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Welcome to the first issue of the Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR)

Being located geographically at opposite ends of the European continent, Turkey and
Britain have had strategic importance for each other since the 16" Century. At times, their
relations were cooperative and aligned to a common cause, while at others they were more
competitive due to conflicting interests. This has resulted in a field that is rich in opportunities
for academic study. However, to date there have been no periodicals that focus on this specific
domain. With this journal, we aim to provide a platform for the analysis of the diplomatic,
economic, political, military, commercial, and socio-cultural relationships between the two
countries.

In this first issue, we have five articles. The first article is by Professor William Hale,
who deals with Kim Philby, the British-Soviet double agent who served in the British
Embassy in Turkey between 1945 and 1948. The second article, written by Taha Niyazi
Karaca, is a survey of Ottoman-British relations from the 16™ Century to the collapse of the
Ottoman Empire. In the third article, Beh¢et Kemal Yesilbursa presents the observations of the
British Ambassadors to Ankara regarding Turkey and the Turks in the 1950s and 1960s. The
fourth article, authored by Serif Demir covers the visit of Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth 1l to
Turkey in 1971. The final article, written by Mustafa Malhut, deals with British attitudes to the
Greek-Ottoman border dispute at the end of the 19" Century. There are also two book reviews
by Taha Ayca Aydemir and Mirachan Yilmaz. Finally, there is an interview with the British
Ambassador to Turkey, Sir Dominick Chilcott (KCMG).

We thank all who have contributed to this journal and who will do so in the future.

Prof. Dr. Behcet Kemal YESILBURSA
Editor
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Espionage, Double-Dealing and Mystery: Kim Philby in Turkey, 1945-48*
William HALE**

The double agent, the ‘mole in the circus’ who pretends to be working for the intelligence
service of his or her country, while secretly working for its enemies, is a central character in
spy novels and their cinematic and television off-shoots. In the British case, this theme is not
pure fiction. Between 1939 and the early 1950s Britain’s Special Intelligence Service (SIS, or
MI6) was penetrated by a subsequently notorious group of double agents, known as the
‘Cambridge Five’. As students or later, they were recruited by Soviet intelligence in the
1930s, only to gain crucial postings in its British equivalent, or in the diplomatic corps, during
the second world war. As such, they succeeded in sabotaging a large part of post-war
Britain’s attempted resistance to Stalin’s dictatorship, and were not unmasked until the 1950s
and ‘sixties.

Chief among the ‘Five’, Kim® Philby was the son of the noted Arabist H. St. John Philby.
Converted to communism while a student at Trinity College Cambridge, he had been
recruited by Soviet espionage in 1934.2 There is a whole library of books on his subsequent
career,® which can be briefly recounted. In 1940 Philby joined MI6, being first involved in
preparing clandestine attacks on enemy targets, and counter-espionage. By the end of the
second world war, he was the head of Section 9 of MI6, dealing with anti-Soviet operations,
with the scandalous result that the section which was supposed to prevent Soviet espionage
was itself headed by a Soviet agent.

Philby and the Volkov affair, 1945

In the late summer of 1945 Istanbul was the scene of a dramatic series of events which nearly
(and by rights should have) ended Philby’s career. On 27 August Konstantin Volkov,
nominally Vice-Consul in the Soviet Consulate General, penned a letter to his British opposite
number, N. H. Page, requesting an interview. Amazingly, Page failed to respond (he was
apparently prone to memory lapses, lost the letter, and then forgot about it). The delay lasted
until 4 September, when Volkov appeared personally in Page’s office with his wife Zoya.
Volkov explained that his job as Vice-Consul was actually a cover for his real work as

*Invited article.

**Emeritus Professor, School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, UK.

! Strictly speaking, a nickname, drawn from the eponymous hero of Rudyard Kipling’s novel: (Philby’s real
forenames were Harold Adrian Russell).

2 Edward Harrison, The Young Kim Philby: Soviet Spy and British Intelligence Officer (Liverpool, Liverpool
University Press, 2012) pp. 16-27, 34-5.

* Among the more recent and informative are Harrison, op. cit., Ben Macintyre, A Spy Among Friends: Kim
Philby and the Great Betrayal (London, Bloomsbury, 2014) and Tim Milne, Kim Philby: the Unknown Story of
the KGB’s Master Spy (London, Biteback Publishing, 2014) Earlier accounts include E. H. Cookridge, The
Third Man: the Truth about Kim Philby, Double Agent (London, Arthur Barker Limited, 1968): Patrick Seale
and Maureen McConville, Philby: the Long Road to Moscow (Harmonndsworth, Penguin Books, 1978) and
Bruce Page, David Leitch and Philip Knightly, Philby: the Spy who Betrayed a Generation (London, Andre
Deutsch, 1968). Philby’s own account, My Silent War, the Autobiography of a Spy (London, Arrow Books,
2002, originally published in 1968 and written during his exile in Moscow after 1963) gives his version of his
‘overground’ activities for British intelligence and counter-espionage, but very little on his relations with his
Soviet controllers.
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deputy-chief of Soviet intelligence in Turkey and that he now wished to defect to the West.
Nine days later, he returned with a letter setting out his terms. In return for asylum for himself
and his wife in Britain under new identities, plus a payment of £50,000 (around £2.1 million,
or $2.7 million at today’s values) he offered, besides other crucial information, the names of
314 Soviet agents in Turkey and a further 250 in Britain. The latter included two Foreign
Office diplomats (later revealed as Guy Burgess and Donald Maclean, who were not
uncovered until 1951, when they fled to Moscow) and an official ‘fulfilling the function of
head of ;’1;1 section of the British counter-espionage in London’ (almost certainly, a reference to
Philby).

According to Volkov, Soviet intelligence had cracked the British diplomatic code. Hence, he
insisted that all correspondence with London about his case must be sent via the diplomatic
bag, causing further delay. The Consulate’s report on his offer did not reach London until 9
September, when Philby’s immediate superior, Sir Stewart Menzies, handed it to him.> Philby
evidently looked at the report with horror, since it could have rapidly ended his career and
probably have led to treason trials for him and the rest of the ‘Cambridge Five’. As he later
admitted, he ‘stared at the papers rather longer than necessary to compose my thoughts’, but
decided to “put a brave face on it’ by pretending to follow the report up.® He realised that his
best chance of escape would be to go to Istanbul himself, nominally to interview Volkov, and
he persuaded his chief to agree to this. After further delays, he finally arrived in Istanbul
around 26-28 September, and went through the motions, with Page, of twice trying to contact
Volkov by telephone via the Soviet Consulate (apparently, on 1-2 October). This proved
fruitless since, as Philby must have known, Volkov had left Istanbul, possibly before Philby
had arrived, or at any rate before anyone on the British side could prevent his departure. As it
later turned out, Volkov and his wife had been heavily sedated and carried in stretchers to a
waiting aircraft bound for Moscow, where they were tortured and executed in the notorious
Lubyanka prison. Philby thus escaped discovery by what he later described as ‘a very narrow
squeak indeed’.’

In explanation, Philby maintained that VVolkov must have changed his mind about defecting at
the last minute, and this idea was accepted by Menzies.2 A member of the Istanbul Consulate
admitted to mentioning Volkov’s name in a telephone call to the British embassy in Ankara.
Since the telephones were tapped, it was assumed on the British side that the Soviets had

* Christopher Andrew and Oleg Gordievsky, KGB: the Inside Story of its Foreign Operations from Lenin to
Gorbachev (London, Hodder and Stoughton, 1990) p.305. See also Macintyre, op. cit., pp.95-6.

> Andrew and Gordievsky, op. cit., p. 305: Macintyre, op. cit., p. 97.

¢ Philby, op. cit., p.119.

" Philby, op. cit., p.118. There is some uncertainty about the exact sequence of these events. Macintyre (op., Cit.
pp.99-100) states that Philby arrived in Turkey on 26 September (a Wednesday) and that he and Page called the
Soviet Consulate on the following Monday and Tuesday (would be 1-2 October). Philby (op. cit., pp124-7) states
that he reached Istanbul on ‘a Friday’ (would be 28 September) but appears to confirm the dates of the calls to
the Soviet Consulate as the following Monday and Tuesday. Macintyre dates the Volkov’s abduction to ‘a few
hours’ before the second call (would be 2 October: op. cit., p.100). Against this, Andrew and Gordievsky (op.
cit., p. 306) report that the Volkov’s abduction took place two days before Philby arrived in Istanbul (i.e., 24 or
26 September). Similarly, Barry Rubin reports that the Volkovs were abducted ‘well before Philby arrived’:
(Barry Rubin, Istanbul Intrigues [New York, Pharos Books, 1991] p. 270). He also relates that in later years,
pictures of the Volkovs’ abduction from Istanbul were shown to KGB recruits, as a warning of what would
happen to them if they defected: (ibid, p. 270).

¥ Macintyre, op. cit., pp. 100-101.

William Hale, “Espionage, Double-Dealing and Mystery: Kim Philby in Turkey, 1945-48",
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 2-10.
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detected Volkov’s attempted defection and rapidly removed him.® According to Philby,
‘[A]nother theory — that the Russians had been tipped off about Volkov’s approach to the
British — had no solid evidence to support it. It was not worth including in my report’.’
Almost certainly, this was an outright lie. There can be little doubt that the tip-off came from
Philby himself. It was later related from Soviet sources that he had an urgent meeting with his
Soviet controller, Boris Krotov, soon after the report from Istanbul had arrived on his desk in
London on 9 September.*!

While the Volkov story has been frequently re-told, it still leaves several unanswered
questions. One is why Volkov did not turn himself over to the Turkish security authorities,
granted that he could easily have done so, and that they could then have quickly spirited him
and his wife away to a distant part of Turkey, with changed identities and close protection. (In
fact they had done exactly that in 1942 when Ismail Akhmedov, a Lieutenant-Colonel in the
GRU, the Soviet military intelligence directorate, and nominally Soviet press attaché in
Turkey, had defected to the Istanbul Police Department).'? More inexplicable is the failure of
British officialdom to act more effectively and quickly in what could have been one of
Britain’s greatest counter-espionage coups, had it been properly handled. At the operational
level, they delayed communications with London by using the diplomatic bag, as Volkov had
suggested, but continued to use coded wire traffic for all other messages, although Volkov
had claimed that these were being read by Soviet intelligence, More crucially, Cyril Machray,
the SIS station chief in Istanbul, who could and almost certainly would have acted swiftly and
effectively to secretly transfer the Volkovs to a safe house in Istanbul and thence to Britain,
was kept out of the loop until Philby’s arrival in Istanbul, by which time it was probably too
late to prevent their abduction.'® Rivalry and distrust between the diplomats and the spies
appears to have been the explanation. According to one account, the British ambassador in
Ankara, Sir Maurice Peterson, was ‘allergic to spies’, proclaiming that ‘no-one’s going to turn
my embassy into a nest of spies... do it through London’ — and cutting out Machray until it
was too late.** Finally, those responsible never explained why they had placed their report on
Volkov in Philby’s hands, and even gave him the job of interviewing the defector, granted
that he was fairly clearly one of the Soviet agents identified by Volkov, and could be expected
to sabotage any official follow-up of the case.

Philby in Istanbul, 1947-49

The Volkov affair was not the end of Philby’s involvement in espionage in Turkey. In
February 1947, he arrived in Istanbul, nominally as First Secretary in the British diplomatic
service, attached to the Istanbul Consulate General, but actually as the SIS station chief in

% Seale and McConville, op. cit., p.221.

1% philby, op. cit., p.128.

11 Andrew and Gordievsky, op. cit. p. 306.

12 1smail Akhmedov, In and Out of Stalin’s GRU: a Tatar’s Escape from Red Army Intelligence (London, Arms
and Armour Press, 1984) pp. 170 ff. In the summer of 1948, Akhmedov was interviewed at length by Philby,
albeit to no apparent effect (ibid, pp. 188-97). Writing four years before Philby’s death, he concludes that ‘he
will pass into oblivion, into an empty abyss during one of his drunken hours, as did Burgess, and join the
company of butchers, henchmen, headhunters.... the despised enemies of the unfortunate Soviet people’ (ibid, p.
198).

'3 See above, note 7.

“Quoted, Macintyre, op. cit., p. 97: see also Andrew and Gordievsky, p. 306.

William Hale, “Espionage, Double-Dealing and Mystery: Kim Philby in Turkey, 1945-48",
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 2-10.



Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations
Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020

/
>

Siiz g 15

Turkey. This appointment was a crucial one. During the second world war, at the crossroads
between Europe and the middle east, Istanbul had become a hotbed of international
espionage, with the intelligence services of no less than seventeen countries or exiled
governments, including the Axis, allied and neutral states, operating in the city. ‘A whole
industry arose on the basis of forged and phony information sold to multiple clients... The
stakes were high and the measures taken were desperate’.™ At the start of the cold war,
Turkey’s international position remained crucial, as Stalin demanded effective control of the
Dardanelles and Bosphorus, with Soviet bases at the straits giving the USSR free naval access
to the Mediterranean, besides territorial concessions on Turkey’s north-eastern frontier'® and,
in all probability, the conversion of Turkey into something like a Soviet satellite.” These
demands were rejected by Turkey, and before long by the western powers, who insisted on
preserving Turkey’s territorial integrity, as well as the international rules regarding the straits
established by the Montreux Convention of 1936, which had been accepted by the Soviet
government at the time.

While secretly working for Soviet intelligence, Philby had to continue to direct British
intelligence operations in Turkey, or at least pretend to do so, so as to maintain his credibility
in London. As Ben Macintyre aptly puts it, he ‘made elaborate plans to combat Soviet
intelligence, and then immediately betrayed them to Soviet intelligence’.'® According to one
account - written before Philby’s own memoirs were published - his connection with Soviet
intelligence was known to his superiors in London, who had ‘given permission to play the full
double game with the Russians’, but there is no clear evidence that this was so, and good
reasons to conclude it was not.'® What is certain is that Istanbul was a vital centre for MI6,
since it was, in Philby’s words, ‘the main southern base for intelligence work directed against
the Soviet Union and the Socialist countries of the Balkans and Central Europe’.?® His duties
for the British included activities in neighbouring Arab countries, to which he made regular
journeys.?! In the Balkans, Istanbul was a base for operations in Albania, into which the
British and Americans infiltrated numerous guerrilla fighters between 1947 and 1951, in an
abortive attempt to overthrow Enver Hoxha’s hard-line communist regime. Nearly all these

5 Rubin, op. cit., p. 5.

'8 That is, the retrocession of the north-eastern Turkish provinces of Kars and Ardahan. Following the Russo-
Turkish war of 1877-8, these had been ceded to Russia under the Treaty of Berlin of 1878. Under the Treaty of
Brest-Litovsk of 1917 between Russia and the central powers, they were returned to Turkey, although not
actually re-occupied by Turkish forces until October 1920.

" There is an extensive literature on this topic: see, in particular, Bruce Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War
in the Near East (Princeton, Princeton University Press, 2" edn., 1994): Ekavi Athanassopoulou, Turkey —
Anglo-American Security Interests, 1945-1952 (London, Routledge, 2012): Harry N. Howard, Turkey, the Straits
and US Policy (Baltimore and London, Johns Hopkins Press, 1974).

'8 Macintyre, op. cit., p. 101.

19 page, Leitch and Knightly, op. cit., p. 192: no source is given for this information, which is not confirmed by
other accounts of Philby’s career, or his own memoirs. If Philby had really been acting as a ‘triple agent’ for
MI6, then he would presumably have been used as a means of feeding false information to Soviet intelligence.
Given that the KGB could quite possibly have realised this, it is extremely unlikely that he would have fled to
the USSR, as he eventually did in January 1963. Equally, British intelligence would have protected him at this
point. According to Philip Knightly, within the KGB there was also a group, led by the counter-intelligence
officer Elena Modrzhinskaya, which suspected that Philby was actually a ‘triple agent’ for the British: Philip
Knightly, ‘Introduction’ in Philby, op. cit., pp. xi-Xii.

20 philby, op. cit., p. 131.

2! Cookridge, op. cit., p.142.

William Hale, “Espionage, Double-Dealing and Mystery: Kim Philby in Turkey, 1945-48",
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 2-10.
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were caught and killed by the Albanian security forces. There had clearly been security leaks
on the British side, and Philby was later regarded as a prime suspect — a role which he later
admitted, saying that he had no regrets.*?

Aside from the Albanian fiasco, the many books on Philby say relatively little about his
activities in Turkey between 1946 and 1949, and we are mainly reliant on what he tells us
himself in his memoirs. Hence, while we know something of his work for British intelligence,
we know little about what he was passing on to his controller in the Soviet embassy in
Ankara, Yuri Feotkisov. By his own account, his activities involved regular cooperation with
the Turkish intelligence service, or National Security Services Directorate (Milli Emniyet
Hizmetleri Riyaseti), predecessor to the current National Intelligence Organisation (Milli
Istihbarat Teskilat1 or MIT). On Philby’s admission, the Emniyet knew of and tolerated the
activities of SIS in Turkey on the understanding that they were directed solely against the
Soviet Union and the Balkans, and not against Turkey. To ensure its cooperation, the British
paid the Istanbul office of the Emniyet a monthly subsidy, camouflaged as payment for
enquiries carried out on behalf of the SIS. Philby’s main contact in the Emniyet office in
Istanbul was an agent whom he nicknames ‘Uncle Ned’, with regular business being
conducted by a member of the Whittal family, leading and long-established members of the
British community in Turkey. Uncle Ned’s superior, and the head of the Istanbul office, is
referred to as ‘Aunt Jane’. Philby is patronising and arrogant about the Emniyet, saying that
his ‘contacts with Uncle Ned, Aunt Jane and their colleagues confirmed a suspicion | had
already formed, namely, that the security services of the minor powers lack the resources and
experience for effective action’.”® What he does not say, of course, is that at least they had not
been penetrated at the top by Soviet agents, as the SIS had been.

Besides the Albanian débacle, and regular intelligence gathering, Philby’s other activities in
Turkey included organising the establishment of resistance organisations in the neighbouring
republics of Georgia and Armenia, and assessing how to resist a possible land invasion of
Anatolia by the Soviet Union. On the first score, the aim was to establish resident agents in
Thilisi and Yerevan, who could then organise resistance movements. In fact, the Georgian
project was the only one which started to get off the ground. This required a preliminary
infiltration into Georgia of volunteers from the Georgian refugee community. They would
attempt to discover whether safe houses could be found in Georgia, whether legal identities
could be obtained ‘by purchase or otherwise’, and reliable courier lines established.? In the
attempt to achieve this, the cooperation of ‘Tefik Bey’ (presumably Tevfik), the Emniyet
director in Erzurum, was essential. Eventually, two young members of the Georgian emigré
community in France were recruited. Both of them had been born in Paris and, in Philby’s
words ‘knew Georgia only by hearsay’. At some point — Philby does not give us the date, but
it would appear to have been in 1948 or early 1949 — they were sent over the border, armed
with weapons and gold coins, ‘in the neighbourhood of Pozov’ (sic, should be Posov, now a
road crossing point between Turkey and Georgia). This was dangerously near the then Soviet
garrison town of Akhaltsikhe. According to Philby’s account of a report from the Emniyet,
‘[The] two agents had been put across at such-and-such a time, so many minutes later there
had been a burst of fire, and one of the two men had fallen - the other was last seen striding

22 Macintyre, op. cit., p. 138.
2 Philby, op. cit., pp. 134-5.
* Ibid, p. 140.

William Hale, “Espionage, Double-Dealing and Mystery: Kim Philby in Turkey, 1945-48",
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 2-10.
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through a sparse wood away from the Turkish frontier. He was never heard of again’.25 There
is no clear evidence that Philby had betrayed them, but it seems extremely likely that he had.

Another project in which Philby was engaged, and which he tells us something about, was a
survey of eastern Anatolia, and Turkey’s border with the then USSR, which was again carried
out in collaboration with ‘Tefik’. To this end, he acquired a special camera with which he
photographed the Turkish-Soviet frontier, in the company of ‘Major Fevzi, one of Tefik’s
officers’. By the time, Philby left Istanbul in 1949 only about half the frontier had been
covered, however.?® More broadly, he surveyed the territory east of Ankara, with a view to
assessing whether a possible Soviet invasion of Turkey could be resisted. With the weakness
of Turkey’s armed forces at the time — one of the main reasons why President Ismet Inonii
had kept Turkey out of the second world war — ‘the prospect of successful resistance
anywhere east of Ankara were rated very low. The best we could hope for in Turkey,
therefore, was the establishment of guerrilla bases from which the Soviet communications,
running through the plains, could be harried’. This implied ‘an Anglo-American intention to
abandon Turkey to its fate as soon as war broke out’. This intention would have to be hidden
from the Turks, otherwise ‘the resulting storm would blow away their illusions about the
West and force them to come to terms with the Soviet Union.”?’

The aftermath, 1949-63, and more unanswered questions

In September 1949, Philby reached the summit of his career, when he arrived in Washington,
officially as the First Secretary at the British Embassy, but actually the chief of MI6 in
America, as well as one of the USSR’s most important secret agents.?® Since his posting
involved liaison with the CIA, he was now in a position to betray American as well as British
secrets to Soviet intelligence. His career unravelled in 1951 when Guy Burgess and Donald
Maclean were unmasked as Soviet agents. Following a tip-off from Philby, they escaped to
Moscow before they could be arrested. At this stage, Philby was strongly suspected, so that he
was obliged to resign from MI6 in July 1951. Over the following years, he worked as a
journalist, and in 1955 he was officially exonerated in a statement to the House of Commons
by the then Foreign Secretary, Harold Macmillan. At this stage, as Philby later put it, ‘[T]he
evidence was inconclusive; they could not charge me and did not want to clear me’.? In
August 1956, he was appointed Middle East correspondent of the British weeklies The
Observer and The Economist, based in Beirut, where he resumed some work for MIG6.
However, by 1962 the clouds of official suspicion were again gathering. Accordingly his
former friend and MI6 colleague Nicholas Elliot, never a member of the Soviet espionage
group, was sent to Beirut to interview him, arriving on 10 January 1963 Philby made a partial
confession, but before any further steps were taken he escaped to Moscow on 23 January
1963, where he died in 1988.%

% |bid, pp. 143-4.

% |bid, pp. 141, 144.

" Ibid, p. 137.

%8 This final phase in Philby’s career is covered in a number of sources, but see in particular Macintyre, op. cit.,
Chs. 13-18.

2 philby, op. cit., p. 197.

%0 Macintyre, op. cit., pp. 249-60. Macintyre concludes that MI6 deliberately allowed Philby to escape, since his
trial would have brought out ‘politically damaging and profoundly embarrassing’ evidence: ibid., p. 260.
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While the final stages of Philby’s career are quite well known, mystery surrounds important
aspects of his work in Turkey between 1947 and 1949. The first is that his analysis of western
defence plans for Turkey, such as they were at the time, leaves out the likelihood that if they
had invaded Turkey, the powerful Soviet force in Bulgaria could have been used for a
relatively easy advance on Istanbul from the north-west. The Soviet invasion, if it had
happened, could thus have been a pincers movement, with simultaneous advances from both
east and west. Why Philby neglects this point is unclear, although it can be assumed that it
would have strengthened his conclusion that the western powers would quickly ‘abandon
Turkey to its fate’ if the USSR invaded.

Second, since it can be assumed that Philby forwarded his analysis to his Soviet controllers,
we need to know why they never acted on them. Even without information from Philby,
Soviet intelligence could easily have reached similar conclusions about Turkey’s weak
defences. Hence, why did Stalin not launch the invasion which the West apparently feared?
Put alternatively, how did Britain and the US fend off this threat in perilous conditions? The
point is crucial since, while the apparent Soviet threat to Turkey arose in 1945, it was not until
1952, when it became a member of NATO, that Turkey had a clear and unequivocal
commitment to its defence from the western powers.

Answering these questions is difficult, since we do not know exactly when its demands to
Turkey of 1945-6 were abandoned by Moscow. Officially, they were not given up until May
1953, shortly after Stalin’s death, when the Soviet government publicly announced that it had
withdrawn its territorial claims on Turkey,®" although it was not absolutely clear even at this
point that the demand for changes in the straits regime was being dropped.® However, in
October 1946, while not explicitly abandoning the idea, Moscow informed the British
government that convening a conference to consider changes to the Montreux Convention
would be ‘premature’, and did not clearly press for this thereafter.*®> When a new Soviet
ambassador was appointed to Turkey in 1948 ‘he was instructed to maintain Soviet demands
and to be reserved in his relations with the Turks, but not to undertake any positive actions’.®*
All that we can say, therefore, is that Stalin decided to soft-pedal his demands sometime

during the autumn of 1946.

The timing is crucial, since not long before he had also undertaken to withdraw the Soviet
troops from northern Iran. These had originally been stationed as part of the allied occupation
of Iran beginning in 1941, and were supposed to have been withdrawn within six months of
the end of the second world war (i.e., 2 March 1946). Their continued presence was
apparently intended to secure the separation of the Iranian province of Azerbaijan under
Soviet control and to establish a Russian oil company in the north of the country. Stalin’s
plans for Iran, and his demands from Turkey were thus quite similar, as well as simultaneous,
and it is thus likely that his decisions to back down over both were closely connected.

31 See above, note 16.

%2 Ferenc A. Vali, Bridge across the Bosporus: the Foreign Policy of Turkey (Baltimore and London, Johns
Hopkins Press, 1971) pp. 174-5. See also Alvin Z. Rubinstein, Soviet Policy toward Turkey, Iran and
Afghanistan: the Dynamics of Influence (New York, Praeger, 1982) pp. 14-15.

%3 Kuniholm, op. cit., pp. 372-3.

% Geoffrey Roberts, ‘Moscow’s Cold War ion the Periphery: Soviet Policy in Greece, Iran and Turkey, 1943-8°,
Journal of Contemporary History, Vol.46, No.1 (2011) p. 78.
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Unlike that over Turkey, the apparent Soviet retreat over Iran has been the subject of a good
deal of scholarly enquiry, but with conflicting interpretations. On one side of the argument,
Geoffrey Roberts suggests that Stalin’s main concern was to preserve Soviet power in Eastern
Europe, and he was reluctant to jeopardise this by pressing his claims over the ‘periphery’,
including Iran and Turkey — in effect that he never pursued his claims against Turkey and Iran
seriously. % However, in an article published in the New York Times in 1957, former
President Harry Truman claimed that ‘I personally saw to it that Stalin was informed that I
had given orders to our military chiefs to prepare for the movement of our ground, sea and air
forces. Stalin then did what I knew he would do. He moved his troops out [of Iran]’.*® In
January 1980, Senator Henry Jackson went further than this, by claiming that Truman had
summoned Soviet Andrei Gromyko to the White House, and ‘told him that the United States

would use the atomic bomb if the Red Army failed to evacuate Iran immediately’.%’

Against this, Barry M. Blechman and Douglas M. Hart report that Truman never issued Stalin
with an ultimatum over Iran; there were no military threats and ‘not even the hint of a nuclear
threat’.%® In between, Kuross A. Samii and J. Philipp Rosenberg draw attention to the meeting
between Stalin and General Walter Bedell Smith, the newly appointed US ambassador in
Moscow, on 4 April 1946 — that is, over a month after the 2 March deadline for withdrawal
had passed to no effect. Smith reported that at this meeting he had warned Stalin that ‘[I]f the
people of the United States were ever to become convinced that we are faced with a wave of
progressive aggression on the part of any powerful nation or group of nations, we would react
exactly as we have in the past.”® Ten days later, the Soviet ambassador in Tehran announced
that there would be an “unconditional’ Soviet troop withdrawal from northern Iran, and on 21
May, the Iranian government confirmed that this had been done.“’ It was evidently in this
spirit that a few months later Stalin decided to put his demands over Turkey on the back
burner, even if he did not abandon them entirely.

Hanging over these events was the brutal fact that in 1946 the US had the atomic bomb,
whereas the USSR did not. It may be argued that Truman did not intend to launch a nuclear
war, but Stalin could not have been certain that this was not the case, and it seems
overwhelmingly likely that this was responsible for his diplomatic-cum-military retreat. As
Kuross Samii concludes:

[W]hat makes any threat persuasive is the perception of the power required to carry out the
threat and the willingness to use that power. In 1946, despite the demobilization process, the
United States was perceived to be the greatest military power in the world. As for the
willingness to use that power, it may be suggested that any sane government must have taken

% Ibid, p. 59.

% Quoted, Kuross A. Samii, ‘Truman against Stalin in Iran: a Tale of Three Messages’, Middle Eastern Studies,
Vol.23, No.1 (1987) p. 95.

%7 Time magazine, 28 January 1980: quoted, ibid, p.96.

% Barry N. Blechman and Douglas M. Hart, ‘Afghanistan and the 1946 Iran Analogy’, Survival, Vol.22, No.6
(1980), p. 25. A similar argument is advanced by James A. Thorpe, “Truman’s Ultimatum to Stalin on the 1946
Azerbaijan Crisis: the Making of a Myth’, Journal of Politics, Vol.40, No.1 (1978) pp.188-95.

% Quoted, J. Phillip Rosenberg, ‘The Cheshire Ultimatum: Truman’s Message to Stalin in the 1946 Azerbaijan
Crisis’, Journal of Politics, Vol.41, No.3 (1979) p. 937, and Samii, op. cit., p. 103.

% Samii, op. cit., p. 105.
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seriously the slightest hint of a threat by a man who some months earlier had ordered atomic
bombs to be dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.**

Ironically, some 42 years after the event, Kim Philby pointed to the same conclusion. As he
told the British journalist Phillip Knightly, in an interview in Moscow just three months
before his death in 1988, ‘In 1945 the Soviet Union was exhausted. The United States had the
atomic bomb. What would we hope to gain by deliberately attacking Western Europe? No one
wants to be incinerated’.*? Philby may have been a calculating liar, but his judgements could
still be sharp and accurate.

“ 1bid, p. 103
2 Knightley, op. cit., p. ix.

William Hale, “Espionage, Double-Dealing and Mystery: Kim Philby in Turkey, 1945-48",
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 2-10.



Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations
Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020

Y. a0
PTT
Dostluktan Catismaya: Osmanh Donemi Tiirk-Ingiliz Iliskileri

Taha Niyazi KARACA"
Ozet

16. yiizy1lda resmi olarak baslayan Tiirk-ingiliz diplomatik iliskileri giiniimiize kadar devam etmektedir. Bu uzun
siireg {i¢ ana donemde degerlendirilebilir. Birinci donemde iki iilke arasinda dostluk iliskileri gelisti ve Ingiltere
ticari imtiyazlar elde etti. iki iilkenin yakinlagmasinda tehdit olarak algilanan Ispanya’nin rol oynadigi
goriilmektedir. ikinci donemde Ingiltere, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nu Rusya tehdidine kars1 korumaya calistr. Tki
iilkeyi birbirine yaklastiran Rus Carlig1 oldu. 18. Yiizyilda Rusya, ABD’nin bagimsizlik savasina destek vererek
ve Fransa ile de 1787 yilinda ticaret anlasmasi imzalayarak ingiltere karsithigmi agikca ortaya koydu. Rusya’nin
Akdeniz’e inme cabalarini ve Balkanlar iizerindeki niifuzunu da géren Ingiltere, Rusya’y1 kendi ekonomik ve
siyasi giiciine karsi tehdit olarak algiladi. Ingiltere, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nu Rusya'ya kars1 destekleyerek
Rusya’nin Karadeniz’in kuzeyinde kalmasina ¢alisti. Koruma politikast 19. Yiizyilin ortalarina kadar
Muhafazakar Parti mensuplar tarafindan devam ettirildi. Ugiincii dsnemde ise degisen politik goriisler nedeniyle
Osmanli Imparatorlugu diisman iilke ilan edildi. Bu siire¢c 1875 yilinda Liberal Parti’nin yaptigi kara
propagandanin bir sonucu olarak basladi. Artik iki tilke ortak ¢ikar merkezli dis politikadan uzaklasarak ¢atisma
merkezli bir diplomatik iliski donemine girdi. Balkan, Ermeni, Misir, Yahudi yerlesim sorunlari, Tiirkiye'nin
Ortadogu topraklarinin elde edilme g¢abasi ve nihai olarak Birinci Diinya Savasi iki iilkenin ¢atigsma alanlari
olarak belirdiler. Makalede Osmanli dénemi Tiirk-ingiliz iliskileri tahlil edilerek iki iilkenin diplomatik iliskileri
panoramik bir bakis acistyla degerlendirilecektir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Osmanli Imparatorlugu, Britanya imparatorlugu, Tiirk-Ingiliz iliskileri

From Amity to Conflict: Turkish-British Relations in the Ottoman Period
Abstract

Turkish-British diplomatic relations, which officially started in the 16th century, have been continuing until the
present day. This long process can be evaluated in three main periods. In the first period, friendly relations
developed between the two countries and Britain obtained some commercial privileges. Spain, perceived as a
threat, played a role in the rapprochement of the two countries. In the second period, Britain tried to protect
Ottoman Empire against Russian threat. Tsarist Russia brought the two countries closer. In the 18th century,
Russia clearly demonstrated its opposition to Britain by supporting America’s war of independence and signing a
trade agreement with France in 1787. Seeing Russia’s efforts to land in the Mediterranean and its influence over
the Balkans, Britain perceived Russia as a threat to its economic and political power. Britain supported Ottoman
Empire against Russia and tried to keep Russia in the north line of the Black Sea. Protection policy was
continued by members of the Conservative Party until the middle of the 19th century. In the third period, the
Ottoman Empire was declared an enemy country due to changing political views. This process began in 1875 as
result of the black propaganda of the Liberal Party. The two countries have now moved away from a common
interest-centred foreign policy and entered a period of conflict-based diplomatic relations. Balkan, Armenian,
Egypt issues, the efforts of obtaining Turkey’s Middle East territories and finally The First World War emerged
as the two countries’ conflict areas. In this article, the Turkish-British relations in the Ottoman period will be
analysed and the diplomatic relations of the two countries will be evaluated from a panoramic perspective.

Key words: Ottoman Empire, British Empire, Anglo-Turkish Relations

Giris

Resmi Tiirk-Ingiliz iliskileri 16. Yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda basladi. Ancak Tiirklerle Ingilizlerin
karsilagmalar1 Sel¢uklular donemine kadar uzanmaktadir. Bizans saray muhafiz birligi i¢inde
yer alan Ingilizler, Selguklu Tiirkleriyle karsilasmislardi. Kral Richard I (1189-99) ve Edward

I (1272-1307) donemlerinde de Hacgli Seferlerine katilarak Tiirklerle savasmiglardi. Osmanli
Devleti’nin kurulmasindan sonra Bizans lizerine yapilan Tiirk akinlarini durdurmak isteyen
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Imparator Manuel II (1391-1425) 1400 yilinda Londra’ya giderek Tiirklere karsi Ingilizlerden
yardim talep etmisti.!

Osmanl1 Imparatorlugu’nun Balkanlarda ilerlemesine kars1 olusturulan Hagli ordusu icinde
ingilizler de yer almus, 1396 yilinda Nigbolu’da Tiirklerle savasmislardi.” Elbette bu donemde
Tiirklerin gii¢lii bir sekilde Avrupa’y1 tehdit etmesi Ingilizler tarafindan da endiseyle takip
ediliyordu. Emir Timur, Yildirim Bayezid’i Ankara Savasi’nda yenilgiye ugrattiktan sonra
Ingiltere Krali Henry IV e de bir “zafer miijdesi” gondererek galibiyetini duyurmustu. Kral
gonderdigi bir mektup ile Timur’un zaferi karsisinda duydugu memnuniyeti dile getirmisti.>

Osmanl1 Tiirklerinin Ankara Savasi’ndan sonra kisa siirede toparlanmasi iizerine yabanci
iilkelerle yeni diplomatik iliskiler de gelismeye basladi. 1413’te Venedik Balyosu ve 1414’te
Tiirklerle irtibata gecen Leh elgisi aracilifiyla ilk diplomatik iliskiler kuruldu. Ruslar,
Avusturyalilar ve Fransizlarla da 15. Yiizyil sonu ile 16. Yiizyil baslarinda ekonomik-siyasi
iliskiler gelisme gosterdi.* Tirklerin Ingilizlerle olan resmi iliskileri diger iilkeler ile
kiyaslandiginda son derece yavas sekillendi. Bu gecikmeye neden olan sebeplerden biri
Ingiltere Krallarinin uzun siire Tiirkleri Hristiyanhigin diismani olarak gérmeleri olmalidir.
1536 yilinda Fransa, Osmanli Devleti’nden gesitli imtiyazlar almis olmasina ragmen Ingiltere
Krali Henry VIII (1509-1547) Papa ile olan yakinligini gerekge gostererek “kafir Tiirklerle”
irtibat kurmaktan kagmdi.> Henry’nin bu tarz bir yaklasim sergilemesinde Tiirk korsanlarinin
Ingiliz gemilerine saldirmalarinin da etkili oldugunu belirtmek gerekir.6

Kat1 yaklasima ragmen sinirhi da olsa Ingiliz gemicileri Levant adim verdikleri Dogu
Akdeniz’e ulasarak Girit, Kibris, Trablus, Sakiz, Sam gibi ticaret merkezleriyle ticaret
yapmaya basladilar.” Tiirk-ingiliz iliskilerinin gelisme dénemine ait en Gnemli belge ise
Kanuni Sultan Siilleyman tarafindan verilen 1553 yilina ait bir imtiyaz belgesidir. Halep’te
ticaretle ugrasan Londrali tiiccar M. Anthony Jenkinson’a ve onun adina faaliyet gosteren
herhangi birine higbir vergiye tabi olmadan, Sultan’in hakim oldugu biitiin topraklarda ticaret
yapma hakki taniniyordu. Belgede Ingiltere uyruklu bir tiiccara olaganiistii haklar veriliyor,
taninan imtiyazlara riayet etmeyen kim olursa olsun korkung sekilde cezalandirilacag:
belirtiliyordu. ®

Verilen imtiyaz Ingiltere ve Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun smirli da olsa bir irtibat kurmasi
anlamina geliyordu. Ozellikle 1558 yilinda tahta ¢ikan Kralige Elizabeth I’in takip ettigi i¢ ve
dis politika Tiirk-Ingiliz iliskilerinde yeni bir dénemi baslatiyor, bu dénemde Tiirklerle
Ingilizler Ispanya tehdidi karsisinda birlesiyorlardi.

Ispanya’ya Karsi iki Ulke: Ilk Resmi iliskilerin Kurulmasi

! Micheal Talbot, British-Ottoman Relations. 1661-1807, The Boydell Press, Woodbridge 2017, s. 18.

? fsmail Hakki Uzungarsili, Osmanli Tarihi, Cilt I11/2. Kisim, Ankara 2011, s. 224.

% Akdes Nimet Kurat, Tiirk-Ingiliz Miinasebetlerinin Baslangici ve Gelismesi (1553-1610), Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Basimevi, Ankara 1953, s. 7.

* Kurat, Tiirk-Ingiliz Miinasebetlerinin Baslangici, s. 1-2.

® Kurat, Tiirk-Ingiliz Miinasebetlerinin Baslangict, s. 3.

6 Talbot, British-Ottoman Relations, s. 19.

" Hamit Dereli, Kralice Elizabeth Déneminde Tiirkler ve Ingilizler, Istanbul 1951, s. 37-38; Talbot, British-
Ottoman Relations, s. 19-20.

8 Richard Hakluyt, The Principal Navigations Voyages Traffiques and Discoveries of the English Nation, Volume
V, The Macmillan Company, New York 1906, s. 109-110.
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Kralige Mary’nin arkasinda varis birakmadan 17 Kasim 1558 tarihinde oliimiiyle, VIII.
Henry’nin diger kizi Elizabeth’in tahta c¢ikmasi Ingiltere tarihinin en onemli siyasal
gelismelerinden biri oldu. Kiz kardesi Mary, Ispanyol Krali Philip II ile evliydi ve tahtta
kaldig1 stirece Katolikligin giiciinii korumak i¢in Protestanlara karsi savas agmasiyla
taniiyor, yaptigi katliamlar nedeniyle de “Kanli Mary” olarak amhyordu.9 Yeni Kralige ise
tam aksine Protestan idi. Tahta ¢ikar ¢ikmaz Katolik diinyanin Ingiltere {izerindeki baskisini
azaltmay1 hedeflemisti. Ispanya Krali, Elizabeth ile de evlenmek istemis, fakat Kralice bu
teklifi kabul etmemisti. Kralice ve Ingiltere i¢in en biiyiik tehlike Roma Kilisesi ile Katolik
diinyanin siyasi hamisi roliinii iistlenen Ispanyol Krallig1 idi.*

Ispanya ve Roma Kilisesinin amac1 Elizabeth’i tahttan indirerek veya bir sekilde ortadan
kaldirarak Katolik olan Iskocya Kralicesi Mary’yi tahta c¢ikarmakti. Elizabeth, kendisini
ortadan kaldirmak isteyen diismanlarmnin diizenledigi onlarca farkli suikasta maruz kaldu.
Danismani ve istihbarat servisinin baskani olan Francis Walsingham’in aldig1 olaganiistii
onlemlerle, suikast girisimlerinden kuruldugu gibi Katolik olan ve Ingiltere tahtina varis olan
iskogya Kraligesi Mary’yi idam ederek tahtin tek sahibi durumuna geldi."*

Ingiltere’nin bagimsiz bir devlet olarak hareket edebilmesi i¢in mutlaka Ispanya’nin etkisiz
hale getirilmesi gerekiyordu. Kralice Elizabeth I’in bu tehdidi ortadan kaldirmasi i¢in
Hristiyan diinyanin disindan kuvvetli miittefiklere ihtiyaci vardi. 16. Yiizyilin diinya giicii
Osmanli Imparatorlugu ile ittifak kurmasiyla Katolik kusatmasini yarmasi miimkiin
olabilecekti. Bu konudaki temel politikalarin Kraligenin danigmani Walsingham tarafindan
sekillendirildigi Walsingham’1n Istanbul’a elgi olarak atanan Harborne’a génderdigi mektupta
Sultan ile Ispanya Kralligi’na kars1 anlasma yapilmasini konusunda direktifler vermesinden
anlasllmak‘[adur.12

Osmanli Imparatorlugu da Akdeniz’de Katolik devletler tarafindan tehdit altinda
bulunuyordu. Venedik’in kontroliindeki Kibris’in 1571 yilinda fethedilmesi tizerine harekete
gecen Hacli Donanmasi aym yil Inebahti da Osmanli donanmasini imha etmisti. Osmanl
Imparatorlugunun  Akdeniz’deki biiyiik rakibi Ispanya idi.®® Bu durumda Osmanh
Imparatorlugu’nun da Ingiltere ile Ispanya’ya kars1 is birligi iginde bulunmasi kendi ¢ikarina

® Alexander Samson, “Power Sharing: The Co-monarchy of Philip and Mary”, Tudor Queenship: The Reigns of
Mary and Elizabeth, (Edited by Alice Hunt; Anna Whitelock), Palgrave Macmillan, New York 2010, s. 159-172;
Kralige Mary’nin iktidar yillar1 ve uyguladigt politikalar i¢in ayrica bkz. David Loades, The Reign of Mary
Tudor: Politics, Government and Religion in England 1553-58, Routledge, New York 2013.

19 Kralige Elizabeth’in tahta ¢ikma siireci igin bkz. Alison Weir, The Life of Elizabeth I, Ballantine Books, New
York 1998, s. 2-10.

1 Elizabeth’in iskog Kraligesi Mary ile miicadelesi i¢in bkz. Jane E. A. Dawson, The Politics of Religion in The
Age of Mary, Queen of Scots, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2004, s. 170-208.

12 Ik mektubu 9 Mart 1587 tarihinde Harborne génderiyor. istanbul’da kurdugu iliskileri anlatiyor. Walsingham
24 Haziran 1587 tarihinde cevabi mektubunda Ispanya’nin konumu Tiirklerle irtibat kurma cabalar1 ve ¢abalarmn
engellenmesi konusunda Harborne’u uyarmaktadir. Bkz. Conyers Read, Mr. Secretary Walsingham and The
Policy of Queen Elizabet, Volume 3, Archon Books, 1967, s. 326-332.

3 Akdeniz’de Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve ispanya miicadelesi igin bkz. Biilent Ari, Akdeniz'de Iki Siiper Giiciin
Hakimiyet Miicadelesi, Kadim Yayinlari, Ankara 2019.
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olacakt1. III. Murat’in Ingiltere’ye yakinlasmasindaki 6nemli etkenlerden biri hocas1 Sadettin
Efendi’nin Ingiltere taraftar1 olmasi ve bu konuda Sultan’1 olumlu yénde etkilemesiydi.**

Ispanya, farkl1 inanglardan olsa da iki iilkeyi birbirine yakinlastirmist1. Sultan III. Murat’mn 15
Mart 1579 tarihinde Harborne aracilifiyla gonderdigi mektup iki {ilke arasindaki diplomatik
iliskilerin resmilesmesindeki ilk adim oldu. Mektubun génderilmesine gerekce ise heniiz 1575
yilinda Londrali Edward. Osborne ve Richard Staper adli iki tiiccarin Istanbul’a Joseph
Clements ve John Wight adlarindaki adamlarimi gondermesiyle baslayan ticari imtiyaz
goriismeleriydi. Clements ve Wight bir buguk yil istanbul’da kaldiktan sonra Londra’ya geri
donmiis ve Osborne ve Staper’in Istanbul’daki islerini takip etmek i¢in 1578 yilinda William
Harborne gtirevlendirilmisti.15 Harborne, Istanbul’a ulastiginda Sultan1 ziyaret ederek
Kralicenin iyi dileklerini iletmisti. Sultan III. Murat’in 1579 tarihli mektubundan Krali¢ce’nin
herhangi bir mektup gonderdigi de anlasilmiyor. Tam tersine dilek ve temennilerin sozli
iletildigi algis1 ortaya (;1k1y0r.16 Akdes Nimet Kurat, Sultan’in herhangi bir mektup almadan
mektup gondermesinin Osmanli  diplomasi kurallarina uygun bir davranis olmadigimni
degerlendirmektedir.’” Ancak bu bakis agist Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun da bir miittefike
ihtiya¢ duydugu donem dikkate alinmadan ortaya konmus goriinmektedir. Kralige
Elizabeth’in gonderdigi 25 Ekim 1579 tarihli orijinali Latince olan mektupta, géonderdigi
mektup i¢in Sultan’a tesekkiir edilmektedir.’® Kralice’nin mektubu Tiirk-Ingiliz iliskilerinin
resmilesmesindeki en 6nemli gelisme olmustur. Iki hiikiimdar mektuplasarak da olsa iki
iilkenin iletisim kanallarini agik hale getirmislerdir.

[Ik diplomatik temaslardan sonra Kralice Elizabeth, William Harborne’u 1582 yilinda
Ingiltere’nin Tiirkiye elgisi olarak atadi. Atama kararinda soyle diyordu: “En sanli ve
yenilmez Prens, Tiirkiye iilkesinin en kudretli hakimi ve Dogu Imparatorlugu’nun hiikiimdar
Sultan III. Murat Han’in bizimle bir ittifak ve dostluga girdigini ve sanli Imparatorlugunun
her tarafinda tebaamiza serbest dolasim hakki verdigini anlamis bulunuyoruz”. s

William Harborne, kendisine verilen bu emirle 1583 yilinda Istanbul’a gelmis ve Tiirk-ingiliz
iliskilerindeki “resmi dénem” baslamistir. Harborne’a verilen gérev Osmanli imparatorlugu
ile Ispanya arasindaki anlagmaya engel olmasiydi. Sadettin Efendi’nin de destegi ile 1587
yilinda yapilacak anlagmaya engel olmay1 basardi. Bdylece Osmanli imparatorlugu, ispanya
ile olan miicadelesini devam ettirmesiyle Kralice Elizabeth’e destek saglamig oluyordu.20
Ispanya donanmasini Akdeniz’de oyalayan Osmanli donanmasi Ingiltere’ye avantaj
sagliyordu. 1588 yilinda Ingiltere ile “armada” olarak anilan Ispanyol donanmasimnin yaptig

“ Hoca Sadettin Efendi’nin Tiirk-ingiliz iliskilerindeki etkisi i¢in bkz. Akdes Nimet Kurat, “Hoca Sadeddin
Efendi’nin Tiirk-Ingiliz Miinasebetlerinin Tesisi ve Gelismesindeki Rolii”, 60. Dogum Yili Miinasebetiyle Fuad
Koépriilii Armagani, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, Ankara 2010, s. 305-315

!> Tiiccarlarin seyahatleri ile ilgili detay i¢in bkz. Hakluyt, The Principal Navigations Voyages, s. 167-169.
1°Sultan Murat’in mektubunun Ingilizce terciimesi i¢in bkz. Hakluyt, The Principal Navigations Voyages, s. 169-
171.

Y Kurat, Tiirk-Ingiliz Miinasebetlerinin Baslangict, s. 15-16.

'8 Hakluyt, The Principal Navigations Voyages, s. 171-178.

9 Susan Skilliter, “William Harborne: ilk ingiliz Elgisi 1583-1588”, Tiirk-Ingiliz Iliskileri 1583-1984 (400.
Y1ldoniimii), Ankara 1985, s. 25.

% Susan, “William Harborne: ilk ingiliz Elgisi 1583-1588", s. 14.
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savasta Ispanya biiyiik bir yenilgiye ugradi. Bu basar1 ingiltere’nin denizlerde biiyiik bir gii¢
haline gelmesinin de yolunu acti.

Ingiltere’nin Osmanli imparatorlugu ile gerceklestirdigi resmi iliskileri, 1581 yilinda ruhsat
alarak faaliyetlerine baslayan Levant Company’nin yaptigi ticari faaliyetler etrafinda
sekillendi.?® Bu ticari iliskiler 1699 yilma kadar sorunsuz devam etti. 1620-1683 yillar
arasinda iki iilkenin ticari iliskileri en parlak dénemini yasadi.”®> Osmanli Devleti’nin 1683
Viyana Kusatmasindan sonra Avusturya, Rusya, Polonya ve Venedik’in olusturdugu Kutsal
Ittifak karsisinda yapmis oldugu savasin sona erdirilmesinde ingiltere’nin arabulucu bir rol
oynamaya baglamasi ve sonrasinda Karlofca Anlagsmasi’nin imzalanmasiyla iki {ilke
arasindaki iliskiler farkli bir boyuta tagindn.?*

Rus Carhigi, Degisen Tehdit Algis1 ve Tiirk-ingiliz iliskileri

1699 yilinda Kutsal ittifak ile imzalanan Karlofca Anlasmasi ve bir yi1l sonra Rusya ile
imzalanan Istanbul Anlasmasi, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun o tarihe kadar yasadigi en biiyiik
yenilgi ve toprak kaybinin tescili durumundaydi. Osmanli imparatorlugu giiciinii kaybederken
bolgede yiikselen yeni gli¢ Rus Carlig1 oluyordu.

Ingiltere’nin Rusya ile olan iliskileri ilk baslarda dostane gelismisti. 1553 yilinda Ingiltere ve
Rusya arasinda bir ticaret anlagsmasi imzalanmus, Ingiltere’nin Rusya’daki ticari faaliyetlerini
yiiriitmek tizere “The Moscovy Company” adiyla bir sirket kurulmustu.?® Rusya ile gelisen bu
iyi iligkiler 18. Yiizyilin ikinci yarisina kadar sorunsuz denecek sekilde devam etmisti. Ancak
Rus Carliginin 1. Petro’dan itibaren sicak denizlere inme hedefini gergeklestirmeye ¢alismasi
Ingiltere’yi rahatsiz etmisti. 18. yiizyilin ikinci yarisindan itibaren Ingiltere agisindan en
onemli tehlike Rusya’nin sicak denizlere inme politikast oldugu i¢in Rusya’nin ticari imtiyaz
alanlarindan uzak tutulmasi Ingiltere’nin temel politikas1 haline gelmisti. Ozellikle 1774
Kiiciik Kaynarca Anlasmasi Ingilizlerin rahatsizligini son derece artirmisti. Bu anlasmanin on
birinci maddesiyle Rusya; Karadeniz, Tuna ve Akdeniz’de kendi gemileriyle ticaret yapabilme
hakkini elde etmisti. Yine 1783 yilinda seksen bir maddelik bir anlagma yapilarak Rusya’nin
bolgedeki ticaret haklarmin alan1 genisletilmisti.”®

2! Kaptan Drake’in Ispanya donanmasim yenilgiye ugramasi igin bkz. Colin Martin; Geoffrey Parker, Spanish
Armada, W.W. Norton & Company, New York 1992, s. 162-208.

22 Levant Company’nin iligkilerdeki 6nemi igin bkz. Uygur Kocabasoglu, Majestelerinin Konsoloslart Ingiliz
Belgeleriyle Osmanli Imparatorlugu’ndaki Ingiliz Konsolosluklar: (1580-1900), 1letisim Yayinlari, Istanbul
2004, s. 25-39; Mustafa Cezar, Mufassal Osmanli Tarihi, 111. Cilt, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayini, Ankara 2011, s.
1373-1375; Kurat, Tiirk-Ingiliz Miinasebetlerinin Baslangici, s. 41-43; Levant Company’nin siyasi baglantilari
icin ayrica bkz. H.G. Rosedale, Queen Elizabeth and The Levant Company, London 1904; ayrica bkz. Miibahat
S. Kiitiikoglu, Balta Limani’na Giden Yol: Osmanlh Ingiliz Iktisadi Miinasebetleri (1580-1850), Tiirk tarih
Kurumu Yayini, Ankara 2013, s. 17-20.

2 Ali ihsan Bagis, “Ill. George Dénemindeki Ingiltere’nin Osmanh Imparatorlugu’ndaki Ekonomi Siyaseti
1760-1815”, Tiirk-Ingiliz Iliskileri 1583-1984 (400. Y1ldéniimii), Ankara 1985, s. 43. Bu dénemde Ingiltere nin
Osmanli Imparatorlugundaki ticari miicadelesi igin ayrica bkz. Daniel Goffman, Osmanli Imparatorlugu nda
Ingilizler 1642-1660, istanbul 2001, s. 111-130.

? Ingiltere Krali III. Wilhelm savasta arabuluculuk yapmas: i¢in Lord Paget’i el¢i olarak gorevlendirmis ve
Paget on yil siireyle Tiirkiye’de gorev yapmistir. Bkz. C.J. Heywood, “1689-1698 Yillar1 Arasinda Ingiliz-Tiirk
Diplomatik iliskileri”, Tiirk-Ingiliz Iiskileri 1583-1984 (400. Y1ldoniimii), Ankara 1985, s. 33-42.

% Kurat, Tiirk-Ingiliz Miinasebetlerinin Baslangici, s. 9; Kiitiikoglu, Balta Limanina Giden Yol, s. 13.

% jdris Bostan, “Karadeniz’in Dis Ticarete Kapali Oldugu Dénemde Trabzon Limani”, Trabzon Tarihi
Sempozyumu Bildirileri (6-8 Kasim 1998), Trabzon 1999, s. 305.
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Rusya’nin Karadeniz ve Akdeniz lizerinde ticaret hacmini artiran bir politika takip etmesi
Ingiltere’yi rahatsiz ediyordu. 1787 yilinda baslayan Osmanli-Rus Savasi’nda Ozi Kalesi’nin
Ruslarin eline gecmesiyle ingiltere’deki Rus karsiti politikalar daha net bir hale geldi.
Bagbakan William Pitt, 1791 yilinda Avam Kamarasi’nda yaptig1 bir konusmada, Rusya’nin
Karadeniz iizerinde takip ettigi siyasetin Ingiliz ticari ¢ikarlarmi zedeledigini ve bunun 6niine
gecilmesi gerektigini sdyliiyordu.”” William Pitt’in bolgedeki ticari c¢ikarlarmi artirma
diisiincesine tehdit olarak gelisen Rus ticaretinin temel amaci, Kafkaslardaki ticaret yolunu
cazip hale getirerek Iran’daki Ingiliz etkisini kirmaya yénelikti.”® William Pitt, Osmanl
Imparatorlugu’nun korunmasi politikasini aktif hale getirirken ayn1 zamanda bdlgedeki Ingiliz
ticari ¢ikarlarinin da korunmasini saglamis oluyordu ki, bu politika inis ¢ikislariyla 1875
yilina kadar devam etti. Ingiltere ile Osmanli Imparatorlugu arasindaki bu yakinlasma
neticesinde ve 6zellikle Reisiilkiittab Mehmet Rasit Efendi’nin de etkisiyle ilk Osmanli daim1
elcisi Yusuf Agah Efendi 1793 yilinda Londra’ya génderildi.*®

Fransiz Devrimi’nin karsisindaki en biiyiik tehdit Ingiltere’den geliyordu. Ingiltere nin
giiclinii kirmak ve dogu somiirgeleri ile baglantisim1 kesmek isteyen Fransa Misir’t 1798
yilinda isgal etmisti.*® Bu yeni tehdit ingiltere ve Osmanli Imparatorlugu iliskilerini daha da
yakin hale getirdi. Fransiz Devrimi ile birlikte ortaya ¢ikan yeni durum gegici de olsa
Rusya’y1 farkli bir konuma tasimisti. Rusya simdi Ingiltere ile Fransa’ya karsi miittefik
durumuna gelirken, Osmanli Imparatorlugu da Misir’m isgaliyle Rus Carligindan yardim
almak zorunda kaldi. Sultan III. Selim Rus gemilerinin Istanbul Bogazi’ndan gecerek
Biiyiikdere Onlerinde demirlemesine izin vermis, akabinde de 23 Aralik 1798 tarihinde Rus
Carligi ile ittifak anlasmas1 imzalamisti. Ayni1 sekilde Ingiltere ile de 5 Ocak 1799 tarihinde
ittifak anlagsmasinin imzalanmasiyla Fransa’ya karst yeni bir denge siyaseti gilidiilmeye
calisilmist1.*! Bu siire¢ Yunan bagimsizlik hareketine kadar devam etti.

Ingiltere’nin 1829 Yunan bagimsizhigma destek vermesi ve 1836 yilinda cereyan eden
William Churchill olay1, 19. yiizyilda Osmanli-Ingiliz siyasal iliskilerinde sikintili donemler
olarak ortaya ¢iktr.?? 1836 yilinda cereyan eden diplomatik kriz nedeniyle gerginlesen
iliskileri yumusatmak cabasinda olan Osmanli Imparatorlugu, 1838 Balta Limam Ticaret
Antlasmasi’yla Ingiltere’ye daha fazla imtiyaz vermek zorunda kald1.® Verilen imtiyazlarla
iki tilke arasindaki iligkiler normale donmeye basladi. Bir y1l sonra Tanzimat Fermani’nin ilan
edilmesi iki iilkeyi daha da yakinlastirdi. Ingiliz elgisi Stratford Canning, Ferman’m Ingiltere

" Bagis, “III. George Dénemindeki”, s. 47.

% The Economic History of The Turkey 1800-1914, (Edited by Charles Isawi), Chicago 1980, s. 123.

% M. Alaattin Yal¢inkaya, “III. Selim ve II. Mahmud Dénemleri Osmanh Dis Politikas1”, Tiirkler, Yeni Tiirkiye
Yayinlar1, Ankara 2002, s. 1039.

%0 fsgal siireci i¢in bkz. Will and Ariel Durant, The Story of Civilization, XI, The Age of Napoleon, Simon and
Schuster, New York 1975, s. 108-114; Enver Ziya Karal, Osmanli Tarihi, V, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinevi, s. 25-
30; Akdeniz ticareti ve Hindistan yolunun 6nemi i¢in bkz. Kiitiikoglu, Balta Limanina Giden Yol, s. 98-103.

* fsmail Soysal, Fransiz Ihtilali ve Tiirk-Fransiz Diplomatik Miinasebetleri (1789-1802), Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
Ankara 1999, s. 258-264; Karal, Osmanl: Tarihi, V, s. 31.

%2 William Churchill olay: i¢in bkz. Taha Niyazi Karaca, Tiirk-Ingiliz Iliskileri ve Mehmet Akif Pasa’'nin Amlart,
Istanbul 2006; ayrica bkz. Orhan Kologlu, Miyop Cérgil Olayi, Ceride-i Havadisin Oykiisii, Yorum Yayinlari,
Ankara 1986; Nedim Ipek, “Churchill Vakas1 (1836)”, Belleten, Cilt: LIX, Say1: 226 (Aralik 1995), s. 661-713.
% Miibahat Kiitikoglu, “1838 Osmanli-ingiliz Ticaret Muahedesi”, Tiirk-Ingiliz Iliskileri 1583-1984 (400.
Yildoniimil), Ankara 1985, s. 53-59; Anlasmanin detayl tahlili i¢in ayrica bkz. Kiitikoglu, Balta Limanina
Giden Yol, s. 119-143.
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tarafindan memnuniyetle karsilandigini ifade ederken, iki iilke arasindaki gelisen iyi iliskileri
de belirtiyordu.*

Iyi iliskilerin giiclendigi bu dénemde Avrupa’da 1848 ihtilalleri ¢ikti. Rusya’ya Kkarsi
miicadele eden Macar ve Polonyali milliyetgiler Osmanli Imparatorlugu’na sigindilar.
Ingiltere’nin de destekleriyle Osmanli hiikiimetinin miiltecileri Rusya’ya iade etmemesi,
Ingiliz kamuoyunda olumlu bir Tiirk taraftarhig havasi estirdi.®® Olumlu atmosfer 1853
yilinda baslayan Kirim Savasi’nda da devam ederek, Ingiltere ile Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun
Rusya’ya kars1 birlikte savagsmasina etkide bulundu.

Rusya’ya Kars1 Biiyiik Dayanisma: Kirim Savasi

Kirim Savasi, goriiniirde Kudiis’te bulunan ve Hristiyanlik i¢in 6nemli olan kutsal yerler
sorununun ortaya ¢ikardig: bir savastir. Ancak perde arkasinda Ingiltere, Fransa ve Rusya’nin
giic miicadelesi ve Rusya’y1 Karadeniz’in kuzeyinde tutma ¢abas1 yatmaktadir. Ingiltere 1852
yilindan itibaren Rus Cari I. Nikola’nin Osmanl 1mparat0rlugunu paylasmaya yonelik
teklifleriyle karsilasti. Rusya, Inglltere yi kendi yaninda tutabilmek i¢in Fransa’nin Belgika’ya
yonelik tehditkar tavirlari tizerine Ingiltere’ye asker destegi sdzii vermisti.* 1852 yilinda
Ingiltere’de meydana gelen hiikiimet degisikliginden sonra Disisleri Bakanligina Rus
sempatisi olan Lord John Russell ve Maliye Bakanligina William Ewart Gladstone’un
atanmas1 Car’1 cesaretlendirmisti.” Osmanli Imparatorlugunun paylasiimas: konusunda
harekete gegen Car Nikola I, 9 Ocak 1853’te Petersburg’da verilen bir baloya davet edilen
Ingiliz elgisi Sir Hamilton Seymour’a; “Tiirkiye nin isleri bozuk bir haldedir. Uyusmamiz
lazim. Kucagimizda hasta ve pek agir hasta bir adam var. Biz hazirlikli bulunmadan onu
elimizden kagirirsak bliylik bir musibet yasanmis olur” diyerek paylasima hazir oldugunu
bildirmisti.®® Hamilton bu istege olumlu bir cevap vermemekle birlikte yaptiklar1 goriismeyi
Disisleri Bakani John Russell’e bildirerek Car’in istekleri konusunda goriis sormustu. Russell,
verdigi cevapta Osmanli Imparatorlugunu paylasmayr gerektirecek herhangi bir kriz
olmadigini bildirerek, Car’1n isteklerinin ¢ok yersiz oldugunu bildirmisti.*

Car Nikola I, Ingiltere’nin Osmanli imparatorlugu’nu parcalama projesini kabul etmemesi
iizerine Prens Sergeyevi¢ Menchikov’'u olaganiistii el¢i sifatiyla Istanbul’a gonderdi.
Menchikov 28 Subat 1853’te biiyiik bir debdebe ile Istanbul’a geldi. Bir dizi protokol hatalar
ve diplomasi krizinden sonra Menchikov Osmanli Imparatorlugu’na yedi maddeden olusan
bir nota verdi. Ama¢ Osmanl Imparatorlugu’ndaki Ortodoks Hristiyanlarin hamiligini

% Deniz Can, Tanzimat Dénemi Osmanli-Ingiliz Iliskileri (1833-1878), Hacettepe Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler
Enstitiist, (Yiksek Lisans Tezi), Ankara 1998, s. 100.

% Bayram Nazir, Miilteciler Meselesi 1849-1851, Atatiirk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, (Doktora Tezi),
Erzurum 1999, s. 218.

**Matthew Smith Anderson, Dogu Sorunu, Uluslararast Iliskiler Uzerine Bir Inceleme, (1774-1923), Istanbul
2001, s. 136.

3 David Williamson, William Ewart Gladstone: Statesman and Scholar, Toronto 1898, s. 93.

% Hamilton ile Nikola’nin gériisme detaylar1 i¢in bkz. Ali Fuad Tirkgeldi, Mesail-i Miihime-i Siyasiye, I,
(Hazirlayan: Bekir Sitki Baykal), Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayini, Ankara 1987, s. 7-11; Nicolae Jorga, Osmanli
Imparatorlugu Tarihi, V, Yeditepe Yayinevi, Istanbul 2005, s. 375; Fahir Armaoglu, 19. Yiizyil Siyasi Tarihi, Tiirk
Tarih Kurumu Yayimni, Ankara 1997, s. 233-234; Candan Badem, The Ottomans and the Crimean War (1853-
1856), Sabanci Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, (Yaymlanmang Doktora Tezi), 2007, s. 66-67.

* Anderson, Dogu Sorunu, s. 137.

“ Cezmi Karasu, Kutsal Yerler Sorunundan Paris Anlasmasi’na Kadar Diplomatik Faaliyetler (1850-1856),
Ankara Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, (Yaymlanmamus Yiiksek Lisans Tezi), Ankara 1994, s. 28-29.
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istlenmek, Kudiis’teki kutsal yerlerin sorumlulugunun Rusya’ya verilmesini saglamakti.
Menchikov’un bir nota daha vermesi iizerine Ingiltere’ye basvuran Sultan Abdiilmecit, 9
Mayis 1853 tarihinde Ingiliz elgisi Stratford de Redcliffe’i huzuruna cagirarak, savas
durumunda Ingiltere’nin nasil bir tavir alacagi sordu. Elgi, ingiliz filosunun gerektigi zaman
Osmanli imparatorlugunu korumaya hazir oldugu yolunda giivence verdi.* Diger taraftan
Viyana sefiri Mehmet Arif, Avusturya’nin kendilerini destekleyecegini Rusya’nin isteklerinin
Viyana’da da tamamen haksiz olarak goriildiigiinii bildirdi.** Ozellikle Ingiltere ve
Avusturya’dan alinan desteklerden sonra hiikiimet olusturdugu bir kurul araciligi ile isteklerin
reddedilmesine karar verdi.”® Diplomatik iliskilerin kesilmesinden sonra General Gorchakov
komutasindaki Rus ordusu 2 Temmuz 1853 tarihinde Prut nehrini asarak Bogdan’1 isgal etti.*
Osmanli Imparatorlugu bu isgale kars1 ancak 4 Ekim’de savas karar1 verebildi ve karar 26
Ekim’de Takvim-i Vekayi’de yayimlandi.”

Savasin baglamasindan sonra Sinop’ta Osmanli donanmasimin yakilarak yok edilmesi Ingiltere
kamuoyunda biiyiik yanki buldu.”® Ingiliz gazetelerinde yer alan haberler iizerine Rus
diismanlig1 patlama noktasina geldi.*” Ozellikle batan gemilerden kurtulan ve su iizerinde
kalmaya calisan askerlerin {izerlerine yagli pagavralar atilarak yakilmalar1 ingiliz ve Fransiz
basminda genis yer tuttu ve Rus barbarlig1 olarak degerlendirildi.*® Ingiliz gazeteleri intikam
istediklerine dair basliklar attilar.*®

Ingiltere’de savas taraftarlari kamuoyunu hazirlarken, Fransa’da III. Napolyon gelismelere
daha fazla seyirci kalamayacagini ifade ederek, 19 Aralik’ta Ingiltere’ye Rus donanmasimin
Karadeniz’den temizlenmesi igin birlikte hareket etme c¢agrisi yapt1.® Ingiltere’de Tiirk
karsitlarinin yaptig1 propaganda nedeniyle kabinenin ikna edilmesi kolay olmadi. Basbakan

* Stanley Lane Poole, Lord Stratford Canning’in Tiirkive Hatiralar, Ankara 1988, s. 122; ayrica bkz. Jorga,
Osmanli Imparatorlugu Tarihi, V, s. 379; Stratford Canning’in iiltimatom hakkindaki tavsiyeleri ve gdriisme
detaylar1 i¢in bkz. Alexander William Kinglake, Invation of Crimea, I, London 1863, s. 156-158.

“20smanly Belgelerinde Kirim Savast (1853-1856), Belge No: 1-2, Bagbakanlik Devlet Arsivleri Genel
Midiirliigii Yayini, Ankara 2006, s. 5-11.

43 Karal, Osmanl: Tarihi, V, s. 230; Badem, The Ottomans and the Crimean War, s. 76.

“Osmanl Belgelerinde Kirim Savagsi, Belge No: 5, s. 22-24; ayrica bkz. Stanford Shaw-Ezel Kural Shaw,
Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve Modern Tiirkiye, II, Istanbul 1983, s. 175.

*® Hakk1 Yapici, Takvim-i Vekayi'de Kirim Harbi (1853-1856), Atatiirk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii,
(Yayinlanmamus Yiiksek Lisans Tezi), Erzurum 1999, 5. 10-12.

*®Besim Ozcan, Rus Donanmasimin Sinop Baskimi (30 Kasim 1853), Atatirk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler
Enstitiisii, (Yaymlanmamis Doktora Tezi), Erzurum 1990, s. 126-127; Jorga, Osmanli Imparatorlugu Tarihi, V, s.
387; Poole, Lord Stratford Canning’in Tiirkiye Hatiralar, s. 141; Kinglake, Invation of Crimea, I, s. 374.

" Anderson, Dogu Sorunu, s. 147. Kirim Savasi’nin Ingiliz basinina nasil yansidigi ve Rus karsithg igin bkz.
Matthew Paul Laluma, Realism and Anti-Aristocratic Sentiment in Victorian Depictions of Crimean War, Yale
University, (Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis), 1981, s. 110-156.

*®David Kunzle, “Gustave Dore’s History of Holy Russia: Anti-Russian Propaganda from the Crimean War to
The Cold War”, Russian Review, Vol: 42, No: 3, (July 1983), s. 278-285; Harold Temperley, England and Near
East: The Crimea, London 1936, s. 372-374.

* Mehmet Rezan Ekinci, Osmanli-Rus lliskileri Cercevesinde Kirim Savasi (1853-1856), Ankara Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisti, (Yaymlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi), Ankara 2005, s. 38-39; Kirim Savasi’nda
Osmanli Devleti’nin desteklenmesini isteyen gazeteler ve yazilanlar igin bkz. Badem, The Ottomans and the
Crimean War, s. 83-87.

K inglake, The Invation of Crimea, I, s. 382-383; Armaoglu, 19. Yiizyil Siyasi Tarihi, s. 240-241; Anderson,
Dogu Sorunu, s. 147-148.
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Palmerston’un yaptig1 etkili bir konusmayla tereddiitler giderildi ve Ingiltere 28 Mart 1854
tarihinde Rusya’ya savas ilan etti.”

Osmanli Imparatorlugu, Ingiltere, Fransa, Piyomente’den olusan miittefik kuvvetleri
karsisinda yenilgiye ugrayan Rusya 1856 yilinda Paris Anlagmasi’ni imzalamak zorunda
kald1.’* Bu anlasmayla Rusya yiiz yildir takip ettigi sicak denizlere inme politikasina ara
vermek zorunda kaldi. Elde edilen sonug Ingiltere’nin Osmanli imparatorlugu’nun toprak
biitiinliigiinii koruma politikasiin bir basaris1 olmakla birlikte Ingiliz iktisadi ve siyasi
c¢ikarlar1 da korunmus oluyordu. Ingiltere’nin dis politikadaki Tiirk taraftarhig: ilkesi ancak
1875 yilina kadar devam etti. Liberal Parti lideri William Ewart Gladstone’un takip ettigi yeni
politika iki iilkeyi dayanisma ortamindan ¢atisma ortamina siiriikledi.

Dostluktan Catigmaya: Ingiltere’nin Osmanh imparatorlugunu Koruma Politikasimi
Terk Etmesi

Ingiltere’nin Osmanli Imparatorlugu ile gatisma i¢ine girmesinin belirleyici etkeni Liberal
Parti lideri William Ewart Gladstone’un takip ettigi politikalar oldu. Evanjelik Hristiyan
inanisa sahip Gladstone, ¢ok kati bir dini inanisa sahipti. Bu nedenle de kendisini Hagh
Savascist olarak tanimliyordu. En belirgin 6zelligi Tiirklerden nefret etmesiydi. Bu nedenle
Ingiltere’nin Tiirk taraftar1 politika takip etmesine kars1 cikiyor, Rusya Carligi ile ittifak
yapilmast ve Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun iki ates arasinda birakilmasi diisiincesini
sawunuyordu.53

1859 yilinda kurulan Liberal Parti’nin bagkanligini yapan ve 1862-1868 yillar1 arasinda da
Bagbakanlik gorevini yiiriiten Gladstone 1868 se¢imlerinde agir bir yenilgiye ugramisti.
Aldig1 bu yenilgiyle siyasetten tamamen ayrildigini ilan etmis, ancak kisa siire sonra
Ingiltere’nin takip ettigi politikalar1 cesitli toplantilarda elestirmeye baslamisti. O aslinda
kendisine ihtiya¢ duyulmasini, siyasete tekrar davet edilmesini bekliyordu. Kenarda kalmas,
kendini fark ettirmek, tekrar siyasete girmek isteyen Gladstone’a aradigi firsati Osmanlt
hiikiimetinin 1875 yilinda aldig tenzil-i faiz karar verdi.”*

Osmanli Imparatorlugu 1854-1874 yillar1 arasinda aldig1 15 adet dis borgla 127 milyon lira
temin etmis, bunun karsihifinda da faizlerle birlikte 239 milyon lira bor¢lanmisti. Faiz
Odemeleri ince bir denge iizerinde gidiyordu. Kiiciik bir aksiligin ortaya ¢ikmasi bu dengeyi
bozabilirdi. Nitekim 1873-1874 yillarinda iki yil st iiste Orta Anadolu’da asir1 kar yagist
ciftcinin elindeki hububatin tiikenmesine neden oldu. Ankara basta olmak iizere birgok
Anadolu sehrinde kitlik yasanmaya baslandl.55 Hiikiimet 20 Agustos 1874 tarihinde devletin
tiim gelirlerini teminat gostererek Osmanli Bankasi’ndan 1 milyar frank bor¢ temin etti. Bu
bor¢lanmadan elde edilen parayla dalgali bor¢larin 6denmesinin yapilacagi ve ¢esitli borglara
ait gecikmis faizlerin derhal 6denecegi ilan edildi. Bu ilanlarin etkisiyle Londra’da Tiirk

*'Palmerston’un kabineyi ikna ¢alismalari i¢in bkz. Kinglake, The Invation of Crimea, I, s. 441-455; Show,
Modern Tiirkiye, 11, s. 178.

*2Omer Kiirk¢tioglu, Tiirk-Ingiliz Iliskileri (1919-1926), Ankara Universitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Yayinlari,
Ankara 1978, s. 22-23; Meram, s. 135-142.

% William Ewart Gladstone’un Osmanh Imparatorlugu’na yoénelik politikalari igin bkz. Taha Niyazi Karaca,
Biiyiik Oyun: Ingiliz Bagbakani Gladstone 'un Osmanli’y1 Yikma Plant, Timas Yaymevi, Istanbul 2011.

> Gladstone un politikadan ayrilmas: ve tekrar doniis cabalari icin bkz. Karaca, Biiyiik Oyun, s. 143-150.

% Yaganan kithgin gozlemcilerinden biri olan Tozer, hatiralarinda kithikla ilgili bilgiler vermektedir. Henry
Fanshawe Tozer, Turkish Armenia and Eastern Asia Minor, London 1881, s. 45-93.

Taha Niyazi Karaca, “Dostluktan Catismaya: Osmanli Donemi Tiirk-Ingiliz liskileri”,
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 11-32.



Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations
Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020

120

tahvilleri yogun bir talep gordii ve yalnizca bu sehirde satisa sunulan tahvillerin {i¢ misli kadar
talep toplandi1. Hiikiimet tahvil satisiyla gelir elde ederken diger taraftan da borglanma oranini
artirdi. Tahvil faizleri bir y1l sonra 6denecekti. Ancak kasada para olmayinca hiikiimet bu
sefer de Galata Bankerlerinden bor¢ alarak yabanci lilkelerde satilan tahvillerin faizlerini
O0demeye (;ahstl.56 Alinan borg faiz 6demelerini kargilayamadi. 6 Ekim 1875 tarihinde Tenzil-i
Faiz Karar almarak Ingiliz ve Fransiz yatirrmcilara ddenecek 14 milyon liralik toplam faiz
O0demelerinin  yar1 yariya indirildigi aciklandi.®® Bu kararn  alinmasi Osmanl
Imparatorlugunun ingiltere ve Fransa ile karsi karsiya gelmesi icin politika takip eden
Rusya’nin Istanbul’daki biiyiikel¢isi Ignatiyev tarafindan Sadrazam Mahmut Pasa’ya telkin
edilmisti. Ignatiyev icin tenzil-i faiz kararinin alinmasi bir siiredir takip edilen planli bir
projenin hayata gegirilmesinden ibaretti. Beklenen etki ortaya ¢ikmis ve 23 Ekim 1875
tarihinde Londra’da biiyiik bir gosteri diizenlenmisti. Londra ve Paris borsalarindan baglamak
iizere Tirklere yonelik saldirilar gittikce artmaya baslad1.”® Haziran 1875°de Bosna-Hersek’in
Nevesin ilgesinde kiigiik ¢apli bir ayaklanma baslamisti. Tam da Avrupali yatirimcilarin ayaga
kalktig1 bir anda bu ayaklanma Avusturya’nin devreye girmesiyle uluslararasi bir sorun haline
getirildi. Osmanl hiikiimetinden reform adi altinda Bosna-Hersek’e 6zerklik saglayacak bazi
yatirimlar giindeme getirildi. 30 Aralik 1875 tarihinde Avusturya Disisleri Bakani Kont Gyula
Andrassy’nin adiyla anilan Andrassy Notas: Osmanl hiikiimetine verildi. Sultan Abdiilaziz 13
Subat 1876 tarihinde notaya verdigi cevapta istenilen islahatlar1 yapacagimi vaat etti. Bu
teminata ragmen bolgedeki isyanlar durmak bir yana Karadag ve Sirbistan’a da sigrayarak
genislemeye devam etti. Uzun siiredir ayaklanma hazirliklar1 yapan Bulgarlar Rus
Panslavistlerinden aldiklar1 destekle 2 Mayis 1876 tarihinde ayaklandilar. Bulgar
ayaklanmasimin hazirh@ Rus Disisleri Bakam Gorgakov ve Istanbul’daki biiyiikelci Ignatiyev
tarafindan yapilmist1. Uzaktaki destekci ise Ingiltere’deki Liberal Parti lideri William Ewart
Gladstone idi. Osmanli hiikiimeti Bulgar ayaklanmasina miidahale ettiginde Avrupa
iilkelerinden Tiirklerin Bulgarlari katlettigine dair elestiriler gelmeye basladi. Yapilan kara
propagandanin merkezi ingiltere idi. Propagandanin bir ucunda Liberal Parti diger ucunda ise
Evanjelik Birligi bulunuyordu. Ingiliz Evanjelikleri Diinya Evanjelik Birligi’nden de
faydalanarak Tiirkleri barbar, kan dokiicii medeniyet diismanlar1 olarak tanimlamaya
baslamlsu.‘r’9

Bulgar isyani ile ortaya ¢ikan kara propa%andamn belki de en etkileyici yonii William Ewart
Gladstone’un yazdig1 Bulgarian Horrors®® ve Lessons in Massacre ®* adli kitapgiklar olmustu.
Gladstone, Bulgarian Horrors adli kitapgikta hayal giiciinii kullanarak Tiirklerin Bulgarlar
katletme ve geng kizlara tecaviiz sahneleri tasvir ediyordu. Her ne kadar yapilan baz1 modern
donem c¢aligmalar1 bu uydurma hikayelerin Gladstone’un yasadigi ruhsal problemlerin bir
parcast oldugunu ortaya koysalar da yayimlanan kitapgiklar doneminde ¢ok biiyiik bir ilgi ile

*® Hiikiimetin bor¢lanmasi i¢in bkz. I. Hakk: Yeniay, Yeni Osmanli Devlet Bor¢lari Tarihi, istanbul 1964, s. 50-
56.

* Kararnamenin tam metni ve akabinde yaymlanan tebligler i¢in bkz. Yeniay, Yeni Osmanli Devlet Bor¢lart, s.
53-56.

% Kararm dis iilkelerdeki yansimasi ve tepkiler i¢in bkz. Mahmud Celaleddin Pasa, Mirat-1 Hakikat, 1, Istanbul
1979, 5.100; ayrica bkz. Christopher Clay, Gold for Sultan, Western Bankers and Ottoman Finance 1854-1881,
London 2000, s. 314-316.

%9 Bulgar isyaninin ¢ikis ve gelisme siireci i¢in bkz. Karaca, Biiyiik Oyun, s. 143-196;

% W.E. Gladtstone, Bulgarian Horrors and the Question of the East, London 1876.

81 W.E. Gladstone, Lessons in Massacre, London 1877.

Taha Niyazi Karaca, “Dostluktan Catismaya: Osmanli Donemi Tiirk-Ingiliz liskileri”,
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 11-32.



Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations
Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020

121

karsllanmls‘u.62 Olusan atmosferin etkisiyle bir¢ok yazar ve diisiiniir Tiirkler aleyhine yazilar
yazmaya ve kendi halklarim1 Tiirklere karsi olumsuz etkilemeye calist. ingiltere’de Charles
Darwin ve Oscar Wilde; Fransa’da Victor Hugo ve halk¢i Girardin; italya'da Garibaldi;
Rusya’da Dimitri Mendelev, Dostoyevski, Tolstoy, Turgenyev, Ivan Aksakov, Gareshin ve
Makovsky Tiirk karsit1 yazilar yazanlardan yalnizca birkag idi. Liberal Parti, Ingiltere nin
geleneksel Osmanli Imparatorlugunu koruma politikasini degistirmesinin zamam geldigini
ilan etti. Liberal Parti’ye gore; Miisliman ve barbar olan Tiirkleri desteklemek yerine
Hiristiyan Ruslarla is birligi yapilmali, iki Hiristiyan devlet Osmanli Imparatorlugunu
tamamen ortadan kaldirmali, hatta Tiirkleri Anadolu’dan tamamen ¢ikarmaliydi. Meshur
tarih¢i Thomas Crlyle da dahil olmak iizere bir¢ok Ingiliz diisiiniir ve siyasetci Tiirklere savas
ilan edilmesi gerektigini sdylemeye basladilar.®

Kara propagandanin ortaya ¢ikardigi baski o denli siddetli bir boyuta ulasmist: ki Ingiltere’nin
Edirne Konsolosu Dupuis 22 Agustos 1876 tarihinde gonderdigi bir raporunda “eger Rusya
Osmanli imparatorluguna savas ilan edecek olursa, iktidarda olan hiikiimetin Osmanli lehine
hareket edemeyecegini” ifade ediyordu.64 Bu ifade Muhafazakar Partinin, i¢ ve dis baski
sonucunda artik geleneksel Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nu koruma politikasin1 devam ettirmesi
miimkiin goriinmiiyordu. Degisen politik durum Londra’daki Osmanli el¢isi Musurus Pasa
tarafindan da tespit edilerek rapor haline getirilmisti. Musurus Pasa, ingiliz hiikiimetinin halka
kars1 koyamayacagini gorerek Tirkleri koruma konusunda tereddiit yasadigini ve yapilan
suglamalar1 yalanlamaktan ¢ekindigini, hatta ilk baslarda Bulgaristan olaylarinin abartildigini
sOylerken simdi halkin heyecanmina katildigini ve devletin aleyhine yapilan suglamalara ortak
olmaya baslad1§1n1 yazarak, Osmanli Imparatorlugunun Rusya karsisinda yalnizliga itildigini
ifade ediyordu.

Musurus Paga’nin degerlendirmesinin en somut gostergelerinden biri 23 Aralik 1877 tarihinde
Istanbul’da toplanan Tersane Konferansi'nda yasandi. Ingiltere’yi temsilen Hindistan Isleri
Bakan1 Lord Salisbury gonderilmisti. Salisbury, Tiirk diismanligi ile taninan ve Osmanli
Imparatorlugunun parcalanmasiyla ilgili diisiincelerini agik¢a ifade eden bir politikamydl.66
Konferansta kabul edilen Sirbistan ve Karadag’a bagimsizlik, Bulgarlara 6zerklik taninmasini
iceren kararlarin kabul edilmesini saglamak i¢in Sultan II. Abdiilhamit’e bir layiha vermisti.
Layihada eger istekler kabul edilmez ise Rusya’nin Osmanli Imparatorluguna savas ilan
edecegi ve Ingiltere’nin bu savasa miidahil olmayacagini sdyleyerek, Osmanli yonetimini {istii
kapali tehdit ediyordu.®’

Ingiltere’nin ¢ekimser davramisi Rusya’y1 cesaretlendirmisti. Istanbul’daki Rus biiyiikelgisi
Ignatiyev Londra’ya giderek hiikiimet {iyeleriyle gortismeler yapti ve Ignatyev’in etkisiyle 31
Mart 1877 tarihinde Londra Protokolii ilan edildi. Ingiltere ve Rusya, Hristiyanlara yonelik

82 Gladstone’un ruhsal tahlilini yapan ¢alisma i¢in bkz. Peter Loewenberg, “Gladstone, Sin and Bulgarian
Horrors”, Fantasy and Reality in History, Oxford 1995, s. 93-107.

% Bulgar ajitasyonunun olusturdugu tepkiler igin bkz. Karaca, Biiyiik Oyun, s. 177.

% David Haris, Britain and the Bulgarian Horrors of 1876, Chicago 1939, s. 269.

% Cevdet Kiigiik, “Bulgar ihtilalinin (1876) ingiliz Kamuoyunda Uyandirdig1 Tepki ve Bunun Osmanli-Ingiliz
[liskilerine Tesiri”, Giiney-Dogu Avrupa Arastirmalar Dergisi, (8-9), 1979-1980, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat
Fakiiltesi 1980, s. 122.

% Lois Mallet'e yazdigi 23 Eyliil 1876 tarihli mektubunda “Tiirklerin Avrupa’dan atilmalari gerektigine
inandigin1” soylityordu. Bkz. Lady Gwendolen Cecil, Life of Robert Marquis of Salisbury, 11, London 1921, s.
86.

8" Malcolm MacColl, The Sultan and The Powers, London 1896, s. 65.
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reformlar yapilmasi konusunda anlasiyorlardi. Eger bu reformlar yerine getirilmezse de
Hristiyanlarin kendi durumlarini diizeltmeleri ic¢in gerekli tedbirleri alacagi bir tehdit
iislubuyla ifade ediliyordu.®®

Londra Protokolii agik¢a Ingiltere’nin Osmanli Imparatorlugu’ndan yiiz ¢evirmesi ve Rusya
ile ortak hareket etmesi anlamina geliyordu. Rusya, Ingiltere’yi yanina ¢cekmisti. En azindan
bir savas durumunda Ingiltere nin tarafsiz kalmasi Rusya’nin beklentisini karsilayacakt1. Artik
Rusya icin Osmanli hiikiimetinin Tersane Konferans1 ve Londra Protokolii kararlari
dogrultusunda yapilan istekleri reddetmesini beklemek kaliyordu. Beklendigi gibi 6zel olarak
toplanan Saltanat Surasi’nin aldig1 ret karar1 3 Nisan 1877 tarihinde ilgili devletlere
bildirildi.*® Alian karar Londra’daki el¢i Musurus Pasa tarafindan Lord Derby’ye 12 Nisan
giinii bildirildi. Derby, alman karardan duydugu iiziintiiyii ve Osmanl imparatorlugu’nun
savas tehdidi ile karsilasacagini kesin bir dille bildirdi.”® Beklendigi gibi Rusya gecikmeden
12 Nisan 1877 tarihinde Osmanli Imparatorluguna savas ilan etti. Savas ilan1 iizerine ingiliz
Disigleri Bakan1 Lord Derby, Rus Disisleri Gorchakov’a gonderdigi 6 Mayis 1877 tarihli
yazida “Ingiltere’nin tarafsiz kalacagini, Osmanli lehine savasa girmesinin s6z konusu
olmadigini, fakat Siiveys Kanali’nin saldiridan uzak tutulmasini ve savas neticesinde de
Canakkale ve Istanbul bogazlarinin isgal edilmemesini” istiyordu.”

Siyasi tarih yaziminda Ingiltere’nin Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nu koruma politikasinin 1877-
1878 Osmanli-Rus Savas1 sonrasinda terk ettigi genel bir kabuldiir. Ancak Lord Derby’nin bu
yazisindan acikca anlasildigi iizere Ingiliz yonetiminin savasin sonucunda Tiirklerin yenilgiye
ugrayacagini bekliyor oldugudur. Ayrica Londra Protokolii’niin ilaniyla Ingiltere, Rusya ile
ortak hareket ettigini gostermistir. Bu durumda ingiltere’nin savas sonrasinda degil, savas
oncesinde Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nu koruma politikasim1 terk ettigini kabul etmek
gerekmektedir. Eger Ingiltere Rusya’yr serbest birakmasa idi muhtemelen Osmanl
Imparatorlugu’na savas ilam miimkiin olamayacakt:. Ingiltere’nin tarafsizhgi denge
politikalarmi degistirdigi icin artik Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun dis siyasette baska giiclerle is
birligi yapma ihtiyact ortaya ¢ikiyordu ki, bu ihtiyaci Almanya karsilayacakti.

93 Harbi sonrasinda Ingiltere’nin Osmanli Imparatorlugu karsit1 politikalar1 belirginlesmeye
basladi. Ik miidahale Kibris’m korunamayacag gerekgesiyle 1878 yilinda isgal edilmesiydi.
2 Daha sonraki yillarda 6zellikle William Ewart Gladstone’un iktidar yillar1 Ingiltere ile
Osmanli Imparatorlugu iliskilerinin en gergin ve catismanmn had safhada oldugu donem
oldu.”® Ermeni sorununun uluslararasi arenaya taginmasi ve Ermeni orgiitlenmelerinin
sistematik bir yapt kazanmaya baslamas1 Gladstone’un iktidara gelmesiyle gerceklesemeye
basladi. Ermeni tarih¢i Nalbandian’in ifade ettigi sekliyle, Ermenilerin bu denli ciiretkar
olmalarmi saglayan Gladstone’un basbakan olmasi ve Ermenilere ayaklanma c¢agrist

68 Armaoglu, 19. Yiizyil Siyasi Tarihi, 517.

% Sura’min kararlari i¢in bkz. I. Hakki Uzungarsil, “Tersane Konferansimn Mukarrerati Hakkinda Sura
Mazbatas1”, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Dergisi, V1/9 (Mart 1954), s. 123-137

" British Documents on Foreign Affairs: Reports and Papers from the Foreign Office Confidential Print, The
Near and Middle East 1854-1914, Part 1, Volume: 3, (General Editors: Kenneth Bourne and D. Cameron Watts)
University Publication of America, 1984, s. 253.

™ British Documents on Foreign Affairs, Volume: 3, $.262.

2 imzalanan anlasma metni ve yazismalar i¢in bkz.Harry Charles Luke, Cyprus Under Turks, 1571-1878,
Oxford University Press, London 1921, s. 267-272.

™ Gladstone, 1868-1874, 1880-1885, 1886, 1892-1894 yillart arasinda iktidarda kalmistir. Ancak 6liim yili olan
1898 yilia kadar Ingiliz siyasetinin en etkili isimlerinden biri olmustur.
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yapmasiydi. Ermeniler, kendilerini destekleyecek bir lider bulmanin sevinciyle gizli dernekler
kurarak ayaklanmaya baslamiglardi. Gladstone politikalarinin atesledigi Ermeni sorunu 19.
Yiizyildan baslayarak giinlimiize kadar devam etmesiyle Tiirklerin kars1 karsiya kaldigi en
uzun siireli sorun olma 6zelligini korumaktadir. Oysa Ermeni ayaklanmalarint incelemek
iizere Tirkiye’ye davet edilen Amerikali Rahip George Hepworth’un tespiti ilgingtir.
Hepworth, yaptig1 incelemelerden sonra Ermenilerin ayaklanmasinin en biiyiik miisebbibinin
Ingiltere oldugunu tespit etmistir. Raporunda “Ingiltere diye bir devlet olmasaydi, Ermeni
sorunu diye bir sorun da olmazdr” ifadelerini kullanarak, uluslararasi arenada Ingiltere’nin
oynadig1 rolii agikca belirtmistir.74

Catisma déneminin en dnemli sorunlarmdan biri de Ingiltere’nin 1882 yilinda Misir’1 isgal
etmis olmasidir. Isgal Gladstone’un karar1 ile gerceklesmistir. Misir, 1922 yilindaki
bagimsizligina kadar goriiniirde Osmanli toprag: olarak kalmis, ancak Ingiltere’nin isgal ve
yonetiminde olmustur. Ingiltere, Misir’daki isgal ve varligin11956 yilinda ortaya ¢ikan Siiveys
Krizi’ne kadar devam ettirmistir.

Ermeni ve Misir konularindaki catismalar Ingiltere ve Osmanli Imparatorlugu arasinda
yasanan en belirgin ve uzun siireli sorunlar olmustur. Osmanli ydnetimi Ingiltere’nin
olusturdugu baskiyr Almanya’ya dayanarak hafifletmeye calismistir. Ancak bu da yeni
sorunlar ortaya ¢ikarmis, Ingiltere Ortadogu’da yer almak icin Almanya ile biiyiik bir
miicadeleye girismistir. Ingiltere’nin Ortadogu’daki petrol ve giic miicadelesi Osmanl
Imparatorlugu’nun pargalanma siirecini hazirlamis, Birinci Diinya Savasi’nda Ingiltere ve
Osmanli Imparatorlugu diisman iki iilke olarak savasa girmislerdir.

Ortadogu’da Ingiliz-Alman Gii¢ Miicadelesi ve Biiyiik Savas

Almanya’nin 1871 yilinda milli birligini saglamas1 Avrupa gili¢ dengesini tamamen degistirdi.
Otto Von Bismarck’in “Realpolitik” olarak tanimlanan denge siyaseti Fransa’nin
yalnizlagtirilmasini hedefliyordu. II. Wilhelm’in tahta ¢ikmasiyla Almanya’nin dis politikasi
da belirgin olarak degisti. Wilhelm, dis politikada Rusya ile iyi iliskiler iginde bulunmaktansa
Ingiltere ile uzlasmay1 ve “Weltpolitik™ olarak tanimlanan politik anlayisla diinyaya agilmay1
hedefliyordu. Kralige Victoria’nin torunu olmasina giivenen Wilhelm, ingiltere’den bekledigi
olumlu yaklagimi goremedi. Tam tersine Ingiltere, Almanya’yr bir tehdit olarak algiliyor,
Fransa ve Rusya’ya yanasiyordu. Almanya ise Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nu diinyaya acilmanin
bir araci olarak kullaniyor ve Ortadogu’ya yerlesmek istiyordu.’®

Ingiltere de Hindistan ve dogu sémiirgelerinin giivence altina alinmasi i¢in Ortadogu’ya 6nem
veriyor, Sultan II. Abdiilhamid tahta ¢ikar ¢ikmaz bu ilgisini istanbul’daki Ingiliz biiyiikelgisi
Henry Layard’in verdigi bir layiha araciligiyla ortaya koyuyordu. Layrad’in layihasinda Basra
ve Kizildeniz’e uzanan hatta Ingiltere’nin demiryolu yapmak insa etmek istedigi belirtilerek,

™ George Hepworth, Through Armenia on Horseback, New York 1898, s. 157.

®Majid Khadduri, “The Anglo-Egyptian Controversy”, Proceedings of the Academy of Political Science, Vol:
24, No: 4 (January 1952), s. 85-86.

® 11. Wilhelm’in politikalar1 ve sonuglari i¢in bkz. H. Bayram Soy, Almanya’min Osmanli Devieti Uzerinde
Niifuz Miicadelesi (1890-1914), Poenix Yaymevi, Ankara 2004, s.43-53; Armaoglu, /9. Yiizyil Siyasi Tarihi, s.
380-401; H. Bayram Soy, “Il. Wilhelm, Weltpolitik ve II. Abdiilhamid”, Tiirkler, Cilt.13, Yeni Tiirkiye
Yayinlari, Ankara 2002, s.28-44; II. Wilhelm’in Osmanli Imparatorlugu ile yakinlasmasi ve Sultan II.
Abdiilhamid ile dostluk kurmasi ile ilgili cesitli makaleler icin ayrica bkz. Iki Dost Hiikiimdar: Sultan II.
Abdiilhamid, Kaiser II. Wilhelm, (Editor: ilona Baytar), TBMM Milli Saraylar Daire Baskanlig1 Yayini, Istanbul
2010.
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projenin gerceklestirilmesine Ingiltere talip olmustu.”” Ancak Ingiliz dis politikasinin Tiirk
diismanlig1 lizerinde sekillenmeye baslamasi iizerine Sultan Abdiilhamid, ulagim projelerinde
Almanya’y1 oncelikli hale getirmisti. Nitekim Birinci Diinya Savasi sonuna kadar yapilan
yatirimlarin %49°u Almanlar, %39,6’s1 Fransizlar ve ancak %11,4’ii Ingilizler tarafindan
gerceklestirilmisti.”®

Osmanli Imparatorlugu’ndaki Alman niifuzu Ingiltere’yi rahatsiz ediyordu. Ozellikle 1899
yilinda II. Wilhelm’in Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nu ziyaret etmesinden hemen sonra Bagdat
demiryolunun yapimina dair imtiyazin Almanya’ya verilmesi Ingiltere’nin teyakkuza
gecmesine neden oldu.” Ciinkii Sultan’in bu karar Almanya’ya Basra Korfezi’nin kapilarim
actyordu. Ingiltere, karardan hemen sonra yayinladig: bildiriyle Basra Korfezi’ndeki statiiniin
devam etmesi gerektigini sOyleyerek herhangi bir devletin Korfezi isgal etmesi veya
hakimiyet kurmasi durumunu asla kabul etmeyecegini ilan ediyordu. Aslinda bildiri
Almanya’ya yonelik bir g6z dagi idi.%°

Bagdat demiryolundan sonra Hicaz demiryolu hattinin yapimi i¢in de adimlar atilmasi
Ingiltere tarafindan tehdit olarak algilandi. Hicaz demiryolu hem Hindistan, Misir ve Sudan
Miisliimanlarin1 Ingiltere aleyhine sevk edebilecek bir siireci hazirlayabilir hem de islam
Birligi projesi siyasi acidan Almanlar tarafindan kullanilabilirdi. Demiryolu yapimina
Hindistan Miisliimanlarinin 40.000 liralik yardim géndermeleri Ingiltere’nin endiselerindeki
haklilig1 ortaya koyuyordu.81 Diger taraftan Islam birligi siyasi agidan Almanlar tarafindan da
kullanilabilecek bir koz durumuna gelmisti. Hindistan veya Misir’da Ingiltere karsiti
hareketlerin ortaya c¢ikmasi ve bu hareketlerin 6zellikle Almanlar tarafindan kigkirtilmasi
Ingiltere’nin en biiyiik korkularindan biri olmustu. Almanya, Ingiltere’nin korktugu politikay1
uygulamakta ge¢ kalmanus, Bagdat ve Hicaz demiryollar1 projelerini kullanarak Islam birligi
sdylemini propaganda aract haline getirmisti. Bu dogrultuda Araplar Ingilizlere kars:
kiskirtma calismalarint Alman arkeologlar iistlenmislerdi. Alman Gizli Servisi i¢in caligan
arkeologlardan Max Freiherr von Oppenheim 1896-1910 yillar1 arasinda Kahire’yi merkez
haline getirerek Araplar arasinda faaliyette bulunmusgtu.®?

Bagdat ve Hicaz demiryolu projelerinin uygulama asamasina ge¢mesi Ingiltere’nin kontrol
etmek istedigi ama bir tiirlii 6niine gecemedigi gelismeler olmustu. Bu siirecte yasanan baska
bir sorun demiryollarii Ingiltere i¢in daha dnemli hale getiriyordu. Ingiltere i¢in Basra
Korfezi’ni kontrol etmek c¢ok éinemliydi.83 Heniiz 1853 yili gibi erken bir donemde
Korfez’deki ticari gilivencesini garanti altina almak i¢cin Umman kiyr seridinde bulunan

" Layard’m raporu i¢in bkz. Minir Aktepe, “Osmanli Imparatorlugunun Islahi Hakkinda Ingiltere Elgisi
Layard’in II. Abdiilhamid’e Verdigi Rapor”, Belgelerle Tiirk Tarihi Dergisi, Say1:22 (Temmuz 1969), s. 13-18.
"®A.D. Novigev, Osmanli Imparatorlugu nun Yar: Somiirgelesmesi, Onur Yaymlari, Ankara 1979, s. 14.

™ Edward Mead Earle, Bagdat Demiryolu Savagi, Istanbul 1972, s. 68-70; Bagdat demiryolunun Almanya’nin
Ortadogu’daki yayilmaciligina katkis1 igin ayrica bkz. Ilber Ortayli, Osmanli Imparatorlugu 'nda Alman Niifuzu,
Alim Yayinevi, Istanbul 2006, s. 109-140.

OMorris Jastrow, The War and The Bagdad Railway, London 1917, s. 100.

8 Demiryolu i¢in Hindistan’dan yapilan yardimlar igin bkz. Ufuk Giilsoy, Hicaz Demiryolu, Marmara
Universitesi Tiirkiyat Arastirmalar1 Enstitiisii, (Doktora Tezi), Istanbul 1994, s. 58-64.

8 Stanford J. Shaw, Ottoman Empire in World War I, Vol 1, Ankara 2006, s.15; Kadir Kon, “Almanya'nin islam
Stratejisi Mimarlarindan Max Von Oppenheim ve Bu Konudaki Ug Memorandumu”, Istanbul Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Dergisi Say1 53, (2011), s. 211-252.

8 Basra Korfezinin Ingiltere icin dénemi ve Hindistan-Korfez iliskisi i¢in bkz. Nurcan Ozkaplan Yurdakul,
Ingiltere Ortadogu 'ya Nasil Girdi?, Kronik Yayinlari, Istanbul 2019, s. 328-338.
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seyhlerle bir anlagsma yatpmls‘u.84 Daha kuzeyde yer alan Bahreyn seyhi ile de 1892 yilinda
yapilan anlasmayla adanin yonetimi ingiltere’nin niifuzuna girmisti.*> Korfez’in kontroliinii
saglamak i¢in Kuveyt ile Anadolu’dan Korfez’e kadar uzanan Firat Nehri stratejik oneme
sahip iki farkli alandi. Firat Nehri’nin kontroliinii ve gilivenligini Lynch Sirketi’nin 1841
yilinda tasimacilik yapma hakkini almasiyla biraz da olsa kendi hakimiyet alaninda tutmaya
calist.®® Firat’m disinda Kuveyt’in bir sekilde niifuz alam i¢inde tutulmasi gerekiyordu.
Bunun i¢in Ingilizler 1776 yilindan itibaren British East India Company araciligiyla Kuveyt’e
giris yapmuslardi. Almanya ise Sultan II. Abdiilhamid’i Kuveyt’teki ingiliz hakimiyetine kars:
harekete gegcme konusunda cesaretlendirirken Basra Korfezi’ne kadar etki alanin1 genisletmek
istiyor, bunun igin de Osmanli imparatorlugu’nu arag olarak kullanmaya calistyordu.®’ 1892
yilinda Kuveyt Emiri II. Abdullah’in 8liimii iizerine ortaya ¢ikan taht miicadelesinde Ingiltere
Abdullah’mn oglu Miibarek Es-Sabah’1 destekledi. Miibarek’in emirligi 1897 yilinda Sultan II.
Abdiilhamid tarafindan da onaylaninca Ingiltere Kuveyt’i kontrol edebilecek duruma geldi.
Almanya’nin tehditkar politikalarina 1898 yili sonunda Rusya da katildi. Kont Kapnist,
Bagdat’tan Kuveyt’e uzanacak bir demiryolu projesini Sultan’a sundugunda Ingiltere projenin
hayata gecmesini Onlemek i¢in 23 Ocak 1899 tarihinde Miibarek es-Sabah ile anlagma
yaparak, Kuveyt’i Ingiltere’nin koruyuculugu altina ald1.%® Bu dolayl1 isgal daha sonra Sultan
tarafindan da onaylaninca Kuveyt, ingiltere’nin Basra Kérfezi’ndeki karakolu haline geldi.®
Ingilizler bu karakolu kendilerine bagl tutmak icin para destegi saglamaktan kaginmadilar.
Hindistan Genel Valisi Charles Hardinge’in ifadesiyle, Almanlarin bolgeye yerlesmesini
engellemek icin Kuveyt’e her yil 4.000 ingiliz altin1 para é')deniyordu.go

1900°lii yillarin basinda yasanan krizler Ingiltere ile Almanya’nin Akdeniz’de hakimiyet
kurma yarigina girmelerine yol agcmusti. Ingiltere’nin énemli giicii denizlerdeki tartismasiz
istiinliigiiydii ve yiizyil agskin bir siiredir girdigi her savagtan galibiyetle ¢ikiyordu. 1905°te
yasanan birinci Fas ve 1911°de yasanan ikinci Fas krizlerinde Almanya; Fransa ve miittefiki
Ingiltere’yle kars1 karsiya gelmisti. 1911 yilinda Fez’de baslayan ayaklanmay: bastirmak igin
Fas’a asker gonderen Fransa’y1 ve arkasindaki gii¢ Ingiltere’yi tehdit etmek icin II. Wilhelm
panter adl1 zirhli gemisini Agadir limanina géndererek limani kontrol altina almisti. Agadir’in
Alman iissii haline gelmesi, ingiltere’ye bagli Cebel-i Tarik’1 tehdit edeceginden ingiltere, her
ne sonug ortaya ¢ikarsa ¢iksin Fransa’yi1 destekleyecegini agiklamisti. Bu hamle uluslararasi
alanda yalniz kalan Almanya’ya geri adim attirmis, sorun c¢atismaya meydana verilmeden
gézﬁlmﬁstﬁ.gl Gegici bir anlagsma yapilmis olsa da Ingiltere artik Almanya’nin Akdeniz’deki
varligindan ve giiciinden endise duymaya baslamugt1.%?

8 4 Mayis 1853 tarihli anlasma metni igin bkz. J.C. Hurewitz, Diplomacy in The Near and Middle East, Vol. I,
Macmillan Company, Princeton, New Jersey 1956, s. 143-144.

8 Anlasma metni igin bkz. Hurewitz, Diplomacy in The Near and Middle East, Vol. I, s. 209.

8 Lynch Sirketi’nin kurulmasi ve aldig1 imtiyazlar hakkinda bkz. ilhan Ekinci, Firat ve Dicle’de Osmanli Ingiliz
Rekabeti, Ankara 2007, s. 31-43.

8 Ortayl, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’'nda Alman Niifuzu, s. 140-143; Almanya’nin Basra Korfezi’ne yayilma ¢abasi
ve Alman-Ingiliz miicadelesi igin ayrica bkz. Ilber Ortayli, “Son Unversal Imparatorluk Osmanli ve II.
Abdiilhamid”, Tiirkler, Cilt 12, Yeni Tiirkiye Yayinlari, Ankara 2002, s. 1527.

8 Anlagma metni i¢in bkz. Hurewitz, Diplomacy in The Near and Middle East, Vol. 1, s. 218-219.

8 Michael S. Casey, The History of Kuwait, Greenwood Press, London 2007, s. 36, 45.

% Charles Hardinge, My Indian Years 1910-1916, London 1948, s. 111.

*! Joahim Remak, The Origins of World War I 1871-1914, New York 1967, s. 42-50.

% Almanya ve ingiltere’nin Akdeniz’deki gii¢ miicadelesi i¢in bkz. Gerry Docherty&Jim Macgregor, The Secret
Origins of First World War, London 2013, s. 307-311.
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Agadir olayi, Ingiltere’ye donanmasmi daha giiclii hale getirmesi gerektigini gostermisti.
Savas gemilerinin modernizasyonuna giden Ingiltere 20. Yiizyilin 6liim makinalar1 olarak
goriilen dretnotlar1 (Dreadnought) iiretmeye basladi. Bu yeni savag gemilerinin daha hizh
hareket etmelerini saglamak i¢in Donanma Bakan1 Winston Churchill’in 1911 yilinda aldig:
“donanmada benzin kullanilmasi” karar1 Ortadogu’nun kaderini tamamen degistirdi.93 Bu
onemli karardan sonra petrol, varligina daha fazla ihtiya¢ duyulan baslica enerji kaynagi
haline geldi.

Petrol konusundaki Ingiliz-Alman ¢atismas1 ilk kez Romanya’da yasanmusti. 1871 yilinda
milli birligini saglayan Almanya, teknoloji alaninda yaptig1 atilimlarla ingiltere, Fransa ve
Rusya’ya meydan okuyor, sdmiirge ve petrol savagina katiliyordu. Petrolii elde etmeye
yonelik miicadeleler farkli cografyalarda devam ediyordu. Deutsche Bank’in finanse ettigi
Alman petrol sirketleri Romanya’da Ingiltere ile karsi karsiya gelmis ve bu savasi
kazanmist1.** Ikinci énemli miicadele alami olan Irak petrolleri de Almanya ve Osmanl
Imparatorlugu arasindaki yakin iliskiler nedeniyle Ingiltere’nin niifuz alanindan gittikce
uzaklasiyordu. Diger bir petrol miicadelesi Iran iizerinde yasandi. 1905 yilinda “Imtiyazlar
Sendikas1” adiyla kurulan birlik araciligiyla iran petroliinii arama ve ¢ikarma imtiyazini
Ingiltere elde ett.®

Petrol miicadelesinin diger bir ayagm Kizildeniz’e agilan Akabe limaninin Ingiltere
tarafindan 1906 yilinda isgali oldu. Isgal gerekcesi ise Akabe nin Ingiltere isgalindeki Misir’a
ait oldugu idi. Isgal ile birlikte Ingiltere Almanya’yr Kizildeniz’in kuzey hattindan
uzaklastirmis oluyordu. Ortaya ¢ikan Akabe krizi, olusturulan bir komisyonun caligsmalariyla
coziilmeye calisildi. Akabe limaninin giineyinde bulunan Taba’daki Tiirk askerleri bolgeyi
bosalttilar. Akabe kalesi ve limanm1 Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda kaldi ama Misir’a ait olan
Akabe-Aris hatti daha kuzeyde bulunan Akabe-Refah ¢izgisine kaydirildi. 1906 yilinda
meydana gelen bu krizde Ingiltere toprak elde etmisti. Fakat isgal ettigi Akabe limanin tekrar
Tiirklere biraktii igin de geri adim atmus oluyordu.*®

Ortadogu’daki petrol miicadelesinin en &nemli doniim noktasini Ingiltere ve Rusya’nin
Petersburg’da imzaladiklar1 1907 Ingiliz-Rus Anlagmasiyla Iran’1 niifuz bolgelerine ayirarak
isgal etmeleriydi.97 19. Yiizyilin diisman iki iilkesi Rusya ve Ingiltere, Almanya-Osmanl
Imparatorlugu karsisinda miittefik iilke durumuna geliyordu.

28 Haziran 1914 tarihinde Avusturya-Macaristan Veliaht1 Franz Ferdinand ile esi Sophie’nin
Kara El adli Sirp gizli oOrgiitii tarafindan o6ldiiriilmesi Birinci Diinya Savasi’nin fitilini
ateslemisti. 1 Agustos 1914 tarihinde Almanya ve Rusya’nin birbirlerine savas ilan1 ile Diinya
Savasi fiili olarak baslamisti. Bir giin sonra 2 Agustos’ta Alman-Osmanli gizli anlagmasi
imzaland1. Sultan II. Abdiilhamid’in tahttan indirilmesinden sonra yonetimi kontrol altina alan

% Anthony Sampson, The Seven Sisters: The Great Oil Empires and The World They Shaped, New York 1991, s.
64-65; Edwin Black, Banking on Bagdad, New Jersey 2004, s. 114-115.

% Richard Walton, The Power of Oil, New York 1977, s. 86.

% Sara Reguer, “Persian Oil and the First Lord: A Chapter in the Career of Winston Churchill”, Military Affairs,
Vol. 46, No. 3 (October 1982), s. 134-138; Erta¢ Evran, Ingiltere-Iran Iliskilerinde Iran 1901-1954, Ahi Evran
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii (Yiiksek Lisans Tezi), Kirsehir 2013, s. 17-18.

®Musa Giimiis, Sultan II. Abdiilhamid’in Misir Politikas:, Selguk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii
(Doktora Tezi), Konya 2013, s.124-136; Akabe sorunu i¢in ayrica bkz. Piyade Mirliva Riistli, 4kabe Meselesi,
(Yayina Hazirlayan: Mustafa Oztiirk), Elazig 1997.
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Taha Niyazi Karaca, “Dostluktan Catismaya: Osmanli Donemi Tiirk-Ingiliz liskileri”,
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 11-32.



Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations
Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020

127

ittihat ve Terakki Firkasi Ingiltere ile yakinlik kurmaya calismist. Almanlar lehine verilen
imtiyazlar1 azaltarak, Anadolu’da demiryolu yapma, limanlarda rihtim inga etme, Firat ve
Dicle’nin birleserek Basra Korfezi’ne dokiildiigii Sattiilarap’a kadar olan kisimda tasimacilik
yapma imtiyazini Ingiltere’ye vermislerdi. Hatta 1914 yil1 ocak ayinda Maliye Nazir1 Cavid
Bey, Hakki Pasa ve Ahmet Muhtar Pasa’dan olusan bir heyet Londra’ya giderek Osmanl
yonetiminin Itilaf Devletleri blokuna alinmasi igin istekte bulunmuslardi.*® ittihatcilarin
cabalarina ragmen Ingiltere ile siyasi bir bag kurulamamusti.

2 Agustos Anlagsmasi’ndan sonra Goeben ve Breslau’nun Canakkale Bogazi’ndan gecerek
Istanbul’a gelmesi Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nu savasin fiili tarafi haline getirmisti. Elbette
Ingiltere, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun savasa girmesi taraftar1 degildi. Ancak ozellikle
William Ewart Gladstone’un politikalarinin etkisiyle hareket eden Liberal Parti mensuplari
Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun bir an 6nce savasa dahil olmasini istiyorlardi. Bu sekilde
imparatorlugun parcalanmasi ve petrol kaynagi olarak goriilen Irak, Suriye ve Urdiin gibi
bolgelerin paylagilmast miimkiin olabilecekti. Bu konudaki en carpict diisiince Arap
ayaklanmasinda 6nemli bir rol oynayan Thomas Lawrence tarafindan ortaya konmustu.
Lawrence 18 Eyliil 1914 tarihinde arkadasina yazdigi bir mektubunda, “Tiirkiye’nin savasa
girmeyeceginden ¢ok korkuyorum. Girmesi halinde Kiiciikk Asya’ya sikistirilabilir ve burada
olusturulacak bir komisyonun yonetimine birakilabilir” diyordu.*

Lawrence’in belirttigi gibi Ingiliz liberallerinin diisiincesi Tiirkleri Anadolu’ya sikistirarak,
onlarin kaderini uluslararas1 bir komisyonun eline birakmakt:. Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun 2
Kasim 1914 tarihinde Rusya ile savasa girmesi ve diger devletlerin de 10 Kasim da Osmanli
Imparatorlugu’na savas ilan etmeleriyle Tiirkler fiili olarak Birinci Diinya Savasi’nin igin
girmis oldular.® Birinci Diinya Savasi, Tiirkler ve Ingilizlerin 19. Yiizyilm ikinci yarisindan
beri yasadiklar ¢atigma siirecinin son noktasi oldu.

Sonuc¢

Dostluk iliskileriyle baslayan Tiirk-Ingiliz iliskileri degisen gii¢ dengeleri ve ¢ikar iliskilerinin
ortaya ¢ikardig1 yeni sartlar nedeniyle 1875 yilindan itibaren ¢atigsma ortamina girdi. Liberal
Parti bagkant William Ewart Galdstone’un “Tiirkleri geldikleri yere, Orta Asya’ya
gonderecegiz” slogani Birinci Diinya Savasi’na kadar liberal Ingiliz siyasetinin temel ilkesi
haline geldi. Bu nedenle Birinci Diinya Savasi’ndan sonra dahi Ingiltere’nin Tiirkiye
politikas1 Anadolu’nun Yunan hakimiyetine birakilmasi oldu. Liberal Bagbakan Lloyd George,
Yunanlar1 destekleyerek bu hedefi gerceklestirmeye calisti. Ancak General Mustafa Kemal
Pasa’nin kazandig1 biiylik 30 Agustos zaferiyle Tirklerin dar bir alana sikistirilmasi riiyasi
son buldu.

Osmanli dénemi Tiirk Ingiliz iliskilerinde ¢atigma politikalarini destekleyenler agirlikli olarak
liberaller oldular. Muhafazakar politikacilar ise daha ¢ok Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nu
destekleme taraftar1 odular. Birinci Diinya Savasi’ndan sonra Lloyd George hiikiimetinin
diismesiyle birlikte liberallerin uyguladigi politikalarin olumsuz etkileri goriildiigii i¢cin yeni
kurulan Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Devleti ile uzlagma yolu tercih edildi. Bu tercih nedeniyle de

% Shaw, Ottoman Empire in World War I, Vol 1, s. 2-3.
% The Letters of T.E. Lawrence, (Edited by David Garnett), Jonathan Cape Publishing, London 1938, s. 185.
1% Hiikiimetin savas karari ve Sultan Mehmet Resat’in onay yazisl i¢in bkz. Murat Bardake1, Yikilis ve Kurulus:

Osmanly Imparatorlugu ' nun Cékiis ve Tiirkive Cumhuriyeti’nin Kurulus Belgeleri, Is Bankas1 Kiiltiir Yaymlari,
Istanbul 2018, s. 80-83.
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Ikinci Diinya Savasi'na giderken Ingiltere’nin kendi tarafina c¢ekmek istedigi onemli
iilkelerden biri Tiirkiye oldu. Osmanli doneminde dostluktan catismaya donen iliskiler
Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nin kurulmasindan sonra catismadan tekrar dostluga donerek, iyi
iliskiler giiniimiize kadar devam etmistir.
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Abstract

A permanent British embassy has been present in Constantinople (Istanbul) since 1583, and William
Harborne, a merchant and former member of parliament, was appointed as Britain’s first ambassador. The
main British interest in developing diplomatic relations with Turkey at this time was to promote trade, but
even during Harborne’s time, political interest in British friendship with Turkey had also gained
importance. Between 1583 and the outbreak of the First World War in 1914, Britain’s permanent
diplomatic presence in Turkey was unbroken. Diplomatic relations between the two countries were
severed for ten years between 1914 and 1924. Following the establishment of the republic in 1923,
friendly diplomatic relationships between the two countries began to develop. This article presents the
observations of three British Ambassadors to Turkey, Sir James Bowker, Sir Alexander Knox Helm and
Sir Roderick Sarell, on the characteristics of the Turks and the situation in Turkey. A major theme of the
article is British diplomats’ perceptions of Turkish politics, diplomacy and society, particularly in the
1950s, 1960s and 1970s, an era of fundamental and lasting changes for Turkey, as it was for Britain. The
article touches specifically upon the British embassy’s evaluations of the Democrat Party governments of
the 1950s, and the military regime that succeeded them in 1960.

Key words: Sir James Bowker, Sir Alexander Knox Helm, Sir Roderick Sarell, Turkey, Britain
1. Sir Alexander Knox Helm’s Observations on Turkey and the Turks

Sir Alexander Knox Helm, (23 March 1893 — 7 March 1964) served as British
ambassador to Turkey (1951-1954), and was the last Governor-General of the Sudan.
He was educated at Dumfries Academy and King’s College, Cambridge. In 1912, after
passing the second division clerkship examination, he was appointed to the Foreign
Office, where he served as a member of the East Registry. When the First World War
broke out, he was keen to volunteered and was allowed by the Foreign Office to join his
field artillery unit. He was promoted to second lieutenant in 1917 and served in that
capacity in Palestine. As a clerk, he had performed only routine duties, but stood out
because of his assiduity and retentive memory. At the end of the war, he was selected
under the special recruitment scheme for filling vacancies left by the war, and
consequently appointed to the Levant Consular Service. Following a short period of
training in Oriental languages at King’s College, Cambridge, he was appointed as Vice-
Consul to Thessaloniki, and then became third Dragoman at Constantinople (istanbul).!
With the establishment of the Republic of Turkey, the Turkish capital moved to Ankara
and the office of Dragoman was abolished. Hence, Helm was appointed there as Second
Secretary. He later served there as Consul, and in 1930 was transferred to the Foreign
Office, working in the Eastern Department. In 1937, he was appointed as Consul to
Addis Ababa and, with the outbreak of the Second World War, was moved to the
British Embassy at Washington, D.C., where he dealt with the complex issues

*Prof. Dr.; Bursa Uludag University. E-Mail: bkyesilbursa@uludag.edu.tr

! For more information for British diplomacy in Turkey see G. R. Berridge, British Diplomacy in
Turkey, 1583 to the present, A study in the evolution of the resident embassy, Martinus Nijhoff
Publishers, Leiden, 2009.
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surrounding the supply of petroleum to the United Kingdom. In 1942, he went back to
Ankara, a key post at that time, as Counsellor. In 1946, he went as British representative
to Hungary, and when normal diplomatic relations were restored in 1947, he was made
Minister there. In 1949, he was appointed as the first British Chargé d'Affaires, and later
Minister, to Tel Aviv in the new State of Israel, where he spent two ‘happy and fruitful”’
years. Following this, in 1951, he was appointed as Ambassador to Turkey, where he
stayed until 1954, when he reached retirement age. However, he then went to Khartoum
in 1955, where he spent a brief period of time as the last Governor-General.> On his
death, The Times described him as follows:

Helm was a man of strong character and great determination. A tenacious and forceful negotiator, he had
great powers of persuasion and a remarkable sense of timing — valuable gifts which were supplemented
with a sense of humour and of proportion and a charm which was genuine: few people can ever have said
‘No’ in a more pleasant way. He was an exacting chief but popular with his staff, who always knew that
he could do any of their jobs better than they could themselves. Moreover, he was always ready to listen
to their advice, but equally he invariably made up his own mind. He retained to the end the accent and
intonation of the Dumfriesshire farming stock from which he came and his love for and understanding of
the things of the soil often stood him in good stead in posts where agricultural problems bulked large in
the economy of the country.?

Before leaving Turkey prior to his retirement from the British Foreign Service, Helm
sent a valedictory despatch to the Foreign Office on the characteristics of the Turks and
the situation in Turkey between 1920 and 1953. As he said, although his final
appointment dated only from December 1951, sixteen of his thirty-four years’ service
had been spent in Turkey. Moreover, he had witnessed first hand most of the dramatic
changes which had occurred in Turkey during the years 1920 to 1953.*

One of Knox Helm’s earliest memories of Turkey was the occupation of Constantinople
(Istanbul) on the 16th of March 1920. Battleships and battle-cruisers, mainly British, but
also French, Italian, Japanese, Greek, and even Russian filled the Bosphorous and the
city was occupied by the Allies. However, Mustafa Kemal had already started his
Nationalist movement and established himself in Ankara, which was later proclaimed
the capital of the new republic in October 1923, just after the last allied troops had left
Turkey. Helm was subsequently dispatched to Ankara, his first memory of which was a
cold frosty January morning in 1926 on which he was in the process of acquiring the
property on which the British Embassy currently stands. Its first permanent building
was completed just before his first tour of duty in Ankara ended in September 1930, by
which time Anglo-Turkish relations were beginning to shake off the effects of the First
World War and its aftermath.”

2 Who Was Who, (1920-2008), Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2012, on line edn. [Accessed 15 July
2018].

® The Times, 10 March 1964, p. 16. The Times, 16 March 1964, p. 12.

* National Archives of Australia (hereafter NAA): A1838, 209/2/1 Part 1 (Turkey-Political
Developments-General), From Sir K. Helm to Eden, 20 January 1954.

> NAA: A1838, 209/2/1 Part 1 (Turkey-Political Developments-General), From Sir K. Helm to Eden, 20
January 1954.
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Helm’s second tour (1942-46) was eventful. Turkey was a neutral yet cooperative ally,
and Germany, namely Herr von Papen, was intensely and actively anti-British. The
period culminated in the Adana and Cairo Conferences, both of which he attended, and
the last-minute entry of Turkey into the war on Allies’ side. On the latter, he comments
that he doubted ‘whether in the light of post-war events Turkey’s general wartime policy
could be seriously criticised from the British point of view. ®

These two years prior to his departure from Turkey in 1954 were relatively uneventful.
However, against the background of 1920 there was material enough for a volume, he
said. He adds: ‘Sometimes | feel the urge to write it but | doubt whether | ever will.
Suffice it here merely to say that the wreckage of 1920 has given place to a dynamic
State bent on modernisation within, cultivated by all the major Powers without, and by
its example and precept playing a significant part on the world stage.

However, he avoided writing about more detailed memories, and he resisted the
temptation to set about forecasting future developments. These would come apparent in
the years ahead. Similarly, he abstained from any detailed stocktaking, which he
claimed had been covered in the course of normal reporting. However, there was one
subject which he deemed to be a fitting subject for his despatch: Atatiirk’s aim to
modernise or westernise Turkey. To what extent had the past three decades furthered his
life’s work? Turkey remained geographically in the Middle East, but was no longer
oriental. Indeed, the country claimed to be western. To what extent was that claim
justified in 19547®

It was becoming fashionable to represent Atatiirk as the consummator, rather than the
pioneer, of reform, and to point out that the Ottoman Empire was the geographical heir
of Byzantium, that it had regular contacts with Europe, and that by the end of the
nineteenth century, the Sultans were beginning to acknowledge western influences. All
this was true, as Helm remarks: ‘Mustafa Kemal himself was the product of these
influences, and even the prestige that he acquired as the saviour of his country would
not have sufficed for his reforms without the active support of many of his fellow
citizens and the acquiescence of many more.

In terms of the westernisation process, Turkey had had a head start over its Middle
Eastern neighbours. Nevertheless, the intellectual activities and partial westernisation of
the previous century should not obscure the fact that when Mustafa Kemal rose to
power, Turkey had become geographically an Asiatic State, and that Anatolian society
was still dedicated to Islam, and to the political, social, economic and cultural theories

® NAA: A1838, 209/2/1 Part 1 (Turkey-Political Developments-General), From Sir K. Helm to Eden, 20
January 1954,
" NAA: A1838, 209/2/1 Part 1 (Turkey-Political Developments-General), From Sir K. Helm to Eden, 20
January 1954.
8 NAA: A1838, 209/2/1 Part 1 (Turkey-Political Developments-General), From Sir K. Helm to Eden, 20
January 1954.
9 NAA: A1838, 209/2/1 Part 1 (Turkey-Political Developments-General), From Sir K. Helm to Eden, 20
January 1954.
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connected with that religion. Mustafa Kemal and his colleagues and heirs set themselves
to remove this society from its Middle Eastern and Islamic context, to make it look
westwards and to impose on it many of the forms and much of the ideology of Western
society. Today’s (2019) Turkey is the fruit of these efforts, and represents an hitherto
unparalleled effort to transform the whole national life of a country in modern history.*

The claim to be western was most apparent in Turkish foreign policy. Unlike other
Middle Eastern countries, Turkey went hook, line and sinker regarding relations with
the western nations and was determined to make them consider it as one of themselves.
At the same time, Turkey turned away from its Moslem neighbours in the east, although
care was taken to maintain friendly relations with them. The Turks liked to view Middle
Eastern problems from a European aspect, though often with a claim to special
understanding of the mentality of their former subjects. In this many of them were
occasionally betrayed by their still lively suspicions of Western ‘imperialism’, a legacy
from their Middle Eastern past from which they were not yet quite freed. Hence, their
sentimental sympathy for the Iranians almost balanced out their recognition of Britain’s
rights in Abadan, and the pressure of public opinion forced the Turkish Government to
modify their original pro-French stand on the North African issue. However, this did not
affect the overall outline of their foreign policy, which, ever dominated by the Russian
menace, was conceived along Western lines and executed, as best as possible, in
Western fashion.™

Turkish foreign policy was determined by an élite and strongly imbued with Western
ideas, and Helm said: ‘my purpose must rather be to enquire how far the Western modes
of life and thought which Ataturk tried to impose have taken root and transformed
Turkish society as a whole’. At a surface level, laicism had triumphed over Islam. The
whole political structure of Islam had been disposed of with the Caliphate. Nationality
had replaced religion as the means of distinction between societies, and religious
considerations were not allowed to have a direct influence on public policy. Religious
societies were prohibitted, and the power of organised religion had been broken. The
only Moslem nation to do so, Turkey had attempted to give religion a place in the
national life similar to that which it held in the liberal countries of the West; and the
apparent success supported the country’s claim to be Western. However, Islam was a
whole way of life, and the reality of religious influence ran much deeper.*?

On life in provincial Turkey, Helm notes that visitors to many Turkish villages would
be right to conclude that ‘Allah has not been dethroned at all.’ For the peasantry, and
the dwellers of small provincial towns, particularly in Eastern Turkey, the old Islamic
way of life still had a stronghold. Although abandoned in favour of the Swiss civil code,
the canon law of Islam was still widely accepted as the personal law. Although the State

10 NAA: A1838, 209/2/1 Part 1 (Turkey-Political Developments-General), From Sir K. Helm to Eden, 20
January 1954.
1 NAA: A1838, 209/2/1 Part 1 (Turkey-Political Developments-General), From Sir K. Helm to Eden, 20
January 1954.
2 NAA: A1838, 209/2/1 Part 1 (Turkey-Political Developments-General), From Sir K. Helm to Eden, 20
January 1954.
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decreed monogamy and recognised only civil marriage, many villagers went through a
religious form of marriage, and some were said to take advantage of their Moslem
privilege of polygamy. Religious observances such as prayer and fasting still flourished,
mosques were still full, and anyone who had performed the pilgrimage or who could
read the Arabic script was held in respect. In the villages and in towns east of Ankara
the sight of veiled or partially veiled women was not exceptional. External appearance
suggested that women’s drudgery had not decreased, and their rights, for all practical
purposes, no greater than they had been. However, the revolution had brought about
great changes, even in remote communities. Unveiled women, for example, were not
molested, and outside the family, the secular structure of the State had deprived
religious opinion of its final sanctions, other than where these were voluntarily
accepted. Thus, although the mass of people had shown a natural resistance to attempts
to change their own way of life, they had generally begun to accept the fact that they
would have to live with some fellow citizens who would live according to imported
Western standards. On this matter Helm added, ‘if the Turkish revolution maintains its
momentum, these new values might be expected progressively to oust the old. 3

It was at this point that Turkey’s westernising elite met with their first dilemma. In the
early years of the republic, their eagerness to change the Islamic way of life often led
them to violate both Islamic beliefs and the ancient superstitions which constituted the
fabric of Anatolia. For example, the tombs of saints were often not only closed but
destroyed; and the call to prayer in Arabic was forbidden. The ‘laicism’ of Atatiirk and
the People’s Republican Party had a strong anti-religious tendency, which was probably
essential for the revolution to be successful. When the Democrat Party came to power in
1950, they proclaimed that their conception of laicism was not anti-religious and that
the Turks were free to practise their faith as Moslems, on the condition that religion was
not used as an instrument of politics. They allowed the rebuilding of the saints’ tombs
and the use of Arabic in the call to prayer. New mosques, often financed by State
enterprises, appeared everywhere, and there were other concessions to religious opinion.
The Democrats’ attitude suggested a Western, even ‘Protestant’, conception of religious
belief as an influence on theological thinking and moral conduct only. However, its
application to Islam was the cause of much confusion of thought, and it occasionally
encouraged religious reaction.™

When the Prime Minister Adnan Menderes said that Turks were, are, and always will
be Moslems and free to worship’, he probably meant the restricted, ‘laic’, form of Islam
that Helm had mentioned. However, for his audiences, who were missing the old ways,
the word ‘Moslem’ probably had a more comprehensive, traditional connotation. This
was why the Democrats’ attempt to preserve both the Moslem religion (in the Western
sense of the word) and the laic State got them into difficulties. The pious Moslems and
the conservative masses, who were never really touched by the reforms, were
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encouraged by the more favourable attitude of the authorities towards religion.
Consequently, they had begun to practice openly Moslem customs and observances
which they had hitherto temporarily abandoned or practised clandestinely. Turks from
the large towns, who had developed separately from their countrymen in the rural areas
and believed in the effectiveness of the reforms, were beginning to travel in the eastern
provinces and return shocked by the ‘reactionary’ practices they had seen. However,
this ‘reaction’ was not new, but the sum of the beliefs and customs to which the
Anatolian peasants had always remained faithful. What was new, and potentially
dangerous, was that the situation was clear and present and could no longer be swept
under the carpet. It would be tempting for parties seeking power, and to the peasants
themselves, who had tasted their power in the general elections of 1950, to exploit this
situation. The Democrat leaders had recognised their dilemma, which could explain
their bursts of panic legislation to protect the legacy of Atatiirk’s laicism that punctuated
periods of liberalism.*

Regarding the peasantry, the difficulties of westernisation and the danger of reaction
was largely due to the fact that it was not easy to untwine the various strands of Islamic
belief and practice that had existed in Anatolia for centuries, let alone allow them to
thrive in isolation. A similar danger was present, albeit less obvious and working in a
different manner, with the towndwellers and the young men and women who had been
brought up on the ideals of the republic. In the campaign against the Moslem way of life
and thought the essential, 'religious’, beliefs of Islam suffered. In fact, most of the
young people who had graduated from the universities in the 1950s had received little or
no religious education at all. Rather, they had beem brought up on Western, or pseudo-
Western, ideas and methods, and taught certain Western civic virtues, in particular a
crude form of nationalism. In Helm’s words, they ‘seemed to have created out of
Ataturk a kind of national myth, the personification of the new Turk and the super-Turk
to come; and as dogma, they had Ataturk’s famous words ‘Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyene
how proud is he who can say, ‘I am a Turk. *°

The ‘ill-digested violent ideas’ of Ziya Gokalp, the ‘Ataturk myth’, and the belief in
Turkish superiority acted as an impetus to the new Turkey during Ataturk’s lifetime and
for a decade after his death. However, by the 1950s, Ataturk was fading from ‘living
god’ to idol, and even his infallibility was sometimes called into question, albeit
cautiously. Moreover, the country was more open than before to foreign, particularly
American, influences. ‘Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyene’ no longer sufficed. Something more
substantial than the myths and dogmas of Kemalism was needed. For many of those to
whom Western materialism was not enough, Islam seemed to be the solution.*’
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The educated youth needed something to set up against a Christian West, to which they
could not fully belong. As a consequence, they began to emphasise that they, and all
Turks, were Moslems as well as Kemalists and laicists. However, they had little
knowledge about Islam, and there was nobody to teach them. This had been the price of
the attack on Islam. In a confidential minute, which Helm sent to the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs about a Mufti for Cyprus, the Prime Minister was reported to be obliged
to confess that the only persons in Turkey with theological qualifications were ‘aged
reactionaries’. In Helm’s words, ‘the more thoughtful young men and women aspire to
be Moslem in the way that a not very devout Englishman was Christian’. Their hope
was for a new Islam that was disestablished and separated from politics, social and
intellectual life. Such an approach to faith, confined to pure religion and ethics, would
be compatible with laicism and westernisation. However, it would not be justifiable
within the framework of the history of Islam. Neither would it have substantial
intellectual and theological content. It was doubtful whether such an approach to
religion could last.*®

Moreover, there was a small minority of the young and educated who sought a living,
positive Islam. These could never be satisfied with the diluted version that Helm had
described above. For them, Islam was more traditional and more assertive. Although
they were unlikely to want to reject all innovations and adopt the whole social and
intellectual structure of Islam, they were reactionary enough to think about excluding
women from public life. Their outlook could be considered the most logical, and it was
possible that they could contribute to a new form of Islam that was relieved of its old
social ideas, but still spiritually and intellectually satisfying. This constituted a
formidable obstacle in the heritage of the Kemalists, who had severed themselves from
its intellectual foundations, and aimed to do the same for their fellow citizens. The
youth were ignorant of the religion, and there was nobody to teach them a new form.
There was nobody who was equipped to take on the daunting task of reconciling Islam
and westernisation. Thus, the only form of active religion available to the Turkish youth
was historical ‘reactionary’ Islam. The only possible teachers in Turkey, as the Prime
Minister had said, were elders who were opposed to the Kemalist revolutions. Although
Turkey’s need for modernist, but well-grounded, religious teaching was recognised
occasionally, no one had yet dared to take on the problem seriously. While this was
happening, it was highly probable that the number of xenophobe young Moslems might
increase. This would make them a significant factor, because they belonged to the ruling
classes. Moreover, they had potential allies in the conservative peasantry.*®

The same effects were observed in the artistic and intellectual life of modern Turkey.
The Kemalists aimed at replacing both Islamic styles and ways of thought by European.
In the early years of the republic, only European music was played on the radio. Now,
however, eastern songs and dances were as frequent as symphony and jazz, and without
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a doubt preferred by all but a very small minority of Turks. In literature, Arabic and
Persian models, which had begun to lose popularity in the nineteenth century, were
finally abandoned with the Arabic script. The prose and poetry of the new Turkey was
garbed in Western attire. Ankara’s architecture was based entirely on Western
traditions. Replacing the ‘static, ornamental forms’ that characterised Islamic art, the art
of modern Turkey, resembled that of Western Europe, that is ‘expressive and
dynamic’.%°

Helm considered these developments as unsurprising, because ‘the Turks had always
lacked artistic originality ’. He remarks that the literary products of the revolution were
‘not very inspiring’, adding however, that these works, and translations from European
classics, were all that the Turkish youth could read. Helm wrote that the Turks had been
left with a poor cultural heritage, having been cut off from the Arabic script and the
abundance of Arabic and Persian words and expressions that came with it. They had
been severed from Islamic culture, and yet not comfortable with Western. He foresaw
that the impact of the West may lead the Turks to mimic American materialism or,
alternatively, may drive them in search of something purely Turkish ‘and therefore
inimitable’. Meanwhile there was a reaction against the Turkish Language Association,
which was Ataturk’s instrument of language reform. The glories of the Ottoman
Empire, which had until recently been de-emphasised in favour of the early Turks and
their supposed Hittite ancestors, were now being depicted in magazines, books, films,
and even strip cartoons. As an example of this tendency, Helm gave the inclusion in a
recent National Day Review of a detachment in the uniforms of the Janissaries, though
inspired by ceremonial display in London. All this was permissible, and compatible
with westernisation. Yet the dervish orders, and in particular the Mevlevi and the
Bektashi, which were unique expressions of the Turkish spirit, were prohibited. Their
spirit was far from dead, however. The rituals of the largely rural Bektashi order were
still celebrated secretly in some villages. In recent years the Mevlevi, which was an
urban order with an intellectual appeal, had been replaced by ‘a kind of mystique of
Konya’. Konya was the former centre of the order, and had almost become a place of
pilgrimages for intellectuals. Significantly, Helm underlines that ‘[s]o characteristic of
Turkey were the religious orders, and so great the gap which their dissolution opened in
Turkish culture, that some observers believed that the authorities would one day be
moved to allow them to reorganise themselves, perhaps on masonic lines, provided they

could be guaranteed not to acquire power in the State’. %

When the religion and culture of Islam was removed, it took with it a whole system of
thought whose foundations were very different from that of modern Europe. Although it
defied simple definition, there was a distinction between not only the associations of
ideas, but also the very processes and categories of thought in both frameworks. Helm
stated that the litmus test of the westernisation of Turkey would be to investigate
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whether the educated Turk thought like a European, the answer to which he thought
would ‘of course, be highly speculative’. Modern Turkish education was undoubtedly
Western in intention — it taught Western ideas on Western subjects with Western
methods. However, Helm did not believe that it was a Western education in the real
sense, rather a superficial one: The products of this education were almost always
superficial, and sometimes disconcerting. Their attitude appeared to be Western, yet few
of them had truly grasped the Western values that were implicit in the education to
which they had been submitted. ?* He continued to state that although educated Turks
would write and argue on Western subjects with Western methods, they had ‘sudden
and unexpected blind spots, points at which one feels that they were not being
‘European’. Helm gave the imitative nature of the education as a possible explanation
for this. Briefly, the Turks were being presented with ‘ready-made’ ideas, to which their
ancestors had had no contribution. Thus, they tended to jump to ‘rash conclusions on
insufficient evidence’. Moreover, they had a limited capacity for research, and ‘lacked
staying power in thought and planning’. At times they would lose self-confidence, and
revert to suspicion of Western ideas, as if they did not trust the mental process that they
had been taught, but did not fully understand. Nevertheless, the Turks still aspired
consciously to a Western mind. Perhaps it was that they had ‘achieved the forms, but
not the spirit, of Western thinking*.%®

Helm remarked that the most significant step in the transformation of Turkish society
and manners was the emancipation of women. Indeed, this had made much more
advance in Turkey than in any other country in the Middle East, and was perhaps the
most outwardly observable aspect of the country’s westernisation. Nevertheless, it could
not be said that, in reality, Turkish women had achieved the rights or social treatment
that their Western sisters had. Even in the new and old capital cities, Ankara and
Istanbul, few women enjoyed the freedom to the degree that had been accustomed to in
the West. Feelings regarding gender equality ran very deep and were not open to
change. In the less developed regions of the country, the pressure of male members of
the family often denied women access to the fundamental freedoms decreed by
Kemalism. Indeed, even in the most forward-thinking circles they were very few
families that would allow a daughter to marry a non-Moslem, although this might be
possible for a son. However, despite these setbacks developments had to be made, and
Turkish women were following in the footsteps of their Western counterparts. Their
new status had already had a profound effect on social life and manners, and they did
not want to go back.?

Many new activities in the field of leisure had also been imported from the West, the
success of which was particularly noteworthy in the large towns and among the youth.
Similarly, there was a growth of Western-style intellectual activity that was promoted
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by the Halkevis (People’s Houses), and also expressed in institutions such as historical
societies. Helm comments that although this intellectual activity was poor in quality, it
was high in ideal. On Ottoman society Sir Charles Eliot had remarked that the Turkish
language, in spite of its rich vocabulary, contained no equivalent for the word
‘interesting’, the reason being that the Turks had ‘no conception of the active life of the
intellect which can alone give meaning to the word’. However, in 1954, the French-
origin word ‘enteressan’ was in common use; which, in Helm’s opinion, was evidence
of a new attitude and its origin. Nevertheless, the new physical and intellectual
recreations of Turkish society shared a similar fate with other Western cultural imports,
and were on the whole limited to a few towns and to school children. On the matter of
leisure, Helm concludes that Atatiirk’s successors were not very active themselves, and
that ‘the word “hobby” would still have no meaning to most Turks: it was not only in
the villages that “keyf”, the bliss of inert contentment, was preferred to active

recreation or even talk ’.%°

Turkey accepted Western technology and industrial, commercial and financial methods
readily and with less reserve than other countries in the region. However, they did not
quite achieve Western standards in these fields, and Turkish methods of agricultural
production and marketing lagged behind the Western norm. On the other hand, in
industrial management and welfare the Turks had a clear lead over their neighbours:
‘they run their own railways, sea and airlines well, their factories and housing estates
had a Western appearance, and a “working-class” in the Western sense was beginning
to emerge’. It could not be denied that in some areas, such as trades unions and labour
relations, Turkey had adopted the form but not the content of Western organisation and
legislation. Nevertheless, the economic and financial structure of the country had been
based on a Western model, businesses were run according to Western norms, and the
Turks had made efforts to westernise their attitude towards international trade and
finance. It was inexperience that held them back, because up until the revolution the
Turks had left these fields to the minorities and foreigners. Moreover, a mindset that
was similar to that which affected their views on ‘imperialism’ did not help. For
example, although they wished to attract foreign capital to Turkey, their ‘inherited
suspicion of exploitation” meant that they found it difficult to acknowledge the necessity
that they made conditions more attractive to foreign investors, who would be concerned
with the profit they would make, not the Turks. Helm also gave the example of events
that had happened a year previously, in which the Turkish Government attempted to
blackmail the British Government into buying Turkish products, which he remarked
was ‘a little reminiscent of the old Turks’ love of plundering minorities and foreigners,

many of whom, it must be confessed, had previously done well out of the Turks’.®

The Ottoman Government had been based on distinctions of religion, not of race or
nationality. On the whole, it functioned for the maintenance of the ruling institution, and
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perhaps also for the salvation of its Moslem subjects. What it certainly did not function
for was material progress, improvement, or even conservation of the territories it
administered. In contrast, the machinery of the new Turkish government was
westernised: in structure and appearance, entirely; and in spirit and theory to a large
degree. It was nationality, not religion, that was now the most important factor; and the
administration was expected to work in the interests of the people as a whole. This it
managed to succeed to a surprising degree. Although corruption and nepotism were still
widespread, it was clear that a new ‘cadre of young and able civil servants whose hearts
were in their jobs and who were out to serve their country’ was emerging. They were no
better paid, nor had they received a better education than their counterparts in the other
regional countries. What made them stand out, like the youth of Turkey as a whole, was
that they had nurtured a sense of responsibility and a positive patriotism. These were
rare Western characteristic in the Middle East, where nationalism and patriotism were
too often synonymous with xenophobia. Helm concludes on this matter by saying: ‘A
Turkish patriot may be anti-foreign, but he does work for his country’s good. ™'

In the 1950s, parliamentary democracy was Turkey’s ‘latest and proudest import from
the West’. Political parties were organised according to Western criteria, and the press
had considerable, if not sometimes, too much freedom. At the beginning of the decade,
Turkey held its first completely free and fair general election in which a people, who
had only known autocracy for centuries, were able to vote ‘against the government’ and
remove it from office. This was indeed a remarkable achievement; although it was still
early days and therefore too soon to say whether democratic structure, and less so
ideals, would take a strong hold in the country.?®

On the domestic political scene in Turkey, Helm made the following observations. After
1950, the Democrat and Republican Parties first hurled insubstantial verbal abuse at
each other with ever-increasing violence: one side alleged tyranny and the other
treachery. Later, they had to put their quarrels aside to join forces against religious
reaction, and they ‘could find nothing better than to flatter each other’s patriotism’ In
1954, with a new election on the horizon, they resumed battle. So far, no Opposition
Party had been able to produce a programme that was significantly different from that of
the government, while at the same time compatible with the Kemalist reforms. Helm
remarked that the functions of government and opposition and the relations between
them had been misunderstood. The sudden transition to party democracy from a single
party regime had created problems which were not quick to solve. He added that ‘it was
perhaps unfortunate that apart from their current economic conditions, the peasantry,
who formed the most numerous class of voters, could most readily be swayed by
promises of concessions to the old Islamic way of life’. He saw this as a temptation to
any Opposition Party having difficulty in shaping a valid alternative to the policy of the
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government in power.Moreover, this was the very reason why the National Party had
been suspended in the summer of 1953.%°

Helm sums up that in international affairs Turkey behaved like a Western State, that
westernisation had made considerable progress in politics and administration, and that
the economic and financial structure of the country had been modelled successfully
along Western lines. Serious attempts at westernisation had been made in all other
fields, social, cultural, educational and religious. However, while these had changed
Turkish society at a superficial level, their success did not run deep as yet. Helm wanted
to underline that the original reformers had not succeeded in obliterating Islam, and that
current rules did not wish to do so. Neither did they consider ‘reforming’ the religion to
make it as compatible as it could be theoretically possible with a Western way of life.
Rather, they chose to ignore it and commenced an attack its organisation and its social
implications. The result was that in the places where the faith was alive and strong, it
came with the baggage of the old social and intellectual ideas which prevented full
westernisation. In the towns, however, where westernisation appeared to have prevailed,
life was lacking in spiritual and intellectual content, and something more satisfying in
this nature was required.*

So Turkey in early 1950s was a unique mixture of east and west, with the latter steadily
gaining. Helm viewed the process as likely to continue, because although the majority
of Turks in 1950s would probably favour a return to Islam and the old ways if the issue
were put straight to their conscience, the ruling classes of that time meant to see that this
did not happen. In addition, he notes, ‘the Turks were a submissive people, lacking in
originality: they were not prone, when things were quiet, to strike out new paths’. The
West in the 1950s had the power and prestige to help them, the East had neither. So
long as things went well for Turkey, said Helm, it could be possible to avoid a clash
over the religious issue. The greatest danger quite possibly lay in Turkish over-
confidence, partly due to recent progress and success, together with their long-standing
conviction of their superior military qualities. It would only take a change in luck, and
moreover, a serious military defeat that discredited the new order to upset all
calculations and take the country back in time. Nevertheless, Turkey had made good
progress on the way to westernism and, whatever the decision made regarding Islam, a
further generation of steady progress should be decisive. Helm emphasised the word
‘steady’, because even then, he was not sure that the results would please everybody.
Nevertheless, he promised not to prophesy.™

2. Sir James Bowker’s Observations on Turkey and the Turks
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Sir (Reginald) James Bowker, GBE KCMG (2 July 1901 — 15 December 1983) was a
British diplomat who was ambassador to Burma, Turkey and Austria. Bowker was
educated at Charterhouse School and Oriel College, Oxford. He joined the Diplomatic
Services in 1925 and served in Paris, Berlin, Ankara, Oslo and Madrid before being
appointed Minister in Cairo 1945-47 (second to the Ambassador, and chargé d’affaires
between ambassadors); High Commissioner and, after independence in 1948,
Ambassador to Burma 1947-50; an assistant Under-Secretary (head of department) for
the Middle East and North Africa at the Foreign Office1950-53; and Ambassador to
Turkey 1954-58. Bowker’s last post was Ambassador to Austria, 1958-61.% When
Bowker left Turkey, The Times correspondent there commented that during his term;

He had to deal, apart from routine diplomatic matters, with the Cyprus issue and matters concerning the
Baghdad pact. The measure of his success may be gauged by the fact that at his last interview with the
Turkish Foreign Minister, Mr. Zorlu, he received confirmation of the Turkish acceptance of cooperation
with the latest British proposals on Cyprus, and that in spite of many vicissitudes the Baghdad pact
remains still solid. These two main issues, which are now so important for Anglo-Turkish relations, have
demanded the British Ambassador's almost constant care and attention during the past five years and it is
generally recognized in Turkish and foreign diplomatic circles here that Sir James Bowker’s patience and
diplomatic acumen, often taxed to the utmost, are largely responsible for the present understanding and
cooperation between Britain and Turkey in the Middle East.®

Bowker was appointed CMG in 1945, knighted KCMG in the 1952 New Year Honours,
and awarded the additional, senior knighthood of GBE when he retired in 1961. In 1947
Bowker married Elsa Gued, whom he had met in Cairo while he was posted there. Lady
Bowker (as she became) was a noted socialite. She continued to live in London after Sir
James’ death, and in 1992 she met, and became a confidante of, Diana, Princess of
Wales. Lady Bowker died in 2000. She had no children.

The West generally views Turkey as a land of sharp contrasts and contradictions — of
West and East, of old and new, of energy and sloth, and of progress and recession.
These contrasts were found in every aspect of Turkey and the Turkish character at the
end of the 1950s. As a result, personal impressions were seen to vary considerably. For
an archaeologist or a travel writer, the country is fascinating in terms of its scenic and
archaeological splendour, from the vast empty Anatolian plateau to the cobalt blue Lake
Van, and from the mounds of Gordium to the Hellenistic remains on the Aegean.® The
tourist industry in the late 1950s was still in its infancy, and these impressive sights
could be enjoyed without masses of tourists. Roads had been improved during the
1950s, but accommaodation was still a considerable problem. Sir James Bowker, British
Ambassador to Ankara at that time, notes, ‘the Turks have small idea of comfort and
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less of efficient plumbing, and a night’s rest, unless spent in the Guest House of some
State Monopoly, is liable to be subjected to severe tests’.>

Bowker continues to note that the Turks of that time did not seem to have inherited the
‘urban competence’ Of their Seljuk ancestors, or indeed anything of their aesthetic
sense. When describing the capital, he writes,

Ankara, for all the money spent on it, remains a sprawling and undistinguished suburb, without clear
planning or centre and devoid still of the normal amenities of a European capital. The development plans
pursued with such restless energy by the present Prime Minister, M. Menderes, are no doubt beginning to
provide broader vistas and easier movement, but the method of their execution has emphasised mainly the
abiding Turkish delight in destruction and authority’s traditional contempt for the interests and comfort of
the individual citizen.*

With their lack of aesthetic sense, the Turks did not possess the ability of objective
criticism. Bowker recounts a trip to the Dolmabahge Palace, conducted by a young,
educated Turkish girl. During the tour, she asked some of the ladies if they had ever
been to Versailles. When they responded that they had, she retorted that Dolmabahge
was much more beautiful. This was not a request for opinion, but a statement of fact. It
was not important that the palace in question was the work of an Armenian architect in
the style of Louis Philippe; it was Turkish, and that was sufficient.*’

This lack of subtlety tends to lead to the marked disregard for others, which is not
deliberate, but the result of the general disability of the average Turk to put himself in
the place of someone else. Bowker points out that while the Turks show little
consideration for others, they remain deeply susceptible and take sharp and lasting
offence at the slightest suspicion of criticism. This toughness towards others and
tenderness towards themselves ‘makes ordinary formal and informal contact with them
a process which, after patient initial efforts, often appears unrewarding’.*®

Generalities, however, are misleading, and Bowker mentions that it must be
remembered that at that time at least three-quarters of the population lived in the rural
areas. ‘Among these the traditions of kindness and helpfulness towards the traveller and
the stranger persists and is a pleasure constantly associated with travel in Turkey’. AsS

% The National Archives, United Kingdom (hereafter TNA), FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir
James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958. Also see,
FO371/123999/RK1011/1, Turkey: Annual Review for 1955, James Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 16 January
1956. FO371/130174/RK1011/1, Turkey: Annual Review for 1956, James Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 5
February 1957. FO371/136450/RK1011/1, Annual Report on Turkey for 1957, James Bowker to Selwyn
Lloyd, 4 February 1958. FO371/136452/RK1015/20, Position of Turkish Prime Minister and Democrat
Party, James Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 9 July 1958. Sir James Bowker acted as British Ambassador to
Turkey from the years 1954-1958.

% TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.

¥ TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.

% TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.
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in every country in the world, the simpler peasant virtues, born of the hard living
conditions and the need to stand united, tend to be lost when the villager moves to the

town and begins the struggle for survival.*

The Turkish character leaves its mark in all parts of life, one of these being
Administration. Bowker has the following words to say on this matter:

I do not suppose that in the field of diplomacy the Turks are necessarily more difficult to deal with than
many other nations. But, for all their superficial air of Westernisation, their diplomatic methods are more
Asiatic than European and nearer to the rough ways of the Asiatic steppes ...When aims and policy
coincide, the Turks are staunch and reliable friends. In negotiation they are tough, showing little
compunction about pressing their full demands and little sense for compromise. They tend to think in
terms of black and white and to regard an idea put forward for discussion as a concession. Quick to
exploit any hesitation or imprecision shown by the other side, they will go to any lengths and resort to any
forms of pressure to achieve their aim. If and when finally convinced that the aim is unattainable they will
quickly drop it. In day to day contacts, their natural taciturnity and suspicion of others renders them
disinclined to volunteer information. Their disinclination to commit themselves in advance to an
engagement has its complicating effects both in business and social contacts. Any favours received they
regard as their due and expressions of gratitude are rare and usually grudging although, just as they store
resentment, so on occasions they silently record gratification.*°

In terms of politics, being situated at the crossroads of East and West, the Turks aspired
to play a role in both directions. In 1958, their attachment to NATO was the anchor of
their foreign policy and their recognised guarantee against Russia, which was for the
Turks the imperialist Power whose expansionist aims they had had to resist for
generations. As the Eastern front of NATO, they regarded it as the duty of their Western
allies to provide them with continuous aid, without being told how they were expected
to implement it.

Their lack of subtlety in their diplomatic methods and their natural and often ill-concealed contempt for
the Arabs, tend to reduce the effectiveness of the role which their geographical situation and former
associations would otherwise render them suited to play in the Middle East area. In the Baghdad Pact they
have taken, from its inception, a leading part and exercised a salutary and steadying influence at more
than one moment of crisis.**

This toughness and lack of imagination, Bowker observes, has made the Turks
unexacting in their demands on life. Accustomed to harsh government and hard-living,
they are naturally dependable and docile. An instance of this is the apparent unconcern
with which they accepted for over a year the almost complete lack of coffee, normally
an essential part of daily life. ‘As a result of this acceptance of authority, Turkey is a

¥ TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.
0 TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.
' TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.
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country where internal order is rarely disturbed and the traveller need have little fear of
molestation even in the remoter provinces 42

Bowker believed that a country with such a dependable people, possessing substantial
agricultural and mineral resources, and with powerful friends willing to help it should
be certain of a steady advance to prosperity. Indeed, since the foundation of the
Republic by Atatiirk 35 years previously there had been rapid and substantial progress.
Yet despite all that had been achieved — all the new roads, barrages, power stations,
factories, ports and tractors — and despite the respected position of Turkey on the
international scene of that time, the outlook for the average Turkish citizen was one of

<almost unrelieved frustration’.*

This sense of frustration was most probably caused by the economic situation in the late
1950s. As a result of increasing inflation and a serious lack of foreign exchange meant a
scarcity of consumer goods and raw materials for industry. Bowker held some aspects
of the Turkish character responsible for this situation.

The Turks are poor planners, though at a pinch they are good at improvisation. At the same time, they are
loath to admit the need for advice from others. As a result, their idea of development is to start as many
projects as possible, trusting to luck to help them out of their difficulties when the time comes to pay for
them. It has been suggested that their motto in this respect should be: ‘Nothing succeeds like excess’.
When the difficulties come, they have little compunction in defaulting on their obligations and asking for
more credits.**

In 1958 more economic help had been assured, and Bowker was of the opinion that
although the immediate economic crisis would be overcome, in order to ensure a lasting
recovery the Turks would have to apply a rigorous programme of economic
retrenchment-requiring qualities of concentration and organisation in which they have

so far shown themselves to be strikingly deﬁcient’.45

However, the roots of the frustration were much deeper than this. Until 1950, it had
been possible to say that Turkey was well on the way to the democratic parliamentary
Government planned by Atatlirk, based on the principle of a fair deal for all. Although
in 1950 the first genuinely free elections resulted in the overwhelming defeat of the PRP
which had ruled the country since the establishment of the Republic, the new
Government began to impose severe restrictions on the freedom of expression, and
reduced the function of the Grand National Assembly, intended to be the sovereign
body of the Administration, to ‘that of a rubber stamp’. Menderes’s Government made
little attempt to hide its contempt for the Opposition as being nothing more than an

2 TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Si
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.

* TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.

* TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.

* TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.

—
=

James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James

Behget Kemal Yesilbursa, “British Perceptions of Turkey and Turks in the Mid-Twentieth Century”,
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 33-57.



§ %

S Z

7°‘7' A Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations
RN |/ _"( Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020

- ~ Ty

) S

‘%“ y/ ‘ ‘89

Yo, - R\
Chtjz jpigh® 149

obstacle to be reduced to ineffectiveness. The Opposition, not surprisingly, had not yet
reconciled itself to the loss of power that had been in its hands for so long, and regarded
its function to oppose the Government on every issue. In foreign policy only was there a
lack of serious divergencies, but towards the end of the decade there were signs that this
last el4egnent of concordance between the Government and Opposition was beginning to
crack.

The source of the sense of frustration prevalent in the late 1950s was to be found in the
basic causes of these weaknesses and defects in the administration. The main objective
of Atatiirk’s reforms was that Turkey should develop along Western lines and in close
association with the West. This meant that Turkey had to rise out of the state of material
backwardness and at the same time produce an intellectual element able to give the
country the necessary guidance and leadership to fill the gap created by the rejection of
the traditional Islamic way of life. That is, the new Turkey had to develop materially
and intellectually at the same time. Bowker has the following to say on this subject;
‘For a period after the death of Atatiirk, the double impetus continued. But with the
advent to power of the Democrat Party, composed of mainly Anatolians who lacked the
former more civilising Ottoman elements of Atatiirk’s original supporters, the
intellectual impetus gradually abated.” While although the urge to material
development continued, it was not supported by development of the capacity of
organisation and planning essential to enable it to be effectively applied. Moreover, an
increasing tendency on the part of the Government to regard objective expression of
opinion on matters of policy or administration as subversive, and a ‘purely opportunist
and vote-catching policy towards religion and religious education’ tended to put a stop
to all intellectual effort and achievement. As a result, in everyday life the average Turk
had to rely on the possibility of access to the appropriate person of influence to obtain
what he needed, as he had had to in the past. The shortage of everyday requirements
created a black market mentality. Bowker points out that due to the ‘innate discipline
and vigour’ of the population, and the continuing desire of the country’s western allies
to support it, Turkey would undoubtedly continue its material development whilst
maintaining internal stability. However, until the means to fill the intellectual vacuum
could be found, Turkey would continue to lack the basic reliability which it as the basic
aim of Atatiirk’s reforms to create and which the requirements of its exposed position in
the world demanded. In a letter to Lord Aberdeen, who headed a coalition ministry in
Britain from 1852-55, Sir Stratford Canning wrote; ‘There is no such thing as system in
Turkey. Every man according to his means and opportunities gets what he can,
commands where he dares, and submits when he must.

Another former British Ambassador to Turkey wrote;

*® TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.
T TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.
*® TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.
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When you wish to know what a Turkish official is likely to do, first consider what it would be in his
interest to do, next what any other man would do in similar circumstances, and thirdly what everyone
expects him to do. When you have ascertained this, you are so far advanced on your road that you may be
perfectly certain that he will not adopt any of these courses.*

Bowker concludes by saying that it is interesting to note that despite all the progress
made by modern Turkey in the first 35 years of its existence, it was still possible to
apply these same remarks of a hundred years before to the Turks of that day.>

3. Sir Roderick Sarell’s Observations on Turkey and the Turks

Roderick Francis Gisbert Sarell was born on 23 January 1913 at Dunkirk, France, where
his father Philip was the British Consul. Sarell was educated at Ashdown House School
before going to Radley College and then to Magdalen College, Oxford. He left Oxford
with a degree in PPE and, after passing the Civil Service Entrance exam, joined the
Consular Service in 1936. His first posting was to Shiraz, Iran, as probationer Vice
Consul. In 1969, Sarell was appointed Ambassador to Turkey, returning to the country
where his father and grandfather had been born. In the early 1970s, Turkey faced
considerable political unrest and one of the most difficult episodes of this post was
when four British radar technicians were killed while being held hostage by Marxist
guerrillas. Their wives were in the embassy residence when news arrived of the failure
of the attempted rescue by the Turkish forces. In October 1971, the Queen, Prince
Philip, and Princess Anne made their state visit to Turkey, during which Sarell travelled
from Izmir to Istanbul on Britannia. Shortly afterwards, he was appointed KCVO. He
was able to spend some of his spare time on his interests in investigating the family’s
history in Turkey and on archaeology. In 1973, he retired, travelling slowly back to
Britain through the countries of the Mediterranean. He married, in 1946, Pamela
Crowther-Smith; she died in 1994, and he was survived by their three sons, when he
died aged 88 in 2001.>

With his appointment in Turkey nearing an end, the British Ambassador to Ankara
(1969-1972), Sir Roderick Sarell thought it time to share some of his thoughts on the
discontents prospects of ‘this most beautiful and fascinating country . Agreeing with the
thoughts of a colleague in Ankara who said that any diplomat who thought he
understood Turkish politics was misinformed, he starts by emphasising the diffidence
with which he was to communicate his observations.*?

Well over a hundred years previously, it was said of Turkey that:

* TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.

%0 TNA, FO371/136452/RK1015/25, Turkey: Sir James Bowker’s Valedictory Dispatch, Sir James
Bowker to Selwyn Lloyd, 2 September 1958.

5L http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/obituaries/1338438/Sir-Roderick-Sarell.html#continue, [Accessed: 30
Nisan 2008].

2 TNA, FC09/1626, File No: WST 25/3, Sir Roderick Sarell’s Valedictory Despatch, 27 November
1972. Also, see Annual Reviews of Turkey for 1969, 1970, 1971 and 1972.
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It is difficult to understand a nation which unites two characters and is emerging from one into the other
and is yet in the transmigration. They are scarcely Asiatic and have just acquired enough of the European
character to destroy many of their virtues and to remove many of their vices. It is this change which is
taking place and the uncertainty of the result which renders this country really interesting.*®

Sarell commented that while, since those words were written, successive waves of
reform had swept over the country; the essential situation had been slow to change.
Each single reform left its mark upon the towns, but the widespread peasant population
remained untouched as yet at that time. Mahmut Il and European clothes, the
constitution of Abdul Hamid, the Young Turk revolution each had their effect, but
Turkey remained oligarchic and, without the constant injections of wealth of the period
of conquest, endemically insolvent. The long process of reform was pushed into further
action by the loss of empire in the First World War and the national resurgence of the
War of Liberation. Atatiirk, ‘the Macedonian with the vision of a modern European
industrial nation State’, drove the country to his objectives with his phenomenal energy.
He mobilised women in the crisis of the War of Independence against the Greeks, and
he insisted on feminine emancipation, both of which earned him the adoring devotion of
a generation of Turkish women. His prestige enabled him to secularise the State and to
move close to Europe with the adoption of the Latin alphabet. He was a pioneer in
education; and in administration he adopted the Napoleonic system of France and Italy,
a written legal code and a prefectural system to guard the country from the
unpredictabilities of an inexperienced Parliamentary Government. To break the power
of the European financiers to whom ‘the spendthrift Sultans’ had mortgaged the
country, Atatiirk set up State banks with money subscribed by Indian Moslems with
which he began to finance State enterprises.>*

Atatlirk set the course and provided a framework but, in Sarell’s words, ‘he failed to
convince his countrymen to forsake Islam’, neither was he able or indeed did he have
the time to alter the habits of mind which Sarell saw as ‘inimical to the proper function
of European industrial society’. These contradictions grew with the passage of time.
The measure of unity of the War of Independence faded but, while Atatiirk’s prestige
grew ‘almost to the proportions of an apotheosis and his policies are now accepted as
an article of faith’, the implementation of the programme remained elusive. The picture
from Ankara at that time frequently seemed to be one of unrelieved gloom. However,
the achievements needed to be regarded.

For better or worse, Turkey had been forced into a European world, and the social
appearance and dress in the towns in the 1970s were European. Universities of the
highest standard in plan and equipment were built in Ankara and in the other main
centres. The teaching faculties were of a high standard. Sarell commented that a middle

% TNA, FC09/1626, File No: WST 25/3, Sir Roderick Sarell’s Valedictory Despatch, 27 November
1972.
* TNA, FC09/1626, File No: WST 25/3, Sir Roderick Sarell’s Valedictory Despatch, 27 November
1972.
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class with secondary education not only of its sons but of its daughters was now sending
some 150,000 students to the universities. The Turks were for some time attaining the
highest standards in the arts and professions. He gave the examples of the Hacettepe
medical school in Ankara, which he said was so advanced as to have been chosen for
study by the Royal Commission on Medical Education; and also the Turkish Ballet,
which was producing dancers of international standard. He commented that the Turkish
concert pianists and violinists were equally distinguished. In industry, several
considerable private empires emerged for the production of consumer goods and, in co-
operation with foreign manufacturers for the production of cars, lorries and
communications equipment. Great progress had been made in the provision of economic
infrastructure. Thousands of miles of asphalt highway had been built in the past 15
years. The generation of electric power rose rapidly, and with it, rural electrification.
The countryside was being opened up by the provision of all-weather rural roads.
Improved methods and the spread of mechanisation were increasing the yield from the
land. Thanks to these developments and two years of unusually good rainfall, Turkey
achieved an exportable surplus of wheat. Thanks moreover to the export of a labour
force approaching 1 million men, the Turkish trade balance was brought to surplus by
remittances almost equalling the total value of visible exports.*®

In spite of the progress and the promise in these developments, Turkey suffered from a
deep feeling of frustration among the educated young, matched by a feeling of
dissatisfaction experienced by foreign observers and the more westernised Turks. The
source, according to Sarell, was the continued process of transmigration from the
oriental and Islamic society ‘in which the man is king’ to the Western industrial
democracy of Atatiirk’s vision. The long tradition of Ottoman Turkey as a military and
administrative oligarchy remained deep-rooted, while the position of Islam, relegated to
the background by Atatiirk, was becoming more conspicuous and more powerful daily.
Concurrently the ‘almost patriarchal’ respect for age which pervaded Turkish society
was causing the entrenched elder generation to block, almost on principle and for
reasons of personal prestige, the plans and proposals of their educated and
professionally trained young men. This attitude was, in Sarell’s opinion, the more
harmful because to the elder generation of Turks, as had been to the Victorian English,
trade and industry were not ‘the proper concern of gentlemen’, having traditionally been
left to the subject races of Greeks and Armenians. The reduction in the population of
these peoples left a gap which was only now very slowly being filled. Economic
progress was hindered further by the Turkish temperament: they were ‘unwilling to
accept advice, disinclined to sustain what they have started or to maintain what they
have built’. For all the European appearance, Turkey remained therefore ‘fundamentally
oriental and Islamic’, accepting standards of performance normal in the East, which in
the West were unacceptable. In Sarell’s words, these were ‘content with the bare
avoidance of collapse or disaster with the implied corollary that if the worst happens it
is the will of God’. He added that the Puritan reply that God helps those who help
themselves is not a part of the Moslem faith as practised in the 1970s. This gloomy

% TNA, FC09/1626, File No: WST 25/3, Sir Roderick Sarell’s Valedictory Despatch, 27 November
1972.
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aspect of the situation was darkened further by the fact that tradition and temperament
continued to afflict Turkey with a large, obstructive and corrupt civil service, which,
Sarell remarked, complicated almost every area of life, commercial, industrial or
private.”’

Against this background of dissatisfaction and frustration, the rapidly growing student
population was exposed to particular strains. Emerging from the old-fashioned
constraints, both moral and social, of traditional provincial family and communal life
into the unconstrained circumstances of the huge new universities of Ankara and the
similar but older foundations of Istanbul, the students resorted to strikes and
demonstrations, which found sympathy and even support among their intellectual and
academic elders both within the universities and outside. Encouraged by example, and,
suggested Sarell, perhaps even by funds from abroad, these developed during 1970 into
increasingly militant violence which seemed to be going in the direction of anarchy.
This situation, unforeseen by the Professors of Constitutional Law who evolved the
extremely liberal Constitution of 1961, found the Government powerless, and the Prime
Minister, inhibited by the example of Menderes, who had been hanged after, if not
wholly because of, repressing student unrest.*®

The crisis exemplified the Turkish dilemma. A civilised and successful Turkish
industrialist remarked that in the West democracy had evolved slowly, and only then
was it necessary to tackle industrialisation. In Turkey, however, the attempt to tackle
both together and in a relatively short time was proving too difficult. In fact Turkey was
attempting an even more difficult task: within the framework of the highly liberal
professors’ constitution with every check and balance to ensure democratic
parliamentary government, the country was trying at once to emerge from a mediaeval,
oriental, agricultural society into an educated, Western, industrial European State. It was
hardly surprising, stated Sarell, that the liberals, frustrated by the innumerable
obstructions of Turkish life, grew impatient with ‘the lack of progress to the Promised
Land’ and resorted to violence. It was no less surprising that the Turkish Army, with its
political tradition and its belief in its mission as guardian of the Kemalist tradition, was
to step in. It was in accordance also with the Kemalist doctrine as held then that the
Army should intervene to secure not only public order but also democracy and reforms.
The Memorandum of 12 March 1971 thus demanded a new ‘above party” Government
to restore order and to carry through the reforms within the framework of parliamentary
democracy. Three successive administrations struggled to comply with the Army’s
demands under a regime of guided democracy. Public order was restored largely at a
cost of steadily growing repression accompanied by unpleasantly circumstantial
accounts of torture and the virtual abolition of free speech or free discussion of political
matters in the universities. The threat of anarchy in 1970 no doubt required drastic
measures, but after 18 months, the Army was showing disquieting signs of losing its

% TNA, FC09/1626, File No: WST 25/3, Sir Roderick Sarell’s Valedictory Despatch, 27 November
1972.
% TNA, FC09/1626, File No: WST 25/3, Sir Roderick Sarell’s Valedictory Despatch, 27 November
1972.
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sense of proportion. Making the allowances that this was an inevitable swing of the
pendulum, and the necessary, if temporary, price for the restoration of order; Sarell
asked how much was to be hoped of the programme of reform®®

The reforms proposed were needed: the excessive checks and balances of the 1961
Constitution needed to be modified, as Dr. Erim planned when Prime Minister in 1971,
to give the Government the freedom of action enjoyed by Western European
administration. The excessive autonomy of the universities needed to be limited. Land
reform was no doubt needed, but as much to curb the reactionary influence of the hodjas
(mullahs) supported by the landlords as for the economic welfare of the peasants. After
the achievement of all this, there would nevertheless remain the problem of the Turkish
administration, ‘overstaffed, badly paid, obstructive and corrupt’. Behind it, lay the
even more intractable problem of the Turkish temperament described previously. The
seeds of prosperity and success seemed to be ‘sprouting on all sides’. The infrastructure
was taking shape; the young graduates were ‘admirable and stimulating’ people, and
behind them was a rising generation of students who might be able to ‘break the bonds
of oriental fecklessness and inefficiency’, helped perhaps by the growing army of
workers returning ‘emancipated and with Western ideas’ from their stay in Germany
and elsewhere. The problem facing Turkey was how to release the many good forces
developing at that time while holding in check the impatient radicals who were hoping
to find in violence a short cut to ‘the Promised Land’. Sarell saw that for some years
Turkey would be in danger and may well need to continue with the ‘guided democracy’
of that time, modified one would hope to restore greater freedom to the Press and the
universities. Even if elections were to be held as intended in October 1973, the
Government would need to retain emergency powers to avoid a renewed slide to
anarchy.®

These stresses and strains which caused the suspension of the reality, though not the
forms, of democracy had implications for Turkey’s foreign policy and for its ‘European
Vocation’. For that time, however, just as the Turkish Government stoutly maintained
the forms of a parliamentary democracy, so it remains unswerving in support of its
Western orientations through NATO, CENTO and its association with the European
Community. Its long experience of Russia ensured a ‘healthy scepticism and wariness’
in the country’s attitude to the Soviet Union, which is proof against Soviet propaganda
and flattery. Given that the country’s internal problems could be solved or at least kept
under control, the rulers of Turkey at that time were unlikely to vary their course in
foreign affairs.®*

Sarell finished his valedictory dispatch with the following comment:

% TNA, FC09/1626, File No: WST 25/3, Sir Roderick Sarell’s Valedictory Despatch, 27 November
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I leave this country of outstanding beauty and infinite variety of interest, with its people delightful to
know and impossible to do business with, with some misgivings for the future. Politicians of ideas seem
powerless to implement them. Politicians who can survive must be content with little action. The result
can only be further frustration for the rising generation with all this means in terms of tension and
potential explosion. | find hope in the quality of the rising generation and in the fact that prosperity is at

least beginning to spread through the country. These factors may well exorcise the ills that now seem to
lie so heavily across the land.®

%2 TNA, FC09/1626, File No: WST 25/3, Sir Roderick Sarell’s Valedictory Despatch, 27 November
1972.
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Kralice Il. Elizabeth’in 1971 Yilindaki Tiirkiye Ziyareti
Serif DEMIR"

Ozet

1953°te tahta ¢ikan Kralice II. Elizabeth, 1961, 1971 ve 2008 yillarinda ii¢ kez Tiirkiye’yi ziyaret etti. Bu
calismanin amaci, Kralice’nin Tiirkiye’ye yaptig1 bu ziyaretler arasinda 1971 yilinda ki ziyareti, detayli bir
sekilde ortaya koymaktir. 18 Ekim 1971 tarihinde Tiirkiye gelen Kralice II. Elizabeth’e bu ziyaretinde esi Philip
ve kizt Anne’de eslik ettiler. Tiirkiye ziyaretine Kralice Elizabeth, Ankara’dan bagladi. Kralice, 18 Ekim ve 19
Ekim’de Ankara’da resmi goriismeler yapt1 ve cesitli ziyaretlerde bulundu. 20 Ekim’de Izmir’e gegen Kralice,
Tiirk-Ingiliz ortakligiyla kurulan BMC Fabrikasini ziyaret etti. 21 Ekim’de Kralice, Kusadas1, Efes ve Selguk’u
gezdi. 22 Ekim’de Izmir’den Kraliyet yat1 ile ayrilan Kralice, Canakkale’ye gecerek Canakkale sehitliklerini
ziyaret etti. 23 Ekim’de Istanbul’a gelen Kralice, cesitli kurumlara ziyaretler yapti, resmi térenlerde bulundu ve
at yariglarini izledi. Kralige 24 Ekim’de Ayasofya’y1r ardindan Topkapi Miizesini ve Sultan Ahmed Camisini
gezdi. Kralige ve beraberindekiler, 25 Ekim’de Tiirkiye’den ayrildilar. 12 Mart 1971 askeri muhtirasinin
sicakligmi korudugu bir zamanda Tiirkiye’ye gelen Kralige, Tiirkiye’de siyasi glindemi tamamen degistirdi.
Tiirkiye’deki, i¢ politika sorunlar bir siireligine donduruldu. Ulkenin ilgi, dikkat ve yogunlugu Kralige {izerinde
toplandi. Devlet erkdni Kralige II. Elizabeth’i en iyi sekilde agirlamak icin seferber oldular. Kraligenin bu
ziyaretinde halk da yogun ilgi ve sevgi gosterilerinde bulundu. Her yerde coskun bir kalabalikla karsilanan
Kralige, bu sevgi gosterilerinden olduk¢a memnun oldu. Kralice kendisine gosterilen bu yogun ilgi ve sevgiyi
karsiliks1z birakmadi. Kralige II. Elizabeth Tiirkiye’den ayrilirken, Tiirk ve Ingiliz taraflari bu ziyaretten oldukca
memnun kaldilar.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kralice Elizabeth, Ingiltere, Tiirkiye, Cevdet Sunay, 1971

Queen Elizabeth I1’s Visit to Turkey in 1971
Abstract

Queen Elizabeth 11, who ascended the throne in 1953, visited Turkey three times, in 1961, 1971 and 2008. The
purpose of this study is to elaborate on the queen's visit to Turkey in 1971. Queen Elizabeth II, who arrived in
Turkey on 18 October 1971, was accompanied on that visit by her husband Philip and daughter Anne. Queen
Elizabeth began her visit to Turkey from Ankara. The Queen held formal talks and made several visits to Ankara
on 18 October and 19 October. On October 20, The Queen visited the BMC factory established by Turkish-
British partnership. On October 21, The Queen toured Kusadasi, Ephesus and Selguk. On 22 October, The
Queen left Izmir on a royal yacht and went to Gallipoli to visit the Canakkale Martyrs' Memorial. Arriving in
Istanbul on 23 October, The Queen made visits to various institutions, held official ceremonies and watched
horse races. On October 24, The Queen visited Hagia Sophia, then the Topkapi Museum and the Sultan Ahmed
Mosque. The Queen and her companions left Turkey on 25 October. The Queen, who came to Turkey at a time
when the military memorandum of 12 March 1971 was keeping its temperature, completely changed the political
agenda in Turkey. The attention of the country gathered on the Queen. The state officials mobilized to welcome
Elizabeth as best they could. The public also showed intense interest during the Queen's visit. Greeted with an
enthusiastic crowd everywhere, The Queen was quite pleased with these displays of affection. The Queen repaid
for this intense interest and love. While Elizabeth left Turkey, the Turkish and British sides were quite pleased
with that visit.

Keywords: Queen Elizabeth, England, Turkey, Cevdet Sunay, 1971

Giris

Kraliyet, Ingiliz kiiltiiriinde ve siyaset geleneginde ¢ok deger verilen 6nemli bir kurumdur.
Kraliyet ailesi Ingiltere yonetiminde sembolik bir yapi olarak yer almasina ragmen,

Ingiltere’nin izledigi dis politik egilimlere uygun bir anlayisla hareket etmektedir. Kraliyet
ailesinin yurt dis1 gezileri de Ingiltere’nin dis politika énceliklerine, Ingiltere’nin izledigi dis

’ Dog. Dr., Siirt Universitesi, Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Tarih Boliimii Ogretim Uyesi, tanzimat1839@gmail.com.
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politikaya bagl olarak Hiikiimetle isbirligi icinde gerceklestirilmektedir. Buna gore Kraliyet
ailesinin politik tasarruflar her sekilde Ingiltere’yi baglamaktadir.

ingiltere Krali VI. George 6 Subat 1952°de vefat etti. Tiirkiye’de bayraklar yariya indirildi.*
Prenses Elizabeth Alexandra Mary Windsor, Kralice II. Elizabeth? olarak 2 Haziran 1953’te
tahta ¢ikti.® ingiltere Kraligesi II. Elizabeth, tahta ¢iktizi ilk giinden giiniimiize kadar
Tirkiye’ye ii¢ ziyaret gerceklestirdi. Kralige Tiirkiye’ye ilk ziyaretini 6 Mart 1961 yilinda
yapti. Kralice Iran’dan donerken Esenboga Havalimaninda Gn. Cemal Giirsel’le kisa bir
goriisme gergeklestirdi. Bu ziyaretin temel amaci Yassiada mahkemelerinde Adnan Menderes
ve arkadaslart hakkinda verilecek olasi idam kararlarinin infaz edilmesini engellemekti.
General Giirsel’le havaalaninda kirk dakikalik birebir goériismede Kralice, Giirsel’den
mahkemeden ¢ikabilecek olasi bir idam kararinin uygulanmamasimni istedi.* Kralicenin bu
talebi, Milli Birlik Komitesi tarafindan goz ardi edilerek, ilgili kisilerin idamlar1 onaylanarak
infaz yapildi.

Kralice II. Elizabeth’in ikinci ziyareti 18 Ekim 1971°de gerceklesti. Kraligenin iran
Imparatorlugunun kurulusunun 2500. yildéniimii etkinliklerine katildiktan sonra Tiirkiye’ye
sekiz giin siirecek resmi bir ziyarette bulunacagi agiklandi. Kralicenin bu ziyareti
Cumhurbagkan: Cevdet Sunay ve ailesinin 1967°de Ingiltere’ye gerceklestirdikleri resmi
ziyaretin iadesi oldugu agiklandi.®> Kraligenin bu ziyaretine her iki devlet yetkilileri biiyiik
6zen gosterdiler. Kralige gelmeden evvel, ziyaret programi® iist diizey biirokratlara ve devlet
erkanina dagitilarak Kraligenin yaninda uyulmasi gereken diplomatik ve nezaket kurallari
dnceden bildirildi.”

Gezi siirecince Kralige ve ailesinin kullanacagi Kraliyet yati Brittannia, 16 Ekim’de Izmir
limanmna ulasti. Krali¢e’ye bu ziyarette eslik edecek olan esi Prens Philip ve kizi Prenses
Anne 17 Ekim’de izmir’e gelerek geceyi bu kraliyet yatinda gegirdiler. Prens Ph111p ve kiz1
Anne, Kralice Elizabeth Ankara’ya geldiginde Inglhz Heyetine katilacaklard.® Kralige’nin
heyetinde, Disisleri ve Ingiliz Uluslar Toplulugu Isleriyle ilgilenen Devlet Bakani Joseph
Godber ile beraber on kisi yer aliyordu.’

! Milliyet, 7 Subat 1952.

2 Elizabeth 21 Nisan 1926’da York Diik’ii ve Diisesinin ilk ¢ocugu olarak diinyaya geldi. Cocukluk yillari
Londra’da gecti. Babasi Kral VI. George olarak tahta ¢iktiginda Elizabeth veliaht oldu. Elizabeth’in ¢ok iyi bir
egitim almasina biiyiik 6zen gosterildi. Sik sik halkin arasma karisarak pek ¢ok hayir amaglt etkinliklerde yer
aldi. Acik hava sporlariyla yakindan ilgilenen Elizabeth atlara biiyiik sevgi besledi. Askerlikle de yakindan
ilgilenen Elizabeth 1945’te astegmen olarak orduya katildi. Savas sonrast kamu hizmetleriyle ilgilenen
Elizabeth, Babasinin resmi ziyaretlerinde de dzellikle yer almaya dikkat ediyordu. 20 Kasim 1947°de Tegmen
Philip Mountbatten ile evlendi. “Krali¢e Elizabeth’in Ziyareti”, Diinya, 18 Ekim 1971, s. 5.

® Behget Kemal Yesilbursa, “State Visit Of Her Majesty The Queen Elizabeth Il To Turkey in 19717,
Kastamonu Egitim Dergisi, Cilt: XVII, Say1: 1, (Ocak 2009), s. 262.

* Milliyet, 12 Mayis 2008.

® Diinya, 19 Ekim 1971.

® Diinya, 17 Ekim 1971.

" Milliyet, 12 Mayis 2008.

® Diinya, 18 Ekim 1971.

% Kraligeye eslik eden heyette; ingiltere’nin Ankara Biiyiikelgisi Sir Roderick Sarrel, Kraligenin nedimesi
Grafton Diisesi, Prenses Anne’nin nedimesi Mary Downey, Krali¢enin 6zel kalem miidiir yardimeist Yarbay Sir
Martin Charteris, Kraligenin Basin Sekreteri William Heseltine, Saray yaveri Lord Plunket, Kraliyet Ugaklar
Komutam Tuggeneral Archibald Pinskill, Kraligenin 6zel doktoru Yarbay Philip Fulford, Devlet Bakan1 Ozel
Kalem Miidiirii Robin Rencick yer aldilar. Milliyet, 18 Ekim 1971.

Serif Demir, “Kralige II. Elizabeth’in 1971 Yilindaki Tiirkiye Ziyareti”,
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Kralige Elizabeth’in bu ziyareti, Tiirkiye’nin oldukga sikintili ve zorlu bir siirecten gectigi bir
doneme tesadiif etti. Ulke 12 Mart 1971 askeri miidahalesi sonrasinda zorlu bir siirecten
geciyordu. Askerlerin kurdurdugu I. Nihat Erim Hiikiimeti, iilke yonetiminde zafiyetler
yasiyor ve parlamentodaki siyasi partilerle saglikli bir iliski kurmakta zorlaniyordu. Bagbakan
Erim’in istifaya hazirlandig1 bir zamanda Kralige Elizabeth Tirkiye’ye geldi.’® Béyle bir
zamanda hiikiimet krizinin yasanmasi Tiirkiye’nin disaridaki konumuna ve siyasi durumuna
zarar verecegi disiliniilerek bu ziyaret dénemi boyunca biitiin i¢ sorunlar “dondurucuya
konularak” glindemden diisiiriildi. ™

Kralige I1. Elizabeth’in Tiirkiye Program
1. Giin 18 Ekim Pazartesi

Kralige II. Elizabeth’in u¢agi 18 Ekim 1971 saat 14.30’da Ankara’ya indi. Kraligeyi
Cumbhurbagkani Sunay, Senato Baskan1 Ariburun, Meclis Baskan1 Avci, Basbakan Erim ile
birlikte kalabalik bir devlet erkani askeri torenle karsiladilar. Havaalaninin seref salonunda 20
dk dinlenen Kralige 15.15’de Cankaya koskiine dogru iistii agik bir arabayla yola ¢ikt1. Halk
yol boyunca Kraligeye biiyiik ilgi ve sevgi gosterilerinde bulundu. Kralige dinlenmek igin
16.00’da Camli Koske yerlesti. Kralice ve ailesi 16.25’de Cankaya Koskiine gecerek Sunay
ailesini ziyaret ettiler.'?

Cankaya Koskiinde bir saat kalan Kralice, Camli Koske donerek yabanci misyon seflerini
kabul etti. Cumhurbaskani Sunay, aksam Kraligenin onuruna bir ziyafet yemegi verdi.
Yemekte Cumhurbagkan1 Sunay, Kralice Elizabeth ve ailesini agirlamaktan duydugu
mutluluktan s6z etti. Her iki iilke arasindaki dostluga vurgu yapan Sunay, ekonomik
iligkilerimizin daha de gelistirilebilmesinin 6énemine dikkat ¢ekti. Cumhurbagkan1 Sunay’dan
sonra Kralige Elizabeth,

“Sayin Baskan, Bu aksam nazik sozleriniz ve halkinizdan gordiigiim dostane karsilama esime,
kizima ve bana son derece biiyiik memnuniyet vermigstir. Londra’ya dért yil once Sayin Bayan
Sunay ile birlikte yaptiginiz ziyaretin giizel hatiralart i¢inde iade-i ziyaret davetinizi de biiyiik
memnuniyet ile kabul etmis bulunuyoruz.

Diinya devamli olarak degismektedir. Fakat ¢ok az iilke vardwr ki Tiirkiye kadar ani
degisiklikler gecirmis olsun. Birinci Diinya Savasindan itibaren Kemal Atatiirk’iin dehasinin
liderliginde Tiirk milletinin biitiin sosyal ve ekonomik yapist degistirildi. Bu onun hesabina
miithis bir basart idi. Fakat basarummin kazanilmasinda halktan gordiigii sadakat ve destek de
en onemli unsur oldu.

Uzun tarihlerimiz boyunca iilkelerimiz zaman zaman ¢atistilar bugiin ise NATO ve CENTO
teskilatlarinda iilkelerimiz miittefiktir. Bu zaman siiresince iilkelerimizin halklarinda
birbirlerini kahramanlik ve azimlilik vasiflart konusunda karsilikli saygt ve hayranlik uyandi.
Umidim oniimiizdeki yillarda bu karsilikli saygi ve sevginin daha genis ve daha derin bir
sekilde iligkilerimize her yoniiyle niifuz etmesidir.

1% Yasin Coskun, “12 Mart 1971 Muhtirasinin Ingiliz Arsiv Belgelerindeki Yansimasi”, Tarih Okulu Dergisi,
Yil: 9, Sayi: 28, (Aralik 2016), s. 306.

I TNA FC09/1606, File No: WST 1/2, Turkey: Annual Review for 1971 by Roderick Sarell, 1 January 1972.

2 Milliyet, 19 Ekim 1971.

Serif Demir, “Kralige II. Elizabeth’in 1971 Yilindaki Tiirkiye Ziyareti”,
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Ekselanslarimzin delaletiyle Tiirk halkina Ingiltere halkinin en iyi dileklerini ve yakin ve
devamli dostlugumuzun teminatini iletivken kadehimi zati aliniz ile Sayin Bayan Sunay’'in
serefine ve Tiirk hallunin refah ve saadetine kaldiryorum” dedi.™

Yemek karsilikli jestler ve iyi niyet gosterileriyle tamamlandi.
2. Giin 19 Ekim Sah

19 Ekim sabah erken kalkan Kralice, giine 10.15’de Anitkabir ziyaretiyle basladi. Kabre
kirmizi- beyaz karanfillerden yapilmis bir ¢elenk koyan Kralige, Anitkabir 6zel defterine,
“Savasta yigit, barista sadik bir dost olan Tiirk ulusunun Ata’sina sonsuz saygiyla...” yazdi.
Atatiirk Miizesini gezen Kralice Atatiirk’lin 6zel esyastyla yakindan ilgilenerek, “Atatiirk iin
biiyiik adam oldugunu bilmek icin Tiirkiye’ye gelmeye liizum yoktu; fakat bu kadar yakisikl
oldugunu ilk defa goriiyorum. Bilhassa gozleri ve kagsi insani ¢ok etkiliyor. Giyimine dikkatli
ve zarif bir zevki varmis. Ozellikle frak kendisine ¢ok yakisiyor...”dedi.**

Anitkabir ziyareti sonrasinda Kralice’ye Ankara’min altin anahtari takdim edildi™. Saat
12.00°de Ankara’da miizeleri gezen Kralice, 6gle yemegini Biiyiikelcilikte Ingiliz Milletler
Topluluguna mensup iilkelerin biiyiikelgileriyle birlikte g/edi. Kralice ve ailesi 15.00°de
Ankara Hipodromu’na gittiler. Iyi bir binici olan Kralige'® atlara 6zel ilgi gosterdi. Kralige
adma diizenlenen bu at yarisim1 Kralice ile Cumhurbaskani birlikte izlediler. Bu yaris bir
gelenege dontistiiriilerek “Uluslararas1 Kralige II. Elizabeth Kosusu” adini aldi. Yarist
kazanan atin sahibine kupay: bizzat Kralice verdi.'” Kralige 17.15°de Camli Koskte CHP
Genel Baskani Ismet Indnii’yle yarim saat goriistii.

Cankaya Koskiiniin iist salonunda sinirli sayida davetlinin katildigi bir yemek verildi.
Yemekte misafirler Kraliyet protokol kurallarina uymak i¢in azami gayret sarf ettiler. Taraflar
bu dostlugun daha da gelistirilmesi temennisinde bulundular. Yemek sonrasinda bir
resepsiyon diizenlendi. Kralige II. Elizabeth’e 180 yillik tarihi bir hilal bros, kizi Anne’ye
hasir bilezik, esi Philip’e glimiis legen hediye olarak takdim edildi. Kralice, Bagbakan
Erim’den baslayarak iist diizey 22 devlet gorevlisine “Lord” ve “Sovalye” unvanlart verdi.
Cumhurbagkani1 Cevdet Sunay’a 18 kisilik “Blind Earl” marka porselen meyve takimi, Bayan
Sunay’a tizeri pirlanta tagli altin bir bros hediye edildi.”®

3. Giin 20 Ekim Carsamba

Kralice ve ailesi 20 Ekim saat 10.50’de Ankara Esenboga Havaalaninda Cumhurbaskani
Sunay’inda katildig1 askeri bir térenle ugurlandilar. Kralige ve beraberindekileri tagiyan 6zel
ucak saat 12.00°de izmir Cigli Havalimanma indi. Havaalanindan sehir merkezine gegerken
Kraligeye yol kenarlaria dizilmis insanlar, yogun ilgi ve sevgi gosterilerinde bulundular. 27
km’lik yol, bir saati asan bir siirede zorlukla tamamlandi.

 Diinya, 19 Ekim 1971.

Y Milliyet, 20 Ekim 1971.

'° Diinya, 20 Ekim 1971.

16 “Kralige Elizabeth’in Ziyareti”, Diinya, 18 Ekim 1971, s. 5.
" Milliyet, 20 Ekim 1971.

8 Diinya, 21 Ekim 1971.

Serif Demir, “Kralige II. Elizabeth’in 1971 Yilindaki Tiirkiye Ziyareti”,
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 58-66.



&
Q

>
Y \[¥
= N = J 1 of Anglo-Turkish Relati
i ] e ournal of Anglo-Turkish Relations
7; s Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020

i &

Wigis o it
lIZ|L|§\(\\- | 62

Biiyiik Efes Oteline yerlesen Kralice ve beraberindekilere Izmir Valisi bir yemek verdi.™
Kralic;eyi ziyarete gelenler saat 15.00°de Efes Otelinin bahgesinde karsllamdllar.20 Kralice
Ingiliz uluslar toplulugunun vatandaslartyla bir araya geldi.

Kralige 15.45’te Tiirk-Ingiliz isbirligiyle kurulan BMC fabrikasin1 ziyarete gitti. BMC
kamyon ve traktor fabrikasini gezen Kralice, fabrika yetkililerinden tiretimle ilgili bilgiler
aldi. Kralige fabrika ziyaretinden sonra kraliyet yatina gecerken halk coskun sevgi
gosterilerinde bulunmaya devam ettiler. 18.30’da Britanya yatinda resmi bir kabul toreni
diizenlendi. Vali, Belediye Bagkan1 ve askeri yetkililerin katildigi bu téren saat 20.00’a kadar
siirdii. Kralige ve beraberindekiler gece 21.00°de Britanya yati ile sehirden ayrildilar. Iki savas
gemisinin esligindeki kraliyet yat1 Kusadasi’na ge:c;ti.21

4. Giin 21 Ekim Persembe

Kralige Elizabeth 21 Ekim sabah 10.00’da yattan bir motorla Kusadasi’nda karaya ¢ikti.
Limanda bulunan biitiin gemiler Kralige’yi diidiik ¢alarak selamladilar. Aydin valisi iskelede
Kraliceye “Hos geldiniz” diyerek karsiladi. Kralice 6grenciler tarafindan ¢icek yagmuruna
tutularken folklor ekipleri yerel oyunlardan 6rnekler veren bir gosteride bulundular. Halkin
yogun tezahiiratlar1 altinda Kralice, Efes antik sehrine gitti. Kralice Efes’teki tarihi yapilarla
yakindan ilgilenerek yetkililerden pek ¢ok detay hakkinda bilgi aldi. Efes ziyareti sonrasinda
Kralige, 12.10°da Selguk Miizesine ge(;ti.22 Oldukca zevkli gegen bir miize ziyareti sonrasinda
Heyet, Kusadasi1 koyuna bakan Osmanli Haneden ailesinin soyundan gelen bir kisiye ait bir
restoranda yemek yedi.”® Kusadasi’yla birlikte Efes ve Selcuk miizelerini gezen misafirler,
olduk¢a mutlu ve giizel zaman gegirdiler.

5. Giin 22 Ekim Cuma

22 Ekim sabah1 bir kruvazor esliginde Brittannia Kraliyet Yati, limandan ayrildi. Canakkale
Bogazinda top atiglariyla karsilanan Kralice ve ailesi, Gelibolu yarimadasina geldiler. Saat
9.40°da askeri torenle karsilanan Kralige, Oncelikle Canakkale sehitler anitina bir g¢elenk
koydu. Amt seref defterine Kralice, “Iki ulusun birbirine karst ebedi bir saygi kazandiklar:
Gelibolu savaslarinda sehit olanlara layik bir anit” ciimlesini yazdl.24

Kralige, Fransiz mezarligina ardindan Ingiliz mezarhgma gecti. Mezarhigin girisinde
Kralice’yi Canakkale savaslarina katilmis Istanbul’da yasayan iki Ingiliz askeri karsiladi.
Krali¢ce daha sonra Yeni Zelanda ve Avusturalya mezarliklarini da ziyaret ederek Kraliyet
yatma geri dondii.”®

Kralige Gelibolu’daki ziyaretleri sonrasinda Fransa Cumhurbaskani, Avusturalya ve Yeni
Zelanda Genel Valileri ile Ingiltere’deki Gelibolu Dernegi Baskanmna duygularini ileten bir
telgraf ¢ekti. Kralige Elizabeth telgrafinda;

“Bu giiniimii sakin plajlar, tepeler ve anitlar arasinda Gelibolu’da gec¢irdim. Zihnim beni pek
¢ok kahramanin, serefli ve cesur bir hasim karsisinda hayatlarim feda ettikleri 1915 yilinin

¥ Milliyet, 21 Ekim 1971.
2 Diinya, 21 Ekim 1971.

! Diinya, 21 Ekim 1971.

% Diinya, 22 Ekim 1971.

2z Yesilbursa, a.g.m., s. 264.
% Diinya, 23 Ekim 1971.

% Milliyet, 23 Ekim 1971.
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farkl goriintiistine iletti. Bugiin esim, kizim ve Tiirk hiikiimetinin temsilcileriyle birlikte 56 yil
once burada kahramanca hayatlarini feda edenlerin hepsinin karsisinda tazimlerimi
sunmaktan gurur duydum” dedi.®

6. Giin 23 Ekim Cumartesi

Kralige ve beraberindekiler 23 Ekim saat 11.05°de Dolmabahge’den karaya ¢iktilar. Kralige,
Istanbul Valisi ve esi tarafindan resmi torenle karsilandilar. Kralice ve ailesi Dolmabahce
Saraymi ziyaret ettikten sonra Sale Koskiine dogru harekete gectiler. Kralicenin konvoyu
Besiktas ile Dolmabahge arasinda yolun kenarlarma dizilmis ellerinde Tiirk ve Ingiliz
Bayraklar tasiyan ilkokul 6grencilerinin yogun sevgisiyle karsilandi. Bir siire Sale Koskiinde
dinlenen Kralige, 12.15’te Nisantasi’'nda bulunan bir Ingiliz okulunu ziyaret etti. Okul
ziyaretinden sonra Kralige tekrar Sale Koskiine geri dondii. Kralige 15.32°de Konkurhipike
gitti. “Prenses Anne” ve “Edinburgh” adli yarismalar1 izleyen aile, kazananlara kupalarini
verdi.?” Bir ara Prens Philip, Bogaz Kopriisii insaatim ziyaret ederek yetkililerden, Bogaz
Kopriisii projesi hakkinda bilgiler aldi.

Aksam Bagbakan Nihat Erim, Yildiz Sale Koskiinde Kraliyet ailesine bir yemek verdi.
20.30°da baslayan Xemekte Basbakan Erim, her iki {ilke arasindaki dostluk iliskileri {izerine
bir konusma yapti. Ust diizey devlet erkanin tam kadro yer aldigi bu yemekte Kralige,

“Bay Basbakan, Biitiin Tiirk ulusunun gostermis oldugu hiisniikabul ve misafirperverligin
zevkini tadan hepimiz, bu ziyaretin sona ermekte olmasindan otirii tiziintiliiyiiz. Bu ilkel
medeniyet bakiyelerini goriip, giintimiize kadar gecirdigi gelismelerin med ve cezirleri ile
akimini izledikten sonra insanlik mizacimin intibak kudreti ve toplumlarin en feci felaketlerden
sonra dahi, nasil yeniden kurulup hayatiyete kavustuklari husular: beni bilhassa tesir altinda
birakmustir.

Ayrica beraberimde Tiirkiye nin uzun tarihinden alinan, refahin ancak insanlar ve toplumlar
arasinda baris¢t bir isbirligi ve basiretli bir idare ile elde edilebilecegine dair asikar dersi de
gotiirecegim. Tarih dncesi diinyasinda, teknik tahditler, ticaret, ticari iliskiler ve ulasimi
stmwrlandirmaktaydi. Bu giin modern teknoloji biitiin bu tahditleri asti ve uzun zaman beri
ecdatlarimizin riiyalarinda dahi goremeyecekleri kadar biiyiik bir kitleye, daha yiiksek bir
medeniyet standardi saglama firsatina erismis bulunuyoruz. Bugiin bu sansa sahibiz
elimizden kagirmamaliyiz.

Bogaz Kopriisii insaatina baslanilmis bulunuluyor. Bu faydali projede Ingiliz miihendislerinin
bu kadar onemli hisselerinin bulunmasindan otiirii gurur duymaktayim, fakat ayni zamanda
Avrupa ile Asya arasinda yeni bir baglanti telakki edilmesini temenni ederim. Ge¢miste, bu iki
kita arasinda baglantilarin neler basardigina sahit olduk. Dolayisiyla bu kopriinii, isbirligi
alanminda yeni bir devir agmast temennimdir.

Tiirkiye halki bizlere biiyiik saadet vermistir, buna karsilik ben, Cumhurbaskant ve Tiirk
halkina miireffeh, mesut ve barig¢t bir ulus yaratabilmeleri i¢in gerekli irade ve sanslart
dilerim” dedi.*®

Aksam yemegi sonrasinda 22.30°da Kralice Elizabeth adina resmikabul diizenlendi.

% Milliyet, 24 Ekim 1971.
2T Milliyet, 24 Ekim 1971.
% Diinya, 24 Ekim 1971.
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7. Giin 24 Ekim Pazar

Istanbul’un ikinci giiniinde Kralige ve ailesi, ingiliz Konsoloslugu i¢inde yer alan St. Helena
Kilisesinde diizenlenen bir dini ayine katildilar. Kralige ve beraberindekiler Konsolosluktan
Sultanahmet’e gegtiler. 12.20°de Ayasofya’ya gelen misafirler, tarihi yapi hakkinda detayl
bilgiler alarak ¢esitli sorular sordular. Hayranligin1 gizlemeyen Kralige, “Harika ve tarih dolu
bir yapit” dedi. Ayasofya’dan ayrilan Kraligce, 13.25’te Topkap1 Sarayina geldi. Sarayin i¢
avlusunda Mehter Takimi alt1 marstan olusan bir gésteri sundu. Ogle yemegi Topkapt Sarayi
bilinyesinde yer alan Mecidiye Kdskiinde yenildi. Yemekten sonra Kraligce ve beraberindekiler
Harem dairesine gegtiler. Sarayin Harem boliimii ilk kez Kralige icin 6zel acild1.?® Hiinkar
Sofrasinda Miinir Nurettin Selguk sefliginde 20 dakikalik bir konser dinlenildi. Harem’den
ayrilan misafirler Hirka-i Saadet dairesi, Ugiincii Ahmed Kiitiiphanesini ve Hazine dairesini
gezdiler. Kraligenin Topkap1 Saray ziyareti yaklagik dort saat siirdii.

Kralice ve beraberindeki heyet, Topkapit Sarayindan yiirliyerek Sultan Ahmed Camiine
gectiler. Cami girisinde Kralice ayakkabilarin1 ¢ikartarak kendisine verilen terligi
giilimseyerek giydi. Camii i¢ mimarisi ve siislemeler hakkinda bilgi alan Kralice, 17.20°de
Kraliyet Yatina donmek {izere Dolmabahge’ye hareket etti. Kralice Brittannia Kraliyet
Yatinda aksam 20.00’de Bagbakan Erim ve esi onuruna bir aksam yemegi diizenledi.*® Gece
22.00°de Kralice resmikabul torenine gec;ti.31

8. Giin 25 Ekim Pazartesi

25 Ekim sabahi Kralice, Kariye Camii ziyaretine gitti. Camideki mozaiklere hayran kalan
Kralice, “burasimin ayrt bir havasi var, Ayasofya’dan daha sicak daha kiiciik ama insani
sariyor” dedi. Prens Philip, Tiirkiye’deki miizelerde belirgin bir iyilestirme olmasina ragmen
hala yeterince bakimli olmadigini ifade etti. Kariye Camii miizesinden ayrilan Kralige ve
beraberindekiler, Yesilkdy Havaalanina dogru gittiler. Havaalaninda bir askeri torenle
ugurlanan II. Elizabeth’e Cumhurbaskani ve Hiikiimet adina Disisleri Bakani1 Olcay “iyi
yolculuklar” diledi.®* Kralice ile esi birlikte Istanbul’dan ayrilarken Prenses Anne,
ebeveynlerini ugurladiktan sonra ingiliz Biiyiikelgiyle Cinar Otelinde 6gle yemegi yedi.
Prenses 14.30’da Hong Kong’a hareket etti. >

Kralice II. Elizabeth, Tiirkiye’den ayrilirken Cumhurbaskan: Sunay’a bir mesaj gonderdi.
Kralige mesajinda;

“Ankara’da, Istanbul’da ve giizel iilkenizin diger bélgelerinde bizim icin hazirladigimiz ilging
ve degisik programin her dakikasini biiyiik bir zevk iginde gecirdik, beraberimizde
gordiigiimiiz samimi hiisnii kabultin mutlu hatiralarimi gotiiriiyoruz. Bu ziyaretin, iki iilke
arasinda esasen var olan sevgi ve ilginin gelismesine ve kuvvetlenmesine yardim etmesi en
halisane dilegimdir. Diinya barisinda her iki iilkenin de oynayabilecegi role giivenerek,
ileride bu ugurda daha yakin bir igbirligi i¢inde ¢alisacaklarini iimit ederim” dedi.®*

2 Milliyet, 12 Mayis 2008.
% Milliyet, 25 Ekim 1971.
%! Diinya, 25 Ekim 1971.
% Diinya, 26 Ekim 1971.
% Milliyet, 26 Ekim 1971.
* Diinya, 26 Ekim 1971.
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Kralie II. Elizabeth’in bu Tiirkiye ziyareti, her iki tarafi olduk¢ca mutlu etti. ingilizler
Kralige’ye devlet erkanin gosterdigi deger ve gosterilen ilgiden, halkin ortaya koydugu
coskun sevgi gosterilerinden ve basinda da siklikla Kraligenin lehinde yazilan yayinlardan
oldukca memnun oldular. Bu ziyaret Oncesi bazi gilivenlik endiseler olmasma ragmen
ingilizlere gdre, “olaganiistii basarili” bir ziyaret oldu.** Kraligenin ayrilmasiyla birlikte
Tijrkiyg6 gercek glindemine geri donerek 26 Ekim’de I. Nihat Erim Hiikiimeti istifasini
sundu.

Sonug¢

Kralice II. Elizabeth, gorev yaptigi uzun siire i¢inde Tiirkiye’yi ii¢ kez ziyaret etti. 1961, 1971
ve 2008 yillarinda. Bu her {i¢ donemde de askeri vesayetin yogun olarak yasandigi yillara
tesadiif etti. Her donem Tiirkiye’nin kendisine 6zgili sorunlar yasadigi ve i¢ problemlerinin
oldugu zamanlardi.

Kralice II. Elizabeth’in ailesi ve kalabalik bir heyetle gerceklestirdigi bu ziyaret, her seyden
evvel Ingiltere’nin Tiirkiye verdigi degeri gostermekteydi. Kraligenin bu kadar uzun siire
kalmas1 ve Tirkiye’deki resmi ve gayri resmi bir¢ok tarafla iletisim kurmasi, dostluk ve
miittefiklik iliskilerini 1srarla vurgulayarak kuvvetlendirmeye ¢alismasi son derece dnemliydi.

Kralige’nin ziyareti Tiirkiye’de i¢ politikanin akisini degistirdi. Yikilmakta olan Hiikiimetin
omriinii uzatti. Devlet erkani Kraligeyi en iyi sekilde agirlamak igin seferber olurken, Halkta
Kraligeye yogun sevgi gosterilerinde bulundu. Kralice gittigi her yerde yogun sevgi
cemberleriyle karsilanirken, bu ilgiye Kralicede ay1 sekilde karsilik vermeye calisti.

Kralice nin Tiirkiye ziyareti her agidan son derece basarili gecti. Bu ziyaretten Tiik ve Ingiliz

devlet adamlar1 olduk¢a memnun kaldilar. Bu durum her iki iilke iliskilerinin daha da
gelismesine katki sunan énemli bir adim olarak tarihteki yerini aldi.

¥ B K. Yesilbursa, a.g.m., S. 262.
% TNA FC09/1606, File No: WST 1/2, Turkey: Annual Review for 1971 by Roderick Sarell, 1 January 1972.
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93 Harbi Sonrasinda Ortaya Cikan Osmanh-Yunanistan Smir Meselesi ve ingiltere’nin
Tutumu”

Kk

Mustafa MALHUT
Ozet

Osmanli Devleti ile Yunanistan arasindaki sinir meselesi Berlin Antlagsmasi ile ortaya ¢ikti. 1877-78 Osmanli-
Rus Savasi’na (93 Harbi) katilmayan Yunanistan, buna karsilik Balkanlarda kendi lehine bir sinir diizenlemesi
talebinde bulundu. Biiyiik Gii¢ler’in Berlin Antlagmasi’ndaki karar1 uyarinca mesele dncelikle iki devlet arasinda
¢oziilecekti. Meselenin ¢dziimiine iligkin baglayan goriigmeler bir sonuca ulasamadan uzayip gitti. Biiyiik
Giigler’in arabuluculuga girismesi meseleyi uluslararast bir boyuta tasidi. ingiltere, Osmanli Devleti ile
Yunanistan arasindaki smir meselesinin ¢dziimiinde belirleyici bir rol {istlendi. Ingiltere’nin meselenin
¢ozlimiinde iistlendigi bu rol Osmanli aleyhine sekillendi ve Balkan topraklarimin bir kismi daha kaybedildi.
Ingiltere’nin tutumu Osmanl Ingiliz iligkilerindeki degisimin bir gdstergesi olarak tarih sayfalarindaki yerini
ald1.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Osmanli Devleti, Yunanistan, Ingiltere, Berlin Antlagsmasi, Sinir Meselesi.

The Question of Frontier Between Ottoman-Greece After the War of 93 and the
Attitude of Britain

Abstract

Question of the frontier between the Ottoman State and Greece emerged with the Treaty of Berlin. Greece did
not participate in the the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78 (the War of 93) therefore Greece demanded a frontier
rectification in herself favor in the Balkans. According to the decision of the Great Powers in the Berlin Treaty,
the question would be solved primarily between the two states. The question could not be resolved in
negotiations between the two states and its took a long time. With the mediation of the Great Powers, the
question became international. Britain played a decisive role in resolving the frontier question between the
Ottoman State and Greece. Britain’s policies were formed against the Ottoman. And some of the Balkan territory
of the Ottoman Empire were lost. Britain’s attitude on the question was an indication of the change in Ottoman-
British relations and took its place in the pages of history.

Keyword: Ottoman State, Greece, Britain, The Treaty of Berlin, The Question of Frontier

Giris

Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun son yiizyili milliyetcilik akimindan etkilenen hareketlere sahne
oldu. Bu hareketliligin merkezi Balkanlardi. 19. ylizyilin baginda baslayan Sirp isyanlarini
1830’da Yunanistan’in bagimsizlig1 izledi. Ilerleyen siiregte Balkan devletlerinin Once

bagimsizlik ardindan ise topraklarimi genisletme niyet ve faaliyetleri Osmanli
Imparatorlugu’nun sonuna kadar durmadan devam etti.

1877-1878 Osmanli-Rus Savasi’nin goriinlirdeki sebepleri Balkanlarda meydana gelen
olaylara dayaniyordu. 93 Harbi patlak verdigi zaman Karadag ile fiili savas durumu siiriiyor,
Sirbistan ile Romanya savasa girmek icin firsat kolluyorlardi. Plevne muharebeleri sirasinda
Romanya ve Plevne’nin diisiisiinii izleyen giinlerde Sirbistan savasa dahil oldu. Savasin sonu
yaklastiginda askeri hazirliklarina hiz vermis olmasina ragmen Yunanistan’in savasa girmesi
Rusya ve diger devletler tarafindan olumlu karsilanmadi. Yunanistan’in savasa girmemesinde

" Bu ¢alisma baz1 kiigiik degisiklikler ve yeni diizenlemeler haricinde biiyiik oranda yazarin “I. Mesrutiyet’ten II.
Mesrutiyet’e Osmanli-Ingiliz {liskileri (1876-1914)” isimli doktora tezindeki bilgilere dayanmaktadir.

™ Ogr. Gor. Dr., Akdeniz Universitesi, Atatiirk ilkeleri ve Inkilap Tarihi Arastirma ve Uygulama Merkezi.
mustafamalhut@akdeniz.edu.tr.
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Ingiltere’nin talebi ve savas sonrasmna iliskin verdigi vaat ve giivenceler de etkili oldu.
Yunanistan 93 Harbi’nde yer almadi. Ama Berlin Kongresi sirasinda ve sonrasinda toprak
taleplerini siirdiirdii. Bu siirecte Yunanistan en fazla Ingiltere’den destek gordii.

Sinir Meselesinin Dogusu: Yunan Temsilcileri Berlin Kongresi’nde

Berlin Kongresi’ndeki gorigmeler Biiyiikk Gligler (Diivel-i Muazzama/Great Powers ya da
Powers) olarak adlandirilan devletlerin katilimi ile basladi. Ingiltere, Fransa, Almanya,
Avusturya Macaristan, italya ve Rusya’nin iginde bulundugu Biiyiik Giicler, dénemin diinya
konjonktiirinii kendi istekleri dogrultusunda yoOnlendiren ve sekillendiren devletlerdi.
Kongre’nin temel amaci, 93 Harbi sonrasinda Osmanli ile Rusya arasinda imzalanan
Ayastefanos Antlagsmasi’n1 Avrupa Uyumu gergevesinde revize ederek Biiyiik Giigler’in kabul
edebilecegi barigin sartlarmi kesinlestirmekti. Berlin Kongresi'ne Ingiltere ve Almanya
Bagbakan ve Disisleri Bakanlar1, Rusya Basbakan ve Fransa, Avusturya Macaristan ile italya
Disisleri Bakanlar1 ile katildi. Osmanli Devleti’nin birinci temsilcisi yeni pasa olmus Nafia
Nazirt Aleksandr Karatodori Pasa idi. Boylesine iist diizey katilim ile gerceklesen Kongre’de
kiigiik devletlere yer yoktu. Ancak Ingiltere’nin talebi iizerine Yunanistan’in bazi oturumlara
katilmasina izin verildi.

Berlin Kongresi’nin toplanabilmesi yoniinde ¢alismalarin siirdiigii sirada ingilizler Yunanlarm
Kongre’ye katilmalari i¢in 6n hazirliklara giristiler. 1878 yilinin Mart ayinda ingiltere diger
devletlere Yunanlarin Kongre’ye kabul edilmesini teklif etti. Basta Almanya olmak iizere
diger devletler Biiyiik Devlet statiisiinde yer almayan bir devletin Kongre’ye katilimini uygun
gormediler.)  Ancak Yunanlar, Ingiltere’'nin  teklifinden gayet memnun oldular.
Yunanistan’daki Ingiliz el¢isi Wyndham, “Yaklasmakta olan Kongre’de temsil edilmek iizere
Yunanistan’in taleplerini one siirdiigii icin Majestelerinin Hiikiimeti'ne ve Ingiltere’ye kars
Yunanistan’'da ¢ok giiclii bir minnet duygusunun uyandigini” rapor etti.? Ayrica Yunanlar
yaklasmakta olan Kongre’ye Yunanlarin kabuliinii savunan Ingilizlere siikranlarini sundular.?

93 Harbi’'ni firsata ¢ceviremeyen Yunanistan, sinirlarint genisletmek ve diger devletlerin de
dikkatini ¢ekebilmek i¢in Teselya ve Epir sinirini bir sorun haline getirdi. Osmanli Devleti ile
Rusya arasinda baris saglanirken Teselya ve Epir’e Yunan sinirindan silahli gruplarin gegmesi
karisikliga sebep oldu. Ingilizlerin araya girmesi ile Nisan aymnn ilk yarisinda sorunun siddeti

! “Makam-1 Nezaret-i Celile-i Hariciyeye fi 13 Mart 1878 Tarihiyle Berlin Sefaret-i Seniyyesinden Varid Olan
Telgrafhamenin Tercliimesidir” ve ‘“Makam-1 Nezaret-i Celile-i Hariciyeye fi 11 Mart 1878 Tarihiyle Londra
Sefaret-i Seniyyesinden Varid Olan Telgrafhamenin Terciimesidir’, BOA, Y.PRK.HR., 2/54, ss.1-3.

2 «“Mr. Wyndham to the Earl of Derby (23 March 1878)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1878 [C.2011] Turkey, No. 82 (1878). Correspondence Respecting the Insurrections in Thessaly and
Epirus, s.63.

¥ “Mr. Wyndham to the Marquis of Salisbury (2 April 1878)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary
Papers, 1878 [C.2011] Turkey, No. 82 (1878). Correspondence Respecting the Insurrections in Thessaly
and Epirus, s.106.
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hafifletildi.* Ingilizler Kongre’de Teselya konusunda Yunanlart memnun edecek bir
diizenleme yapilacagi taahhiidiinde bulundular.’

Berlin Kongresi’nin agilis merasiminin yapildig: 13 Haziran 1878 de Ingiliz Disisleri Bakani
Salisbury, Yunan temsilcilerinin Kongre’ye katilmini teklif edecegini soyledi.® Salisbury,
Kongre’nin ikinci oturumunda Yunanlarin Kongre’de yer almalarimi teklif ederek sebebini
uzunca agikladi. Slavlar gibi arkasinda giiclii bir devletin koruyuculugu bulunmayan Yunan
halkinin hi¢ olmazsa kendilerini ilgilendiren konularda oturumlara katilmasi istegi bir sonraki
otummgla netlik kazanarak, Yunanlarin smirlariyla ilgili oturumlarda bulunmalarina karar
verildi.

Yunan temsilcileri 28 Haziran tarihli 8. oturuma katildilar ancak Bosna Hersek meselesi ile
Sirp siirinin goriisiildiigic bu oturumda s6z hakki bulamadilar. Ertesi giin Yunan Disisleri
Bakani M. Theodore Delyannis uzun bir agiklama yapti. S6z hakki aldiginda Teselya, Epir ve
Girit’in Yunanistan’a verilmesini teklif eden beyannamesini okudu.® 5 Temmuz tarihli 13.
oturumda Fransiz temsilcisi Waddington, Italyan temsilcisi Corti ile ortak olarak Kongre’ye
Yunan smir degisikligi konusunun Osmanli Devleti ile Yunanistan arasinda ¢oziilmesi ve
anlagmazlik halinde Biiyiik Giigler’in arabuluculuguna bagvurulmasi dnerisini sundu.’

Ayni oturumda Ingiltere Basbakani Disraeli konu hakkinda uzunca bir konusma yapti.
Konugmasiin sonunda bdyle biiylik talihsizliklerle karsi karsiya kalan Sultan’in biiylik bir

* “Mr. Wyndham to the Marquis of Salisbury (15 April 1878)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary
Papers, 1878 [C.2011] Turkey, No. 82 (1878). Correspondence Respecting the Insurrections in Thessaly
and Epirus, s.99-100.

® “The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Layard (25 April 1878)”, “The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Layard (26 April
1878)” ve “Mr. Wyndham to the Marquis of Salisbury (27 April 1878)”, British House of Commons
Parliamentary Papers, 1878 [C.2011] Turkey, No. 82 (1878). Correspondence Respecting the Insurrections
in Thessaly and Epirus, s.121, 124, 136.

® “protocol No.l — Sitting of June 13, 1878, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1878
[C.2083] Turkey, No. 39 (1878). Correspondence Relating to the Congress of Berlin, with the Protocols of
the Congress, $s.13-15; Berlin Protokolleri Terciimesi, fi 5 Receb 98 ve fi Mayis 21 sene 97, Matbaa-i Amire,
$8.5-9. Ayrica bkz., “Makam-1 Nezaret-i Celile-i Hariciyeye fi 13 Haziran 1878 Tarihiyle Berlin Sefaret-i
Seniyyesinden Varid Olan Telgrafnamenin Terciimesidir”, BOA, Y.PRK.HR., 3/10.

" “Protocol No.2 — Sitting of June 17, 1878”, “Protocol No.3 — Sitting of June 19, 1878, British House of
Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1878 [C.2083] Turkey, No. 39 (1878). Correspondence Relating to the
Congress of Berlin, with the Protocols of the Congress, s. 22-23 ve 36-37; Berlin Protokolleri Terciimesi,
§s.12-14 ve 23-25. Ayrica bkz., Mahmut Celidleddin Pasa, Mir’at-1 Hakikat, haz. Ismet Miroglu, Bereket
Yaynevi, Istanbul, 1983, s.627-628. “Lord Salisbury Yunanistan'in kongreye kabuliince tervicen kiraat eyledigi
layihada Ruslar tarafindan kongrede himaye olunan Islavlar Memalik-i Osmaniye’deki Rum kavmine nefes
aldirmamak istiyorlar demisdir.” Bkz., “fi 17 Haziran”, BOA, Y.EE., 77/1, s.2. Kongre nin ikinci toplantisinin
haberi bir hafta sonra Vakit’te yer aldi. Bkz., Vakit, 13 Haziran 1294 (25 Haziran 1878).

® Yunan Temsilcileri Yunan Disisleri Bakan1 M. Theodore Delyannis ile Yunanistan’in Berlin elgisi M. Rangabe
idi. 8 ve 9. oturumlar igin bkz., “Protocol No.8 — Sitting of June 28, 1878, “Protocol No.9 — Sitting of June 29,
18787, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1878 [C.2083] Turkey, No. 39 (1878).
Correspondence Relating to the Congress of Berlin, with the Protocols of the Congress, ss.112-122, 132-
138; Berlin Protokolleri Terciimesi, 55.80-117.

% “Protocol No.13 — Sitting of July 5, 1878”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1878
[C.2083] Turkey, No. 39 (1878). Correspondence Relating to the Congress of Berlin, with the Protocols of
the Congress, $5.194-199; Berlin Protokolleri Terciimesi, $5.164-173. Ayrica bkz., Ali Fuat Tiirkgeldi,
Mesail-i Miithimme-i Siyasiyye, Cilt:Il, yay. haz. Bekir Sitki Baykal, 2. Baski, TTK Basimevi, Ankara, 1987,
s.73-74.
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saygl ve duygudasligi hak ettigini ve Yunan smir1 konusunda iki devletin refahi1 ve saadetine
faydal1 olacak bir politika ile ¢6ziilmesi firsatini kagirmamak gerektigini belirtti. Ayrica
Waddington tarafindan yapilan teklifin incelenmesi gerektigini diislinmesine ragmen
devletlerin ittifakla verdigi bu karara karsi ¢ikmayacagini séyledi.10 Ingilizler, Yunanlarin
hosuna gitmeyen bu teklife itirazda bulunmayip bu tutumlarini Osmanli Devleti’ne karst
kullanmaktan cekinmedi.* Salisbury, Ingiltere sayesinde Yunanlarin Osmanli aleyhine bir
basar1 kazanamadiklarin1 Karatodori Pasa’ya hatirlatarak bunu Kibris Konvansiyonu’nun
Padisah tarafindan onaylanmasi i¢in baski aracina (;eVirdi.12

Osmanli temsilcileri Yunan sinir meselesinin yalnizca protokolde yazilip antlasmada yer
almayacagini diisiinmiis olmasmna ragmen 11 Temmuz 1878 tarihli 18. protokolde tekrar
acilan konu hakkinda antlagmaya bir madde eklenmesine karar verildi. Aleksandr Pasa’nin
itiraz1 ve en azindan Babidli’den talimat gelmesi icin bir giinliik erteleme istegi kabul
gormedi. Bismarck, konu hakkinda su 6nemli agiklamay1 yapti: “Mevzubahis olan madde
Babiali’nin igtirake mecbur olacagi karari havi olmayip yalniz Kongre tarafindan dermiyan
olunan bir arzudan ibaret oldugundan ve devletler dahi bu mesele hakkinda miizakeratin bir
hiisn-1 neticeye isalint gormek arzusunda bulunduklarint ifade ile iktifa eylemis olduklarindan
bu hald1e3 Babidli’nin ne bir rey i’ta ne de Kongre'de bir karart ittihaz etmesine mahal
yoktur.”

Bismarck’in “Kongre tarafindan dermiyan olunan bir arzudan ibaret” ifadesi Yunan sinir
meselesi hakkindaki goriismelerde Osmanli Devleti’nin en 6nemli savunma arglimani
olacakti. Babiali smir degisikliginin antlasmada yer almasina riza gdstermese de™® Berlin
Antlagsmasi’nin 24. maddesi Yunan smir meselesinin dogusunun zeminini hazirlad:. Ilgili
madde soOyleydi: “Osmanli Devleti ile Yunan Hiikiimeti, Berlin Kongresi'nin on tigtincii
protokoliinde beyan olunan hudut diizeltilmesi konusunda anlasamadiklar: takdirde,
Almanya, Fransa, Avusturya, Ingiltere, Italya ve Rusya devietleri, miizakereleri
kolaylastirmak icin kendilerine aracilik teklif etmek hakkini muhafaza eder.”™

10 «“protocol No.13 — Sitting of July 5, 1878”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1878
[C.2083] Turkey, No. 39 (1878). Correspondence Relating to the Congress of Berlin, with the Protocols of
the Congress, 5.197-198; Berlin Protokolleri Terciimesi, $5.169-171. Ayrica bkz., “5 Temmuz Sadarete”,
BOA, Y.EE., 77/1, s.16. Ayrica bkz., Biilent Akyay, Tesalya Meselesi (1881), (Yaymlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans
Tezi), Ege Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, [zmir, 2001, ss.104-113.

1 Ahmed Selahaddin, Kiilliyat-1 Hukuk ve Siyasiyatdan, Berlin Kongresi’nin Diplomasi Tarihine Bir
Nazar, Tefeyyiiz Kitabhanesi, Istanbul, 1327, s.121. Ayrica bkz., Enver Ziya Karal, Osmanh Tarihi, Cilt:VIII,
TTK Yaynlari, Ankara, 2011, s.112-113.

12 Kibris Konvansiyonu'na iliskin fermamn ilani konusunda 1srar ettikten sonra Salisbury sunlari ifade etti: “Ve
egerce Ingiltere Devieti suret-i kati’de muhalefet sureti gostermemis olsa idi Yunan Devleti bir muzafferiyet-i
azime kazanmis olur idi. Ve devlet-i miisariinileyhanin bu muhalefeti Yunan Devleti’ni hakkimizda netai¢ ve
himayeye miistelzim olacak bir sureti mevki’ icraya koymaktan men’ eyledi dedi.” Bkz., “Nezaret-i Hariciyeye
Mahremane, fi 4 Temmuz”, BOA, Y.EE., 77/1, s.16.

3 «“protocol No.18 — Sitting of July 11, 18787, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1878
[C.2083] Turkey, No. 39 (1878). Correspondence Relating to the Congress of Berlin, with the Protocols of
the Congress, s.270; Berlin Protokolleri Terciimesi, 5.237, Ayrica bkz., Akyay, s.113; Karal, 2011, 5.113.

4 Roderic Davison, Nineteenth Century Ottoman Diplomacy and Reforms, The Isis Press, Istanbul, 1999,
5.242.

'° 13 Haziran’da baslayan ve bir ay siiren 20 oturumluk Berlin Kongresi’nin sonunda imzalanan 13 Temmuz
1878 tarihli Berlin Antlagmasi’nin maddeleri i¢in bkz., Nihat Erim, Devletleraras1 Hukuk ve Siyasi Tarih
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Sonugcta kabul edilen 6neri ve antlasmaya gegcen maddeyle Osmanli Devleti ile Yunanistan
arasinda bir sinir meselesi ortaya ¢ikti ama mesele kongre sonrasina kaldi. Yunanlar Berlin
Kongresi’nde isteklerine ulasamadi. Ancak yiiriittiikleri politika sonucu Ingilizler, Yunanlar
nazarindaki konumlarim1 yiikselttiler. Osmanli Devleti agisindan kongre sonrasinda
ugrasilmasi gereken bir konu daha ortaya ¢ikti.

Yunanistan Simr Meselesini Vakit Kaybetmeden Cozmek Istiyor

93 Harbi ve Berlin Kongresi siirecinden eli bos ¢ikan Yunanistan, kendisine verilen vaatler ile
yetinmek zorunda kalmisti. Bununla birlikte Berlin Antlasmasi’nin 24. maddesi Yunanlar i¢in
bir umut 15181 oldu. Konu giindemden diismeden once séz konusu maddenin kendilerine
sagladigin1 diistindiikleri avantaji degerlendirmek icin vakit kaybetmeden girisimlere
basladilar.

Atina’da bulunan Osmanl elgisi Yanko Fotiyades (Photiades) Bey, Berlin Antlagsmasi’nin
imzalanmasindan sadece {ii¢ glin sonra 16 Temmuz’da Yunan Hikiimeti’'nin smir
diizenlenmesi ile ilgili isteklerini ve arzularini rapor etti. Yunanlarin 16 Temmuz’daki
istekleri 19°’unda tekrarlandi. Hemen akabinde 20 Temmuz’da toplanan Heyet-i Viikela
“Atina’ya bir karis toprak dahi vermemek kararimi aldi” Cilinki Yunanlarin Babiali ile
samimi bir anlagsma yapmaya niyetleri olmadig1 daha ilk adimda anlasilmisti. Fotiyades Bey
tarafindan Safvet Pasa’ya gonderilen rapor aym zamanda Istanbul’daki ingiliz Biiyiikelgisi
Layard ile paylasildi.’® S6z konusu rapora gore, Yunanlar Babidli’yi tahrik ederek savasa
stiriiklemek istiyor ve bu sayede Avrupa’nin sempatisi ve destegiyle daha fazla toprak
kazanabileceklerini imit ediyordu. Simdiden Krupp toplari ile donatilmis on batarya ve otuz
bin kisilik 6ncii kuvvet hazirlamiglardi. Fotiyades Bey, “Yunanistan Devlet-i Aliyye ile
muharebe etmek icin asla kendi kuvvetine giivenmiyor” demekteydi. Yalniz kaldiklar1 takdirde
yenilecekleri pekald biliyorlardi. Motivasyon kaynaklarinin baginda, Avrupa kamuoyu ve
devletlerinden geleceklerini umduklari maddi yardimlar yer aliyordu.'” Bu sirada Avrupa
bagkentlerinde temaslarda bulunan Delyannis, biiyiik ihtimalle isteklerine taraftar bulmak igin
ugrastyordu.

Bununla birlikte Yunanlarin girismis olduklar1 askeri hazirliklar Yunan maliyesine agir bir
yiik getirecek ve Fotiyades Bey’e gore, bor¢lanmaya mecbur birakacakti. Silahaltina alinan
Yunan askerlerinin mali yiikii biitgenin yaklasik {igte biri kadardi. Bu yiikii uzun siire tasimak

Metinleri, C:I, TTK Basimevi, Ankara, 1953, ss.403-424; Mahmut Celaleddin Pasa, ss.684-698; B. H. Sumner,
Russia and the Balkans 1870-1880, Archon Books, London, 1962, $s.658-669; “The Treaty of Berlin”, The
Times, 15 July 1878; Terciiman-1 Hakikat, 18 Temmuz 1878.

18 Kurat, Layard’m bu rapor karsisinda bir yorumda bulunmadigimi ve sadece iddialar Salisbury’ye ilettigini
belirtiyor. Bkz., Layard’dan Salisbury’ye, 21 Temmuz 1878, No.434, F.O 78/2794’den aktaran Yulug Tekin
Kurat, Henry Layard’in istanbul Elciligi 1877-1880, Ankara Universitesi DTCF Yayinlari, Ankara, 1968,
s.126. Ayrica bkz., Rifat Ucarol, “1878 Berlin Antlagmasi’na Goére Yunanistan Siirinin Diizenlenmesi Sorunu
ve Yunanistan’a Toprak Verilmesi (1878-1881)”, Tarih Boyunca Tiirk Yunan iliskileri, Uciincii Askeri
Tarih Semineri Bildiriler, Gnkur. Basimevi, Ankara, 1986, s.214-215.

Y Yunanlar cesaretlendiren, devletlerin kendilerine destek olacaklari itikadiydi. Fotiyades Bey’e gére bu
diisiince Atina’da ¢ok yaygindi. Bu nedenle halk askeri niimayisle hudut diizenlenmesinin ger¢eklesmesini
istiyordu. “Hatta bizimle bir muharebe ettikten sonra Avrupa miidahalesi muzaheretiyle emellerine daha
muvaffak bir hatt-i hududa nail olabileceklerini tahayyiil mertebesine kadar gidiyorlar.” Bkz., “Makam-1
Nezaret-i Celile-i Hariciyeye fi 16 Temmuz 78 Tarihiyle Atina Sefaret-i Seniyyesinden Varid Olan Tahriratin
Terciimesidir’, BOA, Y.PRK.HR., 3/20, s.3.
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istemeyen Yunan Hiikiimeti biran evvel sinir diizenlemesini kendi lehine ¢6zmenin pesine
dl'isml'islerdi.18

Osmanli Devleti ise Yunanlarin diisiirmek i¢in ugrastiklart tuzagin farkinda olarak savas
secenegini geri planda tutuyor ama smirlarini korumak i¢in Onlemler almaktan geri
kalmlyordu.19 Layard anilarinda, Yunanlarin giiclerini saldir1 i¢in Tiirk sinirinda hazir
tuttuklarini, Teselya ve Epir’de entrikalarini siirdiirlip ajanlar1 ile galeyani ve kargasayi
koriiklediklerini belirttikten sonra Osmanli Devleti’nin sadece giivenlik amaciyla 6nlemler
aldigin1 ekliyor: “Onlemlerin yalmzca korunma amaciyla alindigini ve ne olursa olsun
Yunanistan’a saldirma gibi bir niyetlerinin olmadigina dair Tiirk Hiikiimeti'nden en kesin
giivenceleri aldim.” diyordu.?

Meselesinin Baslarinda ingiliz Politikasi ve Preveze Goriismeleri

Londra’daki Osmanli Biiyiikelgisi Musurus Pasa, Yunan sinir meselesi ile ilgili olarak
Agustos’un ortasinda Salisbury ile goriistii. Musurus Pasa, Yunanlarin istedikleri yerlerin
Atina’dan ¢ok daha fazla niifusu icerdigini ve bir miicadele durumunda Ingilizlerin Yunanlari
cesaretlendirmemesi gerektigini belirtti. Salisbury, Musurus Pasa’nin soylediklerini hakli
bulmasina ragmen ¢o6ziim icin en azindan Golos ve Narda Korfezleri’nin Yunanistan’a
birakilmasini arzu ediyordu.”*

Meselenin baslarinda Ingiltere’nin  Yunan smir meselesi hakkinda vyiiriittiigii politika,
meselenin iki taraf arasinda goriisiilmesi ve baska devletleri ise karistirmaksizin bir sonuca
varilmas1 yoniindeydi. Goriismelerin baslamasi icin Berlin Antlagsmasi’nin ilgili hiikmii
hatirlatilarak  Babidli uyarilacakti. Tiirkgeldi’nin belirttigi iizere 1srarda bulunulmus
olunabilirdi fakat daha ileri gidilmeyecekti. Layard’in aldig1 talimatta, uyarmin baskiya
déniismemesi tembihlendi.? Ingiltere daha oénce iki tarafa da verdigi vaatleri unutmadigim
gostermek igin detaylara fazla karismamaya gayret etti. Layard’ bu konuda tistlendigi gorev,
iki devlet arasinda en kisa siirede anlasmanin yapilmasinin yollarini bulmakti.

1878 yazi Osmanli Devleti’nin meseleyi agirdan almasi Yunan Hiikiimeti’nin ise firsat
kollamastyla gecti.?® Eyliil basinda Delyannis sabirsizlaniyordu. Babiali, heyet atanmasiyla
ilgili bir sey yapmad1.24 Ekim ay1 geldiginde savas tehlikesi kendisini daha ¢ok hissettirmeye
basladi. Ortaya ¢ikan gerginligin savasla sonuclanmasi biiyiik zahmetler sonucu giivenceye
alinmaya calisilan Avrupa barisimi tekrar ¢ikmaza siiriikkleyebilirdi. Bu durumda basta

18 «“Makam-1 Nezaret-i Celile-i Hariciyeye fi 30 Temmuz 78 Tarihiyle Atina Sefaret-i Seniyyesinden Varid Olan
Tahriratin Terciimesidir”, BOA, Y.PRK.HR,, 3/20, s.1.

9 Osmanli Devleti’nin amaci savastan uzak durmakti ama Medlicott’un ifadesine gore, Teselya ve Epir’de olasi
bir saldin karsisinda askeri hazirlik yapilmisti ve on sekiz tabur gonderilmisti. Bkz., W. N. Medlicott, The
Congress of Berlin and After, A Diplomatic History of the Near Eastern Settlement 1878-1880, Second
Edition, Frank Cass & Co. Ltd., London, 1963, s.147-148. Davison ise Medlicott’un eserinden alint1 yapmasina
ragmen on alt1 taburun sevk edildigini soylityor. Bkz., Davison, s.242. Ayrica bkz., Akyay, s.115-116; Kurat,
$5.125-136.

% The Queen’s Ambassador to the Sultan, Memoirs of Sir Henry A. Layard’s Constantinople Embassy
1877-1880, (Ed. Sinan Kuneralp), The Isis Press, Istanbul, 2009, s.464-465.

2! “Makam-1 Nezaret-i Celile-i Hariciyeye fi 15 Agustos 78 Tarihiyle Londra Sefaret-i Seniyyesinden Varid Olan
Tahriratin Terciimesidir”, BOA, Y.PRK.HR., 3/30, s.2.

22 Tiirkgeldi, s. 170; Memoirs of Sir Henry A. Layard’s, s. 465.

2 Kurat, s. 127.

% Davison, s. 243.
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Ingiltere olmak iizere diger devletler, Osmanli Devleti ile Yunanistan’in goriismelere
baslamasi i¢in devreye girdiler ve Kasim aymnda goériismelerin baslamasi yoniinde adimlar
atild.”® Aralik 1878 basinda Osmanli yonetimindeki degisiklik ile Hayreddin Pasa Sadaret’e
ve Karatodori Pasa Hariciye Nazirligi’na getirildi. Yunan siir meselesi yeni yonetimin yogun
mesaisini olusturan konulardan biri oldu.?®

Biiytik Giicler’in tesebbiisleri ve ihtarlari iizerine 12 Kasim 1878 tarihinde toplanan mecliste
tanzim edilen evrak Padisah’a sunuldu. 16 Aralik 1878’de Padisah konunun arastirilmasi ve
tartisilmasi ile ortaya ¢ikan sonucun mazbata ile kendisine sunulmasini istedi. Mazbatada
kongre kararlarinin sinir diizenlemesini gerekli kildig1 yaziliydi. Biiyiik Gii¢ler’in meseleye
dahil olmalar1 isleri daha da karistiracakti. Yunanlara arazi terki meselesinin kiilliyen
reddedilmesinin imkan1 yoktu. Bu maddeye karsi ¢ikmak, karar1 Biiylik Giigler’in inisiyatifine
birakmak anlamima geliyordu. Daha onceki orneklerden hareketle Biiylik Giigler’in karari
belirlemesi daha zararli goriinerek miizakerelerin baslamasi i¢in komiserlerin segilmesine
karar verildi.?” 18 Aralik’ta Yanya Kumandanhgi’nda bulunan Ahmet Muhtar Pasa, Osmanl
tarafin1 temsil edecek birinci komiser olarak seg:ildi.28

Aralik sonunda Babidli, 16 Temmuz tarihli Delyannis’in notasina 24 Aralik’ta Karatodori
Paga imzal1 bir telgraf ile cevap verdi.?® Osmanl temsilcileri ile Yunan temsilcileri arasindaki
goriismeler 6 Subat 1879 tarihinde Yunanistan’in Adriyatik kiyisinda bulunan Preveze’de
basladi. Yunanlar Berlin Antlasmasi’nda yer alan 24. maddeyi dayanak gostererek, Teselya ve
Epir’i sinirlarina dahil etmek istiyordu.30 Akillarinda siirekli Berlin Antlagsmasi’nda
belirlendigini savunduklari bir sinir imgesiyle goriismelere katiliyor ve bu yonde bir sonucun
umudunu tastyorlardi. Osmanli tarafi ise Bismarck’mn 18. protokolde Osmanli temsilcilerinin
Yunan sinir meselesine dair yaptiklari itiraza verdigi, kararin uygulanmasinda bir zorunluluk

% Kurat, s. 128.

% Tynuslu Hayreddin Pasa (4 Aralik 1878-29 Temmuz 1879) sadrazamhk makamna geldiginde “yénetimin agir
sorumlulugunu iistlenmek durumunda kaldim” diyordu. Memleketin ve meselelerin durumunu 13 madde halinde
anilarinda siraladi. Bkz., Muhammed Salah Mzali, Jean Pignon, Tunuslu Hayreddin Pasanin Hatiralar, cev.
Belma Aksun, Nehir Yaymlari, Istanbul, 1997, s.58-59. Ayrica bkz., Abdurrahman Seref Efendi, Tarih
Musahabeleri, sadelestiren Enver Koray, Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanligi Yayinlari, Ankara, 1985, s. 236-237;
Ibniilemin Mahmut Kemal Inal, Son Sadrazamlar, Cilt:II, 3. Baski, Dergah Yayinlar1, Istanbul, 1982, s. 900;
Mehmet Zeki Pakalin, Son Sadrazamlar ve Basvekiller, Cilt:4, Ahmet Sait Matbaasi, Istanbul, 1944, s. 326.

21« _bunun kiilliven reddi yoluna gidilmesi bir faideye miifid olmayip belki devletlerin tavassutunu ihtiyara
evvel emirde bizim taraftan sebebiyet verilmis olacagr ve bu ise diivel-i malumanin simdiye kadar bu misellii
muamelatda goriilen sevabik-1 ahval (ge¢cmis haller) ve ifa’line kiyasen neticesi muzirat-1 zaideden (daha fazla
zarardan) gayrihali...” olmayacag acikti. Bkz., BOA, Y.EE.d., 1213, s. 166-167.

2 BOA, Y.EE.d., 1213, s. 167-168. Berlin Kongresi’nde Teselya ve Epir’in yani sira Girit’in de Yunanistan’a
devri mevzusu Yunanlar tarafindan ortaya atilinca zaten karisik bir halde bulunan Girit, sorunlar yumagina
eklendi. 9 Eyliil 1878’de Ahmet Muhtar Pasa, olaganiistii gérevle Girit’e gonderildi. Karigikliklar kontrol altina
almarak 23 Ekim 1878 Halepa Sozlesmesi ile itidal saglandi. Kasim sonunda Yanya Kumandanligi’na atanan
Ahmet Muhtar Pasa, Girit gorevindeki basariin da etkisiyle Yunan sinir meselesini goriismek {izere tayin edildi.
Bkz., Rifat Ugarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa, Bir Osmanh Pasas1 ve Donemi, Milliyet Yayinlari, 1976,
§5.133-143; Ugarol, “1878 Berlin Antlagsmasi’na Gore Yunanistan Siirinin Diizenlenmesi Sorunu...”, s. 217.

2 Davison, s. 245.

%0 24 Subat tarihli haberde, goriismelerde ¢ok az ilerleme kaydedildigi ve Yunanlarn Kongre tavsiyelerine
dayanmayan higbir Oneriyi dinlemeyi reddettikleri yazilmaktaydi. Bkz., “Turkey and Greece”, The Times, 24
February 1879.
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olmadig1 ve bunun bir arzudan ibaret oldugu cevabma bel baglamislardi.®® Osmanli tarafi
protokoliin bir tavsiye niteligi tagidig1 1srarin1 goriismelerin sonuna kadar stirdiirecekti.

Farkli beklentilerle bir araya gelen taraflar dogal olarak bir sonuca ulagamadilar. Preveze’deki
goriismeler 18 Mart 1879 tarihinde son buldu.** Ortak paydada bulusabilmek ig¢in diger
devletlerin de etkisiyle goriismelerin devami gelecekti. Diinya lizerindeki Biyiikk Giigler’in
olusturdugu dengeler ve sistem olmasaydi Osmanli Devleti bu sorundan daha kolay
kurtulabilirdi belki ama Rusya karsisinda kendisine yardimc1 olan bu denge ve Avrupa sistemi
Yunan sinir meselesinde Osmanli Devleti icin bir handikap olusturdu.

Goriismelerin Cikmaza Girmesi ve II. Abdiilhamit’in Cikar Yol Arayis1

Preveze’deki goriigmeler devam ederken Padisah, Meclis-i Viikela’ya iizerinde diisiiniilmesi
gereken iki soru yoneltti. Birincisi soru Yunanlara arazi terkine mecbur muyuz? Digeri ise bu
duruma kars1 Meclis-i Mebusan’in itiraz1 olur mu ve olursa karara razi etmemiz mumkiin
mii?* ilk bakista sorularm yersiz oldugu akla gelebilir giinkii arazi terki ile ilgili goriismeler
artik resmi diizeydeydi ve Meclis-1 Mebusan yaklasik bir yildir kapaliydi.

Bu sorular 1l. Abdiilhamit’in yonetim anlayigina dair ipuclart sunmaktadir. II. Abdiilhamit
Berlin Antlagmasi ile kesinlesen toprak kayiplarina bir miktar daha ekleyerek iginde bulunan
durumdan kurtulabilirdi ve Biiylik Giligler’e baristan yana her tiirlii fedakarligi yapacagi
mesajin1 verebilirdi. Devlet ¢ikarlarina tamamen ters olan bu kolay yol tercih edilmedi. II.
Abdiilhamit, toprak kaybetmeden bu isi ¢oziime kavusturabilecek bir yol bulanabilir mi diye
diisiinmiis olmaliydi. Belli ki Viikela’nin da ¢oziim icin kafa yormasini istiyordu. Ayrica
kapali olan parlamento hakkinda Viikela’nin ne diisiindiigiinii 6grenecekti. Meclis-i Viikela
mazbatasinda bu sorulara verilen cevaplar, Viikela’nin tam olarak diisiincelerini belirlemeye
yetecek bilgiyi barindirmamaktadir. Yine de mazbatada Yunan sinir meselesinin gegirdigi
stire¢ ve geldigi nokta ile ilgili ayrintili agiklama yer alirken belirlenecek politika hakkinda
Osmanl1 yonetiminin pek segenegi olmadigi s6z konusu mazbatadan izlenmektedir.

Karatodori Pasa’nin kaleminden ¢ikan 5 Mart 1879 tarihli Meclis-i Viikela mazbatasinda,
oncelikle iyi anlasilabilmesi i¢in baslangicindan itibaren meselenin o giine kadar cereyan eden
asamalarinin agiklanmasi gerekli gortildii. Padisah’a sunulan mazbatada 6zet olarak meseleye
iliskin su bilgiler verildi: 93 Harbi sirasinda Yunanlarin degisken tutumu ile Plevne
maglubiyetinden sonra Yunanlarin yayilmaci isteklerine Avrupali devletlerin etkisiyle karsi
¢ikilmasi konuyu 6teledi. Donemin sadrazami olan Sadik Pasa’nin Layard’a sinir diizenlemesi
yapilacagina dair sozlii beyam Ingiltere nazarinda bir vaat olarak algilandi. Berlin goriismeleri
baslayinca Salisbury’nin Yunan isteklerini dillendirerek temsilcilerin ilgisini ¢ekmesi ve
konunun protokollere dahil edilmesi ile Yunan simir meselesi uluslararasi bir hal aldi
Padisah’a sunulan mazbatanin devaminda Kongre sirasindaki goriismeler ve kabul edilen

31 «“Sadarete Yazilan Tezkere-i Hususiye, 9 Ra 96 (3 Mart 1879) ”, BOA, Y.EE.d., 1017, s. 211; BOA, Y.EE.d.,
1020, s. 69.

¥ Mahmut Akpmar, Bir Tanzimat Biirokrati ve Diplomat1 Olarak Aleksandir Karatodori Pasa (1833-
1906), (Yayinlanmamis Doktora Tezi), Selguk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Konya, 2010, s.131-132;
Akyay, $5.119-122; Davison, s.245-246; Karal, s.113; Kurat, 5.128-129; Medlicott, s.354; Tirkgeldi, s.172-173;
Ugarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa, ss. 144-146.

33 «Sadarete Yazilan Tezkere-i Hususiye, 9 Ra 96 (3 Mart 1879) 7, BOA, Y.EE.d., 1017, s.211; BOA, Y.EE.d.,
1020, s. 69.
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teklif agiklandi. Bismarck’in bdyle bir maddenin antlasmaya ilavesi arzuyu beyan etmekten
ibarettir sozleri Osmanl temsilcilerini rahatlasa da Berlin Antlasmasi’ndan birka¢ giin sonra
Yunanlar sinir degisikligini goriisecek komiserlerin tayin edilmesi talebinde bulundular. Konu
bir miiddet “gecistirildikten” sonra Avrupa devletlerinin ihtar ve tebligatlar1 baglayip
baskilarin1 derece derece arttirdilar. Devlet-i Aliyye arazi ve niifusga en zararsiz bir surette
sinir diizenlenmesini igeren bir harita yapmak iizere Seraskerlik makamii gérevlendirdi. Ug
hat {lizerinde haritalar diizenlendi ve komiserler tayin edildi. Mazbatada, Yunanlarin sadece
Berlin Antlasmasi’ndaki noktalar iizerine miizakerelere giriseceklerini beyan etmeleri ve
baska secenekleri goriismeye yetkili olmadiklar1 nedeniyle miizakerelerin tikandig: belirtildi.
Babiali, Biiyiik Giicler’e Berlin Antlagsmasi’ndaki noktalarin kesin olmadigini ve Yunan
israrlariin haksizligini teblig ettiyse de Devlet-i Aliyye’nin teklif ettigi hatlar ne Yunanlari
ne de Biiyik Giicler’i ikna ve hosnut edemedi. Bu yonde devletlerden alinan cevaplar
mazbataya ek olarak sunuldu.®

Bu ag¢iklamalardan sonra mazbatada “Yunanistan'a bir miktar arazi terk olunmasi mecburiyeti
tebeyyiin eder” denilmektedir. Ciinkii kongreden evvel Ingiltere’ye bu yénde gayri resmi
bi¢imde sifahen sdylenmis sozler vardi ve konu kongre goriismelerinde yer alarak Berlin
Antlasmasi’na bu yonde bir madde eklenmisti. Simdi Preveze gorlismeleri baglamis iken
politika degistirip arazi terkine riza gosterilmemesi “enva’i muhatarati dai olacagi derkardi
(cesitli zorluklara sebep olacag agikt).”

Birinci soruya verilen cevapta Yunanistan’a arazi terk edilmesi mecburi goriildii. Ikinci
soruya gelindiginde uzunca bir agiklama yapilmadi. Heyet-i Mebusan’a bu tiir konularda
miiracaat olunmasi kanun hiikmiine gore zaruri ise de Heyet-i Mebusan toplanmamisti.
Toplansa bile mebusanin goriisii alinincaya kadar hayli vakit gegecekti. Bu uzun siire zarfinda
Devlet-i Aliyye daha zararhi ¢ikacagi disiintildigii i¢in mazbata, isin bir an evvel
bitirilmesinin hayirli olacag: gériisiiyle bitirildi.*

% S6z konusu mazbatanin yer aldizi 1020 numarali defterin devam eden sayfalarinda gelen cevaplar
bulunmaktadir. Alman Disisleri mesele kemale ermeden konusmanin dogru olmadigini savunurken Fransizlar
amacglanan huzurun bir an evvel saglanmasi taraftariydi. Hariciye Nezareti’nden gonderilen 22 Subat tarihli
telgrafa 24 Subat 1879 tarihinde Londra Sefareti’nde gelen cevapta Musurus Pasa, Salisbury ile goriismesini
aktardi. Musurus Pasa Epir’in verilmesi durumunda Arnavutlarin ayaklanacagim ifade etti. Salisbury ise
gosterilen hatlar1 az bularak diger devletler konuya miidahalede bulunmadan sinir meselesinin iki taraf arasinda
¢oziime kavusturulmasi temennisini bildirdi. Berlin, Paris ve Londra’dan gelen telgraflar i¢in bkz., BOA,
Y.EE.d., 1020, ss. 77-80. Yunanistan’in topraklarina katmak istedigi bolgede, bu fikre ¢ok muhalif olan Arnavut
niifus bulunmaktadir. Bkz., “The Greek Frontier”, The Times, 27 October 1879. Yunanistan’in amaglarindan
biri de Yanya ve Epir bolgesindeki Ortodoks kiliseleri ve okullart araciligi ile Ortodoks Arnavutlara Grek-Hellen
kiiltiiriinii benimsetme ¢abasiyd1. Ortodoks Arnavutlar1 Yunan sayma egilimi ile Yunanistan’in “Megali Idea”s1
acisindan ciddi bir tehdit olusturan Ortodoks Arnavutlar arasindaki milliyet¢ilik akimi etkisiz hale getirilmeye
calistyordu. Bu nedenle Yunanlar, “Giiney Arnavutluk’ta hizlr bir sekilde Rum okullart agmaya ve Hellenizm
propagandast yapmaya baslamisti.” 1850°den sonra Rum okullar1 Arnavutlar arasinda yayginlik kazandi ve
bagka alternatifleri olmayan Arnavutlar, bu okullara devam etmek zorunda kaldi. Bu siire¢ ise Ortodoks
Arnavutlar arasinda “Arnavut ulusal bilincinin gelismesinde onemli bir rol oynadi.” Bkz., Bilgin Celik, “Arnavut
Ulusal Hareketi Icinde Ilging Bir Dénemeg: Ortodoks Arnavutlarin Patrikhane’den Ayrilma Cabalar”, OTAM
Dergisi, Say1:16, 2004, s. 135.

% “Meclis-i Viikela Mazbatast Suretidir, 11 Ra 96 (5 Mart 1879)”, BOA, Y.EE.d., 1020, s5.70-77. Tiirkgeldi’nin
eserinde mazbatanin transkripsiyonu yer almaktadir. Ancak Padisah’in sorularmmin yazili oldugu tezkere ile
Berlin, Paris ve Londra’dan gelen telgraflar bulunmamaktadir. Ayrica tarih konusunda da farklilik
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Meclis-i Viikela’nin Padisah’in yonelttigi sorulara verdigi cevaplar muhtemel Padisah’in
bildigi hususlardan ibaretti ve Padisah’t memnun etmekten uzakti. Isin bitirilmesi hayirli
olacakti kuskusuz. Ama tamamen Yunanlarin istekleri dogrultusunda Osmanli Devleti
aleyhine sinir sorununun ¢éziimlenmesi kabul edilmezdi. Yilin sonuna dogru Hobart Pasa’nin
The Times gazetesinde yayimlanan makalesi bu konuyla ilgiliydi: “Kimse bir an i¢in, cesur
fakat talihsiz komsusundan Yunan toprak talebinin adaletine iliskin herhangi bir argiiman
ileri siiremez; kimse bir an icin Tiirkive devasa diismanmi tarafindan toza firlatildiginda
Yunanistan savasa girmekten kagindigt icin simdi Tiirkiye topraklarindan bir kismini almaya
hak kazandig argiimanini adil bir sekilde destekleyemez.”*®

Hobart Pasa’nin yaptigi yorum muhtemelen II. Abdilhamit’in Viikela’dan duymak
istedikleriydi. Yunan sinir meselesine dair taraflarin ikinci kez bir araya geldigi bir zamanda
boyle bir makalenin yayimlanmasi, Yunanlara toprak vermeye mecbur muyuz sorusunun
akillardan ¢ikmadigimmi distindiiriiyordu. Bununla birlikte toprak kaybimi aza indirme
cabasinin bir iirlinii olarak da gérmek miimkiindiir.

Ingilizlerin Temkinli Tarafsizhig Siiriiyor

18 Mart 1879 tarthinde Preveze’deki goériismelerin son bulmasi iizerine Tirkgeldi, Yunan
Disigleri Bakan1 Delyannis’in 21 Mart 1879°da Biiyiik Giigler’den arabuluculuk istedigini
yazmaktadir.®” Ancak 26 Mart tarihinde Musurus Pasa’nin gonderdigi telgrafta Salisbury,
heniiz Yunanlar tarafindan yapilmis resmi bir talep olmadigin1 sdyledi. Salisbury, daha 6nce
oldugu gibi Musurus Pasa ile goriigmesinde isin iki devlet tarafindan bitirilmesi taraftari
oldugunu tekrarladi. Musurus Pasa bu goriismede Babiali’nin arabuluculuk istegi olmadigini
sdyledikten sonra Salisbury’ye, Ingiltere’nin Yunanlara “...i'tidal iizere hareket etmesini
nasihat ve canib-i Babidli'den muahharen edilen mesaidat-1 azime ile kanaat eylemesi...”
gerektigi yoniinde tavir takinmalari tavsiyesinde bulundu. Lord Salisbury “Hiikiimet-i
Yunaniye bu mesele hakkinda hi¢ nasihat kabul etmiyor. Is Yanya min Yunanistan’a terkinde
degildir. Asil miigkilat-1 azimeye mucib olan sey Yenigehir ve Golos meselesidir. Hiikiimet-i
Yunaniye Yunanilerin kemalen kendisine verilmesi lazim gelir ad eyledigi (Arta) korfezini
Babiali’nin alikoymak istemesini vak’i olan teklifin reddinde en biiyiik sebep ad ediyor
cevabini verdi.”*®

Salisbury, Yanya’yr goriindiigiinden 6nemsiz gosteremeye caligsa da birkag giin 6nce The
Times gazetesinde ¢ikan haber ile gazeteyi takip edenler Yanya’nin énemi hakkinda fikir
sahibi olmuslardi: “Okuyucularimiz eger haritaya bakarlarsa, Korfu ve ona bagl adalarin
Yanya'min ¢ok kuzeyindeki bir noktaya kadar Arnavutluk’un kiyiarint maskeledigini
gorecekler. Dahili durumuna bakildiginda Yanya, Arta Korfezi ile buralarin arasindaki tiim

bulunmaktadir. Bkz., “Tashih-i hudud-i Yunaniye mes’elesi hakkinda Hariciye Nazir1 Aleksandir Karatodori
Pasa tarafindan kaleme alinan Meclis-i Viikeld mazbatasi suretidir, 11.1.96”, Turkgeldi, ss. 387-392.

% Hobart Pasha, “The Greek Frontier Question”, The Times, 25 October 1879. Ayrica 1879, 1880 ve 1881
yillarinda The Times gazetesinde Yunan sinir meselesine iligkin “Turkey and Greece”, “The Greek Frontier”,
“The Greek Frontier Question” gibi bagliklar tagiyan yilizden fazla haber yapildigi The Times gazetesinin
arsivinde goriilmektedir.

3 Tiirkgeldi, s.173. Tiirkgeldi’den aktaran Ugarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa, s.146. Ucarol’dan aktaran ama 29
Mart tarihini veren Akyay, s. 122-123.

% “Makam-1 Nezaret-i Celile-i Hariciyeye fi 26 Mart 79 Tarihiyle Londra Sefaret-i Seniyyesinden Varid Olan
Telgrafnamenin Terciimesidir”, BOA, Y.PRK.HR., 4/46, s. 3.
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arazinin sadece stratejik agidan degil aym zamanda ekonomik olarak anahtar: oldugu
goriiliir. Kuyudaki Biatritza ve Agia’daki Ortodoks niifusun haricinde Miisliiman niifus
cogunluktadir. Yanya tiim vilayetin ticari, sivasi ve tarimsal merkezidir.”>

17 Nisan tarihinde konu Ingiliz Parlamentosu’na tasind1. Lord Edmond Fitzmaurice tarafindan
verilen teklife gore, Berlin Kongresi’nin 13. protokoliinde yer alan tavsiyeler uygulanmadigi
takdirde Yunanlarin memnuniyetinin saglanamayacagi goriisii belirtildi. Yunan isteklerinin
kabul edilmesi dnerisi tizerine Avam Kamarasi’nda Yunan sinir meselesi tartisildi.*° Bu teklifi
heniiz muhalefette bulunan Gladstone ile birlikte bazi iiyeler destekledi. Gladstone
konugmasinda, Berlin Antlasmasi’nin Yunanlara umut oldugunu, Yunanistan’in 6zgiirliikk ve
mutlulugunun c¢ikarlar1 acisindan degerli ve O6nemli tavsiyeler icerdigini ama hiikiimetin
yeterince konunun takipcisi ve destekleyicisi olmadig elestirisinde bulundu.** Séz alan
Maliye Bakani Stafford Northcote, sadece Dogu’daki huzur i¢in degil Tiirkiye’den ¢ok daha
fazla iilkeyi ilgilendiren bu konuda Tiirkiye ile Yunanistan arasinda makul ve tatmin edici bir
diizenleme yapilmasi gerekliligine biiylik dnem verdiklerini belirtti. Ancak Bakan, Berlin
Kongresi’nde kesin bir sinir belirlenmedigi ve tavsiyenin harita ve cografi ozellikler
incelenirse belirsizlikler i¢cerdigi ve bunun da kasith oldugu kanisindaydi. Salisbury’nin daha
once kullandig1 dile uygun olarak, simir diizenlemesinin iki devlet arasinda dogrudan bir
mutabakat cergevesinde yapilmasi gerektigini ve bunun i¢in destek verilmesi ve tesvik
edilmesinin altin1 ¢izdi.** Gériisme sonunda Ingiliz Parlamentosu’nda 47 oya karsi 63 oyla
sinir meselesine dogrudan miidahil olmama karar1 kabul edildi.

Siirda Haydutluk Faaliyetleri ve Istanbul Gériismeleri

Preveze’deki goriismelerin son bulmasi ile Osmanli sinirinda ve topraklarinda Yunanlarin
yiriittiikkleri haydutluk faaliyetleri hizlandi. 20 Mart 1879 tarihli Terciiman-1 Hakikat
haberinde Yunan tarafindan Osmanl topraklarina saldirarak bazi kdylere tasallut olan bes yiiz
kadar eskiyadan bahsediliyordu.43 Haziran basinda Konsolos Blunt’un paylastig1 Teselya ile
ilgili raporda, Tiirk yetkililerinin zamanlarin1 ve dikkatlerini bu donemde neredeyse tamamen
haydutlarin kovusturulmasina ayirdiklar yazﬂdl.44 Bu durum karsisinda Osmanli Devleti

% “The Greek Frontier”, The Times, 20 March 1879. The Times gazetesinin bu haberinden hareketle, Osmanlt
Devleti lehinde hareket ettigi zannedilmemelidir. 8 Ekim tarihinde, Preveze’de Tiirklerin yaptig1 teklifin hem
Yunanlar hem de Avrupa igin siirpriz oldugu yazilmaktadir. Yanya’nin terki ile beraber Salamiryas ve
Kalamas’in giiney bolgelerinin tamaminin muhalefet olmaksizin devredilecegi bekleniyordu denilmektedir.
Bkz., “The Greek Frontier Question”, The Times, 8 October 1879.

% Osmanh belgelerine yansiyan séz konusu teklif soyledir: “Komiinler meclisinin i'tikadinca sarkin asayisi
metalib-i muhakka-1 Yunaniyenin is’af olunmaswni (hak iddia ettikleri isteklerinin kabul edilmesini) icab eder ve
eger Berlin Kongresi’'nin on iigiincii protokoliinde miinderi¢ vesayanin (Ogiitlerin) icrasi temin olunmaz ise
Yunanistan kaffe-i mertebe hosnud edilmis ad olunamaz.” Bkz., “Makam-1 Nezaret-i Celile-i Hariciyeye fi 18
Nisan 79 Tarihiyle Londra Sefaret-i Seniyyesinden Varid Olan Telgrafnamenin Terciimesidir”, BOA,
Y.PRK.HR., 4/46, s.1; Hansard, Treaty of Berlin — Protocol 13 — Greece and Turkey — Rectification of
Frontier. — Resolution., HC., Deb., 17 April 1879, Vol.245, ss. 525-570.

*! Hansard, Treaty of Berlin — Protocol 13 — Greece and Turkey — Rectification of Frontier. — Resolution.,
HC., Deb., 17 April 1879, VVol.245, ss. 540-546.

*2 Hansard, Treaty of Berlin — Protocol 13 — Greece and Turkey — Rectification of Frontier. — Resolution.,
HC., Deb., 17 April 1879, Vol.245, s. 547-548.

*3 “Havadis-i Ecnebiyye, Yunan”, Terciiman-1 Hakikat, 20 Mart 1879.

# Raporda ayrica, Nisan ay1 boyunca haydutlarla baglantili dava on besten az degilken, Mays ayinda kaydedilen
say1 dort, Haziran ayinda yalnizca iki dava oldugu vurgulaniyor. Bkz., “Consul-General Blunt to the Marquis of
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sinirlarint korumak igin 6nlem almaktan geri kalmiyordu. Agustos basinda Yunan Hiikiimeti,
Teselya’da otuz iki bin, Epir’de ise yirmi bin Osmanl askerinin bulunduguna ve bu birliklere
askeri levazim gonderildigine dair konsoloslarindan bilgi almasi iizerine bir Yunan alayina
oteki taraftaki birliklerin hareketini izlemek i¢in sinira yaklasmasi emrini verdi.*”®

Agustos aymmda Osmanli Devleti ve Yunanistan arasinda goriismeler tekrar baglayacakti.
Ikinci kez taraflarin bir araya gelmesinde Biiyiik Giicler etkili oldu. 9 Haziran’da Biiyiik
Gugler’in  Atina’daki temsilcileri, smir diizenlemesinin gorligiilmesi amaciyla Yunan
temsilcilerinin Istanbul’a gonderilmesini teklif ettiler.”® 11 Haziran’da Yunan Hikiimeti
Oneriyi kabul etti. Ancak LaZP/ard’a bir talimat verilmemisti ve dogal olarak Babiali’nin
durumdan heniiz haberi yoktu. !

Salisbury, 12 Haziran’da Layard’a gonderdigi talimatta Babidli’ye yapilacak tavsiyelerin
uyumlu olmasindan bahsetti. Kabul gorecek tarzda hiikiimler iceren tavsiyeler barist
getirebilirdi.*® Layard, 20 Haziran’da Karatodori Pasa ile goriisiip Istanbul’da goriismeleri
diizenlemek icin en erken tarihin kendisine bildirilmesini istedi.”* 19 Temmuz tarihli
Terciiman-1 Hakikat gazetesinin haberinde Yunan simir meselesinin Istanbul’daki diplomasi
dairelerini ¢ok diisiindiirdiigiinii ve “Ug giinden beri Yunan ‘hudud meselesi’ adeta bir Yunan
‘mesele-i harbiyesi’ nazaryla goriilmeye basladigini” yazdi.>® 29 Temmuz 1879°da besinci
kez Hariciye Nazir1 olan Safvet Pasa, 23 Agustos’ta baglayacak goriigmelerin baskanligina
getirildi ve ilk goriisme Kanlica’daki yalisinda yapildi.®

Salisbury (4 July 1879)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880).
Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, ss. 5-7.

® “Mr. Corbett to the Marquis of Salisbury (1 August 1879)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary
Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the
Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.30.

% “Mr. Corbett to the Marquis of Salisbury (9 June 1879)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary
Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the
Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 1.

4 “Mr. Corbett to the Marquis of Salisbury (11 June 1879)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary
Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the
Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.2. Konsolos Edwin Corbett, Majestelerinin Hiikiimeti adina Yunan
Hiikiimeti’ne olumlu cevaptan dolay: tesekkiirlerini iletiyordu. Bkz., “Mr. Corbett to the Marquis of Salisbury
(14 June 1879)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further
Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 3.

48 “Turkey and Greece”, The Times, 2 July 1879.

9 «Sir A. H. Layard to the Marquis of Salisbury (21 June 1879)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary
Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the
Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 4-5.

% “yyunan Isi”, Terciiman-1 Hakikat, 19 Temmuz 1879. Konuyla ilgili ¢ok fazla olmasa da gesitli haberler
cikiyordu. Goriismeler yaklastig1 zaman Istanbul gazetesinin haberi Terciiman-i Hakikat tarafindan elestirildi.
Avrupa’da dillendirilen “kraldan ziyade kral taraftar’” sdziniin ne kadar dogru oldugu sdylenen haberde
Istanbul gazetesi, Yanya’nin Yunanistan’a verilmesi fikrine yakinligindan o6tiirii Yunan’dan ziyade Yunan
taraftar1 olarak su¢landi. Bkz., “Yunandan Ziyade Yunan Taraftar1”, Terciiman-1 Hakikat, 21 Agustos 1879.

' Gafvet Pasa, Istanbul’da bulunan Yunan Bakan’a Komisyon iiyelerinin ilk toplantisiin 23’iinde
gerceklesmesini umdugunu belirtti. Bkz., “Mr. Corbett to the Marquis of Salisbury (21 August 1879)”, British
House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence
Respecting the Negotiations for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.33. 24 Agustos’ta Layard, Osmanl
ve Yunan temsilcileri arasinda ilk gériismenin diin yapildigini bildirdi. Bkz., “Sir A. H. Layard to the Marquis of
Salisbury (24 August 1879)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880).
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Goriismeler gergin bir atmosferde baslayip ayn1 sekilde devam etti. Ilk goriisme 28 Agustos
tarihine ardindan 31’ine sarkti.®® Tiirk yetkililer goriismelerin Berlin Kongresi temelinde
olacagii duyurmuslardi.®® Ama en biiyiik sikinti, taraflarm sir meselesi ile ilgili Berlin
Kongresi referans gosterildigi zaman algiladiklar1 imgenin farkliliginda yatiyordu. Layard,
Eylil basindaki goriismenin detaylarin1 Salisbury’ye aktardi. Yunan temsilciler Berlin
Kongresi’nin 13. Protokolii’niin zorunlu olup olmadiginin tartisilmasini bile reddediyor ve
burada belirtilen smirlarin miizakerelere temel olusturmasi gerektigini tekrar 1srarla
savunuyorlard1.54 Hatta Yunan tarafi Berlin Kongresi’nde belirlenen hatti genisletmek
istiyorlardi. Kalamas ve Kostem Vadileri’nin kuzey taraflart sinir kabul edilmeliydi. Bu istek
Tiirkgeldi’ye gore, Berlin hattin1 dokuz bin kilometre kare biiyiitmek anlamina geliyordu.
Dogal olarak Osmanl tarafi itirazda bulundu ve teklif olarak bu vadilerin giiney tarafinin sinir
olabilecegini bdylece Narda ve Golos Korfezleri’nin giivenliginin Osmanli Devleti’ne
birakilmasini énerdi. Ancak uzayan goriismelerde uzlasi saglanamadi.>

Eyliil sonunda Salisbury, kisa bir siirede olumlu bir sonuca ulagilamayacaginin farkindaydi ve
Layard’a Osmanli Devleti’ne baskida bulunulacak bir zaman olmadigini yazd1.*® Gériismeler
Ekim ayinda devam ederken Babidli, Berlin Antlasmasi’nda imzasi bulunan devletlerdeki
temsilciliklerine bir telgraf gonderdi. Babiali, Biiyiik Gii¢ler’in Safvet Paga’nin makul, acik ve
basit olarak nitelendirdigi beyanini onaylayacaklarmma ve bunlarin Yunanistan Hiikiimeti
tarafindan kabul edilmesi i¢in niifuzlarmi kullanacaklarma inanmaktaydi.>’ Ertesi giin
Salisbury ile goriisen Musurus Pasa, Osmanli Devleti tarafindan 6nerilen formiiliin, itiraza
sebep olsa bile genel olarak, Istanbul’da yapilan goriismelerde uygun bir baslangi¢ noktasi

Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.34.
Bununla birlikte Vakit gazetesinin 23 Agustos tarihli niishasinda soyle bir haber vardir: Yunan meselesini
goriismek iizere tayin edilen zevatin diinkii giin Safvet Pasa’nin sahilhanesinde bir araya geldiler. Esas
miizakereyi teskil edilecek hazirliktan sonra ikinci i¢tima igin tayin olunacak yevm-i mahsusat Safvet Pasa
tarafindan erkén-1 meclise bildirilmesi kararlastirildi. Bkz., Vakit, 23 Agustos 1879. Tirkgeldi, eserinde toplanti
tarihi olarak 22 Agustos’u isaret etmis ve biyiik olasilikla diger ¢aligmalarda da bu eserden hareketle ayni tarih
kullanilmustir. Bkz., Tiirkgeldi, s.174. Karsilastirmak igin bkz., Akpinar, s.130-131; Akyay, s.125; Kurat, s.131;
Davison, s.247; Ugarol, “1878 Berlin Antlagmasi’na Gore Yunanistan Siirinin Diizenlenmesi Sorunu...”, s.221.
%2 “Mr. Corbett to the Marquis of Salisbury (28 August 1879)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary
Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the
Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 36.

% «Sir A. H. Layard to the Marquis of Salisbury (24 August 1879)”, British House of Commons
Parliamentary Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations
for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 35.

> «Sir A. H. Layard to the Marquis of Salisbury (6 September 1879)”, British House of Commons
Parliamentary Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations
for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s5.43-45.

% Tiirkgeldi, s.174-175. Ayrica bkz., Kurat, s. 131-132.

% «The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir A. H. Layard (24 September 1879)”, British House of Commons
Parliamentary Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations
for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.53.

" «“Mr. Malet to the Marquis of Salisbury (6 October 1879)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary
Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the
Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.70.
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olabilecegini ifade etti. Salisbury, uzlasmaci ton kullanmanin uygunlugunu ve Osmanli
Devleti’nin sinir sorununun ¢oziimiine asir1 énem verilmesi gerektigini tekrarladi.”®

Goriismeler seyrek ve sonugsuz olmasma ragmen Yunan temsilciler Istanbul’da
bulunuyorlard1.5 1880 yilma girildiginde Yunan Hiikiimeti artik Istanbul’daki konferanstan
bir sonu¢ ¢ikmayacagini anlamasina ragmen temsilcilere heniiz geri doniis talimati vermedi.
Yunan temsilcileri, hiikiimetlerinin kisa siire i¢inde kendilerine bu yonde bir talimat
verileceklerine dair siiphe duymuyorlardi.®® Gériismelerde taraflari memnun edecek sonug
¢tkmayinca Yunan temsilciler Istanbul’dan ayrilmaya basladi ve 19 Subat’a gelindiginde
[stanbul’da hi¢bir Yunan temsilci kalmamustr.**

Gladstone iktidar1 ve Ingiltere’nin Meselede Etkin Hale Gelmesi

1874 yilinda secimleri kaybettikten sonra parti liderliginden ayrilarak bir siire inzivaya
cekilen Gladstone’u 1876 2ylhndan itibaren giindemi belirleyen konulardan biri olan Dogu
Sorunu inzivadan ¢ikartt1.®* Gladstone, Disraeli Hiikiimeti’ne yiiklenmek i¢in kendisine ¢ok
elverigli bir alan buldu. 1876 yilindaki Bulgar olaylarini sinir tanimaz abartilarla ele alarak
baslattig1 elestirilerini hiikiimetin yiirtittigii dis politikayr hedefine alarak devam ettirdi. 1878
yilinin ortasinda biten Berlin Kongresi’nden Disraeli ve Salisbury, tinlii “Onurlu bir Barig
(Peace with Honour)” s6ylemiyle dondiiler ama Gladstone bu séylemi hiikiimeti zayiflatmak
icin kullanma firsatim kagirmadi. Gladstone’a gore Berlin Antlasmasi, Osmanl
Imparatorlugu’nun “pili pirtisini (bag and baggage)” toplama politikasinin gercek bir
tasdikiydi.®® Gladstone i¢in bu konu heniiz kapanmamusti.

*8 «“The Marquis of Salisbury to Mr. Malet (7 October 1879)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary
Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the
Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.62.

% «Sir A. H. Layard to the Marquis of Salisbury (10 November 1879), “Sir A. H. Layard to the Marquis of
Salisbury (27 November 1879)”, “Sir A. H. Layard to the Marquis of Salisbury (28 December 1879)”, British
House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further Correspondence
Respecting the Negotiations for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 96, 98, 115 vd.

80 «“Mr. Corbett to the Marquis of Salisbury (2 January 1880)” ve “Mr. Corbett to the Marquis of Salisbury (10
January 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1880 Greece, No. 1 (1880). Further
Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 124-125.

8 jstanbul’daki Yunan temsilcilerinden M. Brailas, kizinin evliligi dolayisiyla Korfu’ya hareket edince higbir
temsilci kalmadi. Diger temsilciler bir siire 6nce Atina’ya donmiislerdi. Bkz., “Mr. Corbett to the Marquis of
Salisbury (19 February 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1880 [C.2555] Greece,
No. 2 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the Rectification of the Greek
Frontier, s. 13.

%2 Francis Birrell, Gladstone, Duckworth, London, 1933, s. 93; Justin McCarthey, The Story of Gladstone's
Life, Second Edition, Adam and Charles Black, London, 1906, s. 294; W. T. Stead, Gladstone 1809-1898 A
Character Sketch, William Clowes and Sons, London, 1898, s. 31.

8 John Morley, The Life of William Ewart Gladstone, Vol: Il, The Macmillan Company, London, 1903,
8.575. “Pily pirtistni” toplamak taniminmi Gladstone, Bulgarian Horrors eserinde kullandi. Morley’in eserinde
sonradan {inlenmis olan bu tanima gonderme vardir. Gladstone, eserinde tanimi sdyle kullanmusti: “Tiirkler
kendileriyle birlikte kotii yonetimlerini alip gitsinler. Onlarin zaptiyeleri, miidiirleri, binbasilari, yiizbasilari,
kaymakamlar: ve pasalari, bastan sona hepsi, pili pirtisini toplayarak perisan ve dinsiz biraktiklar: yerlerden
umarim silinip atilacaktir.” Bkz., W. E. Gladstone, Bulgarian Horrors and the Question of the East, Lovell,
Adam, Wesson & Company, New York and Montreal, 1876, s. 38.
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1880 secimlerini Liberal (Whig) Parti kazandi ve Liberal Parti’nin liderligini tekrar ele
geciren Gladstone®* Kralige’den onay aldiktan sonra hiikiimetini kurdu.® Dasisleri
Bakanligi’na Earl Granville getirilirken Osmanli ingiliz iliskilerinin seyrini yakindan
ilgilendiren Istanbul’daki Ingiliz Biiyiikelciligi gérevini 6zel biiyiikelgi olarak George
Goschen devraldu.

Gladstone’un iktidara gelmeden 6nce Osmanli Devleti ve Tiirkler hakkindaki gorist,
sOylemleri ve muhalefet koltugundan yonelttigi elestirileri malumdu. Ancak disisleri yapisi
oturmus bir sistemde bireylerin ani ve kokli degisikliklerden miimkiin oldugunca kagindigi ve
devletin devam eden politikalarinin stirekliligini saglamaya c¢abaladiklar1 g6z oniinde
bulunduruldugunda Gladstone’un uygulamaya baslayacagi politikalar1 temkinli ilerletmesi
kagmilmazdi. Aksi diisiiniilecek olursa, Yunan sinir meselesinde Ingiliz siyasetinin koklii bir
sekilde degistirilmesi umulurdu. Ciinkii Gladstone’un Helen kiiltiiriine olan haylranhgl66 ve
Tiirklere karsi, benimsemis oldugu hiimanist diisiincelere tezat olusturacak tarzdaki beyanlari
bunun acik kanit1 olurdu. Salisbury de Disisleri Bakani oldugu zaman Osmanli’ya yonelik
onceki sdylemlerini eyleme doniistirme gibi bir politika pesinde kosmadi. Benzer sekilde
Gladstone, reel politikada iilke c¢ikarlar1 ve Onceki politikanin devamliligini diisiinmek
zorunda kalacakti. Bu nedenle Gladstone Hiikiimeti, Osmanli Devleti ile iliskilerinde radikal
bir doniisiime gitmedi. Yinede Gladstone’un iktidar1 zamaninda Ingiltere, Yunan smr
meselesinde daha fazla inisiyatif almaya basladi ve meselenin igine girdik¢e ylrlttigi
politikalar Osmanli aleyhinde sekillendi.

Ingiltere’nin Siir Komisyonu Onerisi ve Biiyiik Giicler’in Meseleye Dahil Olmalar

Gladstone’un kurdugu hiikiimetin iktidar1 devralmasi siireci Istanbul’da hakli bir endise
yarattl.67 Buna ragmen yeni iktidarin Osmanli’ya yonelik ilk icraatlarinin izlenebilecegi

% Partinin iki resmi lideri vardi. Biri Granville digeri Hartington idi ve Gladstone’un durumu gayri resmiydi.
Ama ikisi de Gladstone’un baskanligi kaptirmayacaginin bilincindeydi. Kralice 6nce Granville’e sonra
Hartington’a istek géndermesine ragmen sonugta ¢ok istekli olmasa da Kralige, Gladstone’u bagbakan olarak
atad1. Bkz., Andre Maurois, Disraeli’nin Hayati, ¢ev. Ismail Hakki Alisan, Vakit Gazete-Matbaa Kiitiiphane,
Istanbul, 1935, s. 360; McCarthey, s. 302; Philip Guedalla, The Queen and Mr. Gladstone, Hodder &
Stoughton Limited, London, 1933, s. 21, 27; Maurois, s.360; Taha Niyazi Karaca, Ingiltere Bagbakam
Gladstone’un Osmanl’y1 Yikma Plam Biiyiik Oyun, Timas Yaymnlar, Istanbul, 2011, s. 240.

% TheTimes 29 Nisan’da genel sonuglarm tam listesi yayimladi. Bkz., “The New House of Commons”, The
Times, 29 April 1880. Kabine iiyelerinin isimleri i¢in bkz., “The New Ministry”, The Times, 29 April 1880;
Morley, s. 653-654.

% David Williamson, William Ewart Gladstone, Statesman and Scholar, Ward, Lock & Co., Limited,
London, 1898, ss.130-135; Kurat, s.204. “William Ewart Gladstone iki kutuplu bir diinyaya inanmisti. Kutbun
birinde temelinde Helen ve Roma kiiltiirlerinin bulundugu medeni Hiristiyan devletler, digerinde ise geri
kalmishgin temsilcisi olan Islamiyet ve Tiirkler bulunuyordu.” Eton Koleji'nde iken merak sardigi ve hayran
oldugu Homer ile ilgili pek ¢cok makale ve bes kitap kaleme aldi. Din hayatin1 ve siyasi yasamini sekillendirdi.
“Tiirkleri barbar, medenilesmemis ve medenilesmenin oniindeki engel” olarak gérmesinin altidaki temel neden
dini inaniglar1 dogrultusunda hareket etmesiydi. Bkz., Karaca, s. 32, 77, 80, 88, 89, 100, vd.

87 Abdiilhamit, ingiltere’deki iktidar degisikliginden memnun degildi. Ciinkii Liberallerin Muhafazakarlardan
daha ¢ok Osmanli’daki tebaaya reform konusunu agacaginin ve Rusya’nin kotii idare propagandasina
katilacaginin farkindaydi. Bkz., Kurat, s. 203. Se¢im sonuglarinin Nisan basinda Istanbul’da bilindigini ifade
eden Layard, Gladstone ve radikallerin galibiyetinin “Sultan iizerinde ciddi bir panige yol actigini”
soylemektedir. Bkz., Memoirs of Sir Henry A. Layard’s, s. 678. Lord Gladstone’un nutuk-1 meshurunda
Ingiltere’nin Osmanli’ya ihtiyag-1 kat’iyesi olmadigini belirtmesi Vakit gazetesi siitunlarinda yer almisti. Bkz.,
Vakit, 6 Haziran 1880.
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Yunan sinir meselesine kars: yiiriitiilen ingiliz politikasinda hemen koklii bir degisim olmadi.
Ama bazi1 farkliliklar meydana geldi. Farkliligin kaynagi yalnizca Gladstone’un Osmanli
aleyhindeki tavirlarindan kaynaklanmiyordu. Oncelikle goriismelerin uzayip gitmesi ile
Biiyiik Giigler’in miidahale ihtimalinin artmasiydi. Diger taraftan Berlin Antlagsmasi’ndan eli
bos donen Fransizlarin uluslararasi alandaki prestijini kurtarmak ya da yiikseltmek i¢in sinir
meselesinde Yunan savunuculuguna girismesi, durumu daha zor bir hale sokarak devletlerin
miidahalesini kaginilmaz kiliyordu.®® Fransizlarin barisa giden yolda 6ne siirdiikleri oneriler
bir noktaya kadar 6telendi ama Avrupa barist agisindan Fransizlar stirekli goz ardi edilemezdi.

Waddington, Preveze’deki goriismeler kesildikten sonra Istanbul’da bir elgiler konferansiin
toplanmasini1 Onermisti. Ingiltere bu oneriye olumlu bakmamis ama Biiyiikk Giicler’in
arabuluculugu fikrini ortaya atmust1.®® Ingiltere’de 1880 secimleri yapilmadan énce Fransizlar
19 Aralik 1879 tarihinde Yunan sinir diizenlemesi konusunda yeni bir oneri getirmislerdi. Bu
Oneriye gore, Yanya ve Kalamas’in giineyinde bulunan Misliimanlarin yogun bulunduklari
mabhaller Osmanli Devleti’ne birakilirken, Salamiryas’in kuzeyi Yunanlara terk edilecekti.”
Waddington’un 6nerisi oncelikle Ingilizlere ardindan diger devletlere sunuldu. Oneriden iki
giin sonra istifa eden Waddington’un yerine M. de Freycinet, Fransa’nin yeni Disisleri Bakani
oldu. Freycinet selefinin &nerisine arka cikt1. Bu 6neri Ingilizler tarafindan kabul gérmedi. Bu
oneri huzuru getirmekten ve Osmanli Devleti’ni memnun etmekten ¢ok uzakti. Musurus Pasa,
Waddington tarafindan sunulan oneriyi kabul etmemesi i¢in Salisbury’ye ¢ok ciddi sekilde
bask1 yapt1.”* ingilizler, Fransizlarin razi olacag: yeni bir oneri iizerinde kafa yordular.72 Bu
Oneriye gore, sinirin en iyi sekilde belirlenebilmesi i¢in bir sinir komisyonu kurulacakti.”
Oncelikle Aralik aymdaki Fransiz 6nerisinin Tiirk ve Yunan Hiikiimetleri tarafindan birgok

%8 Kurat, s.129. 30 Eyliil 1880°de Corbett Atina’dan gonderdigi yazida, Fransizlarin Yunanistan ile ilgili
meselelere yakin ilgi duydugunu ve Fransiz Digisleri Bakani’nin Fransa’daki Yunan temsilcisine giivence
verdigini aktardi. Hatta Fransa’nin Biiyiik Gligler’den ayrilamayacagi i¢in iiyelerin rizasi olmaksizin bir savast
tistelenemeyecegini ve ihtiyathi tutumunu devam ettirmek zorunda kaldiklarimi yazisina ekledi. Bkz., “Mr.
Corbett to Earl Granville (30 September 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.87.

% Parlamento goriismelerinde Mr. Monk, Waddington’un Istanbul’da elgiler konferansi énerisinin kabul edilip
edilmedigini sordugunda, Mr. Bourke Majesteleri Hiikiimeti’nin Berlin Anlagsmasi uyarinca arabuluculuk teklifi
yapmay1 ve bu arabuluculugun Istanbul’daki biiyiikelgiler tarafindan yiiriitiilmesini kabul ettiklerini belirtti.
Bkz., Hansard, Treaty of Berlin — The Greek Frontier. — Question, HC., Deb., 9 May 1879, Vol.246, s. 15-
16.

" Tiirkgeldi, s.176. Onerinin Fransizca niishas igin bkz., “Pro-memoria communicated to the Marquis Salisbury
by Admiral Pothuau, December 19, 18797, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1880 [C.2555]
Greece, No. 2 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the Rectification of the
Greek Frontier, s. 1.

™ Salisbury bu ifadeyi aynen Layard’a gonderdigi telgrafinda kullaniyor. Bkz., “The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir
A. H. Layard (15 January 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1880 [C.2555] Greece,
No. 2 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations for the Rectification of the Greek
Frontier, s.2. 14 Subat tarihli The Times haberinde de onerinin reddedildigi tekrarlandi. Bkz., “The Greek
Frontier”, The Times, 14 February 1880.

"2 “Greece and the Powers”, The Times, 11 February 1880.

® Avam Kamarasi’nda séz alan Maliye Bakani, onerinin tarihsel gelisimi hakkinda kisa bilgi verdikten
sonra yeni Fransiz Disigleri Bakani’nin, Lord Lyons’a Waddington’un Onerisine uydugunu ve Majestelerinin
Hiikiimeti'nin goriisiinii almak igin istekli oldugunu sdyledi. Buna karsi Salisbury, uluslararasi Avrupa
komisyonu Onerisini dillendirdi. Bkz., Hansard, Address in Answer to her Majesty’s Most Gracious Speech,
HC., Deb., 5 February 1880, VVol.250, s. 103-104.
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itiraza sebep oldugu vurgulandiktan sonra Fransiz Hiikiimeti ile mutabik kalinan yeni oneri
diger devletlerin goriisline sunuldu.” 10 Mart 1880 tarihinde Layard’a gonderilen telgrafta
Salisbury, Berlin, Paris, Roma ve Viyana’daki temsilciliklerden dnerinin kabul edildigine dair
geri doniis aldigin1 ve Rusya’nin da ayni diislincede oldugunu umdugunu bildirdi.”

Baglarda tamamen iki devlet arasinda ¢oziimiin saglanmasi iistine kurulan Ingiliz
politikasindaki degisiklik Layard’in yerine Goschen’in tayin edilmesi ile kendisini gosterdi.
Ingilizler artitk Yunan smir meselesine miidahil olmaya karar vermislerdi. Layard’in elgilik
gorevine son verilmesi ile Goschen’in ozel elgi olarak Istanbul’a gonderilmesi ve
Yunanistan’a verilen destek, “Istanbul’daki Ingiliz etkisini yikt:” yorumuna sebep olacaktr.”®

El¢i tayin edildikten sonra Yunan siir meselesi hakkinda Goschen’e verilen talimatta dnceki
hiikiimetin siirekli iistiinde durdugu, meselenin iki devlet arasinda ¢oziilmesi vurgusu artik
arka plandaydi. Bununla birlikte Osmanli Devleti’nin ve Miisliiman ahalinin durumunu
tamamen g6z ardi etmeyen talimatta meselenin biran evvel sonuglanmasinin zorunlu oldugu
yaziltydir. Yunan smir meselesinin sonuclandirilmas: igin Ingiltere Hiikiimeti, Berlin ya da
Paris’te Haziran’in sonuna dogru toplanmasini 6ngordiikleri bir konferans onerisi yaptilar.
“Devlet-i Osmaniye esasen Twrhala ve Arnavudluk taraflarindan Yunanistan ile tahdid-i
hududa razi olacagi ve bu takdirde Yunanistan hududu tevsi’ edecegi cihetle Ingiltere
Hiikiimeti memul (iimit) eder ki Berlin Muahedesi’'nin 24. bendinde musarrah (izah edilmis)
olacag cihetle bugiin kendisine vukubulacak tavassut iizerine Devlet-i Aliyye yeniden
miiskilat ¢tkarmaz. Ingiltere Hiikiimeti... ahalisi kiilliyetlice Islamdan olan nevahinin
(nahiyelerin) ve ahali-i Islamiyeden Yunanistan’a iltihaklarini istemeyen ahali-i Islamiyenin
cebren (zorla) Yunanistan’a terki bdis-i tehlike olacag: cihetle Ingiltere Devleti boyle cebr
usuliintin icrasint kabul etmeyecegi dogruca ciimleye malum olmasini arzu eder. Rumca
tekelliim eden (konugan) Hiristiyan ahalinin arzu-1 meyillerine tevafuk etmeyen (uymayan) bir
hiikiimetten tefrik ile ahali-i Hiristiyaniyenin derece-i kaffede tecemmu’ etmis (toplanmais)
oldugu nevahi tarafindan tahdid-i hudud edilmesi Ingiltere Devleti nin niyetidir.”"’

Fransizlarn da istegini karsilayacak sekilde Ingiltere’nin yaptigi teklif sonrasinda Berlin
Antlagmasi’nin 24. maddesi geregince Biiyiikk Giicler konuya dahil oldu. Mayis basinda
Granville’in gonderdigi yaz ile Ingilizlerin diger devletlerle ayn1 zamanda ve uyum iginde
verdikleri notada, Babiali’nin gecikmesizin Berlin Antlagmasi’nda yer alan Yunanistan,

™ «Lord Odo Russell to the Marquis of Salisbury (4 March 1880)”, “Sir H. Elliot to the Marquis of Salisbury (7
March 1880)”, “Lord Odo Russell to the Marquis of Salisbury (11 March 1880)”, British House of Commons
Parliamentary Papers, 1880 [C.2555] Greece, No. 2 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the
Negotiations for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.20-21. Ingiltere ve Fransa’mn Yunan smir
meselesinde kullanilacak arabuluculuk sekli iizerinde anlastiklarina ve diger devletlerin istirakine dair ¢ikan bir
haber i¢in bkz., “The Greek Frontier”, The Times, 9 March 1880. Osmanli Devleti’nin bu Onerilere sicak
bakmadigina dair bkz., Tirkgeldi, s. 181.

™ «The Marquis of Salisbury to Sir A. H. Layard (10 March 1880)”, British House of Commons
Parliamentary Papers, 1880 [C.2555] Greece, No. 2 (1880). Further Correspondence Respecting the
Negotiations for the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 21.

® R. W. Seton-Watson, Disraeli, Gladstone and the Eastern Question, Frank Cass and Co. Ltd., London,
1962, s. 549.

" “ingiltere Devleti Hariciye Nazirt Lord Granvil Tarafindan Bugiin Dersaadet ingiltere Sefaretine Tayin
Olunan Mosyd Gosen Cenablarina Yunanistan’a Dair Verilen Talimatdan Ihra¢ Edilen Bendlerin Harfien
Terctimesidir”, Bkz., BOA, Y.PRK.ESA., 2/48.
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Karadag ve Ermenilerle ilgili yiikiimliiliklerini yerine getirmesi istendi. Salisbury, bolgeye
bir komisyon gonderilmesini onermis ve diger devletler uygun gdérmiistii. Babiali bunun
zorluklarin1t belirtmis ve kesin cevap vermemisti. Majesteleri Hiikiimeti simdi bunun
gecikmeksizin yapilmasini istemekteydi.78 Fransa, Babiali’nin Salisbury’nin sundugu 6neriye
bir cevap vermesinin uzun siirmesinden dolay1 bu nerinin terk edilmesi gerektigini belirtti.
Onun yerine Berlin’de temsilcilerin bulundugu bir konferansin toplanmasini énerdi.”® Bu
oneri Ingiltere tarafindan uygun bulundu.

Granville 27 Mayis 1880 tarihinde Paris, Roma, Berlin, Viyana ve Petersburg’daki
temsilcilerine Istanbul’daki Ingiliz elcisine gonderilecek notanin paylasildigi bir yazi
gonderdi. Notada Berlin Antlasmasi’nda imzasi bulunan Biiylik Giigler’in, teknik bilgiye
sahip gorevlilerin yardimiyla kabul edilmesi gereken sinirin uygun bir hat iizerinde ele
alinmast ve ¢ogunluk tarafindan belirlenmesi i¢in Haziran bitmeden 6nce bir Temsilciler
Konferansi’nin Berlin’de toplanmasinin biiyiikelgiler vasitasiyla Babidli’ye bildirmesi
gerektigi belirtiliyordu. Ayrica Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan Hiikiimetleri, temsilcilerini kendi
hiikiimetlerinin argimanlarin1 konferans Oncesinde sunmak {iizere davet edileceklerdi.
Konferansta bir hat iizerinde uzlasildigi takdirde, bir komisyon ayrintilari ¢dzmek igin
bolgeye gidebilecekti.? Ayni tarihte benzer igerikli bir yazi Istanbul’daki elgiye gonderildi ve
Goschen’e Babidli’ye sunulmak iizere meslektaslarinizla uyum iginde bir nota hazirlayin
talimat verildi.®*

Berlin Antlagmasi’nin 24. maddesine gore Biiyiikk Giigler sinir diizenlemesi konusunda
taraflarin anlagamamasi durumunda miizakereleri kolaylastirmak igin arabuluculuk
yapabileceklerdi. Ingiltere’nin talebinin diger devletler tarafindan olumlu karsilanmasi {izerine
16 Haziran 1880 tarihinde Berlin’de Yunan sinir meselesini goriismek iizere bir konferansin
toplanmasina karar verildi.?? 14 Haziran tarihinde cicegi burnunda olan yeni Hariciye Nazir
Abidin Pasa, konferansin ertelenmesini talep etmesine ragmen bu istegi kabul gérmedi.83

"8 «Ear] Granville to Her Majesty’s Representatives at Paris, Berlin. Vienna, Rome, and St. Petersburgh (4 May
1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881).
Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 1.

™ “Earl Granville to Her Majesty’s Embassies at Berlin, Vienna, Rome, and St Petersburgh (22 May 1880)”,
British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881). Correspondence
Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 8-9.

8 “Earl Granville to Her Majesty’s Embassies at Paris, Rome, Berlin, Vienna and St Petersburgh (27 May
1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881).
Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 12.

8 “Earl Granville to Mr. Goschen (27 May 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.13.

% Ayrmtili bilgi icin bkz., British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2760] Greece, No. 1
(1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, ss. 18-21.

 Yunan siir komisyonunda bulunan Abidin Pasa, 9 Haziran 1880 tarihinde Hariciye Nezareti’ne tayin edilmis
olup 12 Eyliil 1880 tarihine kadar gorevini stirdiirmustiir. Bkz., Salname-i Nezaret-i Umur-1 Hariciye IlI,
Dersaadet, Matbaa-i Osmaniye, 1318, s. 171-172. Bu istek dnce Goschen’e iletildi. iki giin sonra Musurus Pasa,
Granville’e bu istegi sundu. Abidin Pasa’nin yazisi i¢in bkz., “Abedine Pasha to Mr. Goschen (16 Juin 1880)
(Communicated to Earl Granville by Musurus Bey, June 16)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary
Papers, 1881 [C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek
Frontier, s. 24-25. Davison’un belirttigine gore, bu istek Berlin’deki Osmanli elgisi Sadullah Paga’ya da
gonderildi. Bkz., Davison, s. 249.
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Konu Berlin’de toplanan konferansta goriisiildii ve karar Babidli’ye bildirildi. Bu karar
Osmanl1 Devleti i¢in dezavantajliydi. Ciinkii Yanya ve Camlik bolgesi ile beraber Magova ve
niifusunun ¢ogu Miisliman olan Yenisehir Yunanistan’a birakiliyordu. 23 Temmuz’da
yapilan Meclis-i Viikela toplantisinda s6z konusu yerlerin Yunanistan’a terk edilmesinden
dogacak sorunlarin devletlere iletilmesi ve meselenin Babidli ile ortaklasa karar verilerek
¢oziilmesi icin ilgili devletlerin Istanbul’daki elgilerine yetki vermelerinin istenmesi uygun
goriildii. Bu karar Temmuz sonunda arabulucu devletlere iletildi.?* Aymi istek 19 Agustos
1880 tarihinde Musurus Pasa tarafindan Granville’e aktarildi ve Babiali’nin Yunan sinir
miizakerelerinin istanbul’da devam etmesini umdugu tekrarlandi.®

Yunanistan’in Savas Hazirliklari

Berlin’de toplanan konferans Yunanistan’1 istekleri konusunda cesaretlendirmis olmalidir ki,
konferansin toplanmasini izleyen giinlerde Yunanlar, ordularinin seferber edilmesi gereken
uygun zaman hakkinda Ingiliz Hiikiimeti’nin goriisiine bagvurdular.® Anlasildig1 kadariyla
Yunanlar girisecekleri bir savasin altyapisim1 olusturabilmek i¢in devletlerden 6zellikle
Ingilizlerden icazet alma pesindeydi. Biran dnce seferberlige girisme niyetinde olduklarin
gizlemiyorlardl.87 Diger devletler nezdinde de tesebbiiste bulunan Yunanlar umduklar1 destegi
bulamadilar. Fransizlarla iletisim halinde olan Ingilizler, Babiali tarafindan kesin bir cevap
verilinceye kadar herhangi bir diismanca hareketten kagmilmasi konusunda Yunanlari
uyardilar.®®

Konu siirincemede kalarak uzamaya devam ederken Ucgarol’un ifadesine goére, Yunanlar
askeri hazirliklara ve siir bolgelerinde karigiklik ¢ikartarak Osmanli topraklarina tecaviiz
etmeye baglamislardi.® Ozellikle Ekim aymnda Babidli’nin konunun iki ya da ii¢ ay
ertelenmesi yoniindeki talebinin ardindan Yunan tarafindaki hareketlilik artti. Yunanlara gore,
bu talep Yunan maliyesini daha fazla zorlamak i¢indi. Ciinkii Tiirkler, kis aylarinda biiyiik bir
orduyu ayakta tuttugu takdirde Yunan ekonomisinin biyiik zorluk yasayacagini
dﬁsl’jnl'iyorlardl.90 Buna ragmen Yunan asker sayisinin giderek arttigi yazigsmalardan
gozlenmekteydi. Atina’daki Ingiliz Konsolosu Corbett, 26 Agustos tarihinde yetkililerin
agzindan, Yunan askerlerinin Eyliil ortasina kadar otuz bin, bir sonraki ay ise kirk bine

8 Akyay, s.127-128; Davison, $.249-250; Tiirkgeldi, s.179-180; Ugarol, “1878 Berlin Antlasmasi'na Gore
Yunanistan Sinirinin Diizenlenmesi Sorunu...”, s. 222-223.

8 “Earl Granville to Mr. Goschen (19 August 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
72.

8 «Ear] Granville to Mr. Corbett (27 June 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 29.

87 «“Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (30 June 1880)”; “Earl Granville to Mr. Corbett (7 July 1880)”, British House
of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the
Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 34-35, 37.

8 “Earl Granville to Lord Lyons (5 July 1880)”; “Earl Granville to M. Contostavlos (15 July 1880)”, British
House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881). Correspondence
Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 33-34, 41.

8 Ugarol, “1878 Berlin Antlagmasi’na Gore Yunanistan Sinirinin Diizenlenmesi Sorunu...”, s. 223.

% “Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (19 October 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 88.
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ulasabilecegi aktardi.”™ Yunan Savas Bakani asker sayismm 27 Ekim’de 44.684 oldugunu
st')yledi.92 Daha sonra sayimnin altmis veya seksen bine ulagsacagi dillendirildi.*®

Corbett, 18 Kasim tarihinde Yunanlarin askeri hazirliklar1 aktif sekilde siirdiirdiiklerini ve
Oonlem alinmazsa Yunanlarin ilkbaharda Biiylik Gili¢ler’in kendilerine verilmesini uygun
bulduklarina inandiklar1 yerleri ele gegirmek icin inisiyatif kullanmaya baglayacaklar
hususunda uyarida bulundu.*

Ekim ayida Osmanli yénetimi Yunan sorunu ile ilgili sessizligini koruyordu.®> Ama tehlikeli
gidisat nedeniyle Babiali, 14 Aralik’ta Giigler’in dikkatini Yunan askeri hazirliklarina ¢ekti ve
sinir sorununu ¢6zmek i¢in goriismelerin yenilenmesi umudunu dile getirdi. Herkesin zararina
sonuclar verecek olan Yunanlarin savas hazirliklarini birakmasi ve meselenin ¢6ziimii i¢in bir
an evvel Babidli ile miizakerelere girisilmesi konusunda Yunan Hiikiimeti’ne ihtarda
bulunulmasi istegini ilgi devletlere iletti.*®

Bu arada Pire Limani’nda bir hareketlilik yasaniyordu. Fransizlarin ii¢ zirhlist ve iki avisosu
ile Ruslarin iki silahli schooner tipi gemisi Pire’de bulunuyordu. 13 Aralik’ta ise italyanlar on
dokuz zirhli, Ruslar on bir korvet gondermislerdi.’” Devletlerin yakin ilgisi bununla sirh
degildi. Kendisini bu konuda 6n planda tutma ¢abalarinda simdiye kadar basar1 saglayamamais
ya da sonuca ulagamamis olan Fransizlar, 18 Aralik 1880 tarihinde Yunan sinir meselesine
iliskin yeni bir &neri sundular. Oneriye goére, sorun Osmanli Devleti ile Yunanistan arasinda

1 “Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (26 August 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 77.

%2 «“Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (5 November 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
8.

% Peste’den yazan Elliot, Baron Haymerle ile yaptigi konusmada Yunanlarin bir ordu toplamak i¢in her tiirlii
¢abay1 gosterdigini ve bahara kadar Yunanlarin altmis bin erkegi silahaltina almis olacaklarini bildirdi. Bkz., “Sir
H. Elliot to Earl Granville (2 November 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 7.
Ekim basinda Corbett, asker sayisinin seksen bine ulasabilecegini yazdi. Bkz., “Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (6
October 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881).
Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 88.

% “Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (18 November 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
8.

% “Mr. Goschen to Earl Granville (19 November 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
12-13.

% “Hariciye Nezéretinden 14 Kanun-1 evvel 1880 tarihiyle Diivel-i Muazzama nezdinden bulunan Siiferay-i
Saltanat-i Saniyye’ye yazilan miizekkere-i umumiyye suretidir”, Tirkgeldi, ss.402-404. Ayrica Londra’ya
gonderilen Fransizca metin igin bkz., “Assim Pasha to Musurus Bey (14 Decembre 1880)”, British House of
Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the
Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.18-19. Ugarol ve Ugarol’un eserinden alintiyla Akyay, sehven 14 Kasim
tarihini vermektedirler. Bkz., Akyay, s.128; Ugarol, “1878 Berlin Antlagmasi’na Gdre Yunanistan Sinirinin
Diizenlenmesi Sorunu...”, s. 223.

9 “Mr. Goschen to Earl Granville (13 December 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
17.

Mustafa Malhut, “93 Harbi Sonrasinda Ortaya Cikan Osmanli-Yunanistan Sinir Meselesi ve Ingiltere 'nin
Tutumu ”, Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 67-96.



&
S Z
‘T:_ Pe Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations
);‘: by Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020
% &
Stz inig® |87

degil Biiyiik Giigler tarafindan ¢oziilecekti. Biiyiikk Giigler basit arabulucu roliinii birakip,
konuyu direkt ¢oziime kavusturacak yetkili devletler olacakti.”

Ingiltere, Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan’in kabul etmesi durumunda &neriye sicak bakti. Diger
devletlerin 6neriye bakisi da olumluydu.99 Ayin sonuna kadar resmi bir talep yapilmadi. Ama
Yunanlar boyle bir teklif yapilmasi halinde hakemligi kabul etmeyeceklerini bildirdiler. 29
Aralik’ta Fransizlar tekliflerini yaptiklar1 zaman Yunan Hikiimeti, Fransiz teklifini protesto
etti ve is resmiyete dokiildiiginde reddedeceklerini beyan ettiler.'® ilerleyen giinlerde
Fransizlar hakem 6nerisinden vazgegtiklerini bildireceklerdi.'® Bununla birlikte Corbett’in
gonderdigi 6 Ocak 1881 tarihli yazida Yunan Hiikiimeti’nin savas hazirliklarina artan bir
enerjiyle devam ettigi bildirildi.'®® Osmanli tarafi da oneriyi kabul edilebilir bulmadi.
Neticeyi, karari mechul olan bir heyetin son soéziine birakmak Osmanli Devleti’nin
menfaatlerine aykiriydi.'®

2. Istanbul Gériismeleri ve Meselenin Co6ziimii

Biiyiik Giigler, meselenin asil taraflarini memnun edecek bir mutabakat etrafinda konuyu
¢oziime ulastiramadi. Meselenin ¢ikmaza girmesi ve Yunanlarin savas hazirliklarini
hizlandirmasi sonucu Babiali tarafindan ortaya atilan 6neri dikkate alinmaya basladi. Babiali,
Berlin’de toplanan konferans sonrasinda kararin birlikte alinmasini istemesine ragmen 25
Agustos 1880 tarihinde devletlerin verdikleri ortak nota ile bu 6neri reddedilmisti.® 14 Ocak
1881 tarihinde Babiali tekrar, Biiyiik Giigler’in Istanbul’daki temsilcileriyle sinir meselesine

% “Lord Lyons to Earl Granville (18 December 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
23.

% «“Earl Granville to Lord Lyons (22 December 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
26. vd.

100 «Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (22 December 1880)”, “Mr. St. John to Earl Granville (30 December 1880);
M. Coumoundouros to M. Contostavlos (30 Decembre 1880); “Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (2 January 1881)”,
British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence
Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 26, 33, 34, 39. Ayrica bkz., “Greece”, The Times, 3
January 1881.

0 “Earl Granville to Her Majesty’s Embassies at Paris, Berlin, Rome, Vienna, Constantinople and St.
Petersburgh (17 January 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2799] Greece,
No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 55. Fransizlar
oOnerilerinde artik 1srarci1 degiller. Bkz., “Turkey and Greece”, The Times, 21 January 1881.

102 “Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (6 January 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.40.

1% Tiirkgeldi, s. 181. 30 Aralik tarihli The Times haberinde, Babiali’nin heniiz konuyla ilgili herhangi bir karar
almadig1 yazildi. Bkz., “Turkey and Greece”, The Times, 30 December 1880. 4 Ocak’ta, bugiin temsilcilerin
Babidli ile goriiseceklerini ama Babiéli’nin Oneriye olumlu bakmayacagi sdyleniyordu. Bkz., “Turkey and
Greece”, The Times, 4 January 1881. Fransizlar inatla hakem yoluyla sorunu ¢dzme projelerine tutunuyorlar. 4
Ocak’ta Biiyiik Giligler’in temsilcileri ardi ardina Babiali’ye giderek oneriyi sundular. Olumlu karsilanmadi.
Bkz., “Turkey and Greece”, The Times, 5 January 1881.

104 “The Representatives of the Signatory Powers of the Treaty of Berlin at Constantinople to Abedine Pasha (25
Aout 1880)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2760] Greece, No. 1 (1881).
Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.75-76; Tiirkgeldi, s. 180.
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iliskin goriismelerin baslatilmasini 6nerdi.'®® Onerinin hemen ardindan Almanya, Avusturya
ve Rusya oneriye itiraz etmeyip Istanbul’da temsilcilerinin katilimiyla goriismelerin tekrar
baslamasina me%/illi goriindiiler."® Italyanlar, ingiltere’nin ve diger devletlerin kararina uygun
hareket ettiler.*

Ingiltere, ilgili devletlerde bulunan temsilcilerinden gelen telgraflari degerlendirerek, onlarla
uyumlu bir tablo ¢izdi. Bu tabloda Yunanistan’in ¢ikarlar1 géz ardi edilmeyecek ve Babiali,
gerekli tavizleri vermek durumunda kaldiginda ayak diretmeyecekti.

Yunanistan, 20 Ocak 1881 tarihinde Atina’da bulunan devletlerin temsilcilerine génderdigi
sirkiilerde, artik herhangi bir gecikmeyi kabul etmeyecegini, Biiyiik Giigler’in sinir sorununun
coziime kavusturulmasi i¢in Babidli lizerinde kendi niifuzlarin1 kullanmaya razi olmazlarsa,
savaga girmekten fazlaca kaginmasina ragmen siiphesiz topraklar ele ge¢irmeye calisacagini

bildirdi."®® Ertesi giin Biiyiik Giigler’den cevap gelinceye kadar aktif bir adim atmayacagini
ekledi.'*

Goschen Londra’daydi ve temsilciler, Ingiliz elgisi bulunmadan gériismelerin baslamasini
istemiyorlardi.’® Rusya’nin daveti iizerine, 3 Subat’ta Istanbul’daki Biiyiik Gii¢ler’in
temsilcileri aralarinda 6zel olarak toplandiklari zaman''' Goschen, istanbul’a dogru yola
cikma hazirliklarii  tamamlamak iizeriydi.'*? Berlin ve Viyana’daki temaslarinda

105« A ssim Pasha to Musurus Pasha (14 Janvier 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2799] Greece, No. 2 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
52-53.

1% lgili iilkelerdeki Ingiliz temsilcilerinden gelen telgraflarda; Prens Bismarck, oneriye istekli goriiniiyor
denilmekteydi. Bkz., “Lord Odo Russell to Earl Granville (18 January 1881)”, British House of Commons
Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification
of the Greek Frontier, s. 3. Haymerle, ilk basta tamamen reddetmese de kesin cevap vermekten kagindi. Bkz.,
Sir H. Elliot to Earl Granville (18 January 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 4-5.
Rusya, Babiali’nin terk edecegi topraklari revize etmesi sartiyla Oneriye sicak bakiyor. Bkz., “The Earl of
Dufferin to Earl Granville (21 January 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.8.

107 «Gjr A. Paget to Earl Granville (29 January 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
22-23.

108 “Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (20 January 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
7.

109 “Mr. Corbett to Earl Granville (21 January 1881), British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
9.

10 «Earl Granville to Mr. St. John (7 February 1881)”; “Earl Granville to Sir H. Elliot (7 February 1881)”,
British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence
Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 33, 34. The Times gériismelerin Istanbul’da baslamasini
iceren Tiirk sirkiilerine devletlerin heniiz cevap vermedigini yaziyor. Bkz., “Turkey and Greece”, The Times, 20
January 1881.

L «Mr. St. John to Earl Granville (3 February 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
43.

2 Musurus Pasa’dan gelen 2 Subat tarihli telgrafta, Goschen’in bugiin Kralige’yi ziyaret igin Osborne’a gittigi
ve yarm Istanbul’a hareket edecegi bildiriliyordu. Goschen, Istanbul’a gelmeden 6nce Bismarck ile gdriigmek
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miizakerelerin basar1 sansin1 kuvvetlendirdikten sonra istanbul’a geldi.**® 11 Subat tarihinde
[stanbul’da bulunan temsilcilere iilkelerinden talimatlar gelmisti ama Goschen ile Kont
Hatzfoldt Istanbul’a ulasincaya kadar beklediler.'** Goschen, istanbul’a geldikten ve
temsilciler ile ilk toplantisini yaptiktan sonra Babiali’ye 14 Ocak 1881 tarihli notanin cevabini
vermeyi kararlastirdiklarim Granville’e bildirdi."*

Granville, 25 Subat’ta Goschen’e verdigi talimatta Teselya’daki niifusun hesaba katilmasini
ve Yunan irkinin ¢ogunlugunun bulundugu yerler i¢in Yunan Hiikiimeti’nin kabul etmeyecegi
bir hattin sart kosulmamasmni istedi.**® Osmanli belgelerine yansiyan The Times gazetesinin
bir haberine gore, Ingiliz Parlamentosu’nda “Ingiltere Hiikiimeti'nin Devlet-i Aliyye ile
Yunanistan beyninde icra-: tavassuta miiteallik olan Berlin Muahedenamesi yirmi dordiincii
maddesi hakkinda rey ve efkdrina tamamiyla miiteallik midir?” sorusuna “Ingiltere
Hiikiimeti’nin bu babdaki rey ve miitalaasi fi 25 Agustos 80 tarihiyle Cenab-1 Babiali’ye irsal
olunan takrir-i miisterekede miinderi¢ olub buna asla tebeddiil etmemis (degistirmemis)
idigii” cevabmin verildigi aktarildi.**’

Nihayet Biiyiik Giicler’in istanbul’daki temsilcileri ile Osmanli Devleti’nin temsilcileri 7
Mart 1881 tarihinde ilk toplantilarini diizenlediler. ilk toplantida Teselya ile ilgili olarak,
Berlin Konferans: kararlar1 talep edildi. Epir’le ilgili olarak, Magova, Yanya ve her seyden
once Preveze’nin Onemi 1srarla vurgulandi. Osmanli temsilcilerinin reddine iligkin sinir

icin Almanya’ya ugrayacakti. Ayrica Musurus Pasa, Babiali’nin yaptig1 teklifin uygun karsilandigim ve
simdiden Avusturya ve Rusya’nin Istanbul’daki elcilerine talimat gonderdigini ve Almanya’nin dahi bu
devletlere katilacagindan emin oldugunu telgrafina ekledi. Bkz., “Nezarete fi 2 Subat 81 Tarihiyle Londra
Sefaret-i Seniyyesinden Varid Olan Telgrafnamenin Terciimesidir”, BOA, HR.SYS., 1732/18.

3 The Times gazetesinden Goschen’in yolcugu izlenebiliyor. Once Berlin’e giden Goschen, Bismarck ile
goriistiikten sonra 7 Subat’ta buradan ayrildi. Bkz., The Times, 8 February 1881. 9 Subat’ta Once Elliot ile
sonrasinda Haymerle goriisti. Bkz., “Turkey and Greece”, The Times, 9 February 1881. Aym aksam
Viyana’dan ayrildi. Bkz., The Times, 10 February 1881. Goriismelerin verimli gegtigi ile ilgili haber i¢in bkz.,
The Times, 12 February 1881.

114 “Turkey and the Powers”, The Times, 12 February 1881.

15 “Mr. Goschen to Earl Granville (20 February 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
46. The Times gazetesinin 22 Subat tarihli haberine gore elgilerin yarin notalarin1 Babiali’ye sunacaklardi. Bkz.,
The Times, 22 February 1881.

116 «Earl Granville Mr. Goschen (25 February 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers,
1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.
54.

17 «Makam-1 Nezaret-i Celile-i Hariciyeye fi 18 Kanunusani 81 Tarihiyle Londra Sefaret-i Seniyyesinden Varid
Olan Telgrafnamenin Terciimesidir”’, BOA, Y.PRK.HR., 6/12. Ilgili tarihte var olan Parlamento goriismesini ve
haberi teyit edemedik. Ancak Subat 1881 agilan Parlamento’nun 10 Subat tarihli oturumunda benzer bir konu ele
almmigti. Earl de la Warr, 25 Agustos tarihli notanin Berlin Antlasmasi ve Protokolii’ne uygun oldugunu ve
topraklarin terki konusunda daha fazla tartismaya izin vermedigini belirttikten sonra bunun sonucunu sordu.
Ayrica Yunanlarin on iki bin kigiden olusan ordusunun altmis bini astigini, halkin heyecanli ve savasa istekli
oldugunu belirtti. Cevap veren Granville, konuyla ilgili olumlu bir beyan yapmasi durumunda Tirkiye ile
Yunanistan arasindaki savag riskini arttirabilecegini ve savasin engellenebilecegine dair umudunun oldugunu
ifade etti. Bkz., Hansard, Turkey and Greece — The Berlin Conference — The Greek Frontier Question. —
Observations., HL., Deb., 10 February 1881, VVol.258, ss. 472-476.
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cizgisinin tamamina yoOnelik son sozler muhafaza edilirken Babidli’nin toprak terkinin
uygunlugu vurgulandi. 118

Miizakereleri yiiriitecek Osmanli temsilciligine Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa, Server Pasa ve Ali
Nizami Pasa secildi. Kendilerine verilen talimat ile goriismeler basladi. Oneriler arasinda
Balkanlardaki topraklar yerine Girit’in Yunanistan’a terki dahi giindeme geldi."*® Daha 6nce
yapilan Meclis-i Umumi toplantilarinda tartisilan Girit’in terki meselesi bazi1 devlet erkan
tarafindan ciddi bir sekilde savunulmustu.’® Berlin Antlasmasi’nin 23. maddesinde bu konu
karara baglanmis olmasina ragmen Yunanlarin Girit iizerindeki emellerini siirdiirdiikleri
biliniyordu.'* Ancak Teselya ve Epir yerine Girit’in Yunanistan’a terki onerisi istanbul’da
bulunan temsilciler ve Yunanlar arasinda itibar bulamadi.*?

Mart ve Nisan ayr boyunca Onerilerin ortada dolastigi goriismeler siirip gitti. Sonunda
elgilerin verdigi 19 Nisan tarihli ortak nota Osmanli yonetimi tarafindan goriisiilerek, baska
secenck kalmamasi nedeniyle kabul edildi. Bu notaya gore, Ponte bolgesi Yunanistan’a
birakilacak, Narda Korfezi’'ne yakin Ponte ve Preveze taraflarindaki bolgenin istihkamlari
savag ara¢ gereglerinden arindirilacak ve Narda Korfezi’nde gemi seferlerinin serbestligi

U8 «“Mr. Goschen to Earl Granville (7 March 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.62.

9 Tirk Temsilciler bugiin, teknik komisyon tarafindan belirlenecek simrm dért kilometrelik béliimiinde
diizeltme yapilmasi ile Girit’in terkini 6nerdiler. Bu 6neriyi reddettik. Bkz., “Mr. Goschen to Earl Granville (14
March 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881).
Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 76.

20 Tunuslu Hayreddin Pasa (4 Aralik 1878- 29 Temmuz 1879) sadrazamligi doneminde Girit ile ilgili
tartigmalar1 hatiratinda su sozlerle aktartyor: “Sadrazamligim déneminde Bakanlar Kurulu'na, Avrupa bizi
fedakdrlikta bulunmaya zorladigina gére, Yunanistan’a Teselya yerine Girit’i verme teklifinde bulunmustum.
Avrupa’min bir boliimiiniin tasvibini garantiledigimden, Yunanistan’t susturmak kolay olacakti. Ama aralarmda
Said Pasa’min da bulundugu Kabine arkadaglarim benim goriiglerime katilmayi reddettiler. lyice diigiiniip
tasinmalart igin kendilerine bosuna yalvardim, 20 yildir Imparatorluk’ta olanlar: hatirlatim, Girit'e uygun
goriilen kaderi, onu tipki bugiin bagimsiz olan iki vilayetimiz;, Romanya ve Sirbistan gibi sonunda elimizden
kagiracagumizi, sonugta bunun, onun kaybina katlanmamizi saglayacak en kiigiik fedakarlik olacagini, oysa buna
karsilik Teselya’min elimizde kalmasimin ne kadar énemli oldugunu séyledim,; onlar: ikna edemedim.” Bkz.,
Tunuslu Hayreddin Pasanin Hatiralari, s.91. Ahmet Muhtar Pasa ise Girit’in Yunanistan’a veya baska bir
devlete verilmesine taraftar degildi. Bkz., Ugarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa, s. 155.

121 Berlin Kongresi’nden hemen sonra Atina’dan gelen yazida, “Yunan Krali bazi mevaid ve teminat-1 resmiyeye
istinaden su son giinlere kadar Girid Ceziresinin Yunanistan’a ilhak olunacagi iimidinde iken Berlin
Kongresinde isin baska suret kesb edince biisbiitin meyus oldu. Bununla beraber Girid Ceziresinde
Yunanistan'in ameline muvaffak yeni bir karar istihsal eylemek iizere umur-i1 ecnebiye nazirt Mésyé Delyannis’i
Berlin’den Londra’ya ve Paris’e izam eylemistir.” Hatta yazinin devaminda Diivel-i Muazzama’nin meyil ve
tevecciithiinden istifade timidiyle Girit isyanim tegvike karar verildigi aktariliyordu. Bkz., “Makam-1 Nezaret-i
Celile-i Hariciyeye fi 23 Temmuz 78 Tarihiyle Atina Sefaret-i Seniyyesinden Varid Olan Tahriratin
Terciimesidir’, BOA, Y.PRK.HR., 3/19.

122 Akyay, s.131; Kurat, s.135; Tiirkgeldi, ss.184-186; Ucarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa, 5.155-156; Ucarol,
“1878 Berlin Antlasmasi’na Gére Yunanistan Smrinin Diizenlenmesi Sorunu...”, s.225. Istanbul’daki son
goriismeler baglamadan 6nce, Yunanlar hala Berlin Kongresi’nde belirlenen gilizergahtan vazgegmis degillerdi.
Bkz., “M. Coumoundouros to M. Contostavlos (20 February 1881)”, British House of Commons
Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification
of the Greek Frontier, s. 48.
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garanti edilecekti.’®® 2 Mayis 1881 tarihinde Goschen Istanbul’daki elgiler tarafindan énerilen
sinir hattinin resmen kabul edildigini Granville bildirdi.*?*

Tiirkgeldi’nin ifade ettigi lizere “Golos ve Narda Korfezlerinin sularimi karaya boyayacak
kadar miirekkep” kullanilan yazigsmalarda Biiylik Giicler’in tahammiil derecelerini asacak
derecede 6nem verdikleri bu mesele'® nihayet 24 Mayis tarihinde antlasmanin taraflar
arasinda imzalanmasi ile son buldu.*® Yunanistan istedigi kadar toprak kazanamadi ve Biiyiik
Giigler’in Onerileri azaltildi. Yine de Babiali, diisiindiigiinden ¢ok daha fazla toprak vermek
zorunda kaldi. Bu 12.400 km? civarinda bir toprak parcasiydi. Yunanistan mevcut topraklari
yaklagik %35 oraninda arttirmisti. Yanya ve Magcova Osmanli elinde kalirken, Tirhala, Ponte,
Yenisehir ve Golos Korfezi elinden (;1kt1.127

Sonug¢

Osmanli Devleti ile Yunanistan arasindaki sinir meselesi Osmanli’nin 93 Harbi maglubiyeti
ve Biiyik Giigler’in Berlin Kongresi’ndeki kararlariyla sekillenen Berlin Antlagsmasi
sonrasinda ortaya c¢ikti. Meselenin merkezinde Yunanistan’in 93 Harbi’ne katilmamis
olmasinin toprakla miikafatlandirilmasi istegi yer aliyordu.

Yunanistan’in bu istegi dogrultusunda bir sinir diizenlemesi yapilmasi yoniindeki cabalari
Berlin Antlagsmasi’nin hemen ardindan basladi. Antlagmanin imzalanmasindan {i¢ giin sonra
16 Temmuz 1878 tarihinde Yunanistan tarafindan baglatilan sinir diizenleme istegi 24 Mayis
1881°¢ kadar siiren goriismelerle uzayip gitti. 6 Subat 1879’da Preveze’de, 23 Agustos
1879°da Istanbul’da, 16 Haziran 1880°de Berlin’de ve son olarak 7 Mart 1881°de tekrar
Istanbul’da bir araya gelen taraflar Biiyiik Giigler’in ve ozellikle Ingiltere ve Fransa’nin
miidahaleleri neticesinde bir uzlasiya varabildiler.

Ingiltere baslarda, tarafsiz bir portre gizerek sinir degisikligi meselesinin Osmanli Devleti ile
Yunanistan arasinda ¢Oziilmesini diliyordu. Ama Yunanistan lehine bir diizenleme
yapilmasint zorunlu goriiyordu. Meselenin iki taraf arasinda c¢o6ziime kavusamamasi,

123 Tirkgeldi, s.187; Ugarol, “1878 Berlin Antlagsmasi’na Gore Yunanistan Sinirinin Diizenlenmesi Sorunu...”, s.
225.

124 «“Mr. Goschen to Earl Granville (2 May 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881
[C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s.184.
Bu telgraf biiyiik memnuniyet ile kargiland1 ve Granville, Goschen’e Kralige ve Majestelerinin Hiikiimeti adina
tesekkiirlerini iletti. Bkz.,, “Earl Granville to Mr. Goschen (3 May 1881)”, British House of Commons
Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2915] Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification
of the Greek Frontier, s. 185.

125 Tiirkgeldi, s. 191.

126 Goschen, Tiirk temsilcilerin anlasmay1 bugiin imzalayacaklarini resmen bildirdiklerini iletiyor. Bkz., “Mr.
Goschen to Earl Granville (24 May 1881)”, British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2915]
Greece, No. 6 (1881). Correspondence Respecting the Rectification of the Greek Frontier, s. 219. ayrica
bkz., Ucarol, “1878 Berlin Antlagsmasi’na Goére Yunanistan Sinirinin Diizenlenmesi Sorunu...”, s. 226.

27 Davison, $.252; Tirkgeldi, ss. 188-189, 421-425; Ugarol, “1878 Berlin Antlasmasi’na Gore Yunanistan
Siniriin Diizenlenmesi Sorunu...”, s. 227. 19 maddelik anlagsma metni ve degisikligi gosteren harita igin bkz.,
British House of Commons Parliamentary Papers, 1881 [C.2940] Greece, No. 7 (1881). Contention
between Her Majesty, the German Emperor, the Emperor of Austria, the President of the French
Republic, the King of Italy, the Emperor of Russia, and the Sultan, for the Settlement of the Frontier
between Greece And Turkey, Signed at Constantinople, May 24, 1881.
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Yunanistan’in yayilmaci emelleri ve Fransa’nin da mesele iizerinde etkin bir rol {istlenme
cabalar1 Ingiltere’nin ¢6ziim i¢in etkin bir politika yiirlitmesine yol agti.

Disraeli yonetimi Yunan sinir meselesinin iki devlet arasinda ¢dziilmesi gerektigine iligkin bir
politika insa etmisken Gladstone iktidarinda 6n plana ¢ikan politika, 1880 ortasinda toplanan
Berlin Konferans: kararlar1 dogrultusunda Osmanli’ya yonelik baskiya doniistii. ingiltere nin
on planda bulundugu gelismelerde Osmanli yonetiminden Onceki tavizlerine yenilerini
eklemesi beklendi.

Biiyiik Giigler’in kabul edebilecegi bir degisikligin Ingiltere dnciiliigiinde hayata gegirilmesi
cabalarinin sonucunda mesele bir ¢éziime kavusabildi. Ama bu ¢oéziim Osmanlt Devleti’ni
memnun etmedi. Balkanlardaki Osmanli topraklarinin bir kismi daha Berlin Antlasmasi’ndan
sonra kaybedildi.

Yunanistan ise kazandig1 topraklarla tatmin olmadigi i¢in “Biiyiik” olma hevesiyle yeni
firsatlar kolladi. Once basarisiz oldugu 1897°de Teselya Savasi ardindan Balkan Savaslari
sirasinda topraklarini genisletmeye calisti. Balkanlardaki kazanimlarini Batt Anadolu’yu da
icine alarak genisletme istegini I. Diinya Savasi sonrasinda baglayan Kurtulus Savasi’nda
gerceklestiremeyecegini yasadigi agir maglubiyetle anladi. Ama Ege Denizi ve Kibris
tizerindeki hakimiyet sorunu halen bitmedi.

Osmanl Ingiliz iliskileri agisindan Yunan smir meselesi ayrica bir dnem tasir. Osmanli ingiliz
iliskilerindeki degisimin gostergesi olarak genellikle, 1878’de Kibris’in Ingiliz idaresine
verilmesi ve 1882°de Ingiltere’nin Misir’1 isgali vurgulanir. Ancak Ingiltere’nin Yunan sinir
meselesi sirasinda yiiriittiigii politika Osmanli Ingiliz iliskilerindeki degisimin belirleyici bir
unsuru olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Osmanli Devleti ile Yunanistan arasindaki sinir meselesinin
¢dziimiinde Ingiltere belirleyici bir aktdrdiir ve Ingiltere geleneksel Osmanli toprak biitiinliigii
politikasin1 mazide biraktigini bu meselede bir kez daha gostermistir.
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Q: What are your views on the diplomatic, economic and cultural relations between Turkey
and Britain over history?

A: The fact that we are both geographically positioned at the opposite ends of the European
continent has been a great aid to our friendship, our relationship, because we’ve been too far
away to threaten each other over the centuries. And our interests haven’t clashed generally.
But we’ve both had the common interest of preventing any one power on the European
continent becoming so dominant that it threatens us both. So, we think of Philip Il of Spain, at

" The interview took place at British Embassy in Ankara on 10 January 2020.
Prof. Dr., Bursa Uludag University, Department of Foreign Languages Education.
E-Mail : ayesilbursa@uludag.edu.tr
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the time that Queen Elizabeth sent the first ambassador here. We were nearly invaded in
Spain by the famous Spanish Armada, and the Spanish were a big threat to life in our part of
the World. And | think at the same time, too, in the Ottoman Empire they were also worried
about the rise of Catholic Spain, and the kind of intrinsic animosity with, obviously, the
Muslim empire. So, there we had something in common. And I think the first ambassador was
sent partly because this would be a friendly country, because we faced a common enemy, and
partly I think because we thought we were not exploiting, or making full use of, the trading
opportunities between us. Again, | think a function of distance. But again, we thought there
was more that we could be doing.

And in an odd way really, that kind of theme goes all the way through. So, if you think of the
Napoleonic times, there again we had a shared interest, as it were, of putting Napoleon back
in his box. And I’'m very conscious that one of the nice stories you can tell about British-
Turkish relations in the early 19th Century was when in the Battle of the Nile, Admiral Lord
Nelson’s fleet destroyed the French fleet, just off Egypt, and the Sultan Selim Il gave Nelson
as a reward this wonderful diamond brooch, which had a kind of mechanism inside it. It was
rather unusual. But there are people who write about this brooch in the UK now. There’s a
man who came to Istanbul last year, and he’s written a book about the brooch and what it
meant for Nelson and what it meant for British-Turkish relations. So, this brooch continues to
fascinate people. One of my predecessors, David Reddaway, who is now the master of
Goldsmiths College in South London, has a copy of the brooch. Because it’s a piece of
jewellery and Goldsmiths, | think their origins were in jewellery, unconnected to David, they
have a copy of the old diamond chelengk. Which gives us a kind of sense of the relations.
Although when the Ottoman Empire began to collapse, Victorian public opinion was very
inflamed by stories of massacres of Bulgarians, and that soured the relationship for a while.

One of the high points in our alliance of course was against Russia. So, you have Spain first,
then you have France, and you have Russia. And they’re a worry to both of us for different
reasons. But essentially, they’re a common enemy that we need to combine against. And of
course, Turkey fought how many wars against Russia? | think the only one you won
convincingly was the Crimean War, when the French and the British and the Ottomans were
aligned against the Russians. That was a decisive victory in the end. And, of course, we have
the memory of Florence Nightingale in Uskiidar, and all those wonderful advances in
medicine which were a result of that terrible conflict. | think those a three really big
highlights. But they’re a bit overshadowed in the popular modern consciousness I think now
by the First World War and that whole episode, because I think much of Turkey’s popular
discourse when it thinks about itself often thinks about those years and about “Canakkale
Gegilmez” and, you know, the Gallipoli, Campaign, and similarly the early days of the
struggle for the republic. Those are really important, and it’s not taking away the importance,
but it’s not the whole story of British-Turkish relations.
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So, | think that sense in Britain, that is shared in Turkey, of the strategic importance of the
relationship has never really gone away. In the modern era, that is demonstrated by the
support that the UK as a member state of the European Union, a status of course that ends in a
couple of weeks time, that we’ve been the champion of the Turkish goal of integrating with
European Union institutions and getting membership one day. And we’ve done that because
we’ve really, really believed that it’s strongly in the West’s interest for Turkey to be part of
the European Union, to be a member state of the European Union because of the strength that
would bring to the Union, and of also what it would mean for Turkey itself. And a more
prosperous, stable ally, because it is an ally already, but it could be an even more significant
ally for us. So, I think that strategic appreciation is there, and maybe that is one of the factors
that means our relationship continues to be a good, strong relationship at a time when many of
Turkey’s relationships with individual European countries has been much more volatile. So,
long may that continue. | think post-Brexit things may change a bit, but you may want to get
onto that later.

I suppose another thing to say about the more recent past we’ve had a strong interest since the
independence of Cyprus in 1960, with our status of us being a guarantor power inside Greece
and Turkey, and because of the events in Cyprus since its independence we’ve worked with
Turkey cooperatively and to some degree competitively to try and pursue a settlement on the
island. And I think since the Annan Plan, since after Denktas left, it became much easier to
contemplate a united island on the basis of a bi-communal, bi-zonal federation. And that’s
been the thrust of our work with the Turkish government which has broadly supported that,
and made great efforts for that to succeed. I think that’s a new area of cooperation that’s going
very well, and | think had we achieved a settlement in Cyprus back in 2004, when the Annan
Plan was drawn up, the present rivalry that we have now and the tension in the Eastern
Mediterranean wouldn’t exist. I think the whole area would be transformed. I think that’s an
area where we were trying to do the right thing, but we were unfortunately frustrated by
others.

I guess also, if you think about our membership of the European Union, what we’ve had in
common as a function of that membership of the European Union with Turkey has been the
Customs Union. Both countries are participating in the Customs Union. And it’s undoubtedly
the case that the Customs Union has been a huge boost to our bilateral trade. Particularly to
Turkish exports to the UK, because the overheads for manufacturing here are lower than
almost anywhere else inside the Customs Union, and because Turkey benefits from getting all
the facilitating arrangements within the Customs Union. If you’re a business and you want to
export across the European Union, this must be one of the best places to invest in your factory
and put it up. A skilled, hard-working workforce, generally lower costs, and | think a lot of
businesses have been set up with this big 60 million market of fairly well-to-do British
consumers buying textiles, white goods, vehicles, vehicle parts designed for the British
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market but made here in Turkey. That’s worked really well. And, of course, that’s one of the
challenges when we leave the European Union and the Customs Union, how we’ve managed
to maintain our trade. Because we are the second largest export destination for goods from
Turkey. So, we’re a massively valuable market for Turkey. And there’s a big trade-surplus in
Turkey’s favour, which people remind me about from time to time, because part of my job
should be to try and re-balance it a bit. But obviously this is a medium to longer-term goal.

Q: You mentioned that the events of the First World War shaped the collective
consciousness of the Turkish people. Obviously, the formation of the Republic does
represent a huge change in the course of Turkish history, which brings me on to the second
part of this question. Regarding Atatiirk, how do you view his leadership and his
revolutions? How did he influence the relations between the two countries on a diplomatic
level?

A: Well, I think there’s an enormous admiration for him in the UK, and I think it’s because of
the changes he brought about within Turkey. So, he was obviously and adversary in the First
World War, and in the immediate aftermath of the First World War when he was beginning
the struggle for the Republic, again it was not British policy at the time. You know, we were
looking for a different kind of future. But | think once he had established the Republic we
recognised that this was a new Turkey, and when we saw the direction the new Turkey was
going to take in aligning itself more and more to Western standards and adopting the Italian
penal code, and other kinds of European models for important institutions, then | think we
thought, well, here’s a country that’s trying to rediscover itself and its potential. There was a
huge amount of support for the reforms that he was introducing. When the Second World War
came along, although Turkey was neutral obviously, nevertheless its neutrality was not
unhelpful to the Allies’ cause. That’s obviously after Atatiirk’s time, but it was the Turkey
which he had created that we were then dealing with. Then after that, when we get into the
Cold War, although we might have taken a little time to recognise the value of Turkey as a
NATO ally, once it became a NATO ally, I think we then had a massive partner on our side of
the Cold War divide that was going to be extremely valuable. So, again, I think that’s a
function of where Atatiirk was taking the country from the start. Because the Cold War wasn’t
a power struggle, it was a kind of an ideological competition between what we might call the
Western way of organising society, with all the freedoms we enjoy and the liberal economic
model, which was something very different from totalitarianism, authoritarianism and
command economies, and non-pluralistic politics. Turkey clearly belonged in the Western
camp. That again is his legacy.

Though I think when he was alive, Edward VIl was the only monarch, British monarch, who
came here and met him. There’s some quite nice archival footage of him arriving by boat on
the Bosphorus at the Dolmabahge Palace steps. I think that’s a nice little vignette, too. My
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wife said what they both have in common is that they are both snappy dressers, Atatiirk
always looks immaculate. And, also King Edward VIII, although he doesn’t have too many
fans these days, but one of the things you can’t take away from him was that he was always
very well turned out. | think you go back to those days, there was much less face-to-face
contact between heads of government and heads of state, so it’s maybe not that surprising that
there wasn’t more contact with the monarchy at the time.

One indication of how important we thought Atatiirk was in the new republic was the
establishment of this embassy. Because this plot of land was taken because of its proximity to
the Pembe Kd&sk, and one of my predecessors, maybe it was Percy Loraine, one of the things
he was well-known for was playing backgammon with Atatlirk in the evenings, not every
evening I’'m sure, but he’d be invited up to play backgammon with the President in the
evening, because he was the neighbour. And I think this shows that he thought this was the
man that mattered, this is the person we wanted to stay close to and build a relationship with.

(The positioning of the embassy) was quite deliberate. We’ve got some old photographs of
Ankara at the time we came, photographs taken by people who were thinking “Should we be
building here?” making recommendations back to London. And because we’re quite high up
here, you’re looking right across Ankara to the Kale, and there’s nothing between here and the
Kale. It’s just open countryside, and there’s this little place of about 2,000 souls at the Kale.
Quite a few miles in the distance. So the decision to come here as quite far-sighted, because
it’s not the obvious place to be. You’d want to be in town somewhere.

Q: Moving on now to the present. At the current time, given Brexit and the trade deals you
mentioned, could you expand a bit more on that?

A: There’s a very close relationship actually. I think it’s been good for a while. I think it’s
good because, as [ was talking about a little bit earlier, of the strategic appreciation we’ve had
because of Turkey’s importance for peace and stability in this region. And I think that’s been
pretty constant, whether we’ve had a Labour government in power, or the coalition, or the
Conservatives. It hasn’t changed much. So that’s been a strong foundation. And I think in the
last few years, particularly with the challenges we face in the fight against terrorism, | think
our level of cooperation also is something of which we’re proud. We always want to do more,
but I think we’re doing quite well. And that’s both in terms of what we do with the PKK in
the UK, and the cooperation we have against DAESH here in Turkey. That’s an area which
isn’t easy, but nonetheless I think we work well together. And that’s another reason for being
pleased with the state of the bilateral relationship.

And there’s trade. We’re both important trading partners for each other. That matters hugely. |
think also there’s a certain people-to-people, I mean here you are! I'm preaching to the
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converted! There’s a strong people-to-people connection. It’s not like Germany, the
Netherlands, or Belgium, or even in France, where the people-to-people connection is often
between Turkish people who have gone to live in those countries and here. So, there’s a lot of
backwards and forwards, and the numbers are quite high. But | bet if you look behind the
numbers, I think you’ll see a lot of people coming back to Turkey are in fact Turkish people
who live in Germany coming back to see their family. Whereas in the UK we don’t have a big
community, so when we talk of two and half a million British people coming to Turkey this
year, which is the likely figure we’re expecting when we get the final month’s figures, we’ll
have two and a half million British people who are curious about Turkey coming here because
they’ve heard it’s a good place to come to. And most of those will be coming for summer
holidays, and all the reasons you come for summer holidays — sunshine, seaside, interesting
cuisine, local culture, and the warm welcome, and all those kinds of things. But it’s still, even
though it sounds perhaps not particularly deep, nonetheless the frequency of the numbers of
people coming means that the populations get to know each other.

Q: Also in Fethiye, there’s a settled British population there, which is interesting. People
have chosen to stay in Turkey, but turned it into a little bit of Britain.

A: | think the number of the residents is quite small, if you look at the population of the
countries, when you think of Spain or France, it’s really quite small. But nonetheless, there
are parts of the country which people have settled in. | think most of the Brits that come here
either as they’re preparing to retire, because they see the advantages of being retired here.
Your pension goes a bit further and you can have a kind of lifestyle which you couldn’t
expect to have as a pensioner in the UK. So | think that works for people, too. So, | think
people-to-people links are another source of satisfaction.

So, the trade links are good, and the strategic defence, the armed forces connection is very
strong. We’ve had the Chief Defence Staff visiting here last autumn. And | think we have
army to army talks next week. There’s always something going on on the defence side, and |
think there’s a lot of mutual respect between the sets of armed forces. I mentioned the
counter-terrorism and the national security question which were very important. | think, too,
because we’re a permanent member of the Security Council of the United Nations, we feel we
have a responsibility to take an interest in threats to peace and security wherever they occur.
And at the moment a lot of them seem to be happening around this part of the world. And, of
course, that’s Turkey’s region, so Turkey’s fully involved in Syria, Iran, Iraq, Yemen, Libya.
And as a permanent member of the Security Council, our responsibility is to be fully involved
in these questions. Then I think that the foreign policy dialogue we have with Turkey is rather
more operational and meaningful, that it might be in a country of comparable size but less
happening. So, I think our foreign policy exchanges are also another reason for thinking this is
a proper, substantive relationship. That works well for us.
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A few years ago, we asked, how would you define international relations very broadly? And
we said that there are relations that you might file under the heading ‘prosperity’, which is
essentially about trade and investment; and the relations about ‘national security’, which are
about foreign policy, defence, cooperation and defence alliances; and the third area, which
would be broadly ‘consular issues’, which is helping people who get into distress, and sort of
people-to-people connections. And under those three headings, we’re both important partners
for each other, but | think particularly prosperity, | think the trade figures speak for
themselves; and on the defence side, | think the national security questions, we are both
valuable to each other. On people, | think we have more people coming here than Turks
visiting the UK at the moment. But even so, I think it’s a strong people-to-people relationship.
So I think in each of those three areas we’re strong. And another way of looking at it, which I
think will be useful in the post-Brexit calculations that we have to do about where our most
important relationships lie, is that if you think about countries which are broadly strategically
aligned with which you broadly share the same values, you’re close enough to have an
important economic, trading relationship with. Then you look at Turkey and say, Turkey’s a
member of NATO, so there’s strategic alignment for you. It’s a founder member of the
Council of Europe, so on the basis of values, it aspires to be living to the same values that we
aspire to live to. There’s also G20, so in terms of the economic and trade relationships, we’re
both G20 economies. And | think Turkey has ambitions to rise from the bottom of the G20 list
to be somewhere in the middle, or even in the top half. That shows there’s a lot of potential
there as well. So if you look at how we’ve divided it up to analyse it, you can see that Turkey
and Britain have an important thing in common.

Q: And these are not affected by Brexit?

A: And these are not affected by Brexit, no. It doesn’t matter whether we’re in the European
Union or out of it.

Q: So, this is related to my next question, which is what would be the opportunities and
challenges, so these would be the opportunities?

A: Well, I think they’re kind of foundations. I think the challenges are easier to identify than
the opportunities. I’d say that the biggest challenge would be our future trading relationship.
And I’'m pretty confident that we will find a way of facilitating trade on a preferential basis,
which is what we enjoy now through the Customs Union. But until we get there, | think it will
feel like quite a task. And we’ve given ourselves a year, this year, to complete the negotiation
on the trade relationship with the European Union. And we’re agreed too that because of the
Customs Union relationship, when we’re ready with the UK-EU trade treaty, whatever it
looks like, we need to be ready at the same time with the UK-Turkey trade deal. So, those two

Amanda Jane Audrey Yesilbursa, “Perspectives on Anglo-Turkish Diplomatic Relations: An interview
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have to run in parallel, and the immediate challenge for this year is to just make sure it
happens. I think that’s the most obvious challenge.

On the opportunity side, I think that when we’re out of the European Union, the UK will have
to take greater responsibility for its own international relations, because we won’t have the
comfort of the European Union doing quite a lot of this for us. And that means you have to
invest more in bilateral relationships in the future. And for all the reasons we’ve just been
talking about, G20, NATO, Council of Europe, | would have thought Turkey was one of the
countries we would want to invest heavily in in the future. So, quite how you express how that
opportunity looks like in concrete terms now is a bit hard to say. But I think those are the
reasons why we as two countries matter enormously to each other. And | think the extra
dimension, because that obviously applies now at the moment, the extra dimension post-
Brexit is that we will both have the challenge from opposite ends of the European continent of
learning to live alongside the European Union as a third country as big and important powers
in our own right. But nonetheless, compared to the size and the economic weight of the
European Union, much smaller. And we have to decide how much do we align our own
systems with the European Union, because that facilitates a lot of things; or to what extent do
we choose to take our own path and use our individual sovereignty to do something different?
And I think those are questions that will be with use for a long time. But it’ll give us a sense
of commonality, which will be good for the relationship as well.

Q: You were here in Turkey between 1985 and 1988. Obviously there have been huge
changes in the country since then. What are the most notable ones for you? When you first
came back after that time, what struck you?

A: Well, | think the physical look of Turkey, certainly in terms of infrastructure and
buildings, has changed enormously since the 1980s. We used to go between Ankara and
Istanbul in the old days. I remember the first time I made the journey coming from Istanbul
this way to come and join the Embassy in 1985 the weather was a bit foggy. And the people at
the Embassy said don’t come via Bolu in the fog, it’s just too dangerous, SO we came via
Eskigehir. But even via Eskisehir, I remember it was so foggy we couldn’t really see the road
properly, and it was a single lane road in each direction. So we just sat on the tail lights of a
coach that we hoped was going to Ankara, and we just followed this coach wherever it was
going. It could have gone anywhere, but fortunately it did go to Ankara. And that’s how we
got here. Whereas these days, you have spectacularly good roads and they go everywhere. So
that’s an enormous change. Roads and bridges, hospitals and schools. When I came to
Ankara, there was one tall building, which was the Biiyiik Ankara Oteli, and that was it. It’s
still here on Atatiirk Bulvari, I can’t remember how many storeys it is, it’s not very high. But
that was it, the only tall building. But now, of course, all the development on the Eskisehir
road, it’s extraordinary.

Amanda Jane Audrey Yesilbursa, “Perspectives on Anglo-Turkish Diplomatic Relations: An interview
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| suppose the second thing to say, which is connected with the first, is that the cities now are
enormous. So, there’s been this general rise in population, but an absolutely spectacular rise in
the movement of people from the countryside into the big cities. And that wasn’t the case, I
think it was just starting when | came here before. | mean in 1985-86, when | was here before,
Ankara province had about a million people, and the city here was maybe just under a million
people. And, what, it’s now five and a half million or something? I mean, it’s absolutely
enormous.

Istanbul, when I came back to istanbul for the first time, having been away for thirty years, |
was here as a language student, trying to brush up my Turkish a bit, and | was taken by
someone up to Sariyer, to look down from a high point, to look down the Bosphorus. And |
couldn’t believe...well, I could believe because | could see it! But | was really surprised to see
how much development there had been along, particularly on the European side of the
Bosphorus. It was kind of continuous development almost the length of the Bosphorus, all the
way down from Sariyer, down to the Golden Horn. Whereas the istanbul I had remembered
was really a series of little towns and little villages along the Bosphorous with lots of, kind of,
greenery in between.

But it’s not all bad news, I mean it’s not bad news because it’s development. But actually, on
greenery, there were very few trees in Turkey in the 1980s. And you used drive around this
kind of lunar landscape, you know, just bareness, bare hills everywhere, and it looked really
barren, and not very inviting. Now I'm struck when driving around that you’re driving
through forests most of the time. I mean, quite a lot of the time you’re driving through woods.
So, I think whoever’s responsible for the reforestation plans deserves a credit, because it’s
made a big difference in thirty years.

And, of course, along with all these things people are much wealthier than they used to be. |
mean, the general standard of living is much higher. You know, there were no traffic jams in
Ankara in the ‘80s, because there was very little traffic. And what little traffic there was,
people were driving — what were those cars called in those days? The Kartal? The Sahin?
There were two, kind of, versions of Renaults. But | mean now the place is full of
sophisticated, expensive cars. And traffic jams. I think that’s a sign of....and also the
shops...Tunali Hilmi, we used to go down to Tunali Hilmi in the old days, and there were
bakkals...I don’t remember, well, there were certainly no AVMs. And there was no kind of
big Vakko and all the rest of it, it was all kind of pretty, you know, it was all much less
developed than now. I mean, Turkey’s gone crazy for shopping malls. They didn’t exist when
I was here before. So that’s a big change.

Q: So now my final question...as I mentioned before, we’ve read all these valedictory
despatches of previous British ambassadors to Ankara, for example, Sir Alexander Knox

Amanda Jane Audrey Yesilbursa, “Perspectives on Anglo-Turkish Diplomatic Relations: An interview
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Helm, I think, who was involved in acquiring this land, apparently. James Bowker and
Roderick Sarell...in these final despatches, they always wrote about their own personal
observations regarding Turkey and the Turks. Briefly, what are your observations about
Turkey and the Turkish people?

A: Well, I mean this is the country that I came to in the 1980s. | originally came as a
student in 1984. I knew absolutely nothing about ... I mean, almost nothing about. But after
three years being here, | wanted to come back here as quickly as | could. It didn’t take me
very long to realise what a wonderful place this is. And that’s partly because of the country —
there’s so much diversity and interest, and, you know, if you like history and archaeology, I
can’t think of anywhere better to be than to be here. And it’s partly about the people, of
course, the welcoming, the traditional, warm hospitality. You know, all the things people talk
about which happen to be true. You know, the hospitality that you get, and the sense of fun,
too. I think it’s a country you can have a lot of fun in. And if you enjoy travelling around,
anyway, all these reasons. And, of course, I’d spent the best part of a year trying to learn
Turkish, so | was quite invested in the country personally when | came. So, | just wanted to
come back, really. And it took me thirty years, but it shows that if you keep trying you
eventually might succeed. And so, my sense is that, for all the changes we have talked about,
actually the kind of core values, or qualities that appealed to me as a twenty-four-year-old
appeal to me as a sixty-year-old now. So, I think they’re still there. I think one thing that has
changed is, though I don’t know if other people would agree with me, but I think there’s more
kind of energy, colour in modern society in Turkey now. There’s more kind of noise. And I
think everyone has a view on something. When | was here before, for example, the
broadcasting, there was TRT1 and TRT2, and TRT2 only broadcasted for a few hours in the
evening. | think they were both black and white. There was very limited local radio. There
was no internet, obviously. There was none of that sort of stuff. And it was kind of simpler.
More deferential. Those first few years after the 1980 coup, things were opening up again, but
they were still pretty...people knew their place and what was expected from them as a whole.
Whereas now I think that it’s more kind of disputative, there’s more kind of, | know people
worry about the state of democracy and things, but there’s a lot of noise in the system, a lot of
colour and interest. And it feels, for me, very healthy. It’s fun being here for all that local
debate as well. And travelling around, particularly where the tourists go in the west, there’s a
kind of freedom, a tolerance there, a lifestyle which is very attractive as well.

Thank you very much.

Amanda Jane Audrey Yesilbursa, “Perspectives on Anglo-Turkish Diplomatic Relations: An interview
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(JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp. 97-107.
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Short Biography of Sir Dominick Chilcott

Sir Dominick Chilcott is a career diplomat who joined the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
in 1982. He has served as:

e High Commissioner to Sri Lanka and Maldives (2006 to 2007)
o Deputy Ambassador to the United States (2008 to 2011)

e Ambassador to Iran (for six weeks only in late 2011 - the posting was ended by the
attack on the embassy)

e Ambassador to Ireland. (2012 to 2016)
e He is now serving as the UK’s ambassador to the Republic of Turkey.

In addition to those postings, Dominick has served in Ankara (1985-8), Lisbon (1993-5) and
at the UK’s mission to the European Union in Brussels (1998-2002). Between overseas
assignments, Dominick has worked in the FCO in London on European, African and Middle
Eastern affairs. He has been a private secretary to two Foreign Secretaries, Sir Malcolm
Rifkind and the late Mr Robin Cook. He was director of the Iraq Policy Unit in 2003 and
director for bilateral relations with European countries from 2003-6.

Dominick is married to Jane and they have a daughter and three sons. They met at Oxford
University where Dominick read philosophy and theology and Jane read English literature.
Before Oxford, Dominick spent a year in the Royal Navy as a midshipman. He went to school
at St Joseph’s College, Ipswich. Dominick’s hobbies include walking, sport of all kinds,
reading, history, music and the theatre.

British Ambassador to Turkey

The Ambassador represents Her Majesty The Queen and the UK government in the country to
which they are appointed. They are responsible for the direction and work of the Embassy and
its Consulates, including political work, trade and investment, press and cultural relations, and
visa and consular services.

Amanda Jane Audrey Yesilbursa, “Perspectives on Anglo-Turkish Diplomatic Relations: An interview
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Wm. Roger Louis, The British Empire in the Middle East, 1945-1951: Arab Nationalism,
The United States, and Post-war Imperialism, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984).
ISBN 0-19-822960-7

Mirachan YILMAZ"
“The British Empire in the Middle East” is

THE BRITISH EM PIRE a comprehensive book written on the British
IRV IDIDI N - Ny B disengagement in the Middle East during the

period of the Labour government 1945-51
1945"1951 by Roger Louis. Louis, in this book,
Arab Nationalism, The United States, discusses the changing nature of British
and Postwar Imperialism influence in the Middle East. So the book, in
a sense, is a comment on the British not only
to Arab nationalism but also to Jewish and
Iranian nationalism. Above all the book
deals with the Anglo-Egyptian conflict over
the Canal Zone and the question of British
evacuation. Although the book does not
systematically examine the Middle Eastern
policy of the United States, sometimes the
American point of view was focussed in
order to explain the dilemmas which the
British faced, especially in case of the
Palestine problem. Anglo-American efforts
to resolve the problem form a major part of
the book. The book, which is mainly based
on manuscript sources and private papers,
can be divided into five parts.

Part one is, in a sense, a summary of the
whole book. In this part Louis discusses the
changing of the British Middle Eastern policy in the era of unprecedented global change. The
approach of the Labour government to the Middle Eastern issues are generally examined in
the Post-war era. The history of the British Empire in the Middle East during the period of the
Labour government, say Louis, may be interpreted as the unsuccessful attempt to prevent the
passing of the initiative from the “moderate nationalists” to the “anti-British extremists” and
to sustain British influence by economic and social reforms in order to maintain Britain’s
position as a “world power” with predominant place in the Middle East. So non-intervention
and equal partnership were regarded as an alternative means of preserving British power by
the Labour government.

The point of view of the Labour government, especially of the statesmen who dominates
much of the book, Ernest Bevin, and Labour’s “grand strategy” are explained on the Middle
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Eastern conflicts. In short, in the Post-war era the aim of the Labour government was to
preserve the British economic and strategic interests in the Middle East.

Louis points out, therefore, the economic and strategic significance of the Middle East for the
British Empire. In addition, Louis discusses how British Middle Eastern policy was affected
by the economic difficulties which the British faced in the Post-war era.

The “Northern Tier”, which covers Turkey, Greece and Persia, forms the second part of the
book. In this part, Louis discusses the Russian expansionist movements towards these
countries and the British efforts to prevent the movements. For the British the importance of
the countries is pointed out in order to preserve the British interests in the Middle east from
the Russian expansion.

Louis examines separately the significance of each country to the British: In the case of
Turkey, the Russian demands on the eastern provinces of Turkey and the Straits. Although the
possible expansion of the Russians into the Mediterranean was a crucial matter for the British
in the early Post-war era, it was a significant issue for Turkey as well.

For the British, the issue of the Straits, say Louis, was the preservation of the status quo. They
wished to limit the Post-war negotiations to the Straits themselves because otherwise they
might be forced to discuss Suez (or Gibraltar, or both), which they wished to avoid at any
cost. The invasion of Turkey by the Soviet Union might be a first step to Russian expansion
into the Eastern Mediterranean and Middle East. Turkey might be holding the line against
Russian expansion and Communism. So maintaining the independence of Turkey was one of
the foundations of British foreign policy in the Post-war era.

In order to understand the Post-war Iranian crisis, says Louis, it is important to bear in mind
the wartime chronology. Louis explains that after the Anglo- Soviet invasion of 1941, the
British, Iranian and Soviet governments concluded an agreement in January 1942 by which
troops would be withdrawn six months after the end of the war. But the Russians refused to
withdraw the troops at the end of the war. That was a problem between two countries, Britain
and the Soviet Union.

The British pursued the issue because Iran was, at that time, the largest oil producer in the
Middle East and was vital to British Post-war economic recovery. Louis discusses the Russian
motivations in Iran and says that it was just as possible to argue that the Russians had much
less of a vital interest in Persian oil than did Britain and sought on oil concession less because
of its importance to the Soviet economy than because they aimed at transforming Iran into a
Soviet satellite.

The question of Greece, in the Post-war era, and the decisions taken about the future of
Greece might determine the future of the British in the Middle East, or for that matter western
civilization itself. In Greece there were principles of liberty and freedom at stake which
symbolized, in British eyes, the justification of the Second World War. It is useful to bear in
mind these questions, in relation to the specific purpose of examining the connection between
Greece and the Middle East, because in the Post-war controversy about Greece may be found
an indication of the vitality of the British Empire and Commonwealth and the sense of British
purpose not only in the Middle East but throughout the world. That is the point which is
discussed in the case of Greece by Louis.

Mirachan YILMAZ, Book Review: “Wm. Roger Louis, The British Empire in the Middle East, 1945-1951: Arab
Nationalism, The United States, and Post-war Imperialism, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984,
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In part three, Louis examines the turning points in the British defence of the Middle East. One
in particular, the Arab-Isracli war of 1948, deeply affected Britain’s Post-war relations with
the Arab states. Louis also points out the strategic importance of the air bases such as Suez,
Cyrenaica and Cyprus in the British Middle Eastern defence policy. Louis, after a general
discussion about the turning points affected the British Middle Eastern policy, examines these
points separately in detail.

In the case of the Arab League Louis quotes, from Cecil Hourani, that the Arab League was
merely a British “trick to oust France from the Levant” and also against the Zionist
interpretation prevalent in the United States that the Arab League had been invented by the
British in order to frustrate the establishment of a Jewish state. In addition, Louis points out
the controversy over the leadership of the Arab League between Egypt and Iraq and both
countries attempt to use the league to their own benefit. Louis discusses, under the title of
independence in Syria and Lebanon, the significance of the crisis of 1945 and examines the
importance of the Levant for the French and the British.

The question of oil and the accommodation of the United States (in Saudi Arabia), American
economic and strategic interests and triple relations between those countries which are the
United States, Britain and Saudi Arabia are the themes of discussion in the Saudi Arabia
section in the book. In part three other themes, argues Louis, are the importance of Cyprus in
the strategic security of the Eastern Mediterranean and the cession of Cyprus to Greece, for
the British the of the significance of Egypt and the issues of the British evacuation and the
unity of the Nile valley, the state of the former Italian colonies and their importance for the
British strategic aims in the Middle East, the question of Iragi nationalism and Transjordan.

The Palestine problem, which forms the only theme of part four of the book, was a major
disruptive element in the Post-war Middle Eastern controversies for the British. In this part
Louis at first examines the roots of the Palestine problem for the British and the other two
concerned communities which are Arabs and Jews. Louis points out the Balfour declaration of
1917 by which in Palestine a “National Home” was promised to the Jewish people. On almost
all Middle Eastern questions the British and American governments were, says Louis,
basically in agreement with the exception of the question of establishing a Jewish state in
Palestine. On this question, Anglo-American relations were affected by the Zionist movement
and anti-colonial tradition in the United States. Another disagreement between the two
countries was the admission of Jewish refugees (100.000) into Palestine. Louis, nevertheless,
discusses Britain’s Palestine policy and its architect who was Ernest Bevin. Bevin’s basic aim
was taken as a common British aspiration of the area, says Louis.

Louis discusses the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry, which was formed to investigate
the Palestine question, and its report which, at the end of the inquiry, was submitted to Attlee
and Truman that recommended the immediate admission of the 100.000 refugees into
Palestine and the solution of a binational state in which neither Arabs nor Jews would
predominate. Louis examines the evolution of American policy and its reasons from the
American point of view and points out the importance of Truman’s statement which was
declared on the eve of Yom Kippur. It was, says Louis, an important date in the history of
Zionist movement and British imperialism in the Middle East. The British response to

Mirachan YILMAZ, Book Review: “Wm. Roger Louis, The British Empire in the Middle East, 1945-1951: Arab
Nationalism, The United States, and Post-war Imperialism, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984,
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Truman’s Yom Kippur statement is also discussed from the vantage point of Attlee and
Bevin.

In February 1947 the British decided to refer the Palestine issue to the United Nations. This
move was, says Louis, not intended as an abandonment of the mandate but rather as an
attempt to win international endorsement for a binational solution in Palestine. But the United
Nations decided in favour of partition on the 29" of November 1947. After the vote in the
United Nations the British set the time of the transfer of power for the 15" of May 1948. So
the question was to whom the power should be transferred. The British proposed a trusteeship
regime in which United Nations representatives would co-operate with British officials in at
least maintaining public services. Louis points out that the Arabs would oppose trusteeship
because it would postpone independence of a unitary Palestinian state; and the Jews would
reject trusteeship because it would rule out partition. At the end of part four, Louis examines
the Arab-Israeli war of 1948. He examines the reasons for the war and the results for Arabs,
Jews, British and Americans.

In part five, which is the final chapter of the book, Louis discusses the Middle Eastern
controversies in the 1949-51 period. He points out at first the Deir Yassin massacre in 1948
and says that it is a touchstone of historical controversy in the Middle East. After the end of
the Arab-Israeli war of 1948 the situation of the Arab states and the British influence, which
was deeply affected by the Arab-Israeli war of 1948, in the Middle East are examined by
Louis. The rising of nationalist movements such as Egyptian and Iranian and the British
efforts to conciliate these movements and to stay as a predominant power in the Middle East
formed the core of the problems in the 1949-51 period.

The project of “Greater Syria” and the rivalries of the Arab states between themselves such as
Hashemite-Saudi, oil, defence and economic viability and political stability are amongst the
discussion themes of the last chapter of the book.

The year 1949 was, says Louis, a turning point in the history of British economic aid to the
Middle East not only because of the resolution of the Palestine problem but also because it
had taken nearly four years to complete the economic surveys necessary to persuade the Arab
governments to put plans into action. For instance, in Iraq British officials who believed that
collaboration with Nuri Pasha would be the best hope of achieving economic and social
reforms and thereby averting revolution. For the British it was, says Louis, well-known
throughout the Middle East that they were equally dependent on Nuri. However, economic aid
was a means of sustaining British power from the British point of view.

The Aramco-Saudi fifty-fifty profit-sharing agreement of December 1950 signified as a great
revolution in the economic affairs of the Middle East. Louis says that the quick and decisive
action by Aramco helped to solve one set of problems, but in doing so the Americans set off a
chain of crises for the British, not only in Iran but also in Irag, Kuwait and Bahrain.
Nevertheless, within the year 1951 all of the major oil producing states of the Middle East
except Iran were, says Louis, brought into the fifty-fifty system of profit-sharing. The Iranians
demanded a share of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company’s profit not only in Iran but throughout
the world and later demanded that the company be nationalized. That was a crucial problem
between the British and the Iranians at the end of the period of the Labour government. Louis
quotes from Sir Francis Shepherd that the British had failed to understand the nature of Asian
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nationalism generally and therefore had been unable to come to terms with the Iranian
nationalists. However, the British understood that the Iran of 1951 was not the Persia of 1901.
In 1951 the withdrawal from Iran was, says Louis, merely accepted as an indication of British
weakness and decline.

Louis also discusses the controversy between the British and Egyptians over the Canal Zone
and Sudan and says that Egypt, more than any other issue, continued to dominate British
thought about the Middle East. The British justified, says Louis, the occupation of the Canal
Zone on the basis of the 1936 treaty but in 1946 they offered to withdraw British troops from
Egyptian soil and to recognize the symbolic sovereignty of Egypt over the Sudan. But during
the following years they wanted to maintain a presence in the Canal Zone and Sudan because
of their importance for the British strategic and economic interests in the Middle East.
Although they proposed a “Middle East Command” in which the Arab League states, Israel,
Turkey, Iran and possibly Greece would be integrated. However, the plans for the Middle East
Command came to nothing because of Egypt’s rejection. The Egyptians considered it as a
camouflage of the continued occupation. The only tangible achievement of a general nature in
the 1949-51 period was, says Louis, the “Tripartite Declaration” of May 1950. From the
British point of view, the purpose of the declaration was to accommodate Israel as well as to
stabilize the Arab countries in a pro-western alignment.

In the last section of part five of the book, which is the conclusion of the whole book, Louis
examines the Middle East and the fall of the Labour government in 1951. Louis again points
out that the principle theme of the book has been Labour’s “grand strategy” of non-
intervention and the conciliation of the moderate nationalists. The purpose was to preserve
British power by preventing the initiative from passing to anti-British extremists.

Consequently, he says that in the 1940s the problem the British faced in the Middle East had
been how to deal with the old regimes. In the 1950s, it became a question of how to cope with
the revolutionary Middle East.

Mirachan YILMAZ, Book Review: “Wm. Roger Louis, The British Empire in the Middle East, 1945-1951: Arab
Nationalism, The United States, and Post-war Imperialism, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984,
Journal of Anglo-Turkish Relations (JATR), Volume 1, Number 1, January 2020, pp.108-112.
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Behget Kemal Yesilbursa, Bagdat Pakti: Ingiltere ile Amerika’mim Ortadogu Savunma
Politikalar1 1950-1959, cev. Nur Nirven, (Istanbul: Vakifbank Kiiltiir Yaynlari, 2019).
ISBN 978-605-7947-26-0

Taha Ayca AYDEMIR"

Ikinci Diinya Savasi’ndan sonra Ingiltere ve

: ABD’nin Ortadogu tilkeleriyle ilgili planlar
BEHCET KEMAL YESILBURSA ve yapilan ittifaklar, artan milliyet¢i gligler

4 1 ve Sovyetler Birligi'nin bolgede giderek
Bagdat Pa (tl etkin hale gelmesi nedeniyle tehlikeli hale
gelmistir. Bir yandan Sovyet
1950'19 59 yayilmaciligina karsi alinan dnlemler diger
yandan 1948°de Israil’in kurulmasiyla Arap
tilkelerinde artan tepkiler sonucunda olusan
Milliyet¢i Bati karsitligi Ortadogu iilkeleri
ve Bat1 arasinda alternatif ekonomik-siyasi-
askeri yeni ittifak arayislarint  zorunlu
kilmastir.

TORKGES! NUR NIRVEN

Ingiltere’nin 20. Yiizyilin baslarindan beri
devam eden Ortadogu hakimiyet projeleri;
1955’te Tiirkiye ve Irak’in, ABD ve
Ingiltere’nin  destegini alarak Bagdat’ta
Tiirkiye-lrak Karsihikli Isbirligi Anlasmasi
yani; Bagdat Pakti’'n1 imzalanmasiyla yeni
bir siirece girmistir. Pakta Ingiltere,
Tiirkiye, Irak, iran ve Pakistan katilmustir.
Ulkelerin her birinin pakttan beklentisi
farkli olsa da ortak nihai hedef; smirlarim
korumak ve daha ¢ok Bati askeri ve
ekonomik yardimi alabilmekti.

24 Subat 1955’te imzalanan Bagdat Pakti
; sekiz maddeden olusup, iki ana amag teskil
etmektedir; birinci amag olast bir saldiridan Ortadogu’yu korumak, ikinci amag ise ilgili
iilkelerin ekonomik gelisme ¢abalarinda aralarinda isbirligi saglayabilmekti. Bagdat Pakti
baslangigta ilgili iilkelerin kendi c¢ikarlari i¢in biiyilk 6nem arz etse de; ilerleyen siiregte
amaclarina ulasamayip, 1958’de Irak’ta meydana gelen darbenin devaminda 1959’da
yikilarak yerini merkezi Tiirkiye olan CENTO (Central Treaty Organization)’ya birakmustir.

Behget Kemal Yesilbursa’nin Ingiltere’de Manchester Universitqsi Orta Dogu Calismalari
Bélimii’'nde yaptigi doktora tezine dayanan “Bagdat Pakt: Ingiltere ile Amerika’nin
Ortadogu Savunma Politikalari, 1950-1959” adli eseri daha 6nce 2005 yilinda Ingiltere’de
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Frank Cass, 2013 yilinda Routledge Press tarafindan “The Baghdad Pact: Anglo-American
Defence Policies in the Middle East 1950-7959” adiyla yayimlanmuistir.

Bagdat Pakti’na giden siireci, paktin olusumunu, tiye lilkelerin beklentileri ve paktin basarisiz
olmasinin nedenlerini Amerikan ve Ingiliz arsiv belgelerine dayanan, titiz bir arastirmanin
iirlinii olan bu kitap Nur Nirven c¢evirisi, Vakifbank Kiiltiir Yayimlan etiketiyle okuyucuya
sunulmustur.

Yesilbursa, 11 Eylil 1962 yilinda Bursa’da dogmustur. Lisans egitimini Gazi
Universitesi’nde tamamladiktan sonra, yiiksek lisans egitimini Ankara Universitesi Tiirk
Inkildp Tarihi Enstitiisii’'nde yapti. 1990-1996 yillar1 arasinda doktorasin1 Manchester
Universitesi Ortadogu Calismalar1 Béliimii’nde Feroz A. K. Yasamee damsmanliginda
tamamladi. Yazarin “Ortadogu’da Emperyalizm: Ingiltere ve Amerika’nmin Ortadogu
Savunma Projeleri ve Tiirkiye (1945-1960)” (2017); “Tiirkiye ve Ortadogu Uzerine Notlar”
(2018) adli iki kitabt ve ¢ok sayida ulusal ve uluslararasi yayinlanan makalesi ve Kitap
boliimleri bulunmaktadir. Ayrica yakin bir zamanda “CENTO: The Forgotten Alliance” yine
Routledge Press tarafindan yayinlanacaktir.

Eser toplam yedi boliimden olusmaktadir. Ayrica kitabin basinda Hasan Koni’nin kaleme
aldig1 sunus metninde bolge ve donem hakkinda kisa bir degerlendirme metni mevcuttur.

Kitapta ilk ii¢ boliimde; Bagdat Pakti ile sonuglanan savunma politikalar1 gelistirme siireci,
Ingiltere ve Amerika’nin Ortadogu iizerindeki stratejik planlarinin gelismesi gibi konular
asamalarla resmedilmeye calisilmistir. Yesilbursa’ya gore, Bagdat Pakti “ikinci Diinya
Savasi’ndan sonra ortaya cikan Sovyet yayilmaciligma karsi Ingiltere ve Amerika’nin
Ortadogu’da olusturmaya calistiklar1 savunma projelerinin (Ortadogu Komutanlhigi, Ortadogu
Savunma Organizasyonu, Kuzey Kusagi) viicut bulmus halidir”.

Giris kisminda, Ikinci Diinya Savasi sonrasi Ingiltere, ABD ve Ortadogu iilkeleri hakkinda
kisa bir sosyo-ekonomik agiklama yapilmaya ¢alisilmistir. Savas sonrasi bolgede hakimiyet
kaygilarindan olusan savunma giidiisiiniin kaynagina dair incelemeler yapilmustir.

Birinci boliimde Amerika’nin Ortadogu savunmasinda oynadigi rol, nedenleriyle birlikte
aciklanmaya calisilmistir. Ayrica beraberinde Tiirkiye-Pakistan Anlasmasi’n1 doguran Kuzey
Kusag1 Savunma Projesi’nin dogusu incelenmektedir.

Ikinci boliimde Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Tiirkiye ve Pakistan’in, Irak’1 da dahil etme
cabalari ve bu amaca karsi gelisen tepkiler anlatilmaktadir. Kuzey Kusagi Savunma
Projesi’nin ilk somut adim1 olarak 28 Aralik 1953°te ABD ile Pakistan arasinda ekonomik ve
teknik yardim anlagsmasindan sonra, ikinci adim olarak Tirkiye ile Pakistan arasinda
imzalanan 1954 Karagi Anlagsmast gergeklesmistir. Bu anlagma ekonomik ve iki iilke
cikarlarin1 gbozeten ortak igbirligi amaciyla imzalanmisti. Ancak savunma alaninda yetersiz
kalmas1 ve ilgili tilkeler arasinda askeri bir isbirligi dngdrmemesi; Tirkiye’nin savunma
alaninda igbirligi calismalarini Irak iizerinde yogunlastirmasina neden olmustur. Bu girisimler
ileride 24 Subat 1955 tarihinde Bagdat’ta imzalanan ve daha sonra Bagdat Pakti olarak anilan
Tiirkiye-Irak Karsilikli Isbirligi Antlasmast ile sonuglanmustir.
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Ucgiincii boliimde Bagdat Pakti’nin olusumu ve diinya iizerindeki yankilar1 incelenmistir. Pakt
birgok Arap iilkesi icin Ingiltere’nin bélgede kontrol saglama araci, hatta Araplar Israil ile
baristirmak adina olusturulmus bir orgiit olarak gériilmiistiir. Bu pakta katilan iilkeler Bati
yanlisi sayilip, Yesilbursa’ ya gére Arap diinyasinda keskin bir ayrismay1 alevlendirmistir.
Misir ve Suudi Arabistan; pakti kendi ¢ikarlarina karsi bir tehdit unsuru olarak gordiiler.
Suudi Arabistan, Irak’la olan hanedanlik miicadelesinden dolay: ingilizlere karsi tedirgin
yaklasirken; Misir, pakti Arap diinyasindaki liderlik iddiasmin o6niinde bir engel olarak
diistinmekteydi. Nasir, Bagdat Pakti’n1 Arap diinyasi i¢in yeni tip bir somiirgecilik faaliyeti
olarak degerlendirmistir.

Dordiincii bolimiinde Bagdat Pakti’nin genislemesi ilizerine yapilan g¢aligmalar ve yeni
iilkelerin katilmas1 anlatilmaktadir. 5 Nisan 1955°de Ingiltere pakta katilmis ve 1930°da Irak
ile imzaladigi Ingiltere-Irak Anlagmasi’m1 giincelleyerek yeni bir iis anlasmasi
gerceklestirmistir. Ancak bu yeni {iyenin varlig1 paktin Araplara kars1 samimiyetini zedeleyen
bir bagka sebep olarak ortaya cikmistir. Baz1 Arap iilkelerince Ingiltere’nin Pakta katilimi
bolgede hegemonyasini kolaylagtirmak adina atilan bir niyetin sonucuydu. Pakta sonradan
katilan diger iki iilke iginse niyetler ¢ok daha baskaydi. Oncelikli sorunu Hindistan’la yasadig
problemler olan Pakistan, Bati’nin ve 6zellikle de ABD’nin destegini almay1 umarak Eyliil
1955°te pakta katilmistir. Diger bir iilke olan Iran ise Musaddik sonras1 Bati’yla iyi iliskiler
kurma ve Bati’ya yaklagsma amacini hizlandirmak i¢in bir firsat buldugu diisiincesiyle Kasim
1955°te pakta iiye olmustur.

Besinci ve altinci boliimlerde paktin gelisim seyri ve Siiveys Krizi’nin pakta olan etkisi
incelenmistir. Uye devletler bagindan beri ABD’nin maddi olarak gériinmeyen varligmi sona
erdirip kesin ve acik bir bicimde Bagdat Pakti’na katilmasini istiyorlardi. Bu baskilar
neticesinde 1956’da Bagdat Pakti’nin ekonomik ve askeri faaliyetlerine katilacagi ve askeri
kanadinda gozlemci olarak yer alacagi belirtilmistir. Ancak bu aciklamayla isteklerin
azalacagl umulsa da paktin iyeleri tam anlamiyla tatmin olmamustir. Misir’in Siiveys
Kanali’'m1 1956 yilinda millilestirmesiyle meydana gelen savasin ardindan ABD’nin iiye
olmasina yonelik talepler paktin ilgili iilkelerince yeniden dile getirilmistir.

Katilimer iilkeler Ingiltere’nin Pakta katilmasiyla Ortadogu’da olusan milliyetci hosnutsuzluk
ve Sovyet tehdidine karsi heniliz somut bir onlem almayr basaramamasi {izerine, ABD
hiikiimeti katiliminin olumlu bir siireci baslatacagina inanmisti. ABD kanadindan ise baskilart
dindirmek amaciyla 1957 yilinda Eisenhower Doktrini ilan edilip ilgili ilkelerce kabul
edilmistir. Siirecin sonunda 1958’de Irak’ta meydana gelen ihtilal sonucu yeni ydnetimin
paktan ayrilmasiyla, ABD kalan ii¢ bolgesel iilkeyle ikili anlagsmalar yapmay1 kabul etmisti.
Bu anlagmalar 1959°da ger¢eklesmistir.

Kitabin yedinci ve son boliimiinde ise Bagdat Pakti’nin yikilig siireci nedenleri ile beraber
islenmistir. Irak’ta yasanan ihtilal basit bir monarsiyi yikma eylemiyle siirlt kalmayip, bolge
politikalarinda onemli degisikliklere neden olmustur. Irak’taki yeni yOnetime karsi basta
Tiirkiye’nin sert tutumu ve devaminda diger Pakt iiyesi devletler, ABD’nin Eisenhower
Doktrini ¢ercevesinde Irak’a miidahale etmesi talebi; ABD ve diger batili tilkelerce kabul
edilmemistir. Irak’taki yeni yonetim resmen taninip, dostane iligkiler kurulmak istense de
darbenin uluslararasi iligkiler agisindan sonuclari kagiilmaz olmustur. En 6nemli sonucu
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Bagdat Pakti’nin yikilip, yerine Merkezi Antlasma Teskilati’nin yani CENTO olarak anilan
olusumun meydana gelmesi olmustur.

Yasanan darbe sonucu Ortadogu’daki Batili giiglerin-6zellikle Ingiltere’nin-konumunun
zayiflayis1 hizlanmigtir. Irak Kralligi’'nin diististi, batili devletlerin Irak’in {iyeligini Arap
diinyasina yayarak olusacak bolgesel kontrol amaglarindan vazgegilmesini zorunlu kilmustir.
Geriye kalan iiye devletler ise paktan uzaklasarak; Tiirkiye NATO’ya, Pakistan SEATO’ya
diplomatik agirliklarmi1 vermeye basladilar. Gelinen nokta itibariyle paktin sadece Iran’1
cesaretlendirmek ve desteklemek amacina evrilmesi, 21 Agustos 1959 Bagdat Pakti’nin artik
merkezi Ankara olan CENTO’ya doniismesiyle sonuclanmistir.

Sonug olarak Pakt bolgede giivenligi saglamak yerine, Urdiin’iin bir savas meydan1 haline
geldigi; Irak-Misir rekabetine doniismiistiir. Sovyetler Birligi’ne karsi, Yesilbursa’nin
deyimiyle bir “Ortadogu Seddi” kurmak isterken; yine Yesilbursa’nin Disisleri Bakani John
Foster Dulles’tan aktardigi gibi; “Arap politikalar1 ve entrikalar1 i¢in bir forum haline
doniismiistiir”. Ingiltere ve ABD istedigi bicimde Ortadogu’da bir Arap birligi kuramadig
gibi; Misir, Suriye, Suudi Arabistan, Urdiin gibi iilkelerce alternatif Arap birlikleri projeleri
denenmistir.

Tiirkiye ise o donem iktidarda olan Demokrat Parti yonetimince, CHP’nin yapamadigini
yapmak; yani bolgesel bir aktor olmak isterken, bolgedeki diger Ortadogu tilkeleri ile iliskileri
gerginlestirerek Irak, iran, Pakistan gibi Batinin hegemonyasi altinda bir imaj vermistir.
Vakifbank Kiiltiir Yaynlan etiketiyle yaymlanan bu 6nemli eser, Bagdat Pakti’nin gelisimi
tizerine bilgi verirken donemin uluslararast siyasi hareketliligi hakkinda da kapsamli bir
rehber olarak Tiirk okuyucusunun karsisinda!
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