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Onc of the issucs of contention between Turkey and Greece is the
intention of the latter 1o extent its territorial waters. This issuc is of great
importance because it is related to the delimitation of the Greek airspace and
the Acgcan contincntal shelf. Obviously, any cxtension of the Greck
territorial sca would bring further parts of the Acgcan Sca and the Acgean
contincntal shelf into the Greek sovercignty. A possible cxtension of the
Grecek territorial waters to twelve nautical miles would also allow Greece to
cxcrcisc sovereign rights over a greater part of the Acgean airspace., It is,
therefore, evident that Turkish interests in the arca would be very much
affccied by a decision of Greece to extent its territorial sea in the Acgean.

For dcfending its intentions, Greece points to the 1982 Law of the Sea
Convention that gives the right o its signatorics to extent their territorial
walcrs up to twelve nautical miles. Turkey, however, contests the right of
Greece to do so. The Turkish argumentation is bascd on five grounds. First,
any cxtension of the Greek territorial waters would be in conflict with the
‘basic thinking' of thc Lausanne Trecaty. Sccond, such an extension would be
also in conflict with the declarations and statcments of the Greek delegation
at the 1958 Geneva Conference on the Law of the Sca, Third, because Turkey
is not a signatory party to the 1982 Convention it is not obliged, according
to international trcaty law, to accept the terms of the Convention as they
apply to the Aegcan Sca. Fourth, the 1982 Convention is based on
customary practice, and Turkey's ‘persistent objection’ to any extension of
territorial watcrs in the Aegean Sca has not allowed the creation of a local
custom. Fifth, becausc the Aegean is a 'special sea’, the clauses of the 1982
Convention do not automatically apply to it.
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The purpose of this articlc is twofold. First, it intcnds to show that
the Turkish argumentation cannot be sustained on the ground that the ‘basic
thinking' of the Lausanne Trcaty docs not allow the coastal states to extent
their territorial watcrs. It argucs that the Turkish position is much stronger if
it is bascd on the other four arguments. Sccond, the article secks to encourage
further discussion on the disputing issucs between Turkey and Greece based
on substantial evidence and documentation and not on political assertions.
Because neither country will gain from a violent confrontation between them,
it is imperativc to create an environment of mutual trust. Argumentation
accompanicd by strong evidence is a pre-rcquisite to the success of a
constructive dialogue.

Dialogue at the political level, however, is currently unattainable
because the official positions of Turkey and Greece are more propaganda-like
slogans than substantially documented arguments. The weight thercfore falls
on the academic communities of the two countrics to achicve what the
politicians and diplomats have failcd to do. Successful dialogue also requires
two distinctive although inter-related things. First, that the two sides act
independently from political interests; and sccond, they arc prepared to listen,
understand, and accept the positions of the other side, il the latter has
convincingly stated its casc, although this may not coincide with what the
official position of their respective government is. The life of the Turkish
and Greck people should ncver be subject to any game either between
politicians or between academics. It is, therclore, the duty of the Turkish and
Greck academic communitics 1o assure the prosperity and development of
their countries by understanding cach other and pointing to their respective
governments their rights, as well as their misunderstandings and wrong
doings.

In showing why the Turkish argumentation cannot be based on the
'basic thinking' of the Lausanne Trcaty, this article will first state and discuss
the official Turkish position. Second, in attempting to provide a
comprehensive interpretation of the Lausanne Treaty, the article will provide
a textual analysis of the treaty concerned followed by an examination of the
intentions of its signatories, as well as of its object and purpose. For
achieving a sound reconstruction of the events that took place at the
Lausannc Conference, the writing of this article has becn based on the official
records of the procecdings.!

IH M. Stationery Office, Turkey No. 1 (1923), Lausanne Conference on
Near Eastern Affairs, 1922-1923: Records of Proceedings and
Draft Terms of Peace. Presented to the Parliament by Command of His
Majesty, London, 1923. The official records of the proceedings, being in
French, all the minutes appearing in the above publication, together with
the annexes thercto and the written communications from other than the
British, United States and Japancse delegations, have been officially
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1. The Turkish Position

According to the Turkish Government, 'relations between Greece and
Turkey are bascd on the 1923 Treaty of Lausannc which cstablished a balance
of rights and obligations of both countrics. Problems arise cssentially from
Greek attempts to underming this delicate balance'.2 In another document, the
Turkish Forcign Ministry statcs that

...the Lausanne Treaty established a political balance between Greece
and Turkey by harmonising the vital interests of both countries
including those in the Acgean..The basic thinking of the Lausanne
Treaty is to grant to coastal states limited arcas of maritime jurisdiction
and leave the remaining parts of the Acgean to the common benefit of
Turkey and Greece. It is clear that if one of the littoral States
unilaterally extends its jurisdiction in the Acgean and deprives the other
coastal State from exercising its existing rights, it is no longer

possible to speak of the Lausanne balance in the Acgcan.3

But did the Trcaty of Lausannc aim at cstablishing a political balance
between Turkey and Greece in the Acgean? s the 'basic thinking' of the
Lausanne Trcaty to grant to coastal slatcs limited arcas of maritime
jurisdiction and leave the remaining parts of the Acgcan to the common
bencfit of Turkey and Greece? Is Ankara right when it accuses Athens that by
attempting unilaterally to extend its jurisdiction in the Acgean, Grecce
deprives Turkey from excreising its existing rights? What rights did the
Lausanne Treaty give to Turkey with respect to the Acgean Sca?

Obviously the partics have competence to interprel a treaty, but this is
subject to the operation of other rules of the law. There are three basic
approaches to trcaty inlc:rprclmion.4 First, the Commission and the Institute
of Intcrnational Law have taken the view that what matters is the intention of
the partics as cxpressed in the text. Thus the first approach centres on the
actual text of the agreement and cmphasiscs the analysis of the words used.
This implics that the 'basic thinking' of the Lausannc Treaty can be identified
alter a closc examination of its text. If the Treaty of Lausannce aimed at

translated. This does not, however, apply to the speeches and statements of
the British, United States and Japanese delegates, who spoke in English.
2Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The Goals and Principles of Turkish
Forcign Policy’, www.mfa.gov.tr, p. 11.
3Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, '‘Background Note on Aegean Disputes’,
www.mfa.gov.tr, p. 1.
4M. N. Shaw, International Law, 3¢ edition, Cambridge, 1991, pp. 583-
4. Sce also 1. Browlic, Principles of Public International Law, 4th
cdition, Oxford, 1990, pp. 626-32.


http://www.mfa.gov.tr.
http://www.mfa.gov.tr.

104 THE TURKISH YEARBOOK [VOL. XXVI

granting to coastal statcs limited arcas of maritime jurisdiction and lcaving
the remaining parts of thc Acgean to the common bencfit of Turkey and
Greece, some references to this end is expected to have been included in the
text.

The sccond approach looks to the intention of the partics adopting the
agreement and regards the intentions of these partics as an indcpendent basis
of interpretation. This means that the 'basic thinking' of the Lausannc Treaty
can be cstablished after an cxamination of the intentions of its signatorics.
Such intentions arc made usually clear during the negotiations process. Thus
onc expects that at the Lausanne Conference statements were made about the
purposcs of the treaty which, according to the Turkish Government, were,
among other things, to cstablish a political balance between Greeee and
Turkey by harmonising the vital interests of both countrics in the Acgean
and grant 1o coastal states limited arcas of maritime jurisdiction and Icave the
remaining parts of the Acgean to the common benefit of Turkcy and Greece.

The third approach adopts a wider perspective than the other two and
emphasiscs the objects and purposc of the trcaty as the most important
backcloth against which the mcaning of any particular trcaty provision
should be mcasurcd. This mecans that for understanding the 'basic thinking' of
the Lausanne Trcaty, onc should identify its object and purposcs.

These three approaches to treaty interpretation arc mentioned in the
articles 31 and 32 of the Vicnna Convention on the Law of Treatics.
Paragraph 1 of the Article 31 states that 'A treaty shall be interpreted...in
accordance with the ordinary meaning to be given Lo the terms of the treaty in
their context and in the light of its object and purposc'. Paragraph 2 notcs
that

The context for the purpose of the interpretation of a treaty shall
comprise in addition to the text, including its prcamble and annexes: a)
any agreement relating to the treaty which was made between all the
parties in connection with the conclusion of the trcaty; b) any
instrument which was made by onc or more partics in connection with
the conclusion of the treaty and accepted by the other partics as an
instrument related to the treaty.

Paragraph 3 states that

There shall be taken into account, together with the context: a) any
subsequent agrcement between the parties regarding the interpretation of
the Treaty or the application of its provisions; b) any subsequent
practice in the application of the treaty which establishes the
agrecement of the parties regarding its interpretation; ¢) any relevant
rules of international law applicable in the relations between the
parties,
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Article 32 spcaks of supplementary mcans of interpretation, including
the preparatory work of the treaty and the circumstances of its conclusion.”

It has been argucd that any truc interpretation of a treaty will have 1o
take into account all aspects of the agreement, from the words employed to
the intention of the partics and the aims of the particular document. It has
also been claimed that it is not possible to exclude completely any one of
thesc components.® For providing a comprchensive interpretation of the
Lausannc Treaty, all thrce approaches will be utilised in the present article.

2. Text of the Lausanne Treaty

Going through the text of the Lausanne Treaty, one can easily obscrve
that ncither its prcamble nor its anncxcs, nor any of its articles make any
reference to the need of establishing a political balance between Greece and
Turkcy by harmonising the vital interests of both countrics in the Acgean.
Neither any clause cxists by which the treaty grants to coastal statcs limited
arcas of maritime jurisdiction and lcaves the remaining parts of the Acgean to
thec common benefit of Turkey and Greece.

There arc four articles in the Lausanne Treaty that address questions in
the Acgcan. The last paragraph of Article 6 specifics that 'In the absence of
provisions to the contrary in the present Treaty, islands and islets lying
within three miles of the coast arc inciuded within the fronticr of the coastal
State'. Article 12 states that the

sovereignty of Greece over the islands of the Eastern Mecditerrancan
other than the islands of Imbros and Tenedos, particularly the islands of
Lemnos, Samothrace, Mytilene, Chios, Samos and Nikaria, is confirmed
subjcct to the conditions contained in the present Treaty respecting the
islands placed under the sovercignty of Italy which form the subject of
Article 15. Except where a provision to the contrary is contained in the
present Treaty, the islands situated at less than three miles from the
Astiatic coast remain under Turkish sovereignty.

With Article 15

Turkey renounces in favour of Italy all her rights and title over the
following islands: Stampalia (Astropalia), Rhodes (Rhodos), Calki
(Kharki), Scarpanto, Casos (Casso), Piscopis (Tilos), Misiros
(Nisyros), Calimnos (Kalymnos), Leros, Patmos, Lipsos (Lipso), Simi
(Symi), and Cos (Kos), which are now occupied by Italy, and the islets
dependent thereon, and also over the island of Castellorizo.

5Sce Vienna Convention on the Law of Treatles.
6Shaw, International Law, p. 584.
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Article 16 states that

Turkey hereby renounces all rights and title whatsocver over or

respecting all territories situated outside the frontiers provided for in
the present Trcaty and the islands other than those over which
sovercignty is recognised by the said Treaty. Turkey recognises and
accepts the measures which have been or will be taken respecting the
attribution, independence or any other regime of these territories or

islands.

To the above articles, onc could add Article 13 that refers to the
demilitarisation of the Islands of Mytilene, Chios, Samos, and Nikaria, as
well as Articles 4 and 6 of the Straits Convention that refer to the
demilitarisation of Samothrace, Lemnos, Imbros, Tenedos and Rabbit Islands
and to the mecasures that should be taken to this cnd.

None of these articles, however, grants to coastal states limited arcas
of maritime jurisdiction and Icaves the remaining parts of the Acgean to the
common benefit of Turkey and Greece. Ncither any of these articles implies
such a granting. Morcover, the study of the whole text of the Lausanne
Trcaty docs not reveal that it aimed at establishing a political balance
between Greece and Turkey by harmonising the vital interests of both
countrics in the Acgean. Thus the textwal interpretation of the Lausanne
Treaty docs not support the Turkish argumentation.

It sccms that the Turkish Government also agrees with this
conclusion. Thus, when it spcaks of the 'basic thinking' of the Lausanne
Treaty, Ankara rcfers morc to the 'spirit’ of the trcaty and the ‘intentions’ of
its parties rather than to its text. In this context, the cxamination of the
proceedings of the Lausanne Confcrence is imperative to identify the 'spirit’
of the Lausannc Treaty and the 'intentions’ of its signatorics.

3. Intentions of the Parties

Before citing what happencd during the negotiations process, it is
necessary 1o cxamine the status of the Acgecan Sca prior o the Lausanne
Conference. Such an cxamination would assist us to understand why the
negotiating partics argucd in the way they did, or why they did not argue
about somc issues at all.

Before the ncgotiations commenced at Lausanne, all the Acgean
islands and islets with the exception of the Dodecanese Islands, Castcllorizo,
Imbros and Tenedos were under Greek sovercignty. The Dodecanese Islands
were under Italian sovereignty since Italy had scized them in its war against
the Ottoman Empirc in 1911, The islands of Chios, Mytilcne, Samos,
Nikaria, Samothrace and Lemnos were given to Greece in 1914 by a decision



1996) ‘BASIC THINKING' OF THE LAUSANNE TREATY 107

of the London Conference. By a decision of the same conference, Imbros and
Tencdos were given to the Ottoman Empire. It is worth noting that all these
islands, whether under Greek sovereignty or not, were inhabited entircly by
Greeks or the greatest majority of their inhabitants were Greeks.

Al the same time it was widcly recognised that in terms of commerce
and commercial navy, Greece constituted a naval power; a fact that was
acknowledged at the Lausannc Conlference during the negotiations concerning
the Straits Convention. It was also acknowledged that the Acgean islands
contributed significantly to the commercial power of Greece.

Given these facts, Turkey sought to dispute only the sovereignty of
the islands given to Greece with the decision of the London Conference. If
this could not be possible, then the main goal of the Turkish delegation was
to assure the demilitarisation of thesce islands that were geographically placed
oppositc its coast. If the current Turkish argumentation is correct, then the
Turkish dclcgation should have also attempted to securc that the Lausanne
Treaty would grant to coastal stales limited arcas of maritime jurisdiction and
leave the remaining parts of the Acgean to the common benefit of Turkey and
Grecce. It should have also made efforts to assure that the forthcoming trcaty
could establish a political balance bectween Greece and Turkey by
harmonising the vital interests of both countrics in the Acgean. Except if for
the Turkish dclegation harmonisation meant that Turkey should have acquired
sovereignty over the Eastern Aegcan islands. Did any of these things happen?
For answering this question, the following scctions will provide a full
account of all arguments and countcr-arguments made at the Lausanne
Conference with respect to the Acgean Sea.

4. The Conference Begins: Procedural Matters

The formal opening of the Lausannc Conference took place on 20
November 1922 at a public session held at the Casino of Montbenon. The
formal procecdings started the next day at the Chateau d' Ouchy. The morning
and afternoon plenary sessions discussced the procedural rules. The conference
decided to cstablish three main commissions: the Commission on Territorial
and Military Questions, the Commission on the Regime of Forcigners, and
the Commission on Economic and Financial Questions.’

In addition, a number of sub-commissions werc appointed by each of
the three commissions according to the Rule 5 of the Lausanne Confcrence.
The Commission on Territorial and Military Questions appointed five sub-
commissions: on the Demilitarisation of Frontiers of Eastern Thrace; on
Aegean Islands; on Exchange of Populations; on Protection of Minorities;

TRule 5 of the 'Lausanne Conference Rules’, Lausanne Conference on
Near Eastern Affairs, p. 13.
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and on Graves and Prisoncrs. The Commission on the Regime of Foreigners
appointed threc sub-commissions: on Legal Status of Forcigners in Turkey;
on Economic Status of Forcigners on Turkey; and on Nationalitics,
Antiquitics and Return of Treasurcs cic. The Commission on Economic and
Financial Quecstions appointed five sub-commissions: on Financial
Qucstions, Public Debt and Reparations; on Ports, Watcrways and Railways;
on Tariffs, Navigation and Industrial Property; on Property, Rights and
Interests, Debts, Concessions and Contracts; and on Sanitary Matters.8

The Commission on Territorial and Military Questions mct twenty-
five times and discussed the following issucs: the fronticrs of Thrace, the
status of thc Acgcan islands, the exchange of Greek and Turkish populations,
the legal status of the Turkish Straits, problcms related to minoritics, and the
question of Mosul.?

Questions rclated to the Iegal status of the Acgean islands and the their
demilitarisation were discussed during the sixth and seventh meetings of the
Commission on Territorial and Military Qucstions that took place in the
afternoons of 25 and 29 November 1922. They were also discusscd during the
mectings of thc Sub-commission of Experts that was appointed to consider
questions of sovereignty and demilitarisation. The mectings of this sub-
commission took place from 26 to 29 November 1922.10 Finally, the
Turkish dclegation brought the issuc of sovercignty of the islands of Lemnos
and Samothracc for discussion before the sub-commission that was appointed
to deal with the Straits question.

Given the current degree of hostility between Turkey and Greece
concerning the legal status of the Acgean, it is worth noting that it was
relatively casy for the negotiating partics to arrive to conclusions embodied
later in the text of the Lausannc Treaty. It is also worth noting that no
commission or sub-commission was cstablished to discuss questions related
to the rights of Turkcy and Greece in the Acgean and especially that of the
maritime jurisdiction of the coastal states.

5. Political and Military Commission: The Question of
the Aegean Islands

On 25 November 1922, the Territorial and Military Commission met
at 3 p.m. to discuss the question of the Acgean islands for the first time.11

81bid., p. ii.
1bid., pp. iii-vi.
1Olbid., p. iv.

11For the discussion followed see ‘Records of Procecedings’, Lausanne
Conference on Near Eastern Affairs, pp. 95-100.
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Lord Curzon, Chairman of the Commission, invited Ismet Pasha to state his
vicws on the question. ismct Pasha said that the Acgean and Mcditerrancan
islands, which dcpended geographically on Asia Minor, were of great
importance for the pecace and sccurity of Anatolia. They included small
islands closc to the coast, situated in territorial waters, and larger islands. He
claimed that the small islands in territorial watcrs could scriously threaten the
pcace of Asia Minor and formed intcgral part of Turkey. He thus argued that
they should remain under Turkish sovercignty on this account, and also
becausce they were situated in Turkish territorial waters.

As rcgards the larger islands, Ismet Pasha said that by the Treaty of
the 17th/30th May 1913, the disposal of Tenedos and Imbros was left to the
decision of the Great Powers. Turkey's rights over these two islands were
confirmed by the joint notc {rom thc Great Powers of the 14th February
1914, They were thus placed under Turkish sovereignty. fsmet Pasha also
considercd nceessary and cquitable that the island of Samothrace, situated in
the ncighbourhood of the Turkish coast and of the Straits, to be left to
Turkey.

The islands of Lemnos, Mytilene, Chios, Samos and Nikaria that
were given 1o Greeee by the Great Powers were, according to ismet Pasha, of
vital importancc from the point of view of the sccurity of Turkey, and it was
cconomic necessity for them to be united to Asia Minor. For these reasons,
he cxplaincd, the Great Powers' decision had not been accepted by Turkey.
The disposal of these islands had been confined to the Great Powers on the
condition that the dccision should be in conformity with the interests of the
partics concerned. The solution that the Great Powers proposed did not,
according 1o Ismct Pasha, fulfil this condition, and thercfore, did not satisfy
Turkcy.

The impcrialist designs of Greeee in Anatolia, Ismet Pasha continued,
had shown Turkey how dangcrous it was for the sccurity of Asia Minor that
these islands should be owned by Greece, which had artificially crcated on its
own soil aspirations towards the cstablishment of a Greck Empire in the Asia
Minor. Thus it was nccessary in the interests of gencral pcace that an
undcrtaking be given for the complete demilitarisation of these islands. fsmet
Pasha demanded that Turkcy should rcceive guarantces for the strict
observance of the undertakings given in these respects. It was, therefore,
nceessary that these islands should enjoy a neutral and independent political
existence.

Taking the floor, Elcftherios Venizelos, the Head of the Greek
dclegation, said that a distinction should be drawn between those islands
which had for a long time been under Greck sovereignty, and those which had
not yet formed the subject of any International Act. If he had rightly
understood [smet Pasha's statement, Venizelos said, Turkey claimed to retain
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sovercignty over the latter catcgory of islands. He noted that the population
of the greater part of these islands was cxclusively Greek, without any
forcign clement. Some, such as Cos, Tenedos and Rhodcs, he said, contained
a small Turkish minority. To this conncction he quoted some ﬁgurcs.12 The
other islands, according to Venizclos, were purcly Greek, and it was,
therefore, not in the interest of Turkey to own them.

Venizelos also argucd that these islands could not compromise the
security of Turkcy. In this conncction he recalled some military events
according to which when disembarking at Smyrna, the Greek troops were
transported dircct to Anatolia and the islands were not used as a stopping-
place. He thus made clear that the possession of the islands by a power other
than Turkey did not constitutc a menacce for the latter. Besides, it was difficult
to sce, according to Venizclos, what intcrest Turkey could have in placing
under its dominion a large Greek population, especially after the experience
of the Turkish-Greek War. He agreed 1o examining the question whether it
was necessary 1o demilitarise these islands, but he noted that in no case could
there be any question of re-cstablishing Turkish sovercignty over territory
which had long since ccased to belong to Turkey, including Tenedos and
Imbros. As regards these two islands, he was rcady to go even further and
agree 1o a considcrable limitation of the Greek sovercignty on account of
their ncarncss to the Dardanelles. He thought that it would be better to
discuss the demilitarisation of these islands and that of the Dardanclles
simultancously. He stated once morc that he had no objection to the
demilitarisation of these islands and said that it ought to be remembered that
no decision had been taken regarding the adoption of such a measure. It had
only been decided that the commission should cxamine the question whether
demilitarisation of the islands was cxpedient, and if so, to what dcgree.

Replying to Ismet Pasha's and Venizclos's arguments, Lord Curzon
said that he had discussed the matter with his Allicd collcagucs and was
speaking on their behalf, as well as on his own. He attempted to place the
matter on a proper juridical basis and thus begun by referring to the 1913
Confercnce of London, which resulted in a treaty being signed by Turkey,
Grecce, Scrbia, Bulgaria and Montencegro, dated 30 May 1913, Article 5 of
this treaty dcalt with the islands. Lord Curzon said that fsmet Pasha had
suggested that the handing over of the islands for disposal and distribution of
the Great Powers implied certain conditions, but according to him, there were
none. This would be seen by a reference to the concluding words of Article 5,
which simply confincd to the Great Powers "...the duty of deciding the fate of
all the Ottoman islands in the Aegean Sca (except Crete) and of the Mount
Athos peninsula”.

121bia., p. 97.
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Lord Curzon statcd that the mccting in London was followed by a
Confercnce of Ambassadors of thc Great Powers, who were instructed to
decide to whom the islands were to be handed over. The Confercnce of
Ambassadors, he continued, did not dcal with the Dodecancse because the fate
of thosc islands had alrcady been decided provisionally by an agreement
between Turkey and Italy. All the remaining islands were given to Greece
except Imbros, Tencdos and Castellorizo, whose proximity to the mouth of
the Dardancllcs or to the Asiatic coast appearcd to justify their rctention by
Turkey.

Lord Curzon also said that on 14 Fcbruary 1914 the London
Confcrence addressed a note to the Turkish Government in which they
communicatcd to them the decision that all the islands in the occupation of
Grecece should be ceded to that country with the exception of Imbros, Tenedos
and Castcllorizo, which could be rctained by Turkey. The islands of Imbros
and Tenedos were 10 be demtilitarised. In its reply of the 15th February, Lord
Curzon noted, the Turkish Government did not commit itself to anything
definite. It regretted the gencral attitude of the Great Powecers, but took note of
their decision about Imbros and Tencdos, the realisation of which it promiscd
to do its best 1o assure.

Summarising the positions of Ismet Pasha, Lord Curzon obscrved that
the Turkish delegation had put forward two suggcstions: First, that Imbros
and Tencdos, on account of their ncarness to the mouth of Dardanclles,
should be rcturncd to Turkey as proposcd by the Great Powers in 1913, He
also pointed to fsmet Pasha's desire for the inclusion of Samothace, which
was mentioned for the first time, in thc same group of islands, as being
sentinels to the Straits. Sccond, that all the other islands, especially Lemnos,
Mytilene, Chios, Samos and Nikaria, which had been given to Greece in
1913, should be taken away from it and placed under a special regime.

At that moment, Venizelos intervened in the discussion and said that
he was under the impression that these islands werc mercly to be
demilitariscd. Riza Nur Bey, a Turkish delegate, replicd in the negative and
stated that they were to have a ncutral and independent political existence.
Lord Curzon noted that this meant that the islands were not to be assigned to
Turkey, but should be taken from Greece and given some form of political
autonomy. This would result, according to Lord Curzon, in great difficulties,
both from the point of view of law and right and also as regards
practicability.

The islands in question, Lord Curzon continued, were a lawful Greek
possession by treaty and their populations were entircly Greek in character. If
the Turkish delegation were arguing "a la Wilson", the result of a plebiscite
would assuredly be in favour of Greece's retention of the islands. He said that
he understood that the Turkish dclegation did not desire a plebiscite but only
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a sort of constitutional cxpcriment in autonomy. But previous expericnce,
Lord Curzon argucd, offcred warnings against such an cxperiment. For
instance, for a long time Samos had enjoyed a curious form of autonomy.
There the results had not been encouraging, but rather a warning. Another
experiment had been made with Crete but what had happened there were
internal conflicts, widespread loss of life, and genceral anarchy, until finally
Crete decided on union with Greeee. These two illustrations were warnings

against the acceptance of the Turkish proposals. Lord Curzon concluded that
the suggestion of a constitutional cxperiment in autonomy for thosc islands
should be rcjected on account of the warnings offcred by the past.

With reference to the demilitarisation of the istands and speaking on
behalf of his Allicd collcagucs, Lord Curzon said that a distinction should be
made between Imbros, Tenedos, and Samothrace on the one hand, and the rest
of the islands on the other. The fatc of the first three and the degree of
demilitarisation to be cffected there could best be considered in conjunction
with the question of the frecdom of the Straits. Concerning the rest of the
islands, while the question of detaching them from Greck sovercignty could
not be contemplated, he was quite willing that their demilitarisation should
be examinced by the military experts. He agreed with Venizclos that these
islands had not been a source of danger 1o the Turkish military position in
Anatolia, as the Greeks had made no usc of them as bascs, and they could not
thercfore, be reasonably regarded as a menace.

fsmct Pasha took the floor and said that he agreed to the question of
demilitarisation being referred to a sub-commission and that he hoped that
Lord Curzon would first dcfine his vicws on the sovercignty of Imbros,
Tencdos and Samothrace. Lord Curzon replicd that this matter required very
careful study embracing the figurcs given by Venizelos, and that he could not
say what would be the decision regarding the sovercignty of these islands. He
was inclined to think that when the proposed sub-commission 10 cxaming
demilitarisation was sct up, it should be asked to investigate the question of
sovercignty also. But at that moment, he said, no announcement was
possible.

Venizelos then claimed that the sovercignty of Samothrace had been
scitled in 1913, only the degree of demilitarisation to be cffccted there was
still under discussion. Ismet Pasha announced that he would have occasion to
statc his views morc {ully when the question came to be examine afresh.

Lord Curzon asked whether Ismet Pasha understood that the question
of demilitarising all the islands and not merely the three specifically named
should be reserved, and that the sovercignty of Imbros and Tenedos should
likewise be discussed later. Lord Curzon made clear that he had stated the
views of the Allies as regards the political position of all remaining of the
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islands. Ismct Pasha reserved the right to reply to both Lord Curzon's and
Venizelos's arguments.

Barrére, the French delegate, then said that cxcept of the question of
autonomy that had been rejected, and the question of sovercignty over Imbros
and Tcncdos that was in suspense, the conference had all the clements
nccessary for a reference of the whole matter to a sub-commission of cxperts.
Lago, the Italian dclegate, cnquired which islands were to be referred to the
experts. Lord Curzon replicd only those cnumcrated by Venizclos.

Then two things were decided. First, that a sub-commission of cxperts
should mect when the time came for cxamining the Straits problem, the
question of sovercignty over the islands of Tenedos and Imbros, and that of
the demilitarisation of thosc two islands and that of Samothrace. Second, the
sub-commission should also dcal with the question whether the islands of
Chios, Mitylene, Lemnos, Samos and Nikaria should be demilitarised, and if
so to what degree.

The Turkish dclegation madc rescrvations as regards the discussion of
sovereignty over Imbros and Tencdos. Summing up some of his views,
fsmet Pasha said that he could not agree o Turkish sovercignty over Imbros
and Tcenedos being brought up for discussion. Lord Curzon replicd that the
sovereignty of Imbros and Tencdos would not be discussced until the sub-
commission prescnted its report, fsmet Pasha expressly maintained his
reservations on this subject. The commission rosc at 5:20 p.m.

6. The Meeting of the Sub-commission of Experts

When the sub-commission of cxperts mct, only the issuc of
demilitarisation was discussed. The sub-commission decided that for Lemnos,
demilitarisation mecasurcs should be defined simultancously with those to be
dctermined for the islands of Imbros, Tencdos and Samothrace, at the time
when the problem of the Straits would be discussed. For the islands of
Mitylene, Chios, Samos and Nikaria, the sub-committee considered certain
demilitarisation mcasures. In the view of the close intcr-conncction hetween
the question of demilitarisation of Lemnos and the demilitarisation of the
Straits, the Turkish delcgation asked that the future sovereignty over Lemnos
to be examined when the Straits question would be cxamined.!3

7. Political and Military Commission: Second Meeting

After some clarifications were madc concerning the decisions of the
sub-commission of experts, Caclamanos made a bricf statement on behalf of

131bid., pp. 109-11.
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the Greek dclcgalion.14 He said that the question of sovcercignty over Lemnos
and Samothracc did not arisc, since thosc islands had been Greek since 1913.
Imbros and Tencdos were purcly Greek in character and their population was
almost cxclusively Greek. According to Caclamanos, the Greek character of
Imbros had become even more pronounced owing to the arrival there of over
10,000 rcfugces from Gallipoli. If Greek sovercignty over Imbros were not
confirmed the refugee problem in Greece would become still more acute, for
these refugees would be obliged to Icave Imbros. Besides, Caclamanos noted,
Imbros and Tenedos had been continuously occupied by Greeee for ten years,
and it was not its fault that the Greek occupation has been maintained there
since 1913, This, according to Caclamanos, was done because Turkey did not
accept the decision of the Great Powers in that year to assign Greece all the
istands except Tencdos and Imbros, which they assigned to Turkey.

Taking the floor, Ismect Pasha obscrved that the question of
sovereignty over Imbros and Tenedos had been raised by the Greek delegation
in such a way as to ignore the cxistence of treatics and of notes previously
exchanged. He said that he had alrcady examined this question and had stated
the juridical basis on which Turkey's claim to the sovercignty of these
islands was bascd. tsmet Pasha cxplained that he claimed Samothrace also,
becausc that island was in a similar position as rcgards the Straits; and the
status of thc Straits could not bc examincd apart from that of the islands
opposite them. In mentioning Lemnos, Ismet Pasha said that his purposc had
only been to get that island put under the same rcgime as the other
necighbouring islands. He argucd that Turkey had never officially recognised
Greek sovercignty over Mytilene, Chios, Samos and Nikaria. On the
contrary, he said, Turkcy had protested to the Great Powers when they wished
to give her Imbros and Tencdos only. He repeated that as regards
demilitarisation, Samothracc and Lemnos must have the same regime as the
Straits.

Replicd to ismet Pasha's comments, Caclamanos recalled the fact that
when the question of sovereignty was raised at a previous mecting of the
commission, Lord Curzon had clcarly proved that Samothrace and Lemnos
were not concermed. These istands, he said, belonged to the group that was
put under Greek sovercignty by the decision of 1913, and the question could
not be rc-opcned. The sub-commission had only had to dcal with these
islands because, likc Imbros and Tenedos, they lay ncar the Straits and had
been included, together with the two last-named islands, in a group of which
a special regime of demilitarisation would apparently have to be devised. The
inclusion of Samothracc and Lemnos in that group, Caclamanos argued, had
nothing to do with the qucstion of sovereignty, which was not under
discussion. The only point at issuc, according to Caclamanos, was the

14For the Second Meeting of the Political and Military Commission see
ibid., pp. 103.9.
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definite assignment of sovercignty over Imbros and Tenedos. He explained
that Grecce claimed the recognition of its sovercignty over thosc islands for
the reasons alrcady stated by the Greek delegation. He also said that fsmet
Pasha was in crror when he said that the question of sovereignty over
Samothrace and Lemnos must be cxamincd. He stated that that question was
alrcady solved, as in the cascs of Mytilene, Chios, Samos and Nikaria; and
the commission only had to examinc the means ensuring the morc complete
demilitarisation of the islands in question.

fsmet Pasha replied that as thc commission had agreed to Lemnos and
Samothrace forming part of thc Straits system, the soverecignty of those
islands should be cxamined simultancously with the Straits regime.
Caclamanos protesicd by saying that Ismct Pasha's proposal was cntircly
ncw, and contrary 1o the vicw clearly stated by Lord Curzon as rcgards the
juridical position of thesc islands. He thercfore thought that the commission
could not accept it.

Intervening in the discussion, Lord Curzon stated he would dcal with
the qucstion of sovercignty just raiscd by Ismet Pasha at the close of the
remarks which hc was about to makc, cmbodying his own vicws and those of
his Allicd collcagucs. Addressing the issue, Lord Curzon said that he had
expected the sub-commission would have reccived a vote of thanks from the
Turks, because in London in 1913 the Great Powers had suggested that only
the two islands of Imbros and Tencdos should be demilitarised and given to
Turkey. He pointed to the fact that the Turkish delegation had asked for a
third island, Samothrace. According to Lord Curzon, for the first time the
Turkish dclcgation, that had hithcrto not misscd a single point in the
discussion, had forgotien Lemnos. This was also onc of the islands necessary
for the defence of the Straits. This cxtraordinary lapsc of memory on the part
of the Turks, Lord Curzon said, had becen madce up {or by the intelligence and
common scnsc of the sub-commission. The Turks were now offered the
demilitarisation not of two islands as in 1913, nor of three, as on 25
Novembcer 1922, but of four.

With reference to the sovercignty of those islands, Lord Curzon said
that Caclamanos was quite right in contending that the sovercignty of
Samothrace had alrcady been cxcluded from the discussion. The commission
should accordingly confine itself to Imbros and Tenedos. He reminded the
participants that the Turkish dclegatcs had asked that the sovercignty, as well
as the demilitarisation of Lemnos should be referred to the commission
decaling with the Straits problem. Morcover, he claimed that fsmet Pasha's
contention could not be sustaincd. Sovercignty, Lord Curzon said, was a
political question, whereas the questions to be discussed by the Commission
on the Freedom of the Straits were uniformly naval and military. That
commission should have to suggest the nature of the demilitarisation, the
extent of the demilitarised zones, the measures to be taken on both sides of
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the channcl and the degree of surveillance to be excrciscd. Sovercignty was an
entircly different issuc and should be discusscd by the First Commission
alongc, not by the Straits Commission.

Lord Curzon also mentioned that it was most important that the First
Commission should be in posscssion of the {ull views of the Turks, and of
the juridical arguments by which they supported their claim. He recognisced
the fact that the Turkish delcgation had quite fairly based their contentions in
the case of Imbros and Tenedos on the offer of 1913 and made clear that the
character of the population should not be disrcgarded altogether. Quoting
figures of the last census (1912), Lord Curzon said that there were 9,200
Greeks and no Turks in Imbros. Quoting Caclamanos, he also noted that
10,000 morc Greceks from Gallipoli had taken refuge there. Thus there were
19,000 Greeks and still no Turks. The island of Tencdos was less important,
but in 1912 there were 5,420 Greeks and 1,200 Muslims. Lord Curzon
regarded some answers to these figurcs as necessary, and he hoped to have
one, not nccessarily at once, from the Turkish delegation.

In his reply, Ismct Pasha argued that Imbros and Tencdos
incontcstably belonged to Turkey alrcady by a decision of the powers. He
asked that Samothrace should be attached to the group of islands to be
included in the Straits system and demanded a system of cffective
demilitarisation and the establishment of a neutral and indcpendent regime in
the islands closc to the coast of Asia Minor. He explained that he had
refrained from proposing the inclusion of Lemnos in the first group of
islands bccause he thought that the other islands also would be thoroughly
demilitarised. He said that his omission (o name Lemnos was not duc to
forgctfulness and that as far as Imbros and Tencdos arc concerncd, his
position as regards the attribution of sovercignty was not in any way in
suspense. These islands, together with Castellorizo, he claimed, had been
maintaincd under Turkish sovercignty by a note of the powers dated 14
February 1914, On the authority of the Turkish reply, dated 15 February
1914, ismet Pasha maintained that the then Imperial Ouoman Government,
while taking note of the powers' decision respecting the restoration of
Tenedos, Imbros and Castellorizo to Turkey, had formulated objections to the
cession to Greeee of the other islands, as regards which they intended to
establish their just and legitimate claims.

Replying to Lord Curzon's argument about the ethnical character of
these islands, and also of Samothrace, Ismet Pasha said that their ethnical
character could not have any importance, nor exercise any influence when the
issue was to scttle the fate of Straits and the system of islands dependent
thereon, for these islands formed, together with the territorial system of the
Dardanclles, a single whole. In a matter so essential, the presence of several
thousand men, of no matier what race, could not, according to 1smct Pasha,
outweigh geographical and political considcrations of the highest importance.
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He recalled the fact that during the discussion of Western Thrace, where the
existence of a Turkish minority was inconicstable, the supcriority of
geographical and political nceessitics over cthnical considerations had been
asseried. He pointed out that in decaling with the islands, the process was
being reversed.

Lord Curzon said that did not want to indulge in a dcbate with ismet
Pasha and that he wished to reply very bricfly to the asscrtions just made by
him. According to Lord Curzon, Imbros and Tcncdos were not given to
Turkey by the Treaty of London, which mercly placed the Acgean islands in
the hands of certain Greal Powcers. The attribution of the islands was first
mentioned in the correspondence that ensued. The Turkish reply of the 15th
February 1914, had been, according to Lord Curzon, incxactly quoted by
Ismet Pasha. He cxplained that that note ‘*had picked out all the plums in the
pudding and had rcjected the rest as somcething uncatable’. In the last senience,
Lord Curzon continucd, thc Outoman Government mercly said that they had
taken note of the Great Powcers' proposal respecting Imbros, Tencdos and
Castellorizo. This could not, according to Lord Curzon, mcan that the
Turkish Government had been vested with the sovercignty of these islands
and addced that historical documents could not be trcated in such a way. He
stated that if any argument were to be based on the Turkish note, it should be
bascd on the note as a whole.

Yet, Lord Curzon noted that the Turkish delegation, which had used
the population argument as regards Western Thrace, now said that it should
be ignored as regards the islands. He also said that the Turkish dclcgation
ignored geography. He asked whether it was to be pretended that the islands
were not islands at all, and that their Greek population was really living on
the mainland? Such juggling with gcography was, according to Lord Curzon,
wholly inadmissiblc.

As rcgards the autonomy that Ismet Pasha had proposed for the Greek
islands on the 25th November, Lord Curzon stated that what was good for the
Greeks must be good for the Turks. He asked whether the Turkish delegation
was also proposing autonomy for the islands claimed by them, as wcell as [or
the mainland of Anatolia, of which, according to the Turks, the islands
formed a part. He said that this point nceded clucidation as soon as possible
because it was important to know whether these islands were to be considered
as islands or not. He asked whether these islands were to become Turkish
because they were not islands, or were they to be considered as islands and
accordingly given autonomy.

Ismet Pasha again formulated his reservations with regard to Turkish
sovercignty over the islands ncar the Straits, and said that he wished to have
an opportunity of returning to the subject in greater detail. After adopting the
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recommendations of the sub-commission of ¢xperts, the Commission rose at
6:20 p.m.

8. The Straits Commission and the Status of the Aegean
Islands

The Turkish delegation brought the question of sovercignty over the
islands attached to the Dardanclles before the commission dcaling with the
Straits qucstion.]5 On 8 Dccember 1922, Ismct Pasha argucd that Turkish
sovercignty ought to be recogniscd and affirmed over Imbros, Tencdos and
Samothrace, while Lemnos should be declared autonomous. 16 In his reply to
the Turkish dclegation, Lord Curzon said that the Allics were disposed to
agree that Imbros, Tenedos, Samothrace and Lemnos should be demilitarised
but they could not agrec that the sovercignty of Lemnos or Samothrace could
possibly be called in question. He also mentioned that the Allies could not
agree cither to aceept an autonomous regime for Lemnos. He then asked the
Turkish dclegation to state the rcasons for which the Greek island of Imbros
should be transferred to the sovercignty of Turkey.!?

On 18 December, Ismet Pasha stated that the islands of Samothrace,
Imbros and Tcnedos, being an intcgral part of the Dardanclics, could not on
any account be placed under the sovercignty of a forcign power and that the
presence of a Greek fleet at Lemnos would constitute a threat against the
regime of the Straits. The Turkish delegation, while reserved its [ull right to
discuss.the qucstion of sovercignty over Lemnos, madc clcar that it could in
no way agree to the presence of the Greek fleet off the coast of that island. 18

On 19 December, Lord Curzon replied that he had alrcady stated three
times that thc Allics had no intention of taking away from Greece the
sovercignty of Samothrace and Lemnos or sctting up an autonomous regime
there. The Allies, according to Lord Curzon, had been willing to apply the
strictest form of demilitarisation in these islands for the security of Turkey.
But they could not do anything clse.19

On 20 Dccember, Ismet Pasha for once more argued that the islands of
Imbros, Tencdos and Samothrace, which formed an integral part of the
Dardancllcs, should be restored to Turkey.29 This time no reply was given to

15For the negotiations concerning the Straits question see ibid., pp. 125-73
and 228-289.

161bid., p. 159.
171bid., p. 169.
181pid., p. 235.
191bid., p. 266.
201bid., p. 281.
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Ismet Pasha. However, Paragraph 3 of the Article 4 of the Draft Straits
Convention, that was presented to the Turkish delcgation, stated that '...the
islands of Samothrace, Lemnos, Imbros, Tenedos and Rabbit Islands' should
be demilitariscd. At the same time, Article 12 of the Draft Treaty of Pcace
confirmed the Turkish sovercignty over Imbros and Tenedos and left Lemnos
and Samothrace to Greece.

From thc moment that the draft documents of the trcatics were
presented to the conference participants for review to the time ol delegations
dcparturc, no major discussion took place concerning the status of the Acgcan
islands.2! However, in his memorandum of the 4th February 1923, ismet
Pasha announced the acceptance of the treaty arrangements concerning the

i Acgean islands and proclaimed that in regard to this issuc pcace could be

concluded immcdialcly.22

On 4 February 1923, Lord Curzon visited Ismct Pasha at the Bcau
Rivage Hotcl. Among other things, Lord Curzon told Ismct Pasha that in the
original trcaty it was suggested that both the Grecks and the Turks should
rcnounce their claims against cach other. He reminded ismet Pasha that the
Turks had objected to this, and that the Allics had therefore decided to
supprcss that article and to Icave the scttlement of their respective claims to
the Governments of Turkey and Greece to scttle themsclves. He also
rcminded Ismct Pasha that the Turkish delcgation had then explained that they
wanted somc article in the trcaty under which the Greeks would be obliged to
consider this question. Ismet Pasha then explained that what the Turkish
dclegation wanted was the fixation of the sum to be paid by Greece in the
way of reparation. Lord Curzon pointcd out that Ismet Pasha's proposal was
not at lcast a helpful one at that smge.23

The full account of the ncgotiations at Lausanng, with reference to the
Acgean qucstions, has shown that the intention of the partics was ncither to
establish a political balance between Turkey and Greece in the Acgean, nor to
harmonise the vital interests of both countrics in this arca. If a political
balance was to be cstablished, this could only happen if Turkey was granted
sovereignty over the islands of Mytilene, Lemnos, Chios, Samos and
Nikaria. But Turkey failed to achicve this goal. The fact that the islands of
Imbros, Tenedos and Rabbit Islands were ceded to Turkey docs not prove that
the partics intended to establish a political balance in the Aegean but rather
that they werc determinced to secure the land borders of the newly established
Turkish state.

21For the subsequent necgotiations and concessions see ibid., pp. 832-53.
221bid., p. 838.
231bid., p. 845.
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Morcover, it is impossible to arrive 1o the conclusion that the 'basic
thinking' of thc Lausannc Trcaty was Lo grant to coastal states limited arcas
of maritime jurisdiction and lcave the remaining parts of the Acgean to the
common bencfit of Turkey and Greece. As the account of cvents has shown,
not even a reference 1o this end was madc by any party, including the Turkish
dclcgation, cither during the mcctings of the commissions and sub-
commissions or during the subscquent negotiations. The account of cvents
shows that Turkey was cxclusively interested in sccuring its land borders
rather than safcguarding any interests in the Acgean. Thus the cxamination of
the intentions of the signatorics of the Lausannc Treaty docs not support the
Turkish argumentation.

9. The Object and Purpose of the Lausanne Treaty

The objcct of the Lausanne Treaty was Turkey. This is cvident in the
text of the Final Act and the Treaty of Peace. The former states that;

‘The Government of the British Empire, France and laly, in agreement
with the Government of Japan, being desirous of finally re-establishing
pcace in the East, and having invited on the onc hand Greece,
Roumania, the Scrb-Croat-Slovene State, and also the United States of
America, and on the other hand Turkey, to examine togcther the
arrangements by which a result equally desired by all nations might be
achicved'.

The Pcace Trcaty begins by mentioning that "The British Empire,
France, ltaly, Japan, Greeee, Roumania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State of
the onc part and Turkey of the other part..have decided to conclude a
Treaty...". That Turkey is the main object of the Lausannc Trcaty can also be
scen throughout the text of the treaty and the negotiations proccss.

The purposc of the Lausannc Conlcrence and the subscquent Treaty
was fourfold. First, 1o re-cstablish pcace in the Ncar East. This purposc is
affirmed in the Rulc 1 of the Lausannc Conference and re-affirmed in the
Article 1 of the draft and final documents of the Lausanne Treaty.

Sccond, the Lausanne Conference and the Lausanne Treaty sought to
determinc the borders of Turkey. This intention is affirmed in the Articles 2
and 3 of both the draft and final documents of the trcaty. The former article
refers to the boundarics between Turkey on the one side and Bulgaria and
Greece on the other and specifies that ‘From the Black Sca to the
Acgcan...The fronticr ol Turkey is laid down as follows...:". Likewise,
Article 3 refers 1o the boundarics of Turkey with Irag and Syria and states that
'From the Mecditcrrancan to the fronticr of Persia, the frontier of Turkey is
laid down as follows:...". The same logic applics to the Articles 4-20 of the
draft and final documcnts of the Lausanne Trcaty and especially 10 Articles
12, 15 and 16.
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Third, thc purpose of the Lausanne Conference and the Lausannc
Treaty was to sccure the borders of the newly cstablished Turkish State. The
conlercnee spent a significant amount of time discussing demilitarisation and
other mcasurcs that should be taken in order to assurc the sccurity and
integrity of the Turkish State. Such mcasurcs were clearly defined in the
Peace Treaty and the Straits Convention,

Fourth, thc Lausanne Conference and the Lausannc Treaty sought o
regulate standing questions between Turkey and the other participant and
signatory staics, such as protection of minoritics, exchange of populations
and prisoncrs of war, financial questions, the status of the forcigners in
Turkey, sanitary matters cte.

The purposc of the Lausannc Trcaty therefore was ncither o cstablish
a political balance between Turkey and Greece in the Acgcan nor to
harmonisc their interests there, nor 10 grant o coastal states limited arcas of
maritime jurisdiction. Thus the cxamination of the object and purpose of the
Lausannc Trcaty docs not support the Turkish argumcntation.

10. Conclusion

The purposc of this article was twofold. First, it intended to show that
the Turkish claim according to which any extension of the Greek territorial
watcrs would be in conflict with the 'basic thinking' of the Lausanne Trcaty
is not sustainable. If Greeee should not be allowed 1o extent its territorial
walcrs, il is not because such an action is against the ‘basic thinking' of the
Lausannc Trecaty but duc to the other reasons that the Turkish Government
advanced to support its arguments,

That the ‘'basic thinking' of the Lausannc Trcaty is not what the
Turkish Government claims to be, is supported by an ¢vent against which
the Turkish Government did not protest. Specifically, at the time of the
Lausannc Confcrence and the signing of the Lausannc Treaty, the Greek
territorial waters were fixed at three nautica! miles. In 1936, the Greek
territorial waters were fixed by law at six nautical miles. If any extension of
the Greek territorial waters is against the 'basic thinking' of the Lausanne
Treaty, as the Turkish Government argucs now, the extension of the Greek
territorial watcrs in 1936 was also against this 'basic thinking'. Why then the
Turkish Government did not protest? The answer is that the 'basic thinking'
of the Lausannc Treaty is not what the Turkish Government claims to be. In
1923, Turkey was not interested in the Acgean but how to secure its borders
and territorial intcgrity. It did not relate its power and interests to the sca.

The sccond purpose of the article was to cncourage further discussion
on the disputing issucs between Turkey and Greece based on substantial
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evidence and documentation. What has becn told in this articlc is nothing
more that what its author thinks. His rcasoning has been determined by the
information in his disposition. This article is an invitation to those who
agree with his analysis 10 say so. It is also an invitation to thosc who
disagree to explain with evidence why they do so. This is a pre-requisite for
any constructive dialogue or, at Icast, the Turkish and Greck people can be
told why should they fight a war against cach othcr.
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