TURKEY'S QUEST FOR SECURITY THROUGH
DEFENSIVE ALLIANCES

Metin TAMKOC *
INTRODUCTION

The European system of balance of power had helped to
preserve the existence of the Ottoman Empire following its siege
of the West that had ended under the walls of Vienna in 1683.
However, when the balance of power system broke down as
a result of the rigid alignments of European powers, introduced
by the Franco - Prussian war of 1871, the security and the
existence of the Ottoman Empire was jeopardized. Having been
situated in the cross road of European struggle for power the
Ottoman Empire finally collapsed under the impact of the First
World War.

The establishment, the growth, and the decline of the
Ottoman Empire clearly illustrates the nature of the struggle
for power between sovereign nation - states.

In international relations mutual suspicion and fear of
being subjected to attack provides nation - states with the in-
centive for power; and in the face of competition for power in
turn creates insecurity and greater desire for power. Each
nation - state seeks, at least, the preservation of its vital in-
terest against interference by others. In the absence of a
higher authority to restrain the drive for power and prevent
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self - help each nation - state must live under the fear of at-
tack. Under such an international anarchy «the security of
one state is potentially jeopardized by the very existence of
others.»® The term «security», as used in international relations,
is a relative term. A nation - state may consider itself secure
against an attack by its small neighbor but may feel insecure
against another power in another part of the world which
possesses a formidable striking capability. Again, the concept
of security changes as time passes. Security is a circular pro-
position which requires the prior satisfaction of conditions
that can only be achieved when security is possible. Thus,
absolute security is unobtainable and it defeats the intelligence
of policy makers and military experts. Within this vicious
circle they can only speculate. In an uncertain, changing
world where mutual suspicion and fear rules supreme the quest
for security becomes the pivot of foreign policy. The policy
makers must choose the proper means, namely, self- help,
normative systems, alliances, collective security through a
world organization, establishment of a world government, or
conquest of the world.

Up until the last quarter of the nineteenth century al-
liances and the system of balance of power and at times
normative systems have succeeded in preserving the existence
of most of the nation - states and in preventing any one of
them gaining universal dominion. Consequently, the existing
anarchy in the international field was prevented from being a
awar of every state against every state.» The Western state
system was built upon the concept of the plurality of territorial
nation - states. ® Under the then existing weapons of destruc-
tion they were somewhat invulnerable against annihilation
by the enemy. With the advent of the twentieth century, the
whole system and structure of international relations seems
to have changed. The techno - scientific - economic develop-
ments—long range artillery, air power, and means of economic
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blockade; the concept of total war had finally broken the hard
shell of defensibility of nation-states.

The twenty year period between 1919 and 1939 may be
considered as the beginning of a third status between war and
peace which is described as a «status of intermediacys» * a status
of neither war nor peace, in which the struggle of ideologies
divided the world into two and which in both Mussolini's * and
Lenin's words ¢permitted no compromise.» ® Basically, the dis-
tinction between the two ideologies, democracy and totali-
tarianism, including in the latter, communism, lay in their
differing conceptions of the position of the individual and the
purpose of the state.

Totalitarian regimes in Germany, Italy, and Russia aiming
at overthrowing the status quo by overt or covert means and
acquiring world domination benefitied from the divergent aims
and policies of Western democracies and ridiculed the concept
of collective security of the League of Nations.

In his conversation with General Douglas MacArthur in
1332 President of Turkey Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk had analyzed
the international situation in these words :

The Treaty of Versailles was not only unable to eliminate
the causes of the First World War but on the contrary it
has widened the gap between yesterday’s principal rivals.
For, while imposing the peace terms upon the defeated the
victorious powers did never take into consideration the ethnic,

4 The expression «status of intermediacy» seems to have originated In
the House of Lords at the start of the Crimean War. Fritz Grob writes the
following : «... the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Lord Clarendon,
declared in the House of Lords on February 14,1854.. 'We are not at war,
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consider that we are in the intermediate state; that our desire for peace is
just as sincere as ever, but then I must say our hopes of maintaining it
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Relatlvity of War and Peace: A Study In Law, Hilstory and Polltics (New
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geo - political, and economic peculiarites of these nations
and were moved only by their feelings of enmity. Consequ-
ently, the so-called peace period of today has remained only
as a period of armistice. If you Americans had not decided
to withdraw from European affairs, and had insisted on
the program introduced by Wilson, this period of armistice
would last longer and eventually would bring genuine and
continuous peace.?

The League of Nations that was established, under the
influence of Wilsonian Utopianism and his Fourteen Points plus
his idea of projecting the democratic principles into the inter-
national arena, was to be based on the concept of collective
security. This new system was to replace the rigid alliances
which had contributed to the insecurity of nations. Despite the
high hopes of an eternal peace and security under the League
system, the world organization was to become an instrument of
protection of the status quo imposed upon the defeated nations
by the victorious powers, rather than initiating, according to
the Covenant, a real effort towards the establishment of con-
ditions necessary for collective security.

The final result of the pious intentions of the fathers of
the League of Nations was that when Western powers called
the bluff of Germany the outcome was the Second World War.
Thus the armistice period had led to the opening of the hosti-
lities again on a world wide scale.

As it was predicted by Kemal Atatiirk in 1932 ¢«the prin-
cipal winner of a war in Europe would neither be Britain and
France nor Germany but would only be Bolshevism.» * The
Soviet Union, almost immediately following the end of hosti-
lities in the Second World War, rose to the status of a world
power. ® This fact and secondly the advent of the atomic age
has reintroduced the status of intermediacy. Under the impact
of the bipolarization of power, awakening of the dark continent
of Africa, ideological warfare, advancement in science and

7 Tiirk Inkildp Tarir: Enstitiisi, Atatiirk'iin Siylev ve Demeclerl, III
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technology the world has entered into a period of pre-war
armistice—with an undeterminable duration—in which con-
ventional and new concepts, weapons and policies coexist.

The second and more auspicious attempt at creating a
world organization for the preservation of international peace
and security within the framework of the revitalized concept
of collective security was based on the postulate of the Five
Power solidarity. However, it did not take long for the fathers
of the United Nations to realize that they had built their Glass
House on sand.

A study of Turkey's quest for security, in this uncertain
world of ours, therefore cannot escape from the realities of the
international system and structure in which it has operated and
continues to operate.

In the light of these observations the writer has attempted,
in retrospect, to tackle this subject by dividing the question of
Turkey's security problems into two phases. The first one will
deal with the armistice period of 1919 to 1939 and the Second
World War years. This phase is characterized as the period of
«Survival and Belligerent Neutrality.»

The second phase of Turkey's quest for security shows an
unprecedented close alliance with the Western bloc, which
may be attributed to the policy of «stand and fall with the
West.»

Following a general and somewhat brief discussion of the
first phase of Turkey’s quest for security greater emphasis will
be placed on the second phase and finally an attempt will be

made to analyze the developments since the end of the hosti-
lities in the Second World War.

TURKEY'S POLICY OF SURVIVAL AND BELLIGERENT
NEUTRALITY

Following the defeat of the Ottoman Empire in the First
World War and after the Armistice of Mudros of October 30,



1918, the Turkish people had come face to face with the
possibility of division of their homeland and submission to the
will of the victorious powers. In order to survive as an inde-
pendent and sovereign nation the Turks were forced to fight on
two fronts at the same time: a- against the personal sover-
eignty of the Sultan who had become the puppet of the Allied
Occupation forces in Istanbul, and b- the foreign invaders.

Along with the fighting went a diplomatic campaign, no
less successful. The fruits of military victory in the years
1919 - 1923 could never have been gathered without an astute
foreign policy of the leaders of the Nationalist Movement in
Anatolia which paralleled the military campaigns. ** Mustaia
Kemal's tactful and foresighted diplomacy utilized every
possible advantage presented by the postwar situation to re-
gister the right of existence of the Turkish people in inter-
national treaties. The divergent policies of the principal Allied
powers, * the lack of will on the part of these powers to im-
plement by force of their own arms, instead of resorting to the
use of the Greek armies, the Treaty of Sévres which they had
dictated to the Sultan's Government in Istanbul by force of
arms and the turmoil and civil war that was going on in
Russia as a result of the Bolshevik Revolution, and the Wil-
sonian principal of national self-determination, had strength-
ened the hands of the Nationalist Government in Ankara.

The emphasis on territorial integrity and political inde-
pendence was the prime objective of Mustafa Kemal's diplo-
macy at the Lausanne Conference where Turkey, as an equal
with the victorious Allies of the First World War, successtully
reversed the dictated Treaty of Sévres of August 10, 1920.'

10 See Ali Tirkeeldi, Mondros ve Mudanya Miitarekelerinin Tarihi (The
History of the Armistices of Mudros and Mudania), (Ankara: Giliney Mat-
baacilik ve Gazetecilik T. A. O., 1848).

11 Yusuf Fikmet Bayur, Tiirkiye Devletinin Ins Siyaseti (Foreign Policy
of the Turkish State), (Istanbul : Milli Meecmua Basimevi, 1938).

12 Arnold J. Toynbee, The Western Question In Greece and Turhey
{London : Constable and Co., 1823), pp. 38-42.

13 See the speech of. Forelen Minister Ismet Inénii before the Grand
National Assembly of Turkey, 23 August 1923 Tirk Devrim Tarihi Enstitisd,
inénir'niin Siéyley ve Demecleri (Inéni's Speeches and Statements), Istanbul :
Milli Egitim Basimevi 1946), pp. 33-61. See also a detailed analysis of the
Lausanne Conference : Ali Naci Karacan, Lozan Konferansi ve Ismet Pasa
(Lausanne Conference and Ismet Pasha), (Istanbul : Maarif Matbaasi, 1943).




From 1919 to 1923 for Mustafa Kemal's diplomacy survival
carried a paramount importance which may be expressed in
the phrase «primo vivere deinde philosophari,» i.e., tlet us think
first of all about how to survive thereafter everthing else.» ™
In his first statement as Prime Minister Ismet Inénii on October
29, 1923, had elaborated on this point by saying that, «the
fundamental principal of the foreign policy of the Turkish
Republic is to keep strengthened its existence and territorial in-
tegrity and at the same time, while guarding its vital interest,
as far as possible to promote and to reiterate the peace, tran-
quility and friendly relations.» **

Mustafa Kemal had considered it a fault of the Ottoman
Empire that it had fought too many battles for the benefit of
others. He had said : ¢«New Turkey, the people of new Turkey,
have no reason to think of anything else but their own exis-
tence and their own welfare. She has nothing more to give
away to others.» **

During this first phase of Turkey's quest for security joint
enmity towards the Western European powers had brought the
two traditional enemies, Turkey and Soviet Russia, into a so -
called friendly cooperation. The Treaty of Friendship of March
16, 1921, between the two countries spoke of the sharing of
«the principles of the liberty of nations, and the right of each
nation to determine its own fate, and taking into consideration,
moreover, the common struggle undertaken against imperial-
ism.» ©* The decision of the League of Nations awarding the
Mosul province to Irag and Soviet suspicion of the Locarno
treaties had brought once again the two countries into signing
the Treaty of Friendship, Non-aggression and Neutrality on De-
cember 17, 1925, Despite thesc formal agreements and cor-
rect relations between the leaders of the two countries Turkey
knew very well that as soon as the Soviet Union consolidated

11 Herz, op. cit, p. 3.
13 Inont'niin Soyley ve Demecleri, p. 62.
14 Gazi Mustafa Kemal, Speech (Leibzig: 1848), p. 510.

17 Taken from the preamble of the Treaty of Friendship. See J. C.
Hurewitz. Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, (Princeton, N. J. D. Von
Nostrand, 1956) Vol. II, p. 95.

18 Ibid., pp. 142 - 143,



its grip on vast territories and strengthened its position in
international affairs it would reintroduce the age - old Tsarist
policy toward Turkey and the warm waters of the Mediterra-
nean. In 1932, during the so-called honeymoon period of Turco -
Soviet relations, Mustafa Kemal had declared that «We Turks,
being a close neighbor to Russia and as a nation who had fought
numerous wars against her, are following the events that are
taking place there and watching the real danger as a bare
truth. Bolsheviks have become a principal power threatening
not only Europe but also the continent of Asia.» !*

Meanwhile, in the face of Italian and German threat to
European security Turkey felt the need of the revision of the
Lausanne Straits Convention which lacked adequate provisions
guaranteeing Turkish security in case of war. 2 The Montreux
Conference for the revision of the Straits Convention again
brought Turkey and the Soviet Union into closer cooperation,
Italian aggression against Ethiopia and her threatening attitude
towards Britain in the Mediterranean, following the settlement
of the Mosul question between Britain and Turkey brought closer
understanding between these two countries. Again under the
impact of the Axis threat to European security the Hatay
dispute between Turkey and France was settled by peaceful
means, As these three unsettled questions of the Lausanne
Treaty—namely Mosul, the Straits, and Hatay—were disposed
of to the satisfaction of the countries concerned, Turkey moved
into closer and friendlier relations with the Western demo-
cratic countries.

During the general armistice period of 1919 - 1939 the
prime international aspect of Turkish ideology was definitely
defensive. She was ready and willing to defend at all costs
her hard-won independence and territorial integrity against
any power, great or small. ®* The principle formulated by Mus-

1* Atatiirk'iin Séylev ve Demecleri, p. 93.

20 Mehmet Génllibol and Tiirkkaya Atady, Turkey in the United Nations :
A Legal ‘and Political Appraisal (Ankars: Publications of the Institute of
International Relations of the University of Ankara, No. 14, 1960), p. 10;

21 See Mustafa Kemal Atatfirk's State of the Nation Speech before the

Grand National Assembly of Turkey on Nov. 1, 1928 Atatiirk'iin Séiyley ve
Demecleri, p. 343,




tata Kemal, «peace at home and peace abroad,» was the corner
stone of Turkey's foreign policy. However, Turkey had to weigh
cautiously the steps taken by the revisionist powers and there-
upon in order to consolidate her security enter into bilateral
and multilateral security arrangements with big and small
neighbors and close and distant powers.”

In response to the Italian threat to her security, Turkey
entered into the Balkan Pact, February 9, 1934, with Greece,
Yugoslavia and Rumania® and in 1937 she concluded the
Saadabad Pact with Afghanistan, Iran, and Iraq* which
«provided for nonaggression, consultation, and mutual coope-
ration in stamping out subversive activities among the signa-

and which was «implicitely directed against
a8

25

tory states»
Soviet infiltration of the area.» *

The Italian threats to her security and Turkey's ardent
desire for a peaceful world through the League of Nations were
among the reasons for Turkey's entry into the world organiza-
tion. For Turkish leaders had realized that they could not
change the stream of events which were directed by the big
powers and had reached the conclusion that through collective
action under the Covenant of the League international peace
and security could be maintained. In 1935 Mustafa Kemal Ata-
tiirk, in line with this thinking, declared that «one of our pri-
mary desires is to see the League of Nations to be able to
strengthen international security, to remedy the remnants of
the old wounds and to achieve humanitarian results.» *

Thus, Turkey looked upon the League of Nations as a
means of security whereby she could appeal to the world
public opinion even in this anarchic world and especially
during the period of neither peace nor war. In line with this

22 Ibid.

23 Basin Yayin ve Turizm Genel Mudirldgi (General Directorate cof
Press, Broadcasting and Tourism) Aym Tarihi, 1934 No. 9, pp. 110-111
(Hereafter cited as Ay Tarihi).

24 Aymn Tarihi, 1937, No. 44, pp. 64 - 86.
25 George Lenczowski, The Middle East in World Affalrs (Ithaca, N

Cornell University Press, 1866), p. 171,
25 Ibid., p. 534.

27 Atatiirk’iin Soylev ve Demeclerl, p. 368,



policy Turkey took an active part in the application of sanc-
tions against the revisionist powers. - For in the opinion of
the Turkish leaders international security constituted a whole
and regardless of which part of the world was threat-
ened such an event would in the long run effect the security
of Turkey.®® During all this period Turkey always sought to
settle her disputes with the other powers through pacific means.

However, when the collective security system of the League
of Nations proved itselt unworkable and when Germany and
the Soviet Union joined hands in the Nazi-Soviet Pact of
August 23, 1939, Turkey's security was in real danger. Under
these circumstances, Turkey moved closer to Britain and France
which culminated in the signing of the Treaty of Mutual As-
sistance on October 19, 1939, which was tempered by reser-
vation of no action against the Soviet Union.?* On the other
hand, Turkey’s efforts in late September 1939 to have the Soviet
Union confirm its respect for Turkish independence and terri-
torial integrity were in vain. ™

The opening of actual hostilities between Germany and
Great Britain and France, the invasion of Poland by Germany
and the Soviet Union in September 1939 and the Dunkirk disaster
placed Turkey in a state of preparedness for the defense of the
homeland. The course of action adopted by Atatiirk’s successor
fsmet Inonii in the aqutumn of 1939 was an extremely cautious
and correct policy towards the belligerents. According to Franz
von Papen, «The Turks were determined to fight if they were
attacked, but did not consider their army sufficiently equipped
for offensive enterprises.»”® When Yugoslavia and Greece were
attacked by Germany in April 1941, Turkey had to declare
that she was following a policy of «belligerent neutrality.» Thus
isolated, inadequately armed, she was exposed to the direct

-8 Gonlitbol and Atadv, op. clt, pD. 9-10.

oo Tirk Devrim Tarihi Enstitiisg, fnoniinin  Soylev ve Demeclert
(inéni's Speeches and Statements). (fstanbul : Milli Eitim Basunevi
1046). p. 327 (Hereafter cited as inénil's Speeches and Statements),

30 Avin Tarlhl, No. 71 (October 1838), PP. 88-01; see also Ceval Ag-
kalin, «Turkey's International Relations,» International Affairs, 23 (October
1947), pp. 477-491; N. Erim, «The Development of the Anglo - Turkish
Alliance.» Asiatic Review, 42 (October 1946), pDp. 347 - 351.

31 On Turco-Soviet negotiations see Harry N, Howard, «Germany, T&e
Soviet Union and Turkey during World War II» Department of State Bulletin
Washington. 1948, pp. 66 If.
az Memoirs (New York: E. P. Dutton, 1853), p. 472
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pressure of Germany. However, Turkish diplomacy was suc-
cessful in extracting a {favorable treaty from victorious
Germany, in that the Turco - German Treaty of Friendship and
Non - Aggression of June 18, 1941,*® like the Treaty of Mutual
Assistance with Britain and France, contained a clause which
stated that c«already existing engagements of each party»
would not be affected by the Treaty. Undoubtedly, Turkey
under this clause was going to remain loyal to her commit-
ments towards the Soviet Union on the one hand and the
United Kingdom and France on the other. Her Treaty of Mutual
Assistance with Britain and France, therefore, cannot be con-
sidered an all out commitment towards these powers, mainly
for three reasons: 1 — In the event Britain and France found
themselves in war with the Soviet Union, Turkey would be
under no obligation to go to the assistance of Britain and
France; 2 — Unless she was directly attacked by the Soviet
Union Turkey was determined to aveid an armed clash with
her northern neighbor at a time when the odds were against
the Western democracies; 3 — Her military capabilities would
not permit Turkey to take an effective offensive action against
Germany, and furthermore, the general feeling of the Turkish
people was considerably friendly towards the Germans. Speak-
ing on Turkish foreign policy in general and her commitments
towards Britain and France in particular, President Ismet Inonii
in his State of the Nation speech on November 1, 1939, had this
to say :

The Government of the Republic until now had consi-
dered it as its major task to promote international peace
and to protect the integrity of the country, The joint decla-
rations that were issued on May 12th together with France
and on June 23rd together with Britain are the results of
this endeavor. The treaty which was signed on October 19th...
being directed against no one, has in view the protection of
our security while, as far as we possibly can, contributing to
international peace and security. 3¢

33 Hurewitz, op. cit, p. 231; see the State of the Nation Speech of
President Indnil, November 1. 1945, defending Turkey's position in entering
into this Treaty with Germany, Indnii'nfin Styley ve Demecleri, p. 393.

st Ibid,, p. 341; see also Milmtaz Faik Fenik, 1939 Harbl : Tiirkiye In-
giltere Ittifak: (War of 1939 : Alliance between Turkey and Great Britain)
{Ankara : Zerbomat Basimevi, 1941), pp. 1-11.
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Turkey's constant concern at Soviet's designs on her terri-
tories, as it was witnessed during the Molotov - Ribbentrop
negotiations on November 12 -13, 1940, and a possibility of
a joint Russo - German operation against her had vanished as
a result of the signature of the Turco - German treaty and the
following German attack on the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941.
Hearing the news of the German invasion of the Soviet Union,
the Turkish Foreign Minister is reported to have expressed his
views on the matter in these words: «Ce n'est pas une guerre,
c’'est une croisade.» ** This sentence clearly indicates the cause
of Turkey's fears for her security. Turkish sympathies had lain
with the Western democracies; however, the turn of the events
had now brought the Soviets into the Western camp ! Turkey's
participation in the war on the Western side had thus become
a very difficult and delicate question.

Each new Allied success during the war had made it more
troublesome for Turkey to withstand the Allied pressure on
her to enter the war. Despite her treaty obligations Turkey
maintained her «belligerent neutrality» until the last days of
the Second World War for the following reasons : 1 — Turkey's

military strength had only a defensive worth;* 2 — The
Allied promises to equip the Turkish army with modern
weapons were never fulfilled; 3 — Turkey's entry into the

war, under such circumstances, would be a liability rather
than an asset for the Allies and a national suicide for Turkey;
4 — Up until 1942, when the Axis Powers had reached the
zenith of their military conquest, Turkey was virtually en-
circled by these powers; 5 — At the time, Turkey's. ubelli-
gerent neutrality» was playing a positive role by blocking the
Axis drive towards the Middle East; *® 6 — The Turks were

35 yon Papen, op. cit., p. 479,

38 Following the Teheran Conference of November 29 - December
1. 1943, of the three Allied leaders, Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin, another
conference was arranged at Cairo between Roosevelt, Churchill, and Ismet
Inéni to discuss Turkey's entry into war. According to Robert E. Sherwood,
«... during the talks Roosevelt frequently portrayed a considerable amount
of sympathy for the Turkish point of view and even stated on one occasion
that it was quite understandable that these distinguished and amiable
gentlemen should 'not want to be caught with their pants dawn's, Roosevelt
and Hopkins (New York : Bantam Books, 1950), II, p. 428,

37 In State of the Nation Speech on November 1, 1945, President Inéni
refers to the Note of the Soviet Union on 189 January 1842, expressing its
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never strongly anti - German; on the contrary, Germany en-
joyed great popularity among the Turks; 7 — And most im-
portant of all, the Turkish leaders were more concerned about
their future relations with the Soviet Union than about partici-
pating in the war. A status quo country, like Turkey, could
not expect any benefit from a possible victory. Furthermore,
if she had entered the war and was subjected to aerial bom-
bardment and an enemy occupation, who could gurantee that
at the end of the war she was not going to be another victim
of the liberating forces of the Soviet Union ?

Despite the genuine efforts on the part of some of the
leading statesmen of the West for the establishment of con-
ditions prerequisite for the concept of collective security grave
mistakes had been committed during the peace settlement of
1319. Secondly, the concept of collective security was the
brainchild of a few internationalists and the peoples of the
world were not as yet ready to accept the idea of the in-
divisibility of world peace and order. Thirdly, with the coming
into power in Tsarist Russia of a Communist regime a different
kind of an ideological warfare had already been introduced
into the international scene. Last but not least, means of destruc-
tion, thanks to the development in science and technology,
had changed the concepts of defense and offense, breaking the
hard shell of territorial nation - states.

Query : in view of these developments could the League
of Nations and its infant system of collective security prevent
the Axis Powers from overthrowing the then imposed status
quo and ridicule the world organization ? Was there not a
deep conflict between the self-interest of nations and the in-
terests of the world community ? *®* Specifically, could Turkey,
then, be blamed for not honoring the terms of her treaties with
Great Britain, France and the Balkan Powers ? The realistic
approach to world problems would demand a cautious foreign
policy. The Republic of Turkey during its formative years, in its

appreciation of Turkey's neutrality in the war, Inéniimiin Sdylev ve Demec-
leri, p. 392.

38 See on the subject of subjective and objective requirements of
collective security, Inis L. Claud, Swords into Plowshares (New York:
Random House, 1958), pp. 257 - 269.
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quest for security and peace, relied mainly on its own strength
in order to consolidate the homeland and once this was
achieved aimed at preserving and defending its territorial in-
tegrity and political independence againts possible encro-
achments by the great powers seeking to overthrow the status
quo in the Middle East. Motivated by continuous doubt and
fear of the expansionist policies of first Italy and later of the
Soviet Union Turkey 1 —avoided being too dependent — ex-
cept to a certain extent on a formal treaty basis with Great
Britain and France — on a single major power, 2 — thus pro-
fitted from the divergencies of policy among the European
powers, 3 — aimed at maintaining the status quo in the Middle
East, and 4 — as far as circumstances permitted supported
the Covenant of the League of Nations and its system of col-
lective security.

Only upon the insistent request of the Allied Powers
Turkey declared war on Germany in the last days of the war
in the European theatre, on February 23, 1945, so that she
would be able to obtain a seat at the United Nations Con-
ference on International Organization at San Francisco. **

TURKEY'S POLICY OF «STAND AND FALL WITH THE WESTs

The Soviet Pressures Upon Turkey

At a time when the Western Powers were still confident
that any international dispute could be settled effectively by
peaceful means, e.g., around the conference tables of the United
Nations, the Soviet Union was showing a tendency to settle its
differences with other states, especially with its weak neigh-
bors, through the use of force or threat of force. As far as
Turkey was concerned, for the victorious Soviet Russia, an ally
of the West, temptation to expand towards the warm waters
of the Mediterranean, so far an unrealized dream of the Tsarist
Russia, was now being considered irresistable, and within
easy reach of the Soviet power. To this end Turkey was to be
made one of the first victims of Soviet expansionism. No

39 Indnii'niin Soylev ve Demeclerd, p. 894,
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one in Turkey was caught in surprise when Turkey was con-
fronted with Soviet's territorial demands. What was novel in
the situation was that Turkey was to resist against these
demands alone, until the Western Powers, namely Britain and
the United States, realized the consequences of this drive.

The period between May 1945 to March 1947 was one of
the most critical periods of recent Turkish history. A period
in which the survival of Turkey as a free country was in danger
second only to the eventful years of 1919 to 1823.

Ever since communism became synonymous with Russia,
Turkey's anti- Russionism had automatically become anti-
communism. The successful resistance of the Turks against the
Soviet aggressive designs, in the absence of Western aid, may
have been the result of their natural hatred towards the Rus-
sians and their «last and most powerful weapon : necessity».
For Machiavelli had said that «War is just for those who are
forced to it by necessity, and Heaven favors those who have
no hope but in their arms.» *°

The Soviet Union during the Russo - German negotiations
in November 1940 had demanded the modification of the 1936
Montreux Convention. During the Teheran Conference in
November 1943, and again at the Yalta Conference in Feb-
ruary 1945 between the Soviet, American and British heads
of governments the revision of the Montreux Convention had
been discussed without reaching any decision on the subject.
Taking the matter into its hand the Soviet Government on
March 19, 1945, had brought pressure upon Turkey by denoun-
cing the 1925 Treaty of Friendship, Non - Aggression and Neut-
rality ¥, and later June of the same year had demanded
the cession to the Soviet Union the Turkish provinces of Kars,
EArdahan and Artvin. Having achieved no result on this matter
the Soviets reintroduced the question of the Turkish Straits
at the Potsdam Conference and proposed joint control of the
Straits by Turkey and Russia. The Potsdam Conference of the
three Allied leaders agreed that the Convention should be

40 Niccolo Machiavelll, The Prince and the Discources (New York : Modern
Library, 1850), p. 453.
41 Ayin Tarihl, No. 138 (March 19845) p. 52.
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revised and that this should follow the direct conversations
between the Turkish and the Allied Governments.

To these Soviet demands the Turkish answer was a flat
no! President Indnii on November 1, 1945, declared that «We
wish to state with absolute certainty that we do not owe an
inch of Turkish territory to anyone. We shall live and die as
an honorable people.» ** In its Note of August 7, 1946, the
Soviet Government once again proposed to Turkey that «a new
regime for the Straits be prepared by the Black Sea powers
only and Turkey and the U.S.S.R. organize the joint means of
defense of the Straits as the powers most interested and ca-
pable of guaranteeing freedom to commercial navigation and
the security in the Straits.» **

What is interesting at this juncture is that the United
States in keeping with the agreement reached by the Big Three
at the Potsdam Conference proposed to Turkey, on November 2,
1945, that the revision of the Montreux Convention proceed
on the basis of the following principles : the Straits be open
to the merchant vessels of all nations at all times; the Straits
be open to the transit of warships of Black Sea Powers at all
times; save for an agreed limited tonnage in time of peace,
passage through the Straits be denied to the warships of non -
Black Sea Powers at all times, except with the specific consent
of the Black Sea Powers or except when acting under the
authority of the United Nations.** Such a proposal was, in the
long run, against the security interests of Turkey and the in-
tention behind it was to enhance Russian - American collabora-
tion in the post - war years. However, later events have proved
that such a collaboration was not within the realm of possi-
bility. The United States Government came to realize that
the entry of the Russian troops into Turkey with the ostensible
purpose of enforcing joint control of the Straits would in o
short time lead to the control of Turkey. *°

42 Inénii'ntin S6ylev ve Demecleri, p. 396.

43 U. 8. Department of State, The Problem of Turkish Straits, Publication
No. 2752 (1947), p. 39.

44 Harry 8. Truman, Memoirs (Garden City, N .Y.: Doubleday and Co.,
1956), II, p. 96,

45 Ibid., p. 97. See also Joseph M. Jones, The Fifteen Weeks : February
21 -June 5, 1947, (New York : The Viking Press, 1955), Part II, «Soviet Pressure
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The security of each country, according to the Charter,
was placed under the guarantee of the United Nations.'
However, in the absence of cooperation between the great
powers in the preservation of world peace, due to ideological
and political differences, the security mechanism of the United
Nations had become inoperative. At the time when two gravi-
tational poles for the world organization were being formed,
Turkey could not help but try to find her safety under the
protective shield of the Western bloc, particularly the United
States. This was, in the opinion of this writer, an inevitable
and at the same time a bold departure from the policy of not
entering into too close alliance with a great power.*

Turkey, at the end of 1946, was not in a position to main-
tain indefinetely a defensive posture against the Communist
bloc. The burden was too heavy for the economy to carry on
much longer. **

The United States, under the impact of Soviet expan-
sionism, was left with no choice but to assume the leadership
of the West and embark upon an unprecedented project of
assisting the remaining free peoples of the world. Such a de-
cision was made in the context of global relations with the
Soviet Union. On this point Truman writes the following :

I had a very good picture of what a revival of American
isolationism would mean for the world. After World War 1
it was clear that without American participation there weas
no power capable of meeting Russia as an edual.. Inaction,
withdrawal, «Fortress America» notions could only result in
handing to the Russians vast areas of the globe now denied
to them.

This was the time to align the United States of America
clearly on the side, on the head, of the free world. *

on Turkey,» pp. 59 - 66; Necmeddin Sadak, «Turkey Faces the Soviets» Foreign
Affairs, 27 (April, 1949), pp. 449-61; Ahmet Stkrd Esmer, «The BStraits,
Crux of World Politics,» Forelgn Affairs, 25 (January 1947), pp. 280-302,

46 For a detalled treatment of Turkey's participation in the United
Nations Organlzation, Gonliibol and Atadv, op. clit.

47 Supra., p. 14.

48 T. 8. Department of State, Seventh Report to Congress on Asslstance
to Greece and Turkey, publication 34984 (1949), p. 18.

18 Truman, op. cit, p. 102; see also John C. Campbell, Defense of the
Middle East: Problems of American Poliey (New York : Harper & Brothers,
1960), revised edition, p. 33.
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The Truman Doctrine, which was the outcome of this de-
cision, declared that the territorial integrity and the survival
of Turkey and Greece were of major importance to the security
of the United States and of the free world. * Thus the first step
in the direction of close relationship between Turkey and the
United States was taken.

Turkey's Policy of Seeking am Alliance With the West

The Turkish leaders, in the face of continued Soviet
threats, did not feel that economic and military aid alone,
extended by the United States under the Truman Doctrine, was
sufficient for Turkey’'s security. They openly expressed their
desire to see established closer cooperation between Turkey,
the United States and the other European allies. In September
1948, during the initial phases of the North Atlantic Treaty
the Turkish Ambassador approached the United States Govern-
ment that his country be included umc;ng the initiators of the
Treaty. Further official approaches by the Turkish Govern-
ment were also not heeded. However, the United States ex-
pressing sympathy with the Turkish desire for inclusion in the
Treaty requested that Turkey withdraw her demand, pro-
missing at the same time, to accord friendly and careful
consideration to the security problem of Turkey after the con-
clusion of the North Atlantic Treaty by its signatories and
upon its approval by the United States Senate.” At the con-
clusion of this exchange, the Turkish Foreign Minister Nec-
meddin Sadak on March 16, 1949, stated : «It is out of the
question for Turkey, on the basis of not being situated on the
shores of the Atlantic, to adhere to the Atlantic Pact as a
result of clear declaration by the initiators that it will cover
a strictly geographical region.™

It was a foregone conclusion of the Turkish Government
and the Turkish press that in the event of an attack on Turkey,

50U, S. Department of State, Bulletin, XVI, No. 403 (March 23, 1947), p.
534. Later, on July 4, 1948, Turkey by becoming a member of the organ-
ization of European Economic Cooperation received aid under the Marshall
Plan.

' 51 U. B. Congress, Congressional Record, Senate, 82nd Cong., 1st  BSess
(Washington : Government Printing Office, 1851) p. 2760.
s2 Aym Tarihi, May 1949, p. 3L
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it would be impossible to expect the small members of NATO
to come to the help of Turkey. She was, therefore, seeking
an alliance, a guarantee of her security from the United
States. Nihat Erim, a leading member of the opposition party,
during the Democratic Party Administration, representing the
general consensus of opinion, wrote that «the only nation
that will stop future aggression will be the United States...
Turkey wants to join the Atlantic Pact because she—like the
other members of NATO—also wants to obtain a written com-
mitment from the United States.» 3*

Despite the Democratic Party Government's insistance on
Turkey's adherence to NATO such efforts met with continuous
opposition for two years. The principle argument against
Turkey's adherence to NATO came from the small countries
of the alliance. They did not want to extend NATO geogra-
phically to include Turkey and Greece. They expressed the
view, which was also supported by some British commen-
tators, that « ... if there ever is to be a real European Com-
munity it must possess natural homogeneity. The inclusion of
a Moslem state like Turkey, would weaken the ideal of a
‘Christian, democratic community of free states's.* They also
raised the following objections: 1 — The inclusion of Turkey
and Greece would add to the rearmament burden and further
split United States aid for armament; 2 — The inclusion of
Turkey and Greece would increase the danger of war, and
there was no compelling reason to extend the obligations of
NATO; 3 — Even if Turkey would be a military asset, her
membership might create embarrassment in the relations of
NATO countries with nations which would like to join but
which might be military liabilities, such as Iran or Egypt.

At the time when the build - up of Western European defense
was progressing so slowly, contrary to their vital interests
in the Middle Easi, France and Britain also opposed the idea
of Turkey's inclusion in NATO. They were afraid of spreading
NATO too thin. Specifically, British official circles felt that if

sa Ulus, September 18, 1850, p. 1.
54 Hamilton F. Armstrong, «Eisenhower's Right Flank,» Foreign Affalrs,
20 (July 1951), p. 661
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Turkey and Greece were included in NATO, this would mean
the separation of the Middle East Command proposal, in which
Turkey would be a pillar, but not the right arm of NATO.”®

On the other hand, the United States Government, although
favoring the extension of the Pact as early as its creation,”™
felt that it should not undertake further responsibilities until
NATO structure had been firmly established and until greater
progress had been made in developing the collective strength
of its members. Moreover, it was feared in the Department of
State that a unilateral guarantee to Turkey might imply
American indifference to the security of Greece and Iran.””

In order to create a favorable atmosphere the Turkish
leaders have concentrated their efforts on three main points : **
1 — there was an apparent weakness of NATO on the south-
eastern flank : Western Powers were indulging in a false sense
of security, a kind of «Maginot Line» complex which evidenced
weakness and would prevent dealing with the long - range
Soviet objectives. For this reason, the defense strength of NATO
needed to be reinforced along the southern flank. Peculiarly,
the danger of Soviet expansion through the Turkish Straits to
the Mediterranean would naturally have created a situation
which would not only endanger the security of that area, the
Arab countries, but also threaten the security of Westemrn
Europe and the United States. Furthermore, the policy of «con-
tainment» of the Soviet Union was weakened by the gap in the
southeastern flank; 2 — the defense of the free world would
require a common defense line; this could only be achieved
if the free nations of the world organize their military poten-
tialities into a common front. Could the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, an unprecedented organization in the mode:n
world inasmuch as it seeks to establish a supranational com-

55 H. L. Roberts and P. A, Wilson, Britaln and the United States (New
York : Harper and Brothers, 1953), p. 176.

56 T. 8. Department of State, The Signing of the North Atlantic Treaty,
Publication No. 3497 (1949), p. 35.

57 New York Herald Tribune, August 4, 1950, editorial.

58 See the Statement of Premier Menderes to the press which elaborates
on the fundamental principals of Turkish foreign policy and gives the
reasons for Turkey's desire to become a member of NATO, News From Turkey
(N. ¥.: Turkish Information Office, 1850), Vol. III, No. 32 (August 10, 1950).
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mand and joint military facilities during the time of peace, be
considered as a sort of «club of the twelve nations» under the
worldwide threat of communism ? 3 — Turkey would be an
asset to the West rather than a liability : Turkey was moving
swiftly on the road of democracy, evidence in the peaceful
change from one party dictatorship to a multi - party demo-
cracy in 1950; which could be «achieved only in politically
mature countries.» ** Anti- communism of Turkey was pro-
bably her greatest asset. She was in a state of semi - mobili-
zation, almost half of her budget was devoted to military ex-

penditures, her army of 650,000 men was second to Russia's
in Europe.

The invasion of South Korea provided an opportunity for
Turkey to demonstrate her solidarity with the West and her
dedication to the principles of the United Nations Charter. By
taking a bold and unprecedented step in offering to send 4,500
men to Korea the Democratic Party Government strengthened
its position in demanding membership in NATO.* Opposition
to Turkey’s membership in the Atlantic Pact, however, con-
tinued ever after the Korean affair. «During the last two years,»
wrote the New York Times, «the Turks repeatedly have been
told that through their Treaty of Alliance with Britain and
France [October 19, 1939] they have all the advantages of
Atlantic membership without the risks.» ®

Because of the grave situation in the Middle Eastern
countries, in Iran and Egypt, the reluctance of France and
Great Britain to stretch their defense lines as far as Turkey
and Greece had been partly overcome at the end of the North
Atlantic Council meeting at New York on September 19, 1950.
However, the Council decided only to permit the association
of Turkey and Greece with such phases of the military plan-
ning work of NATO as were concerned with the defense of

3% See Kasim Giilek, «Democracy Takes Root in Turkey,» Foreign Affairs,
30 (October 1951), pp. 135- 144,

50 See Ozel Sahingiray (ed.) Celél Bayarn Sdiylev ve Demegleri, 1933 -
1955, D1s Politika (Speeches and Statements of Celal Bayar, 1933- 1955,
Foreign Policy) (Ankara: Dofus Ltd. Ortakligi, 1956), Pp. 46-48.

81 August 11, 1950.
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the Mediterranaen.” Upon being informed of this decision,
the Turkish Government expressed its deep regret and disillu-
sionment. The decision was considered by the Turkish Govern-
ment as an inadequate solution to Turkey's security require-
ment. ¥ The Turkish Government, therefore, appealed to the
United States Government, inviting it to establish direct con-
tractual ties with Turkey, but found the latter unwilling to
take such a step which would, according to the Department of
State, «necessitate the reevaluation of American relations with
practically every country». ®® The Turkish Government, then,
suggested another formula which envisaged merely the adhe-
rence of the United States to the Treaty of Mutual Assistance
of 1939 between Turkey, Britain and France.® Due to the fact
that the scope of this new alliance would limit the area of
mutual assistance to an act of aggression perpetrated against
Turkey, or to a state of war in the Mediterranean, it was, dac-
cording to Turkey, in complete harmony with the United States
foreign policy.”® The American reaction to this proposal was a
negative one.

In view of the continuing grave crises in the Middle East,
in the spring of 1951, the British Government agreed to the
admission of Turkey and Greece into NATO. However, the
British Government was still interested in the establishment
of an alliance for Middle Eastern security build around
Turkey.” Sharing the British view, Turkey as an alternative
approached the United States for the formation of an Eastern
Mediterranean Pact, based on the Atlantic Pact pattern, and
including France, Great Britain and the United States, This
proposal was also turned down by Washington.

Finally at the Ottawa Conference of the North Atlantic
Council in September 1951, it was agreed to recommend to the
Governments the accession of Turkey and Greece to the North

82 U. 8. Department of State, Bulletin 23 No. 589 (October 16, 1950).
p. 632.

63 TUlus, October 7, 1850 .

64 Altemur EKilig, Turkey In the World (Washington : Public Affairs
Press, 19859), p. 153,

85 New York Times, March 2, 1951, p. 1.

86 U .8. Congress, Congresslonal Record, Senate, 82nd Cong., 1st Sess
(Washington : Government Printing Office, 1951), p. 2760.

87 New York Times, May 16, 1951, p. 1.
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Atlantic Treaty as full members.®® On this occasion President
Truman in his message to the Turkish President said:

I am particularly pleased with this decision because 1
know that it represents the fulfillment of a deep desire on
the part of the Turkish Government and Turkish people, and
a recognition of the valiant efforts Turkey has made in the
postwar period to maintain her independence and integrity
in the face of present threats and pressure.

President Bayar in his reply reassured President Truman
that «Turkey will never fail to carry out the obligations that
will devolve upon her within the Atlontic Community which

she is about to join.» ™

On February 15, 1952, the Protocol of the North Atlantic
Council on the accession of Turkey and Greece came into force
and on February 18, upon the approval of the Protocol by the
Grand National Assembly, Turkey succeeded in entering the
texclusive club» of the Atlantic Community. The defense shell
of the Western Powers was extended as far as the Iranian bor-
ders and the gap in the eastern Mediterranean was filled.

The admission of Turkey into NATO was described by the
spokesman of the Turkish Government, Zaler, as a «great vic-
tory,» who went on to add that «the Turkish blood shed in
Korea has not been wasted. There has been an honorabie
share of the blood of our Korean heroes in the signatories' ink,
used at Ottawa for the acceptance of Turkey into the Atlantic
Paét.a

In the opinion of the oppositicn leader Ismet Inonii
Turkey's accession to NATO was to strengthen her security.™
B student of Turkish affairs describes this achievement also as
«a great victory for the Turkish Government» and says, «lis
dynamic diplomacy had achieved for Turkey the prestige and

88 U. S, Department of State, Bulletin, 25, No. 640 (October 1, 1951},
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security of membership in a Western Alliance».™  Turkey's
success was twofold : Turkey not only obtained a formal com-
mitment from the Western Powers, particularly from the United
States, to defend her against the Soviet Union but also secured
formally acceptance in the Christian family of nations which
hitherto had kept the door shut to the Moslem Turks.

The Soviet reaction to Turkey's prospective entry into
NATO was violent as expected. The Soviet Government in its
Note, November 30, 1951, declared that the policy of the
Turkish Government «will undoubtedly do serious harm to
relations between Turkey and the Soviet Union.™ A Soviet
paper, Trud, had this to say on Turkey's accession to the At-
lantic Pact :

The Turkish people are having to pay dearly for the
Turkish ruling circle’s policy of including the country in Wall
Street's aggressive plans.. Thousands of Turkish soldiers have
already found themselves graves on Korean soil,.. It is
impossible to convince the Turkish people that the Turkish
soldiers in Korea are supposedly defending Turkish frontiers
and that militarization of the country is supposedly benefit-
ting the Turkish people. ®

- Turkey As a Bridge between the East end the West
and the Northemn - Tier Allicmce :

In order to maintain her position in the Middle East
through a network of bases, Great Britain had conceived,
early in 1950, the idea of establishing a Middle East Defense
Organization  within which Turkey would keep the Arab
countries in line and would establish a link between them and
the West. The only advantage to be gained by Turkey through
such a scheme would be the presence of Western troops in the
region. On the other hand, the scheme would entail certain ob-
jectionable consequences for Turkey, such as compromising
her status as a pro - Western state by adhering to a bloc ot
nations dominated by largely anti- Western Egypt, and sub-
stituting her membership in the Atlantic Pact for a Middle

73 Eihg, op. cit, p. 158.

74 Current Digest of the Sovlet Press, III, No. 48 (January 12, 1952),
p. B
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Eastern Alliance. However, on the eve of adherence to NATO
Turkey reluctantly agreed to her co - sponsorship of this plan.
On October 13, 1951, the Governments of France, Great Britain,
Turkey and the United States presented the proposal to the
Governments of the Arab countries and Israel,” which was
rejected simultaneously by these countries. The proposal only
served to increase Arab hostility toward Turkey. The Arab
countries have, since 1948, suspected that Turkey was serving
as a pawn of the imperialism of the West.™

The non-cooperative and hostile attitude cf the Arab world
towards the West resulted in the reappraisal of the West's
Middle East policy. John Foster Dulles, the Secretary of State
of the new Eisenhower Administration in Washington, after
visiting various capitals of the Middle East in the spring of
1953 had come with a firm conviction that it was futile to seek
to align the Arab countries with the West against international
communism. He declared that :

A Middle East Defence Organization is a future rather
than an immediate possibility. Many of the Arab countries
are so engrossed with their own quarrels that they pay little
heed to the menace of Soviet Communism. However, there is
more concern where the Soviet Union is near. In general, the
northern tier of nations show awareness of this danger. There
is a vague desire to have a collective security system, but no
such system can be imposed from without. It should be designed
and grow from within, out of a sense of common destiny and
common danger. While awaiting the formal creation, the
United - States can usefully help strengthen the interrelated
defense of those countries which want strength, not as against
each other or the West, but to resist the common threat of
all peoples, 7*

When Mr. Dulles outlined his «Northern - Tier Alliance» concept
to the Turkish leaders he found the latter quite prepared and
willing to take the initiative. For their greatest concern was

78 U. 8. Department of State, Bulletin, 25, No. 640 (October 22, 1951),
p. 647,

77 8ee James W. Spain, «Middle East Defence: A New Approachs,
Middle East Journal 8 No. 3 (Summer 1954), p. 251 ff.

78 U. 8. Department of State, Bulletin, 28, (June 15, 1953), p. 836.
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how to increase the United States' commitments in the Middle
East against the Soviets.

The entry of Turkey and Greece into NATO had opened a
new phase in their friendly relations. And when Tito's Yugos-
lavia defecied from the Soviet bloc and showed signs ot
veering toward the West the common interest of Turkey, Greece
and Yugoslavia favored the revival of the Balkan Pact. Nego-
tiations aiming at this objective resulted in the signing on
Februry 28, 1953, a five - year Treaty of Friendship and Col-
laboration ™ which was strengthened by a twenty - year mili-
tary pact, on August 9, 1954." This achievement was hailed
in the West as the most substantial single gain for the mili-
tary position of the West in Europe since the creation of
NATO.®? However, the hopes of closing the last gap in NATO
area by the recreation of the Balkan Pact were shattered when
the danger, in Tito's eyes, of Soviet assault subsided. With
Yugoslavia turning back toward neutralism and the Cyprus
issue dividing Greece and Turkey, the usefulness of the Bal-
kan Pact became highly questionable.™

Anxious to implement the enorthern - tier» concept the
Democratic Party Government in Turkey lost no time in sound-
ing out the Middle Eastern capitals. In the opinion of the
Turkish leaders the establishment of a northern - tier alliance
‘system would not only bring the United States to the defense
of the Middle East but also, if an Arab country were to join
this alliance, break the anti- western Arab unity, and help
Turkey in resuming her role ds a leading power in the region.
As a first step a Turco - Pakistani Pact of Mutual Assistance
was concluded on April 2, 1954,% Subsequently, in spite of
bitter opposition by Egypt, Irag joined with Turkey in a Pact
of Mutual Cooperation on February 24, 1955, which became
the basis of the Baghdad Pact® In the course of the year

79 New York Times, February 29, 1953, p. 1.
s0 Ibid., August 10, 1954; Aymn Tarihi, No. 249 (August 9, 1954), p. 85-
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82 Lenczowski, op. cit, p. 159,
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84 Central Treaty Organization, CENT(  Makes Progress (Ankara;
February 1861), p. 42.
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Britain, Pakistan and Iran formally adhered to the alliance
between Turkey and Iraq, thereby establishing the Middie
East Treaty Organization, It was believed that the United
States would join the Pact as a full member. Despite her par-
ticipation in Economic, Counter - Subversive Activities, and
Military Committies and to footing the greater portion of the bill
the United States preferred to remain outside the Pact in order
to avoid antagonizing Egypt, Saudi Arbia, or Israel.

The Pact was left open to tany member state of the Arab
League or any other state actively concerned with the security
and peace in the region.n However, the violent opposition of the
Egyptian - led Arab states, and the Israeli- Anglo - French
aggression against Egypt in October 1956, had raised serious
doubts as to the would - be effectiveness of the Baghdad Pact.
To prevent a possible Soviet penetration into the region the
United States was forced to declare on November 29, 1956,
that sa threat to the territorial integrity and political inde-
pendence of Iran, Pakistan, or Turkey would be viewed by
the United States with utmost gravity.» ** On January 5, 1957,
President Eisenhower, in a special messcoe to Congress asked
authorization to employ the United States «armed forces to
secure and protect the territorial integrity and political inde-
pendence of» the nations of the Middle East, «requiring such
aid, against overt armed aggression from any nation control-
led by international communism.» * This unilateral warning
of the United States, which later came to be known as the
Eisenhower Doctrine, had sought to placate the apprehensions
of the Baghdad Pact nations.

The Turco - Syrian crisis of 1957, the rebellion in Lebanon
in May 1958, and continuous Soviet - Egyptian agitation
against Irag, which culminated in the revolution of July 1958,
and eventual withdrawal of this country from the Pact weak-
ened the Northern - Tier Alliance.””

85 U. 8. Congress, House, 85th Cong., Ist Sess, Report of Committee
of Foreign Affairs, H. J. Res, 117 (Washington : Government Printing Office,
1957), p. 21.
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For the purpose of revitalizing the Northern - Tier Alliance
the Council of Ministers had a meeting in London and on
July 28, 1958, issued a declaration in which it reiterated the
determination of the members of the Pact to protect them-
selves against direct and indirect aggression and to that end
to maintain and augment their collective defense arrange-
ments.”® At the meeting the United States made an explicit
pledge to cooperate with the remaining members of the Alliance
and agreed to negotiate separate bilateral security agree-
ments with Turkey, Iran and Pakistan.

As it was envisaged in the London Declaration, «Bila-
teral Agreements of Cooperation», between the United States
and Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan were signed in Ankara on
March 15, 1958.%% According to one observer these agreements
were «a restatement of existing policies and obligations rather
than an assumption of new ones. The United States agreed in
case of aggression to 'take such appropriate action, including
the use of armed forces, as may be mutually agreed upon and
is envisaged in the Joint Resolution' [Eisenhower Doctrine].» *°
According to Premier Menderes these agreements did not only
constitute «positive steps toward the fulfillment of the objec-
tives of our defensive Alliances, but also indicate the impcr-
tance attached by the United States Government to the de-
fense of CENTO area and its determination to render it more
solid in every possible way.» ® Through these agreements
the United States became no less linked to the Northern - Tier
Alliance than if she had signed the original Pact.

there are all sorts of dangers involved In an adventurous foreign policy.s
C. H. P. Arastirma Biirosu, 1958'de Inénii (indnd in 1958) (Ankara: Rizgirli)
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The Northern - Tier Alliance provides for political, econo-
mic and cultural association, if not integration, as well as
defensive cooperation. It establishes a link between NATO
and SEATO. As far as Iran and Pakistan are concerned CENTO
represents a traditional inter - governmental arrangement,
formalized by a treaty stating general purposes, pledging
assistance and cooperation but reserving the prerogatives of
the contracting parties. Therefore, CENTO does not possess
supranational characteristics to the same extent as does
NATO. As far as Turkey is concerned CENTO represents an-
other channel for American military and economic aid, this
seems to be Turkey's only advantage gained in building the
Northern - Tier Alliance.

No basic changes in the foreign policy of Turkey has
taken place following the Revolution of May 27, 1960, which
overthrew the Government of Premier Adnan Menderes and
his Democratic Party rule. The lack of understanding of the
social, cultural and political conditions in Turkey on the
part of some Western observers had, at the time, led them to
think that the revolution in Turkey was one of those coup
d'etats that had taken place in the past in Latin America and
in the Middle East. For example, Time magazine argued that
«But abroad fears grew that Turkey's military rulers might be
planning a permanent Nasser-or- Kassem type dictatorship
rather than turning the country back to civilian rule.» ** In
this connection Henry W. Wriston quite accurately states that
in an age of revolution one must realize that «revolution is
normal, sanctified by experience and by theory.,» that «insta-
bility is inherent in post - revolutionary states, and that

«power which is obtained under the imminent risk of life to
be enjoyed for at least a short period of time», and that «de-
pending upon the national point of view from which it is
observed, the same historical event carries wholly different
significance; what seems trivial to one appears vital to the

other.» ®

#2 Time, July 4, 1960, p. 22,
93 Henry \. Wriston, «The Age of Revolution,» Foreign Affairs, 39
(July 1961), pp. 540- 543,
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The Turkish people, no doubt, twice in a decade surprised
the world by peacefully overthrowing the oppressors. First
they had voted the Democratic Party into power in 1950, and
ten years later with the help of the Armed Forces they have
moved it out of power. The leaders of the Revolution instead
of remaining in power transferred the reigns of Government
to  the duly elected representatives of the people in the
shortest time possible.

As far as Turkey's foreign relations are concerned imme-
diately upon taking over the Administration of the country
the leaders of the Committee of National Unity, addressing
the allies of Turkey, her neighbors, and the whole world, proc-
laimed that their aim was to comply fully with the provisions
of the United Nations Charter, and reiterated the principle of
«peace at home and peace abroads set by Atatiirk. They have
also reaffirmed the loyalty of Turkey to all alliances and ob-
ligations including NATO and CENTO.™

AN ANALYSIS OF TURKEY'S QUEST FOR SECURITY
THROUGH DEFENSIVE ALLIANCES

Following the unconditional surrender of the Axis powers
in 1945 two revolutionary factors have changed, almost in
toto, the structure and the system of international relations;
namely a-the unexpected bipolar concentration of power in
the hands of the Soviet Union, communist world domination
as its objective and the United States as its chief opponent;
b - the advent of the atomic and later space ages with their
limitless power of destruction.

It seems, therefore, appropriate to dwell, briefly on the
main characteristics of the bipolarity and the atomic age be-
fore analyzing Turkey's quest for security.

The conflict between democracy and communism as re-
presented by the Western and the Soviet blocs threatens the

#4 Tirkkaya Atadv, «The 27th of May Revolution and Its Aftermath,»
The Turkish Yearbook of International Relations, I, 1960, pp. 13-22: Enver
Ziyva Earal, 27 Mays Inkilibimin Sebeplerl ve Olusu (The 27th of May
Revolution and its Causes) (Istanbul: Milli Epitim Basimevi, 1960).
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survival of mankind.®® However, the real conflict between the
two contending forces is between their value systems. Soviet
rulers are animated by an atheistic - materialistic creed which
denounces the existence of a moral law or natural law which
is the premise of the institutions of Western society. The rulers
of Soviet Communism openly declare their intention to impose
their system upon the rest of the world. The rapid material
development and advancement in science and technology are
projected tenfold or more on the international scene by these
rulers as an evidence of the superiority of their system.

The policy of the West, on the other hand, «seems rather
confused, ineffective and frequently incomprehensible.» * It
is confused because «the West...is struggling to adjust its
principles to essentially changed conditions and has in this
process become lost in the existential fear and anxiety.» *7 It
is ineffective because the West in contradiction to the principles
of its value system pursues an idealized version of materialism.
It is incomprehensible because it is forced to act in a status of
intermediacy and thus forced to devise conventional and new
concepts, plans and means, simultaneously. The consequence
of this is that the idealized version of materialism takes the
spirit out of man, and makes him the counterpart of the bee
working for the realization of the goal of his political or-
ganization, i.e. survival.

The fear of being encircled by aggressive imperialists
and the counter fear of communist world conspiracy seems to
have accelerated the shift from territorial state to the bloe,
communist and democratic blocs as the case may be, as the
unit of defense and protection, ultimately for survival, and the
establishment of a defense wall around the bloc, i.e., NATO,
iron, bamboo, or in the case of Cuba sugar cane curtains.

¢5 The conflict between democracies and communism was elaborated
upon by this writer in a speech delivered at «The Twentieth Century Cul-
tural Revolution Conference» at Amman on May 18, 1962 under the title
of «Understanding and Educational Cooperation Between the west and the
Middle East.»

g8 Willlam H, Roberts, «The Nature of Modern International Conflict.»
World Polity : A Yearbook of Studies in International Law and Organization,
Vol, II (Utrech /Antwerp : Spectrum Publishers, 1860), p. 15

o7 Ibid., p. 32.

31



Within these defense walls each bloc seems to remain in an
inflexible position because of the impossibility of retreat
without giving up what one considers vital and because of
the impossibility of advance without risking a thermonucleor
holocaust. The blocs, politically, militarily, and economically
integrated by the superpowers seem to reproduce the Levi-
athan pictured by Thomas Hobbes. Within each bloc¢ conflicts
among the componant parts seem to have been minimized, and
sovereign inequality established between the superpower and
the rest of the powers. Outside these blocs there remains a
large number of uncommitted territorial states whose status
are as precarious as the units of the Leviathans. On the hands
of these Leviathans there remains a «world organization,» a
brain child of the idealists, whose aim is preventing the pre -
atomic age type wars.

There seems to be three basic characteristics of the pre-
sent atomic and space age : namely, a - similar to the chain
reaction in the explosion of an atomic weapon the fast and
swift sequence of discoveries, b -an apparent absence of an
effective defense against atomic attack, ¢ - vulnaribility of
all states to an atomic attack.®® Briefly, this is how bipolar
concentration of power came about.

Soon after the meeting of the armies of the U.S.S.R. and
the Western Powers in the heart of Germany the inter - Allied
war time cooperation came to an abrupt end. Soviet suspicion
and distrust of the peaceful intentions of the Western Powers,
who had then the monopoly of the atomic bomb, and the com-
munist doctrinal assumption of the inevitable clash between the
capitalist and communist worlds must have led the Kremlin
leaders to prepare themselves for the worst. Viewed from Mos-
cow the war had wrought fundamental changes in internati-
onal relations, according to which :

A new alignment of political forces has arisen. The more
the war recedes into the past, the more distinct become two
major trends in postwar international policy, corresponding
to the division of the political forces in operation in the
international arena into two major camps: the imperialist

92 Herz op. cit, p. 20.
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and the anti - democratic camp, on the one hand, and anti- impe-
rialist and democratic camp, on the other.

In order to meet the so-called challenge of the West on its
own soil, the Soviet Union began to consolidate its position in
large areas of the Soviet occupied territories of Eastern Europe
and Central Europe, and integrated the states in these regions
in its orbit. Through the successful conclusion of the civil war
in China, the Soviet Union made iis greatest conquest which
¢meant that domination of the Eurasian land mass has passed
to the Communist world.» *°

While harvesting the fruits of the Second World War and
pursuing a policy of territorial expansion, rne Soviel Union
spared no effort in infiltrating the so-called Western sphere
of influence, i.e., the colonial territories in Asia, Africa, and
the Middle East, and spreading seeds of discontent in the war-
devastated areas of Western Europe.

Bs early as March 1946 an iron curtain was dropped
around the Soviet Union. Such fast developing events had
caught the Western Powers unprepared to meet the Soviet
expansionism. «After a year and a half of following a policy
of 'patience with firmness’» says one observer, «the United
States prepared to assume Western leadership and embark
upon a positive program of checking Soviet expansion.» "
The consequent developments were, therefore, one of succes-
sive responses and counter - responses of the Communist and
Western Leviathans. However, in Turkey's case, other and more
important factors, i.e., the emergence of Soviet communism
to world eminence with its threat to world peace and the ad-
vent of the atomic age, with its limitless capacity of destruc-
tion, had decisive influence on Turkish foreign policy. Such
new developments have increased Turkey's insecurity cand her
tear of being dominated by international Russian communism,

#9 Andrei Zhdanov’'s speech at the founding conference of the Comin-
form in \iliza Gora (Upper Silesia), September 22-23, 1947. Quoted in
Alvin Z. Rubinstein, The Foreign Policy of the Soviet Unlon (New York:
Random House, 1860), p. 215

100 Ibld., p. 242,
101 Ibid.,, p. 211,
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At the end of the Second World War Turkey was no longer
in a position to resist the threats of international communism
alone, and in a bipolar world she had no other alternative
—neutralism being impossible—but to join the West in defen-
sive alliances. Under the impact of bipolarity and atomic
developments, Turkey was forced to readjust her foreign policy
the characteristics of which were: 1 - a shift from an extre-
mely cautious to a dynamic foreign policy; 2 - open hostility
towards the Soviet Union and complete break with the com-
munist world and integration with the West. Despite occasion-
al utterances like, «No nation should be allowed to have her
entire security at the mercy of any one country, no matter how
great a friend and ally that country may be at the time.» ** an
insistant policy of standing unequivocally with the United States,
i.e., being too dependent on a single big power; 3 - assuming,
under Western pressure, a leading role in the Middle East;
4 - taking a definite stand against the policy of neutralism:
5 - in compliance with the decision of the United Nations send-
ing troops to Korea, taking part in a collective police action
outside the territorial limits of the country.

These fundamental changes of policy were considered by
the Democratic Party Government as compatible with Atatiirk's
legacy : to pursue a status quo policy, including peaceful
changes that are necessary for the maintenance of the equi-
librium in the Middle East, e.g. revision of the Straits Conven-
tion of 1923, the Mosul settlement, and the annexation of
Hatay; to show vigilance and determination against commu-
nist threats and aggression and to that end stand with the

West.

Although every Members’ independence and territorial
integrity was under the guarantee of the Charter of the United
Nations, except the decision of the Security Council with
respect to assisting the Republic of Korea in her struggle
against Communist aggression, the events in the post - hos-
tilities period in the Second World War made it clear to every
policy maker that it was essential to take necessary measures,

102 This statement is attributed to the Foreign Minister of the De-
mocratic Party Government, Fatin R. Zorlu by Eilig, op. cit, p. 169.
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under Article 51 of the Charter, for individual and
collective defense against the threat to peace and act of
aggression. When the Western European Countries and the
United States began to establish a network of defensive allian-
ces, e.g., the Rio Pact of 1947, the Brussels Pact of 1948, and the
North Atlantic Pact of 1949, Turkey spared no effort in joining
in an alliance with the West, particularly with the United
States. Western Powers, on the other hand, preoccupied with
their own security were certain that the Turks would resist
Soviet aggression regardless of whether they were included in
a defensive alliance with the democratic countries of the West.
An editorial in the New York Herald Tribune put it in these
words : «They [Turks] will never go so far as to say: ‘Either
comply with our demands, give us more aid and take us into
the North Atlantic alliances or sign some other treaty with us,

or else we will make a deal with the other side.» '

The truth of the matter was that Turkey had no other al-
ternative but to resort to entering into defensive alliances
with the West. Persuading the West that an alliance with
Turkey would serve the interest of the free peoples was a
difficult task which required patience, tact and dynamic steps
on the part of the Turkish leaders.

Was such a dynamic policy and complete dependency
on the United States and the West the right course of action
for Turkey ? A student of Turkish affairs, Altemur Kilig, ex-
presses the opinion that:

Turkey considers herself an integral part of the West not
because of a temporary expediency, but as a matter of basic
philosophy. She will stand and fall with the West. Her
geographic and strategic position make neutrality impossible
for Turkey. Her neutrality in the Second World War was
anachronistic and accidental; it cannot happen again. A ge
neral war will almost certainly extend to the Middle East.,
Even if we imagined for a moment that Turkey was not in
the path of Russian objectives, no Turkish leader or no
Turkish party, however cautious, could take the course of
waiting it out, knowing well that Kremlin would not hesitate
to turn against a «neufral» Turkey once it had beaten the
West. 104

103 April 11, 1951, p. 26.
104 EKilig, op. eit, p. 211



It is true that the only way to deal with the Soviets is to show
strength and determination and pursue a policy of «stand and
fall with the West.» Can the West feel safe and secure under
the fear of annihilation in a thermonuclear war? Can it,
therefore, afford to wage a «preventive wary ? The fear of
mutual annihilation precludes such a possibility, even though
it may be the only way out of the present dilemma. Can the
West create conditions which may provoke an all - out war 7
It must calculate the risk of war while strengthening its
defensive posture. In a world where everything is in a constant
flux and where time and space lose their traditional meanings
the mind must be ever more cautious. In such a world a split
second would make the difference between life and death.
Recklessness, on the other hand, would result with the loss
of what one considers dear. The atomic age requires an ever
more enlightened leadership for the West as well as for its
componant parts. It is the considered opinion of this writer
that Turkey should have followed a more flexible policy, in
keeping with the requirements of the present age, for her own
interest, because «defensive alliances» are only means to-
wards an end, i.e., the protection of national interests. Sir An-
thony Eden puts it in these words:

No single member of NATO likes to feel that for his
protection he is dependent on the decision of one, two or
may be three powers to come to his aid at the critical hour,
or it could be the critical minute. Mr. Henry A. Kissenger
writes of the problems of peacemaking after the Napoleonic
Wars, and gives a warning which is applicable today, ‘To be
dependent on the continued good will of another sovereign
state is demoralizing because it is a confession of impotence,
an invitation to irresponsibility induced by the conviction
that events cannot be affected by one’s will’. 2

When considering the national interest of Turkey, even
in a bipolar world such as ours, one is inevitably led to this
question : has the too close alliance with the United States
created greater insecurity for Turkey in proportion with her

105 Sir Anthony Eden. «The Slender Margin of Safety,» Foreign Affairs,
39 (January 1961), p. 172; see also Henry A Kissinger, «The Unsolved
Problems of European Defence», Forelgn Affalrs, 40 (July 1962), pp. 541 if.
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commitments to the West ? It may be said that Turkey's quest
for security through defensive alliances with the West has
strengthened her defensive posture, but, it cannot be denied
that today she is less secure than she ever was, for the fol-
lowing reasons: 1 - Security is a vicious circle, the more
nation - states and blocs, for that matter, acquire power the
less they must feel secure, because of the ensuing armament
race; 2 - Complete security is unobtainable; 3 - Complete
full - proot collective security is not possible and promises
of help «in accordance with the constitutional provisions» oif
an ally, in the words of a military expert, General Maxwell
Taylor, «is not very encouraging to a country living on the
Communist periphery, thousands of miles from the United
States.» " 4 - It is no less true today than it was during
the balance of power system that allignments by virtue of
alliance treaties are not always identical with the alliances
that oppose each other in the actual contest of armed hosti-
lities. The Suez crisis of 1956 is an example. 5 - Moreover, a
country like Turkey, which lacks the industrial capacity to
produce the necessary weapons in the atomic age and the
financial means of sustaining huge, conventional, armed
forces may feel less secure, and exposed o communist penet-
ration, if her requests in military and economic aid are not
met by the leading power of the bloc, which may lead to
misunderstandings and mutual irritation.

This brings up the question of the relationship between
Turkey and the United States. Has the quest for security resulted
with Turkey's de facto dependence and the loss of some of the
attributes of sovereignty ? According to George Schwarzen-
berger, within the Western bloc the United States has «com-
plete freedom of action regarding peace and war.» The United
States is, says Schwarzenberger, «still sovereign in the poli-
tical sense,» while «from the point of view of the world
powers the other sovereign states have become security
zones, atom absorbers, stationary aircrait carriers and jumping
off grounds for the conquest of continents.» '* Taking into

106 Maxwell D, Taylor, «Security will Not Wait,» Foreign Affalrs, 39
(January 1961), p. 180.

107 George Schwarzenberger, Power Polities (New York : Praeger, 1951).
p. 98.
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consideration the period of Democratic Party Administration
one would incline to agree with Schwarzenbergen’s view. Pre-
occupied with the desire to be included in the Atlantic Alliance
and with the idea of receiving more military and economic aid
the Democratic Party Government, in international issues,
seemed to be over - zealous in following the course of action
formulated by the West (e.g. Middle East Defense Organiza-
tion, Baghdad Pact, Palestine, Anglo - Iranian, Suez, and Al-
gerian questions). In all these issues Turkey's freedom of ac-
tion was limited by the West. '"* Again preoccupied with the
security problem the Democratic Party Government agreed
to open Turkey to American armed forces and agreed to the
establishment of conventional and nuclear bases, while other
NATO partners were being reluctant in this respect. Such
agreements and integration of Turkish forces into NATO can
hardly fail to have some influence in Turkish sovereignty.
Guidance in foreign affairs led to guidance in domestic poli-
cies. Turkey was to remain or become a reliable and stable
force of resistance against communist penetration. To that
end, it may be argued, the United States suggested certain
domestic medasures in economic development and in esta-
blishing democratic procedures and institutions. «The trans-
formation of Turkey from one - party dictatorship into some-
thing resembling a two - party democracy» says one Western
observer, «was not unrelated to that country’s reception inte
Western system at the time of President Truman's Greek and
Turkish aid policy.» 1*

It must be admitted, however, that such a dependency
was not the result of a deliberate act, a free choice, but was
one of the consequences of the bipolarization of the world and
the atomic age. Furthermore, one of the subjective require-
ments of collective security involves a relinquishment of
sovereignty in the most crucial area of policy, i.e., dealing
with situations which may be created by the action and po-
licy of other states, which implies a transfer of power to make
vital decisions. Thirdly, in a bipolar world, in order to survive

108 On Turkey's voting practice in the United Nations, see Gonltibol
and Atadv. op. cit, p. 41
108 Herz, op. cit, p. 138,
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as a bloc, appdrent national interests must be subordinated to
the bloc interests. Fourthly, states do enter into agreements
with others which one way or another limit their freedom of
action. Finally, is it not a fact of international life that some
states are more equal than others ?

This dependency could be turned into a really equal
partnership if the Democratic Administration could establish
an effective public administration, financial stability, a sen-
sible plan of economic development and a reasonable degree
of consistent law and order in the country and formulate a
farsighted and somewhat more cautious foreign policy, taking
into consideration the long term national interests. These
would achieve greater respect for Turkey and at the same
time increase her prestige in international affairs, and at times
would place Turkey in a better bargaining position vis-&-vis
the United States in matters of military and economic aid.

In conclusion : Turkey until now has succeeded in pre-
serving her territorial integrity and political independence
and has so far succeeded in the preservation of the peace in
the Middle East, where the Western and Eastern philosophies,
cultures, ways of life, institutions overlap and where the past,
present, and under certain conditions the future co - exist
and where conventional and nuclear establishments, arran-
gements, policies juxtapose. Turkey must play an important
role in this space vehicle, whose future depends on the
will and determination of the free peoples to preserve their
value systems and to lead a tgood life» in the Aristotelian
sense.
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