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Preface

PREFACE

The century between 1900 and 2000 seems to have been the one when
human history has changed more than ever before. The symbol of this is man’s
walk on the moon. The most important landmarks in this century, however, are
the world wars—World War I and World War II. Never before had humans
suffered so many casualties. All changes that have occurred between 1900 and
2000 are the results or by-products of these wars.

These two world wars were very important for the young Turkish
Republic: World War I dictated her emergence and World War 1T was the toughest
of tests for the Republic.

During World War II, when I was a child, I spent my days in the
Presidential Palace. My father was the second President of Turkey and our
country was surrounded by a group of states that were fighting each other.

When I look back on those days, my strongest memories are of the
German invasion of Poland, listening to Chopin’s famous Polonaise-Fantaisie
and being afraid of German air strikes. Every night we prepared clothing next to
our beds and wondered about my father’s two mysterious trips. The first of these
was to Yenice, Adana; the second to Cairo, Egypt. My mother always sent my
father off with prayers and welcomed his return with by giving thanks to God.
Would Turkey join the War and fall into the fires surrounding us or be successful
in staying out of the conflict?

As President, my father, Ismet Inonii, his close colleagues, our Foreign
Ministry and our Chief of Staff succeeded in the difficult task of keeping Turkey
out of the fires.

If Turkey had joined the War in those days, what would our country, the
region and the world have looked like today? What kind of changes would have
been made to the world map?

Various interpretations have been made of Turkey’s decision not to go to
war. For many years, people wondered whether to erect a gold statue of Inénii or
regard the decision to keep Turkey out of the War as the death of the Turkish
nation’s virility. Was it preferable to have rationed food or to be orphans?
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S3th Anniversary of the Cairo Conference

The United States President, Franklin D. Roosevelt, the President of
Turkey, Ismet Inénii, and the Prime Minister of Britain, Winston Churchill, met
on 4-6 December 1943 at the Mena House Hotel in Cairo to discuss when and
how Turkey would join the War on the Allies’ side.

As the Inénii Foundation, our goal is to focus on these kinds of historical
events; to shed light through explanations and contributions. For this reason, our
foundation has organised an international panel, with the support of our Foreign
Ministry and the Egyptian authorities, for the 55th anniversary of the famous
meeting in Cairo. Turkish, American, British and Italian historians and
researchers have expressed their ideas about the Cairo Conference, centring on
the question: what would have been the historical results if Turkey had entered
World War II at that time? What would Turkey, the Balkans and the Middle East
look like today?

Ozden Toker
President of the Inénii Foundation
Ankara, July 1999
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S5th Anniversary of the Cairo Conference

Cemil Karaman
Chargé d’Affaires a.i. of the Embassy of Turkey

It is a privilege for me to welcome this event organised by the Indnii
Foundation to commemorate the 55th Anniversary of the 1943 Cairo Meeting
between Presidents Roosevelt and Inonii and Prime Minister Churchill at this
very memorable place.

Allow me to present my congratulations to the Inénii Foundation for the
initiative and my best wishes for the success of this panel and my gratitude to the
Egyptian authorities for their kind co-operation.

[ would like to leave the floor to HE Ambassador Faruk Logoglu, Deputy
Under-secretary of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
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Ambassador Faruk Logoglu
Deputy Under-secretary of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkey

Excellencies, ladies and gentlemen,

We are gathered here in this historic setting to commemorate an event that
significantly affected the course of World War 1I and Turkey’s fortunes.

President Ismet Inonii was under constant pressure from each of the two
sides in the conflict to put its weight against the other. Turkey was a strategic
country and its military capabilities important. The Allies believed that Turkey’s
participation on their side against Germany would win or at least shorten the war
effort.

But for a wide range of interrelated reasons—political, military and
economic — Inonii wanted to keep Turkey out of the hostilities. He resisted the
pressure on him until the very end because he was convinced that Turkey’s
national interests would be harmed if it joined the War before its armed forces
were ready and the country’s military preparedness completed.

President Inonii, as a former general, knew well the ravages of war. He had
been a young officer in the Ottoman army in the closing days of the Empire, had
fought in the First World War and then served as a leading commander in the
Turkish War of Liberation. So he was fullv aware that declaring and waging a
war was no casy matter and was an immensely important decision for the
welfare of his country.

Moreover, Turkey was a war-fatigued country. The people did not want to
get entangled in the conflict. Turkey’s economy was not yet strong enough. The
army lacked weapons. All these factors convinced Inénii that the best choice for
Turkey was to stay out of the War.

This was indeed the primary objective that guided Ismet Indnii throughout
the War years. Indnii was nonetheless an honest player in this risky and high-
stakes game. He was extremely sensitive about protecting the interests of his
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55th Anniversary of the Cairo Conference

country and of his people. His behaviour and manner in these difficult negotia-
tions with the leaders of the two Great Powers —the United States and the United
Kingdom —were exemplary. One could say that not only had he been a good
fighter on the battlefield, but also a very good fighter at the diplomatic table, as
evidenced by his stance at the Cairo Conference.

The Cairo Conference came at a time when the War was reaching a critical
phase and pressure was mounting on Turkey. Winston Churchill was especially
adamant to push Turkey into the battle arena. Cairo was the follow-up of an
earlier meeting in Adana, Turkey between President Inonii and Prime Minister
Churchill.

Today we will all learn more about this historic meeting.

In closing, I would like to remind you of the pleasant fact that President
Inonii was, 55 years ago, deeply impressed by the people of Egypt and the city
of Cairo. Fifty-five years later we express the same admiration for our Egyptian
friends. Today Egypt stands as a strong regional power, exercising leadership in
this eternally important area of our globe. And Turkey is proud and happy to
have a close and brotherly relationship with this great country. Turkey and Egypt
will together continue to work for peace, stability and prosperity, whether in the
Middle East, the Mediterranean or Africa.

Finally, our heartfelt thanks to all those Egyptian authorities who
graciously gave us their help in the realisation of this project and our gratitude
for the incomparable hospitality that is being extended to us.

Thank you.
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His Excellency Maher Al-Gindy
Governor of Giza

Dear guests,

At the beginning, please allow me to convey to you the greetings of the
people of Egypt and the greetings of their leader and motivator of their
development, HE Mr President Mohammed Hosni Mubarak. Kind greetings are
joined with kind wishes and sent to your friendly countries.

Then allow me to welcome you all to the land of Egypt. The cradle of
civilisation, the land of genuineness and glorious history, on the greatest spot in
history, here, on the land of the Giza Governorate, the capital of the ancient
Pharaonic state, which was unified by King Mena and given his name. King
Mena unified the northern region with the southern region seven thousands years
ago. Then the kings of the fourth dynasty —Cheops (Kupho), his son Chephren
(Kaphra) and his grandson Mycerinas (Menkaura)—built, five thousands years
ago, on the hill which is over looking us, the most magnificent of the Seven
Wonders and the most eternal monument of all ages, the Pyramids and the
Sphinx.

Dear guests,

I have been honoured by Mr Amr Mousa, the Minister of Foreign Affairs,
to represent Egypt at this important forum that is being held by the Inonii
Foundation to commemorate the 55 years since the meeting of the three world
leaders at this hotel on the seventh day of December 1943, they were:

» HE Mr Ismet Inonii, President of Turkey
« HE Mr Franklin D .Roosevelt, President of the United States of America
 HE Sir Winston Churchill, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom.

That famous meeting was held here in Egypt while the whole world was
burning during the Second World War. They might have chosen Egypt for its
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55th Anniversary of the Cairo Conferernice

neutrality and for its position between the world and its great history —as if they
wanted to emphasise their meeting as in the hold of history.

These are the reasons and circumstances that took place and surrounded
this famous meeting of yesteryear. These reasons have now vanished and the
generation that lived and suffered from the damage and the great misery of the
years of war have vanished as well. A new generation has come to demand his
legal rights in life.

That is, the golden sunrays come back to the whole world to dispel the
gloom and spread the light.

You came today to the same place and the whole world is playing the sym-
phony of peace to compensate humanity for the bad effects of damage and loss.

Dear guests,

It is not enough for peace to be just a hope or demand; peace means to
admit the legal rights of nations, to return to them their lost lands and full respect
for their independence.

You may have followed Egypt’s position towards the peace process in the
Middle East. Our leader, HE Mr President Mohammed Hosni Mubarak, has
always called for peace in all world meetings. He always emphasises that full
security in the area depends on fair justice and disarmament in the Middle East.
And having peace and security in the area requires establishing balanced rela-
tionships between nations based on justice, equality and mutual respect.

There is no doubt that the Egyptian position meets with appreciation and
respect.

Also, there is no doubt that your countries are supporting peace.

Could we appeal to you from this place to transmit the meaning of today’s
meeting as not just a commemoration of the past, but a positive appeal to the
whole world for peace. Full peace is based on rights and justice. An appeal is
coming from the whole of history.

Dear guests,

From the same place, I again welcome you to Egypt, the eternal land; the
cradle of civilisation, genuineness and great history.

Thank you.
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Ozden Toker .
President of the Inonii Foundation

The Honourable Mayor of Giza, Your Excellency Mr Faruk Logoglu, all
the participants of our panel and dear guests,

I want to thank you all for honouring us by your presence in this historical
place, the Mena House.

On behalf of our foundation, the Inonii Foundation of Turkey, my family
and I want to tell you how happy and proud we are to be here with you.

We are in the place where, 55 years ago, my father, President Inonii, was
with President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill to discuss extremely
important matters, especially for Turkey and also for the course of freedom and
justice in the world.

In Ankara, in the Pink House, as our family home is called, we have a
photograph showing these three eminent historical personalities sitting side by
side. In the middle, my father looks very much at ease, confident, very pleased
with himself. Pleased with the result he got concerning Turkey. The participation
of Turkey in the bloodiest war of history would not be for tomorrow. Turkey
could and would better help the Allied cause without being in the War. President
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill agreed on this.

In those days, times were very different from our times. In 55 years, the
worid, especially our part of the world, has seen so many changes. This is why
the Turkish government and the Inénii Foundation, with the help of the Egyptian
government, decided to organise the present panel to refresh our memories.

1998 is a very important date for the Turkish Republic. The 75th anniversary
of our Republic was commemorated all over the world. As was the Peace Treaty
of Lausanne at the site where this Treaty was signed in Switzerland.

And here we are in Cairo, in the same place where the historic Conference
of Cairo was held 55 years ago.
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I want to point out that my father, President Inonii, was not alone in his
fight to keep Turkey out of the actual war and the coming Cold War.

President Inonii was never eager to play a one-man show. He was a man
of state who believed in democratic ways of government. He believed in the
success of teamwork. And his team consisted of the Turkish Foreign Ministry
and the Turkish General Staff. The Minister of Foreign Affairs of the day, Mr
Numan Menemencioglu, and his closest collaborators were members of this
team. I have had the pleasure and the honour of knowing nearly all the participants
of the Turkish delegation to Cairo.

This is why, not wanting to keep you any longer, I want to say a few words
to Ambassador Turgut Menemencioglu, the nephew of Numan Menemencioglu,
who attended the Cairo Conference as a young diplomat.

Through his person, I want to thank all the diplomats who made it possible
for Turkish diplomacy to convince the two Allied leaders of the justice of the
Turkish point of view.

Fifty-five years ago, there was another thing that President Inonii did in
Cairo. He paid a courtesy visit to the Egyptian government and was received by
the Head of State.

Today I want to express my gratitude to our host, the Egyptian Foreign
Ministry, which made it possible for us to commemorate the Cairo Conference
here in Mena House, and the Ministry of Tourism for the hospitality they have
shown us.

Now I leave the floor to the distinguished participants.
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55th Anniversary of the Cairo Conference

Sami Kohen
Columnist, Milliyet Newspaper

Distinguished guests,

I am deeply honoured to be the moderator of this important meeting here
today. I am not a historian or a diplomat, as many of you are.

I was a kid when the historic Cairo Conference was held in December
1943. Yet I remember that the talking point in Turkey —even at school among
young students —was whether Turkey would enter the War following the Cairo

Conference.

I also remember that the Turkish nation had absolute confidence in
President Ismet inonii and was sure that he would do his best to save Turkey
from destruction.

Although Turkey managed to keep out of the War, we all at that time suf-
fered the hardship of the side effects of that conflict. I recall that my parents—
like all Turks—lined up in long queues to get a ration of bread and other essen-
tial needs.

As 1 said, I was quite young when the Cairo Conference took place. But,
like many Turks, I was also very impressed to see in the newspapers (there was
no television then) the pictures of Indnii, standing together with President
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill—what a proud moment it was.

Of course people of my generation—and the next generation—learned
later what really happened at the Cairo Conference from the memoirs of the
leaders and from history books.

Today we are here in Cairo, in the presence of distinguished diplomats and
academics who have produced all this valuable historic material.

I am sure we will have a lot to learn about this important chapter of history
from our prominent speakers today.

For the first presentation, I turn now to Turgut Menemencioglu.
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Turgut Menemencioglu
Ambassador (ret.)

This is the region of Mena House, a few miles to the west of Cairo and
very near the Pyramids. Together with our thanks to the authorities and the people
of Egypt for their kind hospitality, I feel once again the excitement that was in
our tent as I came here for the first time over half a century ago on 4 December
1943 as a member of the Turkish delegation accompanying President Ismet
Inonii, who was to meet President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill, at a
critical stage of the War.

A series of very important political events had taken place before that date:
in September 1943, the Turkish Ambassadors in Madrid and Stockholm had
cabled secret reports to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Ankara to the effect
that they had reliable information on efforts being made for a separate peace
between the Soviet Union and Germany.

At the time when these reports reached Ankara, the situation in the War
was as follows:

1- After their important victory at Stalingrad, the Soviet army had drawn
back and the German army was in a winter offensive on a large front stretching
from Leningrad to the Dnieper river. The German army had made counter
offensives and had recaptured Kiev. Benefiting from British and American
assistance in equipment, the Soviet army had expanded to 240-260 divisions. But
Germany and its allies also had 240-260 divisions in this period. There were
smaller in size but superior in their technical capacity. As a result, in spite of
recent Soviet successes, the German army continued to have a great capacity for
combat,

2- The American and British armies had defeated the Germans in North
Africa and crossed to Sicily and the south of Italy, However, German resistance
had stopped them in the middle of this narrow front,
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3- In Europe there was talk of a second front in Western Europe. But there
were no signs of the beginning of such an operation in the immediate future,

4- As for Turkey’s situation: the country was surrounded by German land
and air forces from the Crimea in the Black Sea down through the Balkans, to the
Aegean Sea and the Greek islands, including Rhodes. On the Balkan frontiers of
Turkey, there were 10 German and five Bulgarian divisions. This force could be
increased to double its strength in a short time by temporarily bringing in
additions from the German strategic reserves in the Ukraine and in Yugoslavia.
The Bulgarian army had been equipped with the arms of the French army
captured by Germany after the fall of France.

Churchill had promised to send large quantities of equipment to the
Turkish army but these promises had not been fulfilled except in small and
insignificant quantities, which caused constant complaints on the part of the
Turkish authorities.

This being the general situation, although the reports on a separate peace
could not be verified as yet, the possibility of such a happening was bound to
require careful investigation and to cause a certain degree of anxiety in Ankara.
The Turkish government had been informed by various sources that, at the time
of German-Soviet friendship in November 1940, during their meeting in Berlin
to decide on their respective spheres of influence, Molotov declared that the
Soviets demanded access to the Mediterranean, control over the Turkish Straits
and access to the Persian Gulf from a line to the south of the Caucasus. In his
speech announcing to the German people the war in the East, Hitler confirmed
this and added that Germany refused these demands. But the question today was
whether the Soviet demands are continued to present times.

As all these problems preoccupied Turkish politicians in Ankara, news
was received that Mr Eden and Mr Cornell Hull were to visit Moscow soon for
tripartite talks. This news raised new questions to be answered. Future military
operations had already been decided in Quebec and Casablanca. What was the
meaning of such a high level visit to the Soviet Union? Were changes in the war
plans contemplated? Or was it that the two Western Allies felt it necessary to
make some concessions to the Soviets to impede any possibility of a separate
peace?

The Moscow Conference took place on 19-30 October 1943. In the
preparatory work, the British and the American delegations mentioned 18 points
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that they desired to be included on the agenda. The Soviet delegation stated they
had only one point—measures to shorten the War—but that they accepted
discussion of all the other points, Later on, the Soviets put forward this point as
an appendix to their items: "That the three Allies shall demand Turkey enters the
War and that Sweden should be requested to give air bases to the Allied air
forces".

This proposal came as a surprise to the British and American delegation.

They replied that they had come to Moscow to discuss political and not
military questions, that they saw no advantages in Swedish air bases and that the
entry of Turkey into the War at this stage required further consideration and that
these issues required that they ask for instructions from their governments.

In London, Mr Churchill asked the Foreign Office and the military
commanders for their opinion before sending instructions to Mr Eden. They
both replied that it would be harmful to the Allied cause for Turkey to enter the
War at this stage.

In spite of these opinions, Mr Churchill on 23 November 1943 sent the
following instruction to Mr Eden, signed by himself: "If we force Turkey to
enter the War she will insist on air support, etc. It could not be provided without
detriment to our war effort in Italy. If, however, Turkey entered to her own
initiative perhaps through a phase of non-belligerency we shall not have the
same obligation and yet great advantages may be reaped ... The prize would be
to get into the Black Sea supplies for Russia. This is what I call giving the right
hand to Russia."

For Mr Hull, the US position was clear. The joint chiefs of staff and
President Roosevelt were adamant that no divergence should be made from the
invasion of Western Europe and that in any case the US would not supply any
resources for such actions.

As a result, at the end of that Conference, the item on Turkey was put in a
separate Protocol signed only by Mr. Molotov and Mr Eden.

On the last evening of the Moscow Conference, there was a festive dinner
attended also by Stalin, who made a speech in which he repeated that the Soviet
Union would not make a separate peace with Germany and that the German
proposals made in Stockholm to that end would not be answered.
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The evening ended with demonstrations of great satisfaction on the part of
all the participants.

After the Moscow Conference, Mr Eden invited the Turkish Foreign
Minister, Numan Menemencioglu, for talks in Cairo.

At this meeting Mr Eden made a list of the advantages that would result
from Turkey’s entry into the War and, as a first step. he requested that Turkey
should allow Allied air forces to land on the airbases in western Turkey.

General Ismay, who had accompanied Mr Eden, observed that action from
these bases would be important, not only for operations in the Aegean, the
islands of Rhodes and Crete, but that they would facilitate the bombing of
Romanian oilfields held by Germany.

Menemencioglu replied that such action by Turkey was bound to resuit in
a German attack on Turkey and that Turkey would then be in the War without
preparation and without a joint plan of co-operation with its allies. He noted that
the essence of the Anglo-Turkish Treaty was collaboration.

After long discussions, which at points included threats by Mr Eden and
strong replies by Turkish Foreign Minister Menemencioglu, the Turkish Minister
stated that he refused the delivery of Turkish airbases at this stage. But that the
question of Turkey’s entry into the War was one that had to be decided by the
government, and that he would ask for such a decision on his return to Ankara
and notify the British Ambassador.

The Turkish government, after examining the general situation of the War
and the demands made on Turkey, decided that Turkey would enter the War
under the following conditions:

1- The delivery of the minimum quantity of equipment necessary for defence,
2- A joint plan of military operation,
3- A reasonable time allowed for preparation and political discussions.

This last point was necessary because Turkey already had an alliance with
Britain, but no agreement with the United States or the Soviet Union.

This decision was made known to the British government in a note sent to
the British Embassy on 17 November 1943,
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An important conference took place in Tehran between President
Roosevelt. Mr Churchill and Stalin at the end of November. The proceedings and
decisions of this Conference were in line with the Moscow Conference of
Foreign Ministers, which was a preparation for the Tehran Conference.

In these conferences, the Soviet Union had obtained confirmation on a
second front in northern and southern France, it retained a free hand in dealing
with Eastern and Central Europe, and was promised half of all the naval and
commercial fleets of Italy, which was defeated by Britain and the United States.

In Tehran, it was also decided that the British and American governments
should invite President Inonii to a meeting to obtain Turkey’s entry into the War.
Stalin said that the Soviet Minister, Andrei Vyshinski, and the Soviet
Ambassador in Ankara, Sergei Vinogradov, were also to be present at this meeting.

Having received this invitation, President Indnii replied that if this meeting
was intended to inform him of decisions in a conference at which Turkey was not
present, he would not attend. However, if it was intended to have discussions
among equal allies on the most suitable measures to bring the War to a successful
end, he would accept this invitation.

The two Western Allies replied that it was for the second alternative. In
Ankara, in order to keep our departure secret, Indnii and our delegation took the
special presidential train, not from Ankara, but from the small station of the vil-
lage of Mamak some miles away.

When we reached Adana, we found out that both the British Prime
Minister and American President had sent their sons Elliot Roosevelt and
Randolph Churchill in their private planes to fly President Inonii and his delegation
to Catro.

In Cairo, we were surprised to find out that Mr Vyshinski could not arrive
as he could not make the necessary flight connection and that Ambassador
Vinogradov, who had came to Cairo with us, would not attend the meetings.

It looked to us as though the Soviets did not wish to participate in the final
arrangements made between Turkey and the Western Allies.

The first meeting of President Inonii was with the American President,
who received him in a very friendly and cordial manner, and Mr Churchill, with
whom he had become acquainted at their meeting in Adana. The next day the
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regular meetings started. In these meetings, Mr Churchill stated that the Germans
were now very weak and too worn out to form a great danger for Turkey, that the
end of the War would bring changes in the political situation and that the
countries that had taken an active part in it would act as judges while the others
would be spectators.

President Inonii replied that Turkey had been a loyal ally and a friend even
at times when this attitude constituted a great danger to its own safety and that
he could not accept the view that Turkey could face negative attitudes at the end
of the War. He went on to state that Turkey had already decided in principle to
enter the War and had made known the essential conditions for this action to the
Allies. He explained that these conditions envisaged two stages:

"Preparation and collaboration in the joint plan of action.”

He said that Turkey could not be asked to enter the War and to know only
after their entry what the Allies expected her to do.

Discussions on the entry of Turkey into the War continued during the next
two meetings.

It was noticed that, although Mr Churchill was insistent, the American
President was rather lukewarm if not aloof in the discussion that followed.
Perhaps in line with the American outlook on future military operations, he
showed more understanding of the Turkish attitude. At a point of the discussion
on the timing of the Turkish entry he used an American colloquial expression
saying:

"Don’t you see Winston, they don’t want to be caught with their pants
down."

At a separate meeting with the Turkish delegation he told President Inonii
that in two or three months the situation would be different and that it would be
easier for him to make a decision on that.

Mr Churchill made his final point by saying that preparations on the
airbases should continue up to 15 February, that there would be infiltration of
British personnel and technicians up to that day. Turkey would be asked on 15
February to allow the landing of Allied air forces on these bases. If Turkey
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refused, the Allied forces would be removed to other theatres of war and the
Allies would be disinterested in Turkey after that date.

It was, however, decided by the Conference to have discussions in Ankara
between a British Military Mission and the Turkish General Staff to review the
military possibilities.

This mission headed by Air Marshal Sir John Linnell failed to reach
agreement with General Kazim Orbay, the Turkish Chief of Staff, and was
withdrawn in January.

In the meantime, as the military discussions were going on in Ankara,
although Mr Churchill had said in Cairo that the Germans were not strong
enough in the Eastern Mediterranean to form a danger to Turkey, the German
land and air forces defeated the British forces on the islands of Cos, Leros and
Samos in the Aegean. The remnants of the British forces were evacuated with the
voluntary assistance of Turkish fishermen and their rowing boats in the area.

This brought to an end the series of political discussions of that month
concerning the direction of future military operations. The Cairo Conference was
the last link in the chain of these events and discussions. Its results were of vital
importance, not only for Turkey, but also for the Allies in their decisions for the
shape and direction of the last operations that brought the War to a successful
end.

Turkey entered the War in 1945, being invited to be among the founding
countries of the United Nations, which was established that year.

I find no better way to end my remarks than to quote a sentence from my
friend Mr Newberry, an official of the American State Department, who made a
study of Turkish Foreign Policy during the War for a university degree. I now
have only the Turkish translation of this study in which, Mr. Newberry says:

"The Turkish policy saved the major cities of Turkey from being wiped
out by air bombs, it saved the country from the danger of being occupied perhaps
until the arrival of Soviet forces after the final victory. The people of Turkey
should be thankful for the wisdom of their politicians at this period".
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On his arrival in Cairo on 6 December 1943, the South African Prime
Minister, Jan Smuts, commented that "this War was the first that was being
waged by conference.”

The remark was pertinent but not wholly accurate. High-level meetings
amongst Allied military and political leaders to settle strategy, tactics and
conditions of peace, had been almost as much a feature of the First World War
as they were of the Second. When decisions relating to military operations
became entwined with the discussion of war aims and objectives it made sense
for those with ultimate political responsibility to seek to resolve them in conference.
Moreover, statesmen, accustomed to exercising great power at home and confident
of their own negotiating skills in cabinet, all too easily grew impatient with the
constraints imposed by conventional diplomacy on their conduct abroad.” Both
Churchill and Roosevelt had a predilection for personal diplomacy. Their mutual
correspondence and close contact with each other helped forge and strengthen
the bonds of the wartime alliance between Britain and the United States. But the
mechanisms of conference diplomacy could also be utilised to exert collective
pressure upon lesser allies and wavering neutrals. At the Cairo Conference of 3-7
December 1943, Churchill sought, with less than enthusiastic support from
Roosevelt, to persuade the President and Foreign Minister of a friendly though
non-belligerent Turkey to risk, and eventually engage in, war with the Axis powers.
It was in effect Churchill’s last opportunity to keep open a strategic option, in
which he had already invested a good deal of time and energy, but whose scope

The opinions expressed in this paper are the author’s own and should not be taken as an expres-
sion of official UK government policy.
" Trefor E. Evans (ed.), The Killearn Diaries 1934-1946: the Diplomatic and Personal Record of
Lord Killearn (Str Miles Lampson) High Commissioner and Ambassador to Egypt, London,
Sidgwick & Jackson, Ltd., 1972, pp. 269-270.
Keith Hamilton and Richard Langhorne, The Practice of Diplomacy: its Evolution, Theory and
Administration, London, Routledge, 1995, pp. 184-188.
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had been drastically reduced by the agreements reached at the preceding Allied
conference at Tehran.

During the first four years of the Second World War, Britain’s relations
with Turkey were conditioned by the alliance treaty initialled by the two powers
and France in September 1939, the vicissitudes of grand strategy and, especially
after 1941, the perceived needs and requirements of the Soviet Union. The
Alliance, negotiated in the aftermath of Mussolini’s invasion of Albania, in
addition to committing Britain and France to aid Turkey in the event of its being
attacked by another European power, provided for mutual assistance if one of the
signatories were involved in a Mediterranean war, and bound Turkey to help
Britain and France fulfil their guarantees to Romania and Greece. The application
of these terms was, however, dependent upon Turkey receiving sufficient
material support for the defence of its Thracian frontier. And, after the defeat of
France and Italy’s entry into the War, the British readily acquiesced in Turkey’s
declaration of non-belligerency. The British were in no position to provide
Turkey with the defence equipment required and Turkey’s defeat by the Axis
could open the way to Germany’s penetration of the Middle East. Indeed, so long
as the Axis retained the military initiative, Turkey’s neutrality remained a strategic
asset for Britain.”” Only after the British success at El Alamein and the Allied
landings in north Africa at the end of 1942 did Churchill begin to give serious
thought to the possibility of bringing Turkey into the War in order to open the
supply route to Russia through the Aegean and the Black Sea, and to provide
airbases for the bombardment of the Romanian oilfields.

It was with this object in view that Churchill arranged to meet Turkey’s
President, Ismet Inonii, in Adana on 30-31 January 1943, There, Churchill adopted
a tactic that must have become very familiar to the Turks during the following
twelve months. Conscious, in the aftermath of the Red Army’s triumph at
Stalingrad that the Turks were probably as fearful of the consequences of a
Soviet victory in eastern Europe as they were worried by their vulnerability to
German attack, the Prime Minister sought to persuade them that their future
security could best be assured by their joining the anti-Axis Alliance. He told
Inonii that the post-war Soviet Union might be "even more imperialistic" than the
Russia of former years, and the best guarantee for Turkey lay in its association

Sir Llewellyn Woodward, British Foreign Policy in the Second World War, abridged version,
2nd impression, London, HMSO, 1972, pp. 129-134.
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with Britain, the Soviet Union and the United States. But Churchill also
explained that he would never propose that Turkey should enter the War until it
was ready and in parallel military discussions it was agreed that the Turks should
furnish lists of equipment they required. The general assumption was that Turkey
would not be asked to take any positive action in the War until its armed strength
had increased and unless, in the meantime, German forces were withdrawn a
greater distance from the Turkish frontiers and there were clear indications
of the impending collapse of Axis rule in the Balkan lands.®

Between January and May 1943 some £16 million-worth of equipment,
other than petrol, was transported to Turkey from the Middle East: the traffic
continued for the remainder of the year on a comparable scale.” British officials
were, however, doubtful about whether the Turks could ever be persuaded
voluntarily to join the Allies in the War. Sir Hughe Knatchbull-Hugessen,
Britain’s Ambassador in Ankara, thought the Turks wished to remain neutral and
that they would maintain that attitude as long as possible, hoping that Germany
would accept defeat before Turkey was required to fight. Within the Foreign
Office, it was likewise accepted that the Turks were determined to keep out of
the War unless they were either directly attacked or could participate without any
serious impact upon their domestic and external situation. It was assumed in
Iondon that the Turks wanted a British victory in the War, but not such as would
leave the Russians predominant in Central and South-eastern Europe. But, in the
spring of 1943, the British were still less concerned with achieving a Turkish
declaration of war than with securing the eventual use of their airfields for
operations in the Aegean and elsewhere. No longer regarded as a ‘protective
pad’ against an Axis advance into the Middle East, Turkey was increasingly seen
as an ‘aircraft carrier’ in the eastern Mediterranean. Nevertheless, whilst Allied
operational plans remained in flux, there seemed little point in pressing the Turks
to offer such facilities. The trouble was that, much to the exasperation of the
British, the Turks showed few signs of being ready to respond to Allied pressure
for a more positive stance on their part.”

* Sir Llewellyn Woodward, British Foreign Policy in the Second World War, Vol. IV, London,
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It was also far from clear what the British government could do to make
the Turks more responsive to their wishes. Knatchbull-Hugessen recommended
cutting back on arms supplies to Turkey and the adoption of ‘calculated’ silence
so as to make Ankara apprehensive about British intentions.” Yet, within the
Foreign Office, it was recognised that if Britain were to withhold arms and
equipment this would leave Turkey even less able to contemplate participation in
the War. Economic pressure might have a similar effect. Moreover, even in June
1943, it still seemed possible that a belligerent Turkey could prove more of a
liability than an asset for the Allies, especially if a German attack were to compel
them to divert to the Near East forces needed elsewhere. That situation changed
when Italy’s surrender appeared to offer the Allies the opportunity to seize the
Dodecanese islands. Unable to pre-empt German action there, British forces
occupied Cos, Leros and Samos. Turkey stretched its neutrality and agreed to the
islands being supplied from the Turkish mainland. But this and subsequent
developments encouraged Churchill to contemplate further operations in the
Aegean for which Turkish airbases and other assistance would almost certainly
be needed.®

The Foreign Office had also to reckon with reports of mounting Russian
concern over the exact purpose of the arms and equipment being supplied to
Turkey under the Adana Agreement. The Russians evidently suspected that the
British were seeking to strengthen Turkey, not just against wartime Germany,
but also against the post-war Soviet Union. This seemed to explain Molotov’s
proposal during the Moscow Foreign Ministers’ Conference of 16-30 October
1943 that the Allies should insist on Turkey’s early entry into the War. Anthony
Eden, the British Foreign Secretary, had serious reservations about proceeding
on these lines. He feared that the Turks would respond by demanding arms that
the Allies were in no position to deliver. But some in London were not
unsympathetic to the initiative. Churchill, despite having already committed
British forces to the launch of a cross-Channel invasion (Operation Overlord) by
1 May 1944, was strongly inclined towards an eastern Mediterranean strategy
that would weaken the Germans in South-eastern Europe and perhaps knock the
Axis satellites out of the War. The Americans, by contrast, were reluctant to
endorse any plan involving the diversion of forces from Western Europe, and,
like the Russians, were opposed to any further postponement of the opening of a

7 Ibid., p. 128.
*Ibid., pp. 131-140.
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second front. The three foreign ministers nevertheless agreed that it was
desirable to bring Turkey into the War before the close of 1943, and that the
British should ask the Turks for airbases and other facilities. At the same time,
no American or British resources that the Chiefs of Staff thought necessary for
cross-channel operations were to be committed to the eastern Mediterranean e

Even before Eden’s departure for Moscow, Knatchbull-Hugessen had
suggested a meeting between the Foreign Secretary and the Turkish Foreign
Minister, Numan Menemencioglu. Eden was initially in no mood to agree. But
in Moscow, the Russians seemed reluctant to discuss future developments in the
Balkans and, as the Foreign Office’s Southern Department discerned, there was
a serious danger of the whole peninsula falling under Soviet control. Indeed.
without Turkish belligerency it seemed most unlikely that Britain would be able
to exercise any influence in the region. It was quite possible that Britain would
find it difficult to maintain its support for Turkey, whose independence and
integrity was a longstanding British interest, without encountering friction with
the Soviet Union. If, however, the Russians now wanted Turkish participation in
the War. this, according to the Southern Department, might serve as a pretext for
seeking an understanding on the Balkans. Were Turkey, as the strongest of the
south-east European powers, assured with Soviet consent a leading role in the
region, there might then be a chance of ensuring the independence of the Balkan
states generally and of warding off the threat of complete Soviet domination
there. On the basis of these conclusions, Eden was therefore urged to take up the
offer of a meeting with Menemencioglu."” Churchill also favoured this course.
But the Prime Minister appears to have been far more excited by the immediate
prospect of operations in the eastern Mediterranean than by the negotiation of a
new accord on the future of the Balkans. On 3 November he telegraphed Eden
that the time had come to "put the hard screw" on Turkey. The Turks, he thought,
should be made to take whatever practical steps Britain and the Soviet Union
required. He claimed Molotov’s request for Turkey’s assistance offered Ankara
a "wonderful prospect”, especially as the immediate action demanded would be
so modest and passive."” However, as was soon to become apparent during the
talks between Eden and Menemencioglu in Cairo on 5-8 November, the Turks
were inclined to view events from a rather different perspective.

7 Ibid., pp. 140-146.
" Ibid., pp. 147-149.
" Ibid., p. 149.
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At this first Cairo Conference the British asked the Turks to grant them
facilities and airbases in south-west Anatolia from which they could undertake
action against the Dodecanese and other Aegean islands; and they requested, on
behalf of the Alliance, that Turkey enter the War before the end of 1943. General
Sir Hastings Ismay, who accompanied Eden, explained on 5 November that the
British urgently wanted the use of airbases for operations against Rhodes, the
capture of which would compel the Germans to evacuate Crete and southern
Greece leaving the Aegean open to Allied forces. He added that a German land
attack on Turkey was impossible and that two squadrons of British fighters
would be sufficient to deal with the danger of German retaliatory bombing. The
advantages to the Alliance of Turkey’s entry into the War would, he continued,
be that: 1) it would oblige the Bulgarians to concentrate their forces on their eastern
frontier and this would necessitate the Germans replacing Bulgarian divisions in
Greece and Yugoslavia; 2) it would permit aerial attack on the one target which
be might prove decisive in Europe, the Ploesti oilfield in Romania; 3) it would
cut off Turkish chrome from Germany; and 4) it would give the Allies the moral
advantage and hasten the process of disintegration in Germany and the Axis
satellites.” Menemencioglu seemed not to have been convinced. He declined the
British request for bases, which he thought would be the equivalent of Turkey’s
entry into the War and which would invite German retaliation and he maintained
that before the Turkish government could consider joining the Allies it must first
know what was required of it. Eden insisted that such a response would have a
"lamentable effect” upon his colleagues and that it would be impossible for
Britain to continue with the provision of arms supplies and equipment to
Turkey .

Disappointed and irritated by Menemencioglu’s language. Eden
subsequently observed: "No one can be so deaf as a Turk who does not wish to
be persuaded."" Yet, if the Turks seemed hard of hearing, the British must have
appeared peculiarly short-sighted in their approach. Menemencioglu may have
been perturbed about Turkey’s exposure to German attack, but he was also clearly
anxious about the threat that the Soviet Union could all too easily pose to Turkey

" Public Record Office (PRO), FO 371/37476. R 12407/55/G, Record of 2nd Meeting held at HM
Embassy, Cairo, 5 November 1943.

* PRO, FO 371/37476, R 12407/55/G, Records of 3rd and 4th Meeting held at HM Embassy,
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through the Red Army’s advance into the Balkans. Time and again
Menemencioglu reiterated his fears that a Soviet victory would lead to its
long-term military occupation of Romania and Bulgaria. The Russians, he
protested, might remain there for another twenty-five years. Eden replied, in
language that seemed to contradict that previously used by Churchill that there
was "no sign that the Russians had any imperialistic ideas" and that Turkey
would benefit at the end of the War if she emerged as one of the victorious allies
on the Soviet side. Menemencioglu was not impressed and at one stage posed the
highly relevant question of whether the Poles would likewise benefit from being
Russia’s ally. "He was", he remarked, "fearful of action by Russia which might
not be in accordance with American and British policy, but which the latter might
not be able to prevent.""® And he told Eden that he was unable to agree to Turkey
entering the War "without a guarantee from the Russians about their intentions
in the Balkans." In retrospect, this would seem a sensible decision: if the Turks
were to commit themselves to war with Germany then they would require some
assurances with regard to what they were fighting for. It was also quite consis-
tent with thinking in the Foreign Office’s Southern Department about the diplo-
matic benefits to be had from Turkey’s involvement in the conflict. Nevertheless,
all Eden could tell Menemencioglu was that the Russians were Britain’s allies
and that he was "totally unprepared to tell them that the Turks would not con-
sider entering the War without a guarantee about their intentions in the
Balkans" —an answer which doubtless helped fuel Menemencioglu’s suspicion that
in Moscow the Russians had refrained from insisting on a second front in
exchange for Britain’s acceptance of their having a free hand in the Balkans."”

Others in the Foreign Office shared Eden’s doubts about seeking assurances
from the Soviet Union regarding its intentions in the Balkans. The Office’s
Northern Department feared that negotiations on the issue would simply revive
and reveal differences within the Alliance and they preferred to follow up a
suggestion made by Molotov that Turkey should be offered a joint guarantee of
its independence. Menemencioglu’s response to Eden’s plea for Turkey’s early
entry into the War had not in any case been wholly negative. He had spoken of
the need to give the matter further consideration and he had emphasised that
Turkey required to know what was expected and required of it. Moreover,

'* R 12407/55/G, Records of 1st Meeting held at HM Embassy, Cairo, 5 November 1943.
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although on 15 November he informed Knatchbull-Hugessen that in the present
circumstances his government thought war to be beyond their material capacity,
the British Ambassador still believed that the Turks had, in principle, accepted
co-belligerency. Few in the Foreign Office thought Turkey would join the War
before the end of 1943."” In itself, this was of little immediate significance:
despite the urgency with which Molotov had previously pressed his case, the
Russians were already showing signs of having lost interest in securing a Turkish
declaration of war. But, by the late autumn of 1943, Churchill seemed more than
ever intent upon having Turkey’s full military co-operation.

Churchill’s stance on Turkey was essentially a function of the ongoing
debate on Allied strategy. The Prime Minister considered the full exploitation of
British and Allied forces in the Mediterranean an essential means of weakening
Germany elsewhere and he perhaps all too readily assumed that Turkey’s entry
into the War would lead to a collapse of the Axis Balkan satellites. But proposals,
put forward by the British Chiefs of Staff and backed by Churchill, for the retention
of landing craft in the eastern Mediterranean for an assault on Rhodes (Operation
Hercules) and action elsewhere in the Aegean and the Adriatic were opposed by
the Americans. They were, with good reason, apprehensive lest such operations
swallow up Allied resources and further delay the launch of Overlord and when,
on 26 November, the British Chiefs of Staff met with their American colleagues
in Cairo, the latter argued that only limited operations in Italy would be regard-
ed as consistent with earlier plans for a cross-Channel invasion. Indeed, they
were only prepared to offer flexibility on the timing of Overlord, in return for
British acceptance of Buccaneer, an amphibious operation in the Bay of Bengal
that might well have denied the British any landing craft for Hercules."® At the
Tehran Conference, which opened on 28 November, Stalin joined Roosevelt in
opposing diversionary operations that might detract from Overlord. If forces
were available for weakening Germany elsewhere, then he thought these might
best be employed in landings in the south of France, the projected Operation
Anvil

7 Woodward, Vol. IV, pp. 152-158. Sir Hughe Knatchbull-Hugessen, Diplomat in Peace and
War, London, John Murray, 1949, pp. 196-197.
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Churchill, nevertheless continued to argue in favour of Allied operations
in the Aegean. Determined that the twenty British and British-controlled divi-
sions then in the Mediterranean should be used to full advantage even if this
meant delaying Overlord, he wanted to retain sufficient landing craft for out-
flanking movements in Italy and the capture of Rhodes. Yet, as the Allied Chiefs
of Staff subsequently confirmed, Hercules could hardly be contemplated without
Turkish assistance. It was, therefore, vital if Churchill were to have his way, that
Turkey abandons its neutrality. The Prime Minister told Roosevelt and Stalin that
he intended to warn the Turks that if they refused a tripartite invitation to join the
War the British government would lose interest in their territorial rights,
particularly with regard to the Bosphorus and the Dardanelles. And on 1
December, all three Allied leaders reaffirmed the desirability of bringing
Turkey into the War before the end of the year. Stalin further stated that if, in
consequence of a German-Turkish war, Bulgaria were to declare war on and
attack Turkey, the Soviet Union would immediately consider itself at war with
Bulgaria. This ‘informal agreement’ amongst the three principal Allies,
nevertheless, still left undecided what operations were to be undertaken in the
Acgean and what contribution was to be expected from the Turks. The
Americans were doubtful as to whether any landing craft would be available for
use in the Aegean and Churchill conceded that if the Turks could be persuaded
simply to grant the use of their airbases, without any declaration of war, it would
enable the Allies to gain air superiority in order to begin the work of expelling
the Germans from the islands.”” Any final decision on these points was dependent
on the outcome of the meeting at Cairo to which Churchili and Roosevelt invited
Inénii and to which Stalin promised to send his Deputy Foreign Minister, Andrei
Vyshinski and the Soviet Ambassador at Ankara, Sergei Vinogradov.

The Turkish government accepted the invitation on the understanding that
the visit was "to afford opportunity of free, equal and unprejudiced discussicn as
to the best method by which Turkey [could] serve {the] common cause."*" Yet
by 4 December, when Inonii and Menemencioglu arrived in Cairo for their three
days of talks with the Allied leaders, Churchill and Eden were already aware that
there was little chance of British or other Allied forces being able to mount a
successful amphibious operation against Rhodes or any other of the Dodecanese
islands. It had been decided at Tehran to accord absolute priority to Overlord and

" Woodward, Vol. IV, pp. 158-162.
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Anvil and whilist Roosevelt was showing signs of retreating from his commitment to
Buccaneer, the Americans had effectively ruled out the supply of landing craft
for Hercules. During a meeting of the Combined Chiefs of Staff in Cairo on 3
December, the British were left in little doubt that the Americans were not
prepared to accept operations in the Aegean as a British or Allied commitment
unless it was clear that they would not at any stage interfere with resources necded
elsewhere.®” The most, therefore, that the British could practically envisage was
the use of airbases in Turkey in order to achieve air, and eventually naval
supremacy in the Aegean. The Germans might then be starved out of their island
strongholds. Perhaps, as Churchill’s doctor Charles Moran noted in his diary, the
Prime Minister still saw in Turkey’s participation in the War a means of post-
poning the opening of the second front in northern France.”” Churchiil cer-
tainly remained optimistic about what operations in the eastern Mediterranean
could contribute to the defeat of the Axis powers. Nevertheless, all would ulti-
mately depend on his ability to persuade the Turks that they should run the risk
of provoking the Germans and that their long-term interests would be best served
by their early resort to arms.

The prospects were not good. Churchill had said at Tehran that he would
be satisfied with ‘strained neutrality’ on Turkey’s part.”” But even this would
carry with it the danger of a pre-emptive strike by Germany or Bulgaria.
Knatchbull-Hugessen, who accompanied the Turkish delegation to Cairo, hoped
that no one would try to rush the Turks or "put the screw on"?” and in a telegram
of 3 December, he warned Churchill and Eden that Turkey’s internal and eco-
nomic position was not adapted to War. The government, he explained, was not
secure, parliamentary and public opinion were strongly against war and any mate-
rial assistance Britain might give Turkey before the end of the year was unlikely
to ease Inonii’s difficulties.® Meanwhile, the British Chiefs of Staff concluded
that Turkey’s entry into the War should be put back to mid-February1944.%” And
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Churchill seems to have had little difficulty in accommodating himself to the
idea put to him by Inénii for a two-stage military alignment: a preparatory period
during which the Turks would receive increased military supplies, to be followed
by their colfaboration in the Allied war effort. The Prime Minister foresaw a
programme which would allow for the fitting of Turkish airfields with radar and
anti-aircraft guns by the end of January and the despatch of American and British
air squadrons to Turkey by the beginning of February. Medium-range bombers
would in the meantime start the ‘softening’ process from airfields in Cyrenaica
and by 15 February, bombing attacks on the Aegean islands would be intensified.
The Turks, he thought, might then expect some reaction from Germany, but as
they grew stronger they would have to reckon with greater risks.*¥

The degree of risk that Turkey might be expected to assume was clearly
the problem. On the afternoon of 4 December Inonii assured Churchill and
Roosevelt that Turkey remained faithful to its "original decision of association
with the common cause". But he insisted that Turkey was not yet ready for war.
"If", he continued, "the Allies were prepared to meet the minimum essential
requirements of Turkey and if after these had been met Turkey could be useful
to the Allies, ‘we will come with you’." He also made it plain that this could not
be achieved within a matter of weeks and that experts must first agree on a plan
of preparation.”” Churchill, for his part, emphasised the importance of preparing
Turkey against air attack and he proposed that this begin immediately with the
secret despatch there of supplies, material and personnel to make ready the
airfields for the arrival of protecting air squadrons.”” Yet, as Menemencioglu
pointed out the next day, the infiltration of Allied personnel into Turkey could
itself bring about a German attack. Indeed, the discussions soon entered what
Churchill termed a ‘vicious circle’. "We", he observed, "were satisfied that no
preparation could be effective without the introduction of personnel, while the
Turks refused the introduction of personnel because of the danger of provoking
Germany. Thus no preparation could be made against Germany being provoked."*"

* 1Ibid., p. 164.
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In a subsequent meeting attended by Menemencioglu, Eden and the
American representative, Harry Hopkins, Sir Sholto Douglas, the Commander-
in-Chief of the British Air Force in the Middle East detailed the Allied personnel
he thought it necessary to send to Turkey in support of the seventeen squadrons
he envisaged for the defence of vulnerable points and the offensive operations in
the Aegean. These included radio location and operations room specialists,
signals personnel, specialist personnel for anti-aircraft guns and administrative
personnel—a total of some 2,000 personnel, without which he reckoned Turkey
would not be in a position of security "when the moment of need came". But
Menemencioglu was still worried that infiltration on this scale would leave
Turkey vulnerable to attack when it was still not prepared for war. "He could
not", he said, "agree to the introduction of personnel but he did agree to the
introduction of technicians, though he must make a reserve regarding the number
of these." And Menemencioglu continued to insist on Turkey’s need for more
material assistance. He asked that American and British officers visit Ankara to
work out with the Turkish general staff a list of requirements and a plan of
complete collaboration. The British plans for infiltration he accepted in principle,
subject to consideration of the numbers by the Turkish general staff and he
added, if this programme were accepted, Turkey would not take action which it
considered might lead it into war with Germany until material and supplies for
its forces had been received. Turkey, he said, also had political questions to raise,
particularly with regard to the Soviet promise to declare war on Bulgaria if the
latter attacked Turkey.”” Knatchbull-Hugessen, who was present at this meeting,
cautioned Menemencioglu that the Turkish attitude was open to the interpretation
that they were intentionally stalling. The Ambassador did not personally believe
this to be the case and he readily defended the thesis that they were "perfectly
genuine in their fears".”” Eden was less sure and was evidently irritated by the
prospect of being drawn into a fresh round of talks on Turkey’s military needs.
"If they don’t come in", he told Moran, "I have no interest in them and I shall not
lift a finger if the Straits are threatened by Russia."®” Yet, what is in some
respects more surprising is the extent to which Inénii and Menemencioglu were
prepared to respond positively to Allied demands when they were being offered
s0 little.

2

2 PRO, CAB 66/45 WW (44) 8, Record of Meeting held at Villa Casey, 5 December 1943.
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Churchill had good reason to be confident about the eventual outcome of
the War and there were grounds to suppose that neither the Germans nor their
Bulgarian allies would wish to become involved in a land war in Anatolia. But
Churchill, undoubtedly, entertained exaggerated expectations about the likely
impact of Turkey’s participation in the conflict on the general strategic situation
and he seems to have taken relatively little account of the exposed position of
Turkish Thrace. He told Inonii on 4 December that Turkey’s entrance into the
Grand Alliance would bring about "great international changes": Romania was
begging for peace, Hungary wished to get out of the War and Bulgaria was greatly
divided. Turkey’s entry into the War, "arranged in the right way and at the right
time", would, Churchill claimed, "bring about a series of landslides in these
countries. It would be most fruitful and welcome."* With the use of Turkish
bases the Allies could expel the German air force from the Aegean, dominate its
islands, secure access to the Straits, attack enemy convoys, and "clear up the
whole region" ©®

True, all that Turkey had to do was to assume a defensive stance and provide
the required bases. But, in return all the Turks were getting were Churchill’s
assurances that once the promised air squadrons arrived their cities would be

efended against aerial attack and the vision of emerging from the War as one of
the victorious Allies. Even this disguised a thinly veiled threat. As Churchill
explained:

"The advantages to Turkey joining in the War would be permanent and
Jasting, more particularly from the point of view of Turkish relations with
Russia ... if Turkey accepted the invitation being put to her, Turco-Russian
relations would be put on the best possible footing. Turkey would sit on
the Bench with Russia, America and the United Kingdom and the other
United Nations. Turkey’s great friend and Ally felt it would be a pity if she
now missed her chance ... and Turkey, if she did not accept the invitation
now, might then find herself alone, not on the Bench, but wandering about
in Court ... There were risks either way. But if Turkey associated herself

' PRO. CAB 66/45, WW (44) 8, Record of Meeting held at President Roosevelt’s Villa, 4
December 1943.
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with the United Nations she would also be associated with Russia, one of
the strongest Military Powers in the world, if not the strongest, at any rate
in Europe and Asia.""™"

In all this there was a good deal more ‘stick” than ‘carrot’. Aware of
Turkish concern about Soviet power, Churchill was, to some extent, seeking to
reassure them. But the Turks might have had good reason to be worried had they
known of Churchiil’s hints at Tehran that he might not oppose Soviet demands
with regard to the future regime of the Straits. As it was, Churchill could have
left the Tur<s with few doubts about the dangers of post-war isolation. Their
position, he said, "would suffer" if they had done nothing within the next six
months. "We all", he added menacingly, "had difficulty in handling Russia."

Much, however, to the annoyance of British delegates, the talks seemed to
make little headway. Sir Alec Cadogan, the Permanent Under-secretary at the
Foreign Office and a member of the British team, thought the situation "quite
hopeless". Menemencioglu, whom he suspected of being in German pay, seemed
to him to be "straining every nerve to twist and turn and prevaricate”. And, in
response to Knatchbull-Hugessen’s comment that the Turks were coming along,
he noted that so they were, but in the wrong direction: "They used to say they
would come in when the moon turned blue: now they say they will when it turns
pink."™ In a further conversation with Churchill on 7 December, Inénii persisted
in arguing that the arrival of the air squadrons would expose Turkey to the risk
of invasion by the Axis powers and that more preparation was required if the
Turkish army were to be concentrated, equipped and mobilised to cope with this
threat. Churchill was dismissive of such fears. The Germans needed Bulgarian
forces in Yugoslavia and he thought it unlikely that they would press Bulgaria to
attack the Turks. He was also sceptical about what the Allies could do to assist
the Turkish army before mid-February, especially as Turkey’s rail and road
communications were likely to be blocked by supplies intended for the equipping
of the airbases. All he could suggest was that the Allies should proceed with the
airfield preparations and if these were complete by 15 February, it would then be
up to the Turks to decide whether or not they would agree to the arrival of the

" PRO, CAB 66/45. WW (44) 8, Record of Mesting held at President Roosevelt’s Villa, 5
December 1943,

¥ David Dilks (ed.), The Diaries of Sir Alexander Cadogan, 1938-1945, London, Cassell, 1971,
p. 583.
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proffered squadrons. If they refused, the aircraft must be sent elsewhere. For the
moment, however, it was up to Inénii to consult the National Assembly and to
decide within the next four or five days whether Turkey would follow this
course. Finally, it was settled that British experts would go to Ankara, that
Turkish officers should visit Cairo, and that more talks would follow .*”

Eden seems to have doubted whether any of this amounted to much.
When, after bidding farewell to Inénii at the airport at midday on the 7th,
Churchill remarked to Eden, "Did you see, [smet kissed me", the Foreign
Secretary could only manage the rather sour response that if that were to be the
only gain from fifteen hours of hard argument, it was not much to be pleased
with. But, as Eden recalls in his memoirs, Churchill seems to have taken this in
good heart. That night the Prime Minister told his daughter: "Do you know what
happened to me today, the Turkish President kissed me. The truth is I'm
irresistible. But don’t tell Anthony, he’s jealous."™"

Vyshinski, whose late arrival in Cairo denied the Soviet Union any
effective representation in the Conference, subsequently remarked to Eden that
the discussions had not fulfilled the decisions taken at Moscow and Tehran to
bring Turkey into the War before the end of the year. He, nevertheless, conced-
ed that their outcome had been satisfactory. Knatchbull-Hugessen was of a sim-
ilar opinion. In a private letter to Roosevelt of 10 December, written to thank the
President for his gift of an autographed photograph, he observed that he thought
good had come out of Cairo. "I had", he noted, "been afraid the Turks would be
faced with a demand for the physically impossible and suspected of trickery if
they refused. But the solution seems fair all round and I think, practical."“" He
was soon to be disappointed. On 11 December, Menemencioglu informed him
that while the Turkish government accepted the Cairo proposals in principle, the
crucial question was that of aid to meet their defence requirements and these
included 216 Spitfires, 500 Sherman tanks and 66,800 tons of petrol. The Turks
also thought the Allied offer of seventeen air squadrons inadequate and requested
the forty-nine squadrons that Churchill had conditionally agreed to send in April
1943, These figures caused Knatchbull-Hugessen "complete dismay". He
considered them extravagant and sought with little or no success to persuade the

* PRO, CAB 66/45, WW (44) 8, Record of Meeting held at Casey Villa, 7 December 1943,
* Earl of Avon, The Eden Memoirs, Vol. II, The Reckoning, London, Cassell, 1965, p. 429.
*' Knatchbull-Hugessen MSS., KNAT 14/1, Knatchbull-Hugessen to Roosevelt, 10 December 1943,
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Turks to reduce their “price’. Uncertain, however, as to whether they were simply
stalling or genuinely anxious to play a part in the War, but worried by the state
of their defences, he urged Eden to make a final effort to settle the matter on the
basis of the Cairo programme by direct discussions between the commanders-in-
chief and the Turkish military leaders. Otherwise, he feared the Turkish government
would be able to claim that the Allies had refused them the means of self-
protection and gone back on earlier promises and that this situation would be
exploited by German propaganda.

Knatchbull-Hugessen was evidently depressed by what he regarded as a
diplomatic failure on the part of the Allies. "I wish", he wrote in his diary, "I
could think we had played our cards prudently. We have undertaken an impossible
task and made its accomplishment more difficult by the way we have set about
it. It would have been quite possible if we had acted otherwise. Now I see very
little hope."* Churchill, by contrast, was all for instructing the Ambassador to
‘put the screw on hard’ at Ankara. From Tunis, where illness confined him to his
bed, he telegraphed Eden urging him to make it clear to the Turks that failure to
comply with the Allied request on 15 February would be "the virtual end of the
Alliance and that making impossible demands (was) only another way of saying
no". The Foreign Office, he maintained, must insist on the infiltration of expert
personnel according to plan. The Joint Planning Staff disagreed. In their view
there seemed little point in negotiating with the Turks over demands that Britain
could not meet. But they also thought it unwise to threaten Turkey since it might
yet prove a useful ally and a breach now might reveal future Allied planning to
the Germans.*” In fact, as was soon to emerge, the German Ambassador at
Ankara already, in Menemencioglu’s words, "knew considerably more about
what (was) going on than was good for him".”” Ilyas Bazna, Knatchbull-
Hugessen’s valet, had for some time been supplying the German
Sicherheitsdienst with photographs of the Ambassador’s diplomatic correspon-
dence, including briefing papers for and reports on the Cairo talks of November
and December."

# Knatchbull-Hugessen MSS., KNAT 1/14. Diary, 13 December 1943.

' Woodward, Vol. IV, p. 168.
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This information doubtless strengthened German efforts to prevent Turkey
from joining the Allies. But British suspicions that the Germans knew of what
was going on with Turkey had already become an additional reason for keeping
the talks alive. On 15 December, the British Chiefs of Staff proposed that the
three Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, should go to Ankara for discussions
and if the Turks then agreed to the full programme of infiltration and preparation,
they should be offered the tanks, Bofors guns, anti-tank guns and field artillery
for which they had asked, along with Spitfires and Baltimores. Meanwhile,
Knatchbull-Hugessen was instructed once more to emphasise the isolated
position in which Turkey could find itself with Russia at the end of the War, to
speak of the end of the Anglo-Turkish Alliance, and to explain that because of
the development of air warfare the status of the Dardanelles had ceased to be a
vital British interest. When, however, Knatchbull-Hugessen delivered this mes-
sage to Menemencioglu, the latter rejected a visit by the Commanders-in-Chief
on the grounds that this would be a final provocation to Germany .“* "We were",
Menemencioglu complained, "trying to present them with a fair accompli and
engineering provocation, we had sold them to Russia and this proposed visit was
the last straw, etc."“” Nevertheless, the Turks were ready to receive military
experts of less high rank and since neither the Chiefs of Staff nor the Foreign
Office wanted to give the Germans the impression that they had given up on
Turkey, they were ready to go along with this suggestion. After all, even if the
Turks did not come into the War it was still necessary to keep alive the threat.“®
As Cadogan observed, the main object in continuing the talks with the Turks was
to keep the Germans afraid of British designs in the eastern Mediterranean.”

Air Marshal Sir John Linnell, who headed a military mission to Ankara to
carry on the conversations agreed in Cairo, well understood the problem. He
thought it clear that General Kazim Orbay, the Turkish Chief of Staff, was not
going to advise his government that Turkish forces were fit to enter the War
unless he had received most of the equipment demanded in December and that
this ruled out Turkey’s early entry into the War and very probably a favourable
reply to the request to fly in squadrons. There were, therefore, two possible

“ Woodward, Vol. IV, pp. 168-170.

7 Knatchbull-Hugessen MSS., KNAT 1/14, Diary, 19 December 1943,
8 Woodward, Vol. IV, p. 170.

¥ 1bid., pp. 172.

40 SAM Papers ® 6/ 99

Dr Keith Hamilion

courses: either 1) to seek a means to maintain a threat to the Germans in the
eastern Mediterranean: or 2) to force an issue with the Turks at the risk of a
breakdown. An attempt to bargain would lead merely to deadlock and such a
position would be difficult to retrieve and might adversely affect the strategic
plan.“” Meanwhile, Knatchbull-Hugessen confided his own frustrations to his
diary. On 10 January 1944, after being quizzed by his Soviet colleague, Sergei
Vinogradov. on how much pressure Britain was putting on Turkey, he confessed:

My difficulty is (a) to separate the substratum of truth, which runs through
all Turkish arguments, from what is pure bluff or affectation and having
done so decide whether they are stalling intentionally with the aim of avoid-
ing ever coming in or whether they want to clear away certain real but
in our view much exaggerated inhibitions; (b) to know when to use pres-
sure. The present moment is not the right one because (i) the Turks know
all about the pressure, having had it twice in Catro and several times from
me; and (ii) we are waiting for instructions from London with PM at
Marakesh and the presumable need to consult Washington and Moscow
and because this no doubt takes time.”"

Cadogan was for his part convinced by the Ambassador’s late reports "(a)
that it would or might be a disaster to get Turkey into the War now and (b) that
the only importance she (had was) as ‘cover’ to deceive the Germans." They had
therefore "better go on haggling and sending stuff in though, in practice, it
(would) be wasted".* With this Eden appears to have agreed and on 12 January,
the Chiefs of Staff instructed the military mission to bargain with the Turks about
supplies, while insisting that infiltration would have first priority as the best
means of meeting any German threat. As indicated in telegrams to Moscow and
Washington, the Foreign Office accepted that there was little chance of Turkey’s
immediate entry into the War.®?

In Ankara, Knatchbull-Hugessen still had to fend off complaints from
Menemencioglu that Britain had entered into an ‘unholy compact’ with the
Soviet Union about spheres of influence whereby Russia was to be given a free

* Ibid., pp. 171-172.
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hand in Central and South-eastern Europe. Menemencioglu also refused to consid-
er further infiltration until Turkish demands for equipment had been met and in
a private and personal letter accused Britain of having tried to ‘trick” Turkey into
war.® But when on 19 January Churchill proposed that the Turks should be
informed that if they obstructed the entry of British experts and refused to admit
the fly in of twenty air squadrons, the Alliance would be at an end, that no more
munitions would be sent and that Britain would show complete disinterest in
Turkey’s future, the Foreign Office reminded him of the limits of diplomatic pres-
sure. A break at this stage would determine Britain’s relations with Turkey for
a generation; without a friendly independent Turkey there were small chances of
British influence being felt in South-eastern Europe. Moreover, an unfriendly or
Soviet-dominated Turkey might seriously affect Britain’s position in the Near
East. The immediate military requirements of the wartime Alliance had to be
balanced against the post-war political interests of Britain.*

Nevertheless, it had yet to be decided whether anything positive was likely to
result from Linnell’s mission in Ankara. Orbay was still insisting on the priority
of equipment over infiltration and by mid-January Linnell had begun to wonder
whether, in view of the fact that it was certain that detailed information was being
leaked to the Germans, the talks and the continued supply of material to Turkey
could be regarded as presenting any credible threat to the Axis powers. As
Knatchbull-Hugessen observed, the conversations could no longer be said to
constitute a threat and were more likely to be a matter of satisfaction to the
Germans. The Foreign Office was still of the opinion that so long as the talks
continued the Germans must always feel that they might lead to something
tangible, whereas an open break would relieve them of this anxiety and allow
them to discount Turkey for the rest of the War. Yet by 22 January any hope of
flying in squadrons on 15 February or thereafter had disappeared and
Knatchbull-Hugessen had reached the conclusion that the Germans were unlikely
to be deceived by the proceedings in Ankara.”” There was, he recorded, "an
atmosphere of complete mulishness about and [the Turks were] fabricating every
possible argument to get out of doing anything and to put the blame on us".”” It

* Ibid., p. 173. Knatchbult-Hugessen MSS.. KNAT 1/14. Diary, 23 January 1944.
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was also apparent that anti-war feeling was increasing in Turkey and that there
was a considerable hardening of opinion against entry into the conflict,

Turkey’s entry into the War seemed in any case no longer to carry with it
the immediate strategic advantages anticipated at Cairo. The slow progress made
by the Allied forces in Italy had already compelled them to delay the planned
Anzio landings and this inevitably meant the postponement or abandonment of
operations in the Aegean. This, however, was not known to the Germans and the
Chiefs of Staff thought it worthwhile playing on their fears of Allied action in the
eastern Mediterranean in order to pin down their forces there. Moreover, there
scemed little further that Britain could do towards bringing the Turks into the
War. An ultimatum was likely to be rejected and once that became public
knowledge it would adversely affect Britain’s position in the Near and Middle
East and could also improve Germany’s standing in the Balkans. In these cir-
cumstances the Chiefs of Staff, while recommending that Linnell’s mission
should return to Cairo, concluded that Britain might agree to meet Turkish
demands for equipment in the hope that this would lead to fresh negotiations and
the Turks’ acceptance of the limited infiltration of personnel.*™”

Churchill agreed to less drastic action than he had originally proposed.
There was to be no formal break with Turkey, but the military mission was to be
withdrawn without explanation and military supplies halted. Knatchbull-
Hugessen was meanwhile to ‘put up his shutters and lie low’. As a result deliveries
of war material, radar and anti-aircraft equipment and the infiltration of personnel
ceased, specialists were withdrawn and only construction projects already in
hand were continued.”” And on 23 February, after three difficult weeks during
which he did his best to appear ‘stand-offish’, Knatchbull-Hugessen left Ankara
on leave for Cairo.™” All this was intended to exert further pressure on the Turks.
Aware, however, that the withdrawal of assistance was also likely to render
Turkey physically less able to enter the War and anxious to maintain the threat
Turkey still posed to Germany, the Chiefs of Staff were in no hurry to remove
equipment and personnel. The policy, as defined by Churchill, was "just silence
and fade away for the present".”” It was a stance that fully revealed the limits of
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British influence. In a memorandum of 4 April, in which he reviewed Anglo-
Turkish relations, Eden argued that the cutting off of military supplies had hardly
appeared to worry the Turks who may even have been relieved by the reduction
in pressure upon them which it seemed to signify. Eden considered that the
British government might be justified in denouncing the Alliance Treaty of 1939.
But, he had to admit, Britain would sti!l require Turkey’s friendship after the War
and would want Turkey’s control of the Straits to be exercised to its advantage .

During April, British and United States representations on trading with the
Axis persuaded the Turks to place an embargo on further chrome deliveries to
Germany. The Turkish government also intervened to prevent Romanian liners
being used as troop carriers in the Black Sea. Yet, henceforth, the Foreign Office
was more inclined to regard Turkey as a bulwark against Soviet expansionism
than as an ally against Germany. In a paper on Soviet policy in the Balkans,
which he put to the war cabinet in June 1944, Eden emphasised the importance
of fostering Greco-Turkish friendship and he argued that Britain would have to
abandon the policy of threatening Turkey with post-war isolation if it did not join
the Alliance against the Axis. Britain must acquiesce in Turkey remaining neutral
if this meant securing its collaboration with Greece as a counterweight to Soviet
influence in South-eastern Europe.”” Eden, nevertheless, sought to retain the
initiative in Allied relations with Turkey. In July, he pressed Ankara to break off
diplomatic relations with Germany and following the National Assembly’s
approval of this step on 2 August, Knatchbull-Hugessen assured Indnii that the
vitality of the Anglo-Turkish Alliance had been restored."”

That Knatchbull-Hugessen should have been so satisfied with this small,
though formal, step by Turkey away from neutrality was in itself a measure of
what the British had failed to achieve at the Cairo Conference. Despite the efforts
of Churchill and Eden to persuade the Turks that it was in their best interests to
play a more active role in the War with Germany, there had been no Turkish
declaration of war and no airbases had been conceded for Allied use. Their
handling of Turkey was, however, symptomatic of a broader dilemma faced by
British policy makers in the autumn of 1943, The eventual defeat of Germany
and its remaining allies may by then have seemed inevitable. But the balance of
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power within the anti-Axis coalition was tilting very much away from Britain
and towards the Soviet Union and the United States. At Tehran, Roosevelt and
Stalin were the final arbiters of Allied strategy and Churchill, once denied the
resources with which to mount ambitious operations in the Aegean, was in no
strong position to tempt Turkey into the War. All he could offer the Turks was
the prospect of enhanced post-war security as a result of their entering the War
on the same side as the Soviet Union. Yet, as British officials were only too well
aware, even if the Grand Alliance survived the onset of peace. Britain would still
need a friendly and independent Turkey to offset a powerful and potentially
dangerous Soviet Union in the Near East. Moreover, aithough Churchill almost
certainly advocated an eastern Mediterranean strategy because of the military
advantages it offered, he also understood the political consequences of allowing
the whole of Eastern Europe to become the Red Army’s exclusive preserve.

Whether or not Turkey’s entry into the War in 1944 would really have
made much difference to the post-war political situation in Europe must remain
a matter for speculation. Had British forces been able to operate successfully
from Turkish territory and had they been able drive the Germans from the
Aegean, they might have provoked a speedier collapse of Axis power in the
Balkans and enfeebled Germany elsewhere. It is, nonetheless, likely that the War
would still have ended with Soviet forces in occupation of Romania and
Bulgaria. On the other hand, if Bulgarian forces had been able to advance into
eastern Thrace as a result of Turkey’s entering the War, the Russians might well
have become the ‘liberators’ of Turkey in Europe and occupiers of the northern
shore of the Straits. True, Turkey’s participation in the Alliance would have
weakened the Soviet case for pressing, in the aftermath of the war, for frontier
changes and a revision of the Montreux Convention. But the Soviet Union’s
dealings with its other allies and the Red Army’s conduct in Iran® hardly
suggest that it would have withheld from making such demands.

It is equally difficult to assess whether the British might have better managed
their negotiations with Indnii and Menemencioglu. In a retrospective review of
the Anglo-Turkish military conversations, John Sterndale-Bennett, the British
Minister in Ankara, explained in February 1944 that the British had not been able

5 ¢f. Documents on British Policy Overseas, Vol. VII, HJ. Yasamee and K.A. Hamilton (eds.),
The United Nations: Iran, Cold War and World Organisaiion, 1946-1947, London, HMSO,
1995, pp. 1-143.
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to provide the Turks with all the equipment promised after the Adana meeting
and that, though valuable, the material delivered had not been sent in a pattern to
equip an army. Certainly, it had not been such as to give the Turks great
confidence in their ability to withstand the Axis attack they feared.*” Moreover,
the British had little to offer the Turks by way of assurance against the possibility
of German hegemony in the Balkans being replaced by Soviet domination. The
Americans had even less to offer. "In the last analysis", Hopkins told
Menemencioglu on 5 December, "a country went to war in its own interests. We
wanted Turkey in the War even if she could not have all she wanted. Great
Britain, Russia and the United States had not all they wanted when they entered
the War."®” It was a statement that probably served only to remind
Menemencioglu that neither the Soviet Union nor the United States had entered
the War voluntarily and that the former, having shared with Nazi Germany in the
partition of Poland, had subsequently occupied and absorbed three smaller neigh-
bours. Waging war by conference was certainly less bloody than fighting it on
the battlefield, but tactics still had to be adjusted to terrain and without ade-
quate resources diplomatic offensives were unlikely to succeed. As the Cairo
Conference would seem to demonstrate, however powerful the Allied political
artillery engaged, the foot soldiers of diplomacy could achieve little when armed
with no more than platitudes and promises of the future consideration of interests.

% Woodward, Vol. IV, p. 178.
% WP (44) 8, Draft Record of Meeting at Villa Casey, 5 December 1943.
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Introduction

Retrospective examinations of great historical events, such as the Second
Cairo Conference, afford us the opportunity to reflect upon our own times and to
regard the future in ways informed by lessons derived from our analyses of earlier
times. Historical hindsight, however, does not inevitably yield accurate or
accommodating political insight. Retrospective political reasoning is not as easy
nor as straightforward as it is sometimes represented to be.

The reasons are clear: we judge the past from the vantage point of our own
times. Thus historical wisdom is always cultivated within the socially constructed
contexts of the present or recent past. What we know of the past is shaped by our
conceptions of the present; as a result, the past readily becomes the possession,
if not the prisoner, of what one might consider contemporary historical imagination.
The redeeming element or saving grace is that our understanding of historical
significance and of what constitutes the basis of contemporary historical
imagination, is subject to change and revision with the passing of each generation.

This is meant to indicate that the demise of the Soviet Union and the end
to the Cold War provides the current historic frame of reference from which to
examine the import and meaning of the Second Cairo Conference. In stating this,
I wish to suggest that the Cairo Conference represents a crucial harbinger of the
onset of the Cold War. Secondarily, it stands for the erosion of British imperial
power and the emergence of the United States and the Soviet Union as the two
major superpowers in the post-war era. Finally, it anticipates the incorporation of
the Republic of Turkey into the NATO Alliance and the special relationship that
would continue throughout the post-war period, despite various periods of
tensions, between the Republic of Turkey and the United States.
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A Reckless British Démarche during the Meetings in Cairo

Historians sometimes speak of ‘turning points’ in the progression of those
great interstate political tensions that constitute and define the nature of interna-
tional political crises. From all accounts, the Cairo Conference was such a turning
point. But a turning point in what, ‘the beginning of the end’ or, alternatively,
‘the beginning of the beginning’? If the Soviet Unicn rather than Nazi Germany
becomes the central focus of inquiry into the historical meaning and importance
of the Cairo Conference, as I believe it should for our purposes today, the Cairo
Conference represents the early beginnings of the Cold War relationship between
Stalin and the Western Allies.

In short order, the relationship between the Soviets and the United States
and Britain would change dramatically. On 12 April 1945, less than one and a
half years from the days of the Cairo Meeting, President Roosevelt would die.
On 5 December 1946, only three years, virtually to the day, subsequent to the
Cairo Conference, Prime Minister Churchill would write to US President Truman
to inform the American government that Britain could no longer guarantee the
political outcome in the civil war being waged within Greece between Greek
Communist forces and partisan elements favouring the Greek government. This
message led within fifteen weeks to the proclamation in March 1947 of the
Truman Doctrine and a new and heretofore unprecedented activist role on the
part of the United States in European affairs. This American role would soon
become identified with the policies of containment designed to limit politically
and strategically potential transgressions of the Soviet Union relative to Western
Europe.

It is important to note, moreover, that revisionist historians have argued
that at this time, early in the Cold War, Western perceptions of the communist
threat posed by the Soviet Union congealed around notions that all internal or
domestic communist movements everywhere and anywhere were manifestations
of the single international communist movement controlled by Stalin and were
being supported by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. In this view a
victory for communist parties anywhere, in Greece or in Italy, meant victory for
the Kremlin. George Kennan, the American strategist, always insisted that US
containment policy was aimed at the Soviet political threat and was intended to
employ political means. But these perceptions of a monolithic communist
movement directed from the Kremlin fuelled increasing reliance on the part of
the Atlantic Alliance, not only on NATO, but also on strategic nuclear deterrence
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relative to the Soviet Union. American and European perceptions of the Soviet
threat were partially reinforced by the outbreak of the Korean War.

Revisionist historians tend to claim that all this was ‘wrongly’ interpreted
by the West as further evidence of Soviet machinations everywhere, including
Asia. The extent to which revisionist historiography is accurate, however, in
asserting that US policy makers were guided, correctly or incorrectly, in the
immediate post-war period by their assumptions of a single international
communist movement, is not the issue I seek to raise here. The issue I do wish
to raise concerns the implications of such Western perceptions—to whatever
degree they prevailed at the time—for the early days of the Cold War specifically
relative to Turkey. If President Inonii had accepted the British démarche at the
Cairo Conference to enter the War against Germany immediately and, if this had
served as the historic pretext for the Soviets to invade any part of Turkey, what
might the implications be for peace, for war and for the eventual resolution of the
Cold War in ways favouring Western democracies and freedom in Eastern,
Central and Middle Europe?

I wish to suggest that this question was implicitly envisioned by President
Inonii during the Cairo meetings to the extent that he tightened the reins on
Turkish neutrality specifically on account of his fears of Soviet designs during
the War and succeeding post-war period. The British démarche that Turkey enter
the War immediately could not overcome the profound hesitations on the part of
Turkish statesmen whose coming of age had been moulded by their view of the
dangers posed by imperial Russia and its successor, the Soviet Union.

The irony here is the role played during the Cairo Conference by Winston
Churchill, for it is widely assumed that Churchill also distrusted Stalin and
Soviet post-war ambitions and that he, for these reasons, preferred Allied military
action in the Balkans rather than Operation Overlord or the Allied cross-Channel
attack into northern France and the rest of Europe. Certainly, Churchill himself
never hesitated to represent himself as favouring the ‘soft underbelly’ approach
to the defeat of the Axis powers specifically on the grounds that he was always
preoccupied with the post-war political implications of Soviet and thus Allied
wartime strategy . But, during the Cairo Conference, Churchill proved to be reckless
and his Foreign Minister, Anthony Eden, revealed himself to be impetuous as
well as purposefully obnoxious. Poor, pathetic and altogether pitiable, Anthony
Eden, whose behaviour during the Cairo Conference forecasts his precipitous
downfall as a consequence of the 1956 Suez Crisis, a downfall brought about by
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mmperious self-delusions and a foreign policy that brooked no insubordination on
the part of what Eden viewed as Britain’s client states.

Thirteen vears earlier, in December 1943, President Intnii and his Foreign
Minister, Numan Menemencioglu, to their inestimable credit, steadfastly ignored
Eden’s demand that Turkey enter the War immediately or ‘face the conse-
quences’ of Soviet post-war intimidation. In this, the Turkish delegation appears
almost intuitively to have understood that the British strategic role in the
post-war international political environment would quickly wane.

Thus, as we look back upon this particular diplomatic episode, the question
which strikes us in 1998, some 55 years after the fact, is whether the Cairo
Conference, which occurred under the bright Cairo sun but during the darkest
days of World War II, signifies the beginning of the end for Nazi Germany alone,
or whether the Cairo Conference punctuates in preliminary form the beginnings
of the Cold War and the emergence of a new international political system
characterised by Soviet-American bipofarity.

My view is that the genius of Ismet inonii’s leadership during the Second
World War, and the acumen of Turkish Foreign Minister, Numan
Menemencioglu, Inonii’s senior foreign policy advisor during the wartime period
defined by Turkish neutrality, lies precisely in the prominent role they accorded
to post-war Soviet foreign policy in their calculations regarding the conduct of
Turkish foreign policy during the War. As a consequence, they knew they had to
discount the importunate British entreaties. Churchill was nowhere more cavalier
in his approach toward the Soviet Union and Allied military tactics than at the
Cairo Conference. But Inonii resisted and the significance of this cannot be fully
assessed in terms of wartime policy alone. Its importance can only be appraised
in terms of the Cold War: the fundamental fact that the Cold War remained
throughout what it was—a cold war between the superpowers.

I believe that for both Inonii and Menemencioglu, the Cairo Conference
was a kind of a beginning and that this beginning was defined by Soviet post-war
intentions. Admittedly, they could not have known about the succeeding events
that added up to the beginning of the Cold War. They could not have visualised,
for example, the Potsdam Conference, or Churchill’s famous speech in which he
metaphorically described the "dropping of an Iron Curtain across Europe”. Nor
could they have predicted the outbreak of the Greek Civil War, or the promulgation
of the Truman Doctrine, or the crisis in Azerbaijan, or the Berlin Crisis and
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Airlift and the subsequent construction of the Berlin Wall. But what Inénii and
Menemencioglu knew at the time was enough to convince them that the demon
they had to contend with at the Cairo Conference was Stalin’s Soviet Russia.
They may not have known that the structural distribution of international power
would soon revolve around strategic nuclear capability, but they intuitively
appear to have realised that the structure of the international political system after
the War would be characterised by bipolarity and not multi-polarity. And thus
they sensed with remarkable prescience that only the United States and the
Soviet Union would attain superpower status after the end of war and that neither
Britain nor, for that matter, Germany would do so.

Turkish leaders also knew that how they behaved diplomatically in
Cairo—what they accepted and what they rejected, the extent to which they
succeeded in keeping Turkey out of war, or the degree to which they agreed to
accede to British demands to enter hostilities—all carried enormous implications,
not just for Turkey in relation to Germany but for Turkey, and by implication,
the entire West, in relation to Stalin and the Soviet Union. Herein lies the
significance of the Second Cairo Conference, especially for us, the generation
that has so recently witnessed the end of the Cold War.

A Heuristic Analysis of the Onset of the Cold War in the Context of
the Cairo Conference

To be sure, hermeneutic attempts to interpret in historographic ways the
lingering significance of singular diplomatic conferences represent a daunting,
even, perilous intellectual challenge. Such efforts, first, must take into account an
entire range of concrete features present at any historical moment or major political
juncture. Such features might include the personalities of the participants as well
as the overall economic and political conditions that they were facing at the time.
Secondly, historical scrutiny of singular events in the past, such as the Cairo
Conference, might also seek to assess their continuing historic importance in
terms of relevant lessons for the future. In this sense, the purpose of historical
analysis is to extract broad theoretical understanding from concrete events in
order to derive heuristic principles that can guide the future.

The method basic to any heuristic analysis is to establish certain assump-
tions as given, to hold these as constant, and to allow them to play themselves
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out by constructing various scenarios in order to obtain deeper insight or
understanding of, in our case, diplomatic history. One seeks to comprehend, for
example, how the past is prologue io the future by assuming that certain
propositions are true and then by proceeding to ‘tease out’ the implications of
such an assumption. What counts heuristically are the assumptions that each
generation brings to bear in its accounting of the past and how each generation
applies such assumptions as axioms to guide its attempts to mould the future.
Heuristic analysis requires that as each generation seeks to influence the future it
specifies those assumptions that steer its policies, in particular, that it explicitly
identifies how it extracts lessons from the past in order to abstract lessons for the
future.

Each generation constructs historical memory differently. Each generation
interprets the underlying role of past events in different, sometimes contrasting,
even disparate ways. How the past speaks to the future is thus the responsibility
of each passing generation. The past demands, indeed, deserves that we look to
the concrete details of history m order to generate the principles to guide our
policies in the future. But the systematic eaamination of history also requires that
we render explicit the assumptions that we apply to the past and thus make them
open to review and ultimate revision.

Herein lies the dilemma we all face in seeking to glean a deeper under-
standing of the historic importance of the conversations between President Ismet
Inonii and Turkish Foreign Minister Menemencioglu, on the one hand, and US
President Franklin D. Roosevelt, British Prime Minister Winston Churchill and
Foreign Minister Anthony Eden, on the other. These were personal conversations
among great political protagonists. They were conducted at the Mena House
under the clouds of Turkish neutrality. We know many of the details of what
transpired; we also know the eventual outcome. We readily recognise that the
outcome was what the Turkish government, in particular, what President Inonii
and Foreign Minister Numan Menemencioglu wanted, namely, preservation of
Turkish neutrality. But the question remains, how do we, our generation, in our
times, judge such an event and such a result? And what does the Cairo
Conference say to us as we think about influencing the future? We might know
some of the historical details of the Cairo meetings, but what do these events,
situated in their own time and era, tell us? What do they say that is relevant to
the shaping of history ever since and how are they relevant to the future? And,
finally, what are the heuristic propositions that we contribute to these questions
and issues, especially against the background of the Cold War and its ending?
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Such issues point to the fundamental methodological questions ;*aised by
our attempt to examine the importance of the Cairo Conference. Ir?. this .rega.rd?
our essential task is to ask ourselves what comprises the appropriate h15t0r¥0~
graphic analytical frame of reference for a systematic examina‘tiop of the Cairo
Conference. Is the historic import of this diplomatic meeting limited to Turkey
alone? What is the overarching lesson or consequence of this great diplomatic
episode? Certainly, no matter how we respond to these historiographic questions,
all of us agree that the Cairo Conference deserves to be r?membered as an
outstanding diplomatic tour de force on the part of President Inonii and Foreign
Minister Menemencioglu. Their success at this time was nothing less Vthan to
preserve the territorial and sovereign integrity of the Turkish Repubhc.'But,
avain, the analytical question arises, was this accomplishment, so basic to
Terish security during the post-war period, limited to Turkish interests alqne, a&
it is so often represented? Specifically, was the Cairo Conference a historic
Turkish event memorable for what it represent exclusively within Turkish
historical memory or might we heuristically deduce its significance in terms of
the outbreak and ultimate resolution of the Cold War?

The Cairo Conference and the Avoidance of a Third World War

And here I wish to argue that President Inonii’s achievement at the Cairo
Conference was nothing less than the avoidance of the strategic conditions under
which an eventual war between the West and Soviet Russia might well have
occurred. Retrospective hypothetical thinking is always foolhardy but imagine,
for heuristic purposes, the following sequence of events:

1- Premature Turkish military engagements against the Nazis as a conse-
quence of the Cairo Conference,

72- A Soviet foothold in Turkey that intrudes upon Turkish sovereignty but
one which is justified during the War on the basis of Allied defence,

3- Further Soviet incursions against Turkey after the War to consolidate
Soviet influence over the Straits.

Imagine this sequence in combination with the events that actually did
occur throughout the Aegean in the course of the Greek Civil War. Would not
the West have perceived this as a pincer movement on the part of Stalin and the
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Soviet government to control not only the Black Sea and the Aegean, but also
perhaps the entire eastern portion of the Mediterranean as well? And if so, how
would the West in particular, the United States, have reacted?

If Turkey had come into the War, when the British government had urged
them to do so, Turkey could have become a battlefield within a Soviet theatre of
war. If such had occurred, Stalin might have made military moves against
Turkey, ostensibly to ‘protect” Turkey under the pretence of defeating the Nazis.
And had the Soviets actually succeeded in invading or occupying strategic
regions within Turkey, the heuristic question arises: what might the reaction of
the West have been? Herein lies the core of the heuristic problem presented by
our attempt to assess the historic importance of the Cairo Conference.

The answer to this set of questions to some extent depends upon when
such Soviet incursions might have occurred. Certainly any Soviet invasion of
Turkey of any size at any time would have presented a threat to Western interests
of the greatest magnitude. More than this, if Stalin had moved after the War to
occupy the Straits or to diminish Turkish control over the Dardanelles this would
have represented a crisis of unparalleled consequences especially once the
importance of ‘containment’ as a principle of US foreign and strategic policy had
become fully recognised.

And it was this set of potential strategic conflicts that the Inonii-
Menemencioglu delegation at Cairo so brilliantly prevented from happening.
Stalin was not tempted into taking that which was not his to have but which could
have been of such great strategic value to him that he might well have been lured
into thinking (hope against hope) that the West would abdicate its defensive
responsibilities toward Turkey. Such a temptation would have been exceedingly
dangerous once the Iron Curtain, historically as well as metaphorically, fell. )

And it is in this heuristic perspective that one begins to comprehend the
significance of the Cairo Conference and what President Ismet Inonii achieved
there. To go even further, the ultimate significance of what the Turkish delegation
achieved during the Second Cairo Conference was to obviate, that is, to prevent
by avoiding, the strategic conditions under which the outbreak of World War III
might well have occurred. Holding certain heuristic assumptions constant on the
basis of what we now know about the Cold War, the argument that Soviet
incursions on Turkey could have destroyed the balance that prevented open
hostilities between the Soviets and the West throughout the Cold War becomes
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perfectly plausible. Again, imagine for heuristic purposes, the reality of Soviet
claims to Turkish territory, including ones targeting the Dardanelles, but based
on an earlier partial Soviet occupation of Turkish territory resulting from Turkish
entry into War after the Cairo Conference. Would the West have acquiesced
militarily in the face of Soviet insurgence in Turkey where Western interests
were and remain so deeply embedded? Would the United States have allowed
any part of Turkey to fall behind the Iron Curtain once its Cold War policies
became guided by containment and strategic deterrence? Given the heuristic
assumptions that emerge out of the Cold War or the specific diplomatic and
strategic confrontations that demarcate its major phases, one can only conclude
that the world would have stood on the very brink of a Third World War.

The Soviet menace was fundamental to the concerns that Indnii and
Menemencioglu brought with them to Cairo. This was and remains their crowning
achievement, an achievement that is of paramount significance not only to
Turkey within the context of Turkish neutrality during wartime, but to the entire
world in the context of the unfolding and eventual culmination of the Cold War.

Providential Realism and the Measure of Greatness

Of course, Inénii and Menemencioglu could not have known during the
Cairo Conference that the post-war era would be defined as a Cold War. In addition,
they could not have foreseen the technological developments that would soon
transform conventional military capability into strategic nuclear bipolarity. But
the overarching diplomatic and political importance of President [nonii’s vision
at the Cairo Conference remains an indelible historic achievement, an achievement
that is perhaps most adequately described as an exercise of providential realism.

Providential realism represents a measure of greatness in statesmen. For
providential realism represents the ability to grasp in clear and certain terms the
contours of political realities and power relationships that will emerge in the
future. Tt includes the capacity to envision how future international political
systems will become structured. It embraces the talent to think in terms of how
power is distributed among states and subsequent consequences.

Providential realism requires an imaginative ability to see beyond the
immediate exigencies of the moment. In any political situation where the stakes
are high and where national interests are gauged in terms of survival by
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independent means, the tendency of most leaders would be to calculate risks and
dangers within the short-term, that is, against the background of the immediate
situation and to assess choices and decisions in terms of what seems best or, at
least, not the worst in terms of immediate survival. What makes this retrospective
dedicated to the Second Cairo Conference especially relevant to the post-Cold
War generation is not so much President Ismet Inénii’s rejection of British
pressures to renounce Turkish wartime neutrality but rather what President
Inonii’s resistance reveals heuristically with respect to the nature of providential
realism itself.

Discretion represents the better part of valour once the spirit of political
realism is imbued with a sense of the providential. Why? Focusing on the
derivation of the English word ‘providential’ points to its etymological origins
in Latin which translate, literally, as a capacity "to see ahead or beyond".
Providential realism in international politics refers to a form of reasoning that
envisions the future on the basis of the past in terms of abiding strategic interests,
defensive realities and a firm commitment to national survival. But providential
realism also underscores the importance of insuring that those conditions in
international politics necessary for the maintenance of strategic deterrence, the
balance of power and systemic political equilibrium do prevail as well.

fsmet Inonii demonstrated providential realism during the Cairo
Conference and in so doing succeeded in protecting not only the Turkish nation
but also the entire Western world. It would take the end of the Cold War for us
to realise the full importance of this achievement. This, then, is the measure of
the historic importance of the Cairo Conference and its legacy for the future:
Turkish neutrality in the War preserved not only the integrity of the sovereign
Republic of Turkey, it preserved the post-war peace that would follow.
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When I first received the kind invitation of the Inénii Foundation, it was
my intention to investigate the Italian point of view on such an important meeting
for the military and political outcome of the Second World War.

So big, in fact, was the relevance of the meeting of 7 December that, even
with another outcome-—which could go along with the decisions taken in
Moscow earlier that month— it would indeed have produced major consequences
on the conflict, and not simply as much as the Allies were concerned.

The potential military and political feedback of the meeting, for instance,
could have produced serious consequences for the Italian involvement in the
Aegean isiands: Rhodes had surrendered on 10 September while Leros, just a
few miles from Turkish mainland, had fallen on 16 November after more than
two months of Anglo-Italian resistance to German forces.” Furthermore,
Churchill was planning to reconquer Rhodes by the beginning of December
1943

Had Turkey allowed the Allies the use of its military bases, would it have
been possible to imagine a different outcome for the Italian resistance in the
Aegean area?’

History, though, is not made of hypothetical assumptions!

As far as the historical reconstruction of the Italian position about the
Cairo Conference is concerned, nothing appears on the Italian dipiomatic papers

' N. Gallerano, La resistenza italiana nell’ Egeo dopo 1’8 settembre ‘43, in R, Zangrandi, 1943:
25 luglio - 8 settembre, Feltrinelli, Milano, 1964,

* W. Churchill, La Seconda Guerra Mondiale, Parte V, La morsa si stringe, Vol. 1, Da Teheran a
Roma, Mondadori, Roma. J. Playfair, The Mediterranean and the Middle East, London, 1956,
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(D.D.J)™ as well as in the historical archives {Archivio Storico) of the Italian
Foreign Ministry, about what was going on in the east Mediterranean between
Turkey and the Allies (which at that time, after 13 October, were also Allies of
Italy itsell). The Italian army and navy Chief of Staff have indeed published
something on this issue but only with specific regard to the military operations.”

Thus, there is no formal and specific Italian point of view on the meeting
that successfully resulted in the approval of Indnii’s policy.

At the time, Turkey’s troublesome situation was probably more than
equalled —although within different circumstances—by the Italian one.

After signing the Armistice with the United States on 8 September 1943,
the Italian government moved from Pescara to Brindisi, then to Salerno on 10
February 1944 and finally back in Rome on 15 July. War (the War that the
Turkish administration had successfully managed to keep out of) was all around
the national territory. United States forces were slowly reclaiming ground against
the Germans in the north; the country was split into two parts, both effectively
occupied, along the moving line dictated by the result of military operations.

ltalian foreign policy was forcibly limited.

As per the reconstruction of P. Pastorelli, the editor of volume I of the
D.D 1., Tenth Series ©, a small group of diplomats reopened the Foreign Ministry
in Brindisi on 18 October and reclaimed autonomy from the Prime Minister’s
cabinet under the leadership of Renato Prunas, the new secretary-general, on 2
November. The situation stood still, with the arrival of only a few more officials
that managed to cross the military front line, until the government finally
returned to Rome. A small bunch of diplomats settled in the small rooms of the
single office of the general secretariat.

* [ Documenti Diplomatici Haliani, Serie X, 1943-1948, Vol. I (9 settembre 1943 - 11 dicembre
1944). Istituto Poligrafico e Zecca dello Stato. Libreria dello Stato, Roma, MCMXCII.

Ufficio Storico dello Stato Maggiore Esercito. Le operazioni delle unita italiane. Settembre-
ottobre 1943. Cap. XV, pp. 525-387, Roma 1975; La Marina italiana nefla seconda guerra
mondiale, vol. XVI, Avvenimenti in Egeo dopo L’armistizio: Rodi, Lero, isole minori,
(Ammiraglio di divisione A. LEVI) Roma, 1972.

DD.1.. Serie X, vol. I (9 settembre 1943 - 11 dicembre 1944) cit.. pp. IX-X1.
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Until the end of 1944, information was also troublesome. Telegrams
arrived and had to leave ‘through the Allied Control Commission (ACC)". All of
them had to be translated into English and the ACC used its power to ultimately
forward or deliver them, or not.

Dates and references were often missing as sets of telegrams were sent
together.

Under ACC instructions, all mailing had to be co-ordinated by one centre,
generally based at the Italian Embassy in Madrid. Thus, telegrams to Ankara had
first to be sent to Madrid to be forwarded and vice versa.

The Italian government’s main problem in the foreign policy field was, at
the time, related to making sure that the promise included into the ‘Quebec
document’, which represented the political side of the Cassibile Armistice, was
implemented.

Its text, while not visualising "active assistance of Italy in fighting the
Germans" made clear that "the extent to which the terms will be modified in
favour of Italy will depend on how far the Italian Government and people do in
fact aid the United Nations against Germany during the remainder of the War."
And again, "The United Nations, however, states without reservations that
wherever the Italian forces or Italians fight the Germans or destroy German
property or hamper German movements, they will be given all possible support
by the forces of the United Nations."

From the ‘unconditional surrender’ of 29 September 1943 signed in Malta
between Badoglio and Eisenhower, Italy thus moved to declaring war on
Germany and officially being recognised as a ‘co-belligerent’ (13 October).

Along with that went the Allied Military Mission’s transformation into the
above mentioned ACC which was charged to execute the Armistice as well as to
effectively control the administration apparatus, including the diplomatic
constituencies in the neutral countries.

Notwithstanding the peace effort attempted by Ambassador Guarighia’s
action during the spring of 1943 Italian diplomatic activity in Turkey is silent.

® R. Guariglia, Ricordi, Edizioni scientifiche italiane, Napoli, 1950,
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Nothing changes even after Mussolini’s fall, 25 July 1943, and the nomination
of Ambassador Guariglia as the new government’s minister of Foreign Affairs
when Turkey looked like hoping and acting, once again, for a possible compromise-
peace.

Ttaly knows, more or less, about the Turkish difficult ‘balancing act’
between the belligerents. It knows about ‘their’ difficulties with the Anglo-
Saxons, who kept on pushing in order to involve them in the conflict while the
Russians are getting stronger and stronger on the basis of their military victories
and the Germans are still holding firmly in the Balkans. It had, nonetheless, no
chance to get to know the contents of the Cairo Conference.

Italian diplomacy only got a new start in March 1944 by resuming
diplomatic relations with the USSR. Ankara, at the time, looked to Ttaly as if it
were afraid that the Anglo-Saxons would not be capable of containing Soviet
political action. The delivery to the USSR of up to one third of the Italian navy
fleet was indeed considered as a warning for such Turkish feeling.

In the rather unrealistic opinion of the Italian Ambassador, this was for the
Allies like depriving themselves of "the safest and most useful pawn of their
game!" Ambassador Rocco’s opinion was that Ankara was not in favour of
[talian-Russian friendship and would rather see Italy in a more balanced position
within the Mediterranean area.

Ankara was hoping that the Anglo-Saxons would promptly match Stalin’s
policy preventing Italy from falling into the Soviet orbit with an agreement that
felt like "a surrounding threat to Turkey.""”

Ankara’s vision of a balanced position for Italy in the Mediterranean
would form the basis of new relations between the two countries, which would
eventually improve on the occasion of Turkish accession to the Atlantic Alliance,
when Count Sforza would fully support Ankara’s application.”

Badoglio, Ankara, 27 marzo 1944 (per. il 24 aprile) - D.D L, Serie X, vol. I, doc. n. 179 -.
5 M.A. di Casola, La contribution de I'ltalie pour Iadmission de la Turquie a’ I'OTAN.
11 Politico. 1991, Anno LVI. n. 4, pp. 691-700.
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More relevant in the last months of 1943, was another diplomatic action,
also originating in Rome, which operated from Istanbul with the silent consent
of the Turkish Republic. It consisted in the "charitable action" of the Apostolic
Delegate Roncalli in favour of Jews living in countries occupied by the Nazis.
Through the help and temporary refuge (right of asylum) offered by neutral
states, the Jews were to leave the countries in which they were persecuted and
eventually reach Palestine.

The papers of the “Actes et Documents du Saint Siege Relatifs a la sec-
onde guerre mondiale”™ show that Turkey was the centre of the charitable action
of the Holy See for these issues as well as others such as the research of
news concerning Italian prisoners of war in Russia. The action of Roncalli was
made possible by the tolerance and actual protection offered by the Turkish
authorities.

Even though the Holy See—which in any case desired to stay out of and
above every international competition and contest—was apparently well
informed about the War, evidence of its knowledge of the Cairo Conference does
not appear in any document nor does it appear that Roncalli followed Turkish
political initiatives so closely.

Yet the Turkish action in Catro was to have relevant outcomes.

The cynical British manoeuvre that aimed to force Turkey into the War
through the concession of its bases was put into contrast in Menemencioglu’s
meetings with Eden on the 4 and 6 November. In Cairo, Turkey’s sharp political
perception allowed Ismet Indnii to detect a divergence in the Allies” action. The
Turks were not in Tehran when Roosevelt, opposing the possibility of delaying
Overlord in favour of operations Churchill favoured in the Mediterranean, had
shown a very mild interest in the intervention of Turkey (it is difficult to guess
to what extent von Papen made use of Cicero to inform them).

Nonetheless, as soon as they detected the unspoken American unwillingness
to fully support Churchill’s plans in the Balkans, which required a Turkish
intervention, the Turks promptly aligned themselves with the United States.

kl

Actes Et Documents Du Saint Siege Relatifs La Seconde Guerre Mondiale. Le Saint Sicge et
les victimes de la guerre. Janvier-Décembre 1943. Le délégué apostolique a’ Istanbul Roncalli
au cardinal Maglione, Istanbul, janvier-décembre 1943, doc. 22-95-96-138 et altri. Libreria
Editrice Vaticana, 1975
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As a first result, Turkey was able to free itself from the British ultimatum
and blackmail. Furthermore, the success of this operation was with regard not
only to the immediate future of Turkey, which thus avoided both treacherous
Soviet aid and German bombings, the effects of which appeared so dramatic on
the Aegean islands. The choice of the United States would influence Turkish
policies for many years to come as well as the international placement of the

country.

A historical analysis allows us to place the success of Turkish diplomacy
in Cairo as the basis of that American strategic scheme aimed to counter British
Imperial interests. The Turkish refusal to participate in the War frustrated
Churchill’s Balkan projects of barring the way to Moscow while simultaneously
preserving Imperial British positions, and opened the way for Roosevelt’s anti-
imperialist project.

A little more than a year later, in February 1945, after the Yalta
Conference, Roosevelt met in Suez with Farouk of Egypt, Haile Selassie of
Ethiopia and Ibn Saud of Arabia, showing the will to create a new political structure
in an area traditionally under British influence.™

From the halt Inonii imposed on the British (but also to the Russians), a
new political and Western-oriented order resulted for the Middle East, the Red
Sea and the inland areas of the Mediterranean. Great Britain would certainly
continue to be part of it but in this new order the United States would gradually
become the main actor in the East-West confrontation.

" G. Calchi-Novati, L’imperatore ¢ il presidente: alle origini dell’alleanza Etiopia-Stati Uniti,
Africa, Auno XLIH, n. 3, scttembre 1998, pp. 363-364.
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Turkey’s General Attitude to the War

As far as the Turkish leadership was concerned, the War was a monster
that Europe itself had created as a result of the unfair Treaty of Versailles. Nor
was there any love lost for Europe on the part of the Turkish leaders. The
experience of World War I still rankled. Britain had been the bitter enemy and
many of the leading élite had recent memories of internment in Malta. Britain
had also been the major backer of the Greek invasion of Asia Minor. As to
Turkey’s ally of that war, Germany, there existed equally unpleasant memories
of overbearing and arrogant German behaviour towards Turkey. Nonetheless,
there was nothing particularly shocking for Turkey in Hitler’s unilateral rejection
of the Versailles Treaty. This was, after all, precisely what they had done to the
Treaty of Sevres. Turkey’s main worry in the years leading up to World War II
was Italy, which had strongly fortified islands just off the Turkish coast and
made no secret of the fact that she nourished hopes for expansion into Anatolia.
In this context Turkey’s main consideration was to keep out of any European
conflagration. There was nothing contradictory from Turkey’s viewpoint in
having a Treaty of Alliance with Britain and a Treaty of Non-aggression with
Germany.

Rauf Orbay’s Cipher Telegrams

A recently discovered source on Turkey in World War 11 is the cipher
telegrams that the Turkish Ambassador to London, Rauf Orbay, sent to Ankara.
Orbay served as Ambassador from February 1942 to March 1944, They are
invaluable as documents illustrating the war context leading up to the Cairo
Conference. The telegrams span the 27 February 1942 -1 September 1943 period,
and cover many of the conversations that Orbay had with Winston Churchill and
Anthony Eden. Put together with Menemencioglu’s unpublished memoirs, Les
Detroits vus de la Mediterrannée, they constitute an invaluable source.
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On 5 June 1942, Orbay met with Anthony Eden just on the eve of the
Turco-German Trade Agreement signed later that month. The shadow of World
War | is very apparent in the interview. Orbay had been the Turkish delegate at
the signing of the Mudros Armistice. He was to tell Eden:

"n 1918 the Allies of which you were the leading member defeated the
side we were in. I was the Turkish representative for the Armistice talks
with Admiral Calthorpe. As you know, one of the proposed conditions
for our surrender was that Istanbul becomes a military base for Allied
forces. This I refused to grant. After prolonged deliberations and much
telegraphing to London, the matter was dropped and never mentioned
again. The Armistice was signed and the Allied Fleet anchored in Istanbul.
Although your Admiral had promised that there would be no occupation,
his French counterpart, transgressing the agreement, landed troops and
began occupying several locations. The Cabinet in which I had been
serving resigned. Still, I visited your Admiral on his ship and pointed out
that the actions of the French General went against our agreement, which
also bore his signature. I asked him why he had not stopped the French
general. He told me that the Frenchman exceeded his instructions and had
staged various demonstrations: he had joined in the activities to prevent
excesses on the part of the French troops."

Unexpected Developments and Active Neutrality

Although all wars are sure to witness unexpected developments, World
War 11 saw more than most. Although the Nazi-Soviet Pact of 1939 was ominous,
from the Turkish point of view, the first shock came with the collapse of France
in June 1940. All the calculations of the Turkish decision-makers had taken for
granted France as a major bulwark against Germany in Central Europe, much the
same as in World War L. In particular, the fact that France has been pressuring
Turkey to join the War just at the time she was on the brink of collapse, did not
endear her any further in Turkish eyes.

Another event of momentous importance for Turkey was the destruction
of the French fleet at Oran in July 1940. This was extremely important because
the Axis’s confiscation of the French fleet would have meant a radical altering of
the balance of naval power in the Mediterranean. As the German armies arrived
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on their doorstep in Greece and Bulgaria in spring and summer 1941, Turkey
signed the Treaty of Friendship and Non-aggression with Germany. This was an
essential part of what Foreign Minister Menemencioglu called "active neutrality".
This policy seems to have been worked out in conjunction with Rauf Orbay,
whose cipher telegrams shed new light on this issue. Particularly after the mount-
ing of British support for the Soviet Union in 1942, the Turks seriously began to
fear that part of the price of ensuring that Russia would fight on would be
concessions in the Straits and eastern Anatolia. Orbay constantly reminded
Ankara, that "the British were quite, likely to make concessions regarding
Turkey’s vital interests if this is needed for their survival. Their past record
shows that they have done this many times". It was in this context that
Menemencioglu evolved the policy of active neutrality that sought to keep
Turkey’s options open. A leading Foreign Office “Turkey watcher’, G.L.
Clutton, assessed the policy in these words:

"An active neutral has a foot in both camps. It is permissible for him to
have an alliance with one of the belligerents so long as he has a pact of
friendship with the other. This policy enables the country to preserve its
neutrality, but at the same time gives an opportunity for cashing in on
the side of whichever belligerent wins the war. It also enables the neutral
power to preserve its preference for one belligerent or the other. There is
something Ghandi esque and positively immoral in this policy, but itis, I
fear, typically Turkish and its astuteness and cleverness cannot be denied".

Rauf Orbay’s Telegrams as a Lead Up to the Cairo Conference

Many of Rauf Orbay’s telegrams in the period leading up to the Cairo
Conference foreshadow the tactics used by Inénii and Menemencioglu at that
meeting. What Professor Edward Weisband has called ‘Operation Foot-drag’,
meaning that Turkey used delaying tactics, constantly arguing that the weapons
promised at the Adana conference were not being delivered, are reflected in Rauf
Orbay’s correspondence. On the 28 August 1942, Orbay reported that he had
stated the following to Winston Churchill at 10 Downing Street:

"Our army facing the Bulgarians on the frontier is witnessing every day
how the Germans are equipping the Bulgarian Army and thus becoming
more of a threat for us. We also see that, leave aside the fact the tanks and
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aircraft you promised us have not arrived despite the weeks and months
that have gone by (since Adana), we have not even been given anti-tank and
ant-aircraft weapons. My government appreciates the critical situation you
face in Egypt. As an old soldier, I expect you to understand the predica-
ment we face, and I expect your personal and immediate intervention on this
matter"

Another issue that the Orbay telegrams shed light on is the issue of chrome
exports to Germany and the deep rift this was to cause between the Turkish
Foreign Minister, Numan Menemencioglu, and the British side. When the British
Ambassador to Ankara, Knatchbull-Hugessen, was on leave in London in
December 1942 there was a heated exchange between him and Orbay.
Knatchbull-Hugessen told Orbay that Menemencioglu had used "strong lan-
guage" over this issue. Menemencioglu was to telegram Orbay, informing him of
the exchange.

"At the height of the chrome crisis the British Ambassador delivered me a
telegram from London. In this communication phrases such as ‘not keeping
promises’ and ‘acting contrary to agreements’ were used. Naturally I
used similarly strong language in my reply to this baseless accusation. So
as you can see, it was not I who initiated the exchange of strong language
but I did not flinch from replying in kind".

‘Strong language’, in diplomatic parlance, means a downright row. Thus,
it is not surprising that the British marked Menemencioglu.

It was an irony of fate that Rauf Orbay had been the Minister for the Navy
during the First World War and thus the opposite number of Winston Churchill,
who was First Lord of the Admiralty. Orbay had also been the commander of the
two Ottoman dreadnoughts, the Osmaniye and the Resadiye, which the British
government had confiscated in 1914, two days before they were due to be handed
over to the Ottoman crews and commanders. Thus, it was a further irony that he
faced a similar situation in Britain, as Ambassador, in the summer of 1943, over
the question of British ships that would be delivering war supplies to Turkey
from Egypt. The agreement between the Turkish and British governments had
been for the British ships to be leased on a long-term basis to Turkey, and that
they would fly the Turkish flag and have Turkish crews. This was a tactic to
forestall Axis objections. This issue was a very delicate one as Orbay found that
the British were unwilling to hand over the ships as the Turkish government was
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delaying making the payments. It is very possible that the delay in the making of
payments was very much part of ‘Operation Foot-drag’. Orbay’s telegrams often
went unanswered and he found himself in a very difficult position.

1943: the Most Critical Year for Turkey

Churchill’s plan for Turkey was that she be used as a main player in a
mopping up operation in the Balkans as the Wehrmacht retreated from the
Zastern Front. This held several mortal dangers for Turkey. The German air
force, still on her doorstep, could inflict mortal injury to virtually undefended
cities such as Istanbul, Edirne and Izmir. In September 1943, this point was driven
home by the hammering the British forces suffered at the hands of the Germans
who occupied the Dodecanese islands with almost insulting ease. This debacle
just off the Turkish coast was proof positive that this could just as easily have
been Turkey. Another fear was that such a German intervention would furnish
the ideal excuse for ‘liberation’ by the Red Army, as in fact happened in Eastern
Europe. Yet, time and the course of the War were working in Turkey’s favour.
As the Red Army rolled back the German forces with increasing speed, the use-
fulness of Turkey as an active land force in the Balkans became increasingly
redundant. Although part of Churchill’s argument with Roosevelt was that this
Turkish intervention in the Balkans would detract valuable German units
from the projected second front, Roosevelt remained unconvinced. Also, as the
Red Army muscled into Eastern Europe, the last thing Stalin wanted was a fresh,
powerful Turkish army getting in his way.

The Cairo Summit

The Turkish delegation, consisting of President Ismet Innii, Foreign
Minister Numan Menemencioglu, General Secretary Cevat Agikalin and Turgut
Menemencioglu, arrived in Cairo on 2 December 1943. Inonii and his team knew
that this was the final hurdle. If Turkey managed to resist the pressure at this
stage, the chances were that she would emerge unbloodied from the War.
Churchill’s tactics throughout the meeting were to play on Indnii’s sensitivity
regarding possible Russian pressure after the War. If Turkey did not come in at
this point she would be isolated after the War. At the second Tripartite Meeting
on 5 December the pressure mounted. When Churchill put forward, the view that
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Portugal had allowed the use of her air bases by the Allies and that the Germans
did not bormb them, Indnii rounded on him by saying that the Germans could not
very well bomb the Azores, where these bases were, One of the issues that Inonii
and Menemencioglu were most sensitive about was the possibility of a forced fly
in of Allied aircraft to Turkish airfields, presenting Turkey with a fait accompli,
This was taken so seriously that measures were prepared to destroy these
airfields if such a move took place.

Churchill insisted on 15 February 1944 as the date of the fly in. For the
Turkish side, this meant that they had to last out beyond that date. It appears from
Orbay’s telegrams that this was one of the issues where he disagreed with his
government. Orbay was in favour of letting in British aircraft as a lesser evil than
the Turkish army becoming engaged in the Balkans. Yet, Inonii was to display
the same style in negotiation that he had used in Lausanne twenty years previously.

The critical admission on the part of the Turkish delegation came on the
occasion of the second Tripartite Meeting on 5 December, when Inonii admitted
in principle that Turkey would fight, "after a period of preparation”. One gets the
impression that at this point fnonii was clutching at straws. When confronted by
the British and Americans with the lists of acroplanes that had been delivered to
Turkey, he complained that these were outmoded Hurricane fighters and that he
wanted Mark V Spitfires and Hawker Hurricane night-fighters. The fact was that
there were pitifully few Turkish pilots with the ability to fly at night. On the issue
of tanks, he said that they had been given outmoded confiscated French Aviane
tanks for which there were no spare parts and that they wanted the latest
Sherman models. He actually took his cue from Rauf Orbay on the reluctance of
the British to give the Turks radar, then a top-secret weapon, a fact that he saw
as a lack of confidence. He constantly played for time, was always aware that
each day was taking the Wehrmacht further and further away from the Turkish
frontier, yet the Stukas lay ready and waiting on the islands.

When the Conference ended, Eden and Churchill escorted Inonii to the
airfield. At the airfield Indnii embraced Churchill in a gesture of farewell. Eden
was to note in his memoirs: "This attention delighted the PM who said as we
drove back to Cairo: ‘Did you see, Ismet kissed me’. My reply, perhaps rather
ungracious, was that as this seemed to be the only gain from fifteen hours of hard
argument, it was not much to be pleased with."
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In the late 1930s, one of the foremost concerns of Turkey was the possibility
of Ttalian aggression against her. This concern was intensified when Italy occupied
Albania in April 1939. At the same time the Nazi-Soviet pact, signed by von
Ribbentrop and V.M. Molotov, on 23 August 1939, by which Adolf Hitler’s
Germany and Joseph Stalin’s Russia divided Eastern Europe between them,
came as a shock to Ankara.” This pact was an indication that Russia had abandoned
Britain and France, and this development posed a serious problem for Turkey.

When Hitler launched his attack on Poland on 1 September, and the
Soviets openly revealed their complicity by occupying eastern Poland later that
month, the Turks became very alarmed as they felt that they were caught
between two blocs. Remembering the disaster of their entry into the First World
War in November 1914, they sought a treaty arrangement with Russia, hoping
for both neutrality and security. But the Turkish Foreign Minister’s visit to
Moscow, arranged with a view to addressing these two needs, proved fruitless as
it became clear that the main Nazi-Soviet aim was to prevent Turkey’s alignment
with Britain and France. Hence no Soviet guarantees were forthcoming.

Disillusioned by this outcome, Turkey signed on 19 October 1939 a mutual
defence pact with Britain and France. By this pact, Turkey undertook to give aid
to the Allies if war came to the Mediterranean area. However, a special provision
stipulated that Turkey would not be obliged to fight against Russia. The
American historiographer, Roderic H. Davison, observes that Italy’s attack on
France in June 1940 did, in fact, bring the war to the western Mediterranean, but
the Turkish government was convinced that belligerency at that stage would be
unwise. Hence, it tried to steer a course of neutrality between the two blocs.

' Erik J. Ziircher, Turkey, a Modern History, London, 1994, p. 213.
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Meanwhile Axis victories, with the swift fall of France, became more
impressive to the Turks, and more dangerous in the spring of 1941 as German
forces, following Benito Mussolini’s debacle in attacking Greece, invaded that
country through Yugoslavia and occupied the Aegean islands near the Turkish
coast.”” Nazi troops were also in neighbouring Bulgaria, not far from Istanbul.
Thus, partly surrounded, Turkey had no alternative but to yield to German pressure
and sign a non-aggression pact with Germany in June 1941, though stipulating at
the same time that the Anglo- French alliance with Turkey remain intact. When
the Nazis advanced into Russia after their onslaught of 22 June 1941, German
pressure on Turkey became almost unbearable.

By late 1942, the tide of war began to turn. With the British victory at El
Alamein in Egypt, the successful defence of Stalingrad by the Russians in
November, and the American landings in French North Africa, the slow retreat
of the Axis Powers began. At that juncture the three Allies (USA, Britain and
France) turned to Turkey for assistance in the hope of helping Soviet Russia and
shortening the War. Turkey’s entry into the War, they thought, would have the
advantage of opening the short convoy route for Lend-Lease supplies to Russia
through the Bosphorus, thus saving an expensive detour to Murmansk or through
Persia (Iran). The development and maintenance of an active Mediterranean
front offered new opportunities of weakening Germany and compelling Hitler to
disperse his force, thus exposing himself to a decisive blow in the West.” The
Allies now regarded Turkey as a forward base for their troops and aircraft.
However, the Germans had threatened that the arrival on Turkish soil of even a
single Allied fighter-plane would mean war.”

During the Adana Conference in January 1943, the British Prime Minister,
Winston Churchill, and the Turkish President, Ismet Inonii, reached agreement
over a programme of preparations for the arrival of Allied warplanes in Turkey,
in due course. But these preparations were subsequently scaled down by the
Turks, who did not receive much of the supplies promised to them by Britain and
who were still very much concerned about a German attack and the possibility of
expansion into the Balkans and the Mediterranean of a victorious Soviet Russia.

Roderic H. Davison, Turkey, a Short History, Huntingdon, 1998, p. 167,
Chester Wilmot, The Struggle for Europe, Hertfordshire, 1997, p. 119,
Ziircher, p. 213.
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The Moscow Conference

Meanwhile, during a conference held in Moscow in October 1943, the
British Foreign Secretary, Anthony Eden, supported the Soviet view that Turkey
should be brought into the War on the side of the Allies, at the earliest possible
time. Eden did not believe that Turkey would come into the War of her own
volition. If pressure was brought to bear, she would require guarantees of help in
her defence against any German action. But Britain, according to Eden, could not
give such guarantees because of her own commitments in the Mediterranean.
Nor was she able to provide Turkey with 25 squadrons of aircraft she was
committed to supply if Germany attacked Turkey. He believed that the best way
to bring Turkey into the War was by stages.

M. Hull, representing the USA, did not think that any steps should be
taken to bring Turkey into the War in view of other pressing claims on Allied
resources. He suggested that Turkey should be approached for the lease of air
bases and transport facilities, whilst she remained neutral. Molotov pointed out
that apparently the Three Powers were a long way apart over this issue. He himself
believed that, if Turkey entered the War at that stage, this would involve the
enemy in great difficulties, and that a joint approach by the Three Powers,
coupled with the threat of withholding further supplies of arms to the Turks,
would meet with success. If it were decided to postpone such an approach, he
failed to understand what case there was for continuing to supply arms to Turkey
at all. Against whom were these arms to be used, he asked.

Eden then disclosed that the Allies were a long way behind in the supply
of arms and munitions to Turkey to which they were committed. Britain had
diverted a considerable part of the resources allocated to Turkey to her own more
pressing needs. Thereupon Molotov proposed, and it was agreed, that the
delegations at the conference should report the above exchange of views to their
governments with a view to the Soviet proposals being re-examined and further
consideration being given to them at a later date.”

During the military discussions in Moscow on 13 November, Eden again
broached the subject of bringing Turkey into the War, and posed the question as
to when this could most usefully be achieved in the common interest. As regards

British Cabinet Papers, Cab. 121/155: third meeting of the Tripartite Conference held in
Moscow on 28 October 1943, Annex IH.
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the war material which Britain was supplying Turkey, it had been made clear to
the Turks that this was being sent to enable them to play their part in the War
against Germany. A draft Lend-Lease agreement had been prepared for Turkey
to sign. When the time came to ask Turkey to give effect to the agreement, and
if she failed to do so, there would be an immediate halt in the supplies. Britain
would welcome Turkey’s help to drive the Germans out of the Balkans, but
Britain was not interested in Turkey’s intervention in the Balkans once the
Germans had withdrawn. If Britain now approached Turkey to enter the War,
Ankara would ask for the forces that Britain undertook to send. Turkey was
nervous about Istanbul if Germany attacked. Britain had promised 25 squadrons
to help the Turks. However, Britain did not have these 25 squadrons in the eastern
Mediterranean and Eden claimed, under the existing conditions, Turkey, whose
military preparedness was still very backward, would, as Britain’s partner in the
offensive, probably be more of a liability than an asset. The military situation had
also changed slightly. A few months carlier, Britain wanted the Turkish airfields
from which to bomb Romanian oilfields. Now Britain could use Italian airfields.
Turkey’s partnership would have certain advantages, but of a different character.
At the time Turkey was giving Britain some help in the Dodecanese by supplying
her with oil and she was taking some action of a non-neutral character. "If,
however, our Soviet friends think that we ought to press Turkey, we shall be glad
to consider the matter", Eden declared.

When Molotov asked whether the above was Eden’s view and that of the
British government, Eden replied that it was the British government’s point of
view, but it was not a point of view which was held very strongly.”

The Cairo Meeting between Eden and Menemencioglu

As a result of Russia’s wish because of her military difficulties, the Allies
began to intensify their pressure on Turkey to enter the War. A secret conference
was, therefore, held in Cairo between Eden and the Turkish Foreign Minister,
Numan Menemencioglu, from 5 to 8 November 1943, in order to thrash out
their differences over Turkey’s immediate entry into the War. At that conference,

* Cab. 121/155: note by British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs War Cabinet, secret,
Moscow Conference: record of military discussions, 13 November 1943,
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which the British labelled ‘Anglo-Turkish conversations’, the Turkish Foreign
Minister strongly expressed his anxiety about Russian intentions, particularly in
the Balkans. He stressed that the door was left open to fait accompli in certain
parts of Europe and that countries adjacent to Russia should know where they
stood as regards their frontiers. The Turks were fearful of a territorial fair accompli
in Romania and Bulgaria, as they did not wish to see the Russians in Bulgaria.

Eden told Menemencioglu bluntly that the main interest of the Allies was
to win the War and to provide for close co-operation among the three Allies after
the War. The sooner, therefore, Turkey could render the Allies further assistance,
the better it would be for her. Eden naively surmised that he had seen no sign in
Moscow that the Russians wanted to expand in the Balkans. There was no sign
that the Russians had any imperialistic ideas, but if they did, Turkey could not
influence them by staying out of the War. He, therefore, urged Turkey to enter
the War before the end of the year, i.e. within less than two months.

When Eden mentioned the moral effects of Turkey’s entry into the War,
Menemencioglu retorted that it was not sufficient to throw an entire nation to the
fire for moral effect. Before he could consider Turkey’s entry into the War, he
needed to be assured that the Russians would remain on friendly and close
relations with the US and Britain after the War. He was fearful of action by
Russia which might not be in accord with American and British policy, but
which the latter might not be able to prevent. It was in Turkey’s interest that any
Russian imperialistic ambitions should be known.

Eden tried to assure him by telling him that, when in Moscow, he was
assured by M. Maisky that the Russians disapproved of spheres of influence and
that Molotov had confirmed this.

In the sessions that followed, the Turkish Foreign Minister brought up the
question of supplies promised to Turkey by Churchill during the Adana Conference,
but not fully delivered. Britain had promised to send 49 air squadrons to Turkey;
these were reduced to 25, and now this appeared to be even less. Eden’s reply
was that the existing conditions bore no relation to those at the time when the
British undertaking was given.

Despite the efforts of General Hastings Ismay, the British Chief of Staff,
and Sir H. Knatchbull-Hugessen, British Ambassador in Ankara, who were
present at the session, Menemencioglu remained adamant that Turkey was not
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prepared to undertake a war, particularly in winter. When he hinted that the
Russians had refrained from insisting on a second front in exchange for a free
hand from the British government with regard to the Balkans, Eden denied this
suggestion and said that there was no question of Britain making such a bargain.
Ambassador Knatchbull-Hugessen then said that Turkey held all the aces; if she
did not play them now, her fear of Russia might well later be justified.

During the final session on 8 November the pressures on Menemencioglu
increased. Eden threatened to cut off the supplies if the Turkish answer was
negative. Menemencioglu then complained of the change in Eden’s attitude
towards Turkey. For the first time Eden had used threatening language to Turkey.
Eden replied that there was no point in supplying Turkey with arms if British
requests were refused. Finally, Menemencioglu promised to report to his
Government.” When he returned to Ankara, he told the British Ambassador during
a conversation that Turkey was isolated and under the threat of a German attack.
She was ill-prepared for war. It was necessary that no hasty or rash action should
be taken. Air attacks would paralyse the country. The British government was
well aware of the difficulties of Turkish military and civil organisations.
Precipitate entry into the War would lead to disaster. Even Churchill had
foreseen that Turkey needed to be prepared, when he had talks with President
inonii at Adana, he remarked.”

The fact of the situation was that Britain was in no position to give the
necessary protection to Turkey against air attacks, or to re-equip her armies and
to assure her that British and American forces would be operating in the Balkans.
This is revealed in a top secret cipher telegram that the British Foreign Office
sent to its Ambassador in Moscow on 17 November. The Foreign Office
informed its Ambassador that it was much harder for Britain to do so than it was
for Russia to give an assurance regarding Turkey’s position in the Balkans after
the War. What the Turks were after, the telegram went on, was "some tangible
assurance that Russia will not have it all her own way in south-east Europe,
Turkey’s insistence on her entry into the War being part of a strategic plan in the

7 British Prime Minister’s Records, PREM.3/447/1, top secret memorandum by Anthony Eden on
the first meeting of Anglo-Turkish conversations in Cairo, 5 November 1943

5 PREM.3/446/17, British Ambassador Knatchbull-Hugessen to Foreign Office, cipher telegram,
Ankara, 15 November 1943.

74 SAM Papers * 6/ 99

Prof. Dr Salahi R. Sonyel

Balkans—an attempt at finding by military means a solution to the political
problem of Russian expansion as seen by the Turkish government.""

British inability to satisfy Turkey is also revealed in a secret telegram
which the British Air Ministry sent to its Middle East Command on 24
November. In that telegram the Vice-chiefs of Staff informed the Chiefs of Staff
that the Turks were reluctant to enter the War because their estimate of German
potentialities led them to conclude that enemy air attacks would paralyse vital
Turkish centres and services, especially in the winter, resulting in chaos and
making Turkey a liability. The Turks believed that Germany and her satellites
had vast strategic resources of land forces, and they were convinced that the
Turkish forces, without effective support, were insufficient to stand up to enemy
attack. The British military authorities were trying to find a solution to the problem,
but they admitted that they did not have enough forces and equipment
themselves."”

The Tehran Conference

In early December an unexpected development took place. On 1
December the British Ambassador in Ankara secretly informed the Foreign
Office that the Turkish Foreign Minister spontaneously mentioned to the US
Ambassador that morning the possibility of a meeting between President Ismet
Inonii, US President Franklin D. Roosevelt and British Prime Minister Winston
Churchill. Menemenciogiu had added that there would be serious difficulties
about meeting in Cairo. Adana, too, would present security difficulties. He
suggested Aleppo as the venue of the meeting """

The possibility of such a meeting was already discussed between Eden,
Hopkins of the US and Molotov, during the Tehran (Eureka) Conference (28
November - | December 1943), personally attended by Roosevelt, Churchill and
Stalin. At the Foreign Ministers meeting, Molotov had suggested that, in view of
the results of their conversation with Menemencioglu in Cairo, Stalin was not

9

PREM. 3/446/17, British Foreign Office to Moscow, cipher telegram, 17 November 1943,
"' Cab. 121/155, Air Ministry to Mideast, cipher telegram, 24 November 1943,
" Ibid., Ankara to London, most secret cipher telegram, 1 December 1943,
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very hopeful that they should get Turkey into the War. Nevertheless, it was worth
trying. Hopkins had stated that it was the Russians who had taken the initiative
in Moscow in suggesting that they should get Turkey into the War at an early
date. President Roosevelt had the impression, however, that the Russians were
now less enthusiastic than they had been. Molotov had replied that it was still the
desire of the Soviet government that Turkey should declare war on Germany
before the end of the year. Molotov had then confirmed what Stalin had told
Eden previously that, if Turkey entered the War, not only would the Soviet
government break off diplomatic relations with Bulgaria, but she would consider
a state of war to exist between herself and Bulgaria if Bulgaria continued to be
hostile to the Allies. Eden had then proposed that President Roosevelt and
Churchill should invite President inonii to come to Caire and confer with them
there. Molotov had approved the suggestion and said he would consult Stalin.™?
The British journalist, Chester Wilmot, believes that at the Tehran Conference
Staiin had changed his mind about Turkey. for he felt confident of Russia’s own
capacity to deal with the German armies on the Eastern Front. Stalin wanted the
Balkans for himself, ‘to liberate them’ and did not wish Allied forces to be
there."”

During the military discussions at the Tehran Conference, an agreement
was signed on 1 December affecting Turkey as well. It was decided that, "From
the military point of view, 1t was most desirable that Turkey should come into the
War on the side of the Allies before the end of the year". The Conference also
took note of Stalin’s statement that, if Turkey found herself at war with Germany
and, as a result, Bulgaria declared war on Turkey or attacked her, the Soviet
Union would immediately be at war with Bulgaria. The Conference further took
note that this fact could be explicitly stated in the forthcoming negotiations to
bring Turkey into the War."”

7 PREM 3 446/17. ‘Eureka’ Tehran to War Cabinet Office, secret cipher telegram, November
1943.

" Wilmot, p. 140.

1 Cab. 121/55: Memorandum for Information, No. 163, military conclusions of the ‘Eureka’
Conference, note by the Secretaries, secret, 2 December 1943: see also secret, C.O.S. (Chiefs of
Staff), 350/7, 26 March 1947.
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The Cairo Conference

On 1 December, Eden confidentially asked the British Ambassador in
Ankara to pass a message immediately to President Inonii, on behalf of
Roosevelt and Churchill, inviting him to a meeting in Cairo."” Inénii accepted
the invitation after he had been assured that the meeting would be based on free,
equal and unprejudiced discussion as to the best way Turkey could serve the
common cause."”

Meanwhile, the British Ambassador, Knatchbull-Hugessen, informed both
Churchill and Eden that President Inonii was their chief hope for belligerency
and everything then depended on the tactics to be employed with him. The
Ambassador stressed that Indnii was taking some risk in coming to Cairo and it
was surprising that he had been able to carry a reluctant parliament (Grand
National Assembly) with him, even to the point then reached. He added that steps
had been taken to educate the country for belligerency, but that they had not gone
far. The Turkish internal and economic position was not geared for war,
Knatchbull-Hugessen believed, and public opinion was still strongly against war,
except in self-defence. The Ambassador sounded a warning that there was
unprecedented opposition in the congress of the Republican Peoples Party and
that there had also been opposition to Inénii’s journey. There existed a body of
influential deputies in the Grand National Assembly who, on the crucial issue of
entry into the War under foreign pressure and the existing unpreparedness of the
country, might throw in their weight against the government of Siikrii Saragoglu
and President inénii. And, if things went badly, the situation would be ugly for
the President and the Allies.

Finally, the Ambassador stressed that it was essential to do nothing to
impair the position of the President. He must have reasonable time to prepare the
country. Whatever material assistance Britain could give before 31 December
could not adequately solve the existing difficulties. It was all a matter of timing
and of pushing, but not rushing the President. In principle he was willing and the
Ambassador thought he could bring the country along in a short time, but he
would probably be obliged to refuse entry by 31 December. In any case, his

"5 Ibid., secret cipher telegram from Tehran, 1 December 1943,
1o PREM 3/446/17. British Embassy to Cairo, immediate, most secret cipher telegram, Ankara, 2
December 1943,
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acceptance under pressure would entail serious risks. Unless, therefore, there
were overwhelming reasons of strategy for the rigid adherence to 31 Deg:ember,
the Ambassador earnestly advocated that full weight be given to Indnii’s
difficulties and their inherent dangers to the Allies."” In a telegram two days
earlier the Ambassador had informed Eden that Turkey was in no state to engage
in modern war. People and their leaders were against belligerency and, if the
Turkish government opted for war, it would not survive "

Following these warnings of the British Ambassador to his government, the
Turkish delegation headed by President Ismet Inonii arrived in Cairo at midday
on 4 December and the first meeting with the Americans and the British was held
in the afternoon. The Russian Ambassador, who had also come from Ankara, had
not received instructions from his government to attend, so he was not present.

After an opening speech by Roosevelt, Churchill referred to his previous
meeting with Inonii at Adana, when he had said that the British government
would not ask the Turks to enter the War unless and until such action could be
taken without unfair risk to Turkey. He thought that the moment had now come
when Turkey should seriously consider associating herself with the Allies. The
dangers that had been present at the time of Adana had now largely passed away.
Churchill then pointed out all the advantages Turkey would derive from entering
the War on the side of the Allies. He informed the Turks of Stalin’s assurance
that, if Turkey entered the War against Germany or if Germany attacked Turkey
and Bulgaria took action, the Soviet government would at once declare war on
Bulgaria. Churchill also apprised Inonii of the signature at Tehran, by the three
Allies, of the undertaking to respect Persia. If, in the circumstances, Turkey
should feel inclined to-throw in her lot with the Allies in the near future, the
British government could consider how best to help Turkey with her prepara-
tions, especially against possible air attacks.

In response, Inonii explained at some length Turkey’s attitude and policy
since the beginning of the War and stressed the fact that she had done her best in
extremely difficult circumstances to stand by her friend and ally. Turkish cor-
diality had remained steadfast at Britain’s most dangerous moments and he was
convinced that Turkey’s attitude had been appreciated. He realised that the situ-

" Ibid., British Embassy to Cairo, most secret cipher telegram, Ankara, 3 December 1943,
8 Ibid., Knatchbull-Hugessen to Eden, most secret dispatch, Ankara, 1 December 1943.
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ation was now completely different. Nevertheless, he must bear in mind the dan-
ger to Turkey were she to enter the War. Turkey wished to co-operate with the
Allies, but there were practical considerations: Turkey was alone and unpre-
pared. She had been given help, but not sufficient. If, however, the Allies were
prepared to meet the minimum essential requirements of Turkey and if, after
these had been met, Turkey could be useful to the Allies. Inénii said, "we will
come with you". He then went on to say that the Germans knew that there was
effective Turkish co-operation with the Allies and that Turkey was doing things
incompatible with neutrality. Germany was watching every development, but so
far she raised no strong objections to Turkey’s actions. If the day came, however,
when Germany was persuaded that Turkey was coming into the War, the
Germans would react very strongly, especially by air. The important point was
Turkish capacity to defend herself with the minimum indispensable requirements
and it was essential that in the period of preparation the Germans should not be
provoked. He contemplated two stages: 1) a plan of preparation involving supplies
to Turkey and ii) a plan of co-operation. What Turkey would like best would be
to fight side by side with British and American contingents in her own part of the
world. He could not accept a demand to come into the War blindly, with a statement
that, when she had done so she would be informed what her part was to be.

Roosevelt and Churchill both disclaimed any such intention. Discussions
could start immediately on the two stages indicated and Roosevelt remarked that
there was no question of Turkey being asked to come in and wait for several
weeks without air protection. Indnii interjected that the period of preparation
would be a delicate one, in spite of all precautions. He did not think that four to
six weeks would be enough for preparation, but if in that time the defence
preparations were ready, that would be a great stage.

Churchill concluded by saying that he contemplated a programme on the
following lines: 1) a declaration after the Conference that Turkish policy was not
changed, i1) a period of about six weeks during which material, especially for
anti-aircraft defence, would be pumped into Turkey, iii) immediately thereafter
the placing of British and American squadrons on prepared airfields, iv) German
protest and Turkey’s diplomatic reply, but continuation of reinforcement and
preparation, and v) reactions in the satellite countries, which would dominate the
attitude of Germany who would be afraid to push things too far. Roosevelt
confirmed that in this phase American bombers would be attacking Bulgaria on
a heavy scale and Churchill added that, at the right moment in this stage the
Bulgarian government would learn that a Bulgarian declaration of war on Turkey
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would automatically mean a Russian declaration of war on Bulgaria. The meeting
was then adjourned.

The second meeting was held on 5 December. It began with what Anthony
Eden described as "a long inconclusive and profitless argument” on what had
been promised at Adana and what had subsequently been given to the Turks.
inonii then said that Turkey had taken the decision in principle to enter the War,
but the question of date had yet to be decided and this depended on preparations.
plans for co-operation and adequate defence. He insisted that a general plan of
preparation must first be agreed among experts. They should Fhen be able to
estimate the period required for its execution. Within that period thg plan‘ of
future co-operation could be developed and the contemplated political dlscu351ql1
could be engaged. If the Allies insisted on Turkey coming into the War within
six weeks, their discussions had reached an impasse.

Churchill said that the preparatory period would be over when British
squadrons could land in force. What he wanted was the inception, a.t the earliest
possible moment and in full vigour, of the preparatory plan. This meant j[he
arrival of supplies, material and technicians, against the arrival of the protecting
air squadrons. The danger period for the Turks would be before the arrival of t}_le
protecting squadrons. Once the airfields were ready the squadrons could come 1n

within 24 hours.

The Turkish Foreign Minister, Menemencioglu, then stated that the T urks
could not agree to the infiltration of personnel, but could and did agree to the
infiltration of the requisite number of specialists. The figure suggested by Britain
was 2.000. The Turks did not consider the preparation of airfields to be the only
question. There must be a general plan of which the question of airfields would
form a part. Menemencioglu suggested the dispatch of experts to Ankara to
discuss the general plan and make other necessary proposals. Churchill repeated
that he wanted the preparations to begin at once with the utmost discretion and
secrecy. As soon as the airfields were ready, Britain would want the planes to go in.

Menemencioglu retorted that the entry of personnel into Turkey would
provoke war. Thereupon Churchill remarked that the discussion appeared to hgve
got into a vicious circle. Britain was satisfied that no preparation could be effective
without the infiltration of personnel while the Turks refused the infiltration of
personnel because of the danger of provoking Germany. Thus no preparation
could be made against Germany being provoked.
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At this stage the meeting was adjourned and it was agreed that before a
further plenary meeting was held a discussion should take place in a small
committee consisting of Hopkins of the US, Menemencioglu and Eden. At the
subsequent meeting, the British Air Marshal, Sir Sholto Douglas, explained the
reasons in favour of advance infiltration and gave a detailed account of the
support Britain was prepared to offer the Turks. Menemencioglu agreed that,
although he was ready to accept the required number of technicians for the
material supply, he could not accept any personnel additional to the proper
complement of technicians.

A further discussion took place on the Adana promises and results and
after a concerted effort by Hopkins, British Ambassador Knatchbull-Hugessen
and Eden, Menemencioglu proposed that one British and one American general
should at once proceed to Ankara to establish with the Turkish General Staff a
list of requirements and work out a plan for complete co-operation. The support
Britain offered the Turks might be enough for the defence of British air bases in
Turkey, but would not be enough for the defence of Turkey herself, he remarked.
In any case, the Turks could not contemplate Turkey’s defences being entrusted
to the British. What they wanted was the defence of Turkey by Turks, with
British support.

Eden then expressed the wish to have the Turkish position clearly
understood, and Menemencioglu, according to British documents, confirmed
that it was as follows: i) British proposals for infiltration were accepted in
principle but with reservations as regards the numbers pending consideration by
the Turkish General Staff, ii) if the programme regarding infiltration was accepted,
Turkey would not take action which she considered might lead her into the War
until material supplies for her use had been given and the figures of these yet
remained to be determined, iii) Turkey had political questions to raise.
Discussions on political issues could take place during the period of preparation
and would in no way delay either preparation or co-operation. Menemencioglu
then confirmed that the infiltration programme could go ahead while the
discussion on other issues was in progress. The meeting then adjourned.””

" British Foreign Office Records, FO 371/37477/R 12825/G: Eden to Foreign Office, most secret
cipher telegrams, Cairo, 6 and 7 December 1943, Here it must be stressed that, in the foregoing
account. British documents have been utilised. For a balanced exposition of what exactly took
place at the Cairo Conference there is need to examine also the Turkish documents which, as
far as 1 am aware, are still closed.
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We learn from a personal message that Churchill sent to Roosevelt on 8
December that the Turks had asked for four days in which to consult the Grand
National Assembly, but meanwhile they would allow the build-up to begin and
250 specialists were starting forthwith. "On the whole I am hopeful”, Churchill
remarked.” The following day, Churchill addressed a minute to the Chiefs of
Staff under the title ‘Operation Saturn’. According to this minute, after the Cairo
Conference the Turkish government would state that their policy was unchanged
and use all precautionary measures to allay enemy suspicions. But it was necessary
that the preparation and protection of the Turkish airfields should proceed at full
speed and that all necessary personnel and materials should be sent in. A period
of 6-7 weeks should suffice for this, the British squadrons being ready to fly into
the airfields at any time after 1 February 1944 (the exact date to be fixed in
consultation with the Turkish government and in relation to the moves of the
enemy). A margin of a fortnight might be allowed for this, during which time
further supplies and personnel would be introduced at full speed. By 15 February
the fly in should be completed and, from that moment onwards, a considerable
degree of protection against air attacks against Turkey would have been secured.
Once established on the airfields, British squadrons, in consultation with the
Turkish government, would begin their operations in the Aegean, being supported
at the same time by medium bomber groups from Cyrenaica. Under this air
cover, British naval forces in the Levant, strengthened as might be necessary,
would attack enemy shipping and convoys engaged in supplying the islands.

The Turkish government should continue to the last moment its relations
with Germany and Bulgaria and should reply diplomatically to any protest they
might make, while continuing preparations. If Bulgaria adopted a threatening
attitude to Turkey, she should be notified by the Russians that, if she delivered
an attack on Germany’s orders, the Soviet Union would immediately declare war
on Bulgaria. It was for consideration whether the Bulgarians should not also be
told that for every ton of bombs dropped by the Germans, or by them, upon
Istanbul or Izmir (Churchill called these cities Constantinople and Smyrna) two
or three tons would be dropped on Sofia. The Russian armies would continue
their victorious advance in South Russia and should the Anglo-American armies
prosper in the battle of Rome, it seemed most unlikely that Bulgaria would
attempt to invade Turkey. She might, however, withdraw her nine divisions from

20

PREM 3/447/1: Churchill to Roosevelt, most secret and personal telegram, 8 December 1943,
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Greece and Yugoslavia and make a concentration opposite the Turkish front in
Thrace. Meanwhile, it was also possible that, under the increasing pressure of
events, Bulgaria would try to make a separate peace with the three Allies. It was
not suggested that Turkey should declare war at any stage. She should continue
her protective re-equipment and await the enemy’s action.

As soon as the sea passage from Egypt to Turkey had been opened by the
British air and naval domination of the Aegean, every effort would be made to
pass supplies and support into Izmir and, if possible, through the Dardanelles, so
that the further equipping of the Turkish army and the feeding of Istanbul could
proceed as fast as possible. After the fly in of the British squadrons had been
completed, the Turkish government should facilitate the secret passage into the
Black Sea of up to eight submarines, together with the necessary stores. As no
depot ship could be made available, base facilities should, if possible, be
arranged at Ismet (probably Izmir). These submarines should suffice to take a
heavy toll of any Romanian and German evacuations from the Crimea and also
to assist any Russian descent on the Romanian shore that the Romanian political
attitude might render possible. Such a movement would, however, be dependent
on Russian wishes. Here the minute ended. This minute incorporated the
comments put forward by the Allied Chiefs of Staff at the rush meeting held on
7 December, just before the Conference broke up.“” A most secret letter dated 21
January 1944, written by Sir John Dashwoed of the Foreign Office to J.M.
Martin at 10 Downing Street, claimed that Churchill gave a full copy of the doc-
ument headed *Operation Saturn’ to Indnii on 6 December.””

Turkey’s final reply

Meanwhile, on 12 December, the British Ambassador in Ankara, Sir H.
Knatchbull-Hugessen, transmitted a note from the Turkish Foreign Minister,
Numan Menemencioglu, in reply to the invitation to the Turkish government to
enter the War.™” It stated that the Turkish government had adopted the following
view after wide consultation and careful study of all the problems that might

2! Ibid., Churchill’s minute, 9 December 1943,
2 PREM 3/447/1.

¥ FO 371/37479/R 13924/G: Knatchbull-Hugessen to Eden, most secret cipher telegram, Ankara,
12 December 1943.
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arise by the outbreak of war between Turkey and the Axis Powers. It stressed the
possibility of a land attack on the Chatalja line and on Gallipoli, that could not
be excluded. Although the pressures to be exerted on Bulgaria by bombardments
and by the ultimatum which the Soviets had undertaken to issue to prevent her
participation in the War against Turkey, the Turkish General Staff, nevertheless,
had to contemplate the possibility of a combined Bulgarian-German attack, as
well as a possible solo German attack across Bulgaria or Greece.

The Turkish General Staff, supported by the opinion of Army commanders,
considered that, if the indispensable assistance in material was not supplied to
Turkey, there was a risk that Turkey might be invaded, the immediate consequence
of which would be that the enemy would enter Istanbul, the Straits and a hinterland
to some depth. Germany could make available, even in her existing strength, a
force sufficient to attack the Chatalja and Gallipoli lines, whose resistance
depended primarily on material reinforcements. The effective control which
Germany, if successful, would exercise over the Straits and their hinterland
would make the plan put forward in Cairo by Churchill completely illusory. It
followed that Turkey’s entry into the War without the effective reinforcement of
her subsequent action and for the Allies in the plan upon which they had decided,
as well as in the services which they might subsequently expect from their
Turkish ally, might result in fatal consequences for both Turkey and her allies.

The note went on to point cut that air support to Turkey, from the purely
defensive point of view, had been very minutely studied by the British and
Turkish General Staff. Further, that during Air Marshal Douglas’s visit to
Ankara in April 1943, there was an exchange of views as a result of which British
and Turkish experts later drew up a plan in which the British aid to be furnished
in addition to the supplies to be made to the Turkish Air Force amounted to 49
squadrons.

A little later, in September 1943, Air Vice-marshal George communicated
to the Turkish General Staff a proposal under which the plan previously decided
on was to be regarded as a summer plan, and a new plan was to be drawn up for
the winter period. This latter plan involved 25 squadrons instead of 49. This pro-
posal was not accepted by the Turkish General Staff in whose view this assis-
tance seemed completely inadequate to ensure, even jointly with the Turkish Air
Force, the air protection indispensable to Turkey. The fly in suggested by
Churchill in the discussions of the proposal related to 17 squadrons of which 12
were fighters. Moreover, although Turkey’s entry into the War must be reckoned
at from the date of the fly in, the Turkish Air Force would, under the new plan,
remain at its existing strength.
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Turkish experts considered that this assistance was indispensable, without
which the vital centres of Turkey would be exposed to annihilation, of which the
result would be to knock out the country from the first moment of hostilities. The
Turkish General Staff, therefore, urged that 49 squadrons should make the fly in,
as agreed to by Air Marshal Douglas and Marshal Fevzi Cakmak. On the basis
of these same promises, the Turkish military authorities thought it indispensable
to reinforce the Turkish Air Force, even if only by a part of the supplies
mentioned in a list submitted at the Adana Conference. The plan for co-opera-
tion with the British armies in simultaneous action ought to be drawn up as soon
as possible. To meet the danger which Turkey would run during this period of
preparation, the Turkish government had called up one class of reservists, about
70,000 men, in order to reinforce as much as possible an area unknown to us
(because of an undecyphered portion of an original document) and southern
Gallipoli. According to figures prepared by the General Staff in conjunction with
the Ministry of Communications, the supplies asked for totalled 248,000 tons
instead of 59 000 tons. in addition to the consignment by sea proposed in Cairo.

The note also referred to the objection raised by the British Ambassador
that this went beyond the limit set by Churchill for the fly in. The Ambassador
had also made personal remarks that the stipulation as regards supplies consti-
tuted in itself a hindrance to the realisation of effective co-operation. This view,
which Menemenciogiu hoped would not be shared by British experts, forced him
to think that the preparation of airfields that had already been accepted, and the
request for a fly in on 15 February, were in the Ambassador’s opinion, to be
unconditional, and that the plan of preparation was to be limited, according to the
Ambassador, to the completion of these airficlds for the fly in of a number of
squadrons falling short of the Turco-British plan. The Turks considered this
inadequate to ensure effective protection. Menemencioglu tried to explain to the
Ambassador the reasons why the Turkish government could not share this point
of view. He added that British experts might come at once by air to discuss both
the possibility of a German land attack and the specification or quantity of material
asked for. The Ambassador did not appear to agree and on Menemencioglu’s
repeated requests, the Ambassador consented to British Generals Arnold and
George discussing the matter with General Orbay.

The Turkish government, the note went on, could not take the responsibility
before the Turkish people of entering the War until what they considered the
most elementary precautions had been taken. They were obliged to emphasise
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that, unless material representing this minimum necessary for these precautions
arrived in Turkey and the question of the air force that must be sent to Turkey
had been settled to the satisfaction of both parties, it would not be possible for
them to reply in the affirmative to the request for the fly in that the British
Government proposed to make on 15 February **

The day before receiving this note from the Turkish government, the
British Ambassador informed Eden that the Turks were merely stalling.””
Meanwhile, a confidential telegram, which the Turkish Foreign Minister had sent
to his Ambassador in Berlin, apparently fell into the hands of British Intelligence.
Dated 14 December 1943, the letter informed the Ambassador that in Cairo
strong inducements and requests were made for Turkey’s entry into the War, as
soon as possible. The Turkish delegation had even received a number of threats,
if they showed opposition.?” President inonii had explained Turkey’s situation in
a most frank fashion to both Roosevelt and Churchill and, in the end, the Turkish
delegation left Cairo promising to give their final decision from Ankara. The let-
ter continued as follows: "Further elaboration of our point of view [in Cairo] was
not possible. The Cabinet, which has examined all sides of the question, has arrived
at the decision that it is not possible to accept the Allies’ proposals. We shall
apply this decision in a very lenient fashion, and obviously we shall spend the

Ho(26)

utmost energy in protecting the bond of alliance between us from any danger".

Conclusion

Throughout 1944, the Turks were still unable to enter the War and were
accused in certain quarters of stalling, although they did break off diplomatic
relations with Germany in August. Their attitude, according to a Western

* FO 371/37478/R 13144/G: Knatchbull-Hugessen to Eden, most immediate, most secret cipher
telegram, Ankara, 13 December 1943,

¥ FO 371/37479/R 13923/G: Ankara cipher telegram, 11 December 1943.

British Intelligence Reports, HW/2289, most secret, to be kept under lock and key, never to be
removed from the Office. Turkish Foreign Minister to Turkish Ambassador in Berlin, Ankara,
confidential no. 261, 11 December 1943. The threat mentioned here was the veiled warning of
the Allies to Turkey that, if she stayed out of the War for much longer, she risked being
completely isolated after the War, implying also that she would have to face the Red Army and
any demands Stalin might make.
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historiographer, led the British and the Americans to lend a more sympathetic
ear to Soviet demands. In February 1945, at the Yalta Conference they agreed to
future changes in the Montreux Convention on the Turkish Straits.”” Finally the
Turks declared war on Germany on 23 February 1945 so that Turkey might be
represented at the United Nations, which was about to meet for the first time in
San Francisco.””

American and British criticism of Turkish neutrality, according to
American historiographer Roderic Davison, is counterbalanced by evidence
indicating that the Allied leaders, except for Churchill, did not really want
Turkey to abandon neutrality. To open a new Turkish front and to risk Nazi
invasion would require the diversion of arms, material and shipping from other
fronts where the Allies desperately needed all they could muster. They had made
no plans for such a new front. From the standpoint of Turkish national self-interest,
and even from the standpoint of British and American interests, therefore, the
Turkish policy was right.*”

On the other hand, the Allies did not keep their promises to build up the
defences of Turkey to withstand external invasion or to alleviate her fears of a
Russian take-over of the Balkans, which is what ultimately happened. Had the
Allies heeded fsmet Inonii and Numan Menemencioglu’s warnings about
Russian intentions, perhaps Winston Churchill would not have had, after VE Day
on 8 May 1945, to call upon his military experts to draw up a plan called
‘Operation Unthinkable’, that would enable the US and British forces to attack
Stalin’s Red Army before they had a chance to regroup from the chaos of their
charge West, as revealed by secret British war-time documents released by the
Public Record Office in London at the end of September 1998 .

*' Ziircher, p. 213.

* Davison, p. 169.

¥ Ibid.

% See also British Press - The Daily Telegraph, 1 October 1998; The Guardian, 2 October 1998.
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During Inénii’s reign, Turkey adopted sort of close relations with Great
Britain and France. An agreement of co-operation was signed with Great Britain
in May 1939, in which the two sides agreed to co-operate in case the anticipated
war extended to the Mediterranean. Forty-five days later, a similar agreement
was signed with France. With this agreement, France abdicated Hatay province
to Turkey.

These agreements contributed to improving Anglo-French relations with
Turkey on the eve of the World War II, though the Turkish position remained
uncertain during this War. In June 1941, when the German victories were
prevailing at the beginning of the War and West Europe, Yugoslavia and Greece
were captured by the Germans and the Bulgarian, Romanian and Hungarian gov-
ernments made friendly ties with the Nazis, Turkey signed a Friendship Treaty
with Germany.

Inside Turkey, several measures were taken to avoid war threats. Among
them the resolution of the Grand National Assembly in February 1940 of a law
to "protect the nation", in which the government was granted full power to protect
the country from any anticipated dangers. One of these measures was the signing
of a Non-aggression Treaty with Germany in June 1941.

When Germany invaded the USSR in June 1941, Turkey proclaimed its
neutrality in the War. But this publicised neutrality did not stop Turkey from
resuming some friendly relations with Germany, such as allowing German and
Italian warships to pass through the Straits. It is of significance also that Turkish
exports to Germany during the first years of the War increased and, it is said, half
of all Turkish exports were sent to Germany during the years 1941-42.

World War II affected Turkey heavily, despite the fact that it did not join
the fighting. The diversion of the state’s economy to a war economy, maintaining
a million troops under arms, and allocating one third of the budget for military
expenditure cost the country substantial resources.
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As to the European theatre of war, Hitler turned east to the Balkans
following victory over France. He moved first against Romania and forced it to
yield land to Bulgaria and Hungary, and, by the end of 1940, he brought
Romania and Hungary into the Axis alliance. By 1941, he forced Bulgaria and
Yugoslavia into the Axis orbit, making the war threat quite near to Turkey. Of
the Balkan states only Greece remained firmly on the side of the Allies.

Following the Italian failure to conquer Greece in 1940, Hitler —who was
embarrassed by Mussolini’s plight, concerned about the British troops and aircraft
sent into the area to aid Greece and displeased with Bulgaria’s and Yugoslavia’s
reversion to neutralist positions —moved into the Balkans, defeating Yugoslavia
on April 1941, and Greece as well. The danger to Turkey became more imminent.

To make the matters worse, Hitler invaded Russia (Operation Barbarossa),
Italy and the Axis satellites—Romania, Czechoslovakia and Hungary —allied
themselves with Germany.

This was the situation when the USA, which joined the War in December
1941, started its conferences with its allies to wage war against the Axis until
victory. The Cairo Conference, 4-6 December 1943, was the third in a number
of Anglo-American-Soviet conferences held in the years 1942-1943.

Egypt was not invited to the Cairo Conference simply because the war
threat by that time was over after the defeat of the German’s Afrika Korps at
El-Alamein between 23 October and 4 November 1942.

But despite this situation, Egypt was not indifferent to this Conference
held on its territory. The Egyptian mass media spared no pains covering the
events of the Conference, and depicted the details of the meetings at length.

This paper has reviewed some newspapers and magazines published
during December 1943 and surveyed their reports.

Starting with Al-Ahram (Pyramids), one can find no trace of any Egyptian
officials in the coverage. At this time, the Mustafa al-Nahas government was in
power (4 February 1942 to 8 October 1944), and the man was striving to implement
the 1936 Treaty terms as best as he could. Given the ‘alliance’ the Treaty had
imposed on the host country, it was thought that Egypt would be invited to the
Conference as an observer at least.
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In the press coverage Al-Ahram made of the Conference, it said that the
Turkish President, Ismet Inoni and the Turkish Foreign Minister, Numan
Menemencioglu, had participated in the Conference at the invitation of the
American, British, and Russian governments. Al-Ahram quoted from the official
statement the comphmentary lanvuage used always in such statements (the
strength of alliance, the ties of friendship, the spirit of understanding and fidelity,
the unity of interests of the Anglo-American democracies and the USSR, together
with the traditional links of friendship between these countries and Turkey, etc).

As to the conversations between the participating sides, Al-Ahram said
that the Conference has resulted in a mutual policy concerning the war effort,
surveyed the military, political and economic matters of the Balkans, discussed
the potential developments of the War and its effects on the future.

Al-Ahram referred also tc the Anglo-American-French interests in the
Near East, which were discussed in the debates, the revolution taking place in the
Balkans and the measures to be taken to assist the revolutionists in this area.

One of the most significant topics Al-Ahram raised in its coverage was
"the effect of the Conference on the Arab and Islamic worlds". Al-Ahram
referred to the interest the Arab world had in the Turkish visit and linked the visit
with the Arabs’ hopes that the Allies would fulfil the promises they had made to
them.

Al-Ahram went on pacifying the Arabs and the Islamic world concerning
the ‘conferences’ held on their territories, assuring them that they can look
forward to the substantial assistance the Allies will offer them as a result of the
historical conferences taking place on their territories.

One can gather that Al-Ahram was behaving along governmental lines
in its coverage of the Cairo Conference. It tried to be neutral and solemn in
handling the events of this conference.

Al-Masry (The Eg)ptzan) a party coloured newspaper, was less interested
than Al-Ahram in covering Conference events. Al-Masry was directed by Al-
Wafd party, the most popular party in Egypt at the time and the party in power
in 1943. Reviewing Al-Masry, one notices the marginal coverage of the
Conference. The newspaper presented the official statement without comment
save for a slight hint about the importance of the Conference and how it was held
at a time when rumours were abroad about the mobilisation of German and
Bulgarian troops near Turkish Thrace. Apart from this statement, the coverage
was a descriptive one.
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The reasons for this attitude, in my view, can be attributed to Al-Wafd’s
policy, maintained during the period 1924-1952, of being on bad terms with the
British whose presence in the country as an occupation power caused a great deal
of disgruntlement among the Egyptians in general. This policy was upheld even
though the Wafd party, which was the sole representative of the Egyptians masses
at that time, had assumed power (1942-44) as a result of a demonstration of
power by the British Ambassador in Egypt, Lord Killearn, on 4 February 1942.

During the liberal period in Egyptian political life, Al-Wafd played a
significant role as an opponent to the palace and the British presence in Egypt.
On more than one occasion, the British deposed Al-Wafd from governmental
power.

Al-Wafd Al-Masry party coloured newspaper (Wafdist) was less enthu-
siastic than her sister publication, A/-Masry, when the Conference coverage
on its pages did not exceed the official statement circulated to the press after
the Conference sessions. The reasons were the same as for Al-Masry since
both newspapers represented Al-Wafd party.

Akher-Saa (Last Hour) weekly magazine took a different line in covering
the Conference. The magazine, which was right-wing, talked about the probability
of Turkey’s entry into the War, severing the German-Turkish commercial treaty,
allowing the ships of a certain country free passage through the Straits! The
magazine traced the concerned country’s opinion about Turkish behaviour
towards the War (the Russians contemplate Turkey’s contributions to the
democracy question; what has Turkey offered the Allies; the Russian territorial
claims to territories Turkey acquired during the Bolshevik Revolution (1917-
1920); British flattery of the Turks for their courage and firmness; the
American’s reserved admiration for the Turks).

Al-Ettehad Al-Misri (Egyptian Unity) daily newspaper, of unknown
colour, quoted from a Turkish newspaper, Ulus, some information about the
Tehran and Cairo Conferences. The Turkish newspaper said, according to the
Egyptian newspaper, that war problems of concern to Turkey were discussed at
the Cairo Conference in the presence of President Inonii and that Russian-
Turkish relations were growing on friendly lines.

The Syrian pro-Western newspaper, Al-Bassir (The Aware), did not
conceal its friendly feelings for the Allies. In an article entitled ‘In the Fields of
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War and Politics’, the newspaper praised the conferees lavishly and said that the
news of the three great conferences which were held during the last two weeks
have surpassed the war news. The Cairo Conference, the second one, was of great
significance, bringing together the president of a non-combatant state, Ismet
Inonii, with the leaders of the two greatest combatant states in the democratic
camp. The participation of the President of Turkey was a clear proof of the
strength of the alliance between the peoples of Turkey, the USA and the USSR.

Al-Bassir quoted a description of the Cairo Conference from the American
newspaper, the Washington Star, which said the Conference was a first class
diplomatic victory.

Al-Mussawar weekly magazine dealt with the Conference in a unique
way. Fikri Abaza, the pre-eminent journalist, wrote in his weekly article “A Tour
around the World’, "as to Turkey, I find the political situation very critical. The
Russian ghost is sneaking towards Turkey. In Tehran, a mild warning was mailed
to Turkey, and I think it started reviewing its situation then. The Cairo
Conference resulted in evident backing to the Anglo-Turkish treaty, and a
primary clearing of the current situation between Russia and Turkey. The
Turkish Foreign Secretary said that Turkish relations with Britain are growing,
but that those with the Axis are not". Abaza concluded by asking, "Will Turkey
move slowly towards war against Germany? I wonder."

It should be observed that Fikri Abaza was a liberal journalist and one can
classify his views as personal ones.

The last newspaper to be reviewed in this paper is the Syrian pro-British
Al-Mokartam.

The main point in Al-Mokattam’s review of the Conference was the
critical questions, "To what extent will Turkey help the democratic Allies? Will
she enter the War alongside the Allies? Will she open her airfields and ports and
allow Allied battleships to pass through the Straits?"

Al-Mokattam went on, analysing the military situation, "If Turkey joins
the Allies as a fighting state, the situation in south-castern Europe will change
completely, since the participation of 1,000,000 Turkish troops in the fighting
will certainly cause uneasiness for Germany and Bulgaria, the old enemy of
Turkey. If Turkish help were the mere opening of airports, ports and the Straits,
it would also be a great help to the War effort since this would allow the Allies
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to be nearer to the Balkans, where Romania has rich oil resources. But ene cannot
ignore the fact that no military experts accompanied President Inonii. Does that
mean that Turkey 15 unwilling to fight or that she is unwilling to show her old
enemy, Bulgaria, any sign of helping the Allies, thereby avoiding a fatal war with
a Bulgarian army assisted by three German army divisions ready for work in
Eastern Thrace?"

It is of great importance to notice that this analysis was based only on
assumptions and guesses, since the official statement of the Conference was
issued in generalities, rather than specifics. Nevertheless, the analysis was a great
success for Al-Mokattam.

In this survey of the press coverage of the December 1943 Conference, I
have tried to depict the various attitudes of the concerned Egyptian newspapers
in accordance with their political colours.

R4

Unfortunately, I couldn’t include any communist or fundamentalist
newspapers for technical reasons. But apart from the assumptions, ramours,
meetings and guesses, it was Turkey who had the final word in this story. Taking
its own interests as a priority, Turkey formally declared war on Germany and
Japan in February 1945, proving that the Turks, not the Allies, were the masters
of their destiny.
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CENTER FOR STRATEGIC RESEARCH

The Center for Strategic Research (Stratejik Aragtirmalar Merkezi - SAM) is established to conduct research
on international relations and regional studies. The Center examines international conflicts, makes scholarly and
scientific assessments of relevant issues, and reviews Turkish foreign policy on a futuristic perspective.

It is a consultative body of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs with the responsibility of bringing to the
attention of decision makers independent, unbiased views and findings from different sources. The Center

is chartered by law and has been active since May 1995.

SAM tarries out these tasks in cooperation with both Turkish and foreign universities, institutions and specialists
involved in similar work. Related subject matter is assessed in a wide spectrum, and to this end, the Center
consults specialists from the political, economic, financial and cultural fields as well as journalists with expertise
in the filed of foreign policy.

« SAM As A Research Center
The basic task of SAM is to reach interpretive conclusions based on in-depth analysis of issues and furnish the
decision makers with sound research, data, independent views and recommendations. SAM strives to conduct

. impartial research both in-house and through commissioning academic projects. For this reason, commissions

are assigned to experts and institutions in the field of international affairs, and exchange of views and
cooperation are sought with individuals and institutions involved in similar work.

s SAM As A Center For Debate ‘

In addition to research activities, SAM functions as a forum for depate and discussion for citizens and foreigners
active in the area of intemational relations and foreign policy. This function is fulfilled through the organization
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The works, opinions, views are assessed and subsequently submitted as recommendations or proposals

to policy makers,

* Publications And Documents

Perceptions is an English-language journal published by SAM. Within its pages, SAM will feature the opinions
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seeks to become an indispensable scholarly source on this topic. Readers of Perceptions will deepen their
knowledge, understanding and insight of Turkish views and will be able to consider the opinions of academics

~ and experts on issues of the region. Additionaly, SAM Papers will be published, but irregularly as material made

available.

s Towards A Pool Of Information

SAM aims to collect a pool of information, derived from research, consultations with
scholars, seminars, conferences and panel discussions. SAM will develop into an important
center for reference material.



