations in the run up to the Second World War since the
relationship between the two cannot be well understood without taking into
account contemporary world politics as well as the general foreign and security
policies of the two countries in question. This chapter revaluates the place of Italy
in Turkish foreign and security policy making in the period of 1936-1939 by
examining important issues concerning Turkish foreign policy in the post-
Montreux Convention period such as the Saadabad Pact and the Nyon Conference
in 1937 as well as the issue of the Sanjak of Alexandretta (Hatay), an issue which
dominated Turkish foreign policy for most of this period. It also argues that the
relations between the two countries did not immediately worsen after 1936 and
that Italy, though it had an important place in these important issues, was not the
main and only target of Turkey’s policies in this period. Turkish-Italian relations

in this period, thus, should be understood in a more nuanced way by taking into

32 “Giiniin Meseleleri”, Tan, 5 January 1937, p. 5: “Biitiin diinya meseleleri birbirine baglidir.
Diinya siyaseti o kadar birbirine girift olmus, o kadar arap sa¢i halini almistir ki, cihanin bir
kosesindeki bir hadise, diinyanin dort kosesinde aksiseda yapmaktan hali kalmamaktadir”.

>3 For example, Grassi argued that Mussolini “lost” Turkey after 1936. See, Grassi, T} iirk-Italyan
[liskilerinde Az Bilinenler, p. 320. See also Celebi, “Tiirkiye-italya Iliskilerini Etkileyen Faktorler”,
p. 115.
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consideration international politics as well as Turkey’s general foreign policy in

this period.

5.1. Turkey’s Efforts to Secure the Italian Signature on the Montreux Convention

As discussed in the previous chapter, from the Turkish government’s perspective,
Italy’s failure to sign the Montreux Convention created a flaw for the effectiveness
of the treaty since it was important for Turkey to be assured officially that Italy, as
one of the great powers in the Mediterranean, would abide by this agreement.**
Without Italy, as the British newspaper The Observer once stated, the Montreux
Convention would be “little more than a Russo-Rumanian-Turkish-French bloc,
buttressing the Franco-Russian Pact”.” The Turkish government therefore tried to
seize every possible opportunity to secure the Italian signature on the Montreux
Convention after it was signed in July 1936. In January 1937, the Turkish
government completely shut down the Turkish embassy in Addis Ababa, the
ambassador having already been summoned back permanently to Ankara in
August 1936.”° Moreover, the authority of the Turkish consulate in Bari was
extended to cover East Africa in January 1937, meaning that the Turkish
government de facto recognised Italian authority in Ethiopia and thus the Italian
Empire.” According to the Italian ambassador in Ankara, Galli, Aras even stated
that “the Empire” would be recognised formally once a decision had been reached

in the League of Nations.™

3 See: “Chapter 4. The Italian Factor in the Straits Issue”, pp. 128-9 and pp. 143-4, in this thesis.

335 «“Better Relations with Italy. Conversations in London”, The Observer, 24 January 1937, p. 18.

36 «Teblig. Adisababa Elgiligimizi Kaldirdik”, Ulus, 20 January 1937, p. 1.

37«1 ’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al Ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (17 January 1937, Istanbul),
doc. 65, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VI (1 gennaio — 30
giugno 1937) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1997), p. 80.

% «I ’ambasciatore a Ankara, Galli, al Ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (11 January 1937, Ankara),
doc. 43, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
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Further, Turkey and Italy signed a Trade and Navigation Agreement on 29
December 1936 in Rome for a period of 18 months, thus to some extent
normalising the economic relations between the two countries. The agreement
detailed the yearly quotas for Turkish and Italian export goods and detailed the
related procedures.”™ This agreement, which was signed by Ciano and the Turkish
ambassador to Rome, Hiiseyin Ragib Baydur, was in essence a reinstallation of the
clearing principles between the two countries, which would facilitate bilateral
trade.”* Aras was reportedly very pleased about this trade agreement, according to
Galli, the Turkish foreign minister highlighting Italy’s acceptance of shipyard

payments either in Turkish lira or in Turkish goods in exchange.*

Even though,
this economic agreement prepared the ground for Turkey to raise the issue of the
Montreux Convention with Italy, the best opportunity came in January 1937 when

a rapprochement between Britain and Italy in the Mediterranean took place.

5.1.1. The Gentlemen’s Agreement and Turkey

On 2 January 1937, Britain and Italy signed a ‘Gentlemen’s Agreement’ to ease
the tension between the two countries that had emerged during the Italo-Ethiopian
War. In fact, even though this was called an agreement, it was only a signed
declaration to protect the status quo in the Mediterranean.>” The first signs of the

‘Gentlemen’s Agreement’ came on 1 November 1936, when Mussolini

diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VI (1 gennaio — 30
giugno 1937) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1997), p. 50.

% “Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti ile Italya Kiralligi Arasinda 29 ilkkdnun 1936’da Roma’da imzalanan
Ticaret ve Seyrisefain Muahedenamesile Ticaret Anlagsmasmin ve Merbutlarmin Tasdikina Dair
Kanun”, T.C. Resmi Gazete, 27 July 1937, pp. 8369-75.

4012 January 1937: CA, 030.18.1.2.71.3.1.

1« ’ambasciatore a Ankara, Galli, al Ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (11 January 1937, Ankara),
doc. 43, p. 49.

2 Salerno, Reynolds M., Mediterranean Origins of the Second World War, 1935-1940 (Ithaca and
London: Cornell University Press, 2002), p. 20.
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”% made a

“characteristically combining confrontational and appeasing statements
famous speech in Milan, a speech which recognised British interests in the
Mediterranean and paved the way for the starting of communications between the
two great powers, the relations between them having been strained since the Italo-
Ethiopian War. After resembling the Mediterranean to “a road, one of the many
roads, or rather a short-cut” for Britain, since it enabled access to its overseas
colonies, the Italian leader described the Mediterranean as “life” itself for Italians.
The most important part of the speech was that inviting Britain to recognise
reciprocal interests, which according to Mussolini, should be done in a “direct,
rapid and complete” manner.** Not long after this speech, the British government
started negotiations with Italy, but these negotiations did not lead to a friendship
pact between Italy and Britain, but to a “gentlemen’s agreement”.’* From the
British point of view the Gentlemen’s Agreement was a necessity for the
Mediterranean. Chamberlain later explained the British reasons for signing such a

declaration in a session of the House of Commons in 1938:

By the Autumn of 1936 the relations between [Britain] and Italy had
become so unsatisfactory and even so dangerous that it was felt to be
necessary to make some effort to improve them. Since it was in the region
of the Mediterranean Sea that the interests of the two countries came most
closely into contact with one another, it was there that any lack of
confidence between us became most apparent, and was most calculated to
give rise to harmful results. For these reasons, it was to that region that the
two Governments directed their attention, and on 2nd January, 1937, they
signed a joint declaration which came to be known as a “Gentlemen’s

agreement”.>*

3 Arielli, Fascist Italy and the Middle East, p. 78.

% Susmel, Edoardo and Duilio Susmel, Opera omnia di Benito Mussolini: dalla proclamazione
dell’impero al viaggio in Germania (10 maggio 1936 — 30 settembre 1937), vol. xxviii (Florence:
La Fenice, 1959), p. 70.

> “Haftalik Siyasi icmal. ingiltere-Italya”, Ulus, 14 December 1936, p. 4.

¥ Hansard, HC Deb 02 May 1938, vol. 335, cc533-669.
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This agreement was therefore designed in such a way that it was no more than a
mere acknowledgement of what Mussolini stated in his Milan speech: the
acknowledgement of reciprocal interests in the Mediterranean and the preservation
of the status quo there. The issue of Ethiopia was purposefully left off the agenda
since it would hinder the process.*”

From the perspective of Turkey, however, the most important result of this
agreement was expected to be Italy’s signature of the Montreux Convention. Since
the Montreux Convention was now one of the cornerstones of the security of the
Mediterranean, the Anglo-Italian understanding would lead to the Italian approval
of the new Straits regime. For a time, it seemed that Turkish hopes were soon to be
realised since the Italians made several gestures implying this. Carlo Galli’s
donation of 100 lira to Kizilay for the victims of a disastrous flood in Adana®*
could be seen as a demonstration of ‘willingness’ by Italy to mend its relations
with Turkey since the donation was not provided immediately after the disaster in
the beginning of December 1936, but a month later, only after the conclusion of
the Turkish-Italian Trade and Navigation Agreement and the signing of the
Gentlemen’s Agreement.>”

Moreover, just a few days after Galli’s donation, an article was published
in the mouthpiece of the fascist government, I/ Giornale d’Italia, an article which,
as reported in 7an, stated that “the issue of Montreux will be handled between
Italy and Turkey directly”.” At the same time, the British press, too, published
articles claiming that the Gentlemen’s Agreement would lead to an Italian
signature of the Montreux Convention. In an article, The Scotsman argued that the
agreement would, if Mussolini followed it, have a “stabilising influence” in the

Mediterranean and “Turkey may perhaps hope that Italy will agree to the abolition

7 «“Akdenizde ingiltere ve italya”, Ulus, 21 December 1936, p. 3. For a similar article see:
“Ingiliz-Italyan Anlagmas1” in the same issue, p. 5.

¥ «Adanada Felakete Ugrayanlara italyan Biiyiik Elgisinin Teberriiti”, Kurun, 6 January 1937, p.
2.

% «Adana Korkung Bir Feyezan Felaketi Gegirdi”, Cumhuriyet, 8 December 1936, p. 1.

%0 «Bir italyan Gazetesinde Salahiyettar Bir Bag Makale”, Tan, 9 January 1937, p. 1: “Montrd
meselesi Italya ile Tiirkiye arasinda halledilecektir”.
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of the Straits régime”.”' Similarly, The Observer claimed that it was “a matter of
common interest, particularly to Great Britain” that the Montreux Convention
should be “made effective” by Italy’s signature.™ The importance of the new
Straits regime in the security of the Mediterranean led the British to include the
Italian signature under the Montreux Convention in the discussions during the
process of the Gentlemen’s Agreement and it was naturally expected in Turkey
that this agreement would pave the way for Italy’s signing of the convention.*”
The issue of a possible Italian participation in the Montreux Convention
was not the only reason why the Turkish government was pleased with the
agreement. Aras expressed this pleasure on several occasions. In his meeting with
Galli after the agreement, he stated “with delight” that Turkey was very satisfied
with this Anglo-Italo declaration, and noted that what was most significant was the
fact that this agreement had been directly initiated by // Duce, who had thus
contributed to the security in the Mediterranean and the world.”* The importance
of the issue was also apparent in a report written by the Turkish ambassador in
London, Ali Fethi Okyar to Aras about British Prime Minister Baldwin’s recent

<

speech in parliament about the agreement, Okyar wrote: “...from our point of

view, what ... was particularly important were the soothing words he used for
Italy”.”

Similarly, the Turkish press considered this agreement an important step
for world peace, as well as for Turkey. Writing in 7an, Ahmet Emin Yalman

argued that the Gentlemen’s Agreement was “an important turning point for world

31 «Agreement with Italy”, The Scotsman, 4 January 1937, p. 8.

352 «Better Relations with Italy. Conversations in London”, The Observer, 24 January 1937, p. 18.

353 Atay, “Akdeniz’de”, Ulus, 5 January 1937, p. 1; “Italya Hiikimeti, Montrd Muahedesini Tastik
Edecek”, Ulusal Birlik, 4 January 1937, p. 1; “Akdeniz Anlasmasi Italyayr Montroye
Yaklagtirtyor”, Tan, 5 January 1937, p. 1.

5% «“L’ambasciatore a Ankara, Galli, al Ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (11 January 1937, Ankara),
doc. 43, p. 49.

5 12 January 1937: CA, 030.10.0.0.234.581.5., p. 3: “Mamafih bizim noktai nazarimizdan
bilhassa miithim ad ettigim cihet Italya i¢in kullandig1 niivazikar sézlerdir”.
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politics” and it was a “success” for both Italy and Britain.”® 4ksam, along the same
lines, stated that “this agreement eliminated one of the very serious difficulties that
threatened the peace of Europe” and thus should be regarded as a “major gain”.”’
Therefore, for Turkey, which wanted to develop its relations with both of these
countries and which desired peace in the Mediterranean, this agreement was a
positive development.”™ According to Selim Ragip, writing in Son Posta, this
agreement resulted in one of the “bones of contention” in Western Europe, i.e. the
Anglo-Italian dispute, being “partially” solved.*

One of the reasons that led to Turkish support for the agreement was the
anxiety that emerged as a result of the newly formed Rome-Berlin Axis in October
1936. The Gentlemen’s Agreement was initially regarded by the Turkish press,
and most probably hoped by the Turkish government to be, a move away by Italy
from its Axis policy. Ulus evaluated Italy’s attempt to come up with an agreement
with Britain as a return to its old policy of friendship with Britain, indicating that
Italy no longer wanted to walk alongside Germany in Europe. According to the
newspaper, this was the “most beneficial policy” for Italy, which had begun “to
slide away” from the Rome-Berlin Axis.*® A week later, in the same column, it
was stated that since Italy had turned its back on Germany, a return to the Stresa
front (the coalition formed between Britain, France and Italy) of 1935 should soon

be expected.” Similarly, Yalman also claimed that the Gentlemen’s Agreement

336 Yalman, Ahmet Emin, “Diinya Siyasetinde Doniim Noktas1”, Tan, 5 January 1937, p. 1.

7 “Ingiliz-italyan Anlasmasi”, Aksam, 5 January 1937, p. 5.

58 “Ingiliz-italyan Anlasmasi”, Aksam, 8 January 1937, p. 1.

> Selim Ragip, “Siyaset Aleminde: Yeni Sene Baginda ingiliz Siyaseti. Garbi Avrupada Bir Ciban
Bas1 lyilesti”, Son Posta, 3 January 1937, p. 8: “Bu suretle garbi Avrupanin ¢iban baglarindan bir
tanesi daha desilerek vaziyet kism1 surette 1slah edilmis bulunuyor”.

30 “Haftalik Siyasi icmal. ingiltere-Italya”, Ulus, 21 December 1936, p. 2.

! “Haftalik Siyasi icmal. italya-ingiltere”, Ulus, 28 December 1936, p. 2.
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was “a manifestation of the clash of interests” between Italy and Germany.”® He
further argued that the essence of this agreement was that “the fascist bloc ...
which threatened world peace was dissolved”.”*

Turkey’s support for the Gentlemen’s Agreement was also due to the fact
that Turkey believed that this might be the first step towards a Mediterranean pact.
In fact, the Gentlemen’s Agreement was nothing more than a mere Anglo-Italian
declaration and was thus far from realising the Turkish desire for a pact in the
Mediterranean. However, it was still a successful beginning from the Turkish
perspective since it enabled an understanding regarding the Mediterranean
between Italy and Britain, an understanding which was in fact the primary
condition for such a pact to be reached. This Turkish understanding of collective
Mediterranean security was also known, for example, to Britain, The Times
arguing on 31 December 1936 that “Although Turkey would have preferred a
general Mediterranean pact, it is realized that the first step in that direction must be
the removal of the tension to which the Abyssinian dispute gave rise between
Great Britain and Italy...”.* The main reason for the Turkish government’s
contentment was therefore not, as Giiclii argues, that British rearmament in the
Mediterranean (since the agreement did not specify anything regarding the
armament) would “contribute further to the security of Turkey as the friend of
Britain”,”® but rather the mutual understanding between Italy and Britain that it
would pave the way for a further security arrangement in the Mediterranean in the
form of a Mediterranean pact, which would include other Mediterranean countries
as well.

All the reasons that led Turkey to regard the Gentlemen’s Agreement as a
positive development, i.e. its paving the way for the Italian signature of the

Montreux Convention, Italy’s departure from the Axis policy and the formation of

362 Yalman, “Diinya Siyasetinde Doniim Noktas1”, Tan, 5 January 1937, p. 1.

3% Yalman, “Diinya Siyasetinde Doniim Noktas1”, p. 10.

364 «Tyurkish Policy. Watch on Anglo-Italian Negotiations”, The Times, 31 December 1936, p. 9.

%65 Giiglii, “Fascist Italy’s ‘Mare Nostrum’ Policy”, p. 828.
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a Mediterranean pact, were, however, undermined by publications and declarations
from the Italian side. Even though the possibility of the Italian signature on the
Montreux Convention was not denied by the Italian side, an article in /I Giornale
d’Iltalia demonstrated the resentment felt over Turkish distrust of Italy. The article
argued that it was not Italy which had provoked the Greeks into invading Izmir or
which had settled in Anatolia, thus implying that if distrust existed, it should have
been of Britain, not Italy.** Similarly, Ulus shared another Italian editorial dated 5
January 1937 from La Gazzetta del Popolo, in which it was argued that “... before
Italy puts its signature under the Montreux Convention, everything must be well
established and ... clarified”.””” Therefore, from the Italian perspective, there was a
need for an improvement in relations with Turkey but at the same time it was
underlined that it was Turkey which was responsible for the earlier tense relations
between the two countries. Moreover, the Italian newspapers rejected the claims
that the Gentlemen’s Agreement meant Italy’s deviation from the Rome-Berlin
Axis.>®

In the light of this environment, the Turkish newspapers including Ulus
and Cumhuriyet, the newspapers closest to the government circles, also published
critical articles about the Gentlemen’s Agreement. Falih Rifki Atay, writing an
editorial in Ulus, underlined the conditions that led to the agreement and
questioned its viability. After outlining Mussolini’s “adventure” in Ethiopia to
revive the Roman Empire within the framework of its policy of mare nostrum and
the tension this created between Britain and Italy, Atay quoted Mussolini’s Milan
speech where he made the above-mentioned metaphor in which he resembled the
Mediterranean to a “road” for Britain and “life” for Italy, and argued that

Mussolini regarded this agreement as a way to force Britain to accept its interests

366 «Bir Italyan Gazetesinde Salahiyettar Bir Bas Makale”, Tan, 9 January 1937, p. 1.

367 “Italya ile Tiirkiye Arasinda Dostluk”, Ulus, 14 January 1937, p. 4.

3% «popolo d’Italia’ya Gére italyayr Almanyadan Ayirmak i¢in Manevralar Yapiliyormus”, Ulus,
29 December 1936, p. 3; “Ingiliz-Italyan Anlagmas1”, Ulus, 30 December 1936, p. 3.
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in the region while Britain perceived it as a way to stop Italian expansion.’®” Thus,
having indicated the differences in the British and Italian perceptions of the signed
declaration, Atay underlined the fact that the Italian newspapers attributed the
greatest importance to the continuity of Italy’s good relations with Germany in
their publications that discussed the Gentlemen’s Agreement. Atay concluded his

article with scepticism about the success of the Gentlemen’s Agreement:

When the history of the Mediterranean conflicts in the first part of our
article and these explanations [i.e. the coverage in Italian newspapers] are
put side by side, it is possible to get a clear idea about the nature and extent
of the British-Italian agreement.””

Muharrem Feyzi Togay, in his article in Cumhuriyet, also pointed out that the
relations between Italy and Germany would continue and that this could
undermine the effectiveness of the Gentlemen’s Agreement.””

In his article in Tan, Omer Riza Dogrul also questioned the extent of this
agreement stating that at the time that the Gentlemen’s Agreement was signed,
Italy sent around 4000-6000 volunteers to the port of Cadiz in Spain to support
Franco. Dogrul argued that the sending of Italian volunteers to Spain was not a
decision that concerned the status quo in the Mediterranean, but it was very
important “to show that Italy decided to turn the status quo to its own favour” so
that a fascist regime could be established in Spain. Thus, Dogrul concluded, the
establishment of a fascist regime in Spain would certainly alter the status quo in

the Mediterranean.’” In the same issue of the newspaper, it was also argued that,

369 Atay, Falih Rifki, “Akdeniz’de”, Ulus, 5 January 1937, p. 1 and p. 4. For a similar argument,

see: “Giiniin Meseleleri. Italyanin Anladig1 Mana”, Tan, 7 January 1937, p. 5.

370 Atay, Falih Rifki, “Akdeniz’de”, Ulus, 5 January 1937, p. 4: “Yazimizin ilk kismndaki Akdeniz
ihtilaflar: tarihgesi ile bu izahlar yanyana konuldugu vakit, Ingiliz-Italyan anlasmasinin mahiyet ve
siimulii hakkinda sarih bir fikir edinilebilir”.

! Togay, Muharrem Feyzi, “Ingiliz-italyan Anlasmasi1”, Cumhuriyet, 6 January 1937, p. 2.

2 Dogrul, Omer Riza, “Akdeniz Anlasmasi ve Ispanya Harbi”, Tan, 5 January 1937, p. 3.
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considering the existing problems in the Mediterranean, one could not assume that
the Mediterranean issue had been completely solved by this agreement.’”

Another problem which was emphasised by Turkey about the Gentlemen’s
Agreement concerned the idea of collective security and the bilateral
understanding of this agreement. Perhaps the fiercest criticism came from the then
Turkish ambassador in Prague, Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu, who argued in his
memoirs that Britain, which made other countries apply the League’s sanctions
against Italy, had now lifted the sanctions for its own sake and made peace with
Italians, and he asked, “was Chamberlain really a warrior for peace?”’* Similarly,
an article written by Togay in Cumhuriyet looked at the issue from another
perspective and argued that Britain’s policy towards Italy meant that Britain did
not consider the idea of collective security as the basis of its security policy, but
rather opted for bilateral security arrangements and excluded France and other
Mediterranean countries from this arrangement. This was, according to the author,
an acceptance by the British of Hitler’s idea of security which was based on
bilateral non-aggression and security arrangements.”” Likewise, an unsigned
article in Aksam argued that since this agreement excluded other countries, it could
only mean the mere “extinguishing of the tension which occurred between the two
states”.”’® According to the newspaper, the presence of France, Yugoslavia, Greece
and Turkey was necessary for “a complete Mediterranean agreement”, thus
referring to the long-desired Mediterranean pact, the lack of which was due to the
unwillingness of Britain and France.””’

Despite all the questions regarding the Gentlemen’s Agreement, the

Turkish government supported such an initiative for it would also help to ease the

3B “Giiniin Meseleleri”, Tan, 5 January 1937, p. 5.

7% Karaosmanoglu, Zoraki Diplomat, p. 124: “Lakin, Chamberlain, gercekten bir sulh fedaisi

miydi?”

°75 Togay, Muharrem Feyzi, “Miisterek Emniyet Sistemi”, Cumhuriyet, 7 January 1937, p. 2.

376 “ingiliz-italyan Anlasmasi”, Aksam, 8 January 1937, p. 1.

377 “Ingiliz-italyan Anlasmasi”, Aksam, 8 January 1937, p. 1.
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tension between Italy and Turkey since the Ethiopian crisis. According to Aras, the
Gentlemen’s Agreement was therefore “completely compatible with the ideas and
principals that constituted the basis of our foreign policy”.”” Therefore, Turkey did
not consider its relations with Britain as targeting Italy, but rather preferred a
rapprochement between these countries for the sake of its Mediterranean policy. It
was for this reason that, even after the signing of the Gentlemen’s Agreement,
Aras tried to assure the Italians about the British desire for the maintenance of the
agreement at every possible opportunity, including his meeting with the Italian
ambassador in Tehran, Luigi Petrucci, on 29 June 1937, when the Turkish foreign

minister was there for the conclusion of the Saadabad Pact.””

These attempts by
Aras were not, perhaps, due to any belief he may have had in the goodwill of the
British regarding its relations with Italy, but because good relations between these
two great powers would benefit Turkish-Italian relations and might open the door
to secure the Italian signature on the Montreux Convention, which could
strengthen the Turkish position in the Mediterranean. With this aim in mind,
Aras’s destination after Geneva, and after having partially solved the issue of

Alexandretta with the League of Nations granting independence to Hatay in late

January 1937, was Milan where he was to visit his Italian counterpart.

5.1.2. The Milan Meeting

On 2 February 1937, Tevfik Riisti Aras arrived in Milan with Numan

Menemencioglu and Hasan Riza Soyak. They were received by Italian Foreign

8 Soyak, Atatiirk’ten Hatiralar, p. 627: “Bu anlasmanin ruhu bizim dis siyasetimizin temelini
teskil eden fikirler ve prensiplere tamamen uymaktadir”.

7 1| ministro a Teheran, Petrucci, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (29 June 1937, Tehran), doc.
816, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, /
documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VI (1 gennaio — 30 giugno 1937)
(Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1997), pp. 1061-2. For other instances when
the Turkish foreign minister raised the issue to the Italian authorities, see: “L’ambasciatore ad
Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (15 May 1937, Istanbul), doc. 599; and,
“L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (10 June 1937, Ankara), doc.
719, in the same volume.
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Minister Ciano “with a large military ceremony”.”® It was a time in which Aras
was under the international spotlight and was apparently ambitious, a Bulgarian
newspaper reportedly calling him “one of the most active” diplomats in the
world.*

The Milan meeting took place between Aras and Ciano on 3 February and
lasted for five and a half hours. *** Even though both parties were equally eager to
organize this meeting, their expectations from it were not the same, and both
parties attributed different meanings to it. From the Turkish government’s
perspective, the aim of the meeting was to persuade Italy to sign the Montreux
Convention, an aim which was also publicised by the Turkish press,” and to better
the relations between the two countries.” According to the Italian government’s
understanding, this meeting was no more than “an act of contrition” on the part of
Turkey.” Moreover, according to Ciano, this meeting was not to have any specific
objective, but would merely serve in essence as an opportunity to review relations
between the two countries since the Italo-Ethiopian conflict, just as had been done

with Britain.”® Thus, the Montreux Convention was not really on the agenda of the

%0 Soyak, Atatiirk’ten Hatiralar, p. 628.

%81 «“Faal Bir Diplomat”, Ulus, 15 February 1937, p. 5.

82 Soyak, Atatiirk ten Hatiralar, p. 629.

% For example, see: “Son Dakika. Tiirk-italyan Mukareneti Akdenizde Sulh Amilidir”, Aksam, 1
lfebruary 1937, p. 2; “Milano Miilakat1”, Cumhuriyet, 2 February 1937, p. 6; “Milano Miilakati
Obiir Giin Yapiliyor”, Haber, 1 February 1937, p. 2.

8 Aksin, Atatiirk 'iin Dis Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi, p. 228.

%5 «I] ministro degli esteri, Ciano, al capo del governo, Ciano” (4 February 1937, Milan), doc. 124,
in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, /
documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VI (1 gennaio — 30 giugno 1937)
(Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1997), p. 160: “Riistii sapeva di esseri in Italia
per fare sopratutto 1’atto di contrizione”.

%% «I] ministro degli esteri, Ciano, all’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli” (15 January 1937, Rome),
doc. 58, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VI (1 gennaio — 30
giugno 1937) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1997), p. 70.
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Italian government. Thus when Aras presented a request earlier to Galli in Ankara
that the Italian newspapers should publish a note about stating that Italy and
Turkey would directly discuss the issue of the Montreux Convention, Ciano

opposed this idea arguing that “public opinion is not interested in this issue”.**’

Figure 5.1: “D1s Bakanimiz Doktor Tevfik Riistii Aras’m Milano’da italyan Dis
Bakani ile Beraber Alinmis Bir Resimleri”, Ulus, 11 February 1937, p. 1

According to the report of Ciano, which summarised the details of the
meeting, the meeting started with good wishes for the betterment of relations by
the both sides. While Ciano found Aras’s words praising Italy and I/ Duce rather
“excessive and clumsy”, it was clear that both sides wanted, as Ciano put it, “to
open a new page” in Turkish-Italian relations.”™ The two ministers talked about

several issues including the Montreux Convention, the status quo in the

87 <11 ministro degli esteri, Ciano, all’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli” (15 January 1937, Rome),
doc. 58, p. 70: “Non vedo perché cido dovrebbe venir pubblicato dalla stampa italiana: questa
opinione publica si disinteressa di tale questione”.

38 <11 ministro degli esteri, Ciano, al capo del governo, Ciano” (4 February 1937, Milan), doc. 124,
p. 158: “Riistli Aras ha cominciato col fare delle dichiarazioni smisurate e goffe di amicizia per
I’Ttalia e di ammirazione per il Duce. ... Gli ho risposto che, mentre stavamo per aprire una nuova
pagina nel libro delle relazioni italo-turche...”
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Mediterranean, Italy’s relations with the Balkan countries,™ and, according to

Soyak’s account, Turkey’s position over the Rome-Berlin Axis, a topic which was
not mentioned in Ciano’s account.’”

The first elephant in the room was not surprisingly the issue of Italy’s
adhesion to the Montreux Convention. After explaining that Italy’s non-attendance
at the Montreux Conference was due to the international situation and thus not due
to any hostility towards Turkey, Ciano set out three new conditions for Italy’s
signature of the convention, just as Italy had in the earlier instances that were
examined in the previous chapter.” Firstly, Italy should be considered of equal
status with the original signatory countries. Secondly, Italy would “formulate the
same reservations as Japan in relation to the link between the Covenant [of the
League of Nations] and the Montreux Convention”,** referring to Japan’s
conditional signature of the convention stating that “Japan reserves full liberty of
interpretation as regards the provisions of Articles 19 and 25 so far as they concern
that Covenant and those treaties”.”” This in fact demonstrated very well that even

though Italy was to leave the League of Nations officially in December 1937, it

was already disregarding the organisation and had de facto abandoned its

% «I] ministro degli esteri, Ciano, al capo del governo, Ciano” (4 February 1937, Milan), doc. 124,
pp- 158-60.

0 Soyak, Atatiirk’ten Hatiralar, p. 628.

*! See: “Chapter 4. The Italian Factor in the Straits Issue”, pp. 117-18 and pp. 128-9, in this thesis.

2 <[] ministro degli esteri, Ciano, al capo del governo, Ciano” (4 February 1937, Milan), doc. 124,
p. 159: “Naturalmente avremmo dato la nosta adesione con due condizioni: 1) di venire ad
assumere una figura identica a quella degli Stati firmatari originariamente; 2) di formulare le stesse
riserve del Giappone per quanto concerne i legami tra il Convenant a la Convenzione di
Montreux”.

3 «1936 Convention Regarding the Regime of the Straits”, https:/cil.nus.edu.sg/wp-

content/uploads/formidable/18/1936-Convention-Regarding-the-Regime-of-the-Straits.pdf
[accessed on 30 April 2020]. Article 19 of the Convention made an exception for the passage of
warships in the Turkish Straits if it was a mutual assistance issue arising from the Covenant of the
League of Nations or another mutual assistance pact, meaning the Balkan Pact, which was within
the framework of the Covenant of the League of Nations. Article 25 specified that the Montreux
Convention would in no way be an obstacle to the implementation of rights and obligations which
existed under the Covenant of the League of Nations.
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commitments towards it since the Italo-Ethiopian War. According to Ciano’s
report, Aras did not have problems about these conditions.**

However, the third condition, though Ciano did not explicitly state it as a
condition, was Turkey’s de jure recognition of the Italian Empire, Ciano arguing
that some other states of the League had already done this. According to the report,
Aras stated that Turkey had already de facto recognized ‘the empire’ and therefore
de jure recognition could be handled once Aras returned to Turkey.” In Ulus’s
editorial, even though not referred to directly, this implicit condition imposed by
Italy about Italy’s signing of the Montreux Convention was received with
disappointment: “... we are expressing a fact by saying that the joining of Rome to
Montreux, which was considered as the biggest achievement for peace last year, is
the most natural necessity of the sentiments of friendship [between Turkey and
Italy], [a friendship] which we see clearly”.” On the other hand, however, some
Turkish newspapers did not show any such disappointment, some even publishing
headlines declaring that the Italians had agreed to sign the Montreux
Convention.™’

Another issue that was discussed in the meeting, interestingly not brought
up in the discussion by Aras but by Ciano, concerned the Italian fortifications in
the island of Leros, which Ciano claimed were for the purpose of the “imperial
communications” of Italy and thus should not be considered by Turkey as a direct

threat.™ According to The Times, Ciano’s points in the meeting were repeated, in

9% <] ministro degli esteri, Ciano, al capo del governo, Ciano” (4 February 1937, Milan), doc. 124,
p. 159.

%% «I] ministro degli esteri, Ciano, al capo del governo, Ciano” (4 February 1937, Milan), doc. 124,
p. 159.

396 Unal, Kemal, “Milano’dan Sonra”, Ulus, 5 February 1937, p. 1: “Gegen yilin en biiyiik sulh
eseri sayilan Montrdye Romanin iltihaki, vazih olarak gordiigiimiiz dostluk hislerinin en tabii
icabidir, demekle de bir hakikati ifade etmis oluyoruz, saniriz”.

397 “talya Bogazlar Meselesini Kabul Etti”, Son Posta, 4 February 1937, p. 1.

% «I] ministro degli esteri, Ciano, al capo del governo, Ciano” (4 February 1937, Milan), doc. 124,
p- 159: “Le Isole del Dodecaneso rappresentano una tappa nella via delle comunicazioni
imperiali...”
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an editorial in the Italian newspaper Popolo d’ltalia, arguing reportedly that
“while a policy of armaments, is being pursued by all countries, Italy too has had
to see to the safety of her communications”, thus the fortifications did not aim at
attacking Turkey.”” The same Italian article was also referred in Tan, which
reported that, according to the Italian newspaper, in the Milan meeting Italy put an
end to Turkey’s concerns about the fortifications in the Dodecanese islands.®”
These concerns, which were not as serious as the British and Italian newspapers
portrayed, were not, though, immediately erased.®"

Having discussed the centuries-long “peaceful, friendly and trade”
relations between the Turks and the Venetians and the Genoese, Ahmet Emin
Yalman argued, in an editorial in 7an, that Turkish-Italian relations could not be
understood solely by reference to the Tripoli War, for “to draw meaning and
conclusions about Turkish-Italian relations from the Tripoli War would mean not
knowing the last half century of the political history of Europe”.®” Such
“anxieties”, for Yalman, were not omnipresent historical facts but rather an
occurrence that resulted from the context after the First World War, a context in
which Italy began rapid militarisation announcing that it had to “handle various
problems abroad”, i.e. imperial claims, and Turkey, “quite naturally”, had to act
cautiously towards this neighbour, who had military bases visible from the
Anatolian coast. This, Yalman argued, was the reason for Turkish distrust. Now,
however, the context had changed as Italy had already demonstrated its imperial

aims clearly, i.e. by attacking Ethiopia, and Turkey’s defence system was so

> “Italian Assurances to Turkey”, The Times, 4 February 1937, p. 16.

890 «“Fransiz Gazetelerinde Garip Yazilar”, Tan, 5 February 1937, p. 1.

%' For an example of the British portayal of such “suspicions” of Turkey regarding the Italian

fortifications in the Dodecanese islands, see: “Italian Aims Abroad”, The Times, 17 October 1936,
p. 11.

%2 Yalman, Ahmet Emin, “Tabii Hale Déniis”, Tan, 5 February 1937, p. 10: “Trablusgarp
harbinden Tiirk-italyan miinasebetleri hakkinda ména ve neticeler ¢ikarmak, Avrupanin son yarim
asirlik siyasi tarihini bilmemek demektir”.
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developed that it “‘can stand on its own”, a situation which paved the way for the
current development of relations between the two countries.*”

Thirdly, the discussions related to the Mediterranean status quo as well as
Italy’s improving relations with the Balkan countries were also an important part
of the Milan meeting since they raised the hopes of the Turkish government that a
Mediterranean pact might soon be formed. Italian rapprochement with Yugoslavia
in particular supported this Turkish ‘dream’ of the formation of a pact in the
Mediterranean. This idea was also evident in Turkish press coverage as Turkish
newspapers immediately after the meeting published articles announcing the
possibility of a Mediterranean pact. Togay argued that Aras’s subsequent visit to
Belgrade on his way back from Milan as well as Yugoslav Prime Minister Milan
Stojadinovi¢’s recent parliamentary speech on Yugoslav-Italian relations were
proof of the coming of such a pact, which would provide security and stability in
the Mediterranean.®® Both the Turkish government and the Turkish press
underlined the fact that Turkey’s search for Mediterranean security did not exclude
Italy and, in fact, was against such an exclusion,”” for the Turkish government
wanted Italy present in such an arrangement.

Publications in the Italian newspapers, however, regarded Turkish claims
about a Mediterranean pact as defunct and denied that Italy would be in favour of
such a pact, arguing that Italy would always prefer bilateral arrangements to

6

multilateral ones.® This once again demonstrated the divergence in the

693 yalman, Ahmet Emin, “Tabii Hale Déniis”, p. 10: “italya, haricte goriilecek hesaplari oldugunu
ilan eden bir taarruz kuvveti halinde inkisaf edince bizim, Anadolu kiyilarindan gozle goriilecek
mesafede askeri iisleri bulunan boyle bir komsuya kars1 ihtiyatli davranmamizdan daha tabii bir sey
olamazdi”.

8% Togay, Muharrem Feyzi, “Siyasi Icmal. Akdeniz Anlasmasi Genisliyor”, Cumhuriyet, 7

February 1937, p. 2. For similar articles, see: “Akdeniz Pakti, Tiirkiye, Yunanist.an ve
Yugoslavya”, Tan, 10 February 1937, p. 1; Yunus Nadi, “Milano Miilakat1 Vesilesile Tiirk-Italyan
Miinasebetleri”, Cumhuriyet, 4 February 1937, p. 1 and p. 7.

895 For an example of the argument that Turkey searched for a Mediterranean alliance against Italy
in this period, see: Tiirkes, Mustafa, “Atatiirk Doneminde Tiirkiye’nin Bolgesel Dis Politikalari
(1923-1938)” in Uluslararast Konferans Atatiirkciiliik ve Modern Tiirkive (Ankara: Ankara
Universitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Yayini, 1999), p. 137.
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approaches of Italy and Turkey over how they perceived security: while for
Turkey, international security should be based on a collective arrangement such as
the League of Nations or regional pacts, for Italy, it was one dependent on bilateral
agreements and alliances.

The official press release published after the meeting was rather bland and
far from Turkish expectations for there was no reference to the Montreux

Convention. It merely stated that there was

no question [that] divides the two countries and that only feelings of
mutual confidence must inspire [the] relations. Both Governments have
expressed the will, and recognize the utility, of cooperating in the interests
of Italo-Turkish relations and of a general policy of peace and
stabilization.®”’

Despite the rather narrow scope of the meeting, the stance of the Turkish press was
a distinctly positive one since the meeting was regarded as the beginning of the
amelioration of relations between Italy and Turkey.®® Similar rhetoric was
apparently also adopted by Italy. In his interview for Tan, the new Italian consul
general in Istanbul, Mario Badoglio, the son of the famous Pietro Badoglio,
claimed that the Milan meeting would pave the way for the re-flourishing of
Turkish-Italian relations, which had earlier experienced “some complications”.*”

It can easily be argued that the enthusiasm of the Turkish press was
decidedly more muted than it had been during the time when Inénii and Aras had
visited Rome in 1932. This lack of enthusiasm was most evident in the publication
of a French article on the front page of Ulus. This article, which was published

without any commentary, argued that “despite the exaggeration in the happiness of

the Italian newspapers, the extent of the Milan meeting was very limited. In fact,

897 “Italian Assurances to Turkey”, The Times, 4 February 1937, p. 16.

6% Us, Asim, “Roma Miilakati”, Kurun, 6 February 1937, p. 4; Yalman, Ahmet Emin, “Bir Haftalik
Tarih”, Tan, 7 February 1937, p. 14.

899 «Tiirk-italyan Dostluk Miinasebetleri Genisleyecek”, Tan, 15 February 1937, p. 2.
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looking at the communiqué, nothing positive had come out of it”."" Considering
that Ulus was the official media organ of the ruling party CHP, the publication of
the article on the front page without any commentary countering such claims
might be taken as an implicit approval of what the French newspaper argued.

Even though the Milan meeting was not comprehensive in its scope, it was
still an effective tool for Turkey due to three main reasons. Firstly, as discussed
above, it, to some extent, normalised the relations between Italy and Turkey and it
enabled both countries to discuss problematic issues in their bilateral relations
without any intermediaries. Secondly, it was very significant for Turkish-Italian
economic relations since the continuation of these relations was crucial for both
countries."’ Finally, as Millman argued, the Milan meeting also showed Britain
that Turkey was not dependent entirely on Britain in its foreign policy calculations
and that Turkey could easily search for alternatives.®"> This was an important point
since it underlined that Turkey’s security policy was not based on the good will of
one country, but was the result of engaging in good relations with as many
countries as possible.

After the meeting, there had been further diplomatic attempts to develop
bilateral relations. The first of these was a plan for the Turkish fleet’s visit to Italy
in the summer of 1937, but this visit was later postponed to the autumn and then
eventually failed to materialise.®” The second was Ciano’s possible visit to
Turkey, which was first scheduled for the last week of October 1937 so that the

Italian foreign minister could attend the celebrations for the anniversary of the

610 «“Milano Miilakatimin Akisleri”, Ulus, 8 February 1937, p. 1: “Italyan gazetelerinin sevincindeki
miibalegaya ragmen Milano konusmasinin siimulii ok mahduttur. Hattd teblige bakilirsa miisbet
bir sey de ¢gitkmamistir”.
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documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VII (1 luglio — 31 dicembre 1937)
(Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1998), p. 145.
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establishment of the Turkish Republic, but was then rescheduled for November.®'*
However, again this visit never took place for the reason which will be examined
later in this chapter.

In such an environment, Italy’s signing of the Montreux Convention only
came about in April 1938 one month after Turkey’s de jure recognition of the
Italian Empire. This delay in the realisation of the Turkish aim of getting Italy to
sign the Montreux Convention was not due to hostilities between the two
countries, but was rather due to the contemporary international environment in this
period. From the Turkish perspective, the de jure recognition of the Italian Empire
was not possible without an international environment which enabled such an
action, such as an official recognition by the League of Nations. Such an
environment only emerged in the early months of 1938 after Britain and France
recognised the Italian Empire officially and when the British-Italian
rapprochement was paving the way for a new Anglo-Italian Agreement in April
1938.°" This delay and Turkish disappointment over Italy’s policy regarding the
Montreux Convention did not, however, automatically lead to the deterioration of

bilateral relations.

5.2. Turkey’s Search for Collective and Regional Security Arrangements and Italy

The Italian factor in Turkish foreign policy making after 1936 was not limited to

the aim of securing the Italian signature on the Montreux Convention. Italy, either

614 « "ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (20 March 1937, Ankara),
doc. 308, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
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esteri, Ciano” (16 July 1937, Moscow), doc. 80, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la
pubblicazione dei documenti diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939,
vol. VII (1 luglio — 31 dicembre 1937) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1998),
p. %4.
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directly or indirectly, continued to play an important role in Turkey’s search for
collective and regional security arrangements on the eve of the Second World

War. The first of these security arrangements was the Saadabad Pact in July 1937.

5.2.1. The Saadabad Pact

The Saadabad Pact was a non-aggression pact initiated by Turkey and signed by
Turkey, Iran, Iraq and Afghanistan on 8 July 1937 in the Saadabad Palace in
Tehran. The aim of this pact was to overcome the grievances among the signatory
countries, for example, those between Iraq and Iran over the Shatt al-Arab, which
was solved partially thanks to the active initiative of Turkey over this issue,’'® as
well as to contribute to the stability and peaceful relations both in the region and
around the world. The articles of the Saadabad Pact reflected these aims. Article 1
acknowledged the principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs of another
member of the pact; Article 7 explicitly provided an example for such an action,

t.57 This was

i.e. supporting a non-state group against any other member of the pac
a particular reference to Kurdish activities in the region, which began increasingly
to be a threat for the national security of Iran, Iraq and Turkey.®® Article 2
envisaged an end to the border conflicts between the signatory countries and thus
recognised the status quo in the region and Article 4 prevented any act of
aggression by a signatory country against another.”” The scope of this pact was
therefore limited to that of a non-aggression treaty and the aim was clearly to

prevent any possible conflicts among these states. Thus Article 7 proposed a

816 Yunus Nadi, “Tahran Goériismeleri ve Sark Misaki”, Cumhuriyet, 4 July 1937, p. 1; D[ogan]
N[adi], “Tam Bir Dostluk Havasi I¢inde Imzalanan Anlagma: Sark Misaki”, Cumhuriyet, 10 July
1937, p. 1.

817 Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalari, pp. 585-6.

%% Gunter, Michael M., “The Kurdish Factor in Turkish Foreign Policy”, Journal of Third World
Studies, 11/2 (1994), pp. 441-2.
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consultancy mechanism among the signatory states over issues related to the
region or international issues which might affect the region.®

Despite the rather limited scope of the Saadabad Pact, however, some
scholars argue that the Saadabad Pact directly targeted Italy, an argument which
was based on the fact that the pact was initiated firstly in October 1935 when Italy
invaded Ethiopia.”' In fact, the idea of forming the Saadabad Pact had existed
even before 1935. On 3 October 1932, Iraq, granted its independence by the
British and thus “graduat[ing] ... from the status of mandated community”, joined
the League of Nations as a new member.*? In his memoirs, Aras argued that the
Turkish government benefitted from Iraq’s membership of the League and he met
the foreign ministers of Iran and Iraq to discuss a pact, which would create a venue
for constant interaction among these countries and possibly many other Middle
Eastern states in the future.®” In December 1933, too, this idea was pondered over
by the Turkish and Soviet governments, which envisaged a Near Eastern Non-
Aggression Pact among Turkey, the Soviet Union, Iran, Iraq and Afghanistan.
However, this initiative was undermined by Iraq’s insistence on the inclusion of
Britain in this pact.”

From another point of view, Akdevelioglu and Kiirk¢lioglu claim that the
argument that the Saadabad Pact was against Italy does not reflect reality, but was

a perception crafted by Britain and the Soviet Union, for whom such an

620 Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalar, p. 586.
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interpretation would have been more palatable.” The general attitude in the
diplomatic correspondence between British Ambassador Percy Loraine and the
Foreign Office suggested that Britain certainly did not want any rapprochement
between Italy and Turkey and would thus certainly have preferred this kind of an
explanation for the Saadabad Pact, as Akdevelioglu and Kiirk¢iioglu have argued.
In a communication to Loraine from the Foreign Office on 3 April 1937, the
Foreign Office explicitly stated that “it seems to [the British government] highly
desirable in present circumstances that negotiations between Italy and Turkey
should not be started”.” Further, Loraine was clearly instructed by the Foreign
Office to “use [his] influence with M. Aras accordingly”,””” meaning that he should
prevent such a negotiation between Turkey and Italy, although this instruction was
cancelled a few hours later by a following communication, which advised Loraine
to make no comment against Italy in his discussion with Aras since it “might
gravely prejudice” Britain’s relations with Italy.*®

Given both the nature of the treaty and the exaggeration of the Italian threat
against Turkey by the British press and the government, it can clearly be argued
that the Saadabad Pact was not directed against Italy. As can be seen in its articles,
the Saadabad Pact did not specify any collective defence mechanism among the
signatory countries and thus this pact in nature could not be aimed directly against
any country including Italy. In practice, too, there was “no possibility of military

cooperation” given that the signatory countries were mostly dependent on foreign

623 Akdevelioglu, Atay and Omer Kiirkgiioglu, “Orta Dogu’yla iliskiler” in Tiirk Dis Politikas::
Kurtulus Savasindan Bugiine Olgular, Belgeler, Yorumlar, vol. I. 1919-1980, Baskin Oran (ed.)
(Istanbul: Iletisim Yaynlar1, 2009), p. 366; Similarly, Papuccular argued that the Saadabad Pact
was not against Italy. See: Papugcular, Hazal, “Turkish-Italian Relations in the Interwar Period”,
Unpublished Master’s Thesis, Bogazi¢i University, Istanbul, 2009, pp. 146-7. Hale further argued
that the Saadabad Pact was not against any country. See: Hale, Turkish Foreign Policy, pp. 46-7.
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supply of arms.” Further, as Isci argued, the military power of the signatory
countries was insufficient to fight against any great power, “even with their forces
combined”.”® This point was also underlined by Sevket Siireyya Aydemir, a
contemporary member of the Turkish republican elite and a founder of the well-
known Kadro magazine, who argued that “... it was not possible to expect any
serious results from this treaty” since the armies of these “Eastern countries” were
weak.*!

Moreover, Aras’s declarations after the conclusion of the pact
demonstrated that the pact certainly did not mean an alliance, but was “only an
undertaking of consultation” since “in the pact, neither mutual assistance nor a
military undertaking was mentioned”.”* Aras even defined the content of the pact
as being “the most basic” type of regional agreements that were allowed within the
framework of the League’s Covenant.”” Similarly, in his speech in parliament on
14 June 1937 before Aras’s visit to Baghdad and Tehran, Ismet in6nii declared that
the Saadabad Pact was in nature “a non-aggression and consultation” treaty.***

The coverage of the Turkish press also supported this line of justification
for the existence of the pact. Yunus Nadi explicitly stated in an editorial on 14 July

1937 that “... [this] document which was signed in Saadabad is not a treaty of

62 Mango, Andrew, “Turkey in the Middle East”, Journal of Contemporary History, 3/3 (1968), p.
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alliance and it does not target any [country]”.** Yalman in his editorial in Tan also
gave the same assurance and added that this pact was completely “in the spirit of
the League of Nations™.*® In general, for the Turkish press, the main benefit of this
pact was its elimination of long-held grievances between these countries in the
region and its paving the way for the establishment of good-neighbourly
relations.®’

Establishing good relations with these countries, as Aras argued, was
mostly of “psychological importance” for Turkey, the treaty being thus not much
more than a mutual understanding between the four countries.”® According to the
Italian ambassador in Tehran, Petrucci’s report, Aras also repeated this point to
him, the Turkish foreign minister arguing that what Turkey gained from this
agreement was “only an increase in moral strength” and that Turkey would no
longer have to act as an arbitrator between these countries since the pact would
end these contentions.”” Aras must have felt the need for a clearer assurance to
Italy that the pact was not against Italy since he received Petrucci again on 3 July
1937 for another meeting, a meeting in which Aras emphasised the good relations
between Turkey and Italy by stressing the importance of two upcoming events: the
Turkish fleet’s visit to Venice and Ciano’s visit to Turkey, and he assured Petrucci
that the Saadabad Pact was “within the framework of the Turkish-Italian

Agreement” of 1928 and that the pact would “insure and facilitate peace” in the

835 [Abalioglu], Yunus Nadi, “Giiniin En Mes’ud Hadisesi: Saadabad Pakt1”, Cumhuriyet, 14 July
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Middle East against “all speculations and frictions” in the region.” This was not
the first time that the Turkish government had highlighted the “good” relations
between Italy and Turkey since only two weeks before the meeting between
Petrucci and Aras, Prime Minister Ismet Indnii had argued that “our political
relations with Italy are in a very good position [and] economic relations are
improving”. Moreover, Inonii underlined the fact that Turkey’s foreign policy
sought peace and security in the Mediterranean and would welcome any initiative
there that would end the conflicts between the Mediterranean countries, thus being
an understanding that did not reflect any hostility towards ITtaly.*' Considering that
the Saadabad Pact was concluded after the Milan meeting and at a time when
further steps to develop the relations, such as the visit of the Turkish fleet to Italy
and Ciano’s visit to Turkey were planned, there was no particular reason for such
hostility or for the Turkish government to engage in a pact directly targeting Italy.
If this pact were to target anything, it would not target any particular country, but,
according to Muharrem Feyzi Togay, great power politics in general, since ...
[these] foreign great powers had used the Eastern nations and countries as a tool
against each other”, a direct reference to British and French interwar policy in the
region. Therefore, according to the author, the Saadabad Pact “ended this era
definitively” since it brought a mutual understanding among the signatory
powers.*” However, the official rhetoric of the Turkish government did not
explicitly reflect this view at all. indnii stated that both Britain and the Soviet
Union were informed beforehand about this pact because Britain was in effect a

neighbour of Afghanistan due to British India and the Soviet Union was a
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! “Hiikiimetin i¢ ve Dis Politikas1 Hakkindaki Konusmasi, 14 Haziran 1937 — TBMM”, p. 425.

#2 Togay, Muharrem Feyzi, “Sark Misaki”, Cumhuriyet, 13 July 1937, p. 2: “Bundan sonra

haricdeki biiytik devletlerin sarkli milletleri ve devletleri yekdigerine kars1 alet olarak kullanmalar1
devri kat’1 olarak kapanmistir”.

173



neighbour of both Afghanistan and Iran. According to the prime minister, both

Britain and the Soviet Union would receive this pact well.*”

The support of these
two countries for the Saadabad Pact was repeated in a speech made by Aras in
June 1938, when the pact was finally ratified by all signatory states and was
therefore put into force.**

From the Italian perspective, too, at least according to those Italian primary
sources that I have been able to consult, the Saadabad Pact was not regarded as an
agreement which emerged out of Turkey’s fear of any Italian threat. Togay’s
aforementioned argument about great power politics appeared in one of the
important Italian journals on the Middle East, Oriento Moderno, which reported
that the pact would contribute to preventing “Anglo-Russo rivalry” in the Middle
East, a rivalry which existed due to these two countries’ attempts to establish their
influence over the Middle Eastern countries that were “too weak to resist foreign
penetration”. The Italian journal also argued that this pact might provide a
reconciliation not only between these four signatory countries, but also between
Britain and the Soviet Union.*® According to Petrucci, the British influence in
particular in the pact was obvious, even in the resolving of the Shatt al-Arab
dispute between Iran and Iraq, the end of which led to the emergence of the
Saadabad Pact.*® Moreover, Petrucci was well aware of the fact that the
expectations of the signatory countries from the pact were not high. For the

Iranians, for example, the pact reportedly did not have a “special meaning”, but
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was well received only because of the settlement of the border disputes with Iraq
and because it was signed in Tehran.*”

On the other hand, the active role that Aras played in bringing about the
Saadabad Pact was regarded by Italy as an initiative increasing Turkey’s
international prestige as a country working for peace in Europe and now also in
Asia. The primary reason for this, according to Oriento Moderno, was Turkey’s

desire to secure a semi-permanent seat in the League’s Council,**®

a goal to which
Turkey attached considerable importance since it had become a member of the
League of Nations in 1932.° Tt was even argued that before its admission into the
League as a member, the Turkish government had argued that if a semi-permanent
position were to be reserved for Turkey in the League’s Council, Turkey would
then initiate the membership process by sending an official request for
membership to the League of Nations, a proposition which was not accepted and
which thus led instead to an official invitation for Turkey to become a member by
the League of Nations.”® A semi-permanent position was an intermediate position
in the Council, which in practice meant nothing more than the continual renewal of
the non-permanent position every three years.”' Since Turkey’s non-permanent
position was to end soon, Aras worked hard to obtain a semi-permanent position in
the Council.

Petrucci “did not fail to warn” the Iranian governmental officials over the
interests of Aras in this pact and argued that Aras’s efforts for the Saadabad Pact

were not a “personal sacrifice”, meaning that the Turkish foreign minister’s aim
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was to increase Turkey’s as well as his own personal prestige in the League of
Nations. Reportedly, these Iranian authorities whom Petrucci referred to in his
report to Ciano agreed with him, claiming that Aras was “well known” in Iran for
his “immoderate ambitions” and his “love for intrigue”. However, apparently the
Iranians did not care much about Turkish interests in the pact and rather regarded
the pact as a manifestation of realpolitik, where each country had its own
interests.”* According to Petrucci, Aras was playing “a double game” since he, on
the one hand, assured the Iranians that the Saadabad Pact would protect their
independence and security against the Soviet Union and would bring peace to the
region, and, on the other, he would try to persuade the Soviets, during his visit to
Moscow which would take place just after his departure from Tehran, that this pact
would increase the prestige of the League of Nations and therefore would
contribute to the peace efforts “against any possible Italian-German move”.*”
However, the description of this Turkish policy as a “double game” by
Petrucci also indicated that Aras’s policy was related to rhetoric rather than reality.
Framing the pact as being against a possible “Italian-German move” might be
especially appealing to the Soviets due to the tense relations that existed between
the Soviet Union and the Rome-Berlin Axis due to the ongoing Spanish Civil War,
which would, a few months later, create further problems during the Nyon
Conference. Apart from this reference by Petrucci, the Italian stance neither
seemed negative towards the pact nor did the Italians regard it as a result of
Turkish policy against Italy. The Italian ambassador in Ankara, Carlo Galli, who
was often suspicious of Aras’s policies, regarded the Saadabad Pact as a mere
agreement guaranteeing Turkey’s border in the East. Turkey, according to Galli,
wanted to pursue “its own independent” policy in the Mediterranean. He argued

3

that the fact that relations with the Soviet Union, which were “under British
guardianship”, would have to “decline relatively to make room for other

friendships (for certain that with the British and, following or at the same time,
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that with Italy)” completely excluded the possibility of the pact being a
reinforcement of Turkish-Russian friendship.**

Therefore, Galli’s report of 4 August 1937 clearly demonstrated the fact
that Italy did not regard its relations with Turkey with reservation before or after
the signing of the Saadabad Pact. Relations were even regarded as improving and
capable of offering an alternative to the famous Turkish-Soviet relationship, a fact
which annoyed the Soviets.”” Another conclusion that can be made from this
document was that Turkey’s improving relations with Britain in this period did not
necessarily mean a deterioration of the relations between Italy and Turkey. This
was also the case with Turkish foreign policy during the Nyon Conference, which

took place almost two months after the signing of the Saadabad Pact.

5.2.2. The Nyon Conference

The Spanish Civil War that emerged in the summer of 1936 created another source
of disturbance for Mediterranean security and was soon internationalised thanks to
the direct support of Germany and Italy for General Franco and their direct
involvement in the war by providing military assistance. On the other hand, the
remaining European powers, including Britain and France, tried to adopt (at least
officially) a policy of neutrality despite that fact that they continued to recognise

656
t.

the Republicans as the legitimate government.®® Turkey’s policy was also in line

654 «L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (4 August 1937, Istanbul),
doc. 173, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VII (1 luglio — 31
dicembre 1937) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1998), p. 216: “Ma il solo
fatto che l’amicizia sovietica debba relativamente diminuire per far posto ad altre amicizie
(sicuramente a quella inglese, e successivamente o contemporaneamente anche a quella italiana)
esclude appunto che possa offi essere in atto un rafforzamento dell’amicizia turco-russa”.

655 «L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (4 August 1937, Istanbul),
doc. 173, p. 216.

856 Cortada, James W., “Ships, Diplomacy and the Spanish Civil War: Nyon Conference,
September, 19377, Il Politico, 37/4 (1972), p. 673.
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with this policy of non-intervention and neutrality during the Spanish Civil War.®’
According to the Italian chargé d'affaires in Ankara De Astis, the Turkish position
was succinctly worded by Aras as following: “We are absolutely hostile to the
establishment of Bolshevism in Spain. There must be no Soviet Republic in the
Mediterranean and we make our hostility clear by not allowing any propaganda in
Turkey. However, we would be very concerned if...a regime clearly dominated by
German and especially by Italian influence were to be established in Spain”.**®
Therefore, from the Turkish perspective any change in the Mediterranean status
quo, be it either by the Soviets or the Rome-Berlin Axis, was undesirable.
Sustaining this position of neutrality became much more difficult at the
beginning of 1937, when Italian naval vessels started to sink other European
commercial ships carrying goods to Republican Spain in an attempt to damage its
trade relations. The frequency of the attacks continued to increase and in August
1937 more than ten ships from different countries were attacked.”” It was common
knowledge that these ships in the Mediterranean were attacked by Italy even
though it was never named as an aggressor. Ciano himself did not feel the need to
hide this fact in his diary on 2 September writing that “great naval activity: three
torpedoing and one seizure”.” The unsuccessful Italian torpedo attack on a British

destroyer on 1 September led Britain to accept the French proposal to hold a

%7 Belenli, Tugba, “Akdeniz’de Meghul Denizalt1 Saldirilari ve Nyon Konferansi (1937)”, Gazi
Akademik Bakis Dergisi, 12/24 (2019), p. 166; Giiglii, Yiicel, “Nyon Conference of 1937 on the
Prevention of Piratical Acts in the Mediterranean and Turkey”, Belleten, 66/246 (2002), p. 532.

658 < *incaricato d’affari ad Ankara, De Astis, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (16 September 1937,
Istanbul), doc. 346, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VII (1 luglio — 31
dicembre 1937) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1998), p. 416: “Siamo ostili
nettamente allo stabilirsi del boscevismo in Spagna. Nel Mediterraneo non vi deve essere una
Repubblica sovietica e dimostriamo la nostra avversione non permettendo in Turchia alcuna
propaganda. Perd saremmo molto preoccupati se in Ispagna, debellate le forze rivoluzionare, si
instaurasse un regime nettamente dominato dalla influenza tedesca e piu dalla italiana”.

69 Cortada, “Ships, Diplomacy and the Spanish Civil War”, pp. 673-4.

860 Ciano, Galeazzo, Diario: 1937-1938 (Bologna: Cappelli Editore, 1948), p. 11. Also referred in
Cortada, “Ships, Diplomacy and the Spanish Civil War”, p. 674.
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conference to protect shipping in the Mediterranean® and in a British Cabinet
meeting on 8 September a draft detailing how this conference should be convened
was ready after consultation with France.®> However, this conference, which was
to be held in Nyon, Switzerland, was not convened against the aggressor, i.e. Italy,
both Britain and France deciding to include all those parties involved in the

663

Spanish Civil War, i.e. Italy, Germany and the Soviet Union.*” According to

Mills,

the British response, leading to the Nyon Conference of 10-14 September
1937, should not be interpreted as a strong stand against aggression,
however, but rather as an attempt to avoid confrontation and ... [an
example of] Chamberlain’s search for appeasement.**

The conference, which was attended by Bulgaria, Egypt, Greece, Romania,
Turkey, the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, was convened in order “to end the
present state of insecurity in the Mediterranean and to ensure that the rules of
international law regarding shipping at sea shall be strictly enforced”.*”

Turkey’s attendance at the Nyon Conference and the signing of the
agreement is usually regarded in the secondary literature as an action directly
taken against Italy. Celebi, in his article where he discusses the general course of
Turkish-Italian relations in the interwar period considers this conference as one of
the factors that worsened relations between Turkey and Italy since he equates the

Turkish attendance at the conference with joining “the peace bloc”, meaning the

661 Mills, William C., “The Nyon Conference: Neville Chamberlain, Anthony Eden, and the
Appeasement of Italy in 19377, The International History Review, 15/1 (1993), p. 14.

662 8 September 1937: TNA, CAB 23/89.

663 8 September 1937: TNA, CAB 23/89.

84 Mills,”The Nyon Conference”, pp. 2-3.

85 Giiglii, “Nyon Conference of 19377, p. 539.
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so-called status quo powers Britain and France.®® Similarly, for Giiglii, Turkey’s
policy during the conference signified “in effect, an informal alliance against
Italy”.*”

Turkey’s position in the conference was not hostile to Italy and the Italian
authorities did not perceive Turkey’s attendance as an action directly targeted at
their country. Originally, as discussed above, this conference itself did not aim to
exclude Italy and Germany as they were also invited to conference. Moreover, the
venue of the conference was carefully selected, Nyon, not Geneva, the
headquarters of the League of Nations, being chosen in order to avoid any possible
excuse from the Italians that they had been prevented from attending the
conference by the choice of its location.*® However, despite this gesture, Italy
declared that it would not attend the conference since the recognition of the Italian
Empire was not de jure recognised yet by either Britain or the League of
Nations.*® Another reason for Italy’s protest over the conference was due to the
fact that the Soviet Union directly named Italy as an aggressor in a diplomatic note
sent to all representatives at the conference.”” The Nyon Agreement was thus
signed on 14 September 1937 without Italy’s participation. The main outcome was
that each country’s commercial ships would follow specific routes and these routes
would be guarded by naval and air forces. Apart from the territorial waters of the

coastal states in the Eastern Mediterranean, the patrols were assigned to Britain

666 Celebi, “Tiirk-Italyan iliskilerini Etkileyen Faktorler”, p. 115. For similar views on the subject,
see: Soysal, Tiirkiye 'nin Siyasal Andlasmalari, p. 520; Barlas, Etatism and Diplomacy in Turkey, p.
184; Papuccular, “Turkish-Italian Relations in the Interwar Period”, p. 145; Giigli, “Nyon
Conference of 19377, p. 542.

57 Giiglii, “Nyon Conference of 19377, p. 547.

668 Cortada, “Ships, Diplomacy and the Spanish Civil War”, p. 676.

669 «1 >ambasciata di Gran Bretagna a Roma al ministero degli esteri” (9 September 1937, Rome),
doc. 313, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VII (1 luglio — 31
dicembre 1937) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1998), pp. 375-6.
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and France in the Mediterranean.®”!

The Tyrrhenian Sea was an exception to this
rule since it was reserved for Italy, in the case of its future attendance. This was
indeed “unacceptable” for Italy according to the Italian note given after the
conference, since, considering Italy’s role in Mediterranean trade, this area was

insufficient.®”

However, by the end of September, Italy had decided to join the
agreement and was given the responsibility of protecting the zone from Port Said
to Tripoli. Moreover, in order to please Italy, the Soviets were not given a share in
this patrolling system.’” In other words, as Ciano stated in his diary on 21
September, for Italians, “it is a beautiful victory” since they were promoted “from
accused torpedoers to policemen of the Mediterranean™.* Ttaly was thus
eventually included in this arrangement, a result which Turkey took active steps to
bring about.

From the Turkish government’s point of view, the Nyon Conference was
one of the pillars of the collective security mechanism, on which it based its
foreign policy. Turkey’s preference was, therefore, for Italy’s inclusion in this
system rather than its exclusion since this would strengthen the power of the
conference and the subsequent agreement itself. The rhetoric of the governmental
authorities in Turkey also emphasised this point. In his parliamentary speech on 18
September when the Nyon Agreement was ratified, Prime Minister Inénii argued

that the content of the agreement was quite modest, the reason for its clamorous

reception in world politics being the delicate conditions that were created by the

67 «Akdenizde Korsanhik Efaline Karsi ittihaz Edilecek Miisterek Tedbirler Hakkindaki Nyon
Anlasmasinin Tasdikina Dair (I/886) ve Akdenizde Korsanlik Efaline Kars: Ittihaz Edilecek
Miisterek Tedbirler Hakkindaki Nyon Anlagmasina Miizeyyel Itilifnamenin Tasdikina Dair 1/888
Sayili Kanun Layihalar1 ve Hariciye ve Milli Miidafaa Enclimenlerinden Miirekkeb Mubhtelit
Enciimen Mazbatas1”, Appendix to TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, Devre: V, I¢tima Senesi: 2, 18
September 1937, Saturday, p. 2.

672 «“The Nyon Conference and Its Result”, Bulletin of International News, 14/6 (September 18,
1937), p. 14.

67 Belenli, “Akdeniz’de Meghul Denizalt1 Saldirilar1”, p. 176.

% Ciano, Diario: 1937-1938, p. 21: “E una bella vittoria. Da imputati siluratori a poliziotti
mediterranei, con esclusione degli affondati russi”.
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ongoing crisis in the Mediterranean.”” The conference, he continued, should be
regarded as a step towards preventing war, an aim for which Turkey should work.
He concluded his speech by underlining the fact that this agreement was not
against any country, but was only “a manifestation of a normal and legitimate self-
defence”.”® Similarly, in a speech he made at the opening of the new session of

parliament, President Atatiirk argued:

From wherever a call for peace came, Turkey responded with zeal and did
not withhold its help. ...The protection of stability and peace in ...the
Mediterranean is a matter which we follow closely and with interest. In
order to explain briefly the distinctive nature of our foreign policy, I can
say that we do not depart from the policy direction or goal that we have.
Despite constant changes in international relations in the last years, we, in

the middle of this turmoil, respect our friendships in the sentiment of

peace.””’

This international turmoil that Atatiirk referred to in his speech was so worrying
that in his letter to Indnii about the Nyon Conference and the situation in the
Mediterranean, he wrote “Now I am safely and pleasurably drinking rak: with my
friends. But I do not think that this safety will last forever”.®”® Yunus Nadi also
emphasised this grave situation in the Mediterranean in his editorial in Cumhuriyet
arguing that due to the recent events, everybody, not just in the Mediterranean but

all over Europe and around the world, had started to feel that they were living in

7 TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 18 September 1937, p. 342.

57 TBMM Zabut Ceridesi, 18 September 1937, p. 343. Aras, in his memoirs, also argued the same

point: Aras, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politikasi, p. 34 and p. 87.

ST TBMM Zabut Ceridesi, Devre: V, Ictima Senesi: 3, 1 November 1937, Monday, p. 8: “Sulh
yolunda nereden bir hitap geldiyse, Tiirkiye onu, tehaliikle karsilad: ve yardimlarini esirgemedi. ...
Diinyanin her tarafinda oldugu gibi, bizi alakalandiran sahalarda ve bu arada, Akdenizde, siikiin ve
istikrarin korunmasi, bizim yakindan ve aléka ile takib ettigimiz bir mevzudur. ... Di1s siyasetimizin
ayiricit vasfini kisaca anlatmig olmak icin, diyebilirim ki, tuttugumuz siyasig yol ve hedeften
ayrilmiyoruz. Son senelerde, arsiulusal miinasebetlerde daimig degisiklikler olmasina ragmen, biz
bu karisikligin ortasinda, sulhseverlikle duygulu olarak, karsilikli dostluklarimiza riayet ediyoruz”.

%% 11 September 1937: CA, 030.10.0.0.45.290.52, p. 1: “Simdi arkadaslarla beraber, memnuniyet
ve emniyetle raki i¢giyorum. Fakat, bu emniyetin daimi olacagina kani degilim”.
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an environment that was so concerning and “suffocating” that the international
environment in 1914 was not as troubling as that of today.””

In such a precarious environment, Turkey needed to adopt a very careful
foreign policy during the conference process and this policy had definitely to be
one that would not antagonise Italy. This concern of the Turkish government was
evident in Turkish archival documents indicating that the Turkish position during
the conference was not against Italy. On the contrary, Turkey’s policy during the
conference attempted to draw attention to possible Italian concerns and policies in
the Mediterranean. In the first place, Aras himself was very instrumental in the
process of inviting Italy to the conference by establishing contact with the Italian
representative in Geneva.® Moreover, Turkey, under pressure from the Soviets
who wanted Turkey’s support for a direct targeting of Italy, tried to strike a careful
balance between Italy and the Soviet Union during the conference. The Turkish
government was well aware of the fact that the Soviets wanted Turkey to side with
themselves against Italy, Inonii commenting that “it is clear that the Soviets are
trying to push us with them into a polemic against Italy”. Even the Soviet charge
d’affairs directly contacted Menemencioglu in an attempt to bring this about.*™

This Soviet attempt to prevent any rapprochement between Turkey and
Italy had already been in place when the official newspaper of the Soviet Union,
Pravda, published an article in August claiming that in the face of the fascist
expansionist policy in the Near East, Turkey feared a possible intrusion by Italy
and Germany, at least economically and culturally.®* This demonstrated very well
how much the Soviet Union, just as Britain often did, tried to manipulate Turkish-
Italian relations during this period by referring to the so-called Turkish ‘fears’ of

Italy. Responding to the claims of Pravda, Yunus Nadi argued that the Soviet

% [Abaloglu], Yunus Nadi, “Akdeniz Emniyetinin ispanyol Vaziyeti ile Cok Siki Aldkasi”,
Cumhuriyet, 6 September 1937, p. 1.

%0 Aras, Atatiirk 'iin Dis Politikast, p. 11.

*'11 September 1937: CA, 030.10.0.0.45.290.52, p. 8: “Anlasiliyor ki Ruslar bizi kendileri ile
beraber Italya aleyhine polemige sokmaya ¢aligiyorlar”.

682 Rlossi], E[ttore], “Insinuazioni russe per mettere la Turchia in guardia contro Tedeschi e

Italiani”, Oriento Moderno, 17/9 (1937), p. 440.
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newspaper was sounding off about Turkish foreign policy and thus everyone
should be reminded again about what that policy was. Turkey was not in favour of
exporting any ideologies, either communism or fascism, and he argued that
“[Turkey] does not believe that foreign policy should be conducted within a
framework of an ideology”. Moreover, Yunus Nadi argued that the claims made
by the Soviet newspaper about German and Italian activities in the Near East were
“very exaggerated” and “Turkey’s friendly relations with Germany and Italy”
should not be regarded as an “obstacle” for the “very intimate relationship” that
existed between Turkey and the Soviet Union.®” Pravda must have responded to

Yunus Nadi’s article since Atatiirk wrote to Indnii on 9 September that

... The unreasonable assaults and attacks on two well-known members of
the Turkish press [one most probably being Yunus Nadi] by the Pravda
newspaper are indirect attacks on the honour of the republican government,
its independence and its lofty interests.’®

The Turkish government tried to understand the motives of both Italy and
the Soviet Union and their actions in the Mediterranean and it did not side-line the
Italian perspective on the issue by merely declaring it as an aggressor. This was
especially evident in the letter sent from Atatiirk to Inonii about the Nyon
Conference, in which he asked ““...what was the Italian point of view that led it to
attack on the one hand Russian and on the other British ships? ... what kind of
complications could the Italians hope to gain from this apparently contradictory
action?”* Moreover, the Turkish government carefully abstained from any action
that might be regarded as being against Italy and it was for this reason, for

example, that Turkey did not want the Soviet Union to have patrolling zones in the

83 [Abalioglu], Yunus Nadi, “Akdenizin Emniyetinde Aldkamiz Cok Sikidir”, Cumhuriyet, 12
August 1937, p. 1 and p. 7. See also ““Pravda’nin Bir Makalesi ve Tiirkiye’nin Harici Siyaseti” in
the same issue, p. 1 and p. 7.

411 September 1937: CA, 030.10.0.0.45.290.52, p. 9: “... Pravada gazetelerinin Tiirk matbuat
erkdnindan maliim olan iki zata mantiksiz taarruz ve tecaviizleri indirectement cumbhuriyet
hiikGimetinin serefine, istiklaline ve ali menfaatlerine agik¢a taarruzdur”.

11 September 1937: CA, 030.10.0.0.45.290.52, p. 9: “... Ttalya’y, bir taraftan Rus, diger
taraftan ingiliz gemilerine taarruza sevk eden Italyan noktai nazar1 nedir? ... Italyanlar, ... zit gibi
goriinen bu icraattan ne gibi komplikasyonlar alabileceklerini iimit edebilirler?”
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® The Soviet Union was in the end excluded from the

Mediterranean.®
Mediterranean, which was, as the Italian charge d’affairs in Ankara De Astis
argued, a relief for the Turkish government, which actively worked for this
outcome with the support of the Balkan Pact countries and Bulgaria.” Aras, in his
meeting with Italian Ambassador Galli, stated he was the one who persuaded Eden
not to allow Soviet patrolling in the Mediterranean since it would create “an
enormous danger” for Britain. Given that France supported the Soviets and that
Eden’s position was uncertain, Aras’s “tactical manoeuvre” became much more
significant.”® According to Hasan Riza Soyak’s account, the note that the Balkan
Pact countries gave at the conference indicated that these countries were in favour
of the attendance of Italy at the conference and the note avoided assigning
patrolling zones in the Aegean Sea to any country so that Italy would not be
alienated further.”

This careful policy adopted by Turkey caused problems between President
Atatiirk and Prime Minister Inénii to the extent that the end of Inonii’s premiership
on 25 October is usually attributed to this rift over the Nyon Conference. It should
be noted that this rift was due not only to the Nyon policy, but was also related to
various domestic issues which will not be discussed further here due to the scope
of this thesis.® It is often argued that whereas Atatiirk, “who had become a warm

supporter of Turco-British friendship, ... supported Britain’s resolute policy” at

68 11 September 1937: CA, 030.10.0.0.45.290.52, p. 7.

887 «*incaricato d’affari ad Ankara, De Astis, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (16 September 1937,
Istanbul), doc. 346, pp. 416-7.

688 «1 *ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (6 November 1937, Ankara),
doc. 524, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VII (1 luglio — 31
dicembre 1937) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1998), pp. 627-8. For another
effort of Turkey to include Italy in the Mediterranean security system, see: “L’ambasciatore ad
Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (11 October 1937, Rome), doc. 420, pp. 513-4, in the
same volume.

%9 Soyak, Atatiirk’ten Hatiralar, p. 669.

0 For a detailed account of the event, see: Soyak, Atatiirk 'ten Hatiralar, pp. 662-709. See also

Aydemir, Sevket Siireyya, Ikinci Adam, vol. T (1884-1938) (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi, 1999), pp.
491-8.
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the conference, Indnii, on the other hand, opted for a more “cautious” approach, an
approach which was based on not antagonising Italy.”' Soyak gives a very detailed
account of the Nyon issue, including telegraphs exchanged between Atatiirk and
Inénii. In the light of this account, as well as the discussion made in this chapter so
far, it can safely be argued that the reason for the rift was not Atatiirk’s desire for a
Turkish-British friendship but rather the way in which the issue was handled by
Inénii and the government.

Atatiirk, after reading the draft agreement which was to be signed in Nyon,
pointed out to Indnii that Article IV, 2 (b) of the treaty should be carefully
considered by the government before giving approval to Aras. However, Atatlirk’s
warning did not arise from a position hostile to the signing of the treaty, but only
from a desire to ensure that “the government knew what it would put his signature
under”.”” This article covered assistance to British and French patrolling activities

on the high seas:

On the high seas, ... other participating Governments possessing a sea
border on the Mediterranean undertake, within the limit of their resources,
to furnish [the British and French] fleets any assistance that may be asked
for; in particular, they will permit them to take action in their territorial
waters and to use such of their ports as they shall indicate.*”

In response to Atatiirk’s caution, indnii was concerned about the word “assistance”
since it would mean “a de facto enmity against Italy” according to the prime

minister,*

and he sent a telegraph to Aras on the last day of the conference
instructing him that he should include a clause in the treaty that would exclude

Turkey from this commitment. If this was not possible, as an alternative, Aras

%! Giiglii, “Nyon Conference of 19377, p. 544. See also Papuggular, “Turkish-Italian Relations in
the Interwar Period”, p. 145.

92 Soyak, Atatiirk’ten Hatiralar, p. 671 and p. 674.
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could write a letter making the same statement to Eden and Delbos, the British and
French foreign ministers respectively, and they could answer by an accusé de
reception, i.e. a confirmation that such a letter had been received.”” According to
Atatiirk, this was unnecessary since he believed that the agreement would end
piratical activities and once Italy had also joined the patrolling system, there would
no further problem. The government’s action put the Turkish foreign minister into
a rather difficult position and one which would not leave a good impression in
regard to Turkey’s commitment to the agreement.® From Inonii’s perspective, the
main reason for the rift stemmed from the fact that Aras was given different
instructions from Florya, where Atatiirk then was, and from Ankara.”” According
to Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu, the Nyon Conference led to the “disgruntlement”
between Inonii and Aras.*®

Neither this “disgruntlement” nor the change of prime minister, now Celal
Bayar, however, led to a departure from the foreign policy adopted towards Italy.
Aras utilised these accusé de receptions obtained from Eden and Delbos to prove
to Galli at their meeting on 17 November that Turkey was not engaging in any
action against Italy at the Nyon Conference.”” The Turkish position at Nyon was
such, Galli argued that from time to time, that Aras was “branded as Italophile and
pro-fascist” both by Britain and France as well as the Soviet Union.”” The French
believed that the Turkish policy of demanding accusé de receptions and Aras’s

immediate return to Ankara after the signing of the treaty were due to the “Italian
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manoeuvres in Ankara”, which were orchestrated by Italian ambassador Galli
himself.”""

Even though Galli acknowledged that the diplomacy adopted by Aras at
the Nyon Conference was “not all bad”, an exceptional acknowledgement given
that Galli had “no affection for Turkey and even less for Aras”, neither he nor his
government showed the satisfaction expected about the policy of Turkey.™
Furthermore, Ciano, “unsatisfied”™ by Turkish policy at the conference,
postponed his visit to Ankara, which was to take place in November 1937.7* Three
main reasons were provided by Italy for the postponement of the visit, Turkey’s
policy at the Nyon Conference, Turkey’s failure to recognise the Italian Empire
and the current situation of international affairs, which necessitated Ciano staying
in Rome. Even though Aras could understand the last two reasons, he could not
see why Italy was not satisfied with Turkish policy at the conference and this
brought him “infinite disappointment™.””

The answer lay not in what Turkey did, but rather where Italy would like to
be positioned in Turkish foreign policy. Galli argued that “the policy of
Turkey...has a strongly ambiguous and contradictory character because it is forced

to serve so many different and opposing needs in order to maintain its balance”*
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Ankara), doc. 432, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. VII (1 luglio — 31
dicembre 1937) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1998), p. 530.

705 «L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (6 November 1937, Ankara),
doc. 524, pp. 630-1: “In realta, cid ha recato infinito disappunto”.

706 «1 >ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (6 November 1937, Ankara),
doc. 524, p. 628: “Ma ¢ politica della Turchia, che egli interpreta ed esegue, che ha da essere
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and that “Turkey wants a development of its relations with us, but subject to Italo-
British relations”.”” This was indeed the case for Turkish foreign policy was based
not on forming alliances against a particular country, but on a collective
understanding that would ease the tensions especially between the great powers so
that another war could be prevented. However, in an environment where Mussolini
had just visited Germany and joined the Anti-Comintern Pact on 6 November
1937, thus forming an alliance against the Soviet Union, together with Germany
and Japan, Turkey’s expectation of such an Anglo-Italian understanding was yet to
be realised, especially given the ongoing issues between these two countries, such
as Britain’s recognition of the Italian Empire, which would only happen a few
months later. Moreover, Italy left the League of Nations in December 1937, an
event which was expected yet still gravely undermined the relevance of the League
of Nations from the perspective of the Turkish government and the Turkish press.
Even though Turkey was to remain committed to Geneva, it was now obvious that
the malfunctioning of the League would lead Turkey to carry out a more delicate
diplomacy on the eve of the Second World War, especially over the issue which
proved to be of great concern for the Turkish government for a long period,

namely the annexation of the Sanjak of Alexandretta to Turkey.

5.3. The Italian Factor in the Issue of Hatay

Italy’s role in the issue of Hatay is usually neglected in the secondary literature,
Grassi arguing, for example, that Italy stayed “out of the game in the whole
issue”.”®™ Similarly, also Celebi argues in his recent article on the Italian stance
during the Hatay issue, that Italy had no role in this issue, there merely being much

noise made about it in the Italian press which Turkey did not really take

forzatamente ambigua e contradittoria perché costretta e servire tante diverse ed opposte necessita
per mantenersi in equilibrio...”

7 «L’ambasciatore ad Ankara, Galli, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (6 November 1937, Ankara),
doc. 524, p. 629: “La Turchia vuole si uno sviluppo dei suoi rapporti con noi, ma subordinatamente
a quello dei rapporti italo-britannici”.

7% Grassi, “La Turchia nella politica francese e italiana”, p. 138.
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seriously.” This tendency is largely due to the fact that the issue is considered
within the framework of Turkey’s relations with France and/or Syria or within the
framework of the revisionist vs. anti-revisionist Turkish foreign policy
discussions.”® This part of this chapter tries to evaluate the Italian factor in the
issue of Hatay and is concerned with the question to what extent Italy was an
important actor in the Hatay issue.

The issue of the Sanjak of Alexandretta (in 1936, the region was named as
Hatay by Atatiirk), just as had been the case with the Straits issue, dated back to 20
October 1921, when France and Turkey signed an agreement to end the French
occupation in Anatolia. In this agreement, in order to have peace with France, the
Ankara government did not push its claim over the region.””' The Turkish
government waited until 1936 to bring this issue onto the agenda for three reasons.
First, it was a time when international relations seemed the most precarious due to
the failure of disarmament and the aggressive policies of Germany and Italy, as
discussed in the previous chapter. Second, this was a time when Turkey was
strengthened due to its success in revising the Straits regime in July 1936. Finally,
it was a period when the French administration over Syria was weakening day by
day and finally, in September 1936, France had to sign an agreement to withdraw

2 Within this environment, therefore, the

its mandatory power over the region.
issue of the Sanjak of Alexandretta was brought to table again, an issue which

would take almost three years to resolve.

% Celebi, Mevliit, “Hatay’m Tiirkiye’ye ilhaki Siirecinde Italya’min Tepkisi”, Atatiirk Arastirma
Merkezi Dergisi, 36/101 (2020), p. 159: «... Italya, ... Hatay’in Tiirkiye’ye devredilisi siirecinde de
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“disaridan gazel okumustur””.

"0 For example, in Baskin Oran’s edited volume on Turkish foreign policy, the Hatay issue was put

under the discussion of “Relations with France”. See: Firat, Melek and Omer Kiirkgiioglu, “II)
Fransa’yla Iliskiler” in Tiirk Dis Politikasi: Kurtulus Savasindan Bugiine Olgular, Belgeler,
Yorumlar, vol. I: 1919-1980, Baskin Oran (ed.) (Istanbul: Iletisim Yaymlari, 2009), pp. 279-92.
Similarly, Yiicel Giliglii also analysed the issue within the framework of Turkish-French and
Turkish-Syrian relations, “The Controversy over the Delimitation of the Turco-Syrian Frontier in
the Period between the Two World Wars”, Middle Eastern Studies, 42/4 (2006), pp. 641-57. See
also: Sanjian, Avedis K., “The Sanjak of Alexandretta (Hatay): Its Impact on Turkish-Syrian
Relations (1939-1956), Middle East Journal, 10/4 (1956), pp. 379-94.

" Firat and Kiirkgiioglu, “IT) Fransa’yla iligkiler”, p. 280.

712 Firat and Kiirkgiioglu, “IT) Fransa’yla iligkiler”, p. 281.
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Over these three years, Italy, from different angles, also became a part of
this issue. Firstly, Italy was active in the region with its propaganda activities
directed toward the aim of obtaining the granting of the Sanjak of Alexandretta to
Italy. According to Papuccular, the intelligence reports in the Askeri Tarih ve
Stratejik Etiit Baskanhgr Arsivi (ATASE) demonstrate the frequency and the
importance of such activities for the Turkish government.”” Officials from the
Italian consulate in Aleppo were sent to the Sanjak where they collected petitions
from the local people favouring the cession of the Sanjak to Italy.”* This was part
of the more aggressive Italian propaganda-making in the Middle East in the 1930s,
which was limited not only to Alexandretta, but was also directed towards Syria,
Lebanon and Palestine.””” Even though, the extent of these activities requires
further research by examining both Italian and Turkish intelligence reports, it is
clear that Italian propaganda activities were not new in the region. One such
example is particularly striking. In November 1935, in Aleppo and Alexandretta,
“a series of Kurdo-Armenian conferences” were organised with the support of the
Italian embassy. At these conferences, issues such as the future of the resistance in
Syria against the Turks as well as ways to form a support initiative for Dersim
were discussed. These “Kurdo-Armenian” groups were reportedly in a mutually
beneficial relationship whereby Italy was to supply arms and money and the
groups were to advocate for the transferring of the mandate of Syria from France
to Italy.””® On 15 May 1937, according to the report of the Italian vice-consul in
Alexandretta, a newsreel from Tunisia portraying Mussolini with the Sword of

Islam, was reportedly “received with enthusiasm by Arab and Armenian

S Papugeular, Tiirkiye ve On Iki Ada, p. 117. Also see, Papuggular, “iki Savas Aras1 Dénem Tiirk
D1s ve Giivenlik Politikasinda Oniki Ada”, p. 149.

" Papuceular, Tiirkiye ve On Iki Ada, p. 117.

S Williams, Mussolini’s Propaganda Abroad, p. 35.

7% 16 November 1935: CA, 030.10.0.0.115.799.15; See also Is¢i, Turkey and the Soviet Union
during World War II, p. 42.
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crowds”.”"” However, this reported enthusiasm might have been an exaggeration of
the situation for the Turkish ambassador in Cairo reported that Egyptians were
certainly not happy about Mussolini’s speech in Tripoli, where it was claimed that
he had stated that he was the “protector of Islam”.””* The Italian government was
also in communication with local leaders, one of whom was Fakhri al-Barudi, a
Syrian nationalist leader and journalist, who opposed the cession of Alexandretta
to Turkey.””” These activities did not, however, always target Turkey, but were
usually the product of anti-French rhetoric in Rome.”

Secondly, for Turkey, these Italian activities provided a venue for
manoeuvre for its relations with the French on the issue of Alexandretta, relations
which was very tense, which was particularly the case in the months of December
1936 and January 1937 just before the League of Nations decided that the Sanjak
of Alexandretta should be recognised as an independent entity. During this time,
even though the Turkish government was aware of these Italian activities,
activities that according to Giiclii, “could further endanger Turkish naval security”
since Turkey “feared” that Mussolini could be given the port city of Alexandretta
by Britain and France as part of their appeasement policy,” the Turkish press
denied French newspapers claims about these Italian activities in the region and
accused them of spreading misinformation. In an editorial in Cumhuriyet, Yunus
Nadi argued that French newspapers were making propaganda in order to turn
other countries against Turkey over the issue. Italy, however, denied such

accusations and did not fall for such French propaganda. Yunus Nadi was

"7 Arielli, Fascist Italy and the Middle East, p. 103.

1820 April 1937: CA, 030.10.0.0.267.799.5.

™ Arielli, Fascist Italy and the Middle East, p. 157.

20 Arielli, Fascist Italy and the Middle East, p. 158.

! Giiglii, “Fascist Italy’s ‘Mare Nostrum® Policy”, p. 827. Giiglii provides no reference for this
argument.
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particularly pleased about this Italian position,’” a position which further enabled
Turkey at this particular point to justify its claims over the Sanjak, as eventually
the Sanjak was granted independent status at the end of January 1937.

In the beginning of 1939 when the Hatay issue became a hot debate again,
there was a change in the rhetoric of the Turkish government. Based on French
diplomatic documents, Millman argued that the Turkish ambassador to Moscow
argued in February 1939 that Turkey “feared that France might be forced to cede
all or part of Syria to Italy”, failing to resist “the German and Italian pressure”.””
Apparently, this “change” in Turkey’s policy was known abroad, for the Syrian
newspapers in Aleppo and Damascus spread the news that Turkey was unhappy
about Italian activities in the Eastern Mediterranean and further argued that some
Turkish newspapers had even threatened Italy over not attacking ports in Syria.”*
As in the case of the Turkish government’s utilisation of the Italo-Ethiopian War,
therefore, the government tried to make use of the “Italian threat” once again in
the issue of Alexandretta.

This threat did not need to directly target Turkey. The Italian invasion of
Albania in April 1939, for example, indirectly accelerated the process of Hatay’s
annexation to Turkey, which became possible in June 1939, only a few months
after Germany’s invasion of Czechoslovakia in March and the Italian invasion of
Albania in April.”” Just as in the case of the Italo-Ethiopian War, the unrest that
the Italian invasion of Albania created in the international scene resulted in a need
for Britain and France to improve their relations with Turkey especially in an
environment where the approach of another world war was becoming obvious day

by day. In a British Cabinet meeting on 10 April 1939, it was decided “to take

2 Yunus Nadi, “Hatay Davasi Oniinde Dostlarimiz”, Cumhuriyet, 13 January 1937, p. 1.

3 Millman, The Ill-Made Alliance, p. 150.

24 4 March 1939: CA, 030.10.0.0.85.558.14.

3 Yerasimos, Stéphane, “Le sandjak d’Alexandrette: formation et intégration d’un territoire”,
Revue de I’Occident musulman et de la Méditerranée, 48-49 (1988), p. 209.
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steps ... to reach agreement with Greece and Turkey”, which would eventually lead
to the Anglo-Turkish Agreement of May 1939.7

The effect of the invasion of Albania on the issue of the Sanjak was evident
in the reports of the American ambassador in Turkey, MacMurray. In a report he
wrote on 11 April, just a couple of days after the invasion, MacMurray argued that
the annexation of Hatay to Turkey was “agreed in principle by France”, but both
sides were observing a careful policy “to avoid the appearance of unseemly haste”

7 However, two weeks afterwards, it seemed,

in realising the annexation.”
according to the American ambassador, that Turkey’s “discussions with the French
concerning the annexation of the Hatay have reached a point at which only the
“modalities” have still to be arranged and that the matter is expected to be
concluded in the very near future, perhaps within the week”.” In the meanwhile,
the Italians were also aware of these more frequent Turkish-French contacts on the
issue of Hatay and, according to the Italian chargé d’affairs in Ankara, Berio,
Turkey’s annexation of Hatay was soon to happen.”” The British worked hard to
accelerate this process, but were unable to achieve their aim of including France in
the agreement which would be signed between Britain and Turkey in May 1939.
Turkish-French negotiations were apparently problematic. According to a letter
from Knatchbull-Hugessen to Halifax, Saracoglu, now the Turkish minister of
foreign affairs, reportedly claimed “angrily” on 7 May that the “French

government [was] bargaining about a few villages when Turkey was offering the

726 Millman, The Ill-Made Alliance, p. 176.

27 «“The Ambassador in Turkey (MacMurray) to the Secretary of State” (11 April 1939, Istanbul),
doc. 14, in Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers, 1939, vol. IV. The Far East,
the Near East and Africa (Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1955), p. 836
and “The Ambassador in Turkey (MacMurray) to the Secretary of State” (19 April 1939, Ankara),
doc. 48, p. 836, in the same volume.

72 «The Ambassador in Turkey (MacMurray) to the Secretary of State” (26 April 1939, Ankara),
doc. 63, in Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers, 1939, vol. IV, p. 837.

7 «’incaricato d’affari ad Ankara, Berio, al ministro degli esteri, Ciano” (3 May 1939, Ankara),
doc. 631, in Ministero degli affari esteri commissione per la pubblicazione dei documenti
diplomatici, I documenti diplomatici italiani ottava serie: 1935-1939, vol. XI (1 gennaio — 22
maggio 1939) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato, 2007), p. 729.
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whole of her manhood to cooperate with the Western powers”.” Considering
Turkey was now in a stronger position in the issue of Alexandretta, as well as in
the Mediterranean, the French, who were “in need of Turkey’s friendship and
consequently [whose] bargaining position was weaker”,”" eventually “handed” the
Sanjak of Alexandretta to Turkey to “ensure Turkish goodwill in any European
conflict”.”* As Giilmez encapsulated well, thus, Turkey, in bringing an end to the
question of Alexandretta, “enjoyed the status of Tertius Gaudens, gaining from the
delicate European balance in which both aggressors and appeasers feared losing
Turkey to the other side”.”

Finally, another role played by Italy in the issue of Hatay was related to its
manipulation of the tensions that existed between France and Turkey during the
negotiations over the resolution of the issue, a process which had been in place
since December 1936. By emphasising these tensions and the inability of the
League of Nations to take effective measures, the Italians from time to time
encouraged the Turkish officials to take unilateral action about the issue of Hatay
with the aim to moving Turkey away from its usual stance regarding international
politics, which included following the rules of international law. Before the
decision of the League of Nations that granted independence to Hatay in January
1937, Ttalian officials argued that Turkey had the right to unilaterally take action in

the Sanjak and, in that case, the Italian government would support this action.”*

Given that this was a time when the Turkish government was highly sensitive

70 Millman, The Ill-Made Alliance, p. 182.

! Khadduri, Majid, “The Alexandretta Dispute”, The American Journal of International Law, 39/3
(1945), p. 406.
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Oran (ed.) (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlar1, 2009), p. 274.

™ Giilmez, “Turkish Foreign Policy as an Anomaly”, p. 44.
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giugno 1937) (Rome: Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato P.V., 1997), p. 23.
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about the League’s policies on this issue, this strategy by Italy was particularly
important. Encouraging Turkey to take unilateral action on the issue of Hatay was
a persistent policy, Ciano encouraging Turkey again in June 1938 to annex the
Sanjak of Alexandretta without waiting for any decision by the League or
negotiating with France since the French were not in a position to do anything
about such action by Turkey.” This possibility of Turkey’s unilateral annexation
of Hatay in fact concerned the French by the beginning of 1939.7

Hatay joined Turkey in June 1939 under a new Turkish-French agreement
and Turkey once again, after the Straits issue, concluded unfinished business left
from the Lausanne Treaty which had made the region a French mandate. Both the
Turkish government and the population celebrated this foreign policy victory.
Stikrii Saragoglu, the then Turkish foreign minister, argued in his speech in
parliament that this success was the result of a long period of “difficult
negotiations”, adding that the government was determined to help the people of
Hatay “forget their [20-year] sufferings” by building schools and roads and
developing trade and agriculture.””” Cumhuriyet, pointing to the good reception of
this diplomacy of Turkey, argued that it was a “white victory”, a victory which not
only annexed Hatay to Turkey but also “conquered the hearts of the French
nation”.”®

The Italians were not happy with the annexation of Hatay to Turkey and
the Italian newspapers published articles that protested against this decision. Italy
sent a diplomatic note to the French foreign ministry stating that the handing of the
Sanjak to Turkey was a clear breach of the 1920 San Remo Conference since the

issue was handled without the knowledge of Italy, a member of this conference.”
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Similarly, according to this note, the British, by encouraging this agreement, did
not act in the spirit of the 1938 Anglo-Italian Agreement, which promised the
preservation of the status quo in the Mediterranean.” The Turkish press was
definitely not happy about the Italian stance towards cession of Hatay to Turkey
and claimed that this change in Italian policy made no sense. Nadir Nadi published
an editorial in Cumhuriyet on 3 July, which directly targeted Italian newspapers
coverage of the Turkish annexation of Hatay. This very critical article accused the
Italian government as well as the Italian newspapers of being “illogical” and also
criticised the fascist regime by arguing that it did not have freedom of press.”*' The
lack of freedom in Italy was also discussed in an anonymous article in Cumhuriyet.
According to this article, which could be also a fiction, a Turkish journalist was
not allowed to enter Italy because of that he was writing articles against
Mussolini’s policies. This journalist, now in the border between Italy and France,
talked to a ticket seller from Marseilles and they both appreciated the importance
of freedom to the extent that the French ticket seller said, “freedom is even more
important than wealth”, to which the Turkish journalist replied, “and even more
important than dictatorship!™, thus referring to the fascist Italy.”” The Turkish
press response, comparing France and Italy, created a quarrel between the presses
of the two countries to the extent that the Italian ambassador in Ankara was forced
to request an end to this polemic.™ Italy’s stance on the Hatay issue demonstrated
that the Italian protest was not due to the Hatay issue itself, but rather to the
rapprochement that was emerging between Britain, France and Turkey since in the
earlier phases of the Hatay issue, as demonstrated above, Italy’s stance became

more negative after the rapprochement between these three countries.

0 “The Chargé in Germany (Kirk) to the Secretary of State” (24 June 1939, Berlin), doc. 554, in
Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers, 1939, vol. IV., pp. 845-6.
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5.4. Conclusion

In conclusion, between the years 1937-1939, Turkey’s foreign policy was very
much affected by the Italian factor, but this effect was not merely in the form of a
Turkish position that perceived Italy as a direct threat to its security. What affected
the bilateral relations badly, as this chapter has argued, was not Turkey’s policies
which are often considered to be against Italy in the secondary literature, but rather
the international environment of the late interwar period, an environment in which
the collective security system almost totally collapsed and Turkey was thus forced
to search for alternative mechanisms to increase its security, through arrangements
like the Saadabad Pact and the Nyon Conference in 1937, and to realise its foreign
policy goals, such as securing the Italian signature on the Montreux Convention
and annexing Hatay to Turkey in 1939. These cases showed that until the Italian
invasion of Albania, there had been no automatic and immediate deterioration in
relations between Turkey and Italy. In order to understand the nuances, Turkish-
Italian relations in the late interwar period should be analysed within the context of
the international relations of the period as well as the general foreign and security

policies of the two countries.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

Having challenged the three main assumptions in the secondary literature on
Turkey’s relations with Italy in the interwar period, that the bilateral relations
evolved from friendship to enmity in the period 1932 to 1939, that the Italian
threat dictated the foreign and security policies of the Turkish Republic in this
period, and that Turkey’s improving relations with Britain led to a deterioration of
Turkey’s relations with Italy, this thesis has demonstrated the importance of
examining the relations between these two countries in a wider context not only
Turkish and Italian foreign policies in this period, but also of the changing
dynamics of world politics. In doing so, this thesis has argued that what shaped the
relations between Turkey and Italy between 1932 and 1939 was not simply
‘Turkey’s fear of the Italian threat’, but the fundamental differences between these
two countries’ views of the nature of the international system, in particular in
relation to the idea of collective security, and how they defined their positions in
this precarious international environment.

These differences started to become more visible after the summer of 1932,
which was a turning point in Turkey’s relations with Italy. As Chapter 2 has
demonstrated, however, this turning point was not because of any bilateral
problems between Turkey and Italy. In fact, given Inénii’s visit to Rome in May
1932 and the visit of the Italian fleet to Istanbul in July 1932, relations seemed, on
the surface, friendly. Nonetheless, Turkey’s entry into the League of Nations and
the dismissal of Italian Foreign Minister Grandi, who was considered a moderate
voice of Italian foreign policy, in July 1932 were the two main reasons that
highlighted the differences between the two countries regarding their perception of
international politics in 1932. After 1932, therefore, Turkey’s further grasp on the

collective security system through its entry into the League of Nations as opposed
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to the re-emergence of the tono fascista in Italian foreign policy after Grandi’s
leaving office started to create problems, as exemplified in the cases of the Turkish
reaction to Mussolini’s project of the Four-Power Pact (1933) and Italy’s position
against the Balkan Pact (1934). These two events clearly showed the levels of the
differences between the two countries. Whereas Turkey desired a collective
security system based on participation of all states, which would also be supported
by regional non-aggression pacts, Italy’s security understanding was mainly based
on a system determined by great power politics and bilateral dealings.

In March 1934, when Mussolini delivered his famous speech on Italian
expansionist aims in Asia and Africa as well as on Italy’s need for increasing
armament, this created further discussions in Turkey about the idea and fate of
collective security in international politics. In contrast to what is widely accepted
in the secondary literature on the topic, the speech itself did not create an
immediate fear of an Italian invasion of Anatolia in Turkey and Mussolini’s
speech was engaged with at different levels by the Turkish government and by the
press, as Chapter 3 has explained. Similarly, from the Turkish perspective, the
Italian invasion of Ethiopia in 1935-1936 did not foreshadow a direct Italian threat
to Turkey but was rather considered as the manifestation of the dangerous situation
in world politics. As Chapter 3 has argued, the Turkish portrayal of the Italian
threat in the case of Mussolini’s 1934 speech as well as during the invasion of
Ethiopia demonstrated how the Turkish government, by juxtaposing the threat that
Italy created around the world and Turkey’s need for further security, justified its
security needs and goals in this period, such as increasing its armament and its
military budget.

Perhaps, one of the most important security aims of Turkey in this period
was the need to change the existing Straits regime, which Turkey realised in July
1936 thanks to the Montreux Convention. By examining Italy’s role in the Straits
issue, Chapter 4 has demonstrated that Italy constituted a pivotal part of the issue,
first, due to the international environment to which it contributed with the invasion
of Ethiopia and second, due to the policy it pursued throughout the Montreux
Conference and afterwards. Italy’s resistance to signing the Montreux Convention

until 1938, by setting conditions unrelated to the Straits issue itself, such as the
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lifting of the League of Nations’s sanctions against Italy, the termination of the
Mediterranean arrangement, and lastly, Turkey’s de jure recognition of ‘the Italian
Empire’, necessitated the re-examination of the Italian factor in the Straits issue
from different angles and in a wider perspective. In doing so, Chapter 4 also
discussed Turkey’s relations with Britain during this period and argued that, in
contrast to what is widely accepted, during the Italo-Ethiopian War and in the
process that led to the Montreux Convention, Turkey did not engage in an alliance
policy towards Britain. The Mediterranean arrangement of December 1935, which
is usually claimed to have been the basis of this ‘Turkish-British rapprochement’,
was concluded within the framework of the Covenant of the League of Nations
and was thus, by no means, an alliance.

As underlined in Chapter 5, the Turkish foreign policy in the interwar
period was not based on any assurances made by any great powers, but instead
Turkey tried to pursue its own policy, independent of great powers and within the
framework of the League of Nations. Turkey’s negative reaction to the Four-
Power Pact (1933) (Chapter 2) and to the Hoare-Laval Plan during the Italo-
Ethiopian War in December 1935 (Chapter 3) were prime examples of Turkey’s
views regarding great power influence in international politics. Turkey’s utilisation
of the Gentlemen’s Agreement of January 1937 between Britain and Italy to mend
its damaged relations with Italy as well as the Turkish government’s expressing its
desire on several occasions for the development of Anglo-Italian relations showed
that Turkey’s understanding of Mediterranean security did not depend exclusively
on its cooperation with Britain, but included both Italy and Britain, which would
work together for the preservation of the status quo in the Mediterranean.

By the mid-1930s, however, Turkey’s desired collective security
understanding started to crumble due to the increasing ineffectiveness of the
League of Nations and the rise of great power politics, a rise which manifested
itself either in the form of invasions and breaching of treaties, as was the case with
Italy, Germany and Japan, or in the form of appeasement policies towards these
countries by Britain and France. As discussed in Chapter 5, the Nyon Conference
of 1937 was one of the examples of this appeasement policy towards Italy by

Britain and France. It was for this reason that, aware of the fly-by-night nature of
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great power politics, Turkish policy during the conference, contrary to what has
been argued in the secondary literature, was not directed against Italy, the Turkish
government in fact trying to keep a neutral stance towards Italy and the Soviet
Union in this process.

Facing this rather turbulent international environment, Turkey, in addition
to increasing its armament and fortifying the Straits, took alternative security
measures. The Balkan Pact in 1934 as well as the Saadabad Pact in 1937 were
regional security arrangements that Turkey initiated to secure its western and
southern borders. The aim of these two pacts was to provide regional security for
Turkey and to settle the border disputes among the members of these two pacts. As
discussed in Chapters 2 and 5, neither of these security arrangements directly
targeted Italy and these pacts were against great power domination of international
relations, meaning that Italy did not have a sui generis position in the making of
any of these security arrangements. Yet, Italy was without doubt an important
factor in Turkey’s policy in this period, as was demonstrated, for example, in the
discussion of Turkey’s annexation of the Sanjak of Alexandretta in 1939 in
Chapter 5, which argued that Italy, just like Britain and France, had a role to play
in the Hatay issue. Italian propaganda activities in the region confirmed Italy’s
desire to have an influence in this part of the world. The invasion of Albania,
further, indirectly accelerated the process of the annexation of Hatay to Turkey,
since it increased French and British apprehension about the next moves of the
Rome-Berlin Axis.

In conclusion, by adopting a comprehensive approach in examining
Turkey’s relations with Italy in 1932-1939 through key historical events in this
period, this thesis has argued that the course of the relations between the two
countries was in fact an example of the active and multilateral nature of Turkish
foreign policy in the interwar period. This realist Turkish policy was not designed
and orchestrated with a constant suspicion of the Italian threat, but the relations
between Turkey and Italy in this period were very much defined by the existing
divergences between their understanding of and their positioning themselves in the

unstable international environment of the late interwar period.
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APPENDICES

A. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Bu tez Tirkiye’nin 1932-1939 yillar1 arasinda Italya ile olan iliskilerini
incelemekte olup oOzellikle italya’nin bu dénemdeki Tiirk dis ve giivenlik
politikalar1 yapim siirecindeki yerini analiz etmektedir. 1930°1u yillardaki degisken
ve belirsiz uluslararasi sistem Tiirkiye ve Italya’nin dis politikalarinda siirekli bir
adaptasyon ihtiyacin1 dogurmustur. Bu nedenle, bu tezde, Tiirkiye nin bu donemde
Italya ile olan iliskilerinin sadece ikili iliskiler bazinda incelenmesinin yetersiz
oldugu vurgulanmakta ve iliskilerin uluslararasi konjonktiir igerisindeki olaylar ve
Tiirkiye’nin bu donemdeki genel dis ve giivenlik politikalar1 ¢ergevesinde
incelenmesi gerektigi savunulmaktadir. Bu donemdeki ikili iligkileri etkileyen
olaylar ele alirken Tiirkiye nin Italya ile olan iliskilerinin cok yonlii ve komplike
dogas1 da 6ne ¢ikarilmistir.

1932 yil1, Tiirkiye nin Italya ile olan iliskilerinde bir déniim noktasi teskil
etmis ve bu nedenle de bu tezin baslangi¢ noktasi olarak tayin edilmistir. Ancak,
bu déniim noktas1 Tiirkiye’nin Italya ile olan ikili iliskilerinden dolay1 ortaya
¢tkmamis, daha ¢ok iki iilkenin uluslararasi sistem karsisinda kendilerini nasil
konumlandirdiklarinin bir sonucu olarak olusmustur. Temmuz 1932’de Tiirkiye
Milletler Cemiyeti’ne girmistir. Diger taraftan ise, daha iliml bir Italyan dis
politikasinin mimar1 olarak bilinen Italyan disisleri bakan1 Dino Grandi’nin
gdrevini birakmasi — daha dogrusu biraktirilmasi — sonucu, italya daha saldirgan
bir fasist dis politika benimsemeye baslamistir. Bu iki olay Tiirk-italyan
iligkilerindeki doniim noktasini beraberinde getirmistir.

Bu doniim noktasi dncesindeki donemde iligkilere bir géz attigimizda da

iki iilke arasindaki iliskilerin ¢ok yonlii boyutu karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Italya hem
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Birinci Diinya Savast doneminde hem de hemen sonrasinda yer alan Kurtulus
Savasi siirecinde Osmanli Devleti topraklarinda yer alan isgalci gliglerden biri
olmus ve Ozellikle Tiirkiye’nin Akdeniz bolgesinde faaliyetlerde bulunmustur.
[zmir de Italya’nin isgal etmek istedigi bolgelerden olmasina ragmen burasi itilaf
kuvvetleri arasinda hararetli tartigmalarin merkezi olmus ve bdlgede bir italyan
hegemonyas1 istemeyen Ingilizler tarafindan Yunanlhlara birakilmistir. Birinci
Diinya Savas1 bitiminde Istanbul Hiikiimeti tarafindan imzalanan Mondros Ateskes
Antlasmas1 ve Sevr Antlasmalarit basta Mustafa Kemal olmak {izere Milli
Miicadele Hareketi’nin mensuplar1 tarafindan kabul edilmemis ve Anadolu’da
isgalci giiclere kars1 bir Ulusal Kurtulus Savasi1 baslamistir. italya da bu dénemde
Bodrum, Fethiye, Antalya, Burdur ve Kusadasi gibi bolgelerde isgalci giic
konumunda yer almaktaydi. Ancak, Italya, Ingiltere ve Yunanistan’in aksine,
1921°de Anadolu’dan askerlerini ¢ekmeye baslamis ve bu durumda o&zellikle
Italya’nin Anadolu’daki ekonomik ¢ikarlar1 etkili olmustur. Savasin sonunda
yapilan Lozan miizakereleri sirasinda o6zellikle Tiirkiye ve Italya arasindaki
tartisma noktalarmdan en onemlisi Italya’nin Oniki Ada {izerindeki egemenligi
tizerinedir. 14 Temmuz 1923 tarihinde imzalanan Lozan Antlagmasi ile birlikte
Italya’nin Oniki Ada iizerindeki egemenlik haklar1 taninmistir.

Tiirkiye’nin cumhuriyet rejimine gectigi yildan tam bir yil énce Italya’da
Mussolini bagbakanliginda fasist hiikiimet kurulmustu. Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti ve
Italya arasindaki ikili iliskiler resmi olarak 1924’te Italya’nin Tiirkiye’ye
biiytikelgisini gondermesi ile baglamig olmasina ragmen aslinda 1927 yilinin
sonlarina kadar Italya Tiirkiye’yi potansiyel bir koloni olarak gdrmiistiir. Ancak,
Musul meselesinin Tiirkiye ve Ingiltere hiikiimetleri tarafindan 1926 yilinda
¢oziime kavusturulmas: sonrasinda Italya’nin Tiirkiye’ye olan yaklasimi da yavas
yavas degismeye baslamis ve Italya Tiirkiye’yi bolgede etkin bir faktdr olarak
algilamistir. Bu dogrultuda, 1928 yilinda Tiirkiye ve Italya arasinda bir tarafsizlik
antlagmas1 imzalanmistir. Bunun akabindeki siiregte ise Tiirkiye nin Italya ile olan
iligkileri 6zellikle ekonomik acgidan oldukga geligmistir.

Aslinda 1919-1932 arasindaki ikili iligkilerin gidisat1 1932-1939 yillan
arasindaki Tiirkiye’nin Italya ile olan diplomatik iliskilerini de etkilemistir. Ancak

bu donemle ilgili olan ikincil literatiir maalesef kisir olup Dilek Barlas, Mevliit
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Celebi ve Fabio Grassi tarafindan yazilan birka¢ kitap ve makale disinda
Tiirkiye’nin bu donemde Italya ile iliskilerini degerlendiren eserler neredeyse yok
denecek kadar azdir. Bu eserlerin azlig1 sadece Tiirk-italyan iliskileri iizerine olan
anlayisimizi etkilememis, bunun disinda belki de daha da 6nemli olarak, iki diinya
savast arast donemdeki Tiirk dis politikasi {izerine olan ikincil literatiirii de
etkilemisgtir.

Bu tezin gosterdigi iizere, halihazirda yapilmis g¢aligmalarda {i¢ temel
argliman gbze ¢carpmaktadir ki bu argiimanlar ikincil literatiirde biiyiik dl¢iide agir
basmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki, Tiirkiye’nin italya ile olan iliskilerini dénemlere
ayirma ¢abasidir. Ornegin Barlas, 1932-1936 yillarindaki ikili iliskileri, 1928-1932
(1lml iligkiler evresi), 1932-1934 (soguma evresi) ve 1934-1936 (donma evresi)
olmak iizere ii¢ temel evreye ayirmistir. Benzer sekilde Grassi de iligkileri 1919-
1923, 1923-1932 ve 1932-1939 olmak iizere {i¢ donemde incelemistir. Bu ayrimlar
1932-1939 arast donemdeki iliskilerin lineer bir sekilde kotiilestigi izlenimini
cizmekte olup iliskilerdeki niianslar1 géz ardi etmektedir.

Ikincil literatiirdeki ¢ok tekrar edilen argiimanlardan diger birisi ise
Tiirkiye’nin bu donemdeki dis politikasin1 sekillendirmesinde asil faktoriin
Italya’nin Tiirkiye tarafindan dogrudan kendi toprak biitiinliigiine saldiracak bir
tehdit olarak algilanmasi iizerinedir. Bu argiiman, sadece Tiirkiye’nin italya ile
olan iliskilerini inceleyen eserlerde yer almamis, aynt zamanda Tiirk dis politikasi
iizerine yazilan genel kitaplar ve hatta iiniversitelerde ¢ogunlukla okutulan ders
kitaplarinda da yer almistir. Her ne kadar bu tez bu dénemde italyan tehdidinin
varhgin reddetmese de Tiirkiye’nin Italyan tehdidi algismin Tiirkiye topraklaria
olan dogrudan bir tehditten cok Italya’nin uluslararas: sisteme olusturdugu tehdit
iizerinden sekillendigini iddia etmektedir.

Son olarak, Tiirkiye’nin bu dénemde Ingiltere ile gelismeye baslayan
iliskilerinin Tiirk-Italyan iligkilerini k&tii bir sekilde etkiledigi savi ikincil
literatiirde biiyiik dlciide yer bulmustur. Hatta, Tiirkiye’'nin adeta Ingiltere’yi
Italya’ya kars1 bir dayanak noktasi olarak se¢mis oldugu iddia edilmistir.

Tiirk, Italyan ve Ingiliz belgelerini, bu dénemde yaymlanmis bazi popiiler
gazete ve dergileri de baz alarak hazirlanmis bu tez, yukarida tartisilan bu ¢

argiimana kars1 ¢ikmakta olup Tiirkiye nin bu dénemde italya ile olan iliskilerini
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daha kapsayict bir agidan ele almaktadir. Yukarida yer verilen donemlestirmelerin
aksine Tiirk-Italyan iliskileri bir devamlilik igerisinde incelenmistir. Bunu
yaparken de ikili iligkileri dogrudan veya dolayli olarak etkileyen temel olaylar
analiz edilmistir.

Tezin giris boliimiinii takip eden Ikinci Boliim’de Tiirkiye nin 1932 ve
1934 yillar1 arasinda Italya ile olan iliskilerindeki degisim incelenmistir. Bu
cok iki iilkenin uluslararasi sistem igerisinde veya ona karsi olarak aldiklari
pozisyonlara gére belirlenmistir. May1s 1932°de Basbakan Ismet indnii’niin Roma
ziyareti ve Temmuz 1932°de Italyan donanmasmin Istanbul ziyareti gibi bu
donemde iki iilke arasinda meydana gelen 6nemli ve pozitif olarak addedilebilecek
gelismelerin neden direkt olarak ikili iliskileri yeterince sekillendiremedigi
tartisgilmigtir. Bu baglamda da ilk olarak Tirkiye’'nin 1932°’de Milletler
Cemiyeti’ne giris siireci incelenmistir. Tiirkiye’nin Cemiyet’e giriginin Tiirk dig
politikasinda da bir doniim noktas1 oldugu 6ne stiriilmiis ve Tiirkiye’ nin {iyeliginin
miisterek emniyet sistemine bagliliginin bir yansimast oldugu vurgulanmistir. Bu
dogrultuda ikincil literatiirde vurgulanan Italyan tehdidinin de Tiirkiye’nin
Cemiyet’e girisinde kayda deger bir rol oynamadigi iddia edilmistir. Tiirkiye
tarafindan iiyeligin en 6nemli getirisi donemin gazetelerinin de vurguladigi gibi
aslinda Tiirkiye’nin uluslararas1 anlamda Ingiltere, Fransa ve Italya gibi Avrupali
biiyiik giicler tarafindan esit bir paydas olarak kabul gérmiis olmasidir. italya da
aslinda diger Avrupali giicler gibi Tiirkiye’nin Cemiyet’e liyeligini desteklemistir.
Ikincil literatiirde yer alan italya’nin Tiirkiye nin iiyeligine kars1 ¢ciktigma yonelik
argiimanin da gériinen bir dayanag1 yoktur ¢iinkii bu dsnemde yaymlanmis Italyan
diplomatik belgeleri de dahil olmak iizere incelenen birincil kaynaklar boyle bir
argiimani destekler nitelikte degildir. Yine bu boliimde incelenen Ismet indnii’niin
Mayis 1932°de Roma’ya olan ziyareti ve ziyarete Italya tarafindan verilen 6nem
de gdz oniinde bulunduruldugunda Italya’nin Tiirkiye’nin Cemiyet’e girmesine
karsi ¢ikmasi ¢ok da muhtemel goriinmemektedir, kaldi ki zaten Milletler
Cemiyeti’ndeki Italyan temsilcisi Vittorio Scialoja’nin Tiirkiye hakkindaki olumlu

sozleri de bunu kanitlar niteliktedir. Dahasi, Tiirkiye nin Cemiyet’e iiye oldugu 18
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Temmuz 1932 tarihinde Italo Moreno &nderligindeki italyan donanmasi istanbul’u
ziyaret etmekteydi.

Ikili iliskilerdeki doniim noktasi, Dino Grandi’nin ayni ay igerisinde
Italyan disisleri bakanlig1 gérevinden alinmasiyla baslamistir. Mussolini disisleri
bakanligini bizzat kendisi yonetmeye baslamis ve Italyan dis politikasini biiyiik
giiclerin uluslararasi sistemde hakim olmast {izerine kurulu bir anlayis
cergevesinde revize etmeye baslamistir. Bu politikadaki degisimler sahada ilk
olarak Mussolini’nin &nciiliik ettigi ve Ingiltere, Fransa, italya ve Almanya
arasinda 15 Temmuz 1933’te imzalanan Dortler Pakti ile belirginlesmistir. Dortler
Pakti, Tiirk hiikimeti ve Tiirk basini tarafindan biiyiik giliglerin diger iilkelerin
geleceklerine yon verme isteginin bir tecellisi olarak algilanmis ve bizzat
Cumhurbagkan1 Atatiirk bu konudaki hosnutsuzlugunu dile getirmistir.

9 Subat 1934 tarihinde Tiirkiye nin Onciiliigiinde ve diplomatik faaliyetleri
neticesinde meydana gelen Balkan Pakti imzalanmistir. Her ne kadar Balkan Pakt1
fikri 1926 yilina kadar gotiiriilebilse de ancak 1930’lu yillarda yani Balkan
iilkelerinin ¢ogu arasindaki problemlerin goreceli olarak azalmasindan sonra bu
fikir gercege doniisebilmistir. italya, Balkan Pakti’nin olusturulmasi siirecinde
ozellikle Arnavutluk ve Bulgaristan {izerindeki faaliyetleri dolayisiyla etkin bir
role sahip olmustur. Arnavutluk iizerinde hem siyasi hem de ekonomik olarak var
olan Italyan niifuzu Balkan Pakti’na Arnavutluk’un dahil edilmesi oniinde bir
engel teskil etmigstir. Bulgaristan 6zelinde ise bizzat Mussolini Bulgar yetkililerini
Balkan Pakti’na katilmamalart konusunda ikna etmeye calismistir. Bu iki Balkan
iilkesi diginda kalan Yunanistan, Romanya, Tiirkiye ve Yugoslavya tarafindan
imzalanan Balkan Pakti temelde bolgesel bir savunma mekanizmasi gelistirmistir.
Her ne kadar paktin bolgesel niteligi paktin iceriginden bile belli olsa da ikincil
literatiirde Balkan Paktr’nin italya’yr hedef alarak yapildigina dair argiimanlar yer
almaktadir. Ancak bu tez, bu arglimanlarin aksine Balkan Pakti’nin asil hedefinin
bolgesel giivenlik ve imzaci iilkeler arasindaki sinirlarin teminini saglamak
oldugunu savunmaktadir. Aslinda Balkan Pakti’nin olusturulus siireci ve hemen
sonrasinda Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan’in italya’y: bu konuda teskin etmeye yonelik
cesitli  diplomatik faaliyetleri incelendiginde de paktin Italya’ya kars
olusturulmamis oldugu goéze carpmaktadir. Balkan Pakti aslinda Avrupali biiyiik
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giiclerin bolgede bir hegemonya kurma ¢abalarina karst olusturulmustur.
Mussolini’nin sonradan Balkan Pakti’na karsi ¢ikmasi da zaten bu bolgesel
olusumun kendi Balkan politikasin1 sekteye ugratmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir.
Balkan Pakt1 da aslinda tipki Dortler Pakti’nda oldugu gibi iki iilkenin uluslararasi
sisteme ve bolgesel politikalara karsi olan tutumlarindaki farklili§i ortaya
koymustur. Ancak bu farkliliklara ragmen bu olaylar iligkilerde biiyiik sorunlara
yol agmamig goriinmektedir.

Uciincii Béliim’de ise Tiirkiye’nin italya ile olan iliskileri 1934-1936
yillart arasindaki olaylar ilizerinden incelenmis olup tezin bu kisminda spesifik
olarak Tiirkiye’nin Italyan tehdidi algis1 ve bu tehdit algisin1 hem yurt icinde hem
de yurtdisinda nasil yansittigi tartistlmistir.  Mussolini’nin  1934’teki  iinli
konusmasinin ve ltalya’nin Etiyopya’yr (Habesistan) isgalinin Tiirkiye’deki
yansimalarini vaka calismasi olarak ele alan bu kisim, Tiirkiye’ nin Italyan tehdit
algisinin ikincil literatiirde iddia edildigi sekilde Italya’nin Tiirkiye’ye saldirmasi
gibi bir senaryo iizerinden sekillenmesinden ¢ok Italya’nin saldirgan ve
genislemeci dis politikasi ile uluslararasi sistem iizerinde yarattig1 tehdit {izerinden
sekillendigini gostermistir. Daha da onemlisi, Tiirk hiikiimeti ve Tiirk basin1 bu
donemde miisterek emniyet sisteminin problemlerini 6ne ¢ikarmis ve bunun
karsisinda Tiirkiye’nin kendi ulusal giivenligini arttirmasinin gerekliligini hem i¢
kamuoyuna hem de dis kamuoyuna anlatmistir.

18 Mart 1934’te, yani Italya’nin Avusturya ve Macaristan ile Roma
Protokolleri’ni imzalamasindan bir giin sonra, Mussolini Italya’nin emperyalist
hedeflerine yonelik bir konusma yapmis ve Asya ve Afrika’yr Italya’nmn “iki
tarihsel hedefi” olarak tanimlamistir. Ikincil literatirde Mussolini’nin bu
konusmasinin Tiirkiye’deki ‘Italyan korkusunu’ yeniledigi argiimam hakimdir.
Ancak Tiirkiye’nin hem Roma Protokolleri’ni hem de Mussolini’nin konusmasini
nasil algiladig1 iizerine detayli bir inceleme yapilan tezin bu kisminda aslinda
durumun tam olarak literatiirde iddia edildigi gibi olmadig1 gosterilmistir. Her ne
kadar konugmadan hemen sonra Tiirk gazetelerindeki makaleler ve kdse yazilari
negatif bir tutum sergilemis olsalar da bu yazilar bir ‘Italyan korkusu’nun
habercisi olmaktan ¢ok Mussolini’nin sdylemlerinin diinya barigini tehlikeye

atmast lizerine odaklanmistir. Kaldi ki bizzat Mussolini Roma’daki Tiirkiye
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Biiyiikelgisi Hiiseyin Ragib Baydur ile yaptigi goriismede 18 Mart tarihli
konusmasinda Tirkiye’yi katiyen kastetmedigini sOylemistir. Dahasi, donemin
disisleri bakan1 Tevfik Riistii Aras Tiirkiye’nin bir Avrupa iilkesi oldugunu dile
getirmis ve bu nedenle de endiseye gerek olmadigini sdylemistir. Bunun yani sira,
Tiirk hiikiimeti ve Tiirk gazeteleri Mussolini’nin konusmasini sadece emperyalist
politikalarin bir yansimasi olarak ele almamis, konusmanin igerigi ile de yakindan
ilgilenmislerdir. Ornegin, Mussolini’nin konusmasinda yer alan silahlanmanin
gerekliligi ve silahsizlanma caligmalarinin basarisizligi ile ilgili kisimlar Aras
tarafindan hakli bulunmus ve Tiirk gazeteleri de Tirkiye’nin silahlandirma
caligmalarini arttirmast gerektigine yonelik yazilar yayimlamiglardir. Yani bir
yandan Italya’nin miisterek emniyet sistemini nasil tehlikeye attig1 vurgulanmis
diger taraftan da Mussolini’nin konusmast lizerinden Tiirkiye’nin silahlanma
ihtiyaci duyurulmustur.

Bu donemde ulusal giivenligi arttirabilmek adina 5 Temmuz 1934 tarihinde
Tiirkiye, Romanya ve Yugoslavya ile Cenevre’de iki tane gizli anlasma
imzalamigtir. Bu anlagsmalar Balkan Pakt1 ¢cergevesinde imzalanmis olup komsu bir
Balkan {ilkesinin herhangi imzacilardan birine saldirmasi durumunda diger
imzacilara askeri yardim sorumlulugu getirmistir. Anlagsma ayrica bu saldirgan
Balkan iilkesinin bagka bir {ilke ile birlikte hareket etmesi durumunu da
kapsamaktadir. Bu da aslinda Bulgaristan ve Italya’nin birlikte hareket edebilecegi
diisiincesine yonelik olarak diizenlenmistir. Italya’nin o donemki Ankara
biiytikelgisi Lojacono’nun da ifade ettigi gibi Tiirkiye Roma Protokelleri’ni ve
Mussolini’nin konugmasini aslinda Balkan Pakti’nin giivenlik mekanizmasini
giiclendirmek i¢in kullanmigtir. Akdeniz giivenligi meselesi de yine Mussolini’nin
konugmasi sonrasinda Tiirkiye’de konusulan konulardandir ve bu mesele tim
Akdeniz {ilkelerinin olusturacagi bir Akdeniz Pakti tartigmalarini da bir kez daha
alevlendirmistir.

Akdeniz meselesi ozellikle italya’nin Etiyopya’yr Ekim 1935°te isgal
etmesinden sonra daha da alevlenmis ve bu dénemde 6zellikle Tiirk basini, italyan
isgalinin Akdeniz ve diinya baris1 iizerindeki etkilerini tartismistir. Bu tartigmalar
aslinda Tiirkiye’nin Italyan tehdidini gergekte nasil algiladigi ve bunu nasil

yansittig1 arasindaki farki da ortaya koymustur. Nitekim, Tiirk basint bir yandan
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Milletler Cemiyeti’nin basarisizlig1 iizerine sayisiz makaleler yayimlarken ayni
zamanda biiylik giiclerin ve onlarin emperyalist politikalarin1 da elestirmis ve
Italyan isgalinin bir diinya savasinin habercisi olabilecegini savunmustur. Ote
taraftan, Tiirk hiikiimeti Italya’min Etiyopya’yr isgali ile ilgili olarak alenen
Italya’ya kars1 bir sdylemde bulunmamis ve politikasini tamamen Milletler
Cemiyeti cercevesinde “tam bir tarafsizlik” politikast giiderek yiirlitmeye
calismistir. Halbuki, basindaki tartismalar bu “tarafsizligin” sadece goriiniirde olan
ve resmi bir “tarafsizlik” oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Tiirk basinindaki bu
tartigmalarin aslinda asil nedeni Tiirkiye nin gilivenlik kaygilarin1 ve gilivenligini
arttirma istegini mesrulagtirmakti. Nitekim yayinlar Tirkiye’de havaciligin
geligtirilmesinin gerekliliginden silahlanmanin 6nemine kadar birgok konuyu
tartismistir. Ancak bu tartigmalardan en Onemlisi ise Tirkiye’nin o giine dek
uluslararasi bir komisyon tarafindan idare edilen Bogazlar’in hakimiyetini ele
almasi lizerineydi.

Tezin Dordiincii Boliimii Bogazlar Meselesi’nin Tiirk hiikiimeti ve Tiirk
basi tarafindan nasil tekrar giindeme getirildigini incelemekle baslayip genel
olarak Italya’nn Tiirkiye’nin Bogazlar’da tekrar tam egemenlik kurma
arayisindaki pozisyonunu incelemektedir. Bu kisim italya’nin Etiyopya’y1
isgalinin Bogazlar Meselesi’nin ¢dziimiine uygun bir ortam hazirladigint ve Tiirk
hiikiimetinin bu isgali uluslararasi anlamda giivenlestirerek Montreux Bogazlar
Sézlesmesi'ne giden yolu olusturdugunu savunmaktadir. Tkincil literatiirde
savunuldugunun aksine, Bogazlar Meselesi’nin Tiirkiye tarafindan yeniden
giindeme getirilmesine Tiirkiye’ye dogrudan bir italyan tehdidi sebep olmamustir.
Aslinda Bogazlar Meselesi Lozan Anlagsmasi’nin imzalandig1 1923 yilindan beri
Tiirkiye tarafindan yarim kalmis bir mesele olarak addedilmistir. Tiirkiye’nin
Bogazlar Meselesi’ni bu donemde dile getirmesindeki asil sebep uluslararasi
cevrede Tirkiye’ nin bu istegi icin uygun bir ortamin olusmus olmasidir.

Bu ortamin olusturulmasinda bu tezin Ugiincii Boliimii’nde tartisildig1 gibi
Tiirk basinmin rolii de biiyiiktiir. Ozellikle Tiirk hiikiimetinin Italya’y1 higbir
sekilde saldirgan iilke olarak tanimlamadigi boyle bir donemde, Ulus ve
Cumhuriyet gibi hiikiimetle organik baglar1 bulunan gazetelerin Italyan isgalini

elestirdikleri yazilart 6nemlidir. Bogazlar Meselesi 6zelinde de basin meselenin
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acilen ¢dziime kavusturulmasi gerektigini vurgulamis ve bu savini Italyan isgaliyle
daha da belirgin bir sekilde ortaya ¢ikan ve artik giiven vermeyen uluslararasi
sistem iizerinden desteklemistir. Buna ek olarak, Lozan Bogazlar S6zlesmesi’nin
18. maddesi geregince Fransa, Ingiltere, Italya ve Japonya tarafindan Tiirkiye’ye
verilen bogazlarin giivenligine dair teminatin artik gegerli olamayacagi da hem
Berg¢ Tiirker gibi bazi milletvekilleri hem de Tiirk basini tarafindan vurgulanmistir.
Buna sebep olarak hem Italya’nin Etiyopya’y: isgali ile birlikte 6zellikle ingiltere
ile arasinin bozulmus olmasi hem de Italya’nin miisterek emniyet sistemini hice
saymas1 gosterilmistir. Yine Japonya’nin Milletler Cemiyeti’ni daha 6nce terk
etmis olmas1 da bu maddenin gecersizligine dair savlari gliclendirmistir.

Bu tartismalarin olusturdugu ortam ile birlikte Tiirkiye, 11 Nisan 1936’da
imzac1 {ilkelere ve Milletler Cemiyeti’ne halihazirdaki bogazlar rejiminin
degistirilmesinin gerekliligine dair bir nota géndermistir. Bu nota, italya tarafindan
zamansiz bulunmus ve Italya bu durumda konferansa katilmayacagini dile
getirmistir. Konferansa katilmama gerekcesi olarak da kendisine Milletler
Cemiyeti tarafindan uygulanmakta olan ekonomik yaptirimlari géstermistir. Ancak
bu donemle ilgili yayimlanmis olan italyan birincil kaynaklar incelendiginde
Italya’min konferansa katilmamasinin asil sebebinin Tiirkiye nin Italyan isgali
sirasindaki politikasindan duyulan hosnutsuzluk oldugu sdylenebilir. Nitekim bu
durum Milletler Cemiyeti’nin Montrd Konferansi devam ederken Italya’ya
uygulanan ekonomik yaptirimlar1 kaldirmasma ragmen Italya’nin konferansa
katilmama konusunda 1srarci olmasindan da anlasilabilir.

Italya’nin konferansa katilmamak igin gosterdigi diger bir neden ise
Akdeniz Mutabakatr’dir. Aralik 1935°te Ingiltere, Fransa, Yugoslavya, Yunanistan
ve Tiirkiye arasinda olusturulan ve ikincil literatiirde “Akdeniz Pakt1” olarak da
bahsedilen Akdeniz Mutabakat1 aslinda bir pakt veya ittifak degildir. Italya’ya
kars1 ekonomik yaptirimlarin uygulanmasi sirasinda Akdeniz’de Italya ile kars:
karsiya kalmasi durumunda diger Akdeniz iilkelerinin Ingiltere’ye destek verip
vermeyecegini merak eden Ingiliz hiikiimeti yukarida bahsedilen iilkelerin
hiikiimetlerine birer mektup yollamis ve cevaben Tiirkiye bu durumda Ingiltere’ye
destek verecegini belirtmistir. Ancak bu mutabakat tamamen Milletler Cemiyeti

Misaki’nin 16. maddesinin 2. paragrafinda belirtilen c¢ergeve icerisinde yapilmis
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olup Ingiltere ile bir ittifak niteliginde degildir. Bu dénemle ilgili ¢alismalarda
siirekli olarak dile getirilen Tiirk-Ingiliz yakinlasmasi1 ve bunun bir sonucu olarak
Tiirk-italyan iliskilerinde bir kopus déneminin baslamas: argiimanlar1 da aslinda
bu mutabakat etrafinda sekillenmistir. Bu dénem ve oncesinde Ingiltere nin
Tiirkiye’ye yonelik politikalar1 incelendiginde Ingiltere’nin Bogazlar’mn Tiirk
egemenligine gecmesi konusundaki desteginin pragmatik oldugu goriilmektedir.
Dahasi, Tiirkiye’nin iki diinya savasi arasi donemdeki dis politikast herhangi bir
biliylik giice dayanmak iizerine kurulmamis olup bilakis bu anlayisa karsi bir
miicadeleyi temel almistir.

20 Temmuz 1936’da imzalanan Montrd Bogazlar Sozlesmesi italya’nin
katilimi olmadan imzalanmistir. Her ne kadar italya’nin sézlesmeyi imzalamamig
olmas1 Tiirkiye’yi tatmin etmemis olsa da genel olarak Montrd Bogazlar
Sézlesmesi Tiirkiye tarafindan biiyiik bir basari olarak goriilmiistiir. Ozellikle
Bogazlar’in yeniden silahlandirilmasina imkan veren bu sézlesmenin Tiirkiye’nin
uluslararasi prestiji zarara ugramadan barisgil bir yolla yapilmig olmasi da bu
basariy1 taglandirmistir.

Sozlesmenin imzalanmasi sonrasindaki siirecte Tiirkiye’nin Oncelikli
hedeflerinden biri Italya’nin  Montrd Sézlesmesi’ni  imzalamasi olmustur.
Tiirkiye’nin bu dogrultudaki ¢abalarini ele alarak baslayan Besinci Boliim, Tiirk
dis politikas1 yapim siirecinde Italya’nin yerini ve roliinii bu dénemdeki onemli
tarihsel olaylar ¢ercevesinde incelemistir. Montrd sonrasi doneme (1936-1939)
odaklanan bu kisimda Tiirkiye’nin Italya ile olan iliskilerinin Montrd ile birlikte
birdenbire kotlilesmedigi ve iliskilerin daha dikkatli ve ¢ok yonlii bir bigimde ele
alinmasi gerektigi savunulmustur.

Italya’nin sdzlesmeyi imzalamamak igin &ne siirdiigii neden olan Akdeniz
Mutabakat1 daha sonra Ingiltere tarafindan tek yonlii olarak sonlandirilmis ve
Ingiltere-Italya arasindaki iliskiler en azindan gériiniirde yumusamaya baslamistir.
Bu baglamda, Tiirkiye’nin Italya ile olan iliskileri de karsihikli jestler ile
iyilesmeye baslamistir. Ornegin  Agustos 1936°da Tiirk hiikiimeti Addis
Ababa’daki maslahatgiizarin1 Tiirkiye’ye geri ¢agirmig ve Ocak 1937°de elgiligi
tamamen kapatmigtir. Bu durum aslinda de facto olarak Tiirk hiikiimetinin

Italya’min Etiyopya iizerindeki egemenligini tanmidigim1 gdstermektedir. Diger
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taraftan 29 Aralik 1936 tarihinde iki iilke arasinda Ticaret ve Seyrisefain
Muahedenamesi  imzalanmistir. Ancak Italya’nin  Montrd ~ Sdzlesmesi’ni
imzalamasiin tekrar giindeme gelmesi 2 Ocak 1937 tarihinde Ingiltere ve Italya
arasinda Akdeniz’de statiikonun devamlilifi iizerine imzalanan Centilmenlik
Anlagmasi (Gentlemen’s Agreement) sonrasinda miimkiin olmustur. Bu anlagsma
Akdeniz’de biitiin devletlerin katilimiyla bolgesel bir giivenlik anlayisinin
olusturulmasini amaglayan Tiirkiye tarafindan iyi bir sekilde karsilanmistir.
Nitekim bu anlasmanin imzalanmasindan tam bir ay sonra 3 Subat 1937 tarihinde
Tevfik Riistii Aras Milano’ya Ciano ile goriismek {izere gitmistir. Bu gorliismede
Ciano, Italya’nin Montrd Sozlesmesi’ni imzalamasi icin Tiirkiye nin Italyan
Imparatorlugu’nu (diger bir deyisle Etiyopya iizerindeki hakimiyetini) de jure
olarak da tanimasim sart kosmustur ki bu sarttan dolayr Italya’nin sdzlesmeyi
imzalamas1 ancak Mayis 1938’de miimkiin olabilmistir.

1936-1939 aras1 dénemde Italya Tiirkiye’nin dis politikasinda sadece
Montrd tizerinden bir rol oynamamistir. Bunun disinda aslinda Tiirkiye’nin
Akdeniz ve giliney sinirlarinda bolgesel gilivenligini saglamak i¢in i¢inde yer aldigi
Saadabad Pakti ve Nyon Konferansi gibi olusumlarda da italya’nin rolii
goriilmektedir. 8 Temmuz 1937°de Tiirkiye, iran, Irak ve Afganistan arasinda
imzalanan Saadabad Pakti bir saldirmamazlik anlagsmasindan Ote olmamakla
beraber iiye iilkeler arasinda c¢ikabilecek herhangi bir problemi engellemeye
yoneliktir. Ancak Balkan Pakti ile ilgili ikincil literatiirde oldugu gibi, Saadabad
Pakti’nin Italya’ya karsi olusturuldugu argiimami bazi yazarlar tarafindan kabul
edilmigtir. Bu tezde yapilan tartigmada bu arglimanin gergekci olmadigi ve
ozellikle Ingiliz kaynaklar1 {izerinden yapilan bir okumanmn sonucu oldugu
vurgulanmigtir. Nitekim, Aras’in paktin sadece “psikolojik™ bir etkisi oldugunu ve
hicbir iilkeyi hedef almadigini iddia etmesi de bu tezde savunulan goriisii
dogrulamaktadir. Dénemin Italyan biiyiikelgisi Carlo Galli tarafindan da dile
getirildigi iizere, Italya bu dénemde Tiirkiye ile olan iliskilerinin gelismekte
oldugunu diistinerek bu ikili iligkinin Tiirk-Sovyet iliskilerine bir alternatif
olusturulabilecegini 6ngdrmiistiir.

Saadabad Pakti’nin imzalanmasindan sadece birka¢ ay sonra toplanan

Nyon Konferansi da benzer bir bigimde ikincil literatiirde Tiirkiye’nin Italya’ya
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kars1 i¢inde yer aldigi olusumlar olarak degerlendirilmistir. Ancak Akdeniz’de
Ispanyol I¢ Savasi’ndan dolay1 ortaya cikan korsan faaliyetlerini &nlemek igin
toplanan bu konferans ve akabinde yapilan anlasma dogrudan Italya’yr hedef
almamus, hatta tam aksine Ingiltere ve Fransa tarafindan Italya’ya yénelik bir
yatistirma politikasinin neticesi olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu baglamda, zaten
Tiirkiye’nin konferansa katilmasi teknik olarak Italya’ya karst olamazdi.
Konferans sirasinda Tiirkiye, dzellikle Ingiltere ve Fransa ile olan temaslarinda
Akdeniz’de Italyan ¢ikarlarinin da géz 6niinde bulundurulmasinin &neminin altini
cizmistir. Zaten anlasma imzalanirken Tiirkiye anlagmanin 4. maddesinin 2.
paragrafina yonelik cekincesini belirtmis ve Ingiltere ve Fransa’ya Tiirkiye
karasularinda ve limanlarinda faaliyetlerde bulunma yetkisini vermeyecegini
aciklamistir. Bu durum da Tiirkiye’nin Nyon siirecinde Ingiltere ve Fransa
politikalar1 ekseninde bir politika izlemedigini tam tersine ii¢ biiyiik gili¢ karsisinda
tarafsiz bir politika giitmeye calistigini gostermistir.

Ikinci Diinya Savasi’nin hemen &ncesinde Tiirk dis politikasinin 6nemli
basarilarindan bir digeri olan Hatay’in Tiirkiye’ye ilhaki siirecinde de italya
faktoriiniin degerlendirilmesi énemlidir ¢iinkii Ingiltere ve Fransa gibi italya da bu
meselede dnemli bir rol oynamustir. Oncelikle, bu bélgede Italya, Sancak (Hatay)
bolgesinin Italya’ya verilmesine yonelik propaganda faaliyetlerinde bulunmustur.
Bolgedeki genel bir Italyan politikasinin yansimasi olan bu faaliyetler Italya’nin
bolgedeki Kiirt ve Ermeni gruplara verdigi destekle daha da belirginlesmistir.
Ikinci olarak, Italya, Hatay meselesinde Tiirkiye icin Fransa ile olan
goriismelerinde bir manevra alam saglamistir. Ornegin, Aralik 1936 ve Ocak
1937°de yani Hatay meselesinin Milletler Cemiyeti’nde tartisilmaya baslandigi
donemde, Tiirkiye Italya’nm bolgedeki faaliyetlerini gérmezden geldigine dair bir
tutum sergilemis ve Fransiz gazetelerinin italyan’mn bélgedeki faaliyetlerine
yonelik yayinlarin1 yalanlanmistir. Bu aslinda Hatay meselesinde, Tiirkiye’nin
Italya’min ve bununla beraber diger iilkelerin desteginin alinmasina yonelik
uyguladig1 politikasinin bir parcasiydi. Ancak 1939 yilinin basinda bu sefer
Italya’nin ~ bolgedeki faaliyetleri Tiirk yetkililer tarafindan Fransizlara
dillendirilmis ve Fransa’min Hatay’1 Italya’ya devretmek zorunda kalmasi

konusunda bir kayginin Tiirkiye’de var oldugu sdylenmistir. Tiirkiye’nin dile
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getirdigi bu kaygilar italya’nin Nisan ayinda Arnavutluk’u isgal etmesiyle birlikte
daha da ikna edici bir hal almistir. Arnavutluk’un isgali Hatay meselesinde dolayl
yoldan bir etkide bulunmustur ki bu isgal Hatay’in Tiirkiye’ye ilhak siirecini
hizlandirmistir. Ingiltere ve Fransa’min Italyan ve Alman yayilmaci politikalar:
kargisinda Tiirkiye’yi kargilarina almama istekleri Arnavutluk’un isgalinin hemen
akabinde Fransa’'nin Hatay meselesinde daha fazla direnmemesine neden
olmustur. Hatay’in Haziran ayinda Tiirkiye’ye katilmasi Italya tarafindan hos
karsilanmamis ve Italyan gazeteleri Fransa ve Tiirkiye aleyhinde yaymlar
yapmuslardir. Bu durum Tiirk ve Italyan gazetecileri arasinda bir polemige bile
neden olmustur. italya’nin Montrd Sézlesmesi’ni imzalamas: siirecindeki tutuma
benzer olarak, Hatay meselesi karsisinda gosterilen Italyan tutumunun aslinda
Hatay meselesinin kendisi ile ilgili olmadiginin daha ziyade Ikinci Diinya
Savasi’na giden yolda Tiirkiye’nin Ingiltere ve Fransa ile olan yakinlasmasiin bir
sonucu oldugu bu kisimda gosterilmistir.

Sonug olarak, bu tez 1932-1939 yillar1 arasinda Tiirkiye nin italya ile olan
iligskilerine yonelik ikincil literatiirde yer alan ii¢ temel yaygin kaniya karsi
¢ikmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki, Tiirkiye nin Italya ile olan iliskilerinin bu dénemde
bir dostluktan diismanliga tekdiize sekilde evrildigidir. Ikincisi ise, Italyan
tehdidinin bu donemde Tiirk dig ve giivenlik politikalarinda ana belirleyici etmen
oldugu argiimanidir. Son argiiman ise Tiirkiye’nin bu dénemde Ingiltere ile
gelismeye baslayan iliskilerinin Italya ile olan iliskilerini zedeledigine yoneliktir.
Halbuki bu tez, iliskileri daha genis bir baglamda ve biitiinciil olarak inceleyerek
ikincil literatiirde yer alan bu argiimanlarin donemin dis politikasini kavramamizda
sorun teskil ettigini gostermektedir. Bu donemde iliskilerin gidisatin1 belirleyen
temel faktdr Tiirkiye nin italya’y: direkt bir tehdit olarak algilamasindan daha ¢ok
iki tilke arasinda uluslararasi sisteme yonelik tutumlarindaki farkliliktir. Nitekim,
bu donemde Tiirkiye dis politikasini Milletler Cemiyeti ¢ercevesinde bir miisterek
emniyet sistemi iizerine kurgularken, Italya bunun tam tersi bir dogrultuda
politikasini olusturmustur. Bu tez gostermistir ki Tiirkiye’nin iki diinya savasi
aras1 donemde {talya ile olan iliskileri Tiirkiye’nin aktif, cok yonlii ve realist dis

politikasina 6nemli bir 6rnek tegkil etmektedir.
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