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ABSTRACT

Basing its foreign policy on the Wilsonian internationalism, the new Turkish Republic
established good relations with countries around the world. It signed neutrality and
friendship treaties, and pursued a neutral foreign policy. However, at the end of World
War Il, it abandoned its longtime neutral foreign policy and aimed to establish closer ties
with the American-led West. This thesis examines how and why Turkey shifted its
foreign policy from neutrality to active alliance. In the first half of the thesis, I closely
deal with what role international developments played in that shift. First, | focus on how
Josef Stalin’s efforts to obtain bases and joint-control with Turkey over the Turkish
Straits created a threat to Turkey’s national security. Then, I explore how this threat
forced Turkey to leave its neutral foreign policy and seek closer ties with the U.S.

In the second half of the thesis, I examine how Turkey’s search for economic aid
and military commitment accelerated and intensified the shift from neutrality to active
alliance. First, | focus on how Turkish officials aggressively sought economic assistance
from the U.S. and how U.S. officials became resistant to the Turkish requests for
additional aid beginning with the second half of 1947. Considering that Turkey was less
vulnerable to the Soviet threat, U.S. officials judged that Turkey did not need aid as much
as Western Europe did. In order to overcome the resistance, Turkish officials exaggerated
the Soviet threat and used the problem of high defense spending. Then, I explore how
Turkish officials sought a military commitment from the U.S. A U.S. military
commitment could alleviate the problem of high defense spending and facilitate the flow

of economic aid from the U.S. Therefore, Turkish officials carried on a diplomatic



offensive to secure a military commitment from the U.S. In doing so, they distanced

themselves from neutrality and became an institutional ally of the U.S. in 1952.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

“Peace at home, peace at world!” said Ataturk in 1931, the leader of the new
Turkish Republic.' He based the foreign policy of the new Turkish Republic on this
motto. Under his leadership, the Republic established good relations with other countries
in the world, signing friendship and neutrality treaties with several of them. However,
World War Il was a significant challenge for Turkish officials. They could have followed
the path of the Italians and Germans, and sought to regain the territories they had lost
during World War 1, or stayed neutral. Rather than irredentism, they chose neutrality
because another war could have ravaged the country, which was still recovering from
World War 1. The end of World War Il brought a sudden and major shift in Turkish
foreign policy. Turkey, leaving its neutral foreign policy, pursued an active alliance with
the U.S.-led West. So why did Turkey abandon its longtime neutral foreign policy at the
end of World War 11?

Many historical accounts address Turkish-American relations. They are primarily
surveys, however, which only superficially examine the specifics of Turkish-American
relations. These surveys generally detail how the U.S. had only missionary interests in the
Ottoman Empire in the nineteenth century and how it formed a strategic alliance with

Turkey in the late 1940s.? There are a few historical accounts that closely examine the

! Selim Deringil, Turkish Foreign Policy during the Second World War: an ‘active’ neutrality (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1989), 3.

? Nasuh Uslu, The Turkish-American Relationship Between 1947 and 2003: The History of A Distinctive
Alliance (New York: Nova Science, 2003); Nur Bilge Criss, Selcuk Esenbel, Tony Greenwood, and Louis
Mazzari, eds., American Turkish Encounters, 1830-1989 (New Castle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing,
2011); Mustafa Aydin and Cagri Erhan, eds., Turkish-American Relations: Past, Present and Future (New
York: Routledge, 2004); George S. Harris, Troubled Alliance: Turkish-American Problems in Historical
Perspective, 1945-1971 (Washington, DC: American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 1972).
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neutrality of Turkey. These accounts explain how and why Turkey wanted to stay neutral
until 1945. They argue that Turkish leaders, who experienced World War |, did not want
to lead the country into another destructive war. Although these works explain the
Turkish motives to remain neutral, they do not cover why Turkey opted to actively align,
and indeed seek a formal alliance, with the U.S.-led West at the end of the war.®

Some accounts examine why Turkey sought an alliance with the U.S. They
explore how Josef Stalin, the Soviet Premier, pressured Turkey to give the Moscow
regime bases on the Dardanelle Straits and how the Soviet threat forced Turkey to seek
assistance from the U.S. Yet, these accounts specifically focus on the Turkish Straits
question and only address Turkey’s search for U.S. diplomatic support in 1945-1946.* In
addition to the Dardanelle Straits question, one historian focuses on Turkey’s geographic
location in U.S. strategic thinking. He succeeds in explaining what role strategy played in
Turkey’s admission into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). But he does
not look at the Turkish side and how Turkey sought diplomatic and economic assistance,
and later a military commitment, from the U.S.°

| argue that the Soviet threat played a major role in the shift from neutrality to

active alliance, but Turkey’s search for economic aid and a military commitment both

* Edward Weisband, Turkish Foreign Policy 1943-1945 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1973);
Selim Deringil, Turkish Foreign Policy During the Second World War: an ‘active’ neutrality (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1989).

* Bruce Robellet Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East: Great Power Conflict and
Diplomacy in Iran, Turkey, and Greece (Princeton, NJ: 1980); Harry N. Howard, Turkey, the Straits and U.S.
Policy (Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins University, 1974); Anthony R. De Luca, “Soviet-American Politics and
the Turkish Straits,” Political Science Quarterly 92 (Fall 1977), 503-24; David J. Alvarez, Bureaucracy and
Cold War Diplomacy: The United States and Turkey, 1943-1946 (Thessaloniki: Institute for Balkan Studies,
1980).

> Melvyn P. Leffler, “Strategy, Diplomacy, and the Cold War: The United States, Turkey, and NATO, 1945-
1952,” Journal of American History 71 (March 1985), 807-825.



accelerated and intensified the shift. The Soviet efforts to obtain bases in the Turkish
Straits forced Turkey to leave its neutral foreign policy and seek an active alliance with
the U.S. In seeking U.S. diplomatic support, Turkish officials judged that only a stronger
ally could help Turkey repel the Soviet threat. Not only diplomatic support, but also
economic assistance and military commitment did Turkey seek from the U.S. The U.S.
included Turkey in the Truman Doctrine, but the military assistance provided did not
quench the Turkish thirst for aid. Beginning with the Truman Doctrine, Turkish officials
realized that they could use the Soviet threat to obtain more aid. In considering that
diplomatic support and economic assistance were not formal commitments, the Turks
sought to institutionalize its alliance with the U.S. through a military commitment. In
doing so, they not only wanted to protect their country against the Soviet threat, but also
wished to modernize their army and build new infrastructure. Thus they ended their

longtime neutral foreign policy and pursued an active alliance with the U.S.



CHAPTER 2
THE SOVIET THREAT

Czarist Russia played a role in the fall of the Ottoman Empire beyond that of any
other empire.® Since the seventeenth century, the Russian Empire expanded towards the
Balkans, the Black Sea, and Caucasia by using different methods: waging wars, inciting
Orthodox Christians, and employing Pan-Slavism. Several major defeats against the
Russians accelerated the decline of the Ottoman Empire.” In the late 1690s the Russians
and Austrians defeated the Ottomans, and the Ottomans signed the Treaty of
Constantinople in 1700 to settle disputes with the Russians. In this treaty, the Russians
secured a piece of land on the shore of the Black Sea. In the 1770s the Russians defeated
the Ottomans again. The Ottomans had to sign a humiliating treaty in 1774, the Treaty of
Kucuk Kaynarca. They granted independence to Tatar populations; gave large provinces
to the Russian Empire; paid a huge indemnity to the Russians; and granted the Russians
the right to protect Christians in the Ottoman Empire.®

The Treaty of Kucuk Kaynarca helped the Russians obtain not only territorial,
economic, and political gains, but also concessions regarding the status of the Dardanelle
Straits. Before 1774 the Ottoman Sultan had the absolute authority to decide which

foreign ships could pass. In 1774, however, the Russians obtained the right to move their

® Rifki Salim Burcak, Moskova Gorusmeleri (26 Eylul 1939-16 Ekim 1939) and Dis Politikamiz Uzerindeki
Tesirleri [The Moscow Talks (09.26.1939-10.16.1939) and its Impact on Our Foreign Policy] (Ankara: Gazi
Universitesi, 1983), 4-5.

’ Weisband, Turkish Foreign Policy 1943-1945, 20.

8 Weisband, Turkish Foreign Policy 1943-1945, 23-24.



commercial ships from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean or vice versa.® This
concession also marked the beginning of the Straits Question. After helping the Ottoman
Empire in its war against Napoleon Bonaparte, the Russians convinced the Ottomans to
close the Straits to the ships of other foreign nations in 1805."

The Russians received their greatest concession over the Straits in the Treaty of
Hunkar Iskelesi (1833). In 1831 an Egyptian army defeated the Ottomans in Konya and
the Sultan sought help from the Russian Czar. After restoring order with the help of the
Russians, the Ottomans signed the Treaty of Hunkar Iskelesi, which opened the Straits to
Russian warships while closing it to those of other powers.™ Since this concession
challenged the balance of power in Europe, nations such as Great Britain, Prussia, and
Austria opposed this treaty. Therefore, when the treaty expired in 1841, these nations,
including the Ottoman and Russian Empires, signed the Treaty of London, which closed
the Straits to all warships.*?

As much as did territorial expansion, control of the Dardanelle Straits, the only
outlet from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean, became an issue between the Ottoman
and Russian Empires. While the Ottoman Empire wanted to limit the passage of ships
through the Dardanelle Straits, the Russians generally wanted to move their ships freely
and prevent the passage of warships of non-Black Sea powers. After Russia’s last attempt

to take control of the Straits in World War 1, the two nations reached a rapprochement.

° Feridun Cemal Erkin, Turk-Sovyet lliskileri ve Bogazlar Meselesi [Turk-Soviet Relations and the Straits
Question] (Ankara: Basnur Matbaasi, 1968), 22.

10 Erkin, Turk-Sovyet lliskileri ve Bogazlar Meselesi, 23.
™ Alva rez, Bureaucracy and Cold War Diplomacy, 32; Erkin, Turk-Sovyet lliskileri ve Bogazlar Meselesi, 26.

12 Erkin, Turk-Sovyet lliskileri ve Bogazlar Meselesi, 28-29.



The Bolsheviks, who toppled the Czar in 1917, denied all secret treaties the Czar had
signed before the war. At the same time, Ataturk, disappointed with the failure of
Wilsonian internationalism, sought help from the Soviets in order to fight against British,
French, and Italian occupiers.'® Although the USSR was a communist state, Ataturk still
wanted to establish good relations with the Soviets. He sent a diplomatic corps to
Moscow which aimed to get arms, money and other forms of support. Between 1919 and
1922, Turkey received a large number of arms and ammunition, and also a huge amount
of gold from the Soviet Union.** This assistance facilitated the victory of the Turks over
the occupiers.

The Soviet Union also supported Turkey diplomatically at the Lausanne
Conference, which was convened to discuss the new Turkish peace treaty in 1923."
Georgy Chicherin, the Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs, claimed that the Straits
should be open to all commercial ships; should be closed to all warships; and Turkey
should be able to militarize the Straits area. Great Britain and other participants opposed

this proposal. They asserted that the Straits should be open to all warships and should be

3 Both the Central Powers and Allies ended wartime hostilities in 1918 with the hope that peace would
be based on Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points. The twelfth point of the Fourteen Points noted that the
Turkish parts of the Ottoman Empire would remain under the rule of the Turks. Ataturk hoped that the
end of World War | would bring a peace in line with this point. Yet, his hope was not realized. The Paris
Peace Conference failed to provide a peace based on the Fourteen Points and instead Great Powers such
as Britain and France began to occupy different parts of Asia Minor in 1919.

" Ekavi Athanassopoulou, Turkey-Anglo-American Security Interests 1945-1952 (London: Frank Cass,
1999), 2.

> At Paris Peace Conference, the Great Powers prepared the Turkish peace treaty, the Treaty of Sevres.
The Istanbul Government, under the leadership of the Sultan, signed it in 1920. However, the Ankara
Government, under the leadership of Ataturk, did not accept this treaty because it did not provide self-
determination to the Turks and instead led the British, French, and Italians to occupy different parts of
Asia Minor. After waging a successful war against the occupiers, the Ankara Government managed to
replace the Treaty of Sevres with the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923.



demilitarized. Chicherin stressed that the Straits should be under the sole control of the
Turks, while others suggested that an international Straits Committee should maintain the
control of the Straits. Although the Soviet delegation showed a strong pro-Turkish
position at the Conference, the Turks had to yield to the British demands in order to
secure the much-needed peace.'® Any friction between the British and Turks might
trigger new hostilities in Asia Minor, which would further ravage Turkey. Therefore, the
Turks made some compromises with regard to the status of the Straits. The Straits
became demilitarized; they were open to all warships but with several limitations; and
they remained under the control of an international body named the Straits Committee.
The good relations between Turkey and the Soviet Union reached their peak in
1925. That year the two nations signed a treaty of friendship and neutrality. Three articles
comprised this treaty. The first article stated that each side promised to be neutral in case
one of them was attacked. This article assured them that the Soviet southern flank and
Turkish eastern flank would be free of aggression in case of a war. The second article
noted that each side pledged not to attack the other. This article was the most important
one in the treaty because it guaranteed the friendly relations between two nations. The
last article stipulated that each side would not be a part of any alliance which was hostile
to the other side.'” Due to this treaty, the Turks did not consider Russian imperialism as

the primary threat until 1945.

16 Erkin, Turk-Sovyet lliskileri ve Bogazlar Meselesi, 55-56; Kamuran Gurun, Turk-Sovyet lliskileri 1920-1953
[Turkish-Soviet Relations 1920-1953] (Ankara: TTK Basimevi, 2010), 96-97.

7 Ali Suat Bilge, Guc Komsuluk: Turkiye Sovyetler Birligi lliskileri 1920-1964 [Troubled Relations: Turkish-
Soviet Relations, 1920-1964] (Ankara: Turkiye Is Bankasi Yayinlari, 1992), 99.



Soviet-Turkish relations began to sour in 1936. In that year, Turkey declared that
it was not content with the international and demilitarized status of the Straits. Since
Italian and Japanese aggression broke down the collective security under the League of
Nations, Turkey demanded other nations to convene at Montreux to modify the status of
the Straits.'® At the Montreux Convention, there was a drastic shift in the Soviet behavior
compared to that of the Lausanne Conference. At Lausanne, the Soviets had proposed
that the Straits should be closed to all warships. At the Montreux Convention, they
argued that the Straits should be open to the warships of Black Sea nations while closed
to the warships of non-Black Sea powers. Yet, Turkey wanted to restrict the passage of
the warships of Black Sea powers with a tonnage limit and the permission of Turkey.™
British, French, and Turks rejected the Soviet demands at Montreux, but these demands
revealed that the Soviets wanted to have a say in the status of the Straits. On June 22,
1936, Maxim Litnvinov, the Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs, even proposed a
Turkish-Soviet alliance to defend the Straits.?

The Soviet demands concerning the status of the Straits became clearer when the
Turks approached the Soviet Union to sign an assistance pact in 1939. In the 1930s, the
major threat for Turkey was Italian expansionism in the Mediterranean. Therefore, the
Turks tried to sign assistance pacts with the British and French on the one side, and the

Soviets on the other. Vladimir Potemkin, the Assistant Soviet Commissar for Foreign

® Howard, Turkey, the Straits and U.S. Policy, 130.
19 Erkin, Turk-Sovyet lliskileri ve Bogazlar Meselesi, 73-74.

2% Gurun, Turk-Sovyet llisklileri 1920-1953, 151-153.



Affairs, invited the Turks to Moscow to discuss the terms and conditions of a pact.”*
Although the invitation came from the Soviet Union, the behavior of the Soviets was not
diplomatic. During the talks, they sought to dictate the terms of a possible assistance pact.
They claimed that they could sign an assistance pact only if the Turks agreed to make
modifications in the Treaty of Montreux, the treaty that had determined the status of the
Straits in 1936.

The Russians wanted two major modifications in the treaty. First, Turkey and the
Soviet Union would cooperate and decide together whether the warships of non-Black
Sea nations would be able to pass through the Straits in the time of war and peace.
Second, Turkey and the Soviet Union could not change the status of the Straits before
consulting and getting each other’s permission.?? These demands revealed that the
Soviets wanted to have control over decisions relating to the Straits. Because of the
demands, the talks failed, and the Turks never signed an assistance pact with the Soviets.
Instead, they signed the Anglo-Franco-Turkish Treaty on October 19, 1939. Under this
treaty, French and British assured their assistance in case of an attack against Turkey
while Turkey promised to be neutral in an aggression against French and British.

By 1945 the perception of threat in Turkey had already started to change. At the
Montreux Convention in 1936, the Soviets provided a hint of their interest in having joint
control over the Straits. At the Moscow talks in 1939, in exchange for an assistance pact,
they demanded modifications in the Treaty of Montreux giving them the power to decide

which warships would be able to pass through the Straits. In 1940, they expressed their

2 Burcak, Moskova Gorusmeleri (26 Eylul 1939-16 Ekim 1939), 67.

2 Bilge, Guc Komsuluk, 139.



desire to obtain bases over the Straits during the German-Soviet talks to sign a non-
aggression pact, and the Germans divulged the Soviet demand to the Turks just after they
attacked the Soviets in 1941. All these Soviet initiatives perturbed Turkish security
concerns. In 1942, in his first official conversation with the U.S. Ambassador Laurence
A. Steinhardt, Ismet Inonu, the Turkish President, warned Steinhardt that if the Soviet
Union triumphed in World War 11, the Soviets would try to expand towards Europe and
the Middle East and obtain bases over the Straits.?® The total defeat of Germany could
encourage the Soviets to fill the power vacuum in Europe.

In 1945 the Soviets made their first move to change the status of the Straits. At
the Yalta Conference in February, Stalin argued that the Montreux Treaty was outmoded
and that the Japanese played a greater role than the Soviet Union in the Straits. He added
that the Turks had the right to close the Straits if they felt that there was a threat of war.
For him, this situation was impossible to accept. Stalin explained, “Turkey had a hand on
Russia’s throat.” Yet, he asserted that any revision “should be done in a way that it would
not harm the legitimate interests of Turkey.”?* Both Churchill and President Franklin D.
Roosevelt agreed with Stalin. The protocol at Yalta Conference stated that at the next
meeting of the three Foreign Secretaries to be held in London, they would consider
proposals which the Soviet Government would make regarding the status of the Straits.”

Stalin’s demands at Yalta marked the beginning of a tense year for Turkey.

2 Weisband, Turkish Foreign Policy 1943-1945, 45-46.

** “Seventh Plenary Meeting,” 10 February 1945, Foreign Relations of the United States: Conferences at

Malta and Yalta, 1945 [hereafter FRUS] (Washington, D.C: Government Printing Office, 1955), 903-904.

2> “Protocol of Proceedings,” 11 February 1945, FRUS: Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 1945, 982.
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While American and British officials were waiting for Soviet proposals regarding
the status of the Straits, the Soviets tried to solve the problem unilaterally. On March 19,
1945, the Soviets denounced the friendship treaty of 1925 between Turkey and the Soviet
Union. This treaty had assured that the two sides would not attack each other and would
not participate in any alliance which was hostile to the other side. The Soviets and Turks
had extended this treaty three times. The last time extension, signed on November 7,
1935, was for ten years. If neither side denounced it six months before its expiration, the
treaty automatically would be valid for two more years.?® Given the tense situation in
1945, Turkish diplomats expected that the Soviets might denounce the treaty in the first
week of May 1945. Consequently, it came no surprise for the Turkish side when the
Soviets did just that.”” Turkish security concerns were no less intense, however, because
its eastern border was now significantly more vulnerable to possible Soviet aggression.

Further, the way the Soviets made this denunciation was a big surprise for the
Turks. The Soviets did not send a formal note to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
Turkey. Instead, they simply handed a statement to Selim Sarper, the Turkish
Ambassador in Moscow. Sarper had arranged to return to Turkey for consultation. Before
his return, he visited the People’s Commissar of Foreign Affairs of USSR, V. M.
Molotov. Molotov handed him a statement for transmission to the Government of

Turkish Republic. This statement declared that due to drastic changes which took place

?® Metin Toker, Turkiye Uzerinde 1945 Kabusu [The Nightmare of 1945 on Turkey] (Ankara: Akis Yayinlari,
1971), 5.

%7 Gurun, Turk-Sovyet llisklileri 1920-1953, 270-271.
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during World War 11, the Soviet-Turkish Treaty of 1925 was outdated and required
serious improvement.?®

The Turkish Government took the first initiative to sign a new friendship treaty
with the Soviets. On April 4, 1945, it replied that Turkey was ready to make a new
friendship treaty that would better serve the interests of both countries, and it offered to
examine any Soviet proposals carefully and with good-will. The Turks believed strongly
that further proposals or initiatives should come from the Soviets. Despite this belief,
however, they fell into the Soviets’ trap. When Sarper was in Ankara, he had
conservations with Sergei Vinogradov, the Soviet Ambassador in Ankara. Vinogradov
convinced the Turks that Moscow would act reasonably if the Turks approached the
Soviets with a proposal.”®

Vinogradov’s friendly behavior was a Soviet tactic to lure the Turks to agree to
bilateral talks and solve the Straits issue without the participation of the other members of
the Big Three. The war in Europe ended in May 1945, and the disagreement between the
Soviet Union and the U.S. over the postwar world already strained the Grand Alliance. If
the Soviet Union tried to solve the Straits issue in an international conference, Great
Britain and the U.S. might have rejected its desire to obtain bases over the Turkish
Straits. However, in a bilateral negotiation with Turkey, the Soviet Union could obtain

concessions over the status of the Straits in exchange for a new friendship treaty. It could

%% The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Harriman) to the Secretary of State, 21 March 1945, FRUS, 1945,
Vol. 8 (Washington, D.C: GPO, 1969), 1219-1220.

2 Weisband, Turkish Foreign Policy 1943-1945, 306; Gurun, Turk-Sovyet Ilisklileri 1920-1953, 278.
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also dictate its terms to Turkey without the objection of Great Britain and the U.S., and
present the British and Americans with a fait accompli.®

In June, Turkish apprehensions came true. After having a friendly and an
encouraging conversation with Vinogradov in Ankara, Sarper approached Molotov in
order to inquire about conditions the Soviets required in order to negotiate a new
friendship treaty with Turkey. Molotov claimed that the Turks and Soviets should revise
the Turkish-Soviet Treaty of 1921 because the Soviets signed that treaty under duress. In
revising it, Turkey should cede the provinces of Kars and Ardahan, Turkey’s easternmost
territories, to the Soviet Union. Moreover, he asserted that the Soviets wanted to build a
military base on the Turkish Straits and establish joint-control with Turkey over the
Straits.>! The Turks replied that they could not give any bases and cede any territories
under any condition. Moreover, Turkey and the Soviet Union could not solely discuss the
revision of the Montreux Treaty because it was an international treaty.*

When Churchill raised the question of the Turkish Straits at the Potsdam
Conference in July 1945, Stalin reiterated the Soviet position and demanded bases on the
Straits. Churchill argued that it was necessary to revise the Treaty of Montreux so that
Soviet warships could freely pass through the Turkish Straits. Yet, he claimed that
Turkey would never agree to give bases and agree to joint-control. Referring to the

treaties of 1804 and 1833, Molotov replied that similar treaties existed between Turkey

30 Toker, Turkiye Uzerinde 1945 Kabusu, 17-18.

*! The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary of State, 14 June 1945, FRUS, 1945,
Vol. 8, 1234-1235; Weisband, Turkish Foreign Policy 1943-1945, 315; Jamil Hasanli, Stalin and the Turkish
Crisis of the Cold War 1945-1953 (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2011), ix.

% Gurun, Turk-Sovyet llisklileri 1920-1953, 287.
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and Russia. Stalin, Churchill, and President Harry S. Truman agreed to revise the
Montreux Treaty, but they could not find a common ground under which they could do
it.>® Therefore, the Potsdam protocol stated that since the Montreux Treaty failed to meet
present conditions, it should be revised. Accordingly, the three governments agreed that
they would initiate direct conversations with the Turkish Government.**

The persistent Soviet demands and American inaction concerned Turkey. On
August 24, 1945, Huseyin Ragip Baydur, the Turkish Ambassador in Washington,
expressed this anxiety to George Allen, the Deputy Director of the Office of Near Eastern
and African Affairs. Baydur claimed: “Several things have happened during recent
months which...seem to indicate a lessening American interest in Turkish affairs and
even some letdown in American support for Turkey.”*> For more than two hours, he tried
to convince Allen that Russia would consider any indication of disinterest on the part of
the United States in Turkish affairs a green light to do whatever it desired.

Baydur’s remarks were to no avail. The American note, offered in accordance
with the Potsdam protocol, did not satisfy the security concerns of the Turks. The second
article of the proposal stated that the Straits should be open to the warships of the Black
Sea powers while the third article denied the passage of the warships of non-Black Sea

powers except for an agreed limited tonnage in time of peace.*® Turkish officials

Busixth Plenary Meeting,” 22 July 1945, FRUS: The Conference of Berlin, 1945, Vol. 2 (Washington, D.C:
GPO, 1960), 256-259.

*The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson), 9 August 1945, FRUS, 1945, Vol. 8, 1236-
1237.

% “Memorandum of Conversation by the Deputy Director of the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs

(Allen),” 24 August 1945, FRUS, 1945, Vol. 8, 1239-1240.

*The Secreta ry of State to the Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson), 30 October 1945, FRUS, 1945, Vol. 8, 1265.
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considered that this article would “turn the Black Sea into a Russian naval base from
which the Soviet Navy could make hit and run expeditions into the Mediterranean
without danger of pursuit.”*" The lack of American interest in the Straits issue increased

the security concerns of the Turks.

*' The British Embassy to the Department of State, 5 November 1945, FRUS, 1945, Vol. 8, 1273.
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CHAPTER 3
SEEKING DIPLOMATIC SUPPORT, 1946

At the end of World War 11, Turkey abandoned its neutral foreign policy and
established closer ties with the American-led West. The Soviet threat played a major role
in this shift. As the Soviets pursued their Czarist-like imperialism, the Turks reverted to
their Ottoman foreign policy, which was to find a more powerful ally against its external
threat. This policy helped the Turks not only keep the balance of power in the region but
also to defend their country against a foreign invasion. In the same vein, Turkish officials
sought U.S. diplomatic assistance in order to protect their country against the Soviet
threat. In 1946, they managed to repel that threat by obtaining U.S. diplomatic support.

Turkish attempts to garner American diplomatic support did not yield any results
in the first half of 1946. American officials pledged only their verbal support. In January
1946, James Byrnes, the Secretary of State, received Hasan Saka, the Turkish Foreign
Minister. Saka talked about the apprehension the Turkish Government felt regarding the
recent Soviet demands for Kars and Ardahan, Turkish easternmost territories, and bases
on the Straits. Byrnes only assured him that the United Nations Organization was ready
to solve this kind of problems and thus the Turks did not have to worry about the
Soviets.*® Saka also approached Edwin Wilson, the American Ambassador in Ankara,
and inquired as to the position of the U.S. Government on the Straits issue. Wilson did
not go beyond saying that the Straits question was related to world peace and security,

and the U.S. Government had “deepest interest” in it.%

% The Secretary of State to the Acting Secretary of State, 18 January 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7
(Washington, D.C: GPO, 1969), 809-810.

** The Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson) to the Secretary of State, 31 January 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7, 812.
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Failing to secure U.S. diplomatic assistance in the first half of 1946, Turkey
sought to stay under the radar in order not to provoke the Soviet Union. Therefore, it
attempted to restrain anti-Soviet news in the Turkish media. For this purpose, Sukru
Saracoglu, the Turkish Prime Minister at the time, warned journalists not to launch any
anti-Soviet campaign. For example, in early January he sent a note telling the Turkish
press to “avoid giving offense to the Soviet Union.” Just a few days after this note,
Vinogradov warned Turkish officials about articles such as “Machiavelism now
Molotovism” and “Stalin is doing what Hitler did” in the Turkish press. In order to
prevent such warnings, Saracoglu asked Turkish journalists again to maintain a
“restrained and moderate attitude toward Russia.”*°

The American warship U.S.S. Missouri’s visit to Turkey encouraged the Turks to
think that the U.S. had an interest in the Straits issue. On January 25, 1946, Dean
Acheson, the Acting Secretary of State, suggested that the remains of Mehmet Munir
Ertegun, the late Turkish Ambassador in the U.S., be sent to Turkey as a courtesy.
Truman agreed with Acheson. For the delivery, U.S. officials chose the U.S.S. Missouri,
which arrived in Istanbul in April 1946. Whereas many historians have depicted this visit
as sending a signal to the USSR, new evidence strongly suggests that it was just a
diplomatic gesture to pay respect to the family of the late ambassador. The U.S. chose a

warship for the delivery because there was a shortage of cruisers in the Atlantic, not

because it sought to use the Missouri as veiled threat.**

** The Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson) to the Secretary of State, 15 January 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7, 808-
809; The Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson) to the Secretary of State, 11 March 1946, FRUS, Vol. 7, 1946,
818.

** Gul Inanc and Suhnaz Yilmaz, “Gunboat Diplomacy: Turkey, U.S.A. and the Advent of the Cold War,”
Middle Eastern Studies 48:3 (April 2012), 405.
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Although the evidence indicates that the U.S. did not aim to send a signal to the
Soviet Union and Turkey through the U.S.S. Missouri visit, the Turks interpreted it as just
that: a symbol of American support directed against the Soviets. They enthusiastically
welcomed the U.S.S. Missouri. They draped the Maiden’s Tower (Kiz Kulesi), a small
tower, in the Bosporus with a banner “Welcome Missouri.” They distributed 30,000
packages of cigarettes which carried the name of the ship “Missouri” on the cover.*?
Inonu defined the visit as a demonstration of Turkish-American friendship while
Saracoglu stressed that the U.S. would protect Turkey against any Soviet aggression.*?

Because of rapidly changing conditions, the Turks received that assistance only
months later. In August 1946 the Soviets sent their long-expected note to Turkey, the
U.S., and Great Britain. In it, the Soviets reiterated their position over the status of the
Straits. They claimed that the regime of the Straits, established at the Montreux
Convention in 1936, did not assure the security concerns of the Black Sea nations. In
order to justify their claim, they argued that the Turks violated the Montreux Treaty of
1936 by letting the warships of Axis Powers pass through the Straits.** Therefore, they
wanted the regime of the Straits to be modified to meet the security concerns of the

Soviet Union. The Soviets consequently presented five principles to revise the regime of

*? Inac and Yilmaz, “Gunboat Diplomacy: Turkey, U.S.A. and the Advent of the Cold War,” 406.
3 Hasanli, Stalin and the Turkish Crisis of the Cold War 1945-1953, 202-203.

* This claim was highly problematic because Turkey did not intentionally allow the passage of Axis
warships through the Straits. The Treaty of Montreux limited the passage of warships through the Straits
by tonnage and the permission of Turkey. However, during World War Il, several German and Italian
warships were able to pass through the Straits without Turkey’s permission. Germans and Italians claimed
that these ships were not warships but “commercial” vessels. Since Turkey did not have the right to
examine commercial ships and limit their passage under the treaty, it did not know that these
“commercial” ships were actually warships and thus permitted their passage. This was the case the
Soviets referred in their note.
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the Straits. The first three articles were similar to those of the U.S. note sent in November
1945. Yet, the crux of the matter emerged in the last two articles. In the fourth article, the
Soviets stated that the regime of the Straits should be under the control of Turkey and
other Black Sea powers. The last article stipulated that Turkey and the Soviet Union
would “organize joint means of defense” to protect the Straits.*

The Soviet persistence to obtain joint-control with Turkey over the Straits worried
the Turks again. As soon as Inonu received the Soviet note, he convened his council of
foreign affairs. The council decided that it was unacceptable for the Turks to give bases
and joint-control over the Straits to the Soviet Union. Inonu judged that any concessions
over the Straits would lead the Soviet Union to seek more concessions from Turkey, and
that Turkey, remaining isolated in the international arena, would have to yield to these
potential Soviet demands such as ceding some territories. Therefore, Turkey should not
yield any concessions over the Straits to the Soviet Union. Inonu also stressed that the
U.S. decision over the Straits issue was very important for Turkish officials.*®

Turkish officials not only convened the council of foreign affairs, but they also
approached British and American diplomats to seek their diplomatic support. In his
conversation with David Kelly, the British Ambassador in Ankara, Hasan Saka, the
Turkish Foreign Minister, noted that the Turks did not want to reply to the Soviet note

before learning the views of United States and British Governments.*’ He also stressed

* The Soviet Charge (Orekhov) to the Acting Secretary of State, 7 August 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7, 827-
829.

1 Toker, Turkiye Uzerinde 1945 Kabusu, 105.

* The Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson) to the Secretary of State, 8 August 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7, 829-
830.
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that Turkey was ready to participate in an international conference to revise the Treaty of
Montreux (1936) as long as participants respected its sovereignty and independence. He
pointed out that U.S. participation in this conference was extremely important for
Turkey.® Since Turkish officials wanted to receive American and British opinions on the
Soviet note, they neither replied the Soviet note quickly nor rushed to talk to Soviet
officials as they did in 1945.

In August 1946, U.S. officials began to pay more attention to Turkish affairs. As
late as February 21, 1946, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) warned that the U.S. should not
get involved in Near Eastern affairs because that region was geographically far away.
Yet, the delayed withdrawal of Soviet troops from Iran, the civil war between the Greek
Government and communists in Greece, and Stalin’s demands for bases over the Straits
had already started to change U.S. strategic thinking.*® U.S. officials discussed the
Turkish inquiry about the Soviet note “at highest levels.” The Departments of State, War,
and Navy prepared a memorandum and President Truman agreed to “pursue it to the
end.”

This memorandum revealed the drastic shift in U.S. foreign policy toward the
Soviet Union and Turkey. It stated that the Soviet Union aimed to take control of not only
the Straits, but also of Turkey. If the Soviet Union succeeded, it would be very difficult to

prevent Soviet expansion toward the Middle East. By dominating the region, the Soviet

*® The Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson) to the Secretary of State, 9 August 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7, 833-
834.

9 Melvyn P. Leffler, A Preponderance of Power: National Security, the Truman Administration, and the
Cold War (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992), 71-81. Walter LaFeber, America, Russia, and the
Cold War 1945-1996, gt ed., (New York: The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc., 1997), 35-41. Kuniholm, The
Origins of the Cold War in the Near East, 212.
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Union could control Middle East oil, which was a strategic material for the reconstruction
of the European economy. Therefore, U.S. officials argued that they should support
Turkey in case of a Soviet attack. This policy indicated the change in U.S. foreign policy.
Prior to August 1946, the U.S. did not want to get involved in the Near Eastern affairs
and hoped that diplomatic talks could help Turkey and the Soviet Union solve the Straits
question. Yet, in August 1946, U.S. officials realized that unless they got tough with the
Soviets, the Soviets would not stop pressuring Turkey. At the end of the memorandum,
U.S. officials noted that if the United Nations (UN) failed to stop any Soviet aggression,
the U.S. would be willing to “join other nations in meeting armed aggression by the force
of American arms.”*

In response to the Turkish inquiry about the Soviet note, U.S. officials reiterated
their position presented in their note to Turkey in 1945. They pointed out that the regime
of the Straits was an international matter; it was unacceptable to give joint means of
defense over the Straits to the Soviet Union; and the U.S. was ready to participate in any
international conference. In addition to this formal note, Acheson suggested to Edwin
Wilson, the American Ambassador in Ankara, that the Turks have a “reasonable, but
firm, attitude” in replying to the Soviet Government.” This reply encouraged Turkish
officials to take a firm stand against the Soviet demands. While refuting any deliberate
violation of the Montreux Treaty (1936), Turkish officials noted that they were ready to

discuss the first three articles of the Soviet note in an international conference and that

the fourth and fifth articles were not acceptable because they violated their sovereignty.

* The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of State, 15 August 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7, 840-842.

>t The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Turkey, 16 August 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7, 843-
844,
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In their note to the Soviet Union, the Turks agreed to participate in an
international conference to discuss the regime of the Straits. This accommodating gesture
was not sufficient for the Soviet Union. On September 24, 1946, the Soviets presented a
second note to the Turks regarding the revision of the Straits regime. This note repeated
the Turkish violations of the Montreux Treaty during World War 1l. In condemning
Turkey for its violations, the Soviets wanted to prove that the current Straits regime did
not meet the security concerns of the Soviet Union. In the note, they also demanded
“preliminary direct negotiations between Turks and Soviets.” This demand showed that
the Soviets still wanted to solve the Straits issue unilaterally. Americans and British could
refuse the Soviet demands in an international conference and thus the Soviets would have
trouble in forcing Turkey to accept their demands over the Straits. Before replying to the
note, the Turks wanted to receive British and American views again.*?

The United States took a firm stance against the second Soviet note. Although the
Soviets did not send their second note to the U.S. as they did in the first one, U.S.
officials felt the need to respond to it to stop the Soviet pressure over Turkey. They
reiterated their position that the status of the Straits was an international matter. They
argued that Turkey should “continue to be primarily responsible for the defense of the
Straits.” They proposed that if an aggressor attacked the Straits, the Security Council of
the United Nations would be responsible for their defense.>® The American response
pleased Huseyin Ragip Baydur, the Turkish Ambassador in Washington. He found the

note “short and to the point.” He also noted that he would suggest his government to keep

2 The Charge in Turkey (Bursley) to the Secretary of State, 26 September 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7, 860.

>3 The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Smith), 8 October 1946, FRUS,
1946, Vol. 7, 874-875.
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the Turkish reply precise and concise.>* In their response on October 18, 1946, the Turks
denied the Soviet accusations about the violation of the Monreux Treaty and stated that
they were ready to discuss the first three articles of the Soviet note in an international

conference.

>* Memorandum of Conversation by the Assistant Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs (Jernegan),
11 October 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7, 876.

23



CHAPTER 4
ECONOMIC AND MILIARY AID, 1946-1947

The Soviet Union did not send another note to Turkey, and ceased to pressure
Turkey in the fall of 1946. Nevertheless, during this time, economic problems rose to
surface in the country. Turkey’s military had been mobilized since 1939. Although World
War Il had ended, Turkey continued to keep its armed forces mobilized because of the
Soviet pressure. Maintaining a large military caused serious economic problems in the
country. Since the Turkish Congress allocated one-third of its yearly budget on defense,
Turkey could not finance its economic development.> Thus, Turkey began to seek
economic and military assistance from the U.S. in 1946 in order to build new
infrastructure and modernize its military. The search for U.S. economic and military aid
accelerated the shift from neutral foreign policy to active alliance.

In April 1945 Turkey presented a proposal to the Department of State to increase
economic and commercial relations between the United States and Turkey. In this note,
Turkish officials requested $500 million credit from the United States at 2.3 % interest
rate to finance the industrialization of the country.®® Yet, Turkey received only five
percent of its request, 25 million dollars, from the Export-Import Bank. Feridun Cemal
Erkin, the Secretary General of Foreign Office, approached Wilson to inquire why

Turkey received such a small amount of credit. Wilson explained that the bank had

>> The defense spending in 1947 amounted 380 million liras, which was worth of 135 million dollars. One
dollar equaled 2.8 liras.

** The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson), 18 October 1945, FRUS, 1945, Vol. 8,
1309-1310.
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limited lending power; war ravaged-countries needed money more than Turkey did; and
Turkey had “favorable economic and foreign exchange position.””’

This explanation did not end Turkish requests for additional loans. On November
7, 1946, Recep Peker, the Turkish Prime Minister who replaced Sukru Saracoglu in
August 1946, told Wilson that a credit of $25 million was not sufficient to fulfill such
vital projects as “communications, transport needs, agricultural and mineral
development” in the country. He inquired whether Turkey could obtain an additional
credit from the Export-Import Bank. He expressed his hope that the U.S. could help
Turkey secure an additional credit from that bank and stated that an additional credit
“would be great material and moral assistance to the Turkish Government and people.”®

The Turkish Government also requested military assistance from the United
States. Although Turkey wanted arms and military equipment, the U.S. was not willing to
provide them. In a telegram to Wilson, Acheson explained the reasons. He acknowledged
the value of meeting Turkish requests for arms and military equipment. Yet, he claimed
that if the U.S. supplied arms and military equipment to Turkey, it could appear as if the
U.S. was maintaining a “provocative policy with regard to the Soviet Union.” Therefore,
he judged that it would be better if Great Britain supplied military materials to Turkey.

He asked Wilson to “discourage the Turks from asking for arms and military equipment

from the U.S.” and direct them to the British Government.>®

*’ The Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson) to the Secretary of State, 27 June 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7, 910.

*% The Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson) to the Secretary of State, 8 November 1946, FRUS, 1946, Vol. 7,
915-916.

*° The Under Secretary of State (Acheson) to the Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson), 8 November 1946, FRUS,
1946, Vol. 7, 916-917.

25



But Great Britain was not able to provide economic and military aid to either
Turkey or Greece in 1947. World War II caused Great Britain to lose “two-thirds of its
exports, one half of its overseas investments, and one-fourth of its financial reserves.” In
addition to the financial wreckage, one of the harshest winters in decades and a fuel
shortage hit Great Britain in that year, producing a severe fuel shortage.®

In February 1947 Great Britain presented two aide-memoires to the Department
of State in which it requested the United States to assume the responsibility of providing
military and economic assistance to Greece and Turkey. The aide-memoire on Greece
stated that Greece needed immediate assistance to overcome the civil war. The aide-
memoire on Turkey noted that the Turkish Armed Forces could not resist an aggression
effectively and that the Turkish military needed advice on how to improve the
organization and training. As to the financial situation, it pointed out that Turkey had a
fair amount of foreign exchange in its reserve but it would not be able to finance its long-
term industrial development.®

These two notes changed the strategic thinking of U.S. officials. In 1946 U.S.
officials did not want to get involved in Near Eastern affairs directly and wanted the
British to supply arms and military equipment to Greece and Turkey. Yet, in 1947, they
argued that the U.S. should extend aid to Greece and Turkey because the British
withdrawal from the region would cause a power vacuum in the Near East. This vacuum
could encourage the Soviets to move into the region; control the Middle East oil which

was essential to Western Europe; and expand their sphere of influence. In his statement to

60 Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East, 406.

®1 The British Embassy to the Department of State, 21 February 1947, FRUS, 1947, Vol. 5 (Washington,
D.C: GPO, 1971), 35-36.
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Congressional leaders, George C. Marshall, the Secretary of State who replaced James
Byrnes in January 1947, clearly expressed this concern. He claimed that if Greece
became a communist state, Turkey could fall under a communist rule. Moreover, Soviet
domination could reach the Middle East, India, Hungary, Austria, Italy and France.
Marshall stressed that the U.S. should provide military and economic assistance to
Greece and Turkey.®

Truman approved Marshall’s recommendation. On March 12, 1947, he delivered
a speech in a joint session of U.S. Congress, which set his foreign policy known as the
Truman Doctrine. In this speech, he explained the grave situation Greece and Turkey was
facing, and Turkey and Greece’s desire to secure economic and military assistance from
the U.S. He told how World War 1l had ravaged Greece and the civil war was still
threatening the political stability, and how Turkey needed economic aid to revive its
economy and modernize its military. He expressed that Great Britain would not be able to
provide aid to these countries after March 31. Thus, he argued that the U.S. should offer
economic and technical assistance to these countries so that they could “survive as free
nations.” He warned the Congress that the lack of support could cause Greece to fall
under the “control of an armed minority” and the fall of Greece could have an
“immediate and serious” impact on Turkey. At the end of his speech, he asked the
Congress to provide $400 million worth of aid and authorize him to dispatch American

civilian and military personnel to Greece and Turkey.®® Truman’s speech was convincing

2 Memorandum by the Secretary of State to President Truman, 27 February 1947, FRUS, 1947, Vol. 5, 60-
62.

#u.s. Congress, Senate, Legislative Origins of the Truman Doctrine: Hearings Held in Executive Session

Before the Committee on Foreign Relations United States Senate, March-April 1947, 80" Congress, 1%
Session (Washington, D.C: GPO, 1978), vii-xi.
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enough to garner the support of fiscally conservative Republican, and Democratic
Congressmen. The Congress provided $300 million in economic and military aid to
Greece and $100 million in military aid to Turkey.

The military aid provided under the Truman Doctrine helped Turkey modernize
its military and increase its effectiveness. The army acquired heavy defensive ordnance
and vehicles; the air force obtained a number of fighter, trainer, and cargo planes; and the
navy received four submarines and a number of smaller vessels. The aid also helped
Turkey develop several arsenals, and build strategic highways which would give the

Turkish military a better force of mobility. *

#u.s. Congress, House, Assistance to Greece and Turkey: The Second Quarterly Report, go™ Cong., 2"
Session (Washington, D.C: GPO, 1948), 37; U.S. Congress, House, Assistance to Greece and Turkey: The
Fifth Report, 8o™ Cong., 2" Session (Washington, D.C: GPO, 1949), 10.
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CHAPTER 5
SEEKING MORE ECONOMIC AID, 1948-1952

In the second half of 1947, U.S. officials shifted the center of U.S. interest from
the Near East to Europe because of the physical and economic deterioration in Europe.
That deterioration could lead local communist parties to triumph in elections, and that
triumph could increase the Soviet influence in Europe at the expense of the U.S.
Therefore, U.S. officials considered that it was necessary to reconstruct the European
economy. In that regard, Marshall promised to extend aid to Europe to promote economic
recovery in his commencement speech at Harvard University in June 1947. Yet, he stated
that the Europeans themselves should prepare their own recovery plan. He did not
exclude the Soviets from the recovery plan, but the Soviets declined to participate in the
plan because they considered that the plan would enable the U.S. to intervene their
internal affairs.®® Therefore, in response to Marshall’s call, only sixteen non-communist
European countries, including Turkey, met in Paris to prepare the recovery plan in July
1947. In September, the participants completed the plan officially known as the European
Recovery Program (ERP) and sent it to the Department of State.

Compared to Europe, Turkey became less vulnerable to the Soviet threat and
communist subversion in the eyes of U.S. officials because of two reasons. First, there
was not an immediate Soviet threat to the Near East as there had been in 1945 and 1946.
The Soviets ceased to pressure Turkey and withdrew their forces from Iran in 1946; and

the Greek Government was making progress in its struggle against communist rebels.

% Michael Hogan, The Marshall Plan: America, Britain, and the reconstruction of Western Europe (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 51. John Killick, The United States and European Reconstruction,
1945-1960 (Edinburgh: Keele University Press, 1977), 80-93.
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Second, Turkey was economically in a better position compared to most West European
nations. Since it was neutral during World War 11, the war did not ravage the country and
its economy as much as it did in Europe. Turkey also amassed a fair amount of foreign
currency and gold at its reserve thanks to its exports to Germany and Great Britain during
World War Il. Because of these two reasons, U.S. officials considered that Europe was
more vulnerable to the Soviet threat and needed money more than Turkey did. Therefore,
U.S. officials resisted Turkish requests for additional economic assistance after the
Truman Doctrine. In order to overcome this resistance and obtain additional aid, the
Turks exaggerated the Soviet threat by creating an image of an immediate Soviet threat
and stressed the problem of high defense spending in their conversations with U.S.
officials.

The amount Turkey received under the Truman Doctrine did not quench the
Turkish thirst for aid. In September 1947, Necmettin Sadak, the Turkish Foreign Minister
who replaced Hasan Saka that month, talked to Herbert Bursley, the Charge d’ Affairs,
about high military expenditures, 380 million liras which was about one-third of the
budget.®® He complained that although Turkey recently reduced its armed forces by one-
third, the Government still had to furnish 140 to 150 million liras in addition to 380
million liras. He noted that the Turks expected a new war of nerves from the Soviet
Union when the Soviets became aware of the demobilization in the Turkish military. At
the end of his conversation, he requested the U.S. to provide additional $100 million in

aid so that an economic and financial crisis could be prevented.®’

% 1 dollar was 2.8 liras in 1947.

* The Charge in Turkey (Bursley) to the Secretary of State, 29 September 1947, FRUS, 1947, Vol. 5, 352-
353.

30



Sadak’s conversation with Bursley revealed that the Turks were more concerned
with obtaining economic aid than receiving military assistance. In his conversation,
Sadak talked about the problem of high defense spending and exaggerated the Soviet
threat by claiming that the Soviets could create a new war of nerves. Although he
described a security problem, he did not overtly ask for military assistance to overcome
this problem. Instead, he hinted that the Turks might spend the additional assistance for
“nonmilitary purposes,” namely economic development. This fact demonstrated that the
Turks were not really concerned with solving the problem of high defense spending and
that they simply used that problem to obtain development aid. Although Sadak framed his
request as a measure to the Soviet threat, he could not convince U.S. officials because
they could not understand why Turkey would need extra 140 to 150 million liras despite
the demobilization in the military. Moreover, U.S. officials did not want to extend
additional assistance to Turkey because the U.S. was already preoccupied with financing
European economic reconstruction. Therefore, they suggested the Turks to seek credits
from the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) and present
facts to persuade U.S. officials.®®

Turkish officials expressed their disappointment when they learned that U.S.
officials did not include Turkey in the European Recovery Program. U.S. officials judged
that Turkey’s gold and dollar reserves were in a much better position than most of the
sixteen ERP countries. Therefore, it did not need to participate in the ERP. In response to
this decision, Sadak told Wilson that Turkish President Inonu was dismayed because

Turkey was “left out.” Sadak quoted Inonu stating that countries such as Belgium and

® The Ambassador to Turkey (Wilson) to the Secretary of State, 2 October 1947, FRUS, 1947, Vol. 5, 357-
358.
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Netherlands were economically and industrially more developed than Turkey.® Inonu
judged that since Turkey was industrially less developed than many ERP countries, it
deserved a great deal of economic assistance under the ERP.

Inonu also personally conveyed his disappointment to Wilson. He stressed the fact
that the Turks had been under “Soviet guns” since the spring of 1945 and high defense
spending was a heavy burden on the economy. In doing so, he wanted to convince
Wilson that there was still an immediate Soviet threat to Turkey and thus Turkey needed
aid as much as Western Europe did. He also stated that Turkey’s gold and foreign
exchange reserves were dwindling. Although Inonu depicted his request as a measure to
the Soviet threat, he could not persuade Wilson. Wilson pointed out that the Turks
misunderstood the purpose of the ERP, which was not to provide aid for economic
development, but to cover trade deficits of European countries. In doing so, he also
reminded Inonu that Western Europe needed assistance more than Turkey did. He finally
suggested that Turkish officials request credit from the International Bank. "

Only a couple days later, however, U.S. officials decided to include Turkey in the
ERP. Wilson realized that Turkey submitted outdated trade figures. Turkey’s foreign
trade balance was not that good according to up-to-date figures and in fact it was running
deficit. Wilson suggested that the U.S. include Turkey in the ERP.” Marshall agreed with

Wilson, but assigned Turkey a minor role in the ERP because Turkey’s foreign trade

% The Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson) to the Secretary of State, 15 January 1948, FRUS, 1948, Vol. 3
(Washington, D.C: GPO, 1974), 363-364.

7 The Ambassador in Turkey (Wilson) to the Secretary of State, 17 January 1948, FRUS, 1948, Vol. 3, 368-
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deficit was not that big compared to other ERP countries and Turkish economy was in a
better position than that of other European countries. Therefore, Turkey could only
receive commodities such as agricultural, mining, and electrical equipment; trucks,
freight cars, finished steel, petroleum products, and timber, which would all be worth of
$58.9 million.”

Discontent with the amount provided, Turkey continued to seek more economic
aid after its inclusion in the ERP. On January 19, 1949, Sadak held a lunch with Averell
Harriman, the U.S. special representative for the Economic Cooperation Administration
(ECA), a U.S. government agency that administered the ERP. He expressed the
disappointment of the Turkish Government with the reduction of the aid for Turkey that
the ECA recently made in its submissions to Congress. He reminded Harriman that
Turkey spent the forty-eight percent of its budget on defense. According to him, this
amount was really high compared to the eight percent of Belgium. Therefore, he pointed
out that Turkey needed foreign assistance.

Sadak again stressed the problem of high defense spending, but he did not request
military assistance to overcome this problem. Instead, he asked for additional ECA aid
which the U.S. provided for economic development. This fact indicated that his real aim
was to obtain additional economic assistance by using the problem of high defense
spending. Although he framed his request as a Cold War measure, he could not convince
Harriman. Harriman noted that ECA submissions were just “illustrative” and did not
cover definite figures. He acknowledged that the ECA had a deep interest in Turkey, but

Turkish requests were far beyond the “scope of ECA financing.” In doing so, he

2 The Secretary of State to the Embassy in Turkey, 21 January 1948, FRUS, 1948, Vol. 3, 371-373.
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reminded Sadak that the purpose of ECA was not to provide development aid, but to
cover trade deficits of European countries which needed aid more than Turkey did. At the
end of the conversation, Harriman suggested that Turkey negotiate obtaining funds from
the World Bank. This suggestion was appealing to Sadak because Turkey needed funds to
finance not only its development programs but also local investment projects.”

President Inonu also requested additional economic assistance from U.S. officials.
In his visit to Ankara, John W. Snyder, the Secretary of Treasury, talked to Inonu. The
Turkish president stressed that Soviet Russia was a common problem for both Turkey
and the United States. Inonu claimed that Turkey needed not only military weapons but
also “financial weapons.” In doing so, he aimed to portray Turkey as more vulnerable to
the Soviet threat and prove that Turkey needed economic assistance as much as Western
Europe did. He also stated that Turkey could confront great financial difficulties within
two or three years and did not have enough resources to cope with this financial crisis. He
reminded Snyder that Turkey’s trade deficit was growing each year and a financial crisis
could further exacerbate Turkey’s national economy. At the end of the conversation, he
requested that the U.S. should continue “the Truman-Doctrine-inspired Turkish Aid
Program” and “step up” ERP assistance.”*

Realizing that their requests were fruitless, the Turks tried to obtain economic aid
through other ways. Sadak approached Averell Harriman and Paul Hoffman, ECA

administrators, to talk about additional assistance. He stressed that since Turkey was very

”® The United States Special Representative in Europe for the Economic Cooperation Administration
(Harriman) to the Economic Cooperation Administration, 22 February 1949, FRUS, 1949, Vol. 6
(Washington, D.C: GPO, 1977), 1643-1644.

" The Ambassador in Turkey (Wadsworth) to the Secretary of State, 25 July 1949, FRUS, 1949, Vol. 6,
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close to the Soviet Union, it had to maintain a large military and Turkey’s defense
expenditure almost amounted to the half of the national budget. He also expressed his
concern that Turkey would lag behind Western European countries in economic
development. He acknowledged the fact that U.S. officials could not provide additional
aid without obtaining approval from Congress. Therefore, he inquired whether the U.S.
could supply some consumer goods to Turkey. The Turkish Government could sell these
goods in Turkey to finance its development projects. In stressing Turkey’s proximity to
the Soviet Union, Sadak wanted to convince U.S. officials that Turkey was still under an
immediate Soviet threat and thus needed additional economic assistance. In addition to
his request for consumer goods, Sadak asked whether the Department of State would help
Turkey obtain a loan from U.S. banks. Hoffman and Harriman answered the first request
negatively while taking a more positive approach to the second one.”

The outbreak of the Korean War provided a new impetus to Turkish requests for
more economic aid. In June 1950 communist North Korea invaded the South Korea and
the United Nations Security Council called on nations to offer assistance to meet this
aggression. On June 25, 1950, Turkey decided to send 4,500 men to the Korean War. On
the same day, Harry P. Cain, a U.S. Senator visiting Turkey to observe the military aid
program, held a press conference. He said that the U.S. would “help those who helped
most in Korea.” This expression concerned U.S. officials because Turkey could consider
that sending troops to Korea would bring more economic aid. George Wadsworth, the
U.S. Ambassador in Ankara who replaced Edwin Wilson in August 1948, assured the

Department of State that Turkish officials had already made their decision before Senator

> Memorandum of Conversation Presumably by the Acting Army Attaché at Large, 1 February 1950, FRUS,
1950, Vol. 5 (Washington, D.C: GPO, 1978), 1224-1228.

35



Cain’s press conference and therefore they did not have such incentives. Yet, Fuad
Koprulu, the Turkish Foreign Minister who replaced Necmettin Sadak in August 1950,
seized the moment. Just after Turkey’s decision to send troops to Korea, he handed an
aide-memoire to Wadsworth in which he requested additional economic aid.”

In August 1950 Feridun Cemal Erkin, the Turkish Ambassador in Washington
who replaced Huseyin Baydur in August 1948, reiterated Turkey’s desire to secure
additional assistance. He complained that the funds allocated for Turkey were so low that
the country could not “carry out its essential development program and at the same time
maintain an adequate level of security forces.” He expressed his hope that the Department
of State would support Turkey to obtain more economic aid. George McGhee, the
Assistant Secretary of State, pointed out that Congress reduced ECA funds and assured
him that not only Turkey but also all other ERP countries would receive reduced
assistance. Moreover, he reminded Erkin that Turkey had received a fair amount of aid
from the U.S. although World War Il did not ravage the country. This reply demonstrated
why U.S. officials were so resistant to the Turkish requests for additional economic aid.
U.S. officials judged that since World War 11 did not ravage Turkey and its economy,
Turkey did not need assistance as much as other European nations did. Therefore, U.S.
officials did not seriously consider the Turkish request. Dean Acheson, now the Secretary

of State, only pledged his verbal support.”’

’® The Ambassador in Turkey (Wadsworth) to the Secretary of State, 31 July 1950, FRUS, 1950, Vol. 5,
1285-1289.

7 Memorandum of Conversation by the Secretary of State, 25 August 1950, FRUS, 1950, Vol. 5, 1300-
1302.
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The Turks asked for additional economic assistance not only for economic
development but also for their budget deficit. In January 1951 they noted on
conversations with ECA officials in Ankara that there was a deficit of 491 million lira ($
175 million) “between anticipated expenditures and resources in the public sector” for the
1951 fiscal year. ECA and Turkish officials discussed ways such as decreasing
expenditures and increasing taxes to close this deficit. Yet, the Turks considered these
methods politically fruitless because they could cause public discontent. They expressed
their hope that ECA could extend additional $100 million to solve this problem.” In his
conversation with James E. Webb in March 1951, the Acting Secretary of State, Erkin
reiterated this request. He first stated that the Turks still spent the forty-five percent of
their budget on defense. Then, he reminded Webb that Turkey had requested $120
million to cover the budget deficit and requested Webb’s support in obtaining this aid.
Webb only said that the Department of State was doing its best to solve this problem.”

The Turks relentlessly requested additional economic assistance from the U.S.
These requests sometimes irritated American officials. For example, in his conversation
with Kenneth Royal, the American Secretary of the Army, Inonu claimed that the U.S.
extended less help to Turkey than to other West European nations. Royal bluntly
responded: “America had no obligation to Turkey.” Then he explained how the U.S.
assigned the amount of the aid to each country. He stated that Americans first helped its

allies in World War 11 and secondly, they evaluated the contemporary conditions of each

8 Memorandum of Conversation by the Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern, South Asian, and
African Affairs (McGhee), 22 January 1951, FRUS, 1951, Vol. 5 (Washington, D.C: GPO, 1982), 1108-1110.

”® Memorandum of Conversation by the Acting Secretary of State, 5 March 1951, FRUS, 1951, Vol. 5,
1129-1131.
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country.® Yet, Inonu and other Turkish officials disregarded this kind of responses that
U.S. officials delivered. They aggressively sought additional economic assistance from
the U.S. although their economy was in a better position compared to most of the ERP

countries, and World War 11 did not ravage their economy. When U.S. officials became

resistant to the Turkish requests for additional aid, Turkish officials exaggerated the

Soviet threat and used the problem of high defense spending to overcome this resistance.

80 Athanassopoulou, Turkey-Anglo-American Security Interests, 72-73.
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CHAPTER 6
CRAVING NATO MEMBERSHIP
In 1948 securing a military commitment became as important as obtaining
additional economic aid for Turkey. In February, communists overthrew the government
in Czechoslovakia. The communist coup triggered the United Kingdom, France, and the
Benelux countries (Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg) to sign the Treaty of
Brussels, a joint defense alliance against aggression by the Soviet Union. Later, the
United States and Canada joined this alliance, which was transformed into the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in April 1949. The 5" article of the treaty stated
that an attack against a member would be considered aggression against all NATO
members.2! Acquiring membership in this collective security pact stood at the very center
of Turkish foreign policy. It could provide the most effective way of protecting Turkey
against the Soviet threat; help Turkey allocate more money for its economic development
and modernize its military; and facilitate the flow of U.S. economic aid. Therefore, the
Turks carried on a diplomatic offensive to become a member of NATO until 1951. The
search for a military commitment intensified the shift from neutrality to active alliance
with the American led-West.
As early as March 1948, Baydur visited Marshall to express the concern of the
Turkish Government. He argued that if the U.S. did not extend the security guarantees it
would grant to West European countries, the Soviets could consider that they were

comparatively safe to attack Turkey. He stressed that the lack of U.S. interest in the

8 Lawrence S. Kaplan, NATO and the United States: the Enduring Alliance (Boston, MA: Twayne

Publishers, 1988), 16-27. Don Cook, Forging the Alliance NATO, 1945-1950 (London: Secker & Warburg,
1989), 112-134.
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security of Turkey would weaken the morale of the Turks and could encourage the
Russians to “undermine the independence and integrity of Turkey.” He noted Turkey
would continue to resist the Soviet Union, but it would not be strong enough to do so in
the near future. Therefore, he claimed that a U.S. military commitment was the most
effective way to prevent any possible Soviet aggression against Turkey. Marshall
acknowledged that there were many requests for security guarantees. He reminded
Baydur that the U.S. had not made any commitments yet and that the defense
arrangement with Western Europe was still under consideration.

The Turks continued to press the U.S. for security guarantees throughout the
summer and fall of 1948.%% After learning that Italy might be included in North Atlantic
defense arrangements, Turkish officials considered that the West European security
system could be extended to Mediterranean countries. On November 24, 1948, they
presented a memorandum to Great Britain in which they expressed their desire to join any
future defense pact.** Two days later, Tahsin B. Balta, the Acting Turkish Foreign
Minister, handed a similar memorandum to Wadsworth. This memorandum stressed that
since Turkey firmly stood against any Soviet expansion toward the Middle East and
Mediterranean, it was strategically important to include Turkey in the defense
arrangements. Balta acknowledged the fact that Turkey benefited from American military

aid, but it could only feel more secure by obtaining a formal commitment from the U.S.

8 Memorandum of Conversation by the Secretary of State, 11 May 1948, FRUS, 1948, Vol. 4 (Washington,
D.C: GPO, 1974), 83-85.

8 Memorandum by the Director of the Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs (Satterthwaite) to the
Under Secretary of State (Lovett), 26 October 1948, FRUS, 1948, Vol. 4, 172-176.

8 Athanassopoulou, Turkey-Anglo-American Security Interests, 113-114.
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He claimed that Turkey’s non-participation would deeply discourage Turkish people.®® In
response to the Turkish inquiry, U.S. officials stated that the current discussions about the
formation of an “Atlantic Pact” were still ongoing. They also noted that since Turkey was
geographically distant from Western Europe and the Atlantic, it was very doubtful that
Turkey could be a member of the future “Atlantic Pact.”®®

This response indicated that Turkey remained on the periphery of U.S. strategic
thinking while Western Europe stood at the center in 1948. Because of developments
such as the communist coup in Czechoslovakia and Berlin Blockade in Europe, U.S.
officials judged that Western Europe was more vulnerable to the Soviet threat and
strategically more important for the security interests of the U.S. Any U.S. disinterest in
European affairs could encourage the Soviet Union to expand its sphere of influence in
Western Europe at the expense of the U.S. Compared to Western Europe, however, there
was not an immediate Soviet threat to Turkey. The Soviet Union ceased to pressure
Turkey in the fall of 1946, and did not bring up their demand for bases over the Straits
again. Therefore, from the perspective of U.S. officials, there was not any urgency for the
U.S. to extend a military commitment to Turkey. Moreover, assuring a security guarantee
to Turkey could endanger the security of Western Europe because that commitment
would require the U.S. to divert financial and military resources from Western Europe to
the Eastern Mediterranean.

Since its geographical distance did not allow Turkey to participate in the North

Atlantic defense arrangements, the Turks came up with a different proposal. In February

® The Ambassador in Turkey (Wadsworth) to the Secretary of State, 26 November 1948, FRUS, 1948, Vol.
3, 294-295.

% The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in Turkey, 15 December 1948, FRUS, 1948, Vol. 3, 213-215.
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1949 Erkin approached Marshall to ask whether the U.S. would support a Mediterranean
pact. This pact could be tied to any future “Atlantic Pact.” Marshall did not show much
interest in this proposal because he considered that the U.S. should first conclude the
North Atlantic arrangement.?” On April 4, 1949, the U.S., Canada, and ten West
European nations signed the Treaty of North Atlantic Organization. One week later, in
his conversation with Marshall, Sadak noted that the U.S. made a formal commitment
with regard to West European countries, but there was no such pledge for Turkey. He
inquired whether Turkey could be included in NATO, or at least whether the U.S. could
extend a similar guarantee to an Eastern Mediterranean Pact. Yet, he could not enlist
Marshall’s support. Marshall only assured him that the U.S. Government had a deep
interest in Turkey’s security concerns.®®

Realizing that the proposal for a Mediterranean pact did not work out, the Turks
brought up a different formulation to secure a military commitment from the U.S. They
sought to involve the U.S. in their security matters through the Anglo-French-Turkish
Treaty of 1939. This treaty basically assured French and British assistance if Turkey was
attacked during World War I1. In response to the Turkish inquiry in 1949, both French
and British noted that the treaty was still valid. On September 26, 1949, Erkin inquired
whether the U.S. would come to the help of the British and France under NATO if Britain
and France carried out their treaty obligations to Turkey in a war. He raised the same
question in his meeting with John D. Jernegan, Director of the Office of Greek, Turkish,

and Iranian Affairs. Jernegan responded that the Office of Legal Adviser was studying

¥ Memorandum of Conversation by the Secretary of State, 17 February 1949, FRUS, 1949, Vol. 4
(Washington, D.C: GPO, 1975), 117-120.
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the matter.®® In December 1949 Erkin asked the same question to Dean Rusk, the Deputy
Undersecretary of State. Rusk only stated that the Department of State was studying “the
whole problem of interlocking relationships around the world.”® U.S. officials did not
reject Erkin’s formulation, but they did not show much interest in it. Since Great Britain
had treaties with Iraq, Egypt, and Jordan in addition to the Treaty of 1939 with Turkey,
“interlocking defense arrangements” could cause further complications for the
Department of State.

Neither the proposal of a Mediterranean pact nor the Anglo-French-Turkish
Treaty of 1939 helped Turkey secure a U.S. military commitment. But the Korean War
was a turning point. Turkish officials judged that they had to send troops to Korea so that
they could receive a similar assistance in case of a Soviet attack against Turkey.™
Therefore, they decided to send 4,500 men to the Korean War in July 1950. A week after
sending troops to Korea, they started a diplomatic offensive to gain NATO membership.
Adnan Menderes, the Turkish Prime Minister who replaced Semsettin Gunaltay in May
1950, handed an aide-memoire to Wadsworth. In this note, he stressed that it was the
right time to admit Turkey to the Atlantic Pact, and expressed his hope that the U.S.
Government would kindly regard this request and support Turkey’s admission to

NATO.%

¥ Memorandum of Conversation by the Director of the Office of Greek, Turkish, and Iranian Affairs
(Jernegan), 13 October 1949, FRUS, 1949, Vol. 6, 1682-1683.

% Memorandum of Conversation by the Deputy Under Secretary of State (Rusk), 5 December 1949, FRUS,
1949, Vol. 4, 359-360.
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On August 31, 1950, Acheson requested that the JCS evaluate the Turkish request
for NATO membership. The JCS claimed that it was not the right time to admit Turkey
as a full member because the defensive strength of North Atlantic Treaty area was not
fully developed yet. They noted that the defense of Western Europe was of “the greatest
importance to the defense of the Treaty area.” The admission of Turkey as a full member
could have a negative impact on the relative “progress” made in NATO because the U.S.
would have to divert financial and military resources from Western Europe to the Eastern
Mediterranean. Therefore, they argued that Turkey should associate itself with NATO.
But they opened the door open to Turkey’s inclusion as full member in the future. They
claimed that once the defensive strength of NATO members was fully developed, the
U.S. would reconsider the inclusion of Turkey as a full member. In regard to the JCS’s
suggestion, the Foreign Ministers of France, the United Kingdom, and the United States
invited Turkey to associate itself with NATO in September 1950.%

The status of an associate member allowed Turkey to participate in NATO’s
military planning, but it did not make Turkish officials content. In his conversation with
Acheson, Erkin stated that the Turks would consider it unsatisfactory and get
disillusioned because of their associate status. He argued that “some prior political
commitment” was necessary in addition to associate membership. He stressed that
associate membership might encourage the USSR to think that neither NATO nor the
U.S. had a full-fledged commitment to Turkey. At the end of his conversation, Erkin
inquired whether the U.S. could make a unilateral commitment to Turkey. Acheson

responded negatively by stating that the U.S. had already too many commitments. He

% Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defense (Johnson), 9 September 1950,
FRUS, 1950, Vol. 5, 1306-1309.
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advised the Turks to be patient and said that the U.S. should “establish an integrated
command and force in Western Europe and develop adequate strength” before it could
think of extending additional commitments.** Having no other choice, the Turks accepted
the offer of associate membership.

Turkish officials never ended their diplomatic endeavors to obtain a U.S. military
commitment. On January 24, 1951, in his conversation with McGhee, Erkin brought up
the idea of the British-French-Turkish Treaty of 1939 again. He first reminded McGhee
that Turkey had been trying to obtain a military commitment from the U.S. since 1948.
Then he argued that the U.S. could extend this commitment by adhering to the British-
French-Turkish Treaty of 1939. According to Erkin, this method had several advantages.
First, it would not require “protracted discussions” as full membership in NATO would.
Second, the defense arrangement would not be regional and therefore no other country
would have the right to ask for inclusion. McGhee assured Erkin that the Department of
State would “give all appropriate consideration to his proposal.”95

The Korean War had already started to change U.S. strategic thinking. From the
beginning of the war, U.S. officials believed that the Near East was vulnerable to the
Soviet threat as much as Western Europe was. For example, Truman considered that the

Soviet Union wanted to invade Iran, control Middle Eastern oil, and obtain warm-water

ports in the Eastern Mediterranean.”® Therefore, while U.S. officials were changing their

* The Secretary of State to the Acting Secretary of State, 19 September 1950, FRUS, 1950, Vol. 5, 1320-
1322.
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perception of the Soviet threat to the Near East, Turkey increasingly became vital for the
security interests of the U.S. U.S. officials judged that any Soviet domination of Turkey
could weaken the position of the U.S. in the region at the expense of the Soviet Union.
By dominating Turkey, the Soviets could control the important Turkish Straits; expand
toward the Middle East as well as control oil resources in that region; and secure the
safety of its right flank in case of an attack against Iran and the Arab States. Thus, U.S.
officials judged that only a military commitment could prevent possible Soviet
domination of Turkey and help the U.S. benefit from Turkey’s strategic advantages such
as bases, the Straits, and troops.

Henry S. Villard, a member of the Policy Planning Staff (PPS), hinted at the shift
in U.S. strategic thinking. In his memorandum to Paul Nitze, the Director of the PPS, he
noted that Erkin was pressing the Department of State to give a military commitment to
Turkey. He argued that since Turkey’s security was very important for the U.S., it was
the right time to give consideration to Erkin’s demand. According to him, a security
guarantee could bolster the defense of the Mediterranean and raise the Turkish morale.
He pointed out that such a commitment could enable the U.S. to have a strong ally in the
Eastern Mediterranean. Therefore, he claimed that the U.S. should extend a security
commitment to Turkey. He stated that the U.S. could assure a security guarantee in four
ways: adhering to the Treaty of 1939; admitting Turkey to NATO; developing a
Mediterranean pact; and signing a mutual defense aid agreement with Turkey.®’

Acheson adopted the same position Villard did. In his letter to George C.

Marshall, the Secretary of Defense, Acheson noted that extending a security guarantee to

7 Memorandum by Henry S. Villard to the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Nitze), 5 February 1951,
FRUS, 1951, Vol. 5,1117-1119.
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Turkey would provide the U.S. several strategic advantages. Under a U.S. guarantee, the
Turks would be able to mine the Turkish Straits, which could deny the access of the
Soviets to the Mediterranean in case of a war. Turkey could provide air bases from which
the U.S. could launch air strikes to the USSR. Turkish divisions could enhance the
defensive strength of NATO. At this point, Acheson reminded Marshall that the Turkish
Government would not contribute more troops to the Korean War if it did not obtain a
military commitment from the U.S. He noted that the lack of a commitment could lead
Turkey to adopt the policy of neutrality. Therefore, he argued that the U.S. should assure
Turkey of a military commitment so that it could benefit from Turkey’s military potential
and air bases. At the end of his letter, he claimed that it was the right time to reconsider
Turkey and Greece’s admission to NATO.”

In May 1951 U.S. officials judged that Turkey could be an asset in NATO rather
than a liability. The JCS argued that the inclusion of Turkey and Greece as full members
was a necessity for the security interests of the U.S. In a policy statement, the National
Security Council noted that Turkey could be of great value to the U.S. Since it controlled
the Turkish Straits, it could deny the Soviet Union access to the Mediterranean. It could
also provide strategically important air bases, and troops in a war with the Soviets.
Moreover, it could play a major role in protecting NATO’s southern flank. The National
Security Council (NSC) stressed that Soviet domination of Turkey could weaken the
position of the U.S. in the region and provide protection to the right flank of the Soviet
Union if the Soviets attacked Iran and the Arab States. Therefore, it argued that the U.S.

should “press now for the inclusion of Turkey as a full member of NATO, or conclude

% The Secretary of State to the Secretary of Defense (Marshall), 24 March 1951, FRUS, 1951, Vol. 3
(Washington, D.C: GPO, 1981), 501-505.
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alternative security arrangements” with Turkey.*® On May 24, 1951, President Truman
approved this policy statement prepared by the NSC. Turkey became a full member of

NATO in 1952.

% Statement of Policy Proposed by the National Security Council, 11 May 1951, FRUS, 1951, Vol. 5, 1148-
1151.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

Following World War I, the new Turkish Republic rejected the Ottoman Empire’s
imperial and territorial ambitions based on religion and race (Pan-Islamism and Pan-
Turkism) and established good relations with countries around the world. The Soviet
Union was one of the countries with which it signed friendship and neutrality treaties.
Yet, this rapprochement did not last very long. Beginning with 1936, the Soviets pursued
efforts to acquire influence over the regime of the Straits. In 1945 the Soviets made their
ambitions clear by repudiating the Soviet-Turkish friendship treaty of 1925 and
demanding bases and joint-control with Turkey over the Straits in exchange for a new
friendship treaty.

In the face of the Soviet threat, the Turks abandoned their neutral foreign policy.
They aimed to establish closer relations with the U.S.-led West. First, they sought
diplomatic support from the U.S. and Britain. With the help of the U.S. and Britain, they
repelled the Soviet threat in the fall of 1946. Yet, this time they began to request
economic assistance from the U.S. Having received $100 million aid under the Truman
Doctrine, the Turks realized that U.S. officials, who were preoccupied with
reconstructing Western Europe, resisted Turkish requests for additional assistance. In
order to overcome this resistance and obtain more aid, they began to stress the Soviet
threat and the problem of high defense spending in their diplomatic conversations with
U.S. officials. Discontent with the amount provided, the Turks never stopped requesting
additional assistance from the U.S. While doing so, Turkey gradually gravitated toward

the U.S.
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Turkish officials sought not only economic assistance but also military
commitment. The establishment of NATO paved the way for Turkish requests for a U.S.
military commitment. Securing a commitment could alleviate high defense expenditure
and facilitate the flow of economic assistance from the U.S. Therefore, the Turks
repeatedly asked for a security guarantee from the U.S. In 1948 they approached U.S.
officials in order to participate in the North Atlantic defense arrangements. From 1948 to
1950, they came up with different proposals to secure a military commitment. The
Korean War was a turning point. In 1951 U.S. officials began to recognize that Turkey
could be an asset to NATO and America’s more general security interests. Therefore,
they actively supported the inclusion of Turkey in NATO. While seeking NATO
membership, Turkey increasingly distanced itself from neutrality and became an

institutional ally of the U.S. in 1952.
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