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ANGLO- TURKISH RELATIONS DURING KEMAL ATATURK'S .
PRESIDENCY OF THE TURKISH REPUBLIC .

' Yulug Tekin Kurat

When Kemal Atatiirk was elected the first president of the Tur-
kish Republic, Britain was regarded in'Llyod George tradition the
enemy. The British occupation in Turkey following the Armistice and
the British support of Greece during the Turkish War of Independence
were vivid in the minds and the relations between the two countries
remamed stramed because of the outstandmg Mosul questlon

The Brltlsh argued that the negotlatlons on Mosul should have
started after evacuatmn of Istanbul which was carrled out on. 6
October 1923 The Turks were reluctant to negotlate before the
Treaty of Lauzanne was ratified by Bntam but eventually they ag-
reed to talk:.

Sir Percy Cox, the Brltlsh H1gh Comrmssmner in Irag, came
to Istanbul with his suit in 1924 and the Conference lasted from 19
May to 5 June at the hlstorlcal Kas1m-Pasha Palace '

The British were 1mpressed Wlth Turklsh hospltahty and partl-
cularly by the appearance of Mrs. Fetln the wife of the head of the
Turkish delegation, the renown Feth1 Bey (Okyar) Mrs. Fethi dres-
sed in European style, speakmg perfect French and mingling with
the delegates and acting as the hostess .on social  occasions. set a
ploneermg example to the emanc1patlon of Turklsh ‘women before
the western eyes. Contrary to these pleasant summer partles, the
negotiations took a dellcate turn While. Fethi, Bey proposed that
Great Britain should dgree to a frontier which would give the Vi-

1 Annual Report 1924, B 3388/ 44, F. O 371/10870, Pubhc Record
Office (P.R.O). B
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layet of Mosul to Turkey, Cox on the contrary asked that Turkey
should recognise a boundary not only to the north of Mosul but furt-
her in the northerly direction so as to include the Vilayet of Hakkari
where the Assyrian Chrlstlans had been returnmg, with Bmtlsh en-
couragement : :

Neither of the sides could agree to any of these proposals. Par-
ticularly the surprise British claim on Hakkiri as a homeland for the
Assyrian-Christians was in itself the breaking point in the talks.
So Cox suggested that the matter be referred to the League of Na-
tions. Fethi Bey declined saying that this was a matter for the go-
vernments to demde and not the Conference- .

Turkey had a substantlal argument in this respect The treaty
of Lauzanne was not yet in force. Therefore, the reference to the
League of Nations provided in article 3, paragraph 2 of the treaty
could not bhe executed in advance. Eventually British ratification en-
tered into force on 6 August 1924, But the break up of the Istanbul
Conference led to serious incidents along the Turkish-Traqi frontier,
if it could be called a front1er at all. The Turkish governor of Hak-
kiri was taken hostage by the Assynan-Chrlstlan rebels. In this
sk1rm15h some Turkish gendarmes were shot and wounded. In return,
the Turkish forces pénetrated to the Traqi territory and surrounded
the Hakkari region from the South, while the British air force at-
tacked and bombed the advancmg umts k1111ng a few prlvates‘

These events comclded with the dlplomatlc activities at Geneva.
The League asked both sides to pull their forces back and in its re-
solutlon of September 30th. declared that an enquiry group, con-
smtmg of three members, Would make ‘a study of the situation on
the spot. The Council of the League having met at Brussels on 29
October also drew a line which was acceptable to both sides. So the
famous Brussels line came into being. The subsequent procedure in
the League was the setting up of an enquiry commission which went
toIragin J anuary 1925 and finished its field work in March Howe-
ver the report was not made pubhe before July

.27 Ibid. -
3 1Inid.
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This document made an. interesting reading. It referred to the
lack of Iraqi national feeling and having observed the several:pre-
-ferences of the local inhabitants in the disputed area, stated that
the majority of the people were inclined to get.British: economic
protection and support and not necessamly did they have any feehng
of solidarity with Baghdad , : , o

Accordingly the report came to the conclusmn that the dis-
puted territory must remain under the effective mandate of the Lea-
gue of Nations for a period of 25 years*. Therefore the odds were in
favour of Great Britain. London had already secured the mandate
of Iraq in 1920. This regime was to last for eight years, but King
Feisal who was installed at his throne in Baghdad by the British
was more than ready to accept this new deal, which was for another
25 years.

When the Council of theé League appointed a ~committee
of three members to evaluate this report in September 1925, Turkey
lost the support of the Swedish member Mr. Unden, who was favou-
ring the Turkish viewpoint.. The riots of the Assyr1an—Chmst1an
rebels and their deportation from Hakkari, accompamed with large
measures of anti-Turkish propaganda led Mr Unden to change his
opinion. Moreover the Turks themselves played ‘their cards badly.
Tevfik Rushdi Bey, the then Foreign Minister, had forgotten the
pledge given by Fethi Bey at Geneva almost a year ago, that Turkey
like Britain had recognised in advance the decisions to be taken by
the League of Nations. However Tevfik Rushdi saved the day by
puttmg the followmg questions : ‘Whether the Council i in this matter
was to act in the capacity of an arbltrator or only in that’ of a me-
diator’. The Foreign Minister returned from Geneva knowing that the
was beaten but Terlk Rushdi managed to defer the fmal decision
till December 1925°. . : ,

There was also cons1derable tension in Turkey Whlch could be
observed in the press. Campaign agamst the League of Natlons and

4 A.J. Toynbee, Survey of Intematzcmal Affa,zrs, London, Oxford. U. Press,
1927, v. I, p. 507.

.5 Annual Report 1925, Hoare to Chamberlain 11 Aug' 1926 B 4798/4798/
44, FO 371/11556.
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Britain started on September 20th: Many of the leading articles states

that. the British were .quite incapable .of understanding that now
‘théere was a new: mentality in Turkey. So they were resorting to their
-0ld tricks and:were coming up with the same old charges of mas-
-sacres of Christians. " These charges were to'influence the League of
Nations in their favour. And what had been the result, wrote the
editorial in the Cumhuriyet, if the League of Nations had really
felt uncertain as to its competence by referring Tevfik Rushdi Bey’s
questlons to the International Court of Justice at Hague. Why had
they not Comm1sson of Enqun’y was formed? From the very ‘begin-
ning, contmued the artlcle, England had brought the necessary pres-
sure to bear upon that mstltutlon Turkey, however, Would not reno-
unce her rights and Terlk Rushdi was fully Just1f1ed in declarmg
that Turkey must preserve ‘Her liberty of action®.

. As the League’s decision was delayed till the very end of 1925
the presence of Turklsh troops near the frontier was a source of cons-
tant anx1ety for Br1tam ‘Whén the Comlmttee of Imperlal Defense
met in London on October 15, there was much talk of counter—mea-
sures. To dlscourage Ankara from takmg a full scale mlhtary offen-
s1ve agamst Mosul, Amery, the Secretary for the Colomes, ‘wanted
to brlng remforcements from India. He. clalmed ‘that the action of
the Turks in drlvmg out the Cahph and abohshln the Fez had created
a great change of oplmon in, Indla towards Turkey The Arabs felt
the same the sa1d and added that they could easﬂy raise emergency
Kurdlsh troops in the area Wmston Churchlll “the then Chancellor
of the Exchequer suggested that Brltaln should pursue a policy to
av01d an open war in the first place So. he was in favour of airforce
mterventlon, ‘which he bel1eved had successfully deterred the Turks
in 1924, If, however air act10n did not result in stopping the Turkish
advance, ‘the Fléet could be brought ‘into operatlon Churchlll also
proposed to seize the island of Tenedos and Imbros as a gage for
the return: 6f Turkish troops to their side of the Brussels line. He
also implied that-Greece would not remain quiet,:since her differen-
ces with Turkey preavﬂed Subsequently the followmg resolutlons
were-taken - SR T e

6 Cumhuriyet, 21 Eyliil 1925. R
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a)" Air-commanding offlcer in Iraq should. be authorlsed to take
immediate action. SRR ST

b) Naval forces shoild be prepared to occupy and hold the Tur
" kish islands at the entrance to the Dardanelles, to enter the
Sea of Marmara and to blockade Istanbul by sea7

Obv10usly all these were precautionary: declsmns In the .mean-
while the British Foreign Office was hard.at work to find out-as now
the Turks were to act in the event of an unfavourable. decision. The
memo prepared for this purpose stressed- the-.fact that: much de-
pended on the President of the Republic. It stated that for Mustafa
Kemal Traq was ‘a matter of prestigeé. Therefore his policy -was:to
bluff without havmg to resort to war. But if he saw that his national
reputatlon was at'stake, then he’ Would r1sk gomg mto the War Whe-
reas the aim of the Brltlsh forelgn pohcy was to estabhsh frlendly
relations with Turkey In this respect the d1ff1culty 1a1d in the fact
that as how the British interests in Mosul in one hand and pohtlcal
advantages' for Turkey involving Mustafa Kemal’s success ‘on the_
other could be compromlsed8 : SRR i

p On the other hand Lmdsay, the ambassador m Turkey, Was
warmng Chamberlain, the British. forelg'n secretary, ‘that Brltam
should neither support a Kurdish autonomy in Northern Iraq nor
allow the League of Nations to come with such an, 1mpos1t10n Ot-
hervvlse a rapprochement with Turkey would be absolutely 1mposslble
Chamberlam replied that the Bntlsh pohcy of Kurdistan had chan-
ged. It was no longer the same as in the defunct treaty of Sevres,
but Britain could not come agamst Kurdlsh msplratlons in Iraql
terrltory

~ The: court at Hague had come to the concluslon on 21° N ovember
and declared that the dec1s1on to be taken by the League Would be

IR

7 Enclosure - 6586/32/65 Committee -of Imperlal Defense 15:"Oct. 1925,
FO 371/10826.

8 Memorandum- respecting the Iraq- frontler P.0O. October. 23, 1925. -Docu-
ments on British Foreign Policy, 1919—1939, London HMSO, 1926 .vol 1a, 1st-
serxes, p. 768.

. 9 - Austen Chamaberlain to Lmdsay, E 7485/32/65 4 Dec 1925 FO 371/
10826. L coat,
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binding on all parties in the determination of the frontier between
Iraq and Turkey. The decision had to be undanimous, both Turkey
and Britain could vote, but their votes could not be counted in deter-
minig the unammlty Tevfik Rushdi objected. According to ‘him the
Council could only adopt the opinion of the Court by a unanimous
decision of all its mémbers, including the representatives of the dis-
puting parties. This was rejected and on 16 December, with thé Tur-
‘kigh delegation boycotting the session, the L.eague of Nations dec-
lared itself in favour of Irag.by allotting.the territories south .of
the Brussels line to Baghdad, indirectly to Britain. Accordingly,
Britain was invited to submit to the League a new treaty with Iragq,
ensuring the continua.tion for 25 years of the mandatory regime?.

| Albelt ‘the fact that the British Forelgn office held the opinion
that Ankara kept bluffing, Major Harence, the military attache, had
warned his government in his report of November 9 on Turkish deter-

mmatlon to Walk mto Mosul11

This was mdeed the atmosphere preva.lhng in Turklsh m1htary
circles. Marshall Fevzi was clamouring for action when: Hague’s
decision was known on 21 November. The Chief of Turkish General
‘Staff came with a report advoca.tlng an immediate attack on Mosul
which he guaranteed to occupy in 46 hours. A great number of the
deputies were supporting Fevzi Pasha. They believed that there
would be no real danger in occupylng Mosul and that Britain would
not go to war., And Turkey after this occupation would be in a
Stronger position to negotiate. Mustafa Kemal finally put his perso-
nal influence, supported by his Prime Minister Ismet Pasha and Tev-
fik Rushdi, he succeeded in defeating this project at a secret meeting
of the Cabinet on November 25%. This was typical of Ataturk’s at-
titude, he would never take a premature step nor make a hasty deci-
sion. Until the crisis point was reached Atatiirk had not stood aga-
inst the view prevalent in Ankara and in doing so he even appeared
to have fallen into disagrement with his Prime Minister. For Ismet

10 A.J. Toynbes, Survey of International Affairs, p. 518, 519.
11 Harence's Report, 9 Nov. 1925, Enclosure to Lmdsa.y to Chamberlam
11 Nov. 1925, E 7045/32/65, FO 371/10826.
712 Ledper's Report from Angora 26 Nov, 1925, Enclosure to Lmdsay to
Chamberlain, 2 Dec 1925, No: 803, FO 424/263.
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Pasha was in favour of conciliation with Britain at the expense of
Mosul*®; It was natural for the military and the deputies to feel
strongly about the. situation in the nationalistic -atmospehere. of
Ankara. They could not judge the matter in terms of its interna-
tional implications. On the contrary the President and his two
keymen were aware of the fact that the war against Britain would
not be confined to the-area -between the Brussels line:and Mosul,
but would certainly entail military operations in other fronts, most
probably with Greece becoming belligerent as well. Last but not
least, it would not be to the advantage of Turkey to defy the League
of Nations. As events were to prove,.-the Turkish ambassadors both
in London and Paris been seriously warned that a - conflict . with
Britain would also be a conflict with the League So Brltam was
also supported by France. v

After having lost the Mosul case in the international platform,
the Turkish reaction to Britain came in the form of war of nerves.
Tevfik Rushdi having gone to Paris signed a treaty of friendship
and mneutrality with the Soviet Union, the day after League s
decision, that is to say on December 17.- ,

This did not mean that Ataturk ‘was trymg to blackmall Bntam
by making large concessions to the Sov1ets The outcome of the
Mosul question showed that Turkey had felt the bitter taste of iso-
lationism in the international arena. In this respeét the Sov1ets ‘were-
not better of either. Europe had taken a collective stand agamst Mos-
cow by admitting Germany to the League of Nations with the signing
of the Locarno treaties. So it was pra,gmatlc for ‘both countrles to
establish a dlploma,tlc partnerslup

With respect to Mosul, Russ1an dlplomacy and the Sov1et pro-
paganda were two dlfferent things. It.is still not exactly known
what passed between Tevflk Rushd1 and Chlcherm, the Soviet Co-
missar for Forelgn Affairs, in Paris pending to the 51gnature of the
treaty. However it is not difficult to conceive that the Soviets did
not commit themselves to assist Turkey with military support if
their partner was involved in war. The only guarantee they.gave

13 Annual Report 1925, P.R.O.
14 Cabinet meeting, 3 Dec. 1925, CAB 23/51.
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‘was to keep an attitude of benevolent neutrality. The Russian ambas-
sador-also made it clear to his English colleague at Paris that this
was not-an agreement against Britain’®. On the other hand .the Soviet
press was ordently supporting the: Turklsh case from the very be-
ginning of the Mosul dispute. J

So it suited the Russian policy that Turkey ] relatlons Wlth the
West remained cold. But Atatiirk was not prepared to take an ac-
tive stand in tying himself up to Asian solidarity in fighting against
‘the Western imperialism, at least under the guidance of the Soviet
Union. The young Turkish scholar Professor Kurkchuoghlu in his
book on Anglo-Turkish relations is quite right in indicating that
while Atatiirk carried out his programme of modernisation;, which
also meant secularisation; did:not wish to have an-all out confronta-
tion with the West!¢, Indeed the new mentality in Turkey had a wes-
tern outlook in struggling against the unspund traditions of the East.

Also the acquisition of Mosul had not made:Britain comfortable.
Turkey did not-recognise this settlementand the British knew very
well that if they.took o steps to placate the Turks and ‘came up
with certain compensations, they would have a heavy burden on
their shoulders in the Northern.frontier of Iraq. The continuation
of .tension in this area would be dlsadvantageous to Britain since
the maintenance of ‘troops on war footlng would mcur extra expenses
on the Impemtal budget“ '

) So in order to come to. terms, one of the flrst steps to be taken
Was to assure Ankara that Britain had no mtentlon to promote a Kur-
dish home rule in Iraq. Ewdently the- preservation of Mosul in the

Turkish National Pact had also aimed at. uniting the Kurdlsh people
of Eastern Turkey with their kmsmen in the South Ataturk’s Re-
pubhc did not make day dlscrumnatlon between Turks and Kurds
who were ongmaly of Turkish stock and thelr mtegratlon in the
building up of the new state was the plllar of Ankara s internal po-
hey The Turklsh statesmen Were confldent of Anatohan Kurds But

15" Annual Report 1925. o . ’

16 * Omer Kiirkcliogly, Tiirk-Ingiliz Niskileri, 1919-1926, AT, SB.F Yayin-
lar:, No : 412, Ankara 1978, s. 308.

17 Tyrell to Lindsay, Dec 30, 1925 Documents on British Fm-ezgn Polwy,
1st series, vol 1a, s. 877. ERRSS . :
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‘what disturbed Ankara was the incursion of some Southern ‘tribes
from Iragi territory which was regarded as a menace to ‘Turkey’s
national solidarity. Therefore it was essential that Britain should re-
view the border strip in order to reconeﬂe with Turkey. -

Also the atmosphere in the Br1t1sh Parhament was very much
in favour of a reconciliation. Atatiirk’s programme of modermsatlon
had impressed the Liberal and" Labour deputies to such an extent
that they did not utter a 'single word on the so-called Turkish atroc1-
ties. Therefore the Gladstonian school of Turcophobla had already
Jbecome a dead. letter*s;: During the debate on the Mosul ‘question on
‘December 21-the pro-Turkish :members of the House dominated ‘the
scene, All were in favour of coming to an agreement with Turkey.
This opinion can be best-summaried in the concluding sentences. of
Robert Hutchison’s speech. «I know under the decision of the Leagué
of Nations that we are now. bound: to-a special line. It seems to me
that the line can be amended by an agreement. Therefore you should
have an'arrangement ‘with the Turks, because without a friendly
Turk you cannot administer and run that country with advantage»®®..

- The government also-subscribed to this viewpoint. Accordmgly
the day after the debate, Baldwin, the conservative Prime Minster
called the Turkish ambassador and declared his government’s inten-
tion to make an agrement with’ Turkey A favourable response was
received from -Ankara in the first week of January 1926. So Lindsay
went to the cap1ta1 from TIstanbul to carry out. negotlatlons on. the
basis of the League’s decisions. But Tevfik Rushdl S proposals were
not in comformity wity the Br1t1sh approach. The Turkish. Foreign
mmlster, however, expressed hig- readlness to contlnue conversatlons
with each side mamtalnmg its own oplmon20 BRI S

These talks were qulte mforma.tlve It emerged that the Turks
no longer had any clalm on Mosul but they were agalnst the present

18 Tyrell to Lmdsay, Dec 30, 1925 Documents on Brztsh F'orezgn POZiCJ,
s: 798.. B
19 Hansard’s Parlmmneta,ry Debates, 5th serle HMSO 1926, "vol 189 column
2096.

20 Lindsay to Chamberlain, Jan 29, 1925 Documents on Bnt.sh Forezgn
Policy, s. 806, ... - - e n B S B

21 1Ibid, p. 807.
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status of the Brussels line. For the Turks the present frontier was
a floating frontier. During the preceding six years it had been ste-
adily pushed north by the British and created disturbances either
in Eastern Turkey and in Western Iran meaning that Britain inten-
ded to extend as far as Van. Under these circumstances, to convince
Turkey of a permanent arrangemant the frontier had to go a good
way back to the South. So by the beginning of February 1926, the
cardinal question was the readjustment of the frontier region but
thls time excluding Mosul. '

Thus it became apparent to the British that for the settlement
of the dispute first and adjustment of the Brussels line was necessary
and this step could be coupled with a non-aggression treaty. This
was Chamberlain’s idea. In order to neutralise the 1925 Soviet-Tur-
kish treaty, he thought of signing a treaty in identical terms. In after-
thoughts this was not seen feasible as it was unlikely that the Par-
limant could ratify sucy an agreement. Instead another treaty gua-
ranteeing the frontiers of Turkey not only by Britain but also by
France and Italy was found more preferable. This would have sa-
tisfied the Turks to the utmost. The Turkish leaders wished to carry
on with their programme of modernisation and in this respect thier
primary concern was the internal prestige of the government. For
this reason they wanted to be firmly established in their soil.

Britain intended to ask France and Italy to join this agreement.
The French could be induced to cooperate but Italy was doubtf 22

Italy had never forgotten her losses beacuse of the a,brogatlon
of the defunct treaty of Sevres. In 1926 south-western Turkey with
its large depopulated areas was still an attaraction for the supera-
bundant Italian population. Though Duce Mussolini did not openly
speak of Adaha, the construction of naval base in the island of Rhodes
and Duce’s speech in Tripoli that Ttaly had a civilising mission in
the Mediterranean had created Turkish suspicions. But as early as
1926, Britain was not prepared to commit herself to Turkey against
Italian designs.

22 Lindsay to Tyrell, 12 January 1926, Documents on Bntz.sh Forezgn Policy
vol la, p. 802.
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So when the Cabinet met on 17 February to give a final version
to the policy to be pursued towards Turkey neither a guarantee ag-
reement including other European powers nor a treaty of friendship
at the Soviet -Turkish model of 1925 had any value. The most reaso-
nable solution was the cession to Turkey of the two salients at the
eastern end of the Brussels line with the only exception that Ra-
wanduz would remain in British hands®.

Last but not least there was the poss1b1hty of offering the Turks
a participation in the oil concessions in the hands of the Turkish
Petroleum Company. In this respect the difficulties were great. Af-
ter protracted negotiations, the shares were held by the Anglo-Persian
Company, Anglo-Dutch Shell, the French group and the American
group. Since it would be utterly difficult to include Turkey in this
set up, as neither of the shareholders would have handed over their
rights, the alternative could have been to offer Turkey a share in
the oil royalties. When the matter was reviewed in the Cabinet on
3 March, to allow Turkey to have a share in the oil royalties was
found negative, it was suggested that Iraq should make some pay-
ment from her own resources if a sultable basm for such a payment
- could be found?*. ,

It is curious that the Mosul dlspute was settled not by a revision
of the Brussels Line by a tmpartlte treaty between Turkey, Britain
and Iraq on 5 June 1926 with a ‘hypothetical oil agreement at the
time. When the questlon was debated at Lauzanne for the first time
both ismet Pasha and Lord Curzon screened this subJect on oil. Cur-
zon debied having seen any oil magna.tes and Ismet Pasha streessed
that Mosul was entirely a national issue.

However before and during World War I, at the initiative of the
Anglo-Persian oil company, the British Qffice of the Admiralty and
the Ministry of War had become aware of the importance of the rich
oil deposits i in Northern Mesopotarma, no matter how the statesmen
like Curzon looked at the matter purely as a strategy for the defense
of the British Empire®. Nevertheless, if the British forces had oc-

. 23 Cabinet Meeting, 17 February 1926, CAB 23/52; P.R.O.:
24 Cabinet Meeting, 3 March 1926, CAB 23/52.
sue 256 Helmut:Mehjer, «Oil and British Policy. Towards Mesopotamla» Mzddle
Eastern Studies, vol VIII (1972), p. 378, 379.
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cupied Mosul. and its_surroundings, this may not be attributed to
the triumph of the oill party in the government. From the military
point of view, it was done to cover the backdoor of Allenby’s army
which had reached the northein confines of Syria. So it sat1sf1ed
all Wlthmy having caused a controversy. :

- On the hand there is some observation that the anks were- pre-
pared to gtant concessions to the British companies for the exploita-
tion‘of -oil in Mosul region in return for the recognition of Turkish so-
vereignty in this area. According to the memoires of Dr. Riza Nur,
one of the senior delegates at Lauzanne, some British representatives
had private talks with them. Even two Turkish mémbers from the
delegation did go-to London, the -enterprise however, came to no
avail?®, Curzon was disconcerned with private oil deals" and he had
made his dlsagreement in such delamgs pubhe27 " ~

' Material is Iackmg on the nature of these secret talks on 011
du.rmg the Conference of Lauzanne However there is ample evidence
of Turklsh inclination to  let Britain have the explmtatlon of oil
and guarantee Turkish soverelgnty over "Mosul. This can be subs-
tantiated in a conversation betweer Austen Chainberlain and the
Turkish ambassador in London in March 1925. Turkey wanted to
settle this questlon outside the League of Nations. Turkey would
have Mosul and a British company should have all the exploitation
of the oil. A- British' company could construct the necessary pipelines
also through Turkish territory, at least a concession of three or five
ports for loading and 3000 km of railway were offered. But the offi-
cial policy of Britain was never to bring oil into discussions. Cham-
berlain refused saying that Britain was the trustee for Iraq, they
were not possessors but mandatomes, so they could not bargam away
the rights of this counf:ry”'a : »

In fact this conversation too_k place shortly‘after Britain had
acquired the oil concession from 'the Iragi government on 14

© 26''Dr. Riza Nur, Hayat ve Hatwaiim, Istanbul Altindag Yaymnevi 1968,
cilt TIT p. 1135-36.
27 Ali Naci: Karacan,’ Lozan, Milliyet. Yayinlari, Ikinei Bask, Istanbul
1971, p. 349.
. 28 Hansard’s . Parlza,mnetary Debates, 5th Serles, London HMSO 1926
vol 191, 276-7. N PN
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March 1925 as ‘a .successor state. to the Ottoman Empire in the area.
This was also a solid proof for British commermal mterests in Mosul
oilfields®. ’

‘In short the Turk1sh Petroleum Company, which was the makmg
of the Ottoman concession eventually guaranted in June 1914, became
an asset to Iraq and ‘all the Turkish mterests in this foundatlon Were
mterpreted as mull and vo1d after the defeat of the Ottoman Empn:'e

So 1t was. surpmsmcr for the Brltlsh When Lindsay reported to
thls government on Aprll 21 that the Turks. had abandoned any de-
sire for an accession of terltory in the south of Brussels line, ms—
tead they wanted some participation in Iraqi oil*. We also lack ma-
terial'in determining the change in Turkish attitude. Nevertheless
it can be 1nterpreted in general grounds that the reconstructlon of
the -country- requlred ready capltal whose scarcity was very much
felt. In the méeting of the Cabinet on 19 May 1926 Austen Cham-
berlain favoured-the payment of a lump sump from 300 000 pounds
uptoa maximum 500 000 pounds . as an extraction of Turkey s mterest
in Iraq oil. correspond_mg to .25, years31 Eventually the agrement was
51gned on June 5 and was ratlfled a month later. Turkey having ag-
reed to rece1ve ‘the capltal payment of half a million pounds recog:
~n1sed the Brussels line. Th1s ‘was the turn of t1de in the Anglo-
Turklsh relatlons for the better ‘- -

-~ Ambassador. Clerk ‘who: succeededo Llndsay ino the autumn of
1926 had a very warm reception. And when he moved the British
embassy from Istanbul to Ankara in 1928 he won the confidence of
the Turkish leaders This transfer from one of. the most splendld spots
of natural beauty to the barren A_natohan plateau Was, in fact, the
confirmation of Britain that Ataturk’s government had made good its
claLm to rule the Republlc and Ankara was an essentlal part of: thls
reglme .

‘In September 1932 the Bmtlsh Government presented Ataturk
Wlth a book titled «Official History of the Dardanelles Campaigns.
It was addressed in honour of a great general, a gallant enemy. and

29 Arnold Toynbee, Survey of International: Affmrs, p. 571 :
- 30. Cabinet Meeting, 28 April 1926, CAB. 23/52.. L
31 Cabinet Meeting, 19 May 1926 CAB/23/53.
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a generous friend. The President was very much moved by this
gesture and London received a letter of thanks on this behalf stating
that this gesture was a new proof of the friendship so happily estab-
lished between the two countries. However when H.C. Armstrong’s
book ‘The Grey Wolf’ with its subtitle ‘An Intimate Study of A Dic-
tator’ made its first edition in October 1932, it marred this frlendly
atmosphere just a little. The refutation of Armstrong’s ideas were
published in the Turkish and French editions of the Aksham. The
editorial on November 19 stated that «the gross unfairness and man-
dacity of Armstrong’s Work was the last thmg to be expected from
one of his race’

Although he may not _have read it, the best criticis,m of Anns—
trong . came from one of his countrymen..Sir Percy Lorraine, am-
bassador in Turkey from 1934 to 1939, writing an obituaty of Ata-
tiirk in the form of a diplomatic dispatch said the following :

"Most people who have read Grey Wolf,..would get in the main
the picture of ‘2 man... to whom friendship was an unknown quantity.
I an myself convinced, however, that such a picturé of the man would
be' utterly misleading.,... The incalculable good that-this man has
done in not much more than 15 years... Must be the measure of the
man’s greatness and the justification of his extraordinary vision.
The rest is detail, merely a detail on which a gossipmonger will
fasten, but which the historian Would do well to reduce to its: proper
proportion®?,. - :

Turkey entered the League of Nations also im 1932 and in this
‘frame work, the practlcal use of Anglo-Turkish friendship became
apparent when the Italian aggressmn against’ Abyssy1ma took place
The efforts of the League of Nations to stop that war in 1935 led
to the apphcatlon of economic sanctions against Italy. Towards the
end of 1935 the Italians were using threatenning language in Ankara.
They were ‘criticising the Turkish zeal in the application of these
sanctions. No doubt the Turkish zeal had manifested itself in the
good understanding with Britain. In December 1935 London received

32 Akgam, 19 Kasmn 1932, o
33 Percy Lorraine to. Hahfax November 25, 1938 E 7361/69/44 FO 424/
282, Lo . .
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the Turkish assurance for military support if war broke out in the
Mediterranean. In return Britain confirmed on 2 January 1936 that
she would intervene if Italy attacked Turkey®*. When the sanctions
were removed on 18 July 1939, the strained relations between Ankara
and Rom were eased, but Turkish suspicions of Italian designs never
ceased.

Besides during the spring of 1936 the Turkish diplomats felt very
much concerned about the danger of a general European war. In addi-
tion to the crisis created by Mussolini, Hitler’s occupation of the
Rhineland and his withdrawal from the League indicated trouble
in their wake, not to mention the Italian fortification in the island
of the Dodecaneese. So Turkey could not afford the risk of being
taken aback at a moment when so many unpleasant surprises were
circulating around. In a conversation which took place between Tev-
fik Rushdi Aras and Lorraine on 8 April 1936, the Turkish Foreign
Minister revealed his Cabinet’s intention to send troops into the
Straits zone as a precautionary measure and then to notify the signa-
tory powers of the Lauzanne Conference. Lorraine remarked that
the occupation of the Straits woulds not be favourably regarded by
Britian®. Aras pleaded that the step he proposed was the only way
preventing a possible Italian invasion from taking place at the St~
raits. Lorraine endeavoured to dissuade the Minister from taking
such a unilateral action and advised him that Turkey should invite
the signatory powers to review the status of the Straits. He also re-
quested to have an audience on this matter with the President while
delivering a letter from King Edward VIII announcing the death of
his Father and-his accession to the throne. But before Atatiirk had
received the British ambassador the matter was discused in a full
‘meeting of the Cabinet with the President on the chair. The decision
was not to reoccupy the demilitarised zones pending the result of
their attempt to obtain a revision of the Straits Convention signed
at Lauzanne. When Atatiirk received the ambassador oh 10 April
he said both he and the Turkish government had greatly appreciated

34 Percy Lorraine to Edezi, 28 January 1937, B 823/823/44, FO 371/20866
Annual Report 1936.

35 Lorraine to Eden, 10 April 1936, Documents on British Foreign Policy
1919-1939. 2nd Series, London HMSO 1977, V. XVI, p. 664.
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the frankness. and smcemty with which Lorrame had’ urged Br1t1sh
views on them?..

Aras invited the slgnatory states to come to Montreux in-22
June 1936. The difficulties which arose were due to the fact that Tur-
key had not produced any definite proposals until the actual openning
of the conference. When they were submitted, the participants ob-
jected that it was not a revision but a redraft. However with the Bri-
tish mediation to undertake to prepare a. draft based on the Turklsh
text, the Conference progressed*'

. There was another difficulty because of the Sov1et attltude
Apparently the Turks and the Russians had failed to reach a pre-
liminary agreement. Returning to the atmosphere of 1833, the So-
viet delegation had formally proposed the complete closure:of the
Black Sea to any non-Black Sea belligerent. However. they were in-
duced to give up this point when Turkey undertook to furnish even
more passage information than that formerly supphed by the Stralts
Comm1ss1on

A satisfactory basis for settlement was reached on 15 July and
the agrement was signed:-and sealed on 20 July by all the Powers con-
cerned with- the exceptlon of Italy which took no part in the negoma-
tions.

While on the alert agamst any Ttalian hostlle move, Atatiirk
did not trust Hitler much. Nevertheless there was serious danger
that Turkey might become an economic protéctorate of Germany.
Berlin’s policy of purchasing vast quantities of Turkish goods, at
prices well below the world market level on clearing basis, seemed
that Turkey was therefore basolutely tied to the German market.
And to off-set this commercial penetration Atatiirk saw to it that
the exports to Germany were reduced. Moreover the- contract for
the construction of an iron and steel plant at Karabiik was given
to an English firm, Messrs BraSSert in the face of the compet1t10n
from Krupps ,

Even the v151t of Dr. Schacht I—hﬂer s mmlster of flnance, in
November 1936 did change the scene, His unlimited credit offers

.86, Ibid, p. 668. .
37 Annual report -1936.
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did not impress Atatiirk and when Dr. Schacht asked if Turkey needed
German support in the question of Sandjak, he also received a po-
lite no®s,

The sandjak question strained the relations between France and
Turkey. Despite French appeals for British backing, London did
not wish to take an active stand against Ankara. So Britain advised .
Turkey to search the solution within the framework of the League
of Nations and not o take any drastic action.

What actually cemented the Anglo-Turkish diplomatic colla-
boration, was the very successful and yet unofficial visit of King
Edward VIII in September 1936. The crowds in Istanbul loved him
and the and the impressions of this visit brought feeling of mutuel
friendliness to the people walking the streets in London or Ankara,
at Manchester or Bursa. '

In other words, the hand that was stretched by Atatiirk to the
King to help him come ashore on the quay of Dolmabagthche Palace
from the barge, sealed the Anglo-Turkish friendship that was to
culminate in several alliances after his lifetime.

'38 Anunal Report 1938.






