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Abstra&

“Memory of an Institution: The Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Turk-
ish Diplomats in the 1960-80 Period”

Hiiseyin Sert, Doctoral Candidate at the Atatiirk Institute
for Modern Turkish History at Bogazi¢i University, 2018

Prof. Dr. Aydin Babuna, Dissertation Advisor

This dissertation scrutinizes the Cold War Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy
with an emphasis on the 1960-80 period in comparison to the world examples.
The study is not a narrative of Turkish foreign policy but presents the story of
the transformation of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs as an institution
and the Turkish diplomat as a professional in response to the challenges of the
time.

Throughout the period following World War II, diplomatic bureaucracies
were subject to criticism in national public opinions, and in some cases, the
necessity of diplomacy as an institution was questioned. Nonetheless, through
new and transforming scopes of work, diplomatic bureaucracies managed to
consolidate their status in diplomatic processes. The Turkish diplomatic bu-
reaucracy was influenced not only by foreign policy issues but also by signifi-
cant developments in domestic politics, and as a consequence, recorded rela-
tive success by both transforming itself and influencing state practices and the
views of public opinion.

With reference to an approach that evaluates diplomacy as a “social” phe-
nomenon —, as an outcome of the interactions among various actors -, this
dissertation, as well, puts forward that Turkish diplomacy was not isolated
from the values and demands of the society in the aforementioned period. On
the contrary, in many cases, it executed its operations in an interaction with

public opinion, governments and other bureaucratic institutions.

147,000 words
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Ozet

“Bir Kurumun Hafizasi: 1960-80 Doneminde Tiirk Disisleri Bakanlig1 ve

Diplomat1”

Hiiseyin Sert, Doktora Adayi, 2018

Bogazici Universitesi Atatiirk Ilkeleri ve Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii
Prof. Dr. Aydin Babuna, Tez Danismani

Bu c¢alismada Soguk Savas donemi Tiirk Disisleri biirokrasisi 1960-1980 do-
nemi agirlikli olmak {izere ve diinyadaki muadilleriyle mukayeseli bir sekilde
incelecektir. Calisma, Tiirk dis politikasinin bir anlatis1 olmaktan ziyade bir
kurum olarak Tirk Disisleri Bakanliginin ve bir profesyonel olarak Tiirk
diplomatinin karsilastigi meydan okumalarin sonucunda tecriibe ettigi do-
niistimiin bir hikayesini sunmay1 amaglamaktadir.

II. Diinya Savagr’ni takip eden donemde, diinya genelinde disisleri biir-
okrasileri ulusal kamuoylar1 nezdinde elestirilere muhatap olmus, kimi zaman
bir kurum olarak diplomasinin gerekliligi sorgulanmistir. Buna karsin,
disisleri biirokrasileri s6zii edilen donemde yeni ve doniisen gorev
tanimlariyla diplomatik siiregler icerisindeki roliinii konsolide etmeyi
basarmustir. Tiirk Disisleri biirokrasisi de sadece dis politika degil, o donemde
Turkiye’nin i¢ siyaseti acisindan da belirleyici nitelikteki gelismelerden
etkilenmis, bu siirecin sonucunda hem kendisini doniistiirmek hem de mu-
hatab1 oldugu konularda devlet uygulamalarini ve kamuoyunun goriislerini
etkilemek suretiyle gorece bir basar1 kaydetmistir.

Bu calismada ayrica, diplomasinin farkli aktorler arasindaki iliskilerden
dogan bir “sosyal” fenomen oldugu iddiasini temel alan yaklagimdan yola
cikilarak Tiirk diplomatik biirokrasisinin s6zii edilen dénemde toplumun
deger ve taleplerinden yalitilmis bir konumda olmadigi, bunun aksine ¢ogu
durumda kamuoyu, biirokrasinin diger aktorleri ve hitkiimetler ile iligki icer-

isinde faaliyetlerini yiirtittigiini ortaya koymak amaglanmstir.

147.000 kelime
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Introduction

§ 1.1 Definition, Aim, and Scope of the Study

his study scrutinizes the course of Turkish diplomats and the Turkish

Ministry of Foreign Affairs throughout the 1960s and 70s in order to lo-
cate the place of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy in the world context with
regard to its contemporaries. Such an effort clarifies the general characteristics
of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy, an institution highly speculated about
but rarely enquired, in the aforementioned period. Moreover, a modest con-
tribution to the efforts to conceptualize diplomatic practice through the case
of Turkish diplomacy in the 1960s and yos is provided. In sum, the Turkish
diplomatic bureaucracy as a level of analysis is introduced to the diplomatic
studies literature.

This study should not be seen as foreign policy analysis. Foreign policy
issues such as the Cyprus Question or relations with the Western alliance are
examined in this dissertation to the extent that they clarify the general char-
acteristics of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. Instead of analyzing foreign
policy, this dissertation sheds light on the perceptions, attitudes, and opera-
tions of the Turkish diplomatic staff and the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs through an examination of the phenomena with which they were preoc-
cupied throughout the 1960s and 70s. In short, this is the story of a profession

and an institution in a certain period of time. The dissertation, by a
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comparative analysis of the memoirs of Turkish diplomats, also presents the
opportunity to evaluate significant developments of political and diplomatic
history of Turkey in the aforementioned through the experiences and obser-
vations of Turkish diplomats.

In the broadest sense, this dissertation makes a sense of the interactive and
constructive nature of diplomatic practice through the Turkish case in the
1960s and 7os. Diplomats, including Turkish diplomats, did not conduct their
professions in a bell-jar independent from either public opinion or govern-
ment. In this regard, diplomacy is a socially-embedded, interactive phenome-
non. Second, as a consequence of this, diplomacy is a constructive practice.
Through interactions with its addressees - that is to say, governments, non-
governmental organizations, media, and citizens —, the diplomatic profession
constructs and transforms itself, its operations, and its addressees. In this re-
gard, diplomacy is not an isolated phenomenon with no relation to time and
space. It is not feasible to find generic definitions and conclusions applicable
to all kinds of diplomatic practice in any given period or geography. The so-
cially-embedded, interactive and mutually-constructive character of diplo-
matic practice should lead to think about the features of diplomatic practices.

The 1960s and 7os are the time interval for this study. Throughout the
1960s and 1970s, certain social, political, economic phenomena transformed
world politics that were not witnessed, for instance, either in the 1950s or in
the 1980s. The Cold War tension diminished with the Détente process, numer-
ous independent states emerged as a consequence of decolonization, and for-
eign policy issues — most notably the war in Vietnam - became a matter of
concern for publics. More importantly, Turkish foreign policy faced new chal-
lenges.

Diplomatic practice passes through serious transformations in the after-
math of major events in world politics - for instance, in the post-World War I
or the post-Cold War periods. This was also valid for the post-World War II
period. Diplomatic staffs and foreign ministries encountered new challenges
and experienced considerable transformations. Foreign ministries came un-
der harsh criticism; the function and even necessity of diplomatic staffs in the
Cold War years were questioned. Nevertheless, the diplomatic practice of the

aforementioned period was redefined with new functions and foreign
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ministries consolidated their positions by adapting to the changing conditions
of the time.

So was the case for the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. This dissertation,
in this regard, argues that the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy encountered
similar challenges to those of world examples. Indeed, Turkish diplomatic staft
and the foreign ministry faced the aforementioned challenges of its time more
radically than counterparts in the world. The ministry entered the period with
the impact of the first coup d’etat of republican history which deeply influ-
enced the ministry’s certain customs and authorities. Turkey’s workforce mi-
gration to Western European countries, which began in 1961 and intensified
in ensuing two decades, not only imposed a new and heavy burden on the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy that was not experienced in the previous dec-
ades, but also redefined Turkey’s relations with its citizens in the transnational
context. Beginning from the first half of the 1970s, Turkish diplomats faced
threats for their and their relatives’ lives as a consequence of the terrorist at-
tacks realized by certain Armenian organizations. Terrorist attacks towards
diplomats and diplomatic missions was a “political trend” of the time which
was not witnessed in that frequency before and Turkish diplomats encoun-
tered these type of attacks much frequently than their counterparts. Last but
not the least, the ministry, both in the long and short terms, played and active
role in Turkey’s foreign policy formulation in the case of the Cyprus dispute
which resulted with Turkey’s intervention in the island. Beginning from the
1950s up to present, the Cyprus dispute held a central place in Turkish foreign
policy. The 1960-1980 period, however, was a phase that most critical develop-
ments of the dispute was experienced. In many respects, as a consequence, the
1960s and 1970s held a unique place in the course of the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy in republican history.

It can be concluded that the Turkish Hariciye of the 1960-1980 period came

out of this process with a relative success in many respects.! The Turkish

Hariciye literally means “external or foreign” in Turkish and refers to the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. The name comes from the Ottoman version of the institution, Umur-1 Har-
iciye Vekaleti. In time, the ministry bureaucracy was identified by this name just as the meto-

nym Quai d’Orsay refers to the French Foreign Ministry, Wilhelmstrasse to the German
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diplomatic bureaucracy was not only dramatically affected by developments
of the time in domestic and global politics, but also it has been influential on
state policies and narratives on issues related to the diplomatic staff. In this
regard, the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy of the 1960s and 7os suits the ar-

gument of a “socially interactive and mutually constructive” foreign ministry.

§ 1.2 Methodology

With few exceptions, the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy has not been subject
to academic study thus far. In his article on Ottoman and Republican Foreign
Services published in 1982, Kuneralp notes that “very little has been published
on Turkish foreign service” and there has been quite limited contribution to

the field from that day to present.* Apart from Turkish diplomat Kemal

Foreign Office, and Foggy Bottom to the United States Department of State. Hereafter, when-
ever the word Hariciye is used in this dissertation, it refers to Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. In some cases, the institution will be called “the ministry” or the “Turkish MFA.”

2 “Socially-interactive” refers to the relational character of diplomatic practice which includes
the contacts of a diplomat with his government, counterparts, and citizens. The mutually con-
structive nature of diplomatic practice is the outcome of these interactions since any relations
conducted by the diplomat not only transformed the diplomatic practice but also all other
addressees of diplomatic processes.

3 Thisarticle does not include even a bibliographical list. Sinan Kuneralp, “The Ministry of For-
eign Affairs under the Ottoman Empire and the Turkish Republic,” in The Times Survey of
Foreign Ministries of the World, ed. Zara Steiner, (London: Times Books, 1982), 510. A quick
search to the Turkish academic literature reveals that the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs
has been the subject of technical research rather than examined as a diplomatic practice. Both
of the two theses examining the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs focused on its academy
and training program. See Kadriye Zeynep Girgin, Training Needs Analysis and Implementa-
tions in a Turkish Institution: Training Program for Overseas Assignments in the Turkish Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs (MA Thesis, Ankara: Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, 1997). Mehmet
Akkaya, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Diplomasi Akademisinde Diplomat Adaylarina Verilen Meslege
Hazirlayici Egitim Programinin Katilimci Goriiserine Gore Degerlendirilmesi (MA Thesis, An-
kara: Ankara University, 2015). Nevertheless, careers of certain Turkish diplomats were sub-
jected to studies in recent years. George Harris studied on early republican Turkish diplomats
and Bilal Simsir, a scholar and a Turkish diplomat, responded to his study via an article.

George S. Harris, Atatiirk’s Diplomats & Their Brief Biographies (Istanbul: ISIS Press, 2010).
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Girgin's Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Donemi Hariciye Tarihimiz (Ottoman and
Republican Period Foreign Ministry History), the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs is not examined in detail in scholarly work.* This, of course, can be seen
as part of a global trend. Case —, period- or region-based foreign policy anal-
ysis is frequently conducted in international relations studies rather than di-
plomacy studies. The first studies on the institutional-basis of diplomacy in
the world were published by diplomats themselves, such as Abraham de Wic-

quefort's L 'Ambassadeur et ses Fonctions (1681), Frangois de Callieres' De la

Bilal Simsir, “Atatiirk’iin Elgileri Uzerine,” Yeni Tiirkiye 3 (March-April 1995). Yiicel Giiglii
published two books on the career trajectories of two prominent early republican diplomats,
namely Cevat A¢ikalin and Numan Menemencioglu. See Yiicel Gii¢lii, Eminence Grise of Turk-
ish Foreign Service: Numan Menemencioglu (Ankara: -- -, 2002), The Life and Career of a Turk-
ish Diplomat: Cevat A¢ikalin (Ankara: -- —, 2002). More recently, bureaucratic and political
careers of certain prominent diplomats of the Cold War years were studied in a small number
of master’s theses. See Ferdi Uzun, Tiirk Disislerinde Fatin Riistii Zorlu (MA Thesis, Hacettepe
University, 2015). Turay Yayla, Diplomat Hasan Esat Isikin Biyografisi (MA Thesis, Yildiz
Teknik Universitesi, 2014), Kiirsat Ozdemir, Bir Disisleri Bakani Olarak Ilter Tiirkmen (1980-
1983) (MA Thesis. Istanbul: Marmara Universitesi, 2015). In her book, Tiirk Diplomasisinde
Kibris, 1970-1991: Biiyiikelgiler Anlatiyor, Giil Inang mentioned her project concerning the
preparation of a prosopographical guide of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the 1923-
2007 period. The study would include the names, family and school backgrounds, professional
assignments, language skills, and post-retirement activities of Turkish diplomats who worked
in the aforementioned period. Nevertheless, such study has not been prepared or, at least,
published. Giil Inang, Tiirk Diplomasisinde Kibris, 1970-1991: Biiyiikelciler Anlatiyor (Istanbul:
Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Yayinlari, 2007), xviii.

Compared to the republican period, Ottoman diplomatic institutions have been much more
intensely researched. Carter Findley's doctoral thesis his other studies provide a full-fledged
analysis of the evolution of the Ottoman diplomatic mechanism in time. See Carter Vaughn
Findley, From Re'is Efendi to Foreign Minister: Ottoman Bureaucratic Reform and the Creation
of the foreign ministry (PhD diss., Harvard University, 1969.) Moreover, the ISIS publishing
house, directed by Sinan Kuneralp, who is also a member of a “family of diplomats,” released
various researches not only on Ottoman diplomatic history but also on Ottoman diplomatic
institutions and Ottoman diplomats. In recent years, a couple of studies have focused on the
evolution of the Ottoman diplomatic “mindset.” See Namik Sinan Turan, Imparatorluk ve Di-
plomasi: Osmanl Diplomasisinin Izinde (Istanbul: Bilgi Univesitesi Yayinlari, 2014). Dogan
Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy: A Political, Social and Cultural History (London: I.B

Tauris, 2013).
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Maniere de Negocier Avec les Souverains (1716), Ernest Satow's Guide to Dip-
lomatic Practice (1917) and Harold Nicolson’s Diplomacy (1939).
Nevertheless, there is something specific to the case of Turkey. The ar-
chives of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs have not yet been opened to
researchers which hinders researchers of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy.®
There is an ongoing technical effort to open the ministry’s archives on-line,
however, they have not been opened as of May 2018, and only a small and
relatively neutral parts of the archives will be available to researchers once it is

opened.” An administrator in the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs noted

See Abraham de Wicquefort, L 'Ambassadeur et ses Fonctions (The Hague: Veneur, 1681).
Frangois de Callieres, De la Maniere de Negocier Avec les Souverains (Paris: Noveau Monde
Editions, 2006). Ernest Satow, A Guide to Diplomatic Practice (London: Longman Greens,
1922). Harold Nicolson, Diplomacy (London: T. Butterworth, 1939). The course of efforts to
conceptualize diplomatic practice will be examined in detail in the next chapter.

For some of criticisms on the lack of access to ministry archives from different researchers in
different periods, see Cemil Kogak, Gegmisiniz Itinayla Temizlenir (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayin-
lar1, 2009), 432. Corry Guttstadt, Tiirkiye, Yahudiler ve Holokost (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari,
2012), 326. Dilek Barlas, Serhat Giiveng, Tiirkiye’'nin Akdeniz Siyaseti (1923-1939): Orta
Biiyiikliikte Devlet Diplomasisi ve Deniz Giiciiniin Sinirlari (Istanbul: Ko¢ Universitesi Yayin-
lar1, 2014), 16. Indeed, the archives of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs are not “offi-
cially” closed to researchers. Terms of access to documents are regulated in a by-law. However,
this is impossible in practice since acesss to documents requires a complicated confirmation
process. “Disisleri Bakanhig1 Arsiv Hizmetleri Yonetmeligi,” TC Disisleri Bakanlig1 Internet
Sitesi, accessed March 28, 2018, available from
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/data/BAKANLIK/Mevzuat/3-arsiv.pdf. Many of the counterparts of
the Turkish MFA, however, provide access to the archives of their foreign ministries. The
Greek Foreign Ministry, for example, opened its archives to researchers in 1959. “Foreign Min-
istry Archive Services of European Union Member States: Greece,” European Council Web-
site, accessed March 12, 2016, available from http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/splash/?re-
quested=%2f.

“Dasisleri Bakanlig1 Arsivi Arastirmacilara Agiliyor,” CNN Turk, accessed June 20, 2015, avail-
able from http://www.cnnturk.com/video/turkiye/disisleri-bakanligi-arsivi-arastirmacilara-
aciliyor. Recently, the course of efforts in digitalizing the archives of the ministry has been
subject to a parliamentary question. Mevliit Cavusoglu, the Turkish Foreign Minister, noticed
the TBMM that the digitalization process of the ministry archives was in progress. It was pro-

jected to be completed at the end of 2015. “Istanbul Milletvekili Sayin Garo Paylan’in Yonelttigi


http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/splash/?requested=%2f
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/splash/?requested=%2f
http://www.cnnturk.com/video/turkiye/disisleri-bakanligi-arsivi-arastirmacilara-aciliyor
http://www.cnnturk.com/video/turkiye/disisleri-bakanligi-arsivi-arastirmacilara-aciliyor
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that “only the documents about Latin American countries are going to be
opened to researchers at first.”

For the scope of this study, the lack of archival sources no doubt constitutes
a deficiency in terms of testifying to the outcomes. The Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs did not release publications uninterruptedly. The most durable
publication of the ministry, the Foreign Affairs Bulletin (Dssisleri Belleteni),
was published between 1964 and 1973.° Published once a quarter, the bulletin
consisted of analysis of international political and economic developments,
notices about new procedures and programs within the ministry, and the
agreements or treaties signed by the Turkish government. Although certain
issues in these bulletins have been useful for this study, they present no infor-
mation for the remainder of the 1970s. Apart from this bulletin, three year-
books published by the ministry in 1960, 1964, and 1968, respectively, serve as
another type of primary resource for this study."

In recent years, ethnographic methods have been increasingly applied to
international politics and foreign policy analysis. As an extension of the “Stud-
ying Up” concept, this new understanding has offered to “study [of] the cul-
tures of the powerful as well as [of] the powerless.”'!As a consequence, ethno-
graphic methods and materials have also been adopted in the international

relations discipline since the mid-1980s.”> The main motive of this

7/12948 Sayili Soru Onergesine Yanit,” TBMM Resmi Internet Sitesi, accessed March 28, 2018,
available fromhttp://wwwz2.tbmm.gov.tr/d26/7/7-12948sgc.pdf.

Mesut Ozcan, Interview by the Author. Note-taking, Ankara, September 20, 2015.

Ismail Soysal, Tiirk Dis Politikast Incelemeleri icin Kilavuz (1919-1993) (Istanbul: Eren, 1993),
153.

A continuation of the Salname (yearbook) tradition, the ministry’s yearbooks were published
to provide information about the personnel and actions of the Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy. Although they were called Yillik (yearbook), these books were never published on a
yearly basis.

Hugh Gusterson, “Studying Up Revisited,” Political and Legal Anthropology Review 20, no.1
(May 1997), 114. This conceptualization was first coined by Laura Nader in the early 1970s. See
Laura Nader, “Up the Anthropologist-Perspectives Gained from Studying Up,” in Reinventing
Anthropology, ed. Dell Hymes, (New York: Pantheon Books, 1972), 284-311.

Wanda Vrasti, “The Strange Case of Ethnography and International Relations,” Millennium:

Journal of International Studies 37, no. 2 (2008), 279.
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methodological approach is to “reduce these fields” heavy reliance on formal
textual sources like speeches.”*Although this study presents a clarification of
the course of a professional group in a certain period rather than engaging in
a foreign policy analysis, this perspective shift in the study of international
politics inspired the content of this dissertation."

Wiseman notes that “for diplomatic studies, diplomatic memoirs have
been a key research source.”” So indeed, especially when a certain period or
event in recent diplomatic history is to be explained, the accounts of diplomats
present deeper information compared to archives and other primary re-
sources. In many countries diplomats are “prolific writers ... who ... reflected
»16

[on] their own practice to an extent that few other professions can match.

Turkish diplomats are no exception,'” and this is useful since the dissertation

Merje Kuus, “Foreign Policy and Ethnography: A Skeptical Intervention,” Geopolitics 18, no. 1
(2013), 117.

An invaluable series of studies has been conducted by the United States Association for Dip-
lomatic Studies and Training (ADST). Since 1986, ethnographic perspectives in the study of
international politics have flourished, and ADST “has recorded more than 2,500 interview
with former participants in the U.S. foreign affairs processes.” These interviews cover about
eighty years of United States foreign affairs and “about 60 new interviews are added annually.”
See “The Foreign Affairs Oral History Collections,” Association for Diplomatic Studies and
Training Website, accessed May 30, 2016, available from http://adst.org/oral-history/. Ac-
counts of Turkish diplomats indeed offer a similar pool of information. This dissertation also
presents a semi-ethnographic sketch of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy through a com-
prehensive content analysis of these accounts.

Geoftrey Wiseman, “Diplomatic Practices at the United Nations,” Cooperation and Conflict
50, no. 3 (2015), 318.

Christer Jonsson and Martin Hall, Essence of Diplomacy (New York: Palgrave MacMillan,
2005), 9.

Indeed, writing on the observations made through professional life was inherited by Turkish
diplomats from the Ottoman diplomatic tradition. Many of the Ottoman temporary or per-
manent ambassadors in the eighteenth and nineteenth century authored books of embassy
(Sefaretname) in order to inform the Sultan and the ruling elite about the city and the state
that they were assigned, and the social, political, and diplomatic developments of the time, as
well. For a detailed examination of the Ottoman Sefaretname tradition, see Faik Resit Unat,
Osmanls Sefirleri ve Sefaretnameleri (Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1992). The first

publications that can be considered as memoirs were written by two late Ottoman diplomats,


http://adst.org/oral-history/
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has been written without access to the archives of the Turkish Ministry of For-
eign Affairs. Memoirs of diplomats related to the course of Turkish diplomacy
between 1960 and 1980 were utilized as the basic research component of this
dissertation.'® Nevertheless, this is not a dissertation on foreign policy through
memoirs. This study is inspired by the memoirs of Turkish diplomats and the

contents of the memoirs determined the issues of the dissertation’s chapters

Galip Kemali (S6ylemezoglu) and Esat Cemal (Paker). Galip Kemali Séylemezoglu, Hariciye
Hizmetinde Otuz Sene, 1892-1922: Mutlakiyet, Mesrutiyet ve Milli Miicadele Yillarinda Sahidi
veya Amil Oldugum Hadiselere Ait Vesikalar (Istanbul: Saja Matbaasi, 1949). Esat Cemal Paker,
Siyasi Tarihimizde Kirk Yillik Hariciye Hatiralar: (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi, 2001). In the re-
publican period, Turkish diplomats did not publish memoirs for decades. Numan Menemen-
cioglu is known to have an unpublished memoir written in French. In the second half of the
1970s, Mahmut Dikerdem published two books concerning his years in the Middle East and
Third World countries. Mahmut Dikerdem, Orta Dogu’da Devrim Yillari: Bir Biiyiikel¢inin
Amilar: (Istanbul Matbaast: Istanbul, 1977). Ugiincii Diinyadan: Bir Biiyiikelginin Anilar (Is-
tanbul Matbaast: Istanbul, 1977). Feridun Cemal Erkin’s three-volume memoirs published
first in 1980 probably constituted a watershed for this genre in republican history. Feridun
Cemal Erkin, Dsgsislerinde 34 Yil, vol. I, IT & III (Ankara: TTK Yaynlari, 1980). Erkin’s mem-
oirs are of significance in two respects. First, they included information not only about his
professional experiences but also featured a detailed study of twentieth century political his-
tory covering interwar, World War II, and Cold War years. Second, Erkin’s memoirs inspired
a generation of Turkish diplomats. Memoirs flourished beginning from the mid-1980s that
were written by Turkish diplomats whose career were predominantly filled with World War II
and Cold War years. Until recently, number of Turkish diplomatic memoirs surpassed seventy.
Notably in the initial years of memoir-publishing, Bilgi Yaymevi and Milliyet Yayinlar: pub-
lished diplomatic memoirs more than any publishers. Certain Turkish diplomats published
memoirs through their own means revealing their eagerness to make their voices heard.

As a professional group, Turkish diplomats published numerous books in various genres other
than foreign policy analysis or diplomatic history. These ranged from poetry to translations,
from grammar books to literary texts. For a few of these examples, see Ilhan Akant, Budala
(The Idiot), Translation from Dostoyevsky (Istanbul: Hilmi Kitabevi), 1941. Bilal Camlik, Ar-
navutga-Tiirkge Karsilastirmal Dilbilgisi (Albanian Turkish Comparative Grammar) (Ankara,
1996). Firat Sunel, Salkim Sogiitlerin Golgesinde (Novel) (Istanbul: Profil Yayinlari, 2011). For a
detailed list of publications by Turkish diplomats, see “Disisleri Bakanligi Mensuplar1 ve
Emekli Biiyiikelgilerin Eserleri,” TC Dssisleri Bakanhg Internet Sitesi, accessed November 12,
2014, available from http://www.mfa.gov.tr/disisleri-bakanligi-mensuplari-ve-emekli-

buyukelcilerin-eserleri.tr.mfa.


http://www.mfa.gov.tr/disisleri-bakanligi-mensuplari-ve-emekli-buyukelcilerin-eserleri.tr.mfa
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/disisleri-bakanligi-mensuplari-ve-emekli-buyukelcilerin-eserleri.tr.mfa
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but this research was not conducted resorting only to memoirs. As illustrated
above, a variety of other primary resources ranging from the yearbooks of the
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs to the related documents of the Official
Gazette (Resmi Gazete) and the Prime Ministry Republican Archives (Basba-
kanlik Cumhuriyet Arsivleri, PMRA) were used to better illustrate the course
of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy in the aforementioned period.

In his efforts to properly define autobiography, Pascal underscores that it
is hard to draw a line between autobiographies and memoirs.'® This is because,
he adds, “there is no autobiography that is not in some respect a memoir, and
no memoir that is without autobiographical information.”® A rough catego-
rization can be made through the distinction that “in the autobiography
proper, attention is focused on the self, in the memoir or reminiscence on oth-
ers.”*! | prefer to categorize the accounts of Turkish diplomats as memoirs ra-
ther than autobiographies since “memoirs seem to place a greater emphasis
on external rather than personal events even if the memorialists have been an
integral part of those events; autobiographies, however, focus more closely on
the author as subject matter.”*” Indeed, the distinction between a memoir and
an autobiography is blurred in the case of an account by a statesman. The au-
tobiography of a statesman, Mohammed Osman notes, “is nearer to his mem-
oirs,” since it is difficult to draw a distinction between the professional and
private lives of a diplomat.”

This dissertation studies an institution without access to its official ar-
chives, and as a consequence, the study predominantly stood on the memoirs
of Turkish diplomatic personnel. This constitutes a risk in terms of methodol-
ogy. The basic instrument to solve this methodological problem has been to

combine as many memoirs in a dialogue with each other. As Gusdorf notes,

Roy Pascal, Design and Truth in Autography (New York: Routledge, 2016), 5.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Houri Berberian, “History, Memory and Iranian-Armenian Memoirs of the Iranian Consti-
tutional Revolution,” Middle East Critique 17, no. 3 (Autumn 2008), 362.

Mohammed Osman, “Discourse Study of Genre: Autobiography,” English Language and Lit-

erature Studies 5, no. 4 (2015), 155.
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the “historian must ... criticize [testimonies] along with other testimonies” to
reach reliable conclusions.* In order to testify to the validity of an item of in-
formation or claim, I examined how frequently it was repeated in other mem-
oirs. I also present the contradictions between two or more accounts on any
given issue.

The memoirs of diplomats rarely remain silent about the most critical and
traumatic parts of their professional lives. Autobiographies or memoirs of pol-
iticians, bureaucrats and other “big men” are written for “defensive or glorify-
ing” purposes, leading the authors to raise their voices higher and higher.”
This was clearly the case for this study. Turkish diplomats are eager to raise
their voices on any given issue, most notably when they are victimized, for
instance, in the case of Armenian political violence towards Turkish diplo-
mats. In this regard, the contents of the memoirs presented much more infor-
mation than was expected at the beginning of the research process.

The issues most frequently mentioned in the memoirs, and the most over-
lapping data and claims determined the basis for the content of each chapter
of this study. Throughout the research process, four semi-structured inter-
views were conducted with former diplomats who were in charge in the 1960-
1980 period. Diplomats whom were thought to contribute to the discussions
in the dissertation are chosen for interviews.” Temel Iskit, for example, was
the leader of a group of diplomats who offered a more balanced relationship
with the Western alliance. Yalim Eralp, on the other hand, was among the dip-
lomats who favored Turkey’s strong commitment to the West. Omer Engin

Litem was a diplomat known for his role in establishing Turkey’s official

George Gusdorf, “Conditions and Limits of Autobiography,” in Autobiography: Essays Theo-
retical and Critical, ed. James Olney, New Jersey: Princeton, 1980), 37.

Ibid.

Turkish diplomats interviewed for this study were asked about the ministry’s and its person-
nel’s strong commitment to the Western alliance, alleged clique formations within the minis-
try, relations between Turkish diplomatic and consular missions and Turkish citizens abroad,
the influence of terrorist attacks on Turkish diplomats, the role of the Turkish diplomatic bu-
reaucracy on Turkey’s military intervention in Cyprus, and their evaluation on the Turkish
MFA’s ability to adapt to changes in world politics and Turkish diplomats’ alleged distance

from the social and political realities of Turkey.
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discourse against genocide allegations. Also, an interview was conducted with
the present head of the Diplomacy Academy of the ministry.

In the course of the research process, some of my attempts for further in-
terviews remained inconclusive since certain former diplomats to whom I ap-
plied refused to submit to an interview. In this regard, this dissertation should
not be seen as a full-fledged ethnographic effort at understanding the general
characteristics of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. Nevertheless, the eth-
nographic perspectives quoted above strongly influenced the methodological
point of view of this study and memoirs were predominantly utilized to obtain
a deeper understanding of the nature of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy
in a certain period.

As a specific attempt to give comparative insight on the state-citizen rela-
tionship at the transnational level, six semi-structured interviews were con-
ducted with the Turkish migrants in Germany for chapter 6.7 All of the inter-
viewees were second generation migrants located in northwestern Germany
with political affinity to the AK Party.?® People close to the AK Party were cho-
sen for interviews because Chapter 6 is also a response to the view that rela-
tions with the migrant population in Turkish diplomatic and consular mis-
sions were rehabilitated only after the AK Party’s arrival to power in
November 2002. These interviewees, in this regard, were asked also to com-
pare and contrast the pre- and post-2002 periods in terms of state-citizen re-
lations in Turkish diplomatic and consular missions.

Along with being deprived of the possibility of utilizing archival sources,
this dissertation has other motives to introduce the usage of memoirs. As Le
Goft suggests that “memory is the raw material of history.”* In this regard,

whether written or oral, the testimonies of the protagonists can be helpful for

The interviewees were asked about the problems that they and their relatives from the first-
generation of migration faced in Turkish consular missions, political dimensions of their re-
lations with the consular officers, and the transformation of the processes and procedures to-
wards them as a consequence of their contacts with the state in transnational context.
Further efforts to expand the scope of interviews to other parts of Germany remained incon-
clusive rather due to technical reasons. Although it was intended to conduct interviews also
in Berlin and Southern Germany, such interviews could not be organized.

Jacques Le Goft, History and Memory (New York: Columbia University Press), 21.
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the historian to illustrate a picture that is close to reality. As a consequence, as
Bloch puts it, “the historian must go beyond just recording the words of his-
torian and force the witness to talk beyond its will, just in this way a historical
witness or a biography can constitute a source for the historian.” Especially
in studies dealing with controversial issues of recent history, referring to mem-
oirs is an inevitable method for researchers to conduct their studies. As de-
picted by Halkin, “they can be much more available than some of the modern
archives that they can be permitted to reach only 50 years after the events,”"
which is to a great extent valid for the scope of this study. However, in this
study memoirs will be examined keeping in mind Deibel’s statement that “no
one comes off second best in his own memoir.”** In the case of the process of
memoir writing, this is indeed inevitable. As Berberian notes, “the recording
of one’s memoirs and seeing to its publication indicate that the author is con-
scious of his/her importance as well as the force and weight of experiences and
the era presented.” In the words of George Gusdorf, “the man who takes de-
light in thus drawing his own image believes himself worthy of a special inter-
est.”*

Memoirs have always been treated as having a political agenda in Turkey.
Authors of memoirs write their books with political motives and publishers
undertake their duty also in line with their political orientations. Since they
are mostly written to reveal obscure parts of recent history, or more precisely
to challenge common assumptions, the number of memoirs flourished during
periods of democratization in modern Turkish history. Glirpinar mentions
about three waves of the flourishing of memoirs, all of which were closely re-
lated to the course of Turkish political life: 1908-1913, 1918-1922, and the post-

1946 period.*® Memoir writing, says Giirpinar, “was an effective way of

Ibid., 41.

Ibid.

Terry L. Deibel, “Teaching Foreign Policy with Memoirs,” International Studies Perspectives 3,
no. 2 (2002), 132.

Berberian, “History, Memory and Iranian-Armenian ..., 363.

Gusdorf, “Conditions and Limits...,” 29.

Dogan Giirpinar, "The Politics of Memoirs and Memoir-Publishing in Twentieth Century Tur-

key," Turkish Studies 13, no. 3 (2012), 538-539.
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pursuing political and personal polemics.”® When the political actors found
a fertile ground to make their voices heard, they opted to publish their recol-
lections in order to prove the legitimacy of their position and the unfair atti-
tudes they allegedly have encountered. Publication preferences, on the other
hand, were conducted with political motives. Tahsin Demiray’s Tiirkiye
Yayinevi “undertook the publications of the memoirs of a variety of figures
under the series entitled Canli Tarihler (Living Histories) clearly with a moti-
vation to pursue a political agenda.”™’ Similarly, adds Giirpinar, the conserva-
tive Terctiman Yaymlar: “had a self-conscious agenda to retrieve and reclaim
‘our past; and “Belge Yayinlari and other socialist publishing houses pub-
lished numerous ... accounts of the victims of ethnic cleansing in Anatolia,”
all of which had their own political motivations.*®

Perhaps the most controversial of the memoirs among those published by
Demiray was Kazim Karabekir's Istiklal Harbimizin Esaslart (Grounds of our
independence war), which challenged “the offical narrative of the Independ-
ence War as conveyed in Nutuk (Speech) delivered by Mustafa Kemal in
1927.% Along with the memoirs of other prominent figures of the National
Struggle years that were also published throughout the 1950s and 1960s, Kar-
abekir’s memoir presented an alternate reading of the Turkish War of Inde-
pendence. The book was banned and was only published in 1968 after a three-
year prohibition.*” Partly because of this skeptical attitude towards alternative
readings of the Turkish War of Independence and the early republican period,
memoirs were rarely utilized by Turkish researchers of recent history until the
1980s. Erik Jan Ziircher, who analyzed the memoirs of the aforementioned pe-
riod in his path-breaking The Unionist Factor: The Role of the Committee of

Ibid., 538.

Ibid., 540.

Ibid., 542 & 546. Of course, Terciiman and Belge publishing houses had considerably different
motives and different political orientations; however, these two instrumentalized their mem-
oir publishing policy to consolidate the position of their political agenda. Apart from these
was Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Yayinlar1 predominantly published wartime memoirs of Turkish mil-
itary officers and other figures of late Ottoman and early republican history.

Ibid.

Ibid., 540.
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Union and Progress in the Turkish National Movement 1905-1926, expresses his
astonishment these memoirs “have hardly affected” the academic literature on
the National Struggle years and the early republican period.*!

Indeed, Ziircher’s book The Unionist Factor and Mete Tuncgay’s Tiirkiye
Cumbhuriyeti'nde Tek Parti Yonetiminin Kurulmasi (The establishment of one-
party rule in the Republic of Turkey) were the first examples in their genres to
introduce detailed analysis of the accounts of the protagonists of the time.
Both these studies challenged the orthodox Kemalist narrative of modern
Turkish history which was mostly inspired by the content of Nutuk (Speech).
These two scholars resort to the accounts of contemporaneous witnesses and
provide alternative insight to that of modern Turkish historiography.

The author of this dissertation has been inspired by the methodological
approaches of the aforementioned studies of Ziircher and Tuncay. A compre-
hensive analysis of the concurring and contrasting views and explanations of
different actors contributes to more in-depth analysis of the course of the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. Memoirs of Turkish diplomats have been uti-
lized to better clarify the issues in Turkish foreign policy, but have so far not
been yet used to understand the course of Turkish diplomacy. This disserta-
tion, in this regard, is a humble effort to understand the general characteristics
of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy through the examination of the expe-
riences and views of its own officers. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy is a rarely inquired institution in the aca-
demic field. Notably as a consequence of this, public perceptions and interpre-
tations of the Turkish Hariciye has been inspired by journalistic approaches
rather than academic research. In many respects, lack of satisfactory “insider
information” caused stereotypical conclusions on Turkish diplomats and the

Turkish Foreign Ministry.

Erik Jan Ziircher, "Young Turk Memoirs as a Historical Source: Kazim Karabekir's Istiklal
Harbimiz," Middle Eastern Studies 22, no. 4 (1986), 562.
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§ 1.3 Rethinking the Turkish Diplomatic Bureaucracy

The Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy has rarely been found sympathetic in
Turkish public opinion. Loud criticisms have been raised often towards Turk-
ish diplomats in many cases. In recent years, they have always been criticized
for not only missing the “realities” of world politics, but also of lacking the
satisfactory knowledge to serve the needs of the Turkish people and the state.

A Turkish journalist, for instance, notes that

the ontology of our Ministry of Foreign Affairs is completely based on
being static. Any dynamic idea or action attracts negative attention to
this institution. Adopting the idea of thinking big is almost a reason to
not be employed in this ministry. Pay attention to our ambassador ap-
pointments. ... Wherever there is a significant duty, people, who never
strayed from the static line and those who chose for themselves the
inertia of [the Ministry of] Foreign Affairs as a life-style, are being ap-

pointed there.*?

The critical stance towards Turkish diplomats is typical in certain debates. For
example, although the course of events illustrated in chapter 7 prove the op-
posite, Turkish diplomats have been criticized for their impassivity vis-a-vis
the so-called Armenian propaganda. A Turkish journalist criticized Turkish

diplomacy’s impassivity towards this issue as follows:

In France, an act is prepared on the Armenian Genocide. [The Minis-
try of] Foreign Affairs sleeps. .... There is no precaution, no pressure

put on opponents during the process, no reaction after the

“Bizim Disisleri Bakanligi'nin varolus temel felsefesi tamamen statik olmaya dayanir. Dina-
mik herhangi bir diisiince, hareket bu kurumda hedem negatif anlamda dikkatleri iizerine
ceker. Biiyiik diisiinme diye bir kavrama sahip ¢ikilmasi, neredeyse bu bakanliga personel
olarak alinmama nedenidir. Bakin bizim biiyiikel¢i atamalarimiza. Onemli ne kadar merkez
varsa oraya her zaman statik cizgiden ayrilmasi miimkiin olmayan, Disigleri'nin durgun-
lugunu kendine yasam bi¢imi olarak se¢mis ... insanlar atanir. Serdar Turgut, “Bizim Disisleri
Bakanligi,” (Our foreign ministry) Hiirriyet, June 2, 2000. Cited from Cemil Unliitiirk,

Monserler: Hikaye-i Hariciye (Ankara: Isim Yayinlari, 2011), 71-72.
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development. Our members of Foreign Affairs participate in cocktails,
watch dress parades. Then, a crisis in Italy ... Foreign Affairs is again
asleep; there is no effort. As a matter of fact, there is nobody who cares
among our members of Foreign Affairs. Everybody knows that most
of them are degenerated. For God’s sake, let somebody tell them that

Turkey is a big state. If they do not understand, let us abolish Foreign
Affairs.®

Another writer in the Turkish media renowned for his secular nationalist
tendencies, accuses Turkish diplomacy of “being asleep” with respect to Ar-

menian claims. In his words,

unfortunately, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is asleep in these cases.
If the ministry encourages Turkish public opinion, our people can use
lobbying opportunities as much as they can. We may find the oppor-
tunity to have our voices heard against the world even if we cannot end
the operations of conspirators. ... We call on the Ministry of Foreign

Affairs. ... Please wake up! ... And awaken the people.**

Turkish diplomacy has also been criticized for being alien to the realities of
their societies. In this regard, two authors with considerably different perspec-

tives on Turkish diplomats and elites as a whole have suggested the

“Fransa’da Ermeni Soykirimi Yasas: hazirlaniyor. Disisleri uyuyor... Ne énceden adam gibi
uyar1 var, ne gelismeler sonrasinda karsi tarafa baski, ne de gelisme sonrasinda tepki. Digisleri
mensuplarimiz kokteyllerde geziyorlar, defile izliyorlar. Ardindan Italya’da kriz... Disisleri
yine uykuda. Hi¢bir ¢aba yok. Zaten bizim Disisleri mensuplarini ciddiye alan da yok. Herkes
biliyor ki, pek ¢ogu kisiligini yitirmis. Allah askina biri su Disisleri'ne anlatsin. Tiirkiye'nin
bityiik devlet oldugunu. Anlamiyorlarsa, lagvedelim Disisleri'ni.” Fatih Altayli, Hiirriyet, Oc-
tober 5, 1998. Cited from Cemil Unliitiirk, Mongerler: Hikaye-i Hariciye (Ankara: Isim Yayin-
lar1, 2011), 55.

“Dasisleri Bakanligi bu konularda uyuyor maalesef. Bakanlik Tiirk kamuoyunu uyarsa insan-
larimiz karinca kararinca lobi imkanlarini kullanir. Tezgahgilar: yoldan dondiiremesek bile
tepkimizi diinyaya duyurma imkani buluruz. Disisleri Bakanligi'na ¢agrida bulunuyoruz...
Litfen uyanin! ... Halki uyandirin...” Melih Asik, Milliyet, 15 October 1998. Cited from Cemil
Unliitiirk, Mongerler: Hikaye-i Hariciye (Ankara: Isim Yayinlari, 2011), 78.
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“assignment of Turkish diplomats to the most remote areas of the country.”*
This was because the Turkish diplomats were identified with habits unfamiliar
to the society. They face resentment from the public with their images as “so-
cial butterflies.”*® Such a perspective on diplomats is inherent to the words of

one journalist.

Let us ignore some super powers, but do our diplomats who are as-
signed to countries known for their friendship [with Turkey] influence
the receiving country’s government, press, public opinion? Does not
the representation of Turkey surpass the scope of invitations, recep-

tions, and cocktails in these countries??

Interestingly, critics presented their criticisms as if these features were specific
to the Turkish MFA and Turkish diplomats - as if their counterparts in other
countries did not bear these features. However, evidence suggests that most

diplomats elsewhere in the world face similar criticisms in public opinion.*

Ortayli, “Tark Digisleri Memuru,” Yeni Tiirkiye 3 (March-April 1995), 538. Ahmet Kabakl,
Biirokrasi ve Biz (Istanbul: Bogazici Yayinlari, 1976), 429. This suggestion was indeed on the
agenda of the Ministry at earlier dates. A bulletin of the Ministry published in Ankara in 1965
informed readers about the “serving of the ministry officers as interns in Anatolia.” According
to the news, “preparatory endeavors were completed and a consensus was provided with the
related ministries.” TC Disisleri Bakanligi, “Hariciye Memurlarinin Anadoluda Staj Gormel-
eri,” (Internship of foreign ministry officers in Anatolia) Disisleri Belleteni (Foreign Affairs
Bulletin) 7, (Ankara: 1965), 22. As a matter of fact, the ministry was not as isolated imagined
to be with respect to the realities of their country. In 1965, the Turkish MFA secretly sent three
of its diplomats to Southeastern Turkey, and these officers warned the government of the time
against the danger of civil war in the region in twenty-years time. According to Eralp, this
proves that the ministry was not awkward but more capable of analyzing Turkey than other
institutions. Yalim Eralp, Interview by the Author. Online Interview, January 15, 2016.
Kuneralp, “The Ministry of Foreign Affairs,” 509.

“Haydi bazi1 super devletleri bir yana birakalim ama, Tiirkiye’ye olan dostluklari miisellem pek
cok iilkede gorevli diplomatlarimiz, o {ilkenin hiikiimetlerini, basinini, kamuoyunu hi¢ mi
etkillememisler mi? Bu gibi memleketlerde, Tiirkiye’nin temsili davetler, resepsiyonlar, kok-
teyller gevresini asmaz m1?” Mukbil Ozyoriik, Hiirriyet, November 26, 1983. Cited from Cemil
Unliitiirk, Mongerler: Hikaye-i Hariciye (Ankara: Isim Yayinlari, 2011), 89.

See chapter 2.
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In recent years, commentary on not only foreign policy issues but espe-
cially on diplomats and the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs has become
more politicized. This is mostly due to Turkish President Recep Tayyip
Erdogan’s highly critical comments towards Turkish diplomats. For the first
time in recent history, Turkish diplomats were criticized during election cam-
paigns. Erdogan’s attitude, while it attracted the counter criticism of the
Turkish diplomats, has been embraced especially in nationalist-conservative
public opinion.” In other words, Turkish diplomats and the Turkish MFA be-
came a domestic political asset, and a then-prime minister identified himself
and his political movement with opposition to a professional group as a whole.

In retrospect, studying the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy must lead to
the answers to some questions about the Turkish MFA and its officers. In the

case of this dissertation, for the 1960-80 period,

How did the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs as an institution and Turkish
diplomats as professionals react to the changes in the international environ-
ment and new challenges specific to Turkish diplomacy?

Were Turkish diplomacy and Turkish diplomats successful in adapting to new
conditions? Or, more basically, did the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy act
awkwardly as it has frequently been criticized for doing?

Compared to world trends, was the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy’s ability
to adapt to new conditions less successful than other diplomatic bureaucracies
in the world?

Did Turkish diplomats lack the capacity to properly represent the values and
needs of their society? If so, were there other diplomatic bureaucracies that

were less socially exclusive than Turkish diplomats?

After his quarrel with Shimon Peres in the World Economic Forum in 2009, then-Prime Min-
ister Recep Tayyip Erdogan strongly criticized traditional Turkish diplomacy by calling dip-

» «

lomats “moncheres.” “Biiyiikelgilerin Mongser Tepkisi,” Son Sayfa Website, accessed March 10,
2014, available from http://www.sonsayfa.com/Haberler/Siyaset/Buyukelcilerin-monser-
tepkisi-97335.html.

“Mongerlerden Erdogan’a Yanit,” (Response from the moncheres to Erdogan) Hiirriyet, Jan-
uary, 18 2010, accessed March 10, 2014, available from http://wwwhurri-

yet.com.tr/monserlerden-erdogana-yanit-15063889.
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+ Did Turkish diplomatic staff conduct operations in an isolated manner with
no relation to the social and domestic political realities of their own country,
as they have been criticized for doing on many occasions? Or, was Turkish
diplomacy an example of a “socially and politically interactive” institution in-
volved in a continuous “mutual construction and transformation” process

with its addressees?

In order to find more comprehensive, qualified answers to these questions,
this dissertation presents a synchronic rather than a diachronic analysis, since
simultaneous and inter-related developments determined the characteristics
of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy and Turkish diplomats in the afore-
mentioned period. Such an effort will provide a modest opinion about the
functioning of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs as an institution and
Turkish diplomats’ behaviors and attitudes, as well. In other words, this dis-
sertation is not a chronological account of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy
from 1960 to 1980.

Four issues, along with other minor developments, characterized the 1960-
1980 period, and each of these issues will be examined in separate chapters of
this study. In this regard, the study consists of seven chapters including a the-
oretical and contextual framework chapter. Two of the four issues to be eval-
uated in this study represent short term phenomena, namely the impact of the
27 May 1960 coup d’état on the ministry and the role of the ministry in the
decision-making process regarding Cyprus intervention. Two other issues,
namely the relations between Turkish citizens and Turkish diplomatic and
consular missions after the Turkish workforce migration to Europe and polit-
ical violence actions against Turkish diplomats realized by Armenian mili-
tants, correspond to long-term processes in the 1960-1980 period.

The theoretical and contextual framework provided in chapter 2 searches
the possibility of the theorization of diplomatic practice which is a scarcely
conceptualized subfield of international relations. Diplomacy has frequently
been immune from being explained using the premises of social theories. This
chapter, nevertheless, underscores the social and interactive character of dip-
lomatic practice which makes it feasible to theorize and conceptualize its ef-
forts through the lens of social theory. The contextual framework in this chap-

ter presents detailed information about general trends in foreign ministries
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during the Cold War period to determine whether diplomatic bureaucracies
were in decline in those years. The contextual framework of this chapter also
makes sense of the similarities and differences of world examples compared to
the Turkish case.

Chapter 3 traces the roots of the Ottoman-Turkish diplomacy from the
early nineteenth century to the late 1950s in order to illustrate the position of
Turkish diplomacy in the world context. It also locates the role of the Turkish
Hariciye in modern Turkish history. These two efforts let clarify whether the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy remained backward compared to its Euro-
pean equivalents and analyze the unique position of the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy in the Ottoman-Turkish modernization process.

Chapter 4 is an overview of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs
through the accounts of Turkish diplomats, the yearbooks of the ministry, and
critical statements about the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. In doing so,
chapter 4 answers the question of whether the Turkish MFA was an adaptive
or static institution. This chapter reveals some main characteristics of the min-
istry in the 1960-1980 period as a way of clarifying its similarities to and dif-
ferences from others in the world context. This chapter also clarifies that Turk-
ish diplomats were by no means robotic practitioners of the orders of the
politicians and their governments. On some occasions, the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy even attempted to give direction to the main foreign policy prin-
ciples of the country, especially during periods when they had the support
from government. In this regard, the content of chapter 4 uncovers the “inter-
active and transformative” features of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy.

In chapter 5, the impact of a coup d’état on the ministry will be examined
in order to critically evaluate whether the ministry was immune to the winds
of domestic politics. This chapter searches for the reasons behind the surren-
der of the ministry to the coup and also asks whether May 27 coup was a
unique phenomenon in terms of domestic political influences over the Turk-
ish diplomatic bureaucracy. As an institution, the Turkish Hariciye is often
imagined as immune to the dynamics of domestic politics, but this chapter
modestly challenges this general assumption. The first coup d’état of Republi-
can Turkey dealt a blow to the ministry most notably in the “qualitative” sense

via the execution of the minister, the curtailing of its authority and the
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replacement of some prominent high-ranking officials. The ministry’s ability
to recover from the impact of the coup, in this regard, proved its flexibility as
an institution.

Chapter 6 will scrutinize the state-society relationship through an exami-
nation of the experiences of Turkish migrant workers in Turkish diplomatic
and consular missions. The previous chapter illustrates a phenomenon which
influenced the ministry. This case, however, is a typical example of the “so-
cially interactive” character of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. First,
Turkish MFA and its members faced a new challenge that considerably in-
creased their workload and redefined their functions. Then, they offered and
implemented new procedures to better manage this process, resulting in a dra-
matic shift in the Turkish state’s approach to its migrant population in Europe.
Turkish diplomacy was not only influenced by the migration process, but also
influenced the course of the state-citizen relationship in extraterritorial con-
texts. In other words, through the impact of “social interactions,” the Turkish
diplomatic bureaucracy transformed both itself, the state, and even its citizens
in a mutual sense.

The seventh chapter of the study concerns the encounters of Turkish dip-
lomats with a long series of attacks realized by Armenian groups throughout
the 1970s and early 1980s. Since the main motives for the attacks were rooted
in Turkey’s recent history, this chapter was formed in a historical perspective.
Although the link between Turkish diplomats and the “Armenian Question”
is most commonly evaluated only through the lens of these attacks, Turkish
diplomats were actively involved in this issue long before, and as a conse-
quence, they actively took part in the formation of Turkish official discourse
after the assassinations ended. This chapter will present the capacity of Turkish
diplomats for compatibility and flexibility in times of turmoil. This was an-
other case in which Turkish diplomacy was both influenced and influential as
well. The Armenian Question was perhaps the greatest taboo in Turkish public
opinion for the fifty years of Republican history. Thereafter, with the advent of
the Armenian attacks, the issue came to the fore both in Turkish and world
public opinion. First, Turkish diplomats faced a series of terrorist attacks.
Then, mostly as consequence of this victimization process, they became the

forerunners of the formation of the Turkish counter-narrative against
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accusations of genocide which were increasingly gaining recognition in world
public opinion. Certain Turkish diplomats, in this regard, became influential
actors in formulating a Turkish discourse opposed to world public opinion
and world governments. This discourse would eventually become the general
framework of Turkish public opinion concerning events of 1915 as well.

Chapter 8 deals with the role of Turkish diplomats in the decision-making
procedure regarding Turkey’s intervention in Cyprus in July 1974. Most nota-
bly focusing on the five days (15-20 July 1974) before the intervention and its
aftermath, this chapter looks at a third factor in the making of this interven-
tion apart from political power and military bureaucracy. This chapter, in this
regard, clearly indicates that Turkish diplomats in this period were by no
means only passive, obedient practitioners with no policy formulations. To the
contrary, prominent diplomats related to the Cyprus Question influenced the
mindset of the Turkish state by bargaining with government authorities.
Moreover, through international bargaining and diplomatic representation,
Turkey’s position on the Cyprus Question was consolidated in international
organizations again by Turkish diplomats. The intervention initiative also
proved the ministry’s capability to immediately respond to crises, contrary
criticisms notwithstanding.

In line with the discussions of each chapter, this dissertation basicly argues
that the Turkish Foreign Ministry was not an awkward and ineffective institu-
tion that is incapable of adapting to the changes in domestic and world poli-
tics; its diplomats, moreover, did not conduct their operations with no regard
to the expectations and values of their society and realities of the world poli-
tics. It was a socially and politically interactive institution. Moreover, the Turk-
ish Foreign Ministry not only transformed itself but also influenced its ad-
dressees such as the Turkish government, public, and international
counterparts through a continuous bargaining process. In this regard, the
ministry can also be named as a mutually constructive institution. Most of the
criticisms towards the Turkish Foreign Ministry and Turkish diplomats were
also directed to other foreign ministries and diplomats of the world. The dip-
lomatic bureaucracies of the period came out with a relative success against

significant challenges that were not experienced in previous decades and the
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Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy is a typical and one of the prominent exam-
ples of this phenomenon.

Although the title seems to limit the study to the 1960-1980 period, each
chapter refers to the background and aftermath of the aforementioned period.
The aggressive attitude of the military junta against the Turkish Foreign Min-
istry during the 27 May period cannot be clarified without DP governments’
last Foreign Minister Fatin Ristii Zorlu’s term in office, namely the years be-
tween 1957 and 1960. The attitude towards Turkish migrant workers will be
misinterpreted without acknowledging the present perceptions. The attacks
towards Turkish diplomats require a comprehensive understanding of the
past, which inspired the Armenian groups’ and Turkish diplomats' eagerness

to have a word on the Armenian Question.
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Theoretical and Contextual Framework

§ 2.1 Can Diplomacy Be Theorized?

n his article published in 1987, James Der Derian stated that “diplomacy

has been particularly resistant to theory.”" Diplomacy is so indeed an un-
dertheorized field, and as Abba Eban, former Israeli Foreign Minister, noted,
there are “few fields in which the tension between theory is more acute than
in diplomacy.” It is “one of the lesser tools of foreign policy.”™

In line with Der Derian’s remarks, neither studies on the notion of diplo-
macy nor the works dealing with the practice of diplomacy, especially those
focusing on the diplomats as actors, linked their cases to a detailed conceptu-
alization effort. Numerous studies on diplomats and diplomatic institutions,
most notably foreign ministries, have offered little to diplomatic theory, nor

have they generally been inspired by diplomatic theory.* Many of these studies

1 James Der Derian, "Mediating Estrangement: A Theory for Diplomacy," Review of Interna-
tional Studies 13, no. 2 (April 1987), 91.

2 Abba Eban, The New Diplomacy (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1983), 384.
Paul Sharp, “For Diplomacy: Representation and the Study of International Relations,” Inter-
national Studies Review 1, no. 1 (Spring, 1999), 34.

4  Especially in the post-World War II period, the German foreign ministry and German diplo-
mats were subject to various academic research. This is mostly due to the fact that Germany

experienced quite different forms of governments and political circumstances in a short
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were monographs of prominent diplomats or examinations of foreign minis-
tries as the primary institutions of diplomatic operations.

Diplomacy is not only undertheorized, but it is also an understudied field
in general. Diplomatic studies are peripheral in the discipline of international
relations. Neumann notes that “while entire libraries are dedicated to the mer-
chant and the soldier, the diplomat does not even have a full shelf.” Diplo-
mats, themselves were the first analysts of their own profession. Abraham de
Wicquefort’s L’Ambassadeur et ses Fonctions (1684) and De la Maniere de Ne-
gocier Avec les Souverains (1704) by the French envoy Francois de Callieres, are
considered the first examples of this kind.® Although such an early effort exists,
diplomats predominantly inquired into their profession in the twentieth cen-
tury. The first major works on diplomatic operations and processes in modern
times were the works such as Ernest M. Satow’s Guide to Diplomatic Practice
(1917) and Harold Nicolson’s Diplomacy (1939). These were prescriptive efforts

basically including,

a narration of the progressive story of diplomatic history; the organi-
zation of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; the formulation of foreign
policy; the functions of the embassy; the qualities of the diplomat; and
different accounts dealing with issues ranging from negotiation to im-
munities, and from international trade or law to etiquette and proto-

col.”

period of time. For example, see Paul Seabury, The Wilhelmstrasse: A Study of German Diplo-
mats under the Nazi Regime (PhD. diss., Columbia University, 1953). Donald Lewis Singers,
German Diplomats at Nuremberg: A Study of the Foreign Defendants of the Ministries Case
(PhD diss. The American University, 1980.) Daniel Mayer Lewin. The West German Foreign
Office: A Study of German Diplomats under Adenauer (PhD diss. Princeton University, 1961.)
Iver B. Neumann, At Home with Diplomats: Inside a European Foreign Ministry (Ithaca: Cor-
nell University Press, 2012), 5. Andrea Wiegeshoff, “The ‘New Look’ of German Diplomacy:
German Foreign Service after the Second World War,” Diplomacy & Statecraft 29, no. 2 (2018).
Abraham de Wicquefort, L 'Ambassadeur et ses Fonctions (The Hague: Veneur, 1681.), Francois
de Callieres, De la Maniere de Negocier Avec les Souverains (Paris: Noveau Monde Editions,
2006.)

Costas M. Constantinou, “Late Modern Diplomacies,” Millennium 22, no. 1 (1989), 89.
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The authors of these books were not scholars but career diplomats whom, ac-
cording to Der Derian, sought to “maximize the professional capabilities for
most notably those entering the profession rather than developing compre-
hensive theoretical discussions.” In recent decades, however, these books
have been criticized for not undertaking comprehensive analytical examina-
tions of diplomatic practice. Lee and Hudson criticized the inertia of the field
for not having changed even three centuries after Abraham de Wicquefort’s
book on diplomacy.’

Although these initial efforts paved the way for introducing diplomacy as
a level of analysis in international relations, these books also forestalled the
emergence of a fields of diplomatic theory. This is because diplomats are the
“chief critics” of efforts to theorize their profession since they “tend to be over-
whelmed by the immediate demands of the day.”'° As Murray notes “diplo-
mats often insist that to practice diplomacy is to theorize.”"' The profession of
diplomacy “has been learned by practicing the art, by apprenticeship” instead
of by efforts to theorize or conceptualize.'* More precisely, “diplomats would
anytime prefer the gossip in their embassy cables and the Financial Times (FT)
to the models in International Organization or International Studies Quar-

»13

terly.”"? Those who insist that social theory or theories of international rela-
tions do not suitably explain diplomacy draw attention to its variable, ungen-
eralizable character. Harold Nicolson, who wrote his book on diplomacy as a

diplomat, claims that “of all the branches of human endeavor, diplomacy is the

Ibid.

Donna Lee and David Hudson, “The Old and New Significance of Political Economy in Di-
plomacy,” Review of International Studies 30, no. 3 (2004), 354.

Stuart Murray, “The Renaissance of Diplomatic Theory,” International Politics Quarterly 4
(2013), 25.

Ibid.

J.W. Burton, Systems, States, Diplomacy and Rules (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1968), 206.

Rebecca Adler-Nissen, “Conclusion: Relationalism or Why Diplomats Find International Re-
lations Theory Strange,” in Diplomacy and the Making of World Politics, eds. Ole Jakob Send-
ing, Vincent Pouliot and Iver B. Neumann (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015),

284.
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most protean.”"* This study proposes that the notion of diplomacy should be

theorized most notably due to its dynamic character.

2.1.1  Diplomacy as the Relationship between the Self and the Other

Undertheorization of diplomacy is to some extent related to a problem that is
inherent to international relations discipline in general. Not only is typically
diplomacy but international politics studies in general have always been de-
prived of well-developed theoretical framework. Due to the fact that diplo-
macy has been intertwined with power politics, “little intellectual energy was
needed to be wasted on the illumination of power’s shadow.”"

This “anti-theory,” prescriptive understanding of diplomacy notably
harmed diplomatic studies by approaching the diplomatic profession as a
monolithic phenomenon with no changes or transformations in any period in
world history. The state-centric views of Nicolson or Satow presented pre-
scriptions for the understanding and practice of diplomacy that were thought
to be valid for all conjunctures and conditions. Diplomacy, however, is a
changing, transformative process influenced by interactions among actors and
environmental factors. Diplomacy is thus not characterized by “recurrence
and repetition” as Wight and Butterfield argued in the mid-1960s, but by
“change,” as Neumann argued in opposition to Wight and Butterfield.'

So, how can the changing nature of diplomacy be explored? In his analysis
of the emergence of diplomacy through economic consultancy processes, Sea-
brooke offers an examination of the daily routines and work practices of dip-

lomats to understand how existing systems transform through diplomatic

Barry H. Steiner, “Diplomacy and International Theory,” Review of International Relations 30,
no. 4 (October 2004), 493.

Der Derian, “Mediating Estrangement...,” 92.

Martin Wight, “Why is There No International Theory,” in Diplomatic Investigations: Essays
in the Theory of International Relations, eds. Martin Wight and Herbert Butterfield (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966), 26. Jozef Batora and Nik Hynek, Fringe Players
and the Diplomatic Order: The New Heteronomy (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014), 27.
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practices.'” This is indeed an eye-opening perspective. Through such an anal-
ysis, it can be concluded that the definitions and functions of diplomacy evolve
in time through daily diplomatic habits and practices instead of top-down reg-
ulations or laws. The change in diplomacy is in this regard inherent to the
practice of it. Daily habits and interactions of diplomats lead them to shape
and transform their profession. Similarly, Pouliot stresses that the day-to-day
“interaction order” of diplomats characterize the nature of change in diplo-
matic practices.'

In his search for a theoretical explanation of diplomatic processes, proce-
dures, and transformations, Der Derian refers to the notion of “diplomatic
culture” coined by Hedley Bull." According to Bull, diplomatic culture refers
to a “common stock of ideas and values possessed by the official representa-
tives.”? Der Derian searches for the traces of this classical notion of diplomatic
culture through investigating how this culture was formed and transformed.
His answer is one of the first post-classical explanations of diplomatic theory
and international relations theory more generally. According to him, “the his-

tory of diplomacy is the history of the mediation of estrangement.”

Recalling
that alienation by itself “cannot provide laws of development for diplomacy;,
nor can it explain everything there is to know about diplomacy,” Der Derian
notes that “diplomacy’s origins and transformations cannot be fully illumi-
nated without the rich history, conceptual variations, and theories of aliena-

tion.”?

Leonard Seabrooke, “Diplomacy as Economic Consultancy,” in Diplomacy and the Making of
World Politics, eds. Ole Jakob Sending, Vincent Pouliot and Iver B. Neumann (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2015), 195-219.

See Vincent Pouliot, International Security in Practice: The Politics of NATO-Russia Diplomacy
(Cambridge University Press, 2010).

Hedley Bull, The Anarchial Society (New York: Palgrave, 2002), 304. Der Derian, “Mediating
Estrangement...,” 92

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.
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In line with Der Derian, Richard Langhorne claims “diplomacy has for
thousands of years been a recognizably ... privileged activity.”* The essence of
a diplomat’s profession is its separateness. As Sharp puts it, operating as a dip-
lomat requires a “distance bound up with their professional identity.”** They
are “outsiders placed within another society of which they are not members.”*
Moreover, they are also separated from their own society and their daily pro-
fessional and individual habits. These explanations serve to explain the under-
theorization of diplomacy. Since it is not evaluated as a social practice, social
science conceptualizations have rarely been introduced in understanding di-
plomacy.

The estrangement of diplomacy and diplomats more specifically, from so-
ciety and even from its own government in the ensuing decades constituted
one of the main pillars in developing a theoretical perspective to understand
the course of diplomacy. Due to the fact that social exclusiveness is evaluated
as inherent to the diplomatic profession, the notion of estrangement, to some
extent, helps clarify the main tenets of diplomacy in various ways. As Sofer
puts it “the diplomat is concealed from the public eye, while heads of states
and generals are granted the privilege of grand gestures.”*® He [the diplomat]
is “often misunderstood and unappreciated.” This is indeed related to the
fact that the diplomat experiences a life trajectory that is contradictory not
only to the standards of the nation he represents but also to the social and
economic class to which the diplomat belongs. As Clark depicts, “the standard
of living for ambassadors in many countries is of a height that could otherwise

be enjoyed only by a millionaire.””® So indeed, living in socially-exclusive

Richard Langhorne, "Current Developments in Diplomacy: Who are the Diplomats Now?"
Diplomacy & Statecraft 8, no. 2 (July 1997), 1.

Paul Sharp, Diplomatic Theory of International Relations (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2009), 1

Ibid.

Sasson Sofer, “Being a ‘Pathetic Hero” in International Politics: The Diplomat as a Historical
Actor,” Diplomacy and the Statecraft 12, no. 1 (March 2001), 110.

James Lee Ray and Juliet Kaarbo, Global Politics (Wedsworth: Cengage Learning, 2011), 251
Charles Ritchie, “What are Diplomats Made of?” International Journal 30, no. 1 (Winter

1974/75), 21.
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surroundings in most cases becomes the main determinant image of the dip-

lomat from outside. Again, notes Sofer,

the diplomat’s style of life and practice of his art, makes him a stranger
to others ... this estrangement is an inherent part of the diplomatic
practice ... this estrangement, however, turns the diplomat into a nat-
ural candidate for being the “pathetic victim” of international affairs.
In many senses the diplomat is the embodiment of a prominent role of

modern times: the other.?®

The self-other dichotomy has indeed frequently been applied to recent studies
aiming to understand the essence of diplomacy. Jonsson and Hall suggest that
“professional diplomats experience having at least two personae: their own
and that of the state that employs them.”™® “It is a fortunate diplomat,” notes
Sharp in this regard, “who finds the two entirely compatible.”' Nevertheless,
not all thinkers are sure that the diplomat, either in terms of his distance from
society or in terms of his relationhship to his government, solely represents
the position of “the other.” On the contrary, states Faizullaev, “the ambassador
has to unite himself or herself with the home state” and in this regard, “for a
diplomat the state selthood becomes an individual self-schema.”** Sofer, in a
similar vein, claims that to perfect the diplomatic art, the diplomat “is called

upon to refrain being his true self.”*

2.1.2  Diplomacy as a Mutually-Constructed Social Practice

Is it so easy or possible for the diplomat to unite or separate himself from his
own state? This is another prominent dimension of the self-other dichotomy

in the profession of diplomacy. The answer to this question is: hardly ever.

Sasson Sofer, “The Diplomat as a Stranger,” Diplomacy & Statecraft 8, no. 3 (1997), 179.
Jonsson & Hall, Essence of Diplomacy..., 98.

Paul Sharp, “Who Needs the Diplomats? The Problem of Diplomatic Representation,” Inter-
national Journal 52, no. 4 (Autumn 1997), 609.

Alisher Faizullaev, “Diplomacy and the Self,” Diplomacy and Statecraft 17 (2006), 501.

Sofer, “The Diplomat as a Strangers...,” 183.
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There is a “mutual disrespect of diplomats and politicians.”* President of the
United States John F. Kennedy once complained that “they [diplomats] never
have any ideas over there ... never come up with anything new ... the Depart-
ment of State is a bowl of jelly.” Indeed, in general, American people see di-
plomacy as an “un-American affair ... [since] they claim that America ...
never lost a war and never won a conference.””® Moreover, diplomats cannot
be considered as pure admirers of politicians. Alexander Cadogan, a British
diplomat and former undersecretary of the British Foreign Office, expressed

his feelings towards elected politicians as follows,

Foreign Office: “Silly bladders! self-advertising, irresponsible nincom-
poops, how I hate Members of Parliament! They embody everything
that my training has taught me to eschew - ambition, prejudice, dis-

honesty, self-seeking, lighthearted irresponsibility, black hearted.”’

If Cadogan’s words seem to be expressions of exaggerated hatred, statements
of George Kennan, an American diplomat renowned for his years as ambas-
sador in Moscow at the height of Cold War, can also be considered. According
to Kennan, “their [politicians’] main concern is domestic politics; and the in-
terests they find themselves pursuing in this field of activity are not often but
usually in conflict with the requirements of a sensible national diplomacy.”*®
It is not easy to decide which side is right, and such an effort is unnecessary
for this study. The contrasting views of diplomats and politicians about each
other illustrates one thing clearly: while conducting his profession, the diplo-
mat is not only engaged in clashes with counterparts in the receiving (host)
state but also with the representatives and politicians of his own state. In this
regard, uniting himself with his own state as Faizulaev preached was necessary

for the diplomat, is one of the most complicated components of the diplomatic

Sofer, “Being a ‘Pathetic Hero’...,” 107.

Ibid., 107.

Charles Roetter, The Diplomatic Art: An Informal History of World Politics (Philadelphia:
Macrae Smith, 1963), 161.

Ritchie, “What are Diplomats Made of?” 19.

Sofer, “Being a Pathetic Hero ...," 109.
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profession. According to him, “having a strong personal identification with
the home state and submitting his or her own selthood to the selthood of this
state, a diplomat takes on the state’s self as his or her own self.”* At the end of
the day, the diplomat inevitably identifies himself with his state; this is inher-
ent to diplomatic profession. Nevertheless, this is not the automatic process
that Faizulaev describes. While adopting his state’s identity, the diplomat also
constructs how his state describes itself. The diplomat’s relationship with his
state, as a consequence, is a process of mutual identity construction. Not only
does the diplomat adopt his state’s selthood and identity, the diplomatic com-
munity of a country (or some members of that community), which consists of
diplomats as individuals, constructs the selthood of their state through diplo-
matic practices. As Sharp summarizes, “diplomats are engaged in the con-
struction, maintenance, and representation of different identities to one an-
other.”

In this regard, the diplomatic profession is not a bureaucratic process in
which ambassadors or officers of different ranks adopt and implement the or-
ders of their governments without question. A diplomat-politician relation-
ship without disputes seems ideal, but it is far from being widespread. Diplo-
mat not only negotiates terms with diplomats and political representatives of
other countries, but also with politicians of his own state. They are, along with
political leaders, political experts, and advisors, “intellectuals of statecraft”
who “comment upon, influence, and conduct the activities of statecraft.”* Di-
plomacy, as Constantinou notes, is a “knowledge practice” which pursues “a
range of national, cross-national, and post-national goals, negotiating inter-
ests but also social meaning and identity.”** Diplomats are, thus, not ineffec-

tive actors. Diplomacy is not processed only by the influences of outside

Faizulaev, “Diplomacy and the Self,” 503.

Sharp, “For Diplomacy...,” 54.

Gearoid O. Tuathail and John Agnew, “Geopolitics and Discourse: Practical Geopolitical Rea-
soning in American Foreign Policy,” Political Geography 11, no. 2 (March 1992), 192.

Costas M. Constantinou, “Between Statecraft and Humanism: Diplomacy and Its Forms of

Knowledge,” International Studies Review 15, no. 2 (2013), 143.
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determinants. On the contrary, “diplomacy is a socially emergent phenome-
non and as such it produces effects of its own on world politics.”*

According to Cornut, the diplomatic profession is “the simultaneous man-
agement of three social roles: knowledge producer, representative of their
country, and bureaucrat in a hierarchical institution.”** Representation, per-
haps the main social role that the diplomat plays, must be taken into consid-
eration. In almost all definitions of diplomacy, the function of representation
is inherent. Nevertheless, this central function of diplomacy and of the diplo-
mat is often reduced to protocol affairs. Diplomatic representation, or rather
diplomacy in general, cannot be understood as a matter of courtesy or pres-
tige. Representation is indeed a mutual, interactive process. This is because
diplomats not only represent their states, at the same time, “they present the

world back to their states.”®

Representation, in this regard, is by no means a
linear, rational process since neither the state that diplomat represents nor the
world politics is coherent and consistent.

Representation is the engine of the profession of diplomacy. Representa-
tion is an interactive process, and the success and effectiveness of diplomatic
representation depends on the diplomat’s ability to work with his addressees.
How? Let us consider the case of war, for example. War is generally accepted
to start where diplomacy ends. The role of diplomacy in producing and legit-
imizing the war narrative, however, is neglected. Nevertheless, war is “legiti-
mated in the language of diplomatic representation.”® Charles Tilly’s well-

known quote preaches that “states make war, wars make states,” and this

Ole Jakob Sending, Vincent Pouliot and Iver B. Neumann, “Introduction,” in Diplomacy and
the Making of World Politics, eds. Ole Jakob Sending, Vincent Pouliot and Iver B. Neumann
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 17.

Jérémie Cornut, “To Be a Diplomat Abroad: Diplomatic Practice at Embassies,” Cooperation
and Conflict 50, no. 3 (2015), 386.

John Hoffman, “Reconstructing Diplomacy,” British Journal of Politics and International Re-
lations 5, no. 4 (November 2003), 525.

Sending et al. “Introduction...,” 18.
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stance can also be applied to the relationship between diplomatic institutions
and states.”

The diplomat maintains his career in a bargaining process, i.e. diplomat vs.
foreign states, diplomat vs. public opinion(s), diplomat vs. his own state, and
even diplomat’s official statements vs. diplomat’s individual opinions. This re-
quires to consider the social (and also political) dimension of a diplomatic
career. Sharp, defines diplomacy as “human practice constituted by the explicit
construction, representation, negotiation, and manipulation of necessarily
ambiguous identities.”® In this regard, diplomacy should be seen as a social
practice due to the aforementioned relationship between the diplomat and his
public, state, and even himself. Diplomatic practice “as conversing with the
other, entails thinking and experiencing the ‘other”’*As noted by Constan-
tinou, diplomacy is an “intersubjective process which takes place between two
constructed subjects whose very construction relies upon the intercourse and
mutual recognition of diplomacy.®

Bernstein and Mertz argue that “actual bureaucrats in actual bureaucracies
... constantly make decisions, interact with others, exceed their own control”
and, in this regard, “as a lived social world, the administrative setting is not as
drab and lifeless as it appears from the outside.”" This is a valid explanation
for diplomatic bureaucracies, as well, and the social dimension of diplomatic
practice has been increasingly framed in recent years. The new approach eval-
uates diplomacy as a social practice and “a form of interaction among social

actors that is framed by the existing social structures of rules, norms, and

For the influence of diplomacy and diplomats on wars, see Francis Neilson, How Diplomats
Make War (New York: B.W Huebsch, 1940).

Sharp, “For Diplomacy...,” 33.

Sofer, “The Diplomat as a Stranger,” 184.

Costas M. Constantinou, “Diplomatic Representations...or Who Framed the Ambassadors?”
Millennium: Journal of International Studies 23 (1994), 23.

Anya Bernstein and Elizabeth Mertz, “Bureaucracy: Ethnography of the State in Everyday
Life,” Political and Legal Anthropology Review 34, no. 1 (May 2011), 7.
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habits, and that is in turn productive of these structures.” This explanation
does not deny that the conduct of diplomacy can be understood through the
lense of the self-other approach. A diplomat’s work is foremost ito encounter
“the other,” including his fellow countrymen. As a matter of fact, “without
social distance and enchanting strangeness, the diplomat may lose his useful-
ness.””® However, this case of estrangement is not experienced in isolation. On
the contrary, “world politics is a relational phenomenon” and the diplomat’s
job is “to make these relations work.”* In this regard, the diplomat’s “other-
ness” in a social environment is best expressed by Sofer: “The professional dip-
lomat is a public servant entrapped in a false social position.”>

Iver B. Neumann, a professor of political science and social anthropology,
who also did field work in the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, created
a considerable literature on a northern European country’s diplomatic bu-
reaucracy.”® Neumann formulated a comprehensive conceptualization of the
socially-embedded nature of diplomacy. He is inspired by the premises of the
English School of International Relations.”” According to the English School,
noted Neumann, “diplomacy plays a key role ... if one views world politics ...
as a social phenomenon.””® In this regard, diplomacy has been located to the
core of “conceptualization of international relations” by the forerrunners of
the English School.”®

Ian Hurd, “International Law and the Politics of Diplomacy,” in Diplomacy and the Making of
World Politics, eds. Ole Jakob Sending, Vincent Pouliot and Iver B. Neumann (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2015), 35.

Sofer, “The Diplomat as a Stranger...,” 18s.

Adler-Nissen, “Conclusion ..., 286.

Sofer, “The Diplomat as a Stranger...,” 181.

See Iver B. Neumann, At Home with Diplomats: Inside a European Foreign Ministry (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 2012).

For the evolution of the English School of International Relations, see Barry Buzan, An Intro-
duction to the English School of International Relations: The Societal Approach (Cambdrige:
Polity Press, 2014), 5-12.

Iver B. Neumann, “The English School on Diplomacy: Scholarly Promise Unfulfilled,” Inter-
national Relations 17, no. 3 (2003), 341.

Ibid. 342.
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Adam Watson, a member of the English School, notes that English School
concentrated on diplomacy as a “practice” and aimed to “sociologise” the
study of diplomacy.®’ In a similar vein as Watson, Neumann claims that like
“all social practices, diplomacy is a nested phenomenon and must be studied
as such.” According to him, “diplomatic practice is embedded in general so-
cial life” which makes diplomacy “a social fact.”®* Diplomacy, as a social phe-
nomenon, is nevertheless, not a social universe that needs “diplomats from
different national cultures to interact with each other in a ‘safe’ manner and
in a specific ‘diplomatic culture}” as Meertz noted.® Diplomatic profession is
not conducted among only diplomats in a bell jar independent of outside in-
fluence. The socialness of the diplomatic profession does not consist only in
the interaction between members of the diplomatic community. The diplo-
matic mediation and all forms of representation are constructed and repro-
duced through the interactions not only among diplomats themselves but also
between diplomats and elements of the public outside the diplomatic commu-
nity.

In this regard, inspired by the English School of international relations,
Sharp notes that “it is diplomacy which constitutes, and diplomats (in the
sense of those who act diplomatically) who produce, the international socie-
ties which put relations between separate groups on a more stable and peaceful
footing.”** International peace, in which societies conduct their relations, is a

social phenomenon constructed and reproduced by diplomatic institutions

Jonsson and Hall, Essence of Diplomacy, 20. For Watson’s views about the “socially interactive”
character of the diplomatic “practice,” see Adam Watson, Diplomacy: The Dialogue between
States (London: Routledge, 2005).

Jonsson and Hall, Essence of Diplomacy, 22. In this regard, it must be noted that Neumann’s
inspiration from the leading members of the English School have certain limitations. Neu-
mann, for instance, criticizes the English School “for being statist and evolutionist.” Neu-
mann, “The English School,” 347.

Iver B. Neumann, Diplomatic Sites: A Critical Enquiry (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013),
6.

Paul W. Meertz, “The Changing Nature of Diplomatic Negotiation,” in Innovation in Diplo-
matic Practice, ed. Jan Melissen (New York: Palgrave, 1999), 79-93.

Paul Sharp, Diplomatic Theory of International Relations, 11.
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and diplomats. In this regard, the operations of the profession of diplomacy
are not segregated from social life; rather, diplomacy itself is a constitutive
component of international society. To summarize, the growing literature on

the socially embedded character of diplomacy consists of

1) a focus on concrete enactments of human performance; 2) a rela-
tional or interactionist perspective on international politics; 3) a com-
mitment to interdisciplinary, in particular political science, history,
anthropology, geography and sociology; 4) an ecumenical approach to
paradigms; and 5) a desire to build bridges between scholarship and

actual practice.”®

This dissertation stands on the aforementioned theoretical tension. Should we
see diplomacy as an isolated, socially-exclusive profession which is by nature
closed to social interaction and thus to social science research? This disserta-
tion answers this question as follows: No, the diplomatic profession, in which
foreign ministries and diplomats are respectievely the institutional and indi-
vidual actors, is conducted in social surroundings through the mutual inter-
action of the actors in all sorts of diplomatic processes. Diplomatic knowledge
and representation are constructed and reproduced through an interactive
process in which actors and institutions mutually determine each other’s char-
acter, which at the end of the day, produces all sorts of diplomatic relation-
ships. The diplomat is not a practitioner of the state decisions with no opposi-
tion. Throughout diplomatic decision-making processes, diplomats shape
state behavior through a bargaining process with politicians, officials of other
state institutions, and with the public. The diplomat’s attitude and preferences,
on the other hand, are by no means excluded from the perceptions and expec-
tations of the public of his home country. As noted earlier in this chapter, the
diplomat’s identity is mutually-constructed and public opinion plays a con-
siderable role in the formation of the diplomat. The diplomat, in this regard,
is not “concealed from the public eye.” Since diplomatic practice is a strong

interaction with which actors it is related, it is worth examining how all sorts

Vincent Pouliot and Jérémie Cornut, “Practice Theory and the Study of Diplomacy...,” 298.
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of others see diplomats and diplomatic institutions in order to expand our ef-

forts to theorize the diplomatic profession.

2.1.3 A Concealed Profession? Recognizing the Diplomat

Although they work in uncomfortable, stressful conditions with a considera-
ble workload to pursue the national interests of their countries, diplomats as
a professional group are rarely respected. Sofer names the “lack of esteem, if
not contempt, accorded to the professional diplomat” as one of the “most dis-
turbing features of modern history.”*® The diplomat, adds Sofer, is an “envied,
criticized, and ridiculed” public servant who “becomes a ready prey for states-
men and generals in need of a scapegoat to be sacrificed on the altar of their
own nation’s destiny.”*’

In 1604, even before the emergence of modern diplomatic institutions, Sir
Henry Wotton defined the “ambassador” as an “honest man sent to lie abroad
for the commonwealth.”® Ambroce Bierce, an American journalist, stylized
this two centuries later as follows: “Diplomacy, the patriotic art of lying for
one’s country.”® So indeed, the conduct of diplomacy is in most cases associ-
ated with wild Machiavellianism. This understanding is clearly embedded in

the words of James Connoly.

The diplomat holds all acts honorable which bring him success, all
things are righteous which serve his ends. If cheating is necessary, he
will cheat; if lying is useful, he will lie; if bribery helps, he will bribe; if
murder serves, he will order murder; if burglary, seduction, arson or

forgery brings success nearer, all and each of these will be done.”

Sofer, “Being a ‘Pathetic Hero’...,” 107.

Sofer, “The Diplomat as a Stranger...,” 182.

Robert Wolfe, “Still Lying Abroad? On the Institution of the Resident Ambassador,” Diplo-
macy & Statecraft 9, no. 2 (1998), 23.

Eric Clark, Corps Diplomatique (London: Allen Lane, 1973). i.

James Connolly, “Diplomacy,” Workers’ Republic, November 16, 1915, accessed May 6, 2016.
Available from https://www.marxists.org/archive/connolly/1915/11/diplmacy.htm.
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The diplomat in this regard is “the victim of his profession’s practice.””* As
Sofer notes “the diplomat has been faced with the cruel dilemma: whether to
tell the truth for the sake of the nation, or to betray his expedient loyalty to
rulers and politicians.””* As a consequence of this dilemma, the diplomat is
criticized in a dual, contradictory manner. In general, the diplomat is defined
as a “cautious and conformist” professional and only few “strongly [hold]
views on any important matter.””” On the other hand, when a diplomat or
group of diplomats are actively involved in a diplomatic decision-making pro-
cess, they are “entrapped in the image of a stonewaller.””*

The diplomat, in this regard, operates his profession under strong suspi-
cion. He (the diplomat) is aware of the fact that almost none of his addressees
will trust of and respect for him in the aforementioned diplomatic interactions
and processes. So, how will diplomat proceed in such a crooked line? How will
he persuade people and institutions that do not trust him of his positions?
How will such a relationship transform the diplomats, foreign ministries, and
their addressees, — that is to say the representatives of other governments,
other state agencies, his own government, and his people - in any kind of dip-
lomatic practice?

There were periods in the history of modern diplomacy that such trans-

formations were visible. The post-World War I period is the first example.”

Sofer, “Being a Pathetic Hero...,” 109.

Sofer, “Diplomat as a Stranger...,” 179.

Ritchie, “What are Diplomats Made Of?” 20.

Sofer, “Being a Pathetic Hero...,” 109.

“Old diplomacy” refers to the balance of power system established among European powers
of the time which existed from the Vienna Congress until the World War I. In old diplomacy,
ambassadors of European Empires, who were predominantly members of aristocratic fami-
lies, were influential in the formulation of the foreign policies of their states. “New diplomacy,”
on the other hand, refers to the international system established after World War 1, given the
disappointment with old diplomacy’s inability to prevent the catastrophe of the war. In the
era of “new diplomacy,” the reputation of ambassadors, who could not prevent the eruption
of a world war, worsened, and their influence in the international political system was down-
graded. Nevertheless, the distinction between the old and new diplomacy is not unanimously
accepted by all those addressing the discussion. Jules Cambon, the French Ambassador to

Britain in the pre-World War I period, stated that “Expressions such as ‘old’ and ‘new’
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Moreover, most of the literature on diplomatic theory emerged in the post-
Cold War period as a response to major developments in world politics and
communication technologies that, as a whole, radically transformed the dip-
lomatic profession - at least people thought so.”® This dissertation suggests an-
other interregnum, the Cold War years, with a special emphasis on the period
between 1960 and 1980, to understand the influence of mutually interactive
processes on the nature and transformation of the diplomatic practice.

The increase in the number of states and thus in diplomatic staff, changing
scopes of work, new modes of diplomatic representation, and increasing pub-
lic interest in world affairs caused a fascinating transformation in diplomatic
practice. In the following parts of this chapter, the main characteristics of dip-
lomats and diplomatic institutions will be illustrated both to make a sense of
aforementioned conceptualizations of diplomacy and to clarify the course of
the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy in the aforementioned period. This effort

will situate Turkish diplomats and the Turkish Hariciye in a global context.

§ 2.2 A Busy Profession in Decline? Diplomats and Foreign Min-

76

istries in the Post-World War II Period (1945-1980)

2.2.1  Diplomatic Practice during the Cold War: Not Useless but Multi-
dimensional

In the late 1960s, James Eayrs heralded the decline of the profession of diplo-

macy and its “melting into nothingness” while explaining the emergence of

diplomacy bear no relation to reality.” Sasson Sofer, “Old and New Diplomacy: A Debate Re-
visited,” Review of International Studies 14, no. 3 (1988), 195.

For the debates on the then-future of diplomacy in the 1990s, see Paul Sharp, "Who Needs
Diplomats? The Problem of Diplomatic Representation," International Journal 52, (1997), 609-
634. For responses, see Brian Hocking, “The End(s) of Diplomacy,” International Journal 53,
no. 1 (Winter, 1997/1998), 169-172 and Andrew E. Cooper, "Beyond Representation," Interna-
tional Journal 53, no. 1 (Winter, 1997/1998), 173-178. Paul Sharp cites a diplomat asking, “If
diplomacy is in a decline, why am I so busy?” Ibid.
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individual and new institutional actors in the realm of international politics.”
He had some evidence to make this claim. Multinational companies and non-
governmental organizations exerted their influence in the realm of interna-
tional politics in this period. Even the Quai d’Orsay, which had a traditionally
predominant position in the foreign policy-making of the country, “was weak-
ened by presidential intervention in the making and practicing of policy, the
enhanced significance of economic and strategic issues in international nego-
tiations, and the increased interest taken by other ministries in external af-
fairs.””® Moreover, there were conflicts in many parts of the world that in-
creased the influence of military mindsets at the expense of that of diplomats,
as it is usual in wartime. For example, Klieman puts it for the case of Israel,
“military successes doomed the influence of diplomats.””

Zbigniew Brzezinski, the national security advisor of US President Jimmy
Carter, said in 1970 that “if the [foreign] ministries did not already exist, they
surely would not have to be invented.” According to the national security
advisor of the president, a position that prominently challenged foreign min-
istries in terms of foreign policy-making decisions, foreign ministries were ir-
relevant to the conditions of his time. Similarly, Pierre Trudeau, the Prime
Minister of Canada throughout the late 1960s, the 1970s, and first half of the
1980s, noted in the 1970s that “whole concept of diplomacy today ... is a little
bit outmoded.” Foreign ministries, nevertheless, redefined their roles in the
post-World War II period, most notably throughout the 1960s and 70s, adapt-

ing to the new environment of world politics and new scopes of work. For

Brian Hocking, “Catalytic Diplomacy: Beyond 'Newness' and 'Decline” in Innovation in Dip-
lomatic Practice, ed. Jan Melissen (New York: Palgrave, 1999), 24.

Keith Hamilton and Richard Langhorne, The Practice of Diplomacy: Its Evolution, Theory and
Administration (New York: Routledge, 2010), 215.

Aharon Klieman, “Israel: Succumbing to foreign ministry Declinism,” in Foreign Ministries:
Adaptation and Change, ed. Brian Hocking (London: Macmillan, 1999), 86. The Israeli MFA
was also criticized for loosing bureaucratic wars in the 1970s. Ibid.

Christer Jonsson, “Global Governance: Challenges to Diplomatic Communication, Represen-
tation, and Recognition,” in Global Governance and Diplomacy: Worlds Apart? eds. Andrew
E Cooper, Brian Hocking and William Maley (New York: Palgrave, 2008), 29.

Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 1.
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example, in the case of the United States Department of State “some historians
mark the post-World War II era as the dividing line between the Old Depart-
ment and the [then] present agency.”® Not only the position of the depart-
ment but that of the Secretary of State position was also consolidated in the
1945-1975 period.*

Although there were opposing trends in some countries as mentioned
above, this chapter illustrates that foreign ministries in the aforementioned
period did not tend to dissolve but rather to consolidate their presence
through increases in staff, institutional reforms, and redefinitions of their du-
ties. As Clark notes in 1972, “if the diplomat is dead, the last person to realize
it is the diplomat himself.”® The diplomat was not dead, Nevertheless, it is
impossible to challenge the fact that there were dramatic changes. As Lord
Trevelyan defined the situation in 1973, it “[was] an indisputable fact that an
ambassador [was] not what he [had been].”®> Ambassadors were also aware of
the situation. A German ambassador in the 1970s confessed that “I see myself
more as an observer of history than a maker of it.”* Harold Nicolson recalls
the dramatic changes that the Cold War conditions compel for the diplomatic

profession as follows:

The Old Diplomacy was based upon the creation of confidence, the
acquisition of credit. The modern diplomatist must realize that he can
no longer rely on the old system of trust; he must accept the fact that
his antagonists will not hesitate to falsify facts and that they feel no
shame if their duplicity be exposed. ... A diplomatist, moreover,

should not concentrate solely on conditions in the country to which

Candace Halo, Globalization and the Foreign Ministry: A Comparative Study of the US, Cana-
dian, and Slovenian Models (PhD diss. Newark: Rutgers University, 2005), 86.

Ibid., 89.

Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 1.

Ritchie, “What are Diplomats Made Of? ...,” 22. It is worth recalling that Trevelyan thinks the
importance of the diplomat was reduced with the advent of communication technologies.
Whether reduced or consolidated, advancements in communication skills transformed the
diplomatic profession in a radical manner.

Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 5.
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he is accredited. He must at the same time be aware of conditions and
opinions in his own country. ... My own advice to the junior diploma-
tist is not to confine himself lazily to the easy circle of his own embassy

but to cultivate the society of journalists both foreign and native.”

Which conditions led the veteran diplomat advise his junior colleagues so in-
sistently? First, in the post-World War II period, the management of foreign
ministries became harder and complicated than ever before. As noted earlier,
World War I degenerated the reputation of old diplomacy since it had not pre-
vented the catastrophe of the war.®® George Young noted in 1921 that “the pub-
lic is revolting against orthodox diplomacy, much as it did against orthodox
divinity, and for the same reason - its failure to secure peace on earth to men
of good will.”® World War II and the Cold War years discredited diplomatic
institutions further. With the advent of the nuclear age, “public interest in dip-
lomats and their work ... sharpened.” The world public throughout the
world became more and more convinced that “international relations and the
challenge of avoiding another war could not, and should not be left to diplo-
macy and diplomats.”"' Even Hans Morgenthau, who saw diplomatic statecraft
as central to international peace, declared the “eclipse of diplomacy” and
called it as “obsolete” during the Soviet-American Cold War years.”

The profile of foreign ministries and diplomats was not weakened but ac-
tually consolidated. For the first time in modern history, the 1961 Vienna Con-
vention on Diplomatic Relations (VCDR) codified the rights and duties of dip-

lomatic and consular corps and notably secured the immunity of diplomatic

Harold Nicolson, “Diplomacy: Then and Now,” Foreign Affairs 40 (October 1961), 39.
Herbert Butterfield, “The New Diplomacy and Historical Diplomacy,” in Diplomatic Investi-
gations: Essays in the Theory of International Relations, eds. Martin Wight and Herbert Butter-
field (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966), 181.

George Young, Diplomacy Old and New (London, 1921), 15.

Charles Roetter, The Diplomatic Art: An Informal History of World Diplomacy (Philadelphia:
Macrae Smith, 1963), 18.

Paul Sharp, “Diplomacy in International Relations Theory and Other Disciplinary Perspec-
tives,” in Diplomacy in a Globalizing World, eds. Pauline Kerr and Geoffrey Wiseman (Lon-
don: Oxford University Press, 2012), 65.

Barry H. Steiner, “Diplomacy and International Theory,” 494.
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corps.” Given such a convention, the functions of diplomatic missions could
not diminish but only increase. As Rana puts it, embassies began to engage
“with virtually every agent in the receiving country, official and non-official,
that can influence external and even domestic policy.”*

Indeed, efforts to codify diplomatic relations date to the interwar period.
The first series of efforts took place between 1924 and 1929 under the umbrella
of the League of Nations, but they were unsuccessful.”> Although these first
efforts failed, they “acted as the principal starting point from which a United
Nations conference was eventually able to arrive at the Vienna Convention of
1961.7%¢ Indeed, the failure of the process in the 1920s and its accomplishment
in the 1960s reveal the significance attached to the conduct of diplomacy in
two different phases of twentieth-century history.

The convention (VCDR) came into force in 1964 and in just a decade, 122
countries became signatories.”” The conjuncture in which the convention was
signed, served its success. The VCDR presented smaller newly independent
states the opportunity to be treated fairly in an internationally-accepted char-
ter on diplomatic relations. On the other hand, since Cold War conditions
made diplomatic work more and more complex, states became more con-
vinced of the need for the standardization of rules for diplomatic practice and
more precise definitions of diplomatic immunity. States” eagerness to sign the
convention clarifies the increasing profile of diplomatic practice in interna-
tional relations, contrary to the “declinist” narrative. Two years later, in 1963,
the Vienna Convention on Consular Relations (VCCR) codified the definition

of the functions and duties of consular missions, and in 1969, the Vienna

Kishan S. Rana, “Embassies, Permanent Missions and Special Missions,” in The Sage Hand-
book of Diplomacy, eds. Costas M. Constantinou, Pauline Kerr, Paul Sharp (London: SAGE
Publications, 2016), 150.

Kishan S. Rana, The Contemporary Embassy: Paths to Diplomatic Excellence (New York: Pal-
grave Macmillan, 2013), 89.

Richard Langhorne, “The Regulation of Diplomatic Practice: The Beginnings to the Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations, 1961,” Review of International Studies 18, no. 1 (1992), 3.
Ibid., 4.

Ibid., 17.
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Convention on Special Missions was signed.”® In the world of the 1960s, dip-

lomatic practice was more institutionalized and globalized than ever.

2.2.2  Expanding Staff, Transforming Responsibilities

Especially in the 1960s and 7os, “there [was] been an increase in the number
of states; the United Nations tripled its membership since its creation [in 1945]
and [in 1980] numbered 155 states.” Inevitably, diplomatic staffs of each
country increased, too. In France, by 1978, the ministry employed four times
as many agents as it had done thirty years before.'® As a previously colonial
empire, France had numbers of personnel as a consequence of its background.
After decolonization, many officials from the civil administrations of the col-
onies steamed into the Quai d’Orsay enabling the Ministry to overcome its

personnel difficulties.'™

The Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs also capitalized
on its colonial background. “A decree of 1954 arranged the transfer of the per-
sonnel of the suppressed the Ministry of Italian Africa to the other state ad-
ministrations, including the foreign ministry.”'*> Reassigning personnel that
previously worked in the former Dutch East Indies, the Dutch Foreign Service
“was staffed by people who had knowledge and experience of the Third World
problems.”'®

In 1981, the British diplomatic service at home and overseas numbered

4,700 and was supported by 2,000 domesctic civil servants.'” The total

Langhorne, “The Regulation of Diplomatic Practice...,” 17.

Zara Steiner, “Foreign Ministries: Old and New,” International Journal 38, no. 3 (1982), 364.
Georges Dethan, “France: The Ministry of Foreign Affairs since the Nineteenth Century,” in
The Times Survey of Foreign Ministries of the World, ed. Zara Steiner, (London: Times Books,
1982), 218.

Ibid.

Enrico Serra, “Italy: The Ministry for Foreign Affairs,” in The Times Survey of Foreign Minis-
tries of the World, ed. Zara Steiner, (London: Times Books, 1982), 315.

C.B. Wels, “Netherlands: The Foreign Policy Institutions in the Dutch Republic and the King-
dom of the Netherlands 1579 to 1980, in The Times Survey of Foreign Ministries of the World,
ed. Zara Steiner, (London: Times Books, 1982), 383.
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number was larger than the Turkish diplomatic staff today.'*” There was a sim-
ilar trend in Austria. Already by 1960, the number of civil servants was double
the 1947 figure. Each country had new foreign policy agendas that necessi-
tated greater numbers of and more skillful diplomatic staff. Finland was a
small northern European country with an assertive diplomatic agenda to cre-
ate a nuclear-free zone in its region. In 1966, the Finnish foreign ministry em-

107

ployed 516 people; five years later the figure was 784."” The more a country
pursued active foreign policies, the more their diplomatic staffs expanded.
Finland in the Cold War years was a clear example.

The increase in staff was a direct outcome of the increasing workload of
foreign ministries. Foremost, the impact of the increase in overall number of
countries on diplomatic profession was the increase in the mobility of diplo-
mats. As the number of countries increased, states opened new diplomatic
missions. As a consequence, diplomats began to be assigned to more countries
than before. One British diplomat, for example, served in Uruguay, Lebanon,
Haiti, and Britain respectively between 1962 and 1972.'%

Numbers reveal the increase in the workload. In the Federal Republic of
Germany, the total number of telegrams sent in 1952 was 12,829.'” By 1970 and
1979, however, this number had reached 65,553 and 202,381, respectively.''
Similarly, the number of documents produced in 1973 reached nine million in

the Department of State of the United States, such that every day two thousand

As of the end of 2016, the total number of personnel in the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
including security guards, was 6,278. “2016 Idare Faaliyet Yillig1 Raporu,” (2016 Administra-
tive Operations Annual Report) TC Disisleri Bakanhig: (Ankara: TC Disisleri Bakanligy, 2016),
8.

Michael Derndarsky, “Austria: The Foreign Office since 1918,” in The Times Survey of Foreign
Ministries of the World, ed. Zara Steiner, (London: Times Books, 1982), 67.

Esko Antola, “Finland,” in Foreign Ministries in the European Union: Integrating Diplomats,
eds. Brian Hocking and David Spencer (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002), 100.

Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 79.

Kurt Doss, “The History of the German Office,” in The Times Survey of Foreign Ministries of
the World, ed. Zara Steiner, (London: Times Books, 1982), 252.

Ibid.

47



111
112

113
114
115
116

HUSEYIN SERT

messages poured into the department.""! Not only did the central organiza-
tions of the foreign ministries, but the networks of diplomatic and consular
missions of each country considerably expanded as well. Even in smaller
countries such as Denmark, the number of “ambassadors rose from sixty-
three in 1969 to ninety-eight in 1980.”'"* Large European powers had much
broader diplomatic and consular networks: France, in 1978, had 129 resident
missions, and Britain had 123. Germany had 198 in 1979.'"?

Responsibilities of the foreign ministries widened mostly due to the reali-
ties of the Cold War. As the new battlefields, states were represented in multi-
lateral international organizations, and after World War II, each state inaugu-
rated permanent or temporary representations in these organizations
predominantly. Moreover, various long-running international conferences
preoccupied the agenda of diplomatic staffs. In order to prevent political ten-
sion in the Cold War, diplomats made additional efforts in summit diplomacy.
For example, as the foreign service of one of the two Cold War superpowers,
the Department of State of the United States participated in an annual average
of well over 300 international conferences in the 1960s.'"* Almost 2,800 public
servants, roughly forty percent of whom were employed by the Department of
State, attended these conferences and meetings.'"”

Above all, summit diplomacy caused foreign services to realize their po-
tential, which led to further administrative reforms. When, for example, Japan
organized the G7 Summit in 1979, the government realized that its foreign ser-
vice had a poor infrastructure compared to its economic capacity.'*® As a con-
sequence, the Japanese MFA launched a six-year program to “increase the

number of staff from the level of 3,400 to 5,000, which would put the Japanese

Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 2.

Klaus Kjolsen, "The Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs," in The Times Survey of Foreign
Ministries of the World, ed. Zara Steiner, (London: Times Books, 1982), 180.

Steiner, “Foreign Ministries: Old and New,” 365.

Halo, Globalization and the foreign ministry, 101. Just in 1965, this number was 650. Ibid.
Ibid.

Kyoji Komachi, “Japan Towards a More Proactive foreign ministry,” in Foreign Ministries: Ad-

aptation and Change, ed. Brian Hocking (London: Macmillan, 1999), 104.
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foreign service on a par with the Federal Republic of Germany and Italy, at
least in terms of staff numbers.”""’

Multilateral diplomacy was not limited to hosting and organizing interna-
tional summits. The more prominent aspect of multilateral diplomacy was en-
gagement with international organizations. With the trauma of the failure of
the League of Nations and other international establishments’ failure to pre-
vent the war, the post-World War II world order was structured with strong
international organizations. States placed themselves under the jurisdiction of
various international establishments. These processes redefined and intensi-
fied the workload of foreign ministries as well. European integration, — that is
to say, the European Economic Community (EEC) and the European Com-
munity - led the diplomatic bureaucracies of its members to committed reor-
ganization processes. In line with this, for example, a Service on European In-
tegration was established within the Belgian Foreign Ministry in the 1960s.'"*
The Danish Foreign Ministry passed through two reforms. In the 1960s, the
ministry was reformed as part of the preparation for accession to the European
Economic Community, while in the 1970s, a second reform was initiated to
adapt to life in EEC."” European integration went hand in hand with another
global trend: the rise of foreign economic relations in diplomacy. As a conse-
quence, Denmark formed a “Market Secretariat” to its organize foreign eco-
nomic relations, which in the 1970s was transformed into the Department of
External Affairs.'*

Recruitment processes became more democratic than ever. This was both
due to the increasing need for staff and the increasing number of skilled peo-
ple in different strata of societies. Especially in the pre-World War I period,

members of the old diplomatic system predominantly came from upper-class,

Ibid.

Rick Coolsaet and Ann-Sofie Voet, “Belgium,” in Foreign Ministries in the European Union:
Integrating Diplomats, eds. Brian Hocking and David Spencer (London: Palgrave Macmillan,
2002), 61.
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aristocratic families. There was a visible change in the Cold War in this respect.
As Steiner puts it “the doors had been opened though the number of men and
women interested in and suitable for a foreign service career would always be
limited whatever recruitment procedure was used.”"*! In Greece, for example,
“foreign ministry entrance exams [were] opened to those who held a univer-
sity degree, [whereas] previously it was confined only to graduates of law fac-
ulty.”'* Democratization of foreign ministries was visible also in some other
practices during the recruitment processes. Foreign ministries were aware that
they were now competing with other state institutions to attract the best talent.
In this regard, “some diplomatic services [had] to undertake aggressive re-
cruitment campaigns, visiting campuses, publishing glossy literature, and
sending round ambassadors to talk and answer questions.”'*

Foreign minisitries did not only need to introduce themselves to candidate
officers but they should also promote the cultures of their country or foreign
policy preferences of their governments to world public opinions. Public di-
plomacy, a phenomenon which also gained prominence in the Cold War con-
juncture, corresponds to a set of efforts by the states to publicize their cultures,
accomplishments, and policies to the citizens of other nations.'** Coined as a
term in the mid-1960s by Edmund Guillion, practices of public diplomacy are

as old as the diplomacy itself.'” In the age of Cold War, however, especially the

Steiner, “Foreign Ministries: Old and New...,” 370.

Domna Dontas, “Greece: The Greek foreign ministry,” in The Times Survey of Foreign Minis-
tries of the World, ed. Zara Steiner (London: Times Books, 1982), 270.

Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 24.

Melissen makes a distinction between traditional and public diplomacy. According to him,
“the former is about relationships between the representatives of states, or other international
actors; whereas the latter targets the general public in foreign societies and more specific non-
official groups, organizations and individuals.” Melissen, “The New Public Diplomacy...,” 5.
The dissertation, in this regard, evaluates the roles of “the diplomat” and “the foreign minis-
try” within the traditional diplomatic system, namely the intra-relationship between the dip-
lomats and their colleagues, foreign ministries, and governments. In today’s diplomacy, how-
ever, the distinction between the traditional and public diplomacy is blurred in many ways.
Certain public diplomacy initiatives, which are conducted in order to influence the public
opinions of other countries, can also be influential on traditional actors of diplomacy.
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super powers attached significance to the promotion of their way of lives to
other publics of the world.'* The consolidation and institutionalization of
public diplomacy practices, as a consequence, increased the responsibilities of
the Cold War diplomat.

Not only foreign ministries, but also embassies became accustomed to the
new conditions. Perhaps the most dramatic change was the “outsider effect.”
Along with sharing their authority with other state institutions, many embas-
sies of European countries such as Britain, Spain, and Norway hosted repre-
sentatives from the ministries of labor, agriculture, information, culture, and
notably, defense.'”” Career diplomats assigned to embassies were not pleased
to work with their “guests.” A Norwegian diplomat once said, “if these people
are going to do diplomatic work, they should go through proper training in
diplomacy as we have to.”'?

Timing of the Norwegian diplomat’s demand was questionable. The
change was inevitable in all respects. In the post-World War II period, foreign
ministries tended to be less elitist and less discriminatory. In line with political
developments of the time, for example, “African-Americans and women in-
creasingly began to be appointed in ambassadorial posts” in the United
States.'” In 1970s, Sweden it was even not necessary to have a university de-
gree."” Nevertheless, not all foreign ministries were democratized in the
broadest sense. In the Federal Republic of Germany, “the elitist character

could still be observed; the recruits were predominantly from upper-middle

Although the notion of public diplomacy was in demise in the aftermath of the Cold War, it
gained prominence not only among the states but also in the academic literature after 9/11
attacks in the United States. L.E. Ho, Fiona McConnell, “Conceptualizing ‘Diaspora diplo-
macy’: Territory and populations betwixt the Domestic and Foreign,” Progress in Human Ge-
ography 20, no. 10 (2017), 4-5.

Clark., Corps Diplomatique, 11.
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Dayton Mak and Charles Stuart Kennedy, American Ambassadors in a Troubled World: Inter-
views with Senior Diplomats (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1992), 3-4.
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classed, namely 50 percent of the ministry.”®! Recruitment processes were
fairly conducted, but it is difficult to say the same in terms of later promotions.
In Belgium, for example, promotions were “based not on merit but on political
considerations.”’** As it will be illustrated in the next chapter, the Turkish case
in the 1960s and 70s was somewhat similar.

The aforementioned statements should not lead us to think that the meri-
tocracy principle was completely eliminated. The professional qualities of dip-
lomats were more prominent in foreign ministries than before. In the Soviet
Union (USSR), a “generation of younger men who entered [the] Ministry
since the mid-1950s ... benefited from the rigorous training programs of ... the
Diplomatic Academy.”"** Japan also established its first diplomatic academy in
the post-World War II period: the Foreign Service Training Institute.”** In
post-World War II Germany, under the leadership of Pfeiffer, a campaign was
launched to train new diplomats. The aim was also to eliminate Nazis from
the German Foreign Service and to create a new type of German diplomat.
However, according to a claim, there were more Nazis in the German Foreign
Oftice (Auswartiges Amt) in the 1960s than in the 1930s.”*> A diplomatic acad-
emy was also opened in Austria in 1964."*° Such an academy opened in 1969
in Turkey, revealing that the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs was aware of

the diplomatic trends.

Kurt Doss, “The History of the German Office...,” 254. Wiegeshoft sees this trend as a democ-
ratization process because staff of the German Foreign Service was rather filled with officers
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Along with general trends in the post-World War II period, certain foreign
ministries were preoccupied with their specific agendas. In the first decade of
the Cold War, for example, diplomats of the Federal German Foreign Service
were ordered to “report on even the least sign of a continued communist ini-
tiative to help the ... German Democratic Republic towards recognition as a
state,” since this was a major foreign policy priority for the West German gov-
ernment at the time."”” In the United States, President John E Kennedy or-
dered “the restoration of the Department of State’s status as the primary co-
ordinating agency in the foreign affairs bureaucracy.”*® This meant that
intelligence operations would also be coordinated by the Department of State.
Kennedy was actually skeptical of the Department of State, considering it “im-
permeable to innovation or originality.”"* As a consequence, in 1961 he or-
dered the Department of State to “ignite a renaissance” aimed at redesigning
the institution as more compatible with the requirements of the new US for-
eign policy and as loyal to Kennedy’s leadership.'* As a consequence, the De-
partment of State, “had emerged better prepared to play a leading role in the
foreign policy process and fully aware that the looming tasks ahead were more
difficult than any encountered in earlier years.”'*! While doing this, the De-
partment of State transferred some of its duties related to domestic politics to
other executive bodies.'**

Throughout the Cold War, diplomacy as an institution a served the estab-
lishment and expansion of US hegemony in two ways. Barkawi explains this

phenomenon as follows:

Thomas Malucci Jr., “The Foreign Office of the the Federal Republic of Germany and the
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First, diplomacy was (and is) central to the legitimation of military
presence in subordinate states, grounding forms of rule under “advice
and support” with reference to diplomatic representation among sov-
ereign equal states, as stated in the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplo-
matic Relations. Second, diplomacy more fundamentally enabled a
vast presence of US citizens, with diplomatic immunity, on other

states’ territory.'*

Moreover, with the advent of international organizations, summit diplomacy
became an integral pillar of the reproduction of US hegemony in world poli-
tics. With regard to their increasing authority, secretaries of state played a pre-

dominant role.

Of those who achieved the most active records during this period, Sec-
retary [Dean] Rusk averaged approximately fifteen foreign visits per
year, [John Foster] Dulles increased to eighteen, [William] Rogers to
twenty -five, [Cyrus] Vance to thirty-three and the largest annual visits
by Secretary [Henry] Kissinger with fifty-nine and [George] Shultz

with seventy-three.”"*

This activism inevitably increased the workload of the Department of State
staff, a trend that was by no means comparable to previous decades. A similar
situation was valid for the other superpower of the Cold War. “The embassies
of the USSR frequently had the largest foreign mission staft in the country to

which they were accredited.”**

Tarak Barkawi, “Diplomacy, War, and World Politics,” in Diplomacy and the Making of World
Politics, eds. Ole Jakob Sending, Vincent Pouliot and Iver B. Neumann (Cambridge: Cam-
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2.2.3 Reform, Reorganization, and Reorientation

Some foreign services were in search of reorientation. As said above, the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany sought to establish a new foreign service independ-
ent of the legacy of the Nazi era. The Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs also
sought to eliminate traces of the Mussolini period. In this regard, “a debate
developed in Italy ... about how to structure the diplomatic service.”'* The
Foreign Service of Mao’s China underwent more revolutionary albeit incon-
sistent changes. In 1966, during the Cultural Revolution, “more than forty am-
bassadors were recalled to Beijing; relations with thirty two countries were
disturbed by incidents arising out of the Cultural Revolution.”*” Most notably,
the British Embassy was subject to a “mob attack™* in the summer of 1967
when “an ultra-left group even took over the foreign ministry ... [which] was
accused of not supporting foreign revolutionaries, in particular among the
Overseas Chinese.”*

France also experienced considerable political transformations in the
post-World War II. The country entered the war under the Third Republic, in
1958 the Fifth Republic was proclaimed. However, the Quai d'Orsay main-
tained a stable course unlike the cases of Germany and China. Between 1944
and 1989, for example, only twelve foreign ministers served." This was
strongly related to the traditional influence of the ministry within the French
state.

The course of foreign ministries in the Cold War years did not follow a
steady path. On one hand, the functions and duties of foreign ministries ex-
panded and consolidated, but on the other, some of their privileges were del-
egated to other state institutions or agencies. At the height of the Cold War,

“[foreign ministries] did not have considerable authority in the direct of

Serra, “Italy...;)” 316.

M.B. Yahuda, “The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China,” in The
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foreign relations that they had.”"' In some cases, foreign ministries were de-
prived of direct links to their own governments in terms of foreign policy-
making processes. In Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau’s Canada, Ivan Head, a
law professor and an officer in the Canadian Department of External Affairs
(DEA), operated as “a conduit between the Prime Minister and DEA between

»152

1970 and 19787"* Yet, this does not mean the authority of foreign ministries
were completely eliminated. It was rather a complex process.

In Austria, for example, the “foreign ministry underwent a further re-
striction of its authority. It entailed ... transfer of responsibility for cultural
contacts to the Ministry of Education, while the Ministry of Commerce was
granted new privileges.”** In 1973, however, the “Ministries Act of 1973...
brought an increase in the status of the foreign ministry.”"** The Austrian for-
eign ministry in this regard, resembles the case of Turkey in the 1960s. The
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ wide authority over foreign policy issues
diminished after the coup d’état of May 27, 1960 but its situation was reinstated
a decade later.””” Belgium opted to narrow the scope of work and thus the au-
thority of its foreign ministry in foreign policy-making processes. In sum, as
a general trend, foreign ministries had to “abandon claims to the exclusive
control over foreign policy, opting instead for the key-coordinating role in an
enlarged foreign affairs complex.”"*

Authority of foreign ministries was not only limited through transfers of
power to other bureaucratic institutions. In some cases, the appointment of
people without diplomatic careers to ambassadorial posts automatically led to
a power transfer. In the Department of State of the United States, thirty-five

percent of ambassadors were political appointees instead of career
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diplomats."’

This trend was related to general distrust of diplomats in the
post-World War II years. Along with a general critical attitude towards diplo-
macy and diplomats in the 1960s and 7os, the aforementioned social strata
that diplomats were (thought to be) a part of, established the prototypical im-
age of the diplomat - that is, people at cocktail parties drinking champagne.
In an age when popular and populist politics were gaining ground, diplo-
matic institutions had to take their images under consideration, too. Partici-
pation at diplomatic cocktails was not a hobby for many diplomats. Indeed,
most “diplomats regard[ed] party and dinner giving and going as work,” not
as a joyful occasion.””® An Italian diplomat was invited to a dinner party in
1970 during a general strike in the country. The diplomat was also participat-
ing in the strike and thus, he refused to attend since he considered participa-
tion in such parties as part of his duties.'” Moreover, not all diplomats evalu-
ated parties as useful, formal way of diplomacy. An American diplomat, who
claimed that it was better to talk to foreign counterparts in his office instead
of at “noisy cocktails,” even wished for the “banning of cocktails.”* Never-
theless, publics in the late 1960s and 70s had their own convictions about the
diplomat-party relationship. A Dutch diplomat in those years stated that
“sometimes I get the feeling we are being condemned not on what we are now,
but on how people think we are.”®* One of his British colleagues complained
of being “misunderstood.”** According to him, “foreign services would do
better to spend the money on hiring public relations firms to show people
what they really get up to.”***
The British diplomat’s demand was legitimate. The work of the diplomat

was under public scrutiny more than ever. They were blamed for foreign policy

Evan T. Haglund, “Striped Pants versus Fat Cats: Ambassadorial Performance of Career Dip-
lomats and Political Appointees,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 45, no. 4 (December 2015),
658.
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failures for which they would not have been appreciated had the results been
otherwise. The Canadian Department of External Affairs, for example, was a
target of its citizens due to their practices in the Bay of Pigs Invasion in 1961.'%*
In a similar vein, the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs was accused dur-
ing the country’s accession process to the European Economic Community of
being a “foreign element in the national body” by opponents to accession.'®
Some foreign ministries indeed made much effort on rehabilitating the image
of their diplomatic bureaucracies. As a catastrophic example, in the 1970s the
government of Mexico aimed at rehabilitating the image of its foreign minis-
try. Nevertheless, this was not done through the foreign ministry but by ap-
pointing young economists as ambassadors to Latin American countries.'®® As
a consequence, poorly paid career diplomats of the Foreign Service felt “dis-
placed and ignored.”*’

The Cold War conjuncture prevented a nuclear war but there were numer-
ous local conflicts. This phenomenon also contributed to the character of the
diplomatic bureaucracies in this period. In many cases, diplomatic maneuvers
and processes served to emergence of conflicts rather than prevention. For
example, some scholars claim that it was the Secretary of Defense of the
United States who caused the changes to the Department of State during the
Cold War, not the impact of globalization.'*® This claim is considerably true.
The Israeli MFA of the 1960s and 70s was a precise example. The authority of
the Israeli MFA was not curtailed by administrative reforms but by the war-
time conditions of the country. The Israeli Defense Ministry, in cooperation

with the intelligence units of the country, pursued a foreign policy
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independent of the foreign ministry.'® In 1966, Yigal Palmor, then spokesper-
son of the Israeli MFA, complained about the defense ministry’s indifference
towards them in terms of foreign policy-making processes.'”

When a foreign ministry’s authority was curtailed, this would generally be
objected by the diplomats. As will be illustrated in chapter 5, the Turkish MFA
after May 27, 1960 exemplifies this situation well. Nevertheless, there were
counter examples. The Norwegian Foreign Ministry did not insist on main-
taining its authority in the realm of foreign trade when the Ministry of Oil and
Energy was established in 1978."”! Moreover, foreign ministries and diplomatic
missions were not always on the losing side of authority battles vis-a-vis other
state institutions. In 1979, when the prime minister reminded all departments
with a decree stating “each ambassador is the sole representative, in his coun-
try of residence, of the President of the Republic and the French government,”
he confirmed the “central responsibility of the heads of diplomatic posts in the
making of foreign policy.””> A similar decision had already been made by
John E. Kennedy “to restate the role of ambassador as the supreme authority
in overseas missions” at a time when almost all federal departments and agen-
cies “were involved in the conduct of diplomacy.”'”® Decisions of the president
of the United States in the early 1960s and the French prime minister in 1979
indicate that the increasing number of actors in the conduct of diplomacy did
not limit the role or status of the foreign ministries or career diplomats; indeed
these decisions consolidated their scopes of work as supreme organs in the
coordination of a variety of bureaucracies related to different specific elements
of foreign policy-making.

Many foreign ministries sought to reorganize their structures. As Clark

describes, in the 1970s “nations from Britain to Canada, Norway to Germany,

Klieaman, “Israel...,” 88.

Ibid.
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[were] examining where the diplomat fit into the modern world."”* As a con-
sequence, surveys and other methods of research were widespread in order to
amend the conditions and operational capacities of foreign ministries. For ex-

ample, in France

the Racine Report of 1969 concentrated on internal organizational im-
provements and personnel reforms. New issues were assigned to the
ministry (nuclear and space affairs), the Cultural, Scientific and Tech-
nical Department was reorganized and a Legal Department estab-
lished. [Then] in 1976, President Valéry Giscard d’Estaing and his For-
eign Minister, Louis de Guiringaud, launched an institutional reform
aimed at adapting existing structures to new international require-
ments, especially the growing importance of economic interdepend-
ence in external relations. The heart of the so-called Guiringaud re-
form consisted of the “geographization” of the Political Department,

giving more autonomy to the geographic sudirectorates.'”

Like France, other former colonial powers and superpowers of the Cold War
were eager to transform their diplomatic bureaucracies in line with changing
conditions. The Department of State of the United States also established geo-
graphic departments, and sub-departments were standardized as “country
desks.”'’® The year 1967 was a watershed for the Italian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. In this year, the Italian diplomatic service initiated considerable re-
forms ranging from the acceptance of females in the profession to the intro-
duction of interviews in entrance exams.'”” The British Foreign Office had per-

haps the most intense reform agenda. The reports of the Plowden Committee
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(1964), Duncan Committee (1969), and Berill Committee (1977) on the British
Foreign Office (FO) were three primary examples of such efforts.'”

All reports underscored the increasing need for specialized training and
their recommendations coincided with the increasing demand for foreign ser-
vice staft as Britain became steadily involved with the European Commu-
nity.'”® All three reports advised the categorization of scopes of work and func-
tions for each Foreign Office elements. The report of the Duncan Committee,
for example, categorized “embassies in two clusters, ‘comprehensive posts’
and ‘selective posts,” suggesting that resources be concentrated on the former,
which would be located for the great part in Western countries.”® Compre-
hensive posts were places like Washington whereas selective posts corre-
sponded to cities such as San Jose (Costa Rica). The report asked “why should
the spectrum of diplomatic activity, and hence, the scale of complexity, be the
same?” in these two posts with two radically different workloads.'®! The Dun-
can Committee (named after its chairman, Val Duncan) preached an aggres-
sive transformation influenced by the trauma of British withdrawal from “East
of Suez” in 1968.'®* This report also indicated that the British Foreign Office
was overstaffed.'® The Plowden Report of 1964 was more moderate. In an age
when Britain’s power was in definitive decline, the Plowden Committee inter-
estingly respected the Foreign Office’s “policy capability of a global power.”'#*

British Foreign Office’s transformation in the 1960s was first of all strongly
related to the process of the liquidation of colonies which required immediate,
comprehensive institutional evolution of the British foreign service. The Brit-

ish case was a radical transformation, as Allen summarizes.

Valerie Cromwell, “The United Kingdom,” in The Times Survey of Foreign Ministries of the
World, ed. Zara Steiner (London: Times Books, 1982), 564.

Ibid.

Rana, The Contemporary Embassy..., 130.

James Eayrs, Diplomacy and Its Discontents (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1971), 4.
Allen, “The Foreign and Commonwealth Office,” 215. “British Withdrawal from the East of
Suez” refers to Britain’s withdrawal from Malaysia and Singapore between 1964 and 1968.
Eayrs, Diplomacy and Its Discontents, 4.

Allen, “The Foreign and Commonwealth Officee...,” 215.
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Until the mid-1960s the UK chose to handle its imperial and post im-
perial relationships separately from its dealings with the rest of the
world. The Colonial Office, the India Office, the Dominions Office and
the Commonwealth Relations Office merged over time to form the
Commonwealth Office and, in 1968, the Foreign Office and the Com-
monwealth Office themselves merged to form the present [Foreign and
Commonwealth Office] FCO.!#

Indeed, this was the ultimate debate in foreign ministries in the post-World
War II period. The German Foreign Service also considered whether technical
or regional specialization best suited the German diplomatic bureaucracy and
the conclusion was the adoption of the “generalist principle” that a German
diplomat had to have knowledge of any given topic.'® The trend nevertheless
favored regional specialization. In its centenary year in 1969, the “Japanese
foreign ministry was divided into regional and functional sections: Asia,
America, Europe and Oceania, and the Middle East and Africa.'"¥” As foreign
economic and trade relations became predominant priorities of Japanese for-
eign policy, “these desks merged with the departments related to bilateral eco-
nomic relations in 1970.”'® This process was completed when a Latin America
bureau was established in 1979."® At a relatively smaller scale, the Dutch For-
eign Service regionalized its policy departments: European Affairs, Eastern
Affairs, and the Western Hemisphere.'”® Even in Spain during the 1960s and
70s, where foreign policy and diplomatic service was under the patronage of
Francisco Franco, there were “institutional efforts to respond to the increas-

ingly multidimensional character of international relations.”™"

Ibid., 207.

Doss, “The History of the German Foreign Service...,” 253.

Nish, “Japan...," 338.

Komachi, “Japan Towards...,” 105.

Ibid.

Wels, “Netherlands...,” 382.

Denis Smyth, “Spain’s First Secretariat of State, Ministry of State and Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs,” in The Times Survey of Foreign Ministries of the World, ed. Zara Steiner (London: Times

Books, 1982), 443.
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In sum, the efforts to reform and reorganize foreign ministries were one
of the most prominent developments of the post-World War II period, most
notably in the 1960s and 70s. Contrary to the critics, the diplomat was not
dead. Nevertheless, there were serious changes. The essence of reform efforts
was to determine who the new diplomat was and should be.

The diplomatic staff of each foreign ministry were predominantly career
officers, but foreign ministers’ backgrounds were significant in some coun-
tries. It must be noted that foreign ministers in this period were mostly poli-
ticians. As a typical example, the Japanese “Foreign Ministry was filled with
politicians rather than bureaucrats and in some cases after 1952 Japanese prime
ministers served as the foreign minister simultaneously implying that political
concerns had been more influential on the diplomatic bureaucracy than other
issues.”* The Austrian Foreign Ministry, on the other hand, “was less politi-
cally saturated than that of the other ministries.”* Dutch Foreign Ministers
“were always independent of political parties” with some exceptions, and in
this regard Dutch Foreign Ministers “were always in a fairly weak position in
both government and parliament.”*** Danish foreign ministers likewise did

not predominantly belong to political parties.'*

2.2.4 Diplomacy of Developmentalism: Impacts on Foreign Ministries

Development cooperation was one of the determinants of international poli-
tics throughout the 1960s and yos because newly independent countries
needed the economic and technical assistance of the developed world for their
development. This phenomenon was another concern for diplomatic bureau-
cracies in the aforementioned period. Belgium established a Ministry of Co-
operation and Development out of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs."*® In Brit-

ain this process was completed in 1964 with the establishment of a Ministry of

Nish, “Japan...,” 337.

Derndarsky, “Japan...,” 369
Wels, “Netherlands...,” 38s.
Kjolsen, “Denmark...,” 176.

Willequet, “Belgium...,” 85.
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Overseas Development separate from the Foreign Office.’” The issue of devel-
opment cooperation was conducted through this ministry under Labor Party
governments (1964-69, 1974-79), whereas Conservative governments (1970-
74) transferred the issue to the Overseas Development Administration, a body
under the jurisdiction of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office.'”®

Some countries such as Finland or Denmark conducted development co-
operation efforts with underdeveloped countries through their foreign minis-
tries. In the Netherlands, moreover, not only cooperation in development but
also human rights “received increased attention” especially in the 1970s."”® By
1981, “a quarter of the [Dutch Foreign] Ministry’s staff was employed in the
development cooperation divisions.” Norway’s proportion was more dra-
matic: “From 1961 to 1978, the foreign affairs budget multiplied fourfold, and
at the end of the period almost ninety percent of the total was in the area of

foreign aid.”*"!

2.2.5 New States with Their New Diplomacy and Diplomatic Staff

The existing literature on diplomacy is a Western-centric one with a dominant
emphasis on the course of modern European diplomatic practice. Kishan S.
Rana, a professor emeritus and former Indian ambassador, rightfully com-
plains about the fact that diplomatic theories “are all dominated by the envi-
ronment as it obtains in the West and by the concerns that flow from that.”***
The impact of decolonization on diplomacy, in this regard, was a subject of
scholarly debate in the 1960s. Scholars like Ali Mazrui called for greater plu-
ralism, whereas Martin Wight insisted on the superiority of Western values as

the basis for diplomacy.*® This part of this chapter illustrates the impact of the

David Allen, “The Foreign and Commonwealth Office: Flexible, Responsive and Proactive?”
in Foreign Ministries: Adaptation and Change, ed. Brian Hocking (London: Macmillan, 1999),
208.
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Wels. “Netherlands...,” 381.
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Neumann, “Norway...,” 157.

Rana, The Contemporary Embassy, 6.

Iver B. Neumann, Diplomatic Sites..., 56.
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emergence of diplomatic staffs of then-newly independent and communist
states in order to illustrate the whole of the course of the transformation of
diplomatic bureaucracies throughout the 1960s and 7o0s.

While the foreign services of old states were being transformed through
administrative reforms, changes in scopes of work, and increases in staff,
newly emerging states of the decolonization process were forming their for-
eign services. In other words, increases in diplomatic and consular staff did
not only stem from the boom in existing foreign services; the new states’ for-
eign offices also led to increases in diplomatic personnel on the whole. The
emergence of new diplomats was not only a matter of numbers. As Clark re-
calls, “the old diplomats were members of a small world, united by class and
elitism,” whereas the new diplomats of the post-World War II period “had to
withstand the impact of the arrival not only of the new states but also of the
Soviet diplomat, [who had] total inflexibility.”*** Although the Convention of
1961 secured the freedom of movement of diplomats, the diplomatic game was
played under different rules by the Soviet Union and other communist re-
gimes. The British diplomats in Moscow were not permitted “to travel more
than twenty-five miles from the center of city without permission,” whereas
in China, at the beginning of 1970s, “diplomats were confined to a fourteen-

7205 This was indeed another uncomfortable feature of

mile radius of Beijing.
being a diplomat in the Cold War period. Diplomats of the Cold War years
conducted their work in much more ideologically-set atmosphere than their
predecessors or successors.

Western diplomats assigned to Eastern bloc countries lived under strict
surveillance.”® The two blocs of the Cold War conjuncture wished the disso-
lution of the other, though in a peaceful way rather than by nuclear war. This
situation inevitably led the diplomat to play a key role in the ideological and
information war against the possible enemy. Espionage and reporting, in this
regard, were strong elements of the diplomatic profession more than ever.

Diplomatic staffs in newly emergent countries were not necessarily career

diplomats. They had not inherited anything from their seniors. They were

Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 10.
Ibid., 210.
Ibid., 212.
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mostly political figures who played roles in the independence struggle of their
countries. As the “aristocrats” of their nations who had predominantly grad-
uated from the Western universities or as tribal chiefs, ambassadors from
Third World countries placed the survival and progress of their countries at
the center of their professional work.*”” Survival and progress meant economic
survival and progress. When a post-colonial country was short of foreign cur-
rency, its diplomatic service began to be criticized in terms of its cost-eftec-
tiveness.>®

The diplomats of Third World countries also had expectations from their
colleagues in the Western World.*® Apart from recognition of their states’ in-
dependence, the diplomats of newly emergent states “thought that their coun-
tries deserved some compensation for the mistakes” of the colonial era.?'’ This
expectation was met to an extent. For example, throughout their independ-
ence processes, former colonial powers assisted their former colonies in the
establishment of their diplomatic staffs through advisory committees and
training programs.*!

Different post-colonial countries experienced different paths with respect
to the formation of their foreign services. India, for example, already pos-
sessed a quasi-foreign service before its independence, just as Nigeria had an
external relations department four years before its independence.?'? In Africa,
the South African foreign service was by far the most organized diplomatic
institution. Most notably, in 1969 the South African Foreign Ministry was the
subject of a series of functional reorganizations. South Africa was the most

successful among African foreign ministries in adapting to the new conditions

Ibid.

Robert J. Moore, Third-World Diplomats in Dialogue with the First World (Hong Kong: Mac-
millan, 1985), 29.

Ibid., 27-28.

Ibid., 22.
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for diplomatic bureaucracies in the 1960s and 70s.””> The South African For-
eign Ministry was reorganized primarily along geographical lines, though a
distinction was still made between bilateral and multilateral relations.”'* Dur-
ing decolonization, the formation of a diplomatic bureaucracy was a matter of
capability — and thus, prestige. When Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana declared the
independence of his country, he opened seventy embassies to manifest the
claim of his country in the world political arena, though eighteen were imme-
diately closed due to a lack of finances.**

Economic burdens on Third World countries inevitably led them to design
diplomatic bureaucracies in line with their economic requirements of the
time. In the mid-1960s, India “reactivated an economic unit in its Ministry of
External Affairs.”*¢ Especially after 1973, when the oil crisis caused oil prices
to surge, “embassies were tasked to promote exports and go out to win project
contracts for Indian companies.”*"” In addition, the Indian Ministry of Exter-
nal Affairs published a report in 1966 - the Pillai Report - searching for ways
to make the institution function better just as Western foreign services of the
time did.*'®

Embassies of Third World countries were also preoccupied with economic
affairs. In 1973, a Latin American diplomat assigned to the embassy in Israel
stated that “trade consisted 60 to 70 percent of his workload,” whereas one of
his African colleagues in the same country stressed that the main function of
a diplomat of an underdeveloped country was “to get help and assistance from
the country” to which he was assigned in.?"” For African diplomats, Bonn was

the most favorite post in the age of development cooperation since the Federal

Marie Miiller, “South Africa, The Ministry of Foreign Affairs: From Isolation to Integration to
Coherency,” in Foreign Ministries: Adaptation and Change, ed. Brian Hocking (London: Mac-
millan, 1999), 188.
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Republic of Germany was the most suitable country in terms of “development
aid and scholarships.”*

These efforts were realized on the horns of a dilemma. Post-colonial coun-
tries needed to expand economic cooperation with developed countries which
required more profound diplomatic representation. On the other hand, the oil
crisis of 1973 created a heavy financial burden on the bureaucratic mechanisms
of these states. As a consequence, newly emergent states opted to curtail the
numbers on their embassy staffs instead of closing any diplomatic missions.**'
Predictably, this preference considerably increased the workload of Third
World embassies. Meanwhile, the 1973 oil crisis was a watershed not only for
capital and investment-seeking developing countries. When the crisis erupted
in 1973, even the Japanese Foreign Ministry realized its failure “to maintain
close contact with non-traditional partners such as the oil-producing coun-

tries of the Middle East.”???

§ 2.3 Concluding Remarks

220
221
222
223

224

Faizullaev notes that “diplomats interact and negotiate not only with diplo-
mats but also with other government officials, members of parliament, repre-
sentatives of professional groups and civil society, and ordinary people.”** Yet,
in his view, the diplomat as an individual melts in the pot of the state’s identity
and the diplomat’s attitude is “determined by the characteristics of their insti-
tution or agency.”?** This dissertation suggests that the diplomat’s views and
attitudes are not determined by a top-down process without any negotiation.
Indeed, the diplomat, while conducting his career, is in a process of mutual
interaction with his own state.

Throughout the 1960s and 70s, diplomatic bureaucracies, whether in the

Western world or in the Third World, were in a state of continuous

Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 82.

Moore, Third World Diplomats..., 30.

Komachi, “Japan Towards...,” 104.

Alisher Faizullaev, “Diplomatic Interactions and Negotiations,” Negotiation Journal 30, no. 3
(2014), 282.

Ibid.
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transformation. Diplomats were interacting with other state agencies, the pub-
lics of the sending and receiving countries, international organizations, and
newly-emerging non-governmental actors. The course of the diplomatic pro-
fession throughout the 1960s and 70s in this regard legitimized the claim that
the diplomatic profession transforms itself in continuous interaction with its
addressees. Thus, diplomat is neither concealed either from the public eye nor
from the realities of their time. Modern diplomacy is a product of the con-
junctures into which it was born.

In discussing the course of the Department of State in the Cold War years,
Halo concludes that most analysts describe the period with words like “re-
markable, revolutionary, expansion, growth and change.”* The change in the
foreign service of a superpower can be expressed with such assertive words
but other ministries of the period experienced similar, revolutionary degrees
of transformation. First of all, diplomats of the Cold War years worked in “ide-
ology-dominant” conditions that had never been experienced to that extent.
The “ideologization” of diplomacy made its practice more complicated than
ever. Moreover, with the increasing interest of the public and due to the
trauma of two world wars, the diplomat was less-trusted in the 1960s com-
pared with the times of the Old Diplomacy. Nevertheless, the role of diplomats
and diplomacy did not diminish in the aforementioned period. On the con-
trary, diplomacy and its practitioners undertook new, more comprehensive
duties ranging from multilateral diplomacy to development cooperation. One
British diplomat asked in the 1990s, “if diplomacy is in decline, then why am
I so busy?” This question indeed suits the diplomat of the 1960s and 7o0s.

In the aforementioned period, almost all foreign ministries passed
through considerable reform and reorganization processes. This chapter as-
serted that if a country’s foreign service already constituted a prominent place
in the state mechanism, then its reform, reorganizations, and reorientation (in
terms of new scopes of work) consolidated the status of these foreign services
within their bureaucracies. This chapter exemplified this situation most nota-
bly through the cases of the United States, the United Kingdom, and France.

Halo, Globalization and the foreign ministry..., 105.
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Even though their foreign services transferred some of their authority to
other state agencies, new reforms, decisions, and processes strengthened and
redetermined the role of these institutions. To a considerable extent, this was
also valid for the course of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy in the 1960s
and 7os. As will be illustrated in detail in the next chapter, the Turkish MFA
constituted not only a strong position in the Ottoman-Turkish state but also
played prominent role in the Ottoman-Turkish modernization process. Like
its counterparts, the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy encountered challenges
and transformations, and also faced harsh criticism. Nevertheless, the Turkish
diplomatic bureaucracy overcame the aforementioned period with neither a
considerable retreat in terms of its place in the state nor in terms of its influ-
ence over diplomatic practices (and their reflections on public opinion).
Through a mutual transformation process, the Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy adapted itself to the changing conditions and was also influential on the
transformation of the implemantations of the mindset of the state in terms of
diplomatic practices.

Before discussing the historical course of the Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy, one point needs to be clarified. In terms of diplomacy as a concept and
a set of processes, this dissertation thinks on the conceptualizations, actors,
and institutions of modern diplomacy. Although it is difficult to identify a
milestone in the emergence of either modern or pre-modern diplomacy, this
dissertation assumes that the establishment of European foreign ministries in
the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries were the first steps in the estab-
lishment of a modern diplomatic tradition. There is a considerable literature
on pre-modern forms of diplomacy ranging from studies on Eighteenth Dyn-
asty diplomacy in Amarna, Egypt to Renaissance diplomacy.**® Moreover, this
dissertation does not dismiss the fact that contemporary diplomacy inherited

so much from pre-modern conceptions of diplomacy. Notions of immunity

See R. Cohen and R. Westbrook, eds., Amarna Diplomacy: The Beginning of International Re-
lations (Baltimore, MD and London: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000), G. Mattingly,
Renaissance Diplomacy (London: Jonathan Cape, 1955), R. Numelin, The Beginnings of Diplo-
macy: A Sociological Study of Inter-tribal and International Relations (Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1950).
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and reciprocity - centerpieces of the VCDR in 1961 — were inspired by the
teachings of early Christendom.*” Yet, acknowledging that diplomatic prac-
tices of the Cold War years were the heirs of modern diplomatic institutions,
the diplomacy in the aforementioned period in the world context and in Tur-

key were examined without reference to earlier forms of diplomacy.**

Neumann, Diplomatic Sites, 70.

In recent years, the notion of diplomacy has also been attributed to the “popular forms of
geopolitics, everyday diplomacies, and, more generally, the role of culture in diplomatic prac-
tice.” See Magnus Marsden, et al. “Everyday Diplomacy: Introduction to Special Issue,” The
Cambridge Journal of Anthropology 34 (Autumn 2016), 2-22. With reference to this new per-
spective, a challenge to the view that “diplomacy is only reserved for the work of diplomats
representing sovereign states” emerged that “brought attention instead to the role played in
the conduct of diplomacy by non-elite actors.” Ibid., 2. This wider understanding of diplo-
macy evaluates relationship patterns in Dervish Lodges in Bosnia-Herzegovina and diplo-
macy among Indian traders in the Chinese fabric market as diplomatic practices. This disser-
tation sees these efforts as invaluable contributions to a deeper analysis of the characteristics
of diplomatic practice. Nevertheless, this dissertation departs from this newly emerging liter-
ature by still locating the diplomat, as the representative of a state in an interaction with a

variety of other actors, at the center of the phenomenon of diplomacy.
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The Turkish Diplomatic Bureaucracy from a Historical
Perspective

§ 3.1 Imperial Diplomatic Legacy

iplomacy has been institutionalized in modern Ottoman-Turkish his-
D tory since the establishment of a foreign ministry in 1836. Bilateral per-
manent diplomacy was an unfamiliar phenomenon to Ottoman bureaucracy
of until the late eighteenth century. The French Revolution was of considerable
significance for the formation of an established diplomatic tradition in the Ot-
toman Empire. Along with the French Revolution, the ascension of Selim III
to the throne led to the formation of a modern Ottoman diplomatic bureau-
cracy. Selim IIT wanted the first permanent diplomatic mission to be estab-
lished in Paris, yet the consequences of the French Revolution persuaded the
Sublime Porte to establish the first permanent mission in London.!

Kiirk¢tioglu postulates that “if the revolution had not happened in 1789,

Erciiment Kuran, “1793-1811 Déneminde Ilk Osmanli Mukim Elgilerinin Diplomatik Faali-
yetleri,” in Cagdas Tiirk Diplomasisi: 200 Yillik Siireg, ed. Ismail Soysal (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu, 1997), 55. Kiirkgii Yusuf Agah Efendi was the first permanent ambassador of the em-
pire. Afterwards, Selim III appointed Ismail Ferruh Efendi to London, Seyyid Ali Efendi to
Paris, Ibrahim Afif to Vienna and Ali Aziz Efendi to Berlin in spring of 1797. Ibid.
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France would almost certainly have been the first destination for the newly
established Ottoman resident ambassadors.™

The first Ottoman ambassadors were inexperienced in the diplomatic field
since there had been no diplomatic training process prior to that and none of
them were the successors of any diplomatic tradition.” Three years after the
first appointment in 1800, the Ottoman Empire ceased appointing permanent
representatives in London, Vienna, and Berlin; instead, Greek Orthodox in-
terpreters (terciimanlar) were appointed under the title of charge d’affairs.
Paris was the exception, and Mehmed Sait Halet Efendi was appointed as the
successor to Seyyid Ali.* The operation of Ottoman diplomatic missions
through the offices of charge d’affairs continued until 1821 when a Greek up-
rising occurred. When it was realized that Greek diplomats were misinform-
ing the Sublime Porte, the diplomatic missions were abolished.” The failure of
this first attempt was due to the lack of experience of the first representatives,
which was the consequence of appointing mid-ranking officials as diplomats
in European capitals. High-ranking officials of the Sublime Porte ignored di-
plomacy and were not inclined to leave Istanbul, the epicenter of a bureau-
cratic career.® Second, the failure stemmed from the insufficient language skills

of the ambassadors, which led to dependency on Greek interpreters.

Omer Kiirkgiioglu, “The Adoption and Use of Permanent Diplomacy,” in Ottoman Diplo-
macy: Conventional or Unconventional? ed. Nuri Yurdusev (New York: Palgrave MacMillan,
2003), 133. This was because Selim III saw “the case of France” and its revolution as a model
for reforms to be conducted in the Ottoman Empire. He was already in corresponding with
Louis VI, the crown prince of France and had sent Ishak Bey to France “to study French ways
of life” even before the revolution and his sultanate. Ibid.

Yilmaz Altug, “The Creation of the Turkish Resident Diplomacy,” Ankara Universitesi SBF
Dergisi 42 (2015), 71. One typical example of this inexperience concerned an interaction be-
tween Talleyrand, maybe one of the founding figures of modern diplomacy, and Seyyid Ali
Efendi, the Ottoman ambassador to Paris. Before Napoleon's campaign in Egypt, Talleyrand
misdirected Seyyid Ali by persuading him that France was not preparing for such a campaign
in the most critical territory of Ottoman Africa. Ibid.

Kuran, “1793-1811 Déneminde Ilk Osmanli Mukim Elgilerinin Diplomatik Faaliyetleri,” 57.
Ibid., 58.

Ibid.
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Mahmud IT inherited the problems of the Selim III era and “Islamized” the
Translation Bureau (Terciime Odast) given the lessons learned from experi-
ence during the Greek uprising.” Indeed, the new steps for institutionalizing
Ottoman diplomacy and reopening diplomatic missions were the conse-
quences of international developments at the time. The Greek uprising of 1821-
1829 and its eventual independence in 1830, France’s capture of Algeria, the
Egypt question and its evolution into an international dispute, and the dispute
over the straits forced the Sublime Porte to pursue a more active diplomacy
with more instruments. Mahmud II reappointed ambassadors to Paris, Lon-
don, and Vienna in 1834, which can be evaluated as the second wave of diplo-
matic opening of the Ottoman Empire, the first of which was during the reign
of Selim IIL.*

The most significant step of the Mahmud II era, however, was the estab-
lishment of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Umur-1 Hariciye Nezareti) in 1836,
which was a turning point in terms of institutionalizing Ottoman diplomacy.
The establishment of a ministry of foreign affairs as a separate, autonomous
body within the Ottoman bureaucracy was also an integral component of the
Ottoman modernization process. On March 11, 1836, Mahmud II established
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs by an imperial edict (hatt-1 humayun).” The
edict, without explaining the reason for the decision, announced that the office

of the Reisiilkiittap would be reformed into the Hariciye Nezareti (Foreign

Ibid.

Ismail Soysal, “Umur-1 Hariciye Nezaretinin Kurulmasi (1836),” in Cagdas Tiirk Diplomasisi:
200 Yillik Siireg, ed. Ismail Soysal (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1997), 72. New ambassadors
were also appointed to Berlin in 1837, Athens in 1840, Tehran in 1849, Brussels, and The Hague
in 1854, St. Petersburg in 1857, Washington in 1867, Bucharest in 1878, Belgrade in 1879, Stock-
holm in 1898, Sofia in 1909, and Copenhagen in 1917. The number of consulates also increased.
Ibid.

Ibid. 72. Between 1839 and 1922, the office of foreign ministry changed hands for sixty-eight
times and thirty-four people served as foreign minister. Mehmed Emin Ali, Mehmed Fuad,
and Safvet Pashas served five times in this post. Seven foreign ministers were professional
diplomats. Twelve foreign ministers served as grand vizier (sadrazam) before or after serving
as foreign minister. Sinan Kuneralp, Son Donem Osmanli Erkan ve Ricali, 1839-1922: Prosopo-
grafik Rehber (Istanbul: ISIS, 1999), xvii.
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Ministry), and Pertev Efendi who had been serving as Head Clerk (Reisiilkiit-
tap) since 1832, was appointed as the first Minister of Foreign Affairs (Hariciye
Nazir1) of the Ottoman Empire.'” Pertev Efendi, an influential reformer, un-
dertook the responsibility for internal reforms, and due to this, the operations
of Internal Affairs (Dahiliye) and Hariciye were realized under the same au-
thority until the end of the nineteenth century." Diplomats in the Tanzimat
era served in the Hariciye and the Dahiliye simultaneously; Ahmet Vefik Pasa,
for instance, served simultaneously as ambassador to Tehran and as governor
of Bursa."? Foreign trade was also under the authority of the Hariciye Nezareti
since a ministry for economic affairs had not been established."

The institutionalization of the Ottoman Foreign Ministry was not late
when compared other world examples. As Berridge notes, “it was only during
the eighteenth century that a recognizably modern ministry of foreign affairs
became [the] general rule in Europe.”* Leaving large European powers aside,
the Ottoman experience in diplomatic bureaucracy can be considered an early
example. The Iranian Foreign Office, for example, lacked continuous cadres,
regional departments, and a permanent documentation system even at the
turn of twentieth century."

Due to its areas of responsibility, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs became

an integral actor in the Ottoman bureaucracy and in reform efforts, as well.

Ibid.

Stanford Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve Modern Tiirkiye (1808-1975),
(Istanbul: E Yayinlari, 1982), 66. In its initial years, the authority of the ministry was incredibly
wide. Even the Chamber of Agronomy and Commerce (Meclis-i Ziraat ve Ticaret), an advisory
body appointed to offer programs in the realms of agriculture, industry, internal trade, and
public services, was under the responsiblity of the Hariciye Nezareti for one year.

Ortayly, “Tirk Disigleri Memuru,” 537. Between 1839 and 1922, 133 people served as ambassa-
dor, minister (el¢i), and charge d’affairs in twenty-two Ottoman diplomatic missions. Forty-
two of them professional diplomats. Kuneralp, Son Donem Osmanli..., xxiv.

Shaw and Shaw, Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve Modern Tiirkiye (1808-1975), 66.

G.R Berridge, Diplomacy: Theory and Practice, 6. For example, even Britain had to wait for
the establishment of her Foreign Office until 1782 while the Department of States in the United
States was created in 1789. China, Japan, and Turkey (the Ottoman Empire), argues Berridge,
followed this trend initiated by Britain and the United States. Ibid.

Ervand Abrahamian, Modern Iran Tarihi (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankas1. 2009), 13.
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The appointment of Mustafa Resid as the third foreign minister of the Otto-
man Empire was a watershed in this regard. Mustafa Resid (Pasha), according
to Soysal, was “the bureaucrat to execute and modernize the Ottoman bureau-
cracy.”' Mustafa Resid, served as Ambassador to Paris and London, and
would even serve as foreign minister (nazir) and ambassador simultaneously."”

The Ministry had a wide range of authority ranging from internal reform
laws to the status of non-Muslims and foreigners.'®* Moreover, various legisla-
tive issues that had previously been under the authority of head clerk (divan-1
humayun) were now under the control the of the foreign ministry.” In No-
vember 1836, the office of the undersecretary (miistesarlik) was formed. This
post was maintained until the collapse of the Ottoman Empire.** Accoding to
Dikerdem, “the language, namely, French, used in the diplomatic notes and
memoranda sent from the Sublime Porte to the foreign representatives were
amazingly perfect.”*' The initial structure of the ministry was changed by a
regulation (nizamname) announced in 1873 and by legal regulations in 1908
and 1914.%

Abdulhamid II's reign (1876-1909), can be defined as a period in late Ot-
toman history in which “the Sublime Porte was knocked out and all the affairs
of the state whether internal or external were managed by the sultan.”* The
diplomatic bureaucracy was not an exception; the authority of the Hariciye

was transferred to the sultan in many cases. The Minister of Foreign Affairs in

Soysal, “Umur-1 Hariciye Nezaretinin Kurulmasi (1836),” 73.

Ibid.

Shaw and Shaw, Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve Modern Tiirkiye (1808-1975, 106.

Ibid.

Soysal, “Umur-1 Hariciye Nezaretinin Kurulmasi (1836),” 73. Even after the foundation of Re-
public of Turkey, the Office of the Undersecretary (miistesarlik) was sustained under the title
Secretary General (katib-i umumi), in line with the French model. The title Secretary General
was abolished in 1980. Until this date, this title was one of the genuine features of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs. Wheras other ministries in Turkey had undersecretaries, the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs used the title Secretary General.

E. Zeynep Giiler, ed., Salon Verir Sokak Aliriz (Istanbul: Yazilama, 2013), 507.

Carter V. Findley, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda Biirokratik Reform (1789-1922) (Istanbul: Tarih
Vakfi Yayinlari, 2014), 264.

Ali Akyildiz, Osmanli Biirokrasisi ve Modernlesme (Istanbul: Iletigim, 2012), 165.
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Istanbul and diplomats appointed abroad were of limited significance in for-
eign policy matters since the sultan himself was “managing the foreign rela-
tions of the empire by direct communication with the ambassadors accepted
to the Palace.”* Even technical matters were an element of tension between
the sultan and his bureaucrats. When, for example, the appointment of a con-
sul caused a problem between the sultan and the Sublime Porte, and the latter
opposed the former with regard to this appointment, the sultan’s office
warned the Sublime Porte not to make such mistakes.>> Opposition to the pref-
erence of the sultan even in the appointment of a consul could be evaluated as
a mistake by the sultan’s office, and as Akyildiz states “this was an open, harsh
threat since the message warned its respondent not to repeat [the mistake].”*

As a man with limited or no confidence in the Tanzimat bureaucracy, Ab-
dulhamid II “did not elevate men of diplomatic origins to critical political
posts and instead, military men were appointed to ambassadorial posts in the
1890s when he was completely determined to establish his supremacy over the

27 Moreover, loyalty to his reign and unconditional supremacy

bureaucracy.
were the foremost considerations for the sultan while appointing his ambas-
sadors and maintaining their positions. Once an ambassador was appointed
to a post and gained the trust of the sultan, he could maintain his position for
a long period of time. From the 1890s until his dethronement in 1909, Ab-
dulhamid II “retained ambassadors for terms of fifteen years due to their loy-
alty to him and most of the ambassadors appointed in the 1890s kept their
posts until the Constitutional Revolution of July 23, 1908 In 1908, with the
exceptions of those in the embassies in Washington and London, all Ottoman
ambassadors had served more than ten years in office.”” Seven of the nine min-

isters of the time had served more than ten years.*

Findley, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda, 263-264.

Ibid., 169.

Ibid.

Dogan Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy..., 181.

Ibid., 182.

Hasan Basri Danisman, Art¢t Diplomat (Istanbul: Arbaya Yayinlari, 1998), 28-29.

Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy..., 182. A similar trend was also valid for the appoint-

ment of foreign ministers. After more than twenty changes in the office of the minister more
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On the other hand, Abdulhamid II did not hesitate to broaden the diplo-
matic network and the cadres of the empire. Between 1871 and 1908, the num-
ber of consulates increased, and the increase in personnel was much more
dramatic. The number of the people working at the center (Istanbul) of the
Ottoman Foreign Ministry in the late 1880s was 467, much higher than the
number of people working in the German Imperial Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of the time.* The number of people working in Ottoman diplomatic missions
rose from seventy-six to over one-hundred between 1887-89 and 1908.>> These
people were not necessarily appointed as a consequence of increasing work-
load. For instance, “there were fifty people assigned in the Consultation De-
partment of the Legal Advisors of the Ministry in theory but most of these
people were not aware where the Sublime Porte was.”” Esat Cemal Paker, who
was employed in the Ottoman Hariciye in the late 1890s, depicts the atmos-

phere of the Ministry as follows,

In 1896, immediately after graduating from the Mekteb-i Sultani, I was
sent to the Diplomatic Correspondence (Tahrirat-1 Hariciye) depart-
ment. ... Back then, acceptance to the profession of Hariciye (diplo-
macy) was not regulated by law. ... There were hundreds of chiefs
(efendi) in each department (kalem). However, there were few who
regularly showed up work. Indeed, it would be impossible to fit these
efendis in the narrow rooms of departments. The young [officers], who
were rarely present, only started work in the afternoon. Among these

were ones going to schools of law or language in the morning.**

than twenty times between 1871 and 1885, the ministry was almost under the monopoly of two
people between 1885 and 1909. Kiird Said Pasa managed the ministry between 1885 and 1895,
while Ahmed Tevfik Pasa served as the foreign minister for the following fourteen years. Ibid.
Ibid., 268.

Ibid., 302-303.

Ibid., 268-269.

Paker, Siyasi Tarihimizde Kirk Yilik Hariciye Hatiralari, 11. “1896 yilinda Mekteb-i Sultani’yi. ..
bitirir bitirmez, dogruca Tahrirat-1 Hariciye kalemine gonderildim. O zamanlar Hariciye mes-
legine kabul edilmek i¢in hicbir kayit ve sart mevcut degildi... Her kalemde yiizlerce efendi
bulunuyordu. Fakat ise devam edenler pek azdi. Esasen herkes gelse, bu efendileri kalemlerin
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Although the over-recruitment in the Ottoman Foreign Ministry was inherent
to Abdiilhamid II’s preferences in state administration, foreign ministries of
the large European powers tended to increase their capacities in the same pe-
riod.” Findley states that it is reasonable to question whether the Ottomans
had satisfactory revenues to meet the financial requirements for such an ex-
tensive consular organization.*® As a consequence, when the Unionists took
power after the revolution of 1908, the salaries of the officers of the Ottoman
diplomatic bureaucracy were considerably curtailed. Indeed, many Ottoman
diplomats working abroad already “suffer[ed] from financial problems arising

»37

from the financial difficulties the empire was facing.”” The embassies, either,

“were not financially supported [by the government] enough to be able to af-
ford their daily works.”**

The process beginning with the reestablishment of constitutional order on
July 23, 1908, resulted in a purge in the Ottoman Foreign Ministry. The cadres
of the foreign ministry, along with those of other bureaucratic institutions, had
been inflated during the Hamidian era. There were over one thousand people
recruited into the Ministry of Finance (Maliye Nezareti) and six hundred into
the foreign ministry, which necessitated the elimination of these exaggerated
numbers of people for the new administrators who inherited a bankrupt em-
pire.” Apart from the elimination of unnecessary or unskilled personnel, the

new administrators also had to ascertain the number of people earning more

dar odalarina sigdirmak miimkiin olmazdi. Cok nadir devam eden gengler de, ancak 6gleden
sonra gelip islerine baglarlardi. Sabahlar1 bunlarin i¢inde ya hukuk ya lisan mektebine giden-
ler vard1.”

Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy, 269. The Quai d’Orsay, the French Foreign Ministry,
for example, increased its staff from eighty to 170 between 1870 and 1914. By 1921, this number
had risen to 600 in just seven years. The Belgian Foreign Ministry followed a similar trend.
The number of its ministry’s staff increased from ninety-eight to 286 between 1914 and the
period immediately after World War I. Steiner, “Foreign Ministries: Old and New,” 356.
Findley, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda Biirokratik Reform, 303.

Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy..., 93.

Ibid.

Findley, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda Biirokratik Reform, 356.
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than one salary.* The reorganization of cadres (tensikat) was not only a matter
of numbers but also a reform to the system. Findley notes that “bureaucratic
reform evolved to the ‘restructuring’ or liquidation of the emerging institu-
tions.”! In case of the Ottoman Hariciye, adds Findley, “the new administra-
tors ordered the preparation of reports to reorganize all departments of the
ministry.”*

The members of the Hariciye were being evaluated as symbols of the “cor-
rupt and decadent” Hamidian era.* Unionist deputies of the time openly ex-
pressed their dissatisfaction with Ottoman diplomats and questioned their
skills.** Giirpinar notes, “the Ottoman Foreign Ministry which mastered the
‘balance of power politics’ was out of fashion in the new world of Machtpolitik”
since “ageing diplomats who had faith in the traditional European order and
inclined towards France and Britain, were alienated and marginalized.”* The
Ottoman Empire was a multi-ethnic political entity, and at the turn of the
twentieth century, this became one of the most prominent reasons for its dis-
solution. Widespread ethnic tensions in the empire also impacted the Otto-

man diplomatic bureaucracy.* One late Ottoman diplomat, Esat Cemal Paker,

Ibid.

Ibid., 346.

Ibid.

Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy..., 250.

Ibid.

Ibid. The European balance of power refers to arrangements accepted during the 1815 Vienna
Conference. As a consequence of the Napoleonic Wars, the settlements of 1815 also the preser-
vation of the imperial status quo vis-a-vis the nationalist awakening on the continent. As a
multiethnic political entity, the Ottoman Empire and its diplomacy were positioned against
nationalist challenges and sided with the balance of power politics. Machtpolitik (power poli-
tics) is a preference which foresees the protection of interests by means of military, political,
or economic aggression. On the way to World War I, European powers tilted towards the latter
at the expense of the former. This trend was inevitably reflected among Ottoman statesmen.
Ibid.

Between 1839 and 1922, four non-Muslim Ottomans served as foreign minister. Three of them
were Greek and one was Armenian. In the same period, twenty-nine non-Muslims served as
ambassador, minister (el¢i), and charge d’affairs. Eleven of them were Greeks. Kuneralp, Son

Dénem Osmant. .., xvii & xxiv.
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remarks on the ethnically cosmopolitan structure of the Ottoman Foreign

Ministry and the tension that caused.

Correspondence in [our] department was conducted in French. Our
director was an Armenian. He had been doing his best to prevent
Turks from learning French correspondence language. ... He did not
assign us [Turkish officers] any prominent work, and did not want to

educate Turkish officers.”¥

The ethnic tension, or more accurately segregation — at least in the minds of
Muslim Ottoman diplomats, — was not only evidenced by the brief portrayal
by Paker. Galip Kemali Soylemezoglu, a late Ottoman diplomat like Paker,
complained in his memoirs that “the most favored posts of the Ottoman For-
eign Ministry were always filled with Armenians.”*® Abdiilhak Hamid, a col-
league of Paker within the ministry and a man highly admired by Paker, also
noted in his accounts that non-Muslims were predominantly recruited and
promoted within the ministry. Hamid addresses one ethnic group as the one
that most benefited from the favoring of non-Muslims and one man as the

responsible for this phenomenon.

After he [Resid Pasha] was replaced by [Mehmed Emin] Ali Pasha, Ar-
menians were promoted and the Ministry became filled with Armeni-
ans. These Armenians gradually eliminated not only Muslim clerks,
but also Armenians who were loyal to the state, and replaced them
with Armenians sharing their views. Thus, the Foreign Ministry was

dominated by Armenians.”

“Tahrirat1 Hariciye Kalemi'nde, yazismalar Fransizca yapilirdi. Miidiiriimiiz bir Ermeniydi,
Tiirklerin Fransizca resmi yazigma dilini 6grenmelerine engel olmak i¢in elinden geleni
yapard1. Bize ehemmiyetli hicbir is havale etmez, Tiirk memur yetistirmek istemezdi.” Paker,
Siyasi Tarihimizde Kirk Yillik Hariciye Hatiralari, 12.

Séylemezoglu, Hariciye Hizmetinde Otuz Sene, 1892-1922: Mutlakiyet, Mesrutiyet ve Milli
Miicadele Yillarinda Sahidi veya Amil Oldugum Hadiselere Ait Vesikalar, 55.

Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy..., 114.
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Confirming Hamid, Cevdet Pasa accused Ali Pasha of converting the ministry
into a place besieged by Armenians.*® Moreover, Hamid, who peculiarly insists
on the dominance of Armenian diplomats within the ministry, also describes
the presence of Armenians within the higher ranks of the diplomatic bureau-

cracy. He asks,

why were all the undersecretaries of the foreign ministers [or prime
ministers] Armenians...? For example, Midhat Pasha had one Odyan
Efendi, Mahmud Nedim Pasha had one Artin Dadyan Efendi, Safvet
Pasha had one Serkis Hamamciyan Efendi, and Hiiseyin Hilmi Pasha
had one Noradonkyan Efendi.”!

Nevertheless, the predominant presence of Armenian diplomats within the
various ranks of the Ottoman diplomatic bureaucracy declined. A comparison
of available data from 1889 and 1902 indicates not a radical but a steady decline
in the number of Armenians in the Ministry.” This stemmed from the politi-
cal conditions of the 1890s.>?

The decline of the Armenian presence continued. The Ottoman yearbook
of 1906 reveals that the number of non-Muslims recruited into the Ottoman
bureaucracy totaled forty, nearly half the average during the Tanzimat era.’* In
1912, a great proportion of the staffs of Ottoman diplomatic missions were

Muslims; moreover, in 1918, only seven of the fifty-two foreign ministry

Findley, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda..., 239.

Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy..., 114.

Ibid., 115.

Just as the Greek uprising of 1821 led to the reorganization of the Translation Bureau (Terciime
Odast), the Sasun revolt and the mass massacres that followed led the Ottoman government
to diminish the role of Armenians in the whole of the bureaucracy and in the Hariciye, as
well. However, this was not a total purge. The empire’s foreign minister during the First Bal-
kan War in 1912, a late date, was Armenian. Ibid.

Ibid. However, Armenians preserved their high positions in the Ottoman bureaucracy until
the last days of the Ottoman Empire. Ohannes Kuyumcuyan retained his position as under-
secretary of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs until 1912, Hrant Abro continued to serve as its

legal counselor, an office of critical significance. Ibid.
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officers assigned in Istanbul were non-Muslims.* It was not only an issue of
numbers. Non-Muslims lost their supremacy within the ministry “because
non-Muslims were no longer being promoted to a prominent position.”®

Why did the Ottoman state elite prefer the presence of non-Muslims
within the Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs? First, the nature of diplomacy
as a profession required merits that were relatively more widespread among
the non-Muslim elements of the Ottoman Empire than the Muslim ones. All
the non-Muslims in the bureaucracy were able to speak French, while Muslim
officers were categorized as “the ones who speak” or “who do not speak”
French.” Findley, from this point forth, concludes that main motive behind
the recruitment of these people was the pro-Western cultural orientations of
non-Muslim elements.”®

The second motive stemmed from an old custom of the Ottoman Empire.
Non-Muslims had constructed a strong interrelationship within the state ap-
paratus since the early days of the Ottoman Empire. Changing conditions dur-
ing the Tanzimat era somewhat formalized relations between the state and
non-Muslim elements. Non-Muslims had the opportunity to be a part of the
bureaucracy while still preserving their religious faith. Until the Tanzimat era,
Ottoman statesmen conducted relations with notable non-Muslim families in
line with the needs of the empire and the capabilities of those families. The
Armenian moneychanger (sarraf) families, for example, were the main finan-
ciers of the empire. When non-Muslims were recruited into the state bureau-
cracy, the first to be preferred for the Ottoman Hariciye were the members of
notable non-Muslim families with which the empire was already in coopera-

tion.”® Decades after the ascension of Armenians to the higher ranks of

Ibid., 16.

Ibid.

Findley, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda..., 237.

Ibid.

Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy..., 107. Two prominent Armenians in the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, in this regard, were both descendants of palace subcontractors and indirect
servants of the palace. Gabriel Noradonkyan, the long-time legal counselor of the ministry,

was the son of Krikor Noradonkyan, the chief supplier of bread to the military, Artin Dadyan,
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diplomatic bureaucracy, relations with Greek Phanariot families were also for-
malized. As Findley notes, some non-Muslims “could have enjoyed the privi-
lege of being the representative of the Ottoman Empire in the Western
states.”® Moreover, incorporation within the state was also remarkably bene-
ficial for non-Muslim Ottoman bureaucrats in terms of establishing or con-
solidating their influence within their own communities.*'
Nineteenth-century Ottoman diplomatic staffs, like the demographic pro-
file of the empire, comprised of different ethnic identities. Findley’s research
on the nineteenth-century Ottoman Hariciye Nezareti reveals that significant
ethnic minorities were not represented in proportion to their populations in
the Ottoman Hariciye.®” The Ottoman Foreign ministry, in general, did not
represent Ottoman society proportionally, and according to Findley, this was
because of the limited cadre of the Ministry and the fact that recruitment of
the officers of the Hariciye was limited to inhabitants of Istanbul.®> However,
adds Findley, other institutions of the nineteenth-century Ottoman Empire
did not represent ethnic minorities proportionally, either; moreover, he claims
that minorities were represented less in other state institutions than in the for-
eign ministry.** Relatively low representation of minorities in the foreign min-
istry, states Findley, might have been because of the reluctance of the Ottoman
state elite who had not trusted the non-Muslims with the defense of the Is-
lamic state.”® Non-Muslim Ottoman diplomats, according to Ortayli, were
“Ottomans,” implying that non-Muslim officers of the Ottoman Foreign Min-

istry prioritized the interests of their state over the nationalist aspirations of

who served as undersecretary of the ministry, came from a family of fireworks suppliers (ba-
rutcubagi) to the palace.

Findley, Osmanli Biirokrasisinde Reform, 238.

Giirpinar, 113. For example, Azaryan, who served as undersecretary of the Hariciye and later
as a member of the Ottoman Senate (Meclis-i Ayan), “assumed the position of chairman of
Armenian secular assembly in 1909 and became also the chairman of the Armenian Patriar-
chy’s secular assembly.” Ibid.

Findley, Osmanl: Biirokrasisinde Reform, 116.

Ibid., 117.

Ibid., 119.

Ibid.
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the ethnic or religious minorities to which they belonged.®® Here, these con-
trasting realities do not exclude each other. On one hand, as the numbers in
Findley’s study reveal, non-Muslim elements were not as overrepresented as
Paker, Abdiilhak Hamid, and Soylemezoglu complained in their accounts. On
the other hand, non-Muslims were in many cases represented in the higher
ranks of the Ottoman diplomatic bureaucracy which aroused criticism from
Muslim officers in the ministry. Paker’s, Soylemezoglu’s, and Abdiilhak Ha-
mid’s critical stances towards their non-Muslim seniors, to some extent reveal
that ethnic tensions in the late Ottoman Empire were reflected within the Ot-

toman diplomatic bureaucracy.

§ 3.2 Republican Period

66
67

68

3.2.1 A “Revolutionary” Foreign Ministry (1920-1922)

Between 1920 and 1922, there were two foreign ministries in Turkey. The first
was the Ottoman Hariciye in Istanbul, and a second was established in An-
kara. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Turkish Grand National Assembly
(TBMM) was founded on May 2, 1920, by Decree No. 3 of the first government
in Ankara.”” The first Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Ankara government,

Bekir Sami (Kunduh), was one of the eleven members® of the government and

Ortayli, “Tiirk Disisleri Memuru,” 537.

TBMM Documents Journal (Tutanak Dergisi), 1st Term Records, 10th Session, May 3, 1920.
accessed November 17 2013, available from http://www.tbmm.gov.tr/tutanak-
lar/ TUTANAK/TBMM/do1/coo1/tbmmoioo1oio.pdf.

The first undersecretary of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Ankara was Suat (Davaz) Bey.
Ahmet Muhtar (Mollaoglu) Bey, Yusuf Kemal (Tengirsek) Bey, and Yusuf Hikmet (Bayur) Bey
were the other founding figures of the ministry. The ministry was established with a limited
cadre in terms of both quality and quantity. However, this was only valid for low- and mid-
ranking officers. Most of the aforementioned founding figures had a background in the dip-
lomatic profession. Mehmet Miinir (Ertegiin) Bey, who was the first legal counselor of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Ankara, was also the first Muslim legal counselor to the Otto-
man Hariciye in 1913. Recruited on December 9, 1920 by the foreign ministry in Ankara,
Mehmet Miinir first served as legal adviser to the Turkish mission at the London Conference

of February-March 1921. Later on, during the Lausanne Peace Conference in 1922-1923, his
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would serve until a “poor performance” at the April 1921 London Confer-
ence.”

The national foreign ministry of the nationalist cabinet was revolutionary
in nature. It was a wartime institution and had urgent responsibilities. In the
words of Simgir, “first, artillery; and only then diplomats spoke in the Turkish
national struggle.”” The Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Hariciye Vekaleti) began

language skills were highly utilised and appreciated by the Turkish delegation, most notably
by Ismet (Inénii) Pasha. After serving successfully in Lausanne, he was appointed as Chief
Legal Adviser by the Ankara government in 1924. Simgir, “Atatiirk’iin Elgileri Uzerine,” 539-
547.

Hiiner Tuncer, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politikas: (Istanbul: Kaynak Yayinlari, 2008), 176. A delegation
under the leadership of Bekir Sami Bey, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the first national
government, visited Moscow on July 19, 1920, after a two-month long journey. Throughout
republican history, Bekir Sami was the minister of foreign affairs to have physically been least
number of days in his office in Ankara. He and his delegation to Moscow could only have
returned Ankara by January 31, 1921, and he paid a visit to London for a conference after just
a one-week-long stay in the capital of the TBMM. Bekir Sami served as Minister between May
3, 1920, and May 8, 1921. Throughout this one-year five-day long term, he stayed in Ankara
just twenty-seven days due to long, extensive diplomatic missions to Moscow and then Lon-
don. The outcome of Bekir Sami’s journeys to Moscow and London far from satisfied the
expectations of the nationalist government in Ankara. He returned from his tiring journey to
Moscow without coming to an agreement with the Soviet Union. Moreover, agreements he
signed with the United Kingdom, France, and Italy in the context of the London Conference
without consulting the government in Ankara led to his “veiled dismissal.” Bilal $imsir, Bizim
Diplomatlar (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1996), 39. He resigned in May 1921 upon the demand of
Mustafa Kemal and was replaced by Yusuf Kemal (Tengirsek) Bey who reached an agreement
with the Soviets on March 1921, again after a long, tiring diplomatic journey. Ibid.

Ibid., 60. Just as the first wars of 1920 and early 1921 “persuaded” the Soviets to come to terms
with TBMM governments, the Sakarya War in October 1921 led the French to sign the Ankara
Agreement with the nationalist government in Ankara. The Lausanne Treaty in July 1923, in
fact, was a direct outcome of the elimination of the Greek military from Anatolia after the
Turkish Grand Offensive of August 1922. Demirci argues that the [Lausanne] Peace Confer-
ence was nothing but the continuation of the national struggle in the diplomatic field until
the National Oath (Misak-1 Milli) was accepted by Allied powers. Turkish diplomacy in this
conference, adds Demirci, was relied on military successes and the power to negotiate was
based on these achievements. Sevtap Demirci, Belgelerle Lozan: Taktik, Stratejik, Diplomatik
Miicadele (1922-1923) (Istanbul: Alfa, 2013), 77.
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its operations with limited capabilities. The first home of the foreign ministry,
along with the other ministries of TBMM governments, was the building of
the Ankara Provincial Authority. There were only three officers in the ministry
on the top floor of the building.” Yet the character of the Ministry and in-
creasing international contacts necessitated a new building. The new home
was the two floors of the Ottoman Public Debt Administration (Diiyun-u
Umumiye) building, and as time passed and the number of officers increased,
the whole building was given to the foreign ministry.”

The young but busy foreign ministry lacked not only physical comfort.
Diplomatic procedures were executed with insufficient human resources. The
rumor that any person coming from Ankara railway station wearing two piece
suit would be appointed as a diplomat was a consequence of these conditions.”
Dikerdem notes that in those days, the ministry sent barkers to the streets of
Ankara to recruit officers.”* Dikerdem, in order to illustrate the weakness of
the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy in this period, states that Ismet Inonii
“could only find one secretary in the foreign ministry and locked him in his
hotel room to type the final draft of the Lausanne Treaty in twenty-four
hours.””* The foreign ministry of the TBMM, in Dikerdem’s words, “recruited
officers with no regard to their educational background or without making
tiny distinctions.””®
The first resident diplomatic mission was opened in the Soviet Union and

Ali Fuat (Cebesoy), then Turkey’s commander-in-chief on the Western front,

Temel iskit, Diplomasi: Tarihi, Teorisi, Uygulamast ve Kurumlar: (Istanbul: Istanbul Bilgi Un-
iversitesi Yayinlari, 2007), 354.

Ibid., 355.

This claim, according to Girgin, was true to an extent. In the first years of the foreign ministry,
any individuals with any degree of foreign language skills were accepted into the ministry
without taking their profession into consideration. Moreover, some of the Sublime Porte (Bab-
1 Ali) bureaucrats joined the ministry during the National Struggle years. Kemal Girgin, Os-
manli ve Cumhuriyet Dénemi Hariciye Tarihimiz: Teskilat ve Protokol (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Ku-
rumu Yayinlari, 1994), 118.

Giiler, Salon Verir..., 507.

Ibid.

Ibid.
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was appointed as Turkey’s ambassador to the Soviet Union.”” Cebesoy’s notes
on his appointment to Moscow reveals the frustration of the first generation

of diplomats of the emerging National Struggle.

I was already on leave from command of the Western front and was
appointed to Moscow as ambassador on November 21, 1920. A new,
political life was beginning for me away from the fronts, the sound of
guns, and the noises of artillery. I would adapt to this life of necessity

and struggle to manage this heavy burden.”

The decision to appoint Ali Fuat Pasha, Mustafa Kemal Pasha notes in Nutuk,
was beyond a simple diplomatic assignment. Ali Fuat Pasha was the com-
mander-in-chief of the TBMM army in the Western front, and Mustafa Kemal
was not pleased with him due to either military or political concerns. In his
words “Ali Fuat Pasha was appointed to Moscow because the establishment of
a diplomatic mission in the Soviet Union had to be taken into consideration.””

Ali Fuat Pasha departed from Ankara on his way to Moscow on November
21, 1920. As said above, the ministry was established with a limited number of
people. The cadre of the first diplomatic mission to Moscow, however, was rel-
atively extensive. The group that moved from Ankara to Moscow consisted of

eight officers of the embassy, four officers of the military attaché’s office, and

Tuncer, Atatiirk’tin Dis Politikast, 176.

“Garp cephesi kumandanlhigindan yeni ayrilmis, 21 Kasim 1920’de Moskova Biiyiikelgiligine
tayin edilmigtim. Benim i¢in artik cepheden, silah seslerinden ve top giiriiltiilerinden uzakta
yeni bir hayat basliyordu. Ister istemez bu hayata intibak edecek, yiiklendigim agir ve
mesuliyetli vazifeyi bagsarmaga calisacaktim. The words “of necessity” in this quote implicates
that this duty was an obligation for Ali Fuat Pasa. One of his letters to Mustafa Kemal sup-
ported this perception. He stated that “I said you can be sure that I will not avoid any sacrifice
if this is also a national service.” (Madem ki bu da bir vatan vazifesidir, hicbir fedakarliktan
kagmayacagima emin olabilirsiniz.) Ibid. Ali Fuat Cebesoy, Moskova Hatiralar: (Istanbul:
Temel Yayinlari), 101.

Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk), Nutuk, (Istanbul: Devlet Basimevi, 1934), 256. Anyway, Mustafa Ke-
mal paid special attention to prevent especially Ali Fuat himself from evaluating that his ap-
pointment to Moscow as a veiled exile. In this regard, he was welcomed in Ankara by Mustafa
Kemal, many ministers in the cabinet, and some deputies of the TBMM making his way to

Moscow. Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 56 & 63.
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the delegation of representatives: Bekir Sami (Kunduh) to North Caucasia,
Memduh Sevket (Esendal) to Azerbaijan, and Colonel Kazim (Dirik) to Tbi-
lisi.®

Cebesoy’s letter of credence, moreover, presented signals of rupture from
the customs of Ottoman diplomacy. Contrary to letters of credence in the Ot-
toman diplomatic tradition, which were written in a redundant style, Cebe-
soy’s credential was quite simple. The letter included just one sentence: “He is
the ambassador appointed to your country by Mustafa Kemal, the President
of the Turkish Grand National Assembly.”®!

In addition to Moscow, new representations were opened in Baku, Rome,
and Tbilisi. None of the chiefs of these missions had had diplomatic careers.
They were either politicians or high-ranking military officers.®* All, in this re-
gard, were pioneers of a tradition of non-professional ambassadors in early
republican Turkey. These diplomatic missions were not called embassies by
Ankara since the National Assembly was in state of war with the western
states.®

Among the aforementioend representations, the diplomatic mission to
Baku was of special significance. First, despite the fact that the first embassy
was established in Moscow, the first diplomatic mission of the government in
Ankara was appointed to Baku, then capital of the Azerbaijan Soviet Socialist
Republic.** Memduh Sevket (Esendal) had been appointed as Turkey’s repre-
sentative (miimessil) to Baku.®” By the time of his appointment, a socialist re-
public had already been established in Azerbaijan under the leadership of

Nariman Narimanov.?® Kazim Karabekir Pasha, then commander-in-chief of

Ibid., 56-57.

Tuncer, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politikasi, 177.

Ibid.

Ibid., 178.

Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 78.

Ibid.

Nariman Narimanov was the first head of the state and government of the Azerbaijan Soviet
Socialist Republic. Known for his generous, sincere support for the Turkish National Struggle,
he acted as a catalyst for Soviet contributions to the Ankara government. Ulviyye Aliyeva,

Azerbaycan ve Atatiirk (MA Thesis, Ankara: Ankara Universitesi, 2015), 56.
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the armies of the TBMM government on the Eastern front, requested that An-
kara appoint a representative to Baku immediately.” Furthermore, in addition
to requesting an immediate appointment, Kazim Karabekir pointed out an ad-
ditional concern: “The one to be appointed should not belong to a noble or
bourgeoisie family in order that he be accepted by the socialist administrators
of Azerbaijan.”®® Memduh $evket Bey was chosen as the nationalist govern-
ment’s representative to Baku for this reason.®

The TBMM government faced problems other than just appointing the
right representative to the right place. The legacy of the Ottoman Hariciye, in
terms of both personnel and institutional principles, could rarely been utilized

by the TBMM government in the 1920-22 period.” This situation put pressure

Ibid. 70.

Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 70-71. Esendal, upon his appointment to Baku, also mentions the
lack of necessary diplomatic cadres in the early years of TBMM governments. He was ap-
pointed as the “diplomatic representative of the government in Ankara” because, in his words,
“there were no men in those days.” Ibid. Esendal also states that he was by no means ready
for the profession of diplomacy. Indeed, a serious burden awaited Memduh Sevket in Baku.
He had to deal with the problems of Turkish prisoners of war in Baku; furthermore, he was
responsible not only for relations with Azerbaijan but for the whole region between the Black
Sea and the Caspian Sea. Memduh Sevket also reported the Latin alphabet initiatives of the
Azerbaijan government to Ankara which was useful for a similar reform that would be real-
ized in republican Turkey six years later. This initiative, to some extent, was similar to those
of nineteenth-century Ottoman ambassadors whose observations during their terms in Eu-
rope contributed to reform processes within the Ottoman Empire. His relative successes in
Baku both broadened the cadre spared for the Baku representation and led Ankara to establish
a representation in Tbilisi. Memduh Sevket, who, in his own words, “was not ready for the
profession of diplomacy,” continued his diplomatic career with interruptions. He served as
Turkey’s ambassador to Tehran (1925-1926) and Kabul (1933-1941) during the early republican
period. Ibid.

Ibid., 82.

As a striking example, Ahmet Muhtar (Mollaoglu) Bey, who entered Ottoman diplomatic ser-
vice in 1890 and served as Ottoman ambassador to Athens (1911-1913), was not only appointed
as representative to Tbilisi and ambassador to Moscow, but also served as the Minister of For-
eign Affairs during the national struggle years. Ahmet Mubhtar, after the declaration of the
republic, was appointed to Washington in 1925, as republican Turkey’s first ambassador to the
United States. Ibid., 119.
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on the TBMM government with regards to find required skilled personnel and
to establish an organizational structure.

As said earlier, the diplomatic cadres were limited and numerous people
without a diplomatic background served as diplomats either in Ankara or in
the diplomatic missions of the TBMM government. This led the Ankara gov-
ernment to appoint representatives or ambassadors among the deputies of the
TBMM. The ordinance of the TBMM prohibited deputies from simultane-
ously serving as civil servants. The exceptions to this regulation were for com-
manders of armies and army corps and diplomatic representatives, ambassa-
dors (sefirlik). Ahmed Muhtar (Mollaoglu) and Ahmet Ferit (Tek) were
appointed to Tbilisi and Paris respectively, upon the decision of the TBMM.*!
These two deputies were considered to be on leave in order to serve their dip-
lomatic mission.” This formula was used even after the declaration of the re-
public in 1923, and various army commanders and diplomats served as depu-
ties in the TBMM until a legal regulation in 1927 altogether prohibited
deputies from being engaged in civil service simultaneous with their duty in
the TBMM.*

Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 111. Thanks to this formulation, the Ankara government found a
way to overcome the personnel shortage, but was difficult for the TBMM to conclude whether
the government (Icra Vekilleri Heyeti) or the national assembly should have the authority to
permit deputies to serve as diplomatic representatives. Ibid.

Ibid.

This regulation was a part of the first organizational law of the foreign ministry which was
accepted in 1927. See “Hariciye Vekaleti Memurin Kanunu,” (Foreign Ministry Civil Servants
Law), Kanunum.net Website, accessed November 17 2014, available from
http://www.kanunum.com/Kanun/1154/HARICIYE-VEKALETI-MEMURIN-
KANUNU_xxcid13861. There were also those who served in two branches of the bureaucracy
simultaneously. Kemalettin Sami Pasha resigned from the TBMM in August 1924 when he
was appointed as Turkey’s ambassador to Berlin. Yet, Kemalettin Sami continued his military
career and even played a role in the suppression of the $eyh Said Revolt in 1925. In August
1926 he was promoted to the rank of general (Ferik) and retired from military service in Sep-
tember 1928. He continued to serve as ambassador to Berlin until his death on April 15, 1934.
Mubhittin (Akyliz) Pasha, while still a member of the Turkish army, served as Turkey’s ambas-
sador to Tehran and Cairo and retired from the army on September 24, 1928. Mete Tungay,

91



94

95

96
97

HUSEYIN SERT

3.2.2  The Republican Foreign Ministry as a Fledging National Security
Organization (1922-1939)

In his statements on the reciprocity principle in diplomatic relations, Rana
notes that “the presence of foreign embassies is seen by developing states ...
as a symbol of their international status.”* Early republican Turkey experi-
enced a unique, indeed radical form of this situation. When the sultanate was
abolished on November 1, 1922, the government in Ankara announced that
“all the diplomatic organization of the Istanbul government is abolished.”>
This was a significant decision since a great proportion of senior Ottoman dip-
lomats, unlike most military men, “preferred the comfort of Istanbul to the
uncertainties of Ankara” and stayed in the Ottoman capital.” Hence, the an-
nouncement inevitably influenced the professional careers of numerous Otto-
man diplomats. On his way to the Lausanne Conference in November 1922,
I[smet Paga, then Minister of Foreign Affairs, decided that Ottoman missions
in West and Northern Europe would be subordinate to the Paris representa-
tion of the TBMM; Ottoman missions in Central and Eastern Europe (with
the exception of the embassy in Moscow, since there was already a mission)
would be subordinate to the Rome representation of the TBMM.” In this

Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nde Tek Parti Yonetiminin Kurulmas: (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayin-
lar1, 2009), 122.

Rana, The Contemporary Embassy..., 110. For a detailed analysis on the relationship between
hosting foreign representations and international status, see J. David Singer and Melvin Small,
“The Composition and Status Ordering of the International System: 1815-1940,” World Politics
18, no. 2 (1966): 236-282.

Tuncer, Atatiirk’iin Dig Politikasi, 178. Ottoman diplomats were not so keen to leave Istanbul
during the national struggle years. Among the 184 Ottoman Foreign Service officers, notes
Harris, only thirty-nine transferred to the republican foreign ministry before November 1,
1922. Harris, Atatiirk’s Diplomats..., 24. Moreover, the dissolution of Ottoman diplomacy was
a fait accompli due to technical and financial considerations. “On August 15, 1922, the Otto-
man Foreign Ministry had already instructed all its European posts because of financial diffi-
culties, the top ranking official in each country would be put on enforced leave in a year.”
Ibid., 79.

Salahi Ramadan Sonyel, Turkish Diplomacy (1918-1923) (London: Sage Publications, 1975), 37.
Tuncer, Atatiirk’iin D1s Politikast, 179. The decision was made in Paris. When Foreign Minister

Ismet Pasha (In6nii) arrived Lausanne, it was announced that the conference was delayed for
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regard, Ottoman ambassadors were not dismissed but they were subordinated
to officers who were once their juniors.”® Even so, these diplomats were lucky,
because they could continue working as diplomats. Some Ottoman ambassa-
dors, however, could not maintain their diplomatic career in the republican
period.”

The subordination of Ottoman embassies to the TBMM'’s representation
in Paris was completed in two weeks.'® This process also helped “the Ankara
government both to monitor the actions of former Ottoman diplomatic mis-
sions and diplomats and to record the remaining estates and personnel of Ot-

toman Empire abroad.”’®" The TBMM government now had the opportunity

one week. Instead of returning to Ankara or staying in Lausanne, Ismet went to Paris for sep-
arate talks with his French counterparts. ismet Pasha then declared this decision to Ahmed
Ferid Bey, then the TBMM'’s representative in Paris. Although not with the title of ambassa-
dor, Ahmed Ferid was already overtaking enormous responsibilities as the representative to
Paris. Ismet Pasha’s decision to subordinate Ottoman embassies in Western Europe to his
authority made Ahmed Ferid one of the most influential diplomats of his time. Ibid.

Ibid., 179.

Galip Kemali S6ylemezoglu was an Ottoman ambassador known for his open support of the
TBMM government. Despite this support and his visit to Mudanya during the armistice talks
in 1922, Soylemezoglu was not permitted to continue his diplomatic career under the auspices
of the new nationalist administration. In his memoirs, Séylemezoglu links his suspension to
“the gossip of some jealous and immoral people who labeled him pro-Sultan and prevented
him from arranging a meeting with Mustafa Kemal.” Galip Kemali Séylemezoglu, Basimiza
Gelenler: Yakin Bir Mazinin Hatiralar:1 Mondros’tan Mudanya’ya (1918-1922) (Istanbul: Kanaat
Kitabevi, 1939), 303.

Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 170.

Ibid. Monitoring the actions of the remnants of Ottoman the dynasty and bureaucracy was a
considerable concern for the ruling elite of Republican Turkey. Suat (Davaz) Bey, the first un-
dersecretary of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, was appointed as Turkey’s representative to
Rome on June 21, 1923. One of of Suat Bey’s first tasks was to have Mehmed VI, who had fled
abroad on November 17, 1922 on a British dreadnought (the Malaya), surveilled by his officers.
Indeed, the Ankara government had also appointed Suat Bey’s predecessor, Celalettin Arif
Bey, to monitor the actions of Mehmed VI (Vahdeddin). Celalettin Arif Bey had hired an
Italian detective to watch Mehmed V1. Measures taken during Suat Bey’s term in Rome were
stricter. The resignation of his predecessor was probably due to the need for more committed
monitoring. PMRA, 7.22.01. June 21, 1923. In the last days of 1923, the Ankara government

inaugurated a vice consulate in Genoa to gather information about the actions of Mehmed
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to utilize all the means of Ottoman diplomacy, and in this manner, some Ot-
toman diplomats were recruited into the republican diplomatic bureaucracy
whereas others were eliminated.

The diplomats of early republican Turkey had to deal with numerous tasks
that were in most cases directly related to the domestic political conjuncture.
Suat (Davaz) Bey, Turkey’s ambassador to Rome between August 1923 and
April 1932, spent considerable working hours on the statues of Mustafa Kemal
that would be erected throughout Turkey in the 1920s and 30s.!> Mehmet
Miinir (Ertegiin) Bey, during his term in Paris as ambassador between 1930
and 1932, was tasked to pursue book purchasing orders of Mustafa Kemal Pa-
sha, who was in a “reading campaign.”® Through this duty, Harris notes,
Miinir “played a supportive role in the effort to portray Turkey as an important
source of world culture and in the language and educational reform that were
associated with this effort.”'** Miinir was a devout proponent of nationalist
“grand theories” of the time such as the Sun Language Theory (Giines Dil Te-
orisi), and the Turkish History Thesis (Tiirk Tarih Tezi).'”” During his

VI. Fuat Izzet Bey, the head of the consular mission in Genoa, would have been a subordinate
of Suat Bey and continued in his post until July 1926. This illustrates that the republican elite
was sensitive enough to the actions of the last sultan and his family to spare the personnel of
one or even two diplomatic and consular missions to follow the daily habits of these remnants
of the Ottoman dynasty. $imsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 206.

Ibid., 209-212.

Ibid., 300.

Harris, "Cementing Turkish-American Relations: The Ambassadorship of (Mehmet) Miinir
Ertegiin (1934 1944),” in Studies in Atatiirk’s Turkey, eds. George S. Harris and Nur Bilge Criss
(Leiden: Brill, 2009), 80.

The Sun Language Theory was a pseudoscientific linguistic hypothesis developed in the early
republican Turkey during the 1930s. The theory proposed that all human languages were de-
scendants of the Turkic language. The Turkish History Thesis similarly argued that the Turks
were the ancestors of all brachycephalic peoples including the Indo-Europeans, whose origins
date back to Central Asia. “the Turkish race had created civilizations in all lands, to which the
Turks had migrated. Consequently, the contemporary Turks were the inheritors of the glories
of ancient Sumerians, Egyptians, and Greeks, among others.” Soner Cagaptay, "Race, Assim-
ilation and Kemalism: Turkish Nationalism and the Minorities in the 1930s," Middle Eastern

Studies 40, no. 3 (2004), 88.
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ambassadorship in Washington, Mehmet Miinir (Ertegiin) was also accredited
to Mexico. In his three-week-long trip to Mexico City, the capital of Mexico,
Mehmet Miinir focused on Mayan place names in order to find similarities
with Turkish, which, as Harris notes, was an effort “to give support to the [Sun
Language] theory that Atatiirk was then investigating to the effect that Turkish
was the mother language of the world.”'* The common characteristic of the
services of Suat Bey and Miinir Bey was the personality of Mustafa Kemal.
Along with civil reforms, progress in terms of military capability was on the
agenda of the young Turkish Republic and also preoccupied the work agenda
of Turkish diplomats. Especially Turkish diplomats in industrialized countries
were responsible for “procur [ing military equipment] where they could be
obtained at minimal cost.”'"

Perhaps one of the most interesting missions for a Turkish diplomat dur-
ing the early republican period was realized by Mehmet Enis (Akaygen) dur-
ing his years as minister (el¢i) in Athens. While in charge in Athens between
1929 and 1934 as its mission chief, Mehmet Enis played a prominent role in
improving Turco-Greek relations. Before his appointment to Greece as a min-
ister, the two governments had almost frozen their relations. The ambassadors
had mutually withdrawn, and mostly due to the chaotic political atmosphere
in Greece, the two sides were on the verge of declaring war over unsettled dis-

putes.'®

The Mustafa Kemal-Venizelos rapprochement improved Turco-
Greek relations in the 1930s, and Mehmet Enis Bey was the catalyst. After a
while, Akaygen was appointed as the Turkish ambassador to Tehran. His pop-
ularity among the Greek government and the public was so strong that the
Greek government offered him also to deal with the affairs of the Greek pop-

ulation in Iran since no diplomatic missions of Greece were assigned in this

Harris, "Cementing Turkish-American Relations: The Ambassadorship of (Mehmet) Miinir
Ertegiin (1934 1944),” 182.

Harris, “Repairing Turkish-American Relations After the First World War: Ahmet Muhtar in
Washington,” in Studies in Atatiirk’s Turkey, eds. George S. Harris and Nur Bilge Criss (Lei-
den: Brill, 2009), 164.

Damla Demir6zii, Savastan Barisa Giden Yol: Atatiirk-Venizelos Donemi Tiirkiye- Yunanistan

Iliskileri (Istanbul: fletisim, 2007), 58.
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country.'” This uncommon diplomatic courtesy clearly illustrates the confi-
dence that Akaygen earned in the eyes of the Greek government.'® Similarly,
Mehmet Miinir Ertegiin, during his ambassadorship in Washington (1934-44),
undertook “charge of Iranian interests between 1936 and 1938, when the [Ira-
nian] Shah ordered his legation closed and recalled his envoy.”'"! Greece and
Iran, countries known for their rivalry against Turkey, deputized Turkish dip-
lomats for their representation. This situation not only reveals the enhanced
relations that the Turkish Republic had with its neighbors but clarifies the de-
gree of the success of early republican diplomacy.

The adoption of the Latin alphabet on November 1, 1928, was among the
most prominent early republican reforms that was experienced not only in
Anatolia but also in countries where ethnic Turks were living as minorities.
Monitoring and promoting this transformation was a primary objective for
Turkish diplomats, too. During his term in Sofia as ambassador (1926-1930),
Hiisrev (Gerede) Bey dealt with the accommodation of Turks in Bulgaria to
Latin alphabet.!"? After the first Turkish National Congress was held in Bul-
garia under the auspices of Hiisrev Bey, Bulgarian Turks adopted the Latin
alphabet instead of Arabic letters.'”’ The early republican administration paid

considerable attention to preventing Turks living outside the borders of early

Enis Tulca, Enis Bey: Atatiirk, Venizelos ve Bir Diplomat (Istanbul: Simurg, 2003), 54.

This was indeed an infrequently practiced diplomatic custom. Abram I. Elkus, the last Amer-
ican ambassador to the Ottoman Empire between 1916 and 1917, is known to have “transferred
all business with Americans to the Swedish [ambassador] in Istanbul before his departure.”
Nur Bilge Criss, “By Shades of Diplomatic Recognition: American Encounters with Turkey,”
in Studies in Atatiirk’s Turkey: The American Dimension, eds. S. Harris and Nur Bilge Criss,
(Leiden: Brill, 2009), 104. The case of Mehmet Enis is interesting due to the hostile relations
between Turkey and Greece.

Harris, Cementing Turkish-American Relations: The Ambassadorship of (Mehmet) Miinir
Ertegiin (1934 1944),” 187.

Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 336.

Ibid. The adoption of the Latin alphabet among Bulgarian Turks was not easy. The Turks living
in Turkey’s northwestern neighbor were divided on the issue of whether to adopt the Latin
alphabet or continuing using Arabic letters. $imsir notes that Hiisrev Bey clearly sided with
the pro-Latin alphabet group, and his support was influential for the adoption of the Latin
alphabet among Turks in Bulgaria. Ibid.
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republican Turkey from being influenced by political opponents of the new
regime who were in exile.'"*

The political agenda of early republican Turkey was also a significant con-
cern and an area of responsibility for early republican diplomats. Major polit-
ical opponents of the period, who went to exile due to inner political disputes,
were strictly monitored by Turkish diplomats assigned to the cities where
these people were living. The typical example of this was the case of Mehmet
Rauf (Orbay) who had to live abroad after the legal and political consequences
of trials in 1926.""* Rauf’s visit to India from the United Kingdom was reported
to Ankara by Turkey’s embassy in Baghdad."'¢ Kocak notes that the early re-
publican regime perceived Rauf’s journey as a matter concerning the cali-
phate.'”” Fear about the revitalization of the caliphate, especially under British
patronage, was a major concern for the republican elite and was thus a matter
of investigation by Turkish diplomatic missions. Turkey’s consulate in Jerusa-
lem, for instance, reported to the foreign ministry that “a caliphate conference
in Hyderabad had not and would not convene.”"'® Similarly, during the 1930s,
Turkish diplomats closely monitored the Far East, most notably the Japanese
Empire, since Abdulkerim Efendi, the grandson of Abdulhamid II, was ac-
tively trying to establish an Islamic state in Xinjiang (China) with the support

Cemil Kogak, Tek Parti Déneminde Muhalif Sesler (Istanbul: Iletisim, 2011), 121-122. The Turk-
ish consulate in Komotini, for example, alarmed prime ministry about the actions of the 150s
(1507likler) in a report that also illustrated that early republican Turkey was by no means re-
luctant to provide financial support to proponents of her secularist position vis-a-vis the in-
fluencess of the regime’s opponents. Ibid.

On June 14, 1926, an assassination attempt against Mustafa Kemal was prevented. The plot was
claimed to have involved former ministers, deputies, and governors. The Courts of Independ-
ence (Istiklal Mahkemeleri) were formed in Izmir and Ankara to unearth the plot. Rauf Bey
was among the alleged perpetrators. During the trials, he fled to Europe to avoid possible
execution. Tuncay, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nde Tek Parti Yonetiminin Kurulmasi, 167-169.
Kogak, Tek Parti Déneminde Muhalif Sesler, 23.

Ibid.

Ibid., 26.
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of Japanese army.""” Due to the fact that there were anti-Kemalist dissidents
among the supporters of Abdulkerim, Turkish diplomats monitored the re-
gion carefully.?

Apart from monitoring of members of the Ottoman dynasty, major polit-
ical opponents, and critical issues such as the caliphate, relatively low-profile
potential opponents of the new regime were also followed by Turkish diplo-
matic missions. Some of the 150 personae non gratae (1507ikler) were also
closely watched by Turkish diplomatic and consular missions in the cities and
countries in which they resided in exile. Refi Cevat (Ulunay), a prominent
journalist of World War I and afterwards, was included in the “150’likler” list
due to his opposition to the National Struggle and his pro-British views. He
was closely monitored by the Turkish embassy in Paris during his years in ex-
ile.”*! Similarly, Yesilzade Aziz Nuri, who was appointed as the governor of
Bursa during the Greek invasion of the city, was closely watched by Turkey’s
embassy in Athens.'*

During the early republican period, not only did individuals and groups
constitute a threat to the political power of Mustafa Kemal, but the founder of
the new republic had to face threats to his life. Simsir notes six assassination
attempts against Mustafa Kemal that were mostly led by Armenian groups.'*
Turkish diplomatic and consular missions undertook the responsibility of
monitoring the actions of those suspected of being involved in plots against

Mustafa Kemal.'** Perpetrators of the aforementioned conspiracies were also

A. Merthan Diindar, “Bagbakanlik Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Arsivlerinde Bulunan Kore ile
Igili Belgeler Uzerine Bir Degerlendirme,” Asya/Pasifik Calismalar: Tiirkiye Yilligi, (2007/2),
66.

Ibid., 66.

Kogak, Tek Parti Déneminde Muhalif Sesler, 116. Kogak cites this information from the work
of Sadiman Halic1 on people on the “150°likler” list. The name of the group refers to the 150
people sent into exile after the Greco-Turkish War (1919-1922) due to their opposition to the
TBMM government. See $adiman Halic, 150likler (MA Thesis, Eskisehir: Anadolu Univer-
sity, 1998).

Kogak, Tek Parti Déneminde Muhalif Sesler, 116.

Bilal Simsir, Sehit Diplomatlarimiz (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 2000), 61-73.

Ibid.
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tracked in some cities. When the Ministry of Interior, for example, alerted the
foreign ministry to monitor the actions of an Armenian named Artin Karabet,
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs alerted the Turkish embassy in Bucharest and
the consulate general in Constanta.'* Similarly, Muhittin Akytiz, then Turkish
ambassador to Cairo, apprised of a gang consisting of five people which were
planning a plot against Mustafa Kemal.'*® Cairo was also the city in which Rauf
Orbay, one of the most prominent political opponents of Mustafa Kemal, lived
for a great proportion of his years in exile. Firuz (Kesim) Bey, the Turkish con-
sul to Komotini, Greece, also revealed a plot against Mustafa Kemal during his
tenure.'”” The Turkish consulates in Skopje and Thessaloniki and the Turkish
legation in Sofia warned Turkish governments of the time about plot attempts
on the life of Mustafa Kemal.'?®

During the early republican period, the ruling elite was skeptical of mis-
sionary activities.'*® These activities were also closely monitored by the early
republican Turkey closely. Strikingly, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was in-
volved in the monitoring process along with the Ministry of Interior."** On the

other hand, monitoring of international media for news about Turkey as well

Ibid., 62.

Ibid., 64.

Ibid.

Ibid., 68-70. During his presidency, Mustafa Kemal indeed received direct threats to his life
or at least his regime and leadership. In addition to Simsir's statements, a meeting between
Nikolaos Politis, then the Greek Ambassador to Paris, and Turkish political opponents in exile
reveals that political opposition against the early republican elite was actively seeking to over-
throw the regime even at the end of 1920s, almost three years after the Izmir plot of 1926.
Politis notes that “a group of people consisting of Turkish political opponents told him the
political atmosphere in Turkey was against Mustafa Kemal and they were in preparation for a
coup.” The group, led by Resit Bey, one of the prominent figures of the Hamidian period,
“requested the assistance of Greek government in their effort to collapse new Turkey.” This
request was not taken into consideration by Elefteros Venizelos who was strongly in favor of
a rapprochement with Turkey. Demirdzii, Savastan Barisa..., 97-98. The remarks of Politis
reveal that the efforts of Turkish diplomats to monitor the actions of political opponents
abroad was by no means a useless effort.

Kogak, Tek Parti Déneminde Muhalif Sesler, 87.

Ibid. A document dated 22 May 1932 reported the actions of a Hungarian bishop. Ibid.
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as the domestic media’s foreign policy coverage was among the duties of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the early republican period. This was also a prac-
tice in Ottoman diplomacy. The Press Department (Matbuat Miidiiriyeti) of
the late Ottoman diplomatic bureaucracy was responsible for informing the
foreign minister (nazir) and undersecretary (miistesar) about news in the for-
eign media.””! While sustaining this Ottoman legacy during the early republi-
can period, the ruling elite demanded that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs also
monitor the news and articles related to foreign policy issues in the Turkish
press.'*

Although Ankara was proclaimed the capital of the “new Turkey,” the
recognition of this decision necessitated further diplomatic efforts. In 1927,
diplomatic missions were still in Istanbul instead of Ankara.”*’ Certain gov-
ernments, led by the United Kingdom, insisted to maintain their embassies in
Istanbul. Sir Ronald Lindsay, then the British ambassador to the Ottoman Em-
pire, “refused to accept Ankara as Turkey’s capital and ... pressed other Euro-
peans to follow.”** According to him, “the new Turkish state was not worth

the dignity of ambassadorial representation.”* The British embassy remained

Erkan Tural, L. Diinya Savast Oncesinde Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve Avrupa Devlet Sistemi (Is-
tanbul: IQ Kiiltiir Sanat Yayincilik, 2009), 166. Related news was translated every day and pre-
sented to authorities in a previously determined format.

Kogak, Tek Parti Déneminde Muhalif Sesler, 163.

In January 1925 there were twenty-two diplomatic missions in Turkey. Only two of them
(those of Afghanistan and France) were settled in Ankara. The Turkish government suggested
granting land to diplomatic missions to promote the moving of their embassies from Istanbul
to Ankara. Bilal $imsir, Ankara... Ankara: Bir Baskentin Dogusu (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi,
1988), 287-328.

George S. Harris, “Repairing Turkish-American Relations After the First World War,” 173.
Ibid. In the early days of Republican Turkey, the “capital issue” was not the only problem with
Britain. The latter was also stonewalling the new Republic’s diplomatic existence in Britain.
Turkey appointed Zekai (Apaydin) Bey as the minister to London expecting that he would be
treated as an ambassador, which did not happen. He was, instead, recognized as Minister First
Class. Ahmed Ferit (Tek) was recognized by the British government as the ambassador on

June 1, 1925. Harris, Atatiirk’s Diplomats, 83.
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in Istanbul although the Turkish government granted the British government
land in Ankara."

This policy of resistance was considerably fruitful. In 1931, even after the
United Kingdom had established an embassy in Ankara, there were still two
major countries that had not. The United States moved its embassy from Is-
tanbul to Ankara in 1937, whereas Mussolini’s Italy became the latest country
to establish an embassy in Ankara at the late date of 1941."%’

Moving diplomatic representations from Istanbul to Ankara was symbol-
ically important not only for the young Turkish Republic but also for the West-
ern states. Western states resisted because they opposed “the change of the
Turkish government’s new diplomatic course and abandonment of the Otto-
man old diplomacy.”**® The only exception to Western opposition to the sub-
stitution of Ankara for Istanbul was Weimer Germany. The German govern-
ment gave diplomatic support for the early republican elite’s right to make that
decision.””® Turkish government was insistent on the removal of diplomatic
missions from Istanbul since they were “regarded as reminiscent of the Tan-
zimat diplomacy in which ambassadors acted like semi-colonial governors”'*°
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the early republican period, in this regard,
declined all requests from ambassadors in Ankara to meet the Turkish Foreign
Minister.'*!

Barlas & Giiveng state that the early republican foreign ministry was a mix
of the remnants of late Ottoman diplomacy and those Turkish diplomats who
participated in the Lausanne Conference of 1922-23."* Indeed, members of the

delegation at the Lausanne Peace Conference were the main elements of the

Demirozii, Savastan Barisa..., 52

Nur Bilge Criss, "By Shades of Diplomatic Recognition...," 97-98, Having two embassies in
Turkey caused also technical difficulties for the Department of State, such as “inefficient use
of personnel.” Ibid.

Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy, 254.

Kogak, Tiirkiye’de Milli Sef Dénemi, vol. I (Istanbul: Iletisim, 2012), 343.

Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy, 254.

Haldun Derin, Cankaya Ozel Kalemini Amimsarken (1933-1951) (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt
Yayinlari, 1995), 48-49.

Barlas and Giiveng, 77.
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early republican Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs in ensuing years. Unsur-
prisingly, Mustafa Kemal Pasha decided the Turkish delegation to the confer-
ence. He secured the appointment of Ismet Inénii as the foreign minister to
represent the TBMM in Lausanne.'*® Apart from three delegates, Turkish del-
egation consisted of thirty-seven advisers, secretaries, translators, and aides.'**
Indeed, throughout the 1920s, Turkish diplomats improved their professional
capabilities through participation in critical diplomatic cases. Delegations to
Moscow and London in 1921, to the Lausanne Peace Conference in 1922-1923
and, to the Turco-Greek population exchange in 1923-1924 were among these
prominent and landmark diplomatic processes that not only determined the
pillars of early republican foreign policy but provided Turkish diplomats with
a kind of “vocational retraining.”

One typical example in the 1930s was the Montreaux Conference on the
Turkish Straits in 1936. Along with then-Foreign Minister Tevfik Riistii Aras,
the Turkish delegation to Montreaux consisted of other prominent figures
such as Fethi Okyar, the ambassador to the United Kingdom, Suat Davas, the
ambassador to France, Asim Giindiiz, the vice president of Turkish General
Headquarters, and Necmettin Sadak, the permanent representative at the
United Nations.'* The secretary general of the delegation was Cevat A¢ikalin,
while Fatin Ristii Zorlu, who had joined the ministry just four years previ-
ously in 1932, was among the members of Turkish delegation and held the title

of “secretary to the embassy.”'* The experience gained throughout the

Demirci, Belgelerle Lozan..., 78-79. Mustafa Kemal’s support for Ismet was so acute that his
position as chief delegate was unanimously approved by the TBMM. This was not the case for
the other two delegates, Riza Nur and Hasan (Saka). Fifty-four deputies voted against the for-
mer, whereas Hasan Saka was also rejected by thirty deputies.

Harris, Atatiirk’s..., 57. The large number among the delegation was due to several reasons.
The existence of a strong opposition faction within the TBMM forced Mustafa Kemal to in-
clude people from this group as a concession. Some members of the delegation had special
duties other than diplomatic representation. Ziilfii Tigrel, for instance, served as the watchdog
of Mustafa Kemal during the conference. Ibid.

Semih Giinver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu’nun Oykiisii (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1985), 23.

Ibid.
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conference improved the negotiation skills of early republican diplomats
which would become useful, especially during World War II.'*

One of the indicators of the activism of early republican Turkish diplo-
macy was the steadily increasing need for higher budgets. On February 4, 1922,
the TBMM agreed to provide and additional 165,000 Turkish lire for the
budget of the foreign ministry."*® In November 1922, the budget of the Minis-
try for 1923 was increased.'* The budget allocated for the peace conference in
Lausanne was 300,000 Turkish lire, however, because the conference was in-
terrupted in spring 1923, an additional 250,000 Turkish Lire were allocated to
the Turkish delegation.'*® The foreign ministry’s budget was also used for the
needs of the corps diplomatique in Turkey. This was related to the aim of per-
suading foreign governments to accept the new Republican Turkey as a legit-
imate government and Ankara as its capital.””' Although the ministry’s budget
was increased and consolidated in the early republican period, the Turkish
government was reluctant to establish new diplomatic missions because of fi-

152

nancial shortfalls."** For instance, when the Turkish government thought to

A similar case was valid for the Geneva Conference on the Sancak [Hatay] Question held in
1937. The Turkish delegation headed by Numan Menemencioglu, then secretary general, con-
sisted of members of the younger generation such as Abdullah Zeki Polar, Tarik Emin Yenisey,
Cemil Vafi, Semseddin Mardin, and of course, Fatin Riistii Zorlu. These young diplomats, all
of who would serve as ambassadors in ensuing years, were awarded with a “letter of appreci-
ation” for their service during the conference. The conference itself of course contributed to
the merits of these young diplomats more so than official appreciation letters. Emine Esenbel
also states in her memoirs that Zorlu frequently referred to his observations from the Mon-
treaux Conference. Osman Ondes, Bin Renk Bir Omiir: Sefire Emine Esenbel’in Anilart (Istan-
bul: Remzi Kitabevi, 2014), 87.

PMRA 1369. 30..18.1.1 4.47..5. February 4, 1922. Accessed August 2, 2014.

PMRA 1821.109.17. 30..18.1.1. 5.27..17. September 5, 1922. Accessed August 2, 2014.

PMRA 2403. 400.5. 30..18.1.1. 7.15..4. April 10, 1923. Accessed August 2, 2014.

The expenses for the official car of the then-Soviet ambassador were also under the responsi-
bility of the foreign ministry as a consequence of the military and diplomatic cooperation
between the two governments. The ministry also undertook the cost of hiring the “Tophane
Kasr1” allocated to the Bosphorus Commission which was established in accordance with the
Lausanne Peace Treaty in 1923. PMRA 2630. 30..18.1.1. 16.65..5. October 11, 1925. Accessed Au-
gust 2, 2014.

Harris, “Repairing-Turkish American Relations 170.
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appoint an envoy to Mexico, they nominated Ahmet Muhtar for the post while
maintaining his ambassadorship in Washington.'**

Diplomats in early republican Turkey were well aware that foreign minis-
try personnel needed discretionary funds for diplomatic operations. Ahmet
Muhtar (Mollaoglu) Bey, stated at the TBMM in February 1921 that “no for-
eign ministry can be administrated without discretionary funds.”"** When he
was appointed as the Turkish ambassador to Washington in 1927, Ahmet Mu-
htar was insistent about receiving “at least 20,000 lira” of funding from the
government to rehabilitate his country’s image in the United States.”> Mehmet
Miinir (Ertegiin), during his tenure in Paris as ambassador in 1930, requested
similar funding from then Prime Minister Ismet (In6nii). Mehmet Miinir
“pleaded poverty to request reimbursement for entertaining important British
political figures to celebrate the tenth anniversary of the republic.”*

The budget of the ministry during the early republican years certainly in-
creased due to the increasing number of its personnel. For about “200 former
Ottoman foreign service officers” and “twenty new members” were accepted
into the ministry in 1923."”” This was followed by thirty in 1924, seventy-five in
1925, thirty in 1926, and fifteen in 1927."** The conditions of the Great Depres-

sionforced the ministry to reduce the number of its personnel after 1929."*

Ibid.

Harris, “Repairing-Turkish American Relations...;” 152.

Ibid., 157.

George S. Harris, "Cementing Turkish-American Relations...,” 180

Harris, Atatiirk’s Diplomats, 99.

Ibid., 99.

The most dramatic difference between the Ottoman Hariciye and that of Republican Turkey
was the ethnic compositions of the two ministries. While about eighty non-Muslims were
working in the Ottoman Foreign Ministry in 1912, the early republican foreign ministry con-
sisted of only Muslims. “Those with non-Muslim wives, especially those who did not convert
to Islam, were also forced out after the first few years of the Republic. Non-Turkish Muslims,
who had formed only a small minority in the foreign ministry, also disappeared entirely.
Those who actively opposed to Mustafa Kemal and his movement were prohibited. Moreover,
the shift of the ministry to Ankara discouraged some otherwise qualified from continuing.”
Ibid. The de-Ottomanization of the foreign ministry, however, was never realized although

there were plans for a comprehensive purge. As of 1927, for example, two-thirds of the senior
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Unlike in the first decade of early republican period, the ruling elite was reluc-
tant to recruit dozens of new officers into the ministry. Instead, between 1932
and 1937, only about five officers were recruited each year.'®

Budgets, in sum, influenced the operational capacity of the early republi-
can Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This was notably because of the con-
siderable asymmetry between the financial capabilities and the active efforts
in the diplomatic field. Allocating the right amount of funds to the right dip-
lomatic operation, in this regard, was a matter of intense negotiation both
among the foreign ministry and other state institutions and also between the
central organization of the ministry and its personnel abroad.

In his biography of Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk) named Cankaya, Falih Rifki
Atay notes that “discovering ‘young people}” and raising new men were among
the interests of Atatiirk.”'®! This was apparent in the diplomatic bureaucracy.
Hiiseyin Vasif (Cinar) Bey, who served as Turkey’s representative or ambassa-
dor to Prague, Budapest, Rome, and Moscow, was introduced to diplomatic
life by Mustafa Kemal.'®> With no diplomatic background, Hiiseyin Vasif was

a man of education and one of the ardent defenders of republican reforms.'*’

officials in the Republican foreign ministry had begun their careers in the Hamidian era. Ibid.
101-103. Not only the personnel but also the diplomatic mission buildings of the Ottoman
Empire were predominantly inherited by the young Turkish Republic. The Ottoman embassy
building in London, for example, was appropriated by the Turkish Republic. A. Nuri Yurdu-
sev, “Osmanli Mirasi ve Tiirk Dis Politikas1 Uzerine,” in Yeni Dénemde Tiirk Dis Politikast:
Uluslararasi IV. Tiirk Dis Politikast Sempozyumu Tebligleri, eds. Osman Bahadir Dinger,
Habibe Ozdal, Hacali Necefoglu (Ankara: USAK Yayinlari, 2010), 50.

Harris, Atatiirk’s Diplomats, 105. In 1927, the foreign ministry consisted of the following de-
partments and bureaus; First department (political affairs), Second department (administra-
tive affairs), Third department (consulate and commercial affairs), the directorate-general for
protocol, political advisors, legal advisors, the personal secretary to the minister, and related
technical and professional offices. The structure, established by Law No. 1154, was protected
from the 1930s through the late 1950s. Even in this period, two separate laws conducted for
the ministry in 1933 and 1939, respectively. Girgin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Dénemi Hariciye
Tarihimiz, 123-134.

Falih Rifki Atay, Cankaya (Istanbul: Pozitif Yayincilik, 2009), 555.

Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 232-238.

Ibid.
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After gaining the confidence of Mustafa Kemal, Hiiseyin Vasif began his dip-
lomatic career in 1925 and continued until his death in Moscow in 1935 — with
only a two-month interruption in 1929 when he served as the minister of ed-
ucation.'®*

Mustafa Kemal also assigned people with military backgrounds to espe-
cially prominent and critical posts. Early examples of this preference were ex-
emplified earlier through the appointment of Ali Fuat Pasha to the Soviet Un-
ion in 1921. In the early republican years, this policy, similar to Abdulhamid
IT’s appointments, was maintained. Kemalettin Sami, one of the high-ranking
commanders in the Greco-Turkish War (1919-1922), served as Turkey’s am-
bassador to Berlin between 1924 and his death in 1934. Hiisrev (Gerede) Bey
was another prominent “military” figure of early republican diplomacy. As a
member of the TBMM during the National Struggle years and, in the words
of Mustafa Kemal, his “first revolution and struggle comrade,” Hiisrev Bey
served as Turkey’s ambassador to Budapest (1924-1926), Sofia (1926-1930),
Tehran (1930-1934), Tokyo (1936-1939), Berlin (1939-1942), and Rio de Janeiro
(1947-1949)."® Contrary to Kemalettin Sami Bey, who pursued a diplomatic
career in just one country, Hiisrev Gerede served as ambassador in six. The
appointment of people without diplomatic careers as ambassadors primarily
stemmed from the lack of human resources in this realm. Mustafa Kemal was
the predominant actor in the appointment of these ambassadors.

Ambassadorial appointments were also used as a method of tacit exile.
Behi¢ Erkin, who was Turkey’s Minister of Public Works between January
1926 and October 1928, was appointed to Budapest, and in the following six-
teen years, he served as Turkey’s ambassador to Budapest (1928-1939) and then
Paris (1939-1944). Erkin had disputes with the Prime Minister Ismet Inénii,
and the Minister of Finance, Siikrii Saragoglu. In order to overcome the crisis,
Erkin noted that he demanded that Mustafa Kemal appoint him as ambassa-
dor to a diplomatic mission and added that both Mustafa Kemal and Inénii

were keen on this idea.'®

Ibid.
Ibid., 329-34s.
Behig Erkin, Hatirat (1876-1958) (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Yaynlari, 2010), 312-313.
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Hamdullah Suphi (Tanriéver) Bey, the chairman of the Turkish Hearths
(Tiirk Ocaklari), one of the pioneering institutions of the time for the promo-
tion of Turkish nationalist ideology, was appointed as the Turkish ambassador
to Bucharest when the Turkish Hearths were abolished in 1931 due to a series
of political purges after the Liberal Republican Party (Serbest Cumhuriyet Fir-
kasi) was disbanded in 1930.1”

Yakup Kadri, a renowned author, man of letters, and director of the Jour-
nal Kadro, a publication with a leftist interpretation of the official Kemalist
ideology, was appointed as Turkey’s ambassador to the Albanian capital, Ti-
rana. The reason for this appointment was a sentence in an essay in Kadro
noting that “reforms cannot be appropriated to the nations if they remain in
the hands of one person or a group.”*® Yakup Kadri [Karaosmanoglu], in the
following two decades, served as Turkey’s ambassador to Tirana (1934-1939),
Prague (1936-39), The Hague (1939-40), Bern (1942-49 and 1951-54), and Teh-
ran (1949-51) and collected his accounts on diplomatic service in Zoraki Dip-
lomat (Unwilling diplomat).'®® Like Erkin, he was appointed as ambassador to
be distanced from daily internal political, and ideological disputes.

The most interesting story of exile by appointment concerned the cases of
Inénii and Aras, respectively the longest serving prime minister and foreign
minister of the Republican period. Ismet Inénii had served as the prime min-
ister of the young Turkish Republic since 1924; however, he resigned after a
series of disputes with Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk in 1937. When the latter died on
November 10, 1938, Inonii was the favored candidate to succeed him. Tevfik
Riistii Aras, then-foreign minister, attempted to appoint Ismet Inénii as Tur-

key’s ambassador to Washington in order to prevent him to be the president.'”

Hamdullah Suphi was offered to choose from among Cairo, Belgrade, and Bucharest. He de-
cided on Bucharest in order to be involved in the affairs of the Gagavuz Turks, a Turkic mi-
nority maintaining the Christian Orthodox faith in Romania. $imsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 451.
For a detailed account of the history, ideology and influence of the Turkish Hearths, see Fiisun
Ustel, Imparatorluktan Ulus Devlete Tiirk Milliyetgiligi: Tiirk Ocaklari, (1912-1931) (Istanbul:
Iletisim, 2010).

Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu, Zoraki Diplomat (Istanbul: Iletisim, 2014), 16.

Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 487-505.

Cemil Kogak, Tiirkiye’de Milli Sef Donemi I, 146-147.
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The attempt failed and Inonii became the second president of the Republic of
Turkey. In the first days of his presidency, Inénii immediately demanded that
Prime Minister Celal Bayar to dismiss of Tevfik Riistii Aras. Aras was ap-
pointed as Turkey’s Ambassador to London by Inénii.'”!

Stikrii Saragoglu replaced Aras as the new foreign minister when Aras was
appointed to London as an ambassador. This was also the precursor of a
broader operation within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Cumhuriyet on July
7, 1939, announced to its readers that “a wide range of reappointments would
be realized among ambassadors.”'’*> The newspaper also noted that Haydar
Aktay, Rusen Esref Unaydin, and Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu would be ap-
pointed to different posts. Cumhuriyet projected correctly. Karaosmanoglu
was appointed to The Hague, whereas Haydar Aktay and Rusen Esref Unaydin
were appointed to Moscow and Budapest respectively.'”?

The appointment procedures were under the strict control of the ruling
elite of the time. The offices of the prime ministry and especially the presi-
dency had the authority to make final decisios on foreign policy issues. This
attitude determined the role diplomats could play in this period. In words of

Dikerdem,

Ibid.

“Sefirlerimiz Arasinda Tebeddiil [htimalleri,” (Possibilites of Change among Our Ambassa-
dors) Cumhuriyet, July 17939, 1. “Sefirlerimiz arasinda genis mikyasta tayinlerin yapilmak
tizere oldugu anlagilmaktadir.”

The newspaper projected that Haydar Aktay would be appointed to Moscow; thus, it was cor-
rect in his case. Moreover, the newspaper also informed that Yakup Kadri would be appointed
to one of the Nordic countries and Rusen Egref Unaydin to Belgrade. While Cumhuriyet was
wrong in case of Unaydin, it can also be concluded that leading elites had thought to appoint
him to Belgrade, then changed their minds and appointed him to Budapest, which was of
similar or equal rank for a Turkish diplomat. In any case, Simsir is right in stating that these
appointments had a political agenda after the death of Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk. Simsir, Bizim
Diplomatlar, 487-505. Other cases also evidence the claim that there was a wind of compre-
hensive change within the ministry after the death of Atatiirk. Fatin Riistli Zorlu, then a young
Turkish diplomat in the Paris Embassy of Turkey, was recalled to Ankara and assigned as the
“Director of the Department of Crypto Communications” as a means of humiliation. Zorlu
was one of the favorite diplomats of Atatiirk and the son-in-law of Tevfik Riigtii Zorlu, the

former foreign minister. Giinver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu'nun Oykiisii, 27.
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the function of the Hariciye was to put into practice what the Ebedi Sef
(the eternal chief, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk) and later the Milli Sef (the
national chief, Ismet Inonii) decided without question. ... The duty of
the diplomat was limited to this. Sounding out public opinion, evalu-
ating demands, and searching for foreign policy options were under
the command and authority of the Sef (president). ... The diplomat did
not think about such issues; [he] was not interested in political and
ideological orientations and just completed the missions like a military

officer.'”

Under these conditions, the professional merits of diplomatic staff were of sec-
ondary importance. The approach of leaders of the time is clear in a dialogue
between Yakup Kadri, one of the non-professional ambassadors of his time,

and the Mustafa Kemal, the president.

Sir, I said, “I've never been involved in civil service until now. With the
exception of teaching, I neither worked as officer nor as an adminis-
trator. ... The administrative structure of the government is totally un-
familiar to me. I do not foresee to adapting to the protocol require-
ments of the diplomatic profession. I am afraid that...” ...

Gazi [Mustafa Kemal] again interrupted ... my words. “Give up
these irrational concerns. ... After the victory so many people said,
‘you have finished your job as a commander. Leave the political and
governmental affairs to their experts.” There were so many people say-
ing, how can such an important diplomatic duty be assigned to a com-
mander?” when Ismet Paga was on his way to Lausanne” ... and he

pointed to Tevfik Ristii [Aras] Bey, laughing ... “Look at this person.

“Once ‘Ebedi Sef sonra ‘Milli Sef” hangi dis politikay1 se¢migse ... Hariciye'nin islevi o poli-
tikayr korii kériine uygulamakti. Diplomatin gérevi bundan ibaretti. Kamuoyunun nabzini
yoklamak, 6zlemlerini degerlendirmek, dis politika seceneklerini arastirmak yalniz Sefin
takdir ve yetkisinde idi. Diplomat bu gibi islere kafa yormaz, siyasal ve ideolojik akimlarla

ilgilenmez, asker gibi verilen gorevi yerine getirirdi.” Giiler, Salon Verir Sokak Aliriz, 530.
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He is our most ‘successful” foreign minister. He was educated as a gy-

necologist.”'”

The leaders of early republican Turkey were more interested in the loyalty of
ambassadors to the foreign policy preferences of the regime. Their qualifica-
tions to conduct diplomatic relations were of secondary significance. The crit-
ical aspect was to practice the foreign policy preferences of the leaders, most
notably the president. The concern of Yakup Kadri, concerning being aware of
the customs of diplomatic protocol, was of secondary importance in this re-
gard. As Tevfik Riistii Aras noted, the republican elite was “more interested in
... what was happening, instead of ceremonial procedures and image” in terms
of foreign policy issues.'”®

Turkish diplomats from different generations such as Kemal Girgin and
Mahmut Dikerdem have also indicated that their early predecessors were
without diplomatic qualifications and could not play significant roles in shap-
ing the foreign policy decisions of early republican Turkey. This common per-
spective has been subject to some criticism. Bilal Simsir, for example, criticizes
this view that defines early republican diplomats as “semi-illiterate,” asking
“are these people - the diplomats — gathered from [the train] stations just for

wearing ties?”'”” $imsir also criticizes the lack of satisfactory studies on early

“Pasam, dedim.” “Ben, bu yasa kadar hi¢ devlet hizmetinde bulunmus degilim. Hocaliktan
baska, ne memurluk, ne amirlik ettim. Hikiimetin idari mekanizmasi tamamiyle
meghiiliimdiir. Hele diplomasi meslekinin protokol icaplarina ayak uydurabilecegimi hi¢ um-
muyorum. Korkarim ki..” ...

Gazi, gene soziini kesti: “Birak Allah askina bu bos endiseleri,” dedi.”Bizim aramizda kag
kisi devlet islerine meslekten,ihtisastan geldigini iddia edebilir?Zaferi miiteakip bir¢ok kim-
seler bana,”Sen kumandan olarak vazifeni gordiin.Artik,siyaset ve hiikiimet umurunu erba-
bina birak,” demiglerdi.Ismet Paga Lausanne Konferansi’na giderken,”Yahu bu kadar mithim
bir diplomatik misyon bir askere nasil tevdi edilir?” diyen diyene idi.” Ve kahkahayla giilerek
Tevfik Ristii Bey’i gosterdi. “Bak su zata. Bizim en ‘muvaffak’ hariciye nazirimiz. Kendileri
kadin doktoru olarak yetismislerdi.” Karaosmanoglu, Zoraki..., 26-27.

Tevfik Riistii Aras, Lozanin Izlerinde On Yil (Istanbul: Aksam Matbaasi, 1935), 110.
Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 542-543.
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republican Turkish diplomacy and the prevention of research opportunities
(by the ministry archives) for researchers interested in the period.'”®

Simsir’s objections point to a useful discussion. Many ambassadors in the
early republican period were not originally career diplomats. That is true. Yet
this does not mean that these people lacked any formation. Only seven of the
thirty-eight ambassadors of the period lacked a higher education; two of
theseven, in fact, were graduates of the Mekteb-i Sultani (Galatasaray Lycee).'”
The least educated among this staff, like Memduh Sevket (Esendal) and Yakup
Kadri (Karaosmanoglu), were prominent men of letters of their times. More-
over, eleven of the thirty-eight ambassadors previously served as ministers in
various cabinets of early republican Turkish governments.'® These people, in
this regard, may have lacked experience in the diplomatic profession, but they
were experienced in civil service in general.

Early republican diplomacy was mainly based on the legacy of the late Ot-
toman Foreign Ministry. A-third of the thirty-eight ambassadors appointed
between 1923 and 1938 were members of the Ottoman Hariciye.'® Ahmet Mu-
htar (Mollaoglu) Bey, who served as Minister of Foreign Affairs and ambassa-
dor to Moscow and Washington during the Republican period, also held the
position of ambassador in the closing years of the Ottoman Foreign Ministry.
Another similar example was Mehmet Enis (Akaygen) Bey. After being ac-
cepted into Ottoman Hariciye in 1902, he served as a mid-ranking diplomat in
Russia, Italy, and Romania between 1906 and 1914.'*? As one of the committed
figures of the national struggle, Mehmet Enis Bey was appointed to Moscow
on November 11, 1923, and throughout the two following decades, he served
as a diplomat of the early republican administration in the Soviet Union,

Greece, and Iran.'®

Ibid., 541-542.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid., 543.

Tulga, Enis Bey..., 24.
Ibid., 28.
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During the 1930s, the foreign ministry professionalized its cadres. For the
first time in 1932, the foreign ministry began to recruit career officers through
an examination process.'® Three of the five applicants were accepted into the
ministry and became the first career diplomats to be recruited through an ex-
amination process.'®> They were Fatin Riistii (Zorlu), Adile Maksudi (Ayda),
and Hikmet Hayr1.'® The exam was “only open to university graduates” and
“officials without university degrees who had been admitted earlier were
barred from further promotion.”**

The legal basis for the recruitment of new officers was the first organiza-
tional law of the ministry enacted in 1927 and a decree regulating the exami-
nation process of candidates that was enacted in 1929.'® The new competition
(concours) system, which consisted of examining candidates in interviews in a
meeting, was coined by then-undersecretary (Katib-i Umumi) of the Ministry

of Foreign Affairs, Numan Menemencioglu. Menemencioglu himself headed

Giinver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu’nun Oykiisii, 17.

Semih Giinver, “Disisleri Meslek Memurlugu,” in Cagdas Tiirk Diplomasisi: 200 Yillik Siireg,
ed. Ismail Soysal (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1997), 739. There is, however, information
about the recruitment process of Fatin Riistii and others recruited in late 1932. Semih Giinver,
an ambassador who joined the ministry in the late 1930s, presents information about the nom-
inees and the jury for the first exam of the early republican Hariciye. In his words, “I found a
report of the Examination Committee [Imtihan Enciimeni] in the archives of [Ministry of]
Foreign Affairs. In the report, which was typed in Ottoman [Turkish], it was written that the
head of the jury was Numan [Menemencioglu], the secretary general and the members were
Cevat [A¢ikalin], Emin Ali [Tirkgeldi], Abdiilahat, Hulusi Fuat, Agah, and Sevket Fuat, the
protocol chief. One female and four men attended the examination and among these, in suc-
cessive order, Fatin Riistii, Adile Maksudi Hanim, and Hikmet Hayri Bey passed the exami-
nation. Other two candidates [efendiler] fell short. Moreover, Fatin Riistii was awarded a letter
of appreciation. Semih Giinver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu’nun Oykiisii, 17.

Ibid. Among these three officers, Fatin Riistii (Zorlu) would later on become a successful ca-
reer diplomat and influential figure in the ministry. Zorlu also served as minister of foreign
affairs from November 1957 until the coup d’état on May 27, 1960. Adile Maksudi, on the other
hand, was the first female career diplomat to serve in republican history.

Kuneralp, “The Ministry of Foreign Affairs,” 506.

PMRA 22.83.17 January 29, 1927. PMRA 6.60.3. December 11, 1929. PMRA
030.0.18.01.02.6.60.003. November 11, 1929.
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the exam commissions.'® After the introduction of the examination system,
generally speaking two categories of career officers emerged within the min-
istry. The first group consisted of officers who were accepted into the ministry
with neither higher education or advanced language skills but through a com-
prehensive examination process. The members of the second group were a
new young generation accepted in annual examinations implemented starting
in 1932. Along with Zorlu, young diplomats of the time Muharrem Nuri
(Birgi), Seyfullah Esin, Nurettin Vergin, Settar Iksel, Sadi Kavur, Cemil Vafi,
and Adnan Kural were among the members of the first generation of the min-
istry to have both higher education and satisfactory language skills.'*

Early republican Turkey’s representation in world capitals and cities was
directly related to political realities of the time. Turkey’s economic situation
also played a role. In 1930, the total number of diplomatic and consular mis-
sions was forty-eight.””! This number included embassies, first class legations,
second class legations, charge d’affairs, and consular missions. In the same
year, Turkey had five embassies in world capitals.’®” In 1914, the Ottoman Em-
pire was represented in eight capitals by ambassadors."* Throughout Mustafa
Kemal Atatiirk’s fifteen-year-long presidency, the maximum number of Turk-
ish embassies and legations (excluding consulates) was twenty-six.'** In these

fifteen years, the total number of people assigned with the titles of envoy,

In some cases, Mustafa Kemal even directly intervened in the examination process. For ex-
ample, Leyla Cambel was personally examined by him for entry into the ministry. Harris,
Atatiirk’s Diplomats, 26.

Giiler, Salon Verir..., 509. Muharrem Nuri [Birgi] was recruited into the foreign ministry in
the first month of 1932. It is unclear whether he joined the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy
through an examination. He later climbed to the highest ranks within the ministry and served
as secretary general.

Kemal Girgin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Dénemi Hariciye Tarihimiz, 131-132. Legations were
diplomatic missions administered not by an ambassador but by a minister. Minister (El¢i) was
a diplomatic rank above undersecretary but under ambassador. By 1960s, legations disap-
peared and the diplomatic rank of “minister” became obsolete.

Ibid.

Guglii, Eminence Grise of Turkish Foreign Service: Numan Menemencioglu, 19.

Simsir, “Atatiirk’iin Elgileri Uzerine,” 540.
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minister, or ambassador was thirty-eight."”> Their backgrounds were equally
varied; eight were of military origin, seven from civil service, seven were law
graduates, and seven who graduated from schools abroad.””® More than half
had previously served as members of parliament, and a quarter of the ambas-
sadors in this time period were once members of the cabinets.'*’

3.2.3 The 1930s, the 1940s, and the Influence of Numan Menemen-

cioglu

Between April 25, 1920, and August 16, 1943, six undersecretaries, that is “sec-
ond men,” served in the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs: Suat Davaz,
Tevfik Kemal Koperler, Ahmet Hikmet Miiftiioglu, Ali Sevket Berker, Mehmet
Enis Akaygen, and Numan Rifat Menemencioglu.””® Numan Menemencioglu
served as secretary general of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for the fourteen
years between July 1, 1929, and August 16, 1943, which remains a record even
today.”” Mahmut Dikerdem, who was recruited into the ministry during
Menemencioglu’s years as secretary general, depicts his strong influence as

follows:

Menemencioglu was ... unarguably the number one man of the Har-
iciye during the presidencies of both Atatiirk and Inonii. Whoever the
[Foreign] Minister was, the leader of the Hariciye was Numan
Menemencioglu. Neither before nor after him, did anyone attain the
honor of being “permanent secretary general.” ...

During the term of Atatiirk, Tevfik Riistii Aras was the head of the

Turkish Hariciye, but he was not occupied with the internal affairs of

Ibid., 541.

Ibid.

Ibid., 543.

“Disisleri Miistesarlar1 Listesi,” Tiirk Dis Poltikast Kriz Incelemeleri Website, accessed February
26, 2016, available from http://tdpkrizleri.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=arti-
cle&id=249:db-mustesarlar&catid=34:decision-makers-listd&lang=tr.

For a detailed examination of Menemencioglu’s strong influence on the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy, see Gliglii, Eminence Grise of Turkish Foreign Service: Numan Menemencioglu, 1-

160.
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the ministry. Menemencioglu, who earned the trust and respect of At-
atiirk — and In6nii as well — was the only power in the foreign ministry.
... It was such that any issue ranging from most important political
problems to most basic administrative issues depended on a decision

by Menemencioglu.”*

Oguz Gokmen, who was recruited into the Ministry in 1940 - also during
Menemencioglu’s term as secretary general —, illustrates how the influence of

Menemencioglu penetrated into the ministry as follows,

When we joined the ministry ... a distinction was being made between
“hopes (poir-umut) and pears (espoir-armut).” This appeared first to be
a professional joke, but it was an unlucky segregation that hurt many
people unduly. ...

Mr. Menemencioglu had great expectations from young diplomats
who were five, six, seven, and even eight years older than us and called
them “Les Espoirs” (the hopes). This generation, which was really very
intelligent, capable, and well-educated, began to ignore the ones older
than them with a courage and extreme confidence that stemmed from
the favor and kind treatment they attracted [from Menemecioglu].
During their conversations, they (Les Espoirs) were keen to call [the
diplomats older than them] Les Poirs. (the pears) [The segregation of]

“hopes and pears” would later cause the emergence of various cliques

“Gerek Atatiirk’iin gerek Inénii’niin Cumhurbagskanligi sirasinda Hariciye’nin tartigmasiz bir
numarali adami... Numan Menemencioglu idi. ‘Bakan kim olursa olsun Hariciye’nin basi
Numan Menemencioglu’dur. Ne ondan once ne de ondan sonar hi¢ kimse ‘degismez genel
sekreter’ payesine erisememistir.”...

Atatiirk déneminde Tevfik Riistii Aras Tirk Hariciyesinin basiydi ama bakanhgin ig
diizeniyle pek ugragmazdi... Atatiirk kadar Indnii’niin de giiven ve begenisini kazanan
Menemencioglu Hariciye'nin tek hakimi haline gelmisti. O kadar ki, en 6nemli siyasal sorun-
lardan tutun da en basit idari islere kadar her konu, onun iki dudag1 arasindan ¢ikacak karara

baglanmst1.” Giiler, Salon Verir..., 508-510.
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in the foreign ministry and also the crystallization of contrasting and

contradictory ideas.*”!

Selahattin Ulkiimen, who was recruited into the ministry six years before
Oguz Gokmen in 1934, confirms the remarks of Gokmen in terms of the in-
fluence of Menemencioglu. According to Ulkiimen, in those days, “Foreign

Affairs was identical to Menemencioglu.”**

Newcomers to the ministry, in
Ulkiimen’s words, “were aiming to gain Menemencioglu’s favor at all costs,”
and “the young [officers] around him were being called ‘espoirs’ > Menemen-
cioglu’s strong influence in the ministry, however, was not above criticism.
Menemencioglu was appointed as the new foreign minister on August 13, 1942,
substituting Stikrii Saragoglu. Behi¢ Erkin, then Turkish ambassador to Paris,
notes that he was both saddened and pleased by this decision.*** In Erkin’s

words,

I was sad because the devastation [Menemencioglu] caused in the

ministry as second man would completely increase during his term as

“Biz meslege girdigimizde... ‘umutlar-armutlar’ ayrimi yapilmaya baslanmisti. Bu aslinda
mesleki bir niikte olarak ortaya ¢ikmis, ama pek ¢oklarini da bos yere kirmis, rencide etmis
talihsiz bir ayrim idji....

Numan Bey kendi zamaninda meslege aldig1 ve dogum tarihleri bizimkilerden bes, alt1
hatta yedi, sekiz yil daha erken bazi genglere biiyiik umut baglamis ve onlara ‘Les Espoirs’
sifatin1 takmigsti. Gergekten ¢ok zeki, kabiliyetli ve fevkalade iyi yetismis bu promosyon, za-
manla kendilerine gosterilen bu tevecciih ve iltifatin verdigi bir cesaret ve agir1 giivenle,
kendilerinden eskilere bir hor bakma, onlara adeta kii¢timser bir tavir almaya basladilardu.
Kendi aralarinda onlardan bahsederken ‘Les Poires’-armutlar-demekten zevk alir olmuslardi.
Umutlar, armutlar daha sonralar1 Hariciye’de ¢esitli kliklerin ortaya ¢ikmasina, birbirine zit
ve geligkili fikirlerin kemiklesmesine yol acacaktr.” Oguz Gokmen, Diplomasi: Savasta ve
Barista Diplomasi: Diplomaside 40 Yil, 11 Ay, 17 Giin (Ankara: Yamag Ofset, 2006), 51-52. Tur-
gut Menemenicoglu, a career diplomat in the ministry and nephew of Numan Menemen-
cioglu, notes that “[Numan] Menemencioglu was keen to engage in talks with young diplo-
mats.” Glinver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu..., 25.

Selahattin Ulkiimen, Bilinmeyen Yénleriyle Bir Dénemin Dasisleri: Emekli Biiyiikelci Selahattin
Ulkiimen’in Amlari (Istanbul: Gozlem Yayincilik 1993), 15.

Ibid.

Erkin, Hatirat. .., 528.
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the first man [foreign minister]. [Menemencioglu’s appointment] also
encouraged my hopes because ministers do not remain in their offices
for a long time, and, with this regard, the ministry would soon be rid

of this person.*”

Erkin agrees with Dikerdem’s claim that even daily administrative decisions
were under the control of Menemencioglu. For example, Erkin notes “the pro-
motion of Cevdet Diilger, then a young Turkish diplomat in Turkey’s embassy
in Vichy France, was a consequence of Diilger’s affinity and loyalty to
Menemencioglu.”*® Erkin’s criticism of Menemencioglu is not restricted to
such examples of nepotism. According to him, “the Ministry of Foreign affairs,
which refrained from building a shelter for the Turkish embassy in Paris dur-
ing World War II, did not hesitate to let another building for Menemencioglu’s
joy”

Menemencioglu belonged to renown families on both his paternal and
maternal sides.”®® His father, Rifat Pasha, was in the finance bureaucracy and
served as Minister of Finance during the Second Constitutional Period.*”® Fol-

lowing in this family tradition, Menemencioglu entered Ottoman diplomatic

“Miiteessir etti, ¢iinkii Bakanlkik’ta ikinci olarak yaptig1 tahribati biisbiitiin artiracakti. Umit
verdi, bakanlar yerlerinde ¢ok kalamazlar, bu suretle glintin birinde Disisleri bu zattan kur-
tulur.” Ibid.

Ibid., 475.

Ibid., 452. Menemencioglu actually preoccupied the agenda of Turkish governments in similar
cases. Menemencioglu’s gambling debts made during his term as Turkey’s ambassador to
France (1944-1956) were paid by a discretionary fund of the Turkish Prime Ministry. The debt
amounted 105,000 Turkish lire at a time when the salary of a high school director was just 219
lire. The debt was paid by the order of then-Prime Minister Adnan Menderes. The case was
revealed when the “High Court of Justice in Yassiada,” an extraordinary judicial mechanism
formed after the military coup of May 27, 1960, accused Menderes of abusing his authority to
hide the debt of the ambassador. This was one of the few cases before the court Menderes was
acquitted. Cemil Unliitiirk, Monsgerler, 181.

Giglii, Eminence Grise of Turkish Foreign Service, 13-14. Menemencioglu’s maternal grandson
is Namik Kemal, and his mother also wrote books of poetry and learned foreign languages.
Ibid.

Ibid., 13.
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service in 1914.?!° He quickly rose up the levels of the diplomatic pyramid dur-
ing the republican period. Along with his dominance of the ministry,
Menemencioglu was a highly-skilled diplomat. He, according to British histo-
rian W. N. Medlicott, “was a skilled negotiator who could sometimes have in-
furiated his addressee.”"! Rene Massigli, who was the French Ambassador to
Turkey during World War II, remembers Menemencioglu “as the smartest
person” of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs in his memoirs (La Turquie
devant la Guerre: Mission a Ankara 1939-1940) and Franz von Papen, ambas-
sador of the Third Reich to Ankara, informed his capital that Menemencioglu
was aware of the realities better than his Foreign Minister (Sitkrii Sara-
¢oglu).”?'> While reporting on the details of Tripartite Agreement (1939) be-
tween the United Kingdom, France, and Turkey to his government in Berlin,
Papen stated that Turkey’s signing a tripartite pact instead of separate bilateral
agreements with the United Kingdom and France was favorable for Germany’s

213

interests.””* This decision, according to Papen, was made by courtesy of

Menemencioglu against the will of Sitkrii Saragoglu, the Foreign Minister.*!*
After his long term as the secretary general of the ministry, Menemen-
cioglu was appointed as the Minister of Foreign Affairs on August 13, 1942.
This was “an expected decision and there would be no serious change in for-
eign policy orientation.”*"” There was no serious change for Menemencioglu
himself, either. As illustrated earlier, the ministry was to a large extent under
his control as secretary general, and the new situation was nothing more than

a change of title. In his words,

Ibid., 19.

Selim Deringil, Denge Oyunu: II. Diinya Savasi’nda Tiirkiye’nin Dis Politikas: (Istanbul: Tarih
Vakfi Yurt Yaynlari, 1994), 26.

Ibid., 49-50.

Kogak, Tiirkiye’de Milli Sef Donemi, 456-457.

Ibid. Saragoglu, notes Papen, was inexperienced in foreign policy affairs. Throughout World
War II, Germans labelled Saracoglu as “pro-British,” whereas the Allied powers, most notably
Britain, evaluated Menemencioglu as “pro-German.” Ibid.

[lhan Tekeli, Selim Ilkin, Dis Siyaseti ve Askeri Stratejileriyle Ikinci Diinya Savas: Tiirkiyesi (Is-

tanbul: fletisim, 2010), 261-262.
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I was by no means alien to this post. I had already been the head of the
ministry for thirteen years and have been directing Turkish foreign

policy due to this. My responsibility was only reshaped.*!¢

Menemencioglu’s term as foreign minister was realized at a critical conjunc-
ture. During the Conference of Cairo on 22-26 November 1943, Menemen-
cioglu defended Turkey’s position so successfully that President Ismet Inénii
called him “the conqueror of negotiations” and praised him for “mercilessly
checkmating Eden and Hopkins” and “defending the Turkish perspective.”"”
Nevertheless, Menemencioglu held the post of Minister of Foreign Affairs
only twenty-two months, much shorter than his thirteen-year-long term as
secretary general. Deringil says that one of the reasons for his dismissal of was
his strong influence and even dominance over the ministry.*® This is correct
to a degree, though there were personal disputes as well. As again Deringil
notes, “Inénii thought that it was time to end Menemencioglu’s term because
of his caprices over two years despite being a good negotiator.”*"* After his
resignation in 1944, Menemencioglu was appointed as Turkish ambassador to

Paris and remained in that post until 1956.**

“Bu makama hicbir sekilde yabanci degildim. Zira on ¢ senedir bakanligin bagindaydim ve
bu nedenle de Tiirkiye’nin dis politikasina yon vermekteydim. Sorumlulugum sadace baska
sekil almist1.” Deringil, Denge Oyunu, so.

Ibid.49.

Ibid., 50.

Ibid., 49. Deringil cites these words from Suat Hayri Urgiiplii. Menemencioglu's dismissal,
however, was mostly due to the conditions of wartime diplomacy. Menemencioglu was re-
nowned for his pro-German tendencies among allied governments, especially the British gov-
ernment. This claim is questionable; his main stance was to keep Turkey out of the war at any
costs, and such a struggle required “pure neutrality.” Perceptions, however, mattered more
than reality in times of turmoil and Menemencioglu’s term as Minister of Foreign Affairs
ended upon the eruption of such a crisis. In June 1944, a development revealed that Turkey
had been considerably tolerant of German “commercial” ships, and a second inspection re-
vealed that artillery was being hidden under the shipboard. The incident resulted in the pro-
test of Allied powers and led Menemencioglu resign. Cemil Kogak, Tiirkiye'de Iki Partili
Siyasal Sistemin Kurulus Yillari: Rejim Krizi (Istanbul: Iletisim, 2013), 63-64.

Giiglli, Eminence Grise of Turkish Foreign Service, 107-121.
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3.2.4 1939-1950: The Wartime Ministry and the New World Order

Throughout the 1930s and 1940s, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, es-
pecially during the World War II, opened and closed diplomatic and consular
missions as a consequence of changes in the European political map. Turkey
had to temporarily close its missions in Prague, Tirana, and Warsaw until the
end of World War II due to Italian and German invasions.”! Some were abol-
ished permanently, namely those in Vlore, Bari, Tbilisi, Nis, Geneva, Yerevan,
Gyumri, and Odessa.*??

The abolition of some of these diplomatic missions were not merely related
to developments in European politics. Turkey’s changing relations with some
of the belligerents in World War II influenced the destiny of its diplomatic and
consular missions in some countries. This was most clearly apparent in Tur-
key’s relations with the Soviet Union. Relations among cordial allies in the
early 1920s began to deteriorate after Montreaux Treaty of 1936, an agreement
that regulated the straits regime in favor of Turkey’s demands. Moreover, the
Nyon Treaty of 1938 negatively influenced the perception of Turkey in the So-
viet Union.?”® As Kogak puts it, “the closer Turkey moved towards the Western

countries the more the relations deteriorated with the Soviet Union.”?*

Kogak, Tiirkiye’de Milli Sef Donemi, 235.

Ibid. Turkey’s consulates in Antioch and Iskenderun were also abolished after Hatay’s acces-
sion to Turkey in 1939.

The Soviet Union’s decision to abolish most of its missions in Turkey, on the other hand, was
part of a general Soviet diplomatic decision. By 1938, the Soviet Union decided to limit its
relations with Western countries. As a consequence, twenty-five Soviet consulates were closed
down apart from the ones in Turkey. The Soviet Union suspected that diplomatic missions in
its territories were used for espionage. Turkey’s situation in this case was significant in two
respects. First, although the Soviet Union declared that its policy to limit the number of dip-
lomatic missions was restricted to hostile countries, the missions of countries such as Turkey
and Czechoslovakia, who were known for their friendly relations with the Soviet Union, were
also included. Second, there was something specific to Turkey in this case; the Turkish gov-
ernment resisted closing its missions in cities such as Batumi, Tbilisi, Baku, and Yerevan,
where considerable numbers of Turkic people were residing. Because of this, Turkish govern-
ment wanted to preserve these missions but the Soviet government insisted on closing them.
Kogak, Tiirkiye’de Milli Sef Donemi, 235-237.

Ibid., 235.
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When relations deteriorated even more on the eve of World War II, the
Soviets closed their consulates in Turkey with the exception of the one in Is-
tanbul. Soviet consulates shut down were located in Izmir and Kars. Turkey,
as a consequence of the Turco-Soviet Treaty of 1938, closed its consular mis-
sions in Odesa, Baku, Yerevan, and Leningrad.*” Thus, with the exception of
the embassies in Ankara and Moscow, the Soviet Union had one consulate in
Turkey (in Istanbul) and Turkey had only one in the Soviet Union (in Ba-
tumi).??¢

According to Tekeli and Ilkin, Turkey’s foreign policy during World War
IT was innovative because the country, though not neutral, managed to remain
out of the war.*”” In this regard, Turkey was a non-neutral but non-belligerent
state throughout the war.**® That unique position influenced Turkish diplo-
macy and Turkish diplomats. Turkish diplomats played significant roles in the
“daily affairs” of the war. This was most visible when some Turkish diplomats
undertook the responsibility of rescuing the lives of many Jews of Turkish
origin during the war. Behi¢ Erkin, the Turkish Ambassador to France be-
tween 1939 and 1943, Selahattin Ulkiimen, Turkish Consul General to Rhodes,
and other diplomats from among the lower ranks made considerable efforts
to save Jews holding Turkish citizenship from the Holocaust.

Selahattin Ulkiimen, then with only nine years as a Turkish diplomat, was
appointed in 1943 to Rhodes, an island under German occupation but also
under an allied siege. Ulkiimen rescued forty-two Jews who had Turkish citi-

zenship in 1944 or had possessed Ottoman citizenship before 1923.”* In his

Ibid.

Ibid., 237.

Tekeli and Ilkin, Ds Siyaseti ve Askeri Stratejileriyle Ikinci Diinya Savags: Tiirkiyesi, 54.
Mustafa Aydin, “Savas Kaosunda Tiirkiye: Géreli Ozerklik 2,” in Tiirk Dis Politikast I: 1919-
1980, ed. Baskin Oran (Istanbul: Iletigsim, 2001), 393.

Ulkiimen, Bilinmeyen Yonleriyle, 104. Germans launched an air raid on the Turkish consular
mission in Rhodes. This bombardment, however, was not in response to the rescue of Jews by
Ulkiimen. The air raid was performed on February 18, 1944. The rescue of Jews, on the other
hand, was achieved on 20 July 1944, five months later. Ulkiimen’s wife, Mihrinissa Ulkiimen,
was severely injured during the raid and died six months later. In addition to the rescue of

forty-two Jews in Rhodes, Ulkiimen also negotiated the amnesty of thirty-nine. Turkish
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negotiation with Ulrich Kleemann, head of SS Sturm-Division Rhodos,
Ulkiimen demanded the release of Jews with Turkish citizenship and asserted
Turkey’s neutrality in the war.?* Despite Kleemann’s objection, Ulkiimen in-
sisted once again referring to Turkish laws and tacitly threatening Kleemann
about the possibility of an international crisis unless the dispute was re-
solved.”" Consequently, forty-two Jews with Turkish citizenship (most of
whom were Greek or Italian) were released upon Kleemann’s order.*

The role of Turkish diplomats in the rescue of European Jews from the
Holocaust, on the other hand, has been subject to question in recent years. In
her detailed work on Turkish Jews and the Holocaust, Corry Guttstadt argues
that the Turkish government never implemented a systematic policy of saving
Jews holding Turkish passports or Jews who formerly held Turkish pass-
ports.?* On the contrary, adds Guttstadt, the Ankara government alerted its
diplomatic missions to prevent Turkish Jews from migrating to Turkey collec-
tively.>* According to her, the efforts of some Turkish diplomats such as Se-

lahattin Ulkiimen, Bedii Arbel, and Cevdet Diilger were individual.** Among

boatmen who had been sentenced to death for smuggling Italian soldiers. Ulkiimen managed
to save the lives of the Turkish boatmen, too. Ibid.

Stanford Shaw, Turkey and the Holocaust: Turkey’s Role in Rescuing European Jewry from Nazi
Persecution (New York: New York University Press, 1993), 419.

Ibid.

Except forty-two of “Ulkiimen’s Jews” and twelve elderly, disabled Jews who were not eligible
for deportation, 1673 Jews of Rhodes were deported to Auschwitz concentration camp.
Ulkiimen was deemed worthy of the “Righteous Among Nations,” award granted to those
who played a role in rescuing Jews from the Holocaust, and he was the first Muslim to be
honored with this title. Ibid.

Corry Guttstadt, Tiirkiye, Yahudiler ve Holokost (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 2012), 366.

Ibid. Guttstadt attributes her argument to a regulation sent by the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs urging Turkish missions to “prevent the mobilization of people in groups.” She cites
this information from the memoirs of Behi¢ Erkin, then-Turkish Ambassador to France.
Shaw, Turkey and the Holocaust, 142. In the latest edition of his memoirs, Erkin states that the
government in Ankara ordered them not to send “trains of people” to Turkey. Erkin, Hatirat,
567.

Cevdet Diilger, Turkey’s consul general in Paris, provided for the release of sixteen Turkish

Jews in September 1941. Bedii Arbel, Turkey’s consul general in Marseille, saved Turkish Jews
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these individual efforts that were subject to publications, Guttstadt questions
one of the most renowned concerning the efforts of Turkish diplomats during
the Holocaust. According to the narrative, Necdet Kent, vice consul of Tur-
key’s consulate general in Marseille, opposed the deportation of Jews of Turk-
ish origin. In order to prevent this, claims Kent, he boarded the train along
with the deported Jews, and after a time, the Nazi officers apologized to him
and permitted about eighty Jews return to Marseille.”** Guttstadt rejects Kent’s
depiction of the event. According to her, Kent’s claims cannot be considered
among the examples of individual efforts by Turkish diplomats during the
World War II to save the lives of Turkish Jews.?’

It would be unfair to discuss Guttstadt’s point of view without taking into
consideration the organizational structure of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs during World War II. Whatever its position, the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs could not properly maintain communication with its embas-
sies and consular missions even on vital diplomatic issues during World War
I1. The clearest example was the two-year-long ambassadorship of Rauf Orbay
in the United Kingdom. Orbay was the Turkish ambassador to the United
Kingdom between March 1942 and March 1944 and suffered severe commu-
nication problems with the ministry in Ankara. In her work on Orbay’s am-
bassadorship in London, Akin concludes that the Ankara government and the
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “often acted negligently while informing

its foreign representations, ... and ... many questions directed to the ministry

from compulsory labor service through considerable effort. Guttstadt, Tiirkiye, Yahudiler ve
Holokost, 335 & 372.

Ibid., 379.

Guttstadt’s position is shared by other authors. Arnold Reisman, in his study Turkey and Turk-
ish Jews, states that “brave acts of heroism [of Turkish diplomats] were devised by themselves
... [not] the policy of Turkish government.” Reisman’s position was indeed a response to Bilal
Simgir’s explanation. According to Simsir, the efforts of Turkish diplomats to save Jews from
concentration camps were initiated and ordered by the Turkish government. For a compara-
tive analysis of works on the efforts of Turkish diplomats to save Jews from concentration
camps, see 1. [zzet Bahar, Turkey and the Rescue of Jews During Nazi Era: A Reappraisal of Two
Cases, German-Jewish Scientists in Turkey & Turkish Jews in Occupied France (PhD diss. Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh, 2012), 112-136.
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remained unanswered.”>® It would be optimistic to imagine that a ministry
unable to coordinate and direct its diplomatic missions with respect to critical
issues could have a comprehensive program for the rescue of Turkish Jews and
properly implement it in wartime conditions. In this regard, the Turkish MFA
of the 1940s was indeed far from able to provide proper organization of any
kind of humanitarian intervention. The efforts of Turkish diplomats to rescue
“Turkish Jews” remained on an individual level, but this cannot be evaluated
an anti-Semitic program of Turkish governments of the time.**

The legal immunities of diplomats were an issue of concern especially in
the 1950s since “the increase in the number of states had also greatly increased
the size of diplomatic corps.”** As the number of people assigned as diplomats
increased, the probability of the abuse of diplomatic immunities increased. In
the case of Turkish diplomats, such a development emerged even before the
1950s, during World War II. Some Turkish diplomats were accused of abusing
their diplomatic privileges during the war. Dikerdem notes that the war pro-
vided “unexpected opportunities to the Turkish diplomats in Europe; the ones
who knew to benefit from the situation managed to earn much more than

their salaries.”?*! In his words,

when the Germans were strictly controlling the borders, ... The Ger-
man army ordered all customs stations not to apply customs duties on
diplomats with Turkish passports and to provide convenience to them.
Due to this, gold trafficking was being executed safely by our diplo-
mats. ...

During the war, there were also diplomats who made their fortunes

in different ways. Some smuggled the money of Jews illegally; some

Nur Ozmel Akin, Rauf Orbay’in Londra Biiyiikelgiligi (Istanbul: Baglam Yayincilik, 1999), 211.
Guttstadt places her argument in the context of early republican Turkey’s policies against Jews
and non-Muslim minorities in general. According to her, early republican Turkey pursued
policies to eliminate the non-Muslim minorities in the country, and the government’s indif-
ference to Jews of Turkish origin was an extension of this attitude. Guttstadt, Tiirkiye, Ya-
hudiler ve Holokost, 516.

Berridge, Diplomacy..., 18.

Giiler, Salon Verir..., 535.

124



242

243
244

245

THE TURKISH FOREIGN MINISTRY (1960-1980)

bought paintings and precious goods dirt cheap by exchanging gold
from France, the Netherlands, and Belgium. ... Diplomats could then

sell them at their real prices...**

Rauf Orbay, who was perhaps most authorized to express views on this issue,
stated during a meeting, that included Prime Minister Siikrii Saracoglu and
Foreign Minister Hasan Saka that “most of the [diplomatic couriers] were
smuggling gold and foreign currency.”* Some Turkish diplomats were sub-
ject to additional accusations in this period. The most typical example was a
plane smuggling operation known as the “Konig affair” in modern Turkish
history. The incident was revealed to the Turkish public when Tan, a newspa-
per with leftist political leanings, published that “people who bought planes
from the United States for Turkey were arrested.”*** This “high-level smug-
gling” incident pioneered by Ekrem Hamdi Bakan (Konig) probably involved
of prominent deputies and ministers of the time.**> What makes the incident
worth examining for the purpose of this study is the probable involvement of
some Turkish diplomats in the smuggling process. In June 1938, when it was
time for the delivery of the “last party of the planes,” authorities in the United

States warned the Turkish embassy in Washington for alleged irregularities

“Almanlarin ssnirdan kus ugurtmadiklar: bir donemde. .. Alman askeri makamlar: tiim giimriik
kapilarina Tiirk pasaportu tasiyan diplomatlarin hichir muayeneye tabi tutulmamalar1 ve
kendilerine her tiirlii kolayligin gosterilmesi emrini vermislerdi. Bu sayede diplomatlarin altin
trafigi tehlikesizce yiiriitiilebiliyordu....

Savag sirasinda bagka yollardan da servet yapan diplomatlar goriilmiistiir. Bir kismi yasal
olmayan yollardan Yahudilerin paralarini kagirarak komisyon almiglar, bir kismi da Fransa,
Hollanda ve Bel¢ika’dan altin bozdurarak yok pahasina tablo ve kiymetli esya satin almiglar,
savaltan sonra bunlar1 ger¢ek degerine satabilmislerdir...” Ibid., 535-6. Behig Erkin, Turkey’s
ambassador to Vichy France, also notes that “all forms of conveniences were promised to the
Turkish embassy” by Krug von Niedda, the representative of the Third Reich in France. Erkin,
Hatirat..., 543.

Akan, Rauf Orbay’in Londra Biiyiikelgiligi, 215.

Ayse Hiir, “K6nig, Impeks, Denizbank, Refah, Satie Olaylari,” (Incidents of Konig, Impeks,
Denizbank, Refah, Satie) Radikal Online, December 22, 2013, accessed March 22, 2015, availa-
ble from http://www.radikal.com.tr/yazarlar/ayse_hur/konig_impeks_denizbank_satie_re-
fah_olaylari-1167411.

Ibid.
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but the embassy did not take the issue seriously.**® However, when details of
the incident came out, the responsibility of officials of the Turkish diplomatic

bureaucracy was also revealed.*’

3.2.5 The Post-World War II Turkish MFA

After the end of World War II, Turkish foreign policy tilted towards a more
precise pro-Western line, as did the foreign ministry. In 1947, the first perma-
nent representation was established at the United Nations. When Turkey was
accepted into North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1952, the Turkish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs took up the relations with this organization. In this
regard, both the NATO department in Ankara and Turkey’s permanent dele-
gation at NATO headquarters in Paris rose to prominence within the minis-
try.**® Increasing and deepening foreign economic relations including Ameri-
can aid imposed new burdens on the ministry. These new burdens, on the
other hand, increased the profile of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs
above that of other bureaucratic institutions in Turkey.

The emergence of the Cyprus dispute was another watershed in Turkish
foreign policy in the 1950s and for the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, as
well. The Cyprus Department of the Foreign Ministry, from the 1950s

Ibid.

Sinan Kuneralp, “Ispanya I¢ Savagi'nda Ugak Ticareti ve Ekrem Konig,” Tarih ve Toplum 6o,
(December 1988), 6-7, cited from Kogak, Tiirkiye'de..., 200. Ekrem Hamdi (Kénig) ordered
the planes by forging the signatures of the undersecretaries of Ministries of Foreign Affairs
and National Defense. Konig also ordered forged seals for these two ministries. Most proba-
bly, Kénig cooperated with more than one diplomat. However, the only individual from the
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs to be judged before the court was Ruhi Bozcaly, a low-
ranking Turkish diplomat. Bozcali intercepted documents coming from the United States and
delivered them to Konig, for which he was paid 10,000 Turkish lire. Bozcali was sentenced to
three-months imprisonment. Ibid.

In parallel with the mission abroad, there was a unit established in Ankara called “NATO
General Secretariat at the Center (Merkez NATO Genel Sekreterligi). Iskit, Diplomasi..., 356.
In 1967, this unit was renamed as the Department of Mutual Security Affairs “as a sign of

changing times.” Kuneralp, “The Ministry of Foreign Affairs,” 507.
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onwards, consumed the energy of the ministry.** Long before the 1970s, when
dozens of Turkish diplomats would be killed by Armenian perpetrators, the
foreign ministry had its first “martyrs” in the 1950s on a flight to London to
talks over the Cyprus dispute. The plane carrying the Turkish delegation to the
London Conference in 1959 crashed in England, and Turkish diplomats ilhan
Savut and Giiner Tiirkmen died.**°

Between June 1950 and 1960 only two people, Fuat Kopriili (1950-1956)
and Fatin Ristii Zorlu (1957-1960), served as Minister of Foreign Affairs.*!
The latter was a career diplomat in the ministry before his political career.
Gokmen, who was young diplomat during the Democrat Party (DP) govern-
ments, reflects on the considerable influence of these two powerful figures in

the Ministry.

There was a distinction made frequently in the ministry between the
Fatinists and Fuadists when Fuat Kopriilii was the Minister of Foreign
Affairs and Fatin Risti Zorlu was the Minister of State with the capa-
bility to intervene the [foreign] ministry. It is also necessary to add ...

the group of opportunists [who were] neither Fatinist nor Fuadist.>*

Ibid.

Melih Esenbel, the third diplomat on the plane, survived. As an outstanding diplomat, Esenbel
served as the Turkish ambassador to Washington three times. (1960, 1967-74 and 1975-79).
Between 1974 and 1975, Esenbel served as the Minister of Foreign Affairs.

“Dasisleri Bakanlar1 Listesi,” TC Dusisleri Bakanligi, accessed March 2, 2015. available from
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/_disisleri-bakanlari-listesi.trmfa. Ethem Menderes deputized foreign
ministry between June 1956 and November 1957. Ibid. Even during Menderes’ term in foreign
ministry, Zorlu’s influence was visible most notably in appointment processes. Uzun, Tiirk
Disislerinde Fatin Riistii Zorlu, 61.

“Fuat Koprili'niin Disigleri Bakani, Fatin Risti Zorlu'nun da Disislerine sik sik miidahale
imkanlarini elinde tutan Devlet Bakani bulundugu siralarda, bakanlikta Fatinistler-Fuadistler
ayrimi yapilirdi. Tabi buna bir de, ne Fatinist ne Fuadist... oportiinistler grubunu da ilave
etmek gerekecektir.” Gékmen, Diplomasi..., 52. Giinver notes in his accounts that Zorlu asked
him ironically - “Tell me, are you Fatinist or Fuadist?” - after a tense session in TBMM which
resulted Zorlu’s dismissal from the cabinet by Menderes. Giinver adds that the dispute be-
tween Kopriili and Zorlu had a “personal” dimension. According to him, “the character of

Kopriilit was not convenient for a foreign minister, [since] he was aviophobic. ... Yet he
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Haluk Afra, who joined the foreign ministry in the second half of the 1950s,
states that “a group of directors general and their ‘disciples’ were called ‘the
children of Fatin”?** Afra’s statements present an additional example of Gok-
men’s claim. The increasing influence of Zorlu in the ministry was not re-
stricted to the operations of diplomatic bureaucracy. During his term as min-
ister of foreign affairs between 1957 and 1960, Zorlu became influential in
foreign policy decision-making processes comparable only to that of Numan
Menemencioglu in the 1930s and 1940s. Erciiment Yavuzalp, who was a young
career diplomat during the DP period and personal secretary of prime minis-
ter between 1956 and 1960, claimed that Menderes was less concerned with
foreign policy in the second half of the 1950s than in the first five years of his
prime ministry.** Yavuzalp also adds that “Menderes found it less necessary
to deal with foreign policy after Zorlu became the minister of foreign affairs,
and [Zorlu] proved his merit.”* Yet, Yavuzalp also notes that during his term
as personal secretary to Menderes, the Prime Minister undertook the leader-
ship of Turkish delegations in international meetings while Zorlu and foreign

ministry bureaucrats remained in the background.**

wanted to preserve the foreign ministry; it was a matter of honor. ... Képriilii immediately
hated Zorlu and launched a fierce political war against him ... Kopriilii endured Zorlu politely
... but waiting for an opportunity [against him].” Giinver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu..., 47-48 & 61.
Haluk Afra, Hariciyeciler Dedikoduyu Sever (Istanbul: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1999), 43.

Erciiment Yavuzalp, Liderlerimiz ve Dis Politika (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1996), 58.

Ibid. Adnan Menderes was known for his trust of the professional skills of Turkish diplomats.
Ambassador Muharrem Nuri Birgi was serving as the interpreter of Menderes in a meeting.
Altough Menderes realized that Birgi changed some of his statements during translation, he
did not react to the veteran diplomat. The prime minister was aware that Birgi sought to
“diplomatize” his words. Ilter Tiirkmen notes that converting the words of politicians to a
more diplomatic tone was a tradition among Turkish diplomats which he practiced several
times during his professional life. Ilter Tiirkmen, “Muharrem Nuri Birgi,” in D1s Politikamizin
Perde Arkasi: 23 Biiyiikelginin Olaylara Bakigi, ed. Turhan Firat (Ankara: Umit Yaymncilik,
2005), 302-303. In chapter 2, it was noted that diplomats “construct the selthood of their state
through diplomatic practices.” See chapter 2, 30. This tradition can be considered a clear ex-
ample of that situation.

Yavuzalp, Liderlerimiz ve Dis Politika, 62.

128



257
258

259

THE TURKISH FOREIGN MINISTRY (1960-1980)

Menderes governments in most cases did not intervene in internal pro-
cesses within the foreign ministry. Mahmut Dikerdem claims that “Zorlu def-
initely prevented domestic politics ... from influencing the management of the
ministry, and for the sake of this; he clashed even with the leaders of the Dem-
ocrat Party.”>” Taking his claims a step further, Dikerdem makes a clear dis-
tinction between the Democrat Party years and years afterwards. According
to him, degeneration in the ministry began with the military coup of May 27,

1960.

After May 27, first, the ones who had ties with the National Unity Com-
mittee (Milli Birlik Komitesi-MBK), then the ones who managed to
gain the support of either [Justice Party] AP or CHP, utilized these ties
to receive a post. In that chaotic period, along with individual merit
and effort, the support of family ties and the favors of influential com-
manders played a role in promotion. ... The customs of the extraordi-
nary period continued when MBK governments were replaced by a
parliamentary regime; the only change was the replacement of military

officers with political parties.”®

Although there is no precise information confirming Dikerdem’s assertion,
Semih Giinver, another diplomat of the time, also claims that during the DP
years, the “winds of domestic politics did not influence the ministry.”>* It
must be kept in mind that Glinver was among those who were called, in Afra’s
words, “the children of Fatin.” According to him, Zorlu’s attitude was a pri-
mary factor for the ministry’s relatively strong immunity from domestic poli-

tics during the 1950s.

Giiler, Salon Verir..., 524.

“27 Mayis’tan sonra ise, dnce Milli Birlik Komitesi’yle yakinlig1 olanlar, daha sonralar1 da CHP
ya da AP’ye yanasmayi becerenler bu iliskilerinden bir post kapmak i¢in yararlanabil-
mislerdir. O karisik dénemde... kisisel yetenek ve ¢abalarin yaninda, aile iligkilerinin destegi
ve niifuzlu komutanlarin tevecciihii baglica roli oynamustir... MBK hiikiimetleri yerini par-
lamenter demokratik rejime biraktiktan sonra da olaganiistii donemin aligkanhklar: siirmiis,
degisen tek sey askerin yerini siyasi partilerin almasi olmustur.” Ibid.

Gunver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu..., 51.
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[Zorlu] did not allow domestic politics to interfere with the ministry
of Foreign Affairs. I worked with him for years and did not hear the
word [Democrat] Party from him ... His relations with the party were

limited to his personal relationship with Menderes.**

Giinver exemplifies Zorlu’s determination to preserve the foreign ministry

from political considerations as follows:

On February 26, [1958], Zorlu accounted for relations with NATO, the
Baghdad Pact, and especially the Cyprus dispute. The first quarrel with
Faik Ahmet Barutgu, the spokesperson of Republican People’s Party in
foreign policy issues, increased the tension. At the time, Ecmel Ba-
rutcu, the son of [Faik Ahmet] Barut¢u, was working as a career officer
in the Second Department of the Ministry dealing with the most crit-
ical economic issues. DP deputies criticized Zorlu for this. Yet Zorlu
retained Ecmel in office and, when pressure increased considerably,
appointed him to the consulate general in New York six months before

his friends [in order to protect Barutgu].*®!

During the DP years of Turkish politics, Zorlu served in three different posi-
tions: high-ranking diplomat (1950-1954), deputy prime minister responsible

“[Zorlu] Disisleri Bakanligina i¢ politikay1 sokmadi. Uzun yillar yaninda ¢alistim, agzindan
parti lafin1 duymadim... Parti ile iliskisi Menderes’in sahst ile olan yakinligindan ibaretti.”
Ibid.

“26 Subat’ta [1958] Zorlu, TBMM’de NATO, Bagdat Pakti, Balkan Pakti, Sovetlerle iliskiler ve
ozellikle Kibris konusunda izahat veriyor. CHP’nin dis politika sozciisii olan Ahmet Faik Ba-
rutcu ile aralarinda ilk sert miinakasa havay1 gerginlestiriyor. Bu arada Barut¢u’nun oglu Ec-
mel Barutcu, bakanlikta... en énemli islere bakan Ikinci Subede meslek memuru olarak
¢aligmaktadir. DP milletvekilleri bu yiizden Zorlu’yu elestirmektedirler. Fakat Zorlu, Ecmel’i
gorevinde muhafaza etmis ve baski ¢ok artinca, New York Baskonsoloslugu kangilarhigina
arkadaslarindan alt1 ay 6nce tayin etmistir.” Giinver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu..., 81-82. Zorlu’s sense
of objectivity was more than strong. For example, when Coskun Kirca, then a mid-ranking
career officer, resigned due to a dispute with Zorlu, he tried to persuade Kirca to reverse his
decision. Izzeddin Calislar, ed. Ekselans: Coskun Kirca (Istanbul: Galatasaray Egitim Vakfi,
2009), 306. As this example clarifies, neither political dissents nor personal disagreements

prevented Zorlu acting objectively with respect to his juniors.
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for economic affairs and the Cyprus dispute (1954-1957), and the minister of
foreign affairs (1957-1960).%* Giinver, as a mid-ranking Turkish diplomat, was
a close colleague of Zorlu’s during route these periods. He explains Zorlu’s
basic foreign policy preferences and outcomes of his approach to Ministry bu-

reaucracy as follows:

In foreign policy, he [Zorlu] prioritized the Western world - not be-
cause of an ideological preference, but because he believed that Europe
and most notably the United States could be useful to the development
of Turkey. His sympathy for the United States was limited to the sig-
nificance of the aid provided to Turkey. He was courageous enough to
oppose American policies and demands that were contrary to the in-
terests of Turkey ... [During his term in the Commerce Department
of the foreign ministry, Zorlu] aimed to prevent Turkey’s isolation,
provide it with foreign aid, establish an economic infrastructure, and
then search for the financial resources to invest in industry and, im-
prove agriculture at the same time. He aimed to gather a good cadre
around him. ... Zorlu ... gathered ... young, gifted diplomats who later
would become grand figures like Turgut Menemencioglu, Mahmut

Dikerdem, Taha Carim, Oguz Gokmen, and Necmettin Tuncel ***

Contrary to his rival and predecessor, Fuat Kopriilii, Zorlu was quite active during his term
in office. Throughout his 949-day-long Ministry (between November 25, 1957 and May 27,
1960), Zorlu made thirty-three official visits abroad and was away from Ankara for 378 days,
roughly a year. Glinver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu'nun..., 97.

“Das politikada 6nceligi bat1 diinyasina vermekteydi. Bu ideolojik bir inanis sebebiyle degil,
Tiirkiye’nin kalkinmasinda basta ABD, Avrupa’nin faydali olacagini disiiniiyordu. ABD’ye
sempatisi, Tiirkiye’ye saglanacak yardimlarin 6nemi ile sinirliydi. Ulke ¢ikarlarina ters diisen
davraniglar veya zorlamalar kargisinda Amerikalilar: her defasinda kargisina almak cesaretini
de gostermistir... Tiirkiye’yi yalnizliktan kurtarmak, dis yardimlar saglamak, tilkede 6nce bir
iktisadi altyap: kurdurmak ve ikinci sathada sanayi alaninda yatirimlari miimkiin kilmak icin
finansman kaynaklar1 aramak, bir taraftan tarimi diger taraftan sanayi gelstirmek ilk gayeleri
arasindaydi... Yanina iyi bir geng kadro toplamaya ¢alisti... {leride biiyiik isimler olacak Tur-
gut Menemencioglu, Mahmut Dikerdem, Taha Carim, Oguz G6kmen, Necmettin Tuncel gibi

geng ve parlak diplomatlar1 toplamist1.” Ibid., 32, 34, 35 & 38.
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§ 3.3 Concluding Remarks
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Although the Ottoman Empire assigned permanent representatives at a rela-
tively late date, - that is to say in late eighteenth and early ninettenth century
- the Ottoman Foreign Ministry as a modern bureaucratic institution was an
early example of its type. In an age of balance of power politics, the Ottoman
Hariciye not only operated as the bureaucratic mechanism to conduct foreign
relations, a duty strongly related to the empire’s efforts to survive, but was also
an engine of the Ottoman-Turkish modernization process from the early days
of its establishment. According to Yurdusev, “diplomats were the initiators of
the modernization efforts in the late Ottoman period.”** The Ottoman diplo-
matic bureaucracy, as previously illustrated in this chapter, also featured the
“ethnic tensions” of the late Ottoman Empire. In this regard, the Ottoman-
Turkish Hariciye was more than an institution only responsible for conducting
diplomatic relations. As a consequence, The Ottoman Foreign Ministry occu-
pied an influential and even “first among equals” position within the state as
a whole, which was also inherited by the Republican administration. Yurdusev
notes that republican foreign affairs bureaucracy especially inherited the pro-
Western orientation of the Ottoman Hariciye.**®

The course the republican foreign ministry illustrates that the Turkish dip-
lomatic bureaucracy between 1920 and 1960 flourished in the hands of some
grand, prominent figures. Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, in this regard, was the first
and foremost founding figure of the republican foreign ministry. He was in-
fluential not only in the appointment of ambassadors to prominent posts and
the determination foreign policy preferences, but even interfered in the basic
daily issues of the ministry such as participating in the examinations of some
new candidates.**® This was, however, was neither unique to Mustafa Kemal
nor Turkey. The Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs considerably resembled

other foreign ministries of the interwar years. As Steiner puts it, leaders of the

Yurdusev, “Osmanli Miras: ve Tiirk Dis Politikas1 Uzerine,” 51.

Ibid.

Harris, Atatiirk’s Diplomats, 109. Mustafa Kemal took part in the examining process of Leyla
Cambel but turned the candidate down. Ibid.

132



267
268
269
270
271
272

THE TURKISH FOREIGN MINISTRY (1960-1980)

time “either became their own foreign secretaries or found that their foreign
ministries willingly served the new regimes; almost the whole of the Spanish
Republic’s diplomatic service went over to Franco whereas the Wilhelmstrasse

(German foreign ministry), with few exceptions, served Hitler.”**

In Japan,
people with military backgrounds increased their presence within the Japa-
nese Foreign Ministry.*® This trend, moreover, should not be reduced to au-
thoritarian regimes of the time: “In the democracies, too, the politicians in-
creasingly took the initiative not only in the making but in the execution of
foreign policy.”**

Apart from the presidents of the early republican period, Mustafa Kemal
Atatiirk (1923-1938) and Ismet Inénii (1938-1950), some prominent figures in-
fluenced the character of the early republican foreign ministry. Numan
Menemencioglu between 1929 and 1944 and Fatin Riistli Zorlu throughout the
1950s were other founding fathers of the republican foreign ministry. There
were similar trends in other European foreign ministries during the early dec-
ades of the twentieth century. H.A. van Karnebeek in the Netherlands, Eyre
Crowe in the United Kingdom, Philippe Berthelot in France and E Edmund
Schiiler in Germany were leading figures in reforming foreign ministries in
the twentieth century.*”° Zorlu’s concentration on economic affairs and con-
solidation of the role of the foreign ministry in foreign economic relations was
a derivative of Schiiler’s Office of Foreign Trade, for example.””! It was an age
in which economic departments were “established and considerably strength-
ened within foreign ministries.”*”?

In sum, the late Ottoman and early republican foreign ministries were not
deprived of the capabilities of their counterparts in Europe. When diplomatic
representation was institutionalized among European powers, Ottoman di-
plomacy was also institutionalized. Leaders and their ideologies dominated

foreign ministries in the interwar era, and the early republican foreign

Steiner, “Foreign Ministries...”359.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid., 356.

Ibid.

Ibid.
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ministry was not an exception. On the other hand, both the Ottoman and
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracies were predominantly in an interactive rela-
tionship with the realities of domestic politics, which was the most prominent

element of continuity between the two regimes.
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A General Overview of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs between 1960 and 1980: Tendencies and Transfor-

mations

§ 4.1 An Outline of the Turkish MFA in the 1960-1980 Period

etween May 1960 and September 1980, twenty governments were formed
B in Turkey. In these two decades, ten foreign ministers served. Between
1923 and 1960, only two of the nine foreign ministers were originally career
diplomats. In the 1960-80 period, however, this number was six.' Neverthe-
less, it would be hard to interpret this increase as a sufficient factor for the
consolidation of the ministry's power in foreign policy-making. Career diplo-
mats were assigned as foreign ministers mostly during coup administrations

or interim governments.”? Political leaders preferred to appoint foreign

1 Kuneralp, “The Ministry of Foreign Affairs,” 508. Selim Rauf Sarper, Feridun Cemal Erkin,
Hasan Esat Isik, Osman Olcay, Umit Haluk Bayiilken, and Melih Esenbel were the career dip-
lomats who served as Minister of Foreign Affairs in this period. “List of Foreign Ministers,”
TC Foreign Ministry  Website, accessed March 30, 2015, available from
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/list-of-former-ministers-of-foreign-affairs.en.mfa.

2 Selim R. Sarper was appointed as the foreign minister when the first cabinet was formed after
the coup d’état of May 27, 1960, and remained in this position until 1962. He maintained his

position after the first democratic elections in the post-27 May period, and Feridun Cemal
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ministers from within their circles instead of diplomats in the cases that their
political parties came out of elections victorious. Silleyman Demirel, the
leader of the Justice Party (Adalet Partisi, AP), won the elections on October
20, 1965, by a landslide, and he appointed Thsan Sabri Caglayangil as the for-
eign minister. Similarly, Biilent Ecevit appointed Turan Giines as his foreign
minister in the cabinet after the CHP’s victory in the 1973 elections.

With the exception of two phases, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs
maintained and even consolidated its sui generis position within the bureau-
cracy. The first phase was immediately after the coup d’état of May 27, 1960.
As a consequence of certain regulations and decisions following the coup
d’état, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs had to transfer some of its au-
thority in the realm of foreign policy to other institutions. The details of this
process will be discussed in detail in chapter 5.

Second, when Biilent Ecevit formed his second government on January s,
1978, his foreign minister Giindiiz Okgiin, sought to reshape the ideology and
the administrative cadres within the foreign ministry in line with the political
agenda of the government.’ Yildirim Keskin, a diplomat of the time, notes that
right wing governments were less eager to intervene in ministry affairs since
they were aware of their ineptitude in diplomatic issues, whereas leftist gov-
ernments were more likely to leave a strong impression on the Ministry.* Yalim

Eralp, a mid-ranking Turkish diplomat in the second half of the 1970s, states

Erkin, his successor, was also a career officer and would serve as foreign minister until 196s5.
After Turkish military's intervention in politics on March 12, 1971, this time via a memoran-
dum rather than a coup, Osman Olcay and Haluk Bayiilken served as foreign ministers in the
post-12 March governments. Melih Esenbel served as foreign minister in Sadi Irmak’s interim
government between November 1974 and March 1975. Ibid.

Okgiin was an unfamiliar minister in various respects. During his term as foreign minister,
he made considerable efforts to strengthen the ties between the ministry and School of Polit-
ical Sciences in Ankara. Moreover, in his visit to New York for the United Nations General
Assembly session, he included Thsan Sabri Caglayangil in the Turkish delegation as the repre-
sentative of the opposition. Omer Kiirkgiioglu, “Giindiiz Okgiin’in Ogrettikleri ve Diigiin-
diirdiikleri,” Ankara Universitesi SBF Dergisi 47, no. 1 (1992), 6.

Yildirim Keskin, Zaman Akarken: Edebiyat ve Diplomasi Anilar: (Istanbul: Dinya Kitap,
2005), 89.
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that the concerns of “domestic politics penetrated the ministry under Giindiiz
Okgiin.”® Eralp also cites that an American congress member of the time
known for his sympathy to Turkey told him that “this foreign minister will
lead Turkey to make enemies.”® Coskun Kirca notes in his memoirs that “the
first decision of the Ecevit government in 1978 was to recall them to Ankara
and leave them jobless.”” Ekrem Giivendiren remarks that Okgiin issued a new
regulation prohibiting “the appointment of diplomats younger than [Okgiin]
as ambassadors.® Giivendiren also notes that Okgiin prevented his assignment
as ambassador, labeling him a “chauvinist nationalist.” In a similar vein, Bay-
tok notes that

technocrat cadres of the foreign ministry are the least influenced
among state offices during government changeovers. When Biilent
Ecevit became the prime minister and Giindiiz Okgiin began to serve
as the foreign minister, a radical change of staff was introduced in our
ministry. A veritable reform cadre was formed with predominantly

left-leaning diplomats.'

Apart from the influences of the coup d’état in 1960 and the second Ecevit
government with Giindiiz Okgiin being the foreign minister between January
1978 and November 1979, was the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy immune

from the influence of domestic politics in the 1960-80 period? In order to

Eralp, Interview by the Author.

Eralp, Perdeyi Aralarken: Bir Mongserin Hatirat: (Istanbul: Dogan Kitap, 2017), 49. Eralp notes
in his memoirs that Okgiin called him as “traitor” for his pro-Western worldview. Ibid., 46.
Caliglar, Ekselans..., 306. The other ambassador left idle by Foreign Minister Okgiin was Ilter
Tlirkmen, who was also known for his commitment to the NATO alliance. Eralp, Perdeyi Ara-
larken, 51.

Ekrem Giivendiren, Hayat Yollarinda: Londra’dan Prag’a, Washington’dan Tel-Aviv’e Uzanan
Diplomatik Yolculuk (Istanbul: Som Kitap, 2013), 165.

Ibid.

"Disisleri Bakanlig1 teknokrat kadrosu, devlet daireleri icerisinde siyasi degisikliklerinden en
az etkilenenidir.1978'de Biilent Ecevit Basbakan, Giindiiz Okgiin de Disisleri Bakani olunca
bizim bakanlikta da radikal bir kadro degisikligine gidildi. Daha ¢ok sol egilimde goriinen
memurlarla adeta bir reform kadrosu olugturuldu.” Taner Baytok, Dis Politikada Bir Nefes:

Amnilar (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi, 2005), 248.
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answer this question, it would be fair to locate the position of the Turkish Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs within Turkish state in the aforementioned period.
This can be done by illustrating the main features of the ministry in the afore-
mentioned period.

Although the military administration after the coup of May 1960 degraded
it through certain regulations and implementations, Turkish diplomacy held
a primus inter pares position within the Turkish bureaucracy. As a symbolic
example, the highest-ranking bureaucrat’s title was undersecretary (miistesar)
in other ministries, whereas in the foreign ministry, the title for the same rel-
ative position was secretary general (katibi umumi or genel sekreter).'' Another
unique feature of the Ministry better explains its first among equals position
in the 1960s and 70s. Throughout these decades the foreign ministry building
was an extension of the prime ministry, meaning that the two institutions
worked in a close contact that was not vouchsafed to any other ministry. The
decision was made in 1952, proving then-Prime Minister Menderes’ precision
to the prominence of the conduct of foreign policy."?

The influence of this practice continued in the post-1960 period. The min-
istry’s proximity to the prime minister’s office contributed to its prestige.”> A
Turkish diplomat recalls that “Ismet Inénii did not begin his work day without
calling and listening to the secretary general of the ministry of foreign affairs,

whose office was adjacent to the room of the prime minister.”"*

This was not initiated at the beginning of the 1960s but rather dated back to the inauguration
of the office in the late 1920s. Nevertheless, this practice was ended after the 12 September 1980
coup to eliminate disunity in the statecraft. This was also the end of one of the symbolic ele-
ments defining the supremacy of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs over other bureau-
cratic institutions. Girgin, Osman: ve Cumhuriyet Dénemi Hariciye Tarihimiz..., 150 & 152.
The first building of the ministry was used between 1920 and May 9, 1928 and after the min-
istry moved from this building, the Turkish Central Bank began to use it. The second building
of the ministry was used between May 9, 1928 and September 1952 and was later used by the
then-Ministry of Customs and Monopoly. Ibid., 228 & 230.

A young Turkish diplomat of the time depicts this prestige as follows: “The position of the
ministry [building] was no doubt the symbol of its prominence within the government and
state body.” Omer Altug, Hatirimda Kalanlar: Bir Diplomatin Ege’den Baltiklar'a Uzanan
Opykiisii (Ankara: Boyut, 2014), 87.

Ecmel Barutgu, Hariciye Koridoru (Ankara: 21. Yizyil Yaynlari, 1999), 53.
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Prestige was not the only concern; there were also practical outcomes of
the closeness of the prime minister’s office to the foreign ministry. The typical
example is Turkey's military intervention to Cyprus in July and August 1974.

A Turkish diplomat portrays this situation as follows:

During the Cyprus crisis, we witnessed the practicality of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Prime Ministry using the same office space. The
room of the minister of foreign affairs was a maximum of ten meters
from the office of the prime minister. It was possible to reach the prime
minister’s office from the most distant foreign affairs department in
three or four minutes. Urgent and prominent telegraphs received from
abroad could instantly be delivered to the prime minister. It was also
possible to present the orders of the prime minister to be delivered to
diplomatic missions without any wasted time. This situation, of course,
constituted a great advantage where the gain of even a few minutes was

of great significance."

Ecmel Barutgu, another diplomat of the time, notes the usefulness of the prox-
imity between the ministry of foreign affairs and the prime minister’s office.
For him, the proximity of the ministry, the cabinet, and the prime minister’s
office was a great opportunity; otherwise, the course of events could have been
different.'

There was also another factor other than the proximity of the ministry
building to the prime minister: the architecture of the building used between
1952 and 87 itself. Called the “corridor” due to its architectural structure, the

ministry was a three-story horizontal building consisting of offices opening

“Kibris krizi sirasinda, Bagbakanlikla, Disisleri Bakanliginin ayni binada olmasinin pratik
yararlarini ¢ok yakindan gordiik. Disisleri Bakaninin odasi, Bagbakanin odasindan en ¢ok on
metre mesafedeydi. Disisleri dairelerinin en uzagindan, Bagbakanin biirosuna ise en ¢ok iig
ila dort dakikada ulasmak miimkiindii. Yurtdisindan gelen acele ve 6nemli telgraflar aninda
Bagbakan’a iletilebiliyordu. Temsilciliklere gidecek ve 6nemi dolayisiyla Basbakana gerekli
talimatlar vakit kaybedilmeden kendisine sunulabiliyordu. Tabii bu durum, baz hallerde
birka¢ dakikalik bir kazancin bile ok énemli oldugu kriz dénemlerinde biiyiik bir avantaj
teskil ediyordu.” Yavuzalp, Liderlerimiz ve Dis Politika, 171

Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru, 51.
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onto three corridors on the three floors."” This horizontal structure provided
easy contact and coordination of not only high-ranking but also low-ranking
officers. Moreover, the corridor functioned to bring the officers closer and in-
crease the sense of solidarity among them. As a consequence, members of the
ministry met twice or three times a day.'® This structure influenced not only
the operational capacity of the ministry but the relations among its members.
As a Turkish journalist claimed while analyzing the Turkish diplomatic bu-
reaucracy, “the corridor ... was the expression of the ministry's collective
memory.”"

In spite of the advantageous aspects of the ministry building in the afore-
mentioned period, it was not capable of meeting all the needs of the ministry
and its personnel. A report written in the bulletin of the foreign ministry pub-
lished in April 1965 underscored the necessity of a new, independent building
to serve just the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs.”® If a new building was
not possible, the report was suggested adding a floor to the existing building
since it was incapable of meeting the needs in terms of administrative, tech-
nical, and security concerns.*!

The prestigious position of the foreign ministry, nevertheless, did not
mean the working environment was comfortable for its members in all re-
spects. In 1964, for example, the ministry's budget only surpassed 100 million
Turkish lire.” This budget had to meet the needs of fifteen directorates general
and two bureaus,” but in that year, the ministry was represented by fifty-two

embassies, five missions, three delegations and representations, twenty-seven

Iskit, Diplomasi..., 364.

Ufuk Giildemir, Teksas-Malatya (Istanbul: Tekin Yayinevi, 1992), 124.

Ibid.

TC Disisleri Bakanligi, “Bina Meselesi,” (The Issue of Building) Dugisleri Belleteni (Foreign
Affairs Bulletin) 7, (Ankara: 1965), 21.

Ibid.

Fuat Bayramoglu, “Disisleri Belleteni Uzerine Diisiinceler,” (Opinions on the foreign ministry
Bulletin) Digisleri Belleteni (Foreign Affairs Bulletin) 1, (Ankara: 1964), ii.

TC Dusisleri Bakanlhigi, “Disisleri Teskilat:,” (Foreign Affairs Organization) Disisleri Belleteni
(Foreign Affairs Bulletin) 1, (Ankara: 1964), 76.
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consulates general, and two consulates.** Moreover, the ministry was aiming
to increase the number of its missions in Western Europe and consolidate the
functional capacities of these missions due to the flow of Turkish migrants to
countries such as the Federal Republic of Germany, Switzerland, and France.
The budget issue, however, complicated the conditions. Between 1961 and
1964, the ministry considerably increased the number of its consular missions,
but the budget remained almost constant, rising from 123.9 million lire to only
137.8 million.”

As a consequence, the budget was a significant concern for the ministry's
operations throughout the 1970s. Hamit Batu, then head of the fourth depart-
ment in the ministry, noted that the Quai d'Orsay, set aside half its budget for
the departments of cultural relations and technical assistance.*® A report pub-
lished in the bulletin of the ministry drew attention to this deficiency. Accord-
ing to the report, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs lacked the financial
resources of its equivalents in Western Europe. The Italian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs’s budget (80 million dollars) was almost six times higher than that of
the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (15 million dollars) in 1965.” Italy was
comparable to Turkey - in that it was a member of NATO, a migrant-sending
country, and a southern European element of the Western alliance. Moreover,
the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs’s budget even fell behind the budgets
of countries known for their relatively neutral positions in international poli-
tics. For example, Sweden and Switzerland’s foreign ministry budgets were
twice that of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs.?® Even the budgets of
relatively small states such as Denmark and Israel spared more resources for

their foreign ministries.”

Ibid. 8o.

TC Disisleri Bakanligi, “Idari Konular,” (Administrative Issues) Disisleri Belleteni (Foreign
Affairs Bulletin) 4, (Ankara: 1965), 18.

Hamit Batu, “Dis Siyaset ve Tanitma,” (Foreign Affairs and Promotion) Disisleri Belleteni
(Foreign Affairs Bulletin) 2, (Ankara: 1964), 115.

TC Dusigleri Bakanhg, “Idari Konular,” (Administrative Issues) Digisleri Belleteni (Foreign
Affairs Bulletin) 4, (Ankara: 1965), 17.

Ibid., 18.

Ibid., 18. Interestingly, the Greece foreign ministry, which had a similar scope of work as the
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, had half the budget of its Turkish counterpart. Ibid.
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When examining the leading figures of the 1960s and 7os, one figure is
inevitably essential to be discussed. A civil bureaucrat for more than three
decades, Thsan Sabri Caglayangil became the Turkish minister of foreign af-
fairs in October 1965 and maintained this position for six consecutive years.
Caglayangil, again served as foreign minister between March 1975 and June
1977, and between July 1977 and December 1978. He was the second-longest-
serving person to serve as foreign minister after Tevfik Riistii Aras. Perhaps
one of the most trustworthy political comrades of Siileyman Demirel, Cagla-
yangil served in all but his last cabinet since that time he was head of the Turk-
ish senate. The foreign minister of the last Demirel cabinet, Hayrettin Erkmen,
was dismissed by interpellation. Erkmen was the first Turkish foreign minister
to lose his office through such a process.”® By itself, this example clarifies the
unique character of the 1960-1980 period.

Caglayangil’s appointment was found odd by many people including him-
self. In his memoirs, he notes that “he was the first person to criticize his ap-
pointment as the foreign minister,” and according to him, “many authors crit-
icized Prime Minister [Demirel] for choosing him as the foreign minister,
[though later] these people expressed their admiration of and apologies to
[Caglayangil].”*" The perceptions of the ministry personnel followed a similar
path. Mahmut Dikerdem notes that the “assignment of Caglayangil was met
with both astonishment and disdain,” and as a consequence, Caglayangil him-
self “behaved with respect and modesty toward the high-ranking officials in
the foreign ministry.”** Taner Baytok praises Caglayangil's ability to negotiate
and capacity to persuade his addressees.”® According to Girgin, Caglayangil
was a “[foreign] minister open to innovations.”* Caglayangil also respected
the professional accumulation of Turkish diplomats in most cases. On his first
day in office, Caglayangil ordered Yalim Eralp, then a young diplomat and his

interpreter, “to say what is necessary even if he [Caglayangil] mentioned a

"Erkmen Diisiiriildii," (Erkmen is dismissed) Milliyet, September 6, 1980, 1
[hsan Sabri Caglayangil, Anilarim (Istanbul: Giines Yayinlari, 1990), 266-267.
Giiler, Salon Verir..., 593.

Baytok, Dis Politikada..., 131.

Girgin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Dénemi..., 143.
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soccer match” during an international meeting.”> However, his respect of
Turkish diplomats did not to last long during his term in office. While talking
about Turkish diplomats six years after his last at the foreign ministry, Cagla-

yangil described the officials of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy as follows:

To my surprise, I overrated those diplomats. After I became minister,
in order to know them well, I recruited some as advisors. I took some
of them to international state visits with me. Do you know in the end
what they did? Backbite each other ... [they] discredited their friends

to replace them. Once I saw this, I lost my respect for all of them.*

§ 4.2 Ideology of an Institution: Was There One?

35
36

37
38

Many foreign ministries of the time were the targets of “ideological attacks” in
the 1960-80 period. As Berridge notes, “for much of the period following
World War II, foreign ministries and their diplomatic services were frequently
targets of attack from politicians and commissions of inquiry, and persistently
sniped at by the tabloid press.” Even after the Cold War, in 1997, George E
Kennan, an outstanding American ambassador of the Cold War period, com-
plained that Americans wrongly believe that “the diplomatic service is domi-
nated by effete snobs from monied and socially distinguished backgrounds.”**
This was indeed one of the traditional handicaps of diplomatic practice. As
Sofer recalls, “from its ... beginnings, diplomacy was surrounded by suspicion
...[because] the diplomat belongs to the category of ‘men in great places,

whose lives are conducted behind barriers, ... [and] diplomatic privileges and

Eralp, Perdeyi..., 21.

“Meger ben bu hariciyecileri goziimde fazla bilyiitmiisiim. Bakan olduktan sonra onlari iyi
tanimak i¢in kimini yanima danisman aldim, kimini dis tilkelere resmi ziyarete giderken be-
raberimde gétiirdiim. Biitiin yaptiklar1 neydi biliyor musun? Birbirlerini gekistirmek, arka-
dagin1 goziimden disiiriip onun yerini almaya ¢alismak. Bunu goriince higbirisine saygim
kalmad1.” “Caglayangil Anlatiyor,” (Caglayangil Tells) Milliyet, 21 December 1984. 8.
Berridge, Diplomacy..., 18.

George E Kennan, “Diplomacy without Diplomats?” Foreign Affairs 76, no. 5 (1997), 210.
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immunities set him apart from ordinary man.”** Reputations for social exclu-
siveness in recruitment and high living abroad” adds Berridge, are “com-
bine[d] with the lack of domestic political base and thus, makes the antipathy
towards diplomatic bureaucracy by no means surprising.”*

As a widely-accepted principle, “ideological polarization tends to make
diplomatic work more difficult.”*" Cold War conditions proved in many cases
that ideological conflicts led to profound polarization, preventing diplomats
from implementing their normal tasks, - that is “to permit communication
[and] to maintain a dialogue across political, cultural, and ideological bound-
aries.”* Although there were efforts to pursue a multi-dimensional foreign
policy, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the 1960-1980 period was, in
many respects, clearly a Cold War institution. As Omer Engin Liitem, a Turk-
ish diplomat of the Cold War years, puts it, “there was only one policy for
Turkey in the 1950s and even in the 60s: Western alliance.” Yalim Eralp, sim-

ilarly notes that

contrary to today, Turkish diplomats saw Turkey as part of NATO.
Nevertheless, they did not neglect the Soviet Union. A pro-Third
World current was initiated by a small group during the term of Giin-
diiz Okgiin. [Along with ideological concerns], this was partly because

of the influence of the Cyprus question.*

Davis-Cross sees diplomats as member of an epistemic community who “have

a profound effect on the broader sets of relations within which they are

Sofer, “The Diplomat as Stranger,” 181.

Berridge, Diplomacy..., 18.

Jean Robert Leguey-Feilleux, The Dynamics of Diplomacy (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publish-
ers, 2009), 153.

Ibid.

Omer Engin Liitem, Interview by the Author. Online Interview. January 20, 2017.

“Tiirk diplomatlar1 soguk savas doneminde Tiirkiye'yi, bu giinlerinin aksine, NATO'nun bir
pargasi olarak goriirlerdi. Bununla beraber, Sovyet Rusya'yr da gozardi etmezlerdi. Bakan
Giindiiz Okgiin déneminde bir 3 ncii diinya akimu kiigiik bir grup tarafindan baglatilmisti.

Bunda bir él¢iide Kibris meselesinin de pay1 vardir.” Eralp, Interview by the Author.
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situated ... with their own way of seeing the world.”* Like the case of the Ot-
toman diplomatic bureaucracy, Turkish Hariciye of the Cold War years saw
pro-Western foreign policy not only as a matter of foreign and security policy
but also an issue of national identity. Yilmaz and Bilgin note that “throughout
the republican era, membership in Euro-Atlantic institutions has provided
Turkish policymakers the opportunity to assert the country’s “‘Western’ iden-
tity.”* Turkish diplomats and the Turkish MFA were prominent pillars of this
perspective. Calis states that the “MFA has traditionally been one of the most
important and influential institutions in Turkey, making foreign policy and
actively participating in the Westernization process.”® Turkey’s unhesitant tilt
towards the Western bloc since the first days of the Cold War was inherent to
the worldview of Turkish diplomats. Zeki Kuneralp, who served as secretary
general at the foreign ministry twice in the 1960s, summarizes the pure, pro-

western orientation of Turkish diplomats in those years. In his words,

Turkey’s future is in the West. The prestige that Turkey possesses, even
its prestige in the East is due to its proximity to the West. If Turkey

Sharp, Diplomatic Theory, 36. Although the term “epistemic community has traditionally been
reserved for scientific and technical groups,” notes Davis-Cross imports this notion while ex-
ploring the nature of the diplomatic profession. Mai’a Keapuolani Davis-Cross, “A European
Epistemic Community of Diplomats,” in The Diplomatic Corps as an Institution of Interna-
tional Society, ed. Paul Sharp and Geoffrey Wiseman (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007),
226. According to Davis-Cross, the success of an epistemic community in terms of exerting
their influence relies on the internal cohesion among its members. The internal cohesion, “a
shared worldview that derives from their mutual socialization and shared knowledge,” deter-
mines an epistemic community’s success to influence decision making processes. Mai’a K.
Davis-Cross “Rethinking the Epistemic Communities Twenty Years Later,” Review of Interna-
tional Studies 39, no. 1 (2013), 140 & 152. Since a vast majority of Turkish diplomats were con-
vinced that alliance and identification with the West in political, economic, and cultural terms
are for the benefit of Turkey, they could be successful in influencing the mindset of the state
mechanism.

Eylem Yilmaz and Pinar Bilgin, “Constructing Turkey’s ‘Western’ Identity during the Cold
War: Discourses of the Intellectuals of Statecraft,” International Journal 61, no. 1 (2005-2006),
39.

Saban H. Calis Turkey’s Cold War: Foreign Policy and Western Alignment in the Modern Re-
public (London: IB Tauris, 2017), 241.
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drops this pro-Western policy and this general political line, this may
have harmful and dangerous outcomes for the fate of the country.
Some people claim that Turkey will never be accepted as an equal to
Western nations by Westerners. In my view, this is not the case. The
question is whether Turkey will reach the level of civilized nations. If
today, Turkey is accepted as a civilized nation even among Eastern so-

cieties, this is mostly due to the adoption of Western civilization.*®

This relatively radical orientation towards the West reflected in the minds of
Turkish diplomats while conducting their profession. Nihat Ding, for example,
complains in his memoirs about the critical stance of young military officers
towards the Western alliance when he briefed them about the significance of
NATO for the security of Turkey.* Faik Melek goes further and criminalizes
the defense of a political position other than pro-Westernism. Melek notes

that,

an associate professor stood up and stated “we must leave from NATO.
NATO has no use for Turkey.” Our ambassador [Nuri Birgi] calmly
replied “Okay! We can quit NATO, sir. However, what alternative do
you project in terms of Turkey’s security? You must be aware of Soviet
Russia’s threatening policies and the Russian intent to reach Mediter-
ranean? Can we defend ourselves alone against a superpower like So-

viet Russia?” ... Imagine how such an associate professor brainwashes

“Tiirkiye’nin istikbali Batr’dadir. Halen haiz oldugu prestij, hatta Dogu’da bile haiz oldugu
prestij, Batr'yla olan yakinligindan dolayidir. Tiirkiye'nin bu siyasetten, bu umumi siyasi isti-
kametten ayrilmasi, kendisi icin kotil, mesum neticeler dogurabilir. Bazi kimseler Tiirkiye’nin
bugiin dahi Batililar tarafindan esit Batili bir millet olarak kabul edilmeyecegini iddia et-
mektedirler. Meselei Tiirkiye’nin bugiinkii diinya sartlart muvacehesinde bir medeni mem-
leketin isgal etmesi gereken mevkie yiikselmesidir. Bugiin Tiirkiye Dogulular arasinda da
bugiin ileri bir memleket sayiliyorsa o da Bat1 medeniyetini bir dereceye kadar benimsemis
olmasindan &tiiriidiir” Zeki Kuneralp, Sadece Diplomat: Anilar-Belgeler (Istanbul: ISIS, 1999),
110.

Ding, Goniillii Diplomat, 51.
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his hundreds of pupils with such demagogies in line with his doc-

trine.”®

Birgi was perhaps one of the last people to be asked such a question in the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. He was known with his fervent support of
the Western alliance.” Indeed, this was not specific to Birgi; Turkish diplo-
macy and diplomats have been subject to criticism precisely for this tendency.
As a matter of fact, the Turkish diplomat “had always been entwined with the
pro-Western ideology,”** and because of this, the “Ministry of Foreign Affairs
is not a sympathetic institution in Turkey” and “the common idea that diplo-
mats were ‘mon cher’ attracts negative reaction.”

Throughout the polarized political atmosphere of the 1970s, this critical
stance intensified, and the pro-Western orientation of the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy began to be questioned by representatives of the nationalist-con-
servative ideology of the time. Kuneralp notes in 1982 that “Turkish diplomats
are accused ... to have lost touch with” Turkish society in recent years.> Such

a criticism is inherent to the words of Ahmet Kabakli. According to Kabakly,

“Bir docent ortaya atilip ‘NATO’dan ¢ikmaliyiz. NATO’nun Tiirkiye’ye bir yarar1 yok.” dedi.
Biiytikel¢imiz [Nuri Birgi], gayaet sogukkanli bir sekilde ‘Hay hay, ¢ikalim Beyefendi; yalniz
Tiirkiye’nin giivenligi bakimindan yerine hangi alternatifi 6neriyorsunuz. Zira kuzeyimizdeki
Sovyet Rusya’nin bizi tehdit eden politikasini ve Ruslarin Akdeniz’e inme hedeflerini bilirsi-
niz. Bir super gii¢ olan Sovyet Rusya’ya tek basimiza kars1 koyabilir miyiz? ... Bu dogentin bu
demogojisi ile okuttugu yiizlerce gencin beyinlerini kendi doktrinine uygun olarak nasil
yikayabilecegini soyle bir disiiniin. Cok aci degil mi?” Faik Melek, Hepsi Geldi Gegti:
Digsislerinde 43 Yil (Istanbul: Milliyet Yayinlari, 1994), 102-103.

Gunver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu..., 17.

Ortayls, “Tiirk Disisleri Memuru,” 536.

[lhan Uzgel, “TDP’nin Uygulanmasi,” in Tiirk Dis Politikast I: 1919-1980, ed. Baskin Oran (Is-
tanbul: {letisim, 2001), 67. Literally meaning "my sir," monchere is a Turkish loan word from
French. The word is used pejoratively to criticise the allegedly exclusive social lives of Turkish
diplomats. Turkish diplomats object to these accusations citing threats to which they were
exposed by Armenian terrorist organizations. Eralp, for example, reminds Erdogan “how
those moncheres [Turkish diplomats] sacrificed themselves for years.” Eralp, Perdeyi Aralar-
ken..., 43.

Kuneralp, “The Ministry of Foreign Affairs,” 509.
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most [Turkish diplomats] lack the quality of a pride of Turkishness
based on history and culture. They forgot the beauty of the homeland,
ignored its devastation, [and] were carried away with the joys ... and
gambling in the country in which were living. Ninety percent of them
evaluate the affairs of Turkey and Turkish homeland as ‘drudgery’ ...
These officers of the Hariciye, the ones who earn seven times as
much salary. ... the ones who smuggle goods as much as they want
through diplomatic tricks ... they are subconsciously ashamed of be-
ing Turk and Muslim. In front of the diplomats of the world, they joy-
fully play a game making a mockery of our history, ancestors, and cus-

toms. They seem to be taking revenge for having been born Turk.”

Aware of this stance, officers of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy complain

about this “misinterpretation.” A Turkish diplomat notes, for example,

receptions with alcohol and leisure come to the minds of Turkish peo-
ple when diplomats are mentioned. It is thought that all diplomats
waste away their working hours in such places. According to this per-
spective, these receptions are places where well-dressed people wine
and dine and engage in small talk. There is a common perception that
our diplomats never miss these receptions and always start talking
with the phrase ‘mon cher’ when they see each other. The salary abroad
is high, so many women, live it up! ... They think the lives of diplomats

pass like that, in great comfort.*

“Cogu tarihe ve kiiltiire dayali bir Tiirkliik gururunu tagimak kalitesinden yoksundur. Vatanin
glizelliklerini unutmus, perisanliga omuz silkmis, bulunduklar: iilkenin zevkine, kumarina
kadinli-igkili zevklerine kapilip gitmislerdir. Tiirkiye'nin ve Tiirk vatandaginin islerini bir
“Angarya” sayanlar yizde doksani bulur. Bu hariciyeci efendiler, bu milletin sirtindan
maaglarin yedi katini alanlar, diplomatik dolaplarla iceriye istedikleri kadar mal ve esya
sokanlar ...Bunlar, alt suurlarinda Tiirk ve Islam olmaktan utaniyorlar... Ve biitiin diinyanin
diplomatlar1 kargisinda mazimizi, atalarimizi, hukukumuzu giiliing eden bir eseri oynamak-
tan zevk aliyorlar... Tiirk yaratilmis olmalarinin 6ciinti aliyorlar sanki.” Kabakly, Biirokrasi ve
Biz, 439-440.

“Diplomat denince, Tiirk insaninin aklina nedense igkili ve eglenceli davetler gelir. Her diplo-

matin mesaisinin 6nemli bir boliimiinii buralarda ge¢irdigi diistiniiliir. Bu anlayisa gére, s6z
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In the 1960-1980 period, foreign ministries and their diplomatic personnel
were subject to similar criticisms. For example, a journalist in Canada accused

his country’s diplomats of “serving as US spies.”™”

Probably unaware of such
criticisms, Kabaklr’s criticism similarly centered on the so-called non-national
character of Turkish diplomats. His criticism targeted not only Turkish diplo-
mats individually but also included an institutional analysis. Turkish foreign
policy, according to Kabakli, “has never been national and prudent.”® For

him, “a national[ist] Hariciye”

by assuming his country as the center of the world..., puts the leg of
compass on [his country] and draws tangents to other states, ... strug-
gles to find our interests wherever they are, ... eliminates any possibil-
ity of damage to me wherever they come from, ... keeps [his] eyes fo-

cused on distances as far as the universe and a centuries-long future.”

Raif Karadag, a nationalist-conservative author, claimed that diplomats “con-
sider themselves unaccountable ... and do not esteem issues about which the
public is most sensitive.”® Like Kabakli and Karadag, Ergun Goze, a national-
ist-conservative journalist of the Cold War years in Turkey, also paid attention
to the so-called non-national character of Turkish Hariciye. The most signifi-
cant way to better organize the ministry was the “nationalization of Foreign

Affairs,” according to Goze.

konusu davetler, sik giyinmis insanlarin yiyip igtikleri ve geyik muhabbeti yaptiklar yerdir.
Diplomatlarimizin bu tiir davetleri kagirmadiklari, birbirleriyle karsilagtiklarinda ‘mon
cher’siz s6ze baslamadiklar1 anlayis1 yaygindir bizde. Disarida maas yiiksek, kadinlarin bini
bir para, vur patlasin ¢al oynasin, iste boyle gecer diplomatlarin hayati denir, bityiik bir ra-
hatlik i¢inde.” Turgut Tiiliimen, Iki Miilkiyeli (Ankara: Kavaklidere Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2003),
65.

Eayrs, Diplomacy and Its Discontents, 26.

Kabakli, Biirokrasi ve Biz, 445.

“kendi devletini dlinyanin merkezi sayarak... Ve pergelin ayagini oraya koyarak, biitiin diger
devletlere ‘tegetler’ cizmesi demektir. Her nerede bizim i¢in menfaat var; arayip bulmak i¢in
gayretler harcamasidir. Her nerede benim icin ziyan ihtimali var; karakus gibi yetiserek o
zarar1 gidermesi... GOziinii dort agarak feza kadar mesafeleri ve asirlarca uzagr gormesi
demektir.” Ibid.

Raif Karadag, Tiirk Hariciyesinin Cetin Sinavi Kibris (Istanbul: Emre Yayinlari, 2004), 164.
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Turkish foreign policy, indeed, tended towards apologetism after Lau-
sanne [Treaty]. The outcomes of this apology in foreign policy are
western secularism, non-irredentism, [and] non-interference. Moreo-
ver, [this policy aims] to show that all relations with the past and mem-
ories of the past have been cut. This confession psychosis is ... inherent
to the Turkish ambassador smoking a Cuban cigar at the Saudi King’s
iftar invitation before the call to prayer to show that he was not fast-

ing.%!

In the aforementioned period, the world was roughly divided into three camps
in political and economic terms: the capitalist First World (or Western alli-
ance), the communist Eastern Bloc, and the non-aligned Third World, most
of which gained their independence in the decolonization process.®* Turkey,
since the early days of the Cold War, chose to be part of the so-called First
World. It was a part of the Western alliance. This was strongly related to Tur-
key’s tilt towards the Western world since the beginning of its modernization
process and also to national security conceptions of the time. Under the strict
limitations of the Cold War conjuncture, Turkish diplomacy had little room

to maneuver and improve relations with members of other alliances.

“Gergekten Tiirk dis politikas: Lozan’dan sonra bir glinah ¢ikartma sekline doniigmiistiir. Bu
glinah ¢ikarmanin dis politikadaki neticesi batili laik ve hi¢c kimsenin topraginda gézii olma-
yan, hicbir seye karismayan... cabalamalardan ibarettir. Ayrica gerek icerde ve gerek disarda
mazi ve mazideki hatiralarla her tiirlii alakanin kesildigini her vesile ile gostermek. Suudi Ar-
abistan kralinin iftarina ¢agrilan Tiirk sefirinin iftar vaktinden énce purosunu yakarak ve orug
olmadigini ilana itina ederek gitmesinde bu giinah ¢ikartma psikozu ... vardir.” Ergun Goze,
“Diplomasimizin Milesseseleri,” Tiirk Diinyasi Arastirmalari Dergisi 7 (1980), 169.

The Oxford English Dictionary defines decolonization as “the withdrawal from its colonies of
a colonial power; the acquisition of political or economic independence by such colonies.”
The decolonization process refers to the dismantlement of colonial empires after World War
IT and the emergence of new independent states on the territories of former colonial powers.
States involved in the decolonization process, many of which were in Asia and Africa, gener-
ally acted in concert in international politics since they had many common interests. As a
consequence, many new post-colonial states gathered under the umbrellas of the non-Aligned
Movement and Third World discourse. Erin Allen, “Inquiring Minds: Studying Decoloniza-
tion,”  Library of Congress, accessed October 31, 2015, available from

http://blogs.loc.gov/loc/2013/07/inquiring-minds-studying-decolonization/.
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An article written in 1965 by Hamit Batu, a mid-ranking officer in Turkish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, noted that “Turkey ... should earn the friendship
of [newly independent African and Asian] states.”® Batu’s suggestion was in-
deed a consequence of Turkey’s needs in the the Cyprus dispute.** Moreover,
the idea of closer relations with the Third world would soon become a policy
formulation within the ministry. This was most apparent when the New Inter-
national Economic Order (NIEO) concept was coined in the United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD).*> The new international
economic order sought to consolidate the dialogue between the developed
North and the developing or underdeveloped South. OECD countries com-
prised “Group B,” the Eastern Bloc formed “Group D,” and the non-aligned
bloc formed the “77s Group.” (Derived from the number of its members,
though its size reached over 130 member countries in time.) Turkey, as ex-
pected, participated in Group B meetings, which was perhaps compatible with
its political preferences but not its economic interests. Yaman Baskut, then a
young Turkish diplomat, depicts the difficulties they faced during the meet-

ings.

TC Dasisleri Bakanligi, “Tiirkiye’nin Asya-Afrika Siyaseti,” (Asia-Africa Policy of Turkey)
Digsisleri Belleteni (Foreign Affairs Bulletin) 6, (Ankara: 1965), 23.

The decolonization process was also related to Turkey's Cyprus policy. The process increased
the number of independent states represented in international organizations, and to gain their
support was instrumental for Turkey’s cause. As a consequence, Turkish governments tended
to open diplomatic missions in newly independent states in the 1960s. TC Dasisleri Bakanligy,
“Yeni Elgilikler Ac¢ilmasi,” (Opening of New Embassies) Disisleri Belleteni (Foreign Affairs
Bulletin) 20, (Ankara: 1966), 70.

The United Nations Conference on Trade and Development was established in 1964 as a per-
manent intergovernmental body. The first conference was held in Geneva, Switzerland in 1964
and the body met quadrennially in ensuing years. The conference was formed as a conse-
quence of the concerns of developing countries over the international market economy and
the great disparity between developed and developing countries. In the 1970s, the UNCTAD
was associated with the idea of the New International Economic Order. “UNCTAD Confer-
ences,” United Nations Conference on Trade and Development Website, accessed October 31,

2015, available from http://unctad.org/en/Pages/Meetings/UNCTAD-Conferences.aspx.
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We had the same economic interests as the 77s group, but the group to
which we belonged [- Group B, which is to say developed countries -]
were at cross-purposes. For example, while stabilizing the prices of raw
materials we were exporting and lifting barriers to technology trans-
fers were to our advantage, we were in Group B, which was opposing
these [measures], and we could only utter weakly during group’s pre-

patory meetings.*

The same diplomat notes that they faced harsh opposition from seniors when
he and two colleagues sought to balance Turkey’s alliance commitment and
its political-economic realities.”” The objection was a response to the efforts of
diplomats within the ministry who formed a special working group and to
defend Turkey’s integration with the Third World. Bagkut was also a member
of this group of diplomats. A direct addressee of these harsh objections, on the
other hand, was Temel Iskit, the head of the first special working group estab-
lished within the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Iskit cites the meeting
between him, ambassadors of the time and then-Foreign Minister [hsan Sabri

Caglayangil as follows,

We were on the one hand ... member of the “club of the wealthy.” On
the other hand, [we were] the poorest, fund-taking member of the
Western alliance. Our structure was comparable to poorer countries.
We offered to fix this contradiction. With the signature of Siikrii Ele-
kdag, we formed the first independent working group in the history of
the ministry. ... We prepared a report titled “The New International
Economic Order and Turkey.” I requested the ministry to discuss its
content, [and] delivered it to our economics-related missions abroad.
We delivered this [report], and a great reaction emerged. The first re-

action came from Coskun Kirca: “How could such a report be

“77'ler grubu ile ayni ¢ikarlara sahiptik ama mensup oldugumuz grup ayr telden ¢aliyordu.
Ornegin, diinyaya ihrag ettigimiz anamaddelerin fiyatlarinin belli bir diizeyde istikrara ka-
vugmasi ve teknoloji transferindeki engellerin kaldirilmasi lehimizeyken, bunlara itiraz eden
'B' grubunun i¢indeydik ve sadece Grup i¢indeki hazirlik ¢aliymalarinda ciliz bir ses ¢ikara-
biliyorduk.” Yaman Bagkut, Aferin Iyiydin (Istanbul: Inkilap Kitabevi, 2004), 43.

Ibid.
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written?” This was asked because the report suggested [Turkey] join
the group of 77s. ... I was the only one from the group to be invited to
the meeting held with ambassadors and the foreign minister. I pre-
sented the report and an immediate salvo began: “It is a shame to even

» «

type such a report.” “This will disgrace us vis-a-vis our allies.” “The
authors of the report are as a matter of fact communists.” Caglayangil
ended the meeting, approached me, and said, “Do you see, the report

was not accepted.” He could have shouted. He behaved politely.®®

The full name of the report was “The New Economic Order and Turkey: The
International Negotiation Process between Developed Countries and Devel-

oping Countries.” Published in July 1977 as a “special working group report,”

«

Biz... bir tarafta zenginler kuliibiiniin’ iyesiydik. Diger taraftan Bat1 ittifakinin en yoksul,
yardim alan tlkesiydik. Yapimiz yoksul iilkelerle uyumluydu. Bu celiskiyi telafi etmeyi
onerdik. Sitkrii Elekdag’in imzasiyla Bakanligin tarihindeki ilk 6zel ¢alisma grubunu kur-
duk.... Yeni Uluslararas1 Diizen ve Tiirkiye’ adli bir rapor hazirladik. Disisleri Bakani'na bu
raporun icerigini tartismak {izere bir toplanti diizenlenmesini teklif ettim [ve] raporu
yurtdisinda ekonomik alanda faaliyet gosteren temsilciliklerimize de gonderdik. Raporu
gonderdik ve biiyiik bir reaksiyon oldu. Ilk tepki Coskun Kirca’dan geldi: ‘Béyle bir rapor
nasil yazilabildi?® Zira rapor Tiirkiye’nin 77ler grubuna katilmasini éneriyordu.... Ben
caligma grubundan biiyiikelgiler ve disisleri bakaninin katildig: toplantiya davet edilen tek
kisiydim. Raporu sundum ve hemen bir salvo basladi. ‘Béyle bir raporu yazmak dahi bir
utanctir.” ‘Bizi miittefiklerimize rezil eder.” ‘Raporun yazarlar1 zaten komiinisttir.” Caglayan
toplantiy1 sonlandird1 ve bana yaklasarak ‘Gordiin degil mi, rapor kabul edilmedi’ dedi. Bana
bagirabilirdi. Anlayigh davrand1.” Temel Iskit, Interview by the Author, Note Taking, Istanbul,
March 16, 2016. Temel Iskit is a remarkable intellectual-diplomat in this respect. Currently
known for his pro-EU views, Iskit strongly objected to Turkey’s accession to the European
integration process. During his term in Brussels, he wrote a two-hundred-pages-long report
explaining his objection to Turkey’s accession to the then-European Economic Community.
Expectedly, states Iskit, his views were severely criticized by colleagues. According to oppo-
nents of Iskit’s view, “accession to the EEC was an aspect of Turkey’s identification with the
West.” Ibid. This is another clear example of a typical Turkish diplomat evaluating the “inev-
itability” of Turkey's identification with the West.

TC Disisleri Bakanlhig1, Ozel Caligma Grubu Raporu (Special Working Group Report), Yeni
Ekonomik Diizen ve Tiirkiye: Gelismis Ulkeler ve Gelisme Yolundaki Ulkeler Arasindaki
Uluslararas: Miizakere Siireci (Ankara: TC Disisleri Bakanligi, 1977). The dissent of diplomats
to the foreign policy preferences of their governments can be declared through official
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the text was authored by Temel Iskit and nine other career officers.” The group
was also allegedly have worked in cooperation with Korkut Boratav, a Marxist
economist.”! Among the ten diplomats who wrote the text, which included
him, Iskit notes that Giindiiz Aktan was the most committed to engaging with
the Third World. According to him, Aktan was the only member of the group
suggesting joining the 77s group at the expense of the NATO alliance.”” The
report was 147 pages long and consisted of three chapters. An eleven-page long
conclusion part offered a new route for Turkish foreign policy - that is, to be
more engaged with the Third World. The report concluded that “all the vital
interests of Turkey in the realm of foreign economic relations are compatible
with the ideas defended by the members of the 77s.””> Group B, on the other
hand, had “evolved into a formation that Turkey struggles against” in order to
protect its interests.”* Because “Turkey was alienated in Group B,” the report
advised Turkey “to take a place in the 77s group in line with its political and
economic power.””

According to Iskit, this was the opinion of Giindiiz Aktan; the other mem-
bers of the group favored illustrating a picture of the situation instead of di-
recting Turkey to a new, alternative path.” Given the content of the conclusion

of the report, it is clear that Aktan played a prominent role in its authorship.

channels in some countries. The Department of State in the United States, for example, initi-
ated a “dissent channel” for diplomats to express opposing views. Rana, The Contemporary
Embassy..., 66.

The names of the diplomats were Giindiiz Aktan, Ulug Oziilker, Aydan Karahan, Sefik Onat,
Yaman Baskut, Ozcan Davaz, Ercan Ozer, Mehmet Akat, and Hayati Giiven. The members of
the group were not necessarily from similar departments. The only requirement to join was
“to study the issues examined in the report.” TC Dugigleri Bakanligi Ozel Calisma Grubu
Raporu (Special Working Group Report), Yeni Ekonomik Diizen ve Tiirkiye: Gelismis Ulkeler
ve Gelisme Yolundaki Ulkeler Arasindaki Uluslararas: Miizakere Siireci, iii.

Eralp, Perdeyi Aralarken..., 50.

Iskit, Interview by the Author.

TC Disisleri Bakanligi, Ozel Calisma Grubu Raporu (Special Working Group Report), Yeni
Ekonomik Diizen..., 146.

Ibid., 147.

Ibid.

Iskit, Interview by the Author.
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The report was, again in the words of Iskit again, “the first sortie against
the pro-Western political orientation of the ministry.””” When Biilent Ecevit
formed a second government in January 1978, such a foreign policy orienta-
tion regained attraction. As a matter of fact, Third World countries were in-
creasingly present and prominent on international platforms. “Spoiled by the
Ecevit government,” notes Iskit, the group organized a meeting a year after the
above-stated report was presented. The meeting in 1978 was the last serious
initiative of the pro-Third World group within the ministry.

The meeting was organized on 7-11 August 1978 in Istanbul and titled “The
New International Economic Order: The Sum of Four Years.””® Opening re-
marks were made by Prime Minister Biilent Ecevit and Foreign Minister Giin-
diiz Okgiin, proving that the activities of the group had gained the support of
political authority. The meeting consisted of a general session and four panels.
The meeting gathered prominent figures of the time, most notably scholars
and diplomats concentrated on developmental economics. Among the partic-
ipants was Gomani Corea of Senegal was the secretary general of the
UNCTAD.” Kenneth Dadzie of Ghana was the director general of the United
Nations Economic Cooperation and Development unit, and Dinesh Singh of
India was president of the second UNCTAD.* In this regard, participants of
the meeting constituted a correct sample both in terms of their nationalities
and positions.

Senior officials, most notably ambassadors, objected to the efforts of the
special working group “because it would be misinterpreted and even abused
by some countries as if [Turkey] was challenging to the West.”®! Murat Bilhan,
another young diplomat of the time, confirms this. When asked about efforts
to reform the ideology of the ministry and thus Turkey's foreign policy, he
replied,

Ibid.

Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, New International Economic Order: Sum of the Four Years:
Conference Proceedigs, 7-11 August 1978.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Baskut, Aferin lyiydin, 4s.
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during the years when we joined the [Ministry in 1965], regions neigh-
boring Turkey were ignored. [We were] completely dancing to the tune
of the West. There were pro-Third World leanings, but these were not
tolerated. A movement emerged during the term of Giindiiz Okgiin. ...
[They were] the most talented young diplomats of the time ... They
were not leftists, but [they] demanded equal relations with the West.*?

Bilhan, like Bagkut, notes that this group of senior diplomats strongly criti-
cized this group by underscoring “the impossibility of the Africanization of
Turkey”® According to these senior diplomats, “Turkey had nothing in com-
mon with Africa.”® As the above-quoted words of Baskut indicate, however,
Turkey had much in common with the underdeveloped world.

Although pro-Third World members of the ministry were backed and en-
couraged during the foreign ministry of Giindiiz Okgiin, they were also sup-
ported by Ihsan Sabri Caglayangil, the foreign minister of the Nationalist
Front (Milliyet¢ci Cephe-MC) governments in the second half of the 1970s.*
Bagkut stated that “Caglayangil was the only person to encourage their ef-

»86

forts.”® Another case confirms Caglayangil’s position in terms of

“Bakanlhiga katildigim yillarda Tiirkiye'nin yakin boélgeleri ihmal ediliyordu. Tamamen
Bati'nin diimen suyundaydik. Ugiincii Diinyacilik egilimleri vardi ama bu tolere edilmedi.
Giindiiz Okgiin’iin déneminde bir hareket olustu. Dénemin en kabiliyetli geng diplo-
matlariydi. Solcu degillerdi ama Bati ile esit iliskiler istiyorlardi.” Murat Bilhan, Interview by
the Author, Note Taking, Istanbul, February 2, 2016.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Nationalist Front Governments (Milliyetci Cephe, MC) refers to the two governments formed
by right-wing, nationalist-conservative parties of the time. These governments were estab-
lished in March 1975 and July 1977, respectively. The first governed until June 1977 and the
second MC government ended in January 1978. With a one-month interruption in June 1977,
MC governments led by Siileyman Demirel, the head of the Justice Party, ruled for Turkey
almost three years. The other members of the MC government coalitions were Necmettin Er-
bakan’s National Salvation Party (Milli Selamet Partisi, MSP) and Alparslan Tiirkeg’s Nation-
alist Movement Party (Milliyet¢ci Hareket Partisi, MHP). The Republican Reliance Party (Cum-
huriyet¢i Given Partisi) was also a member of the first MC government.

Baskut, Aferin lyiydin, 44.
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strengthening ties with non-aligned or Third World countries. While talking

about an international economics congress in Nairobi, Caglayangil cited that,

the most hurting [thing] was to sit among Europeans due to being
[part of ] the West and NATO. I found our position strange. Thankfully,
the members of our embassy, most notably Mr. [Coskun] Kirca, con-
tacted Third World countries and told about the realities.*”

Nevertheless, this should not lead us to think that Caglayangil favored a tilt
towards the Third World in foreign policy. Through his support of the efforts
of the working group, he rather thought to establish a balance against the pure
pro-Western view that had been predominantly adopted among Turkish dip-
lomats in those years. As a matter of fact, the influence of the pro-Third World
formation within the foreign ministry dissolved after the resignation of the

Ecevit government in 1979.

§ 4.3 Institutional Features

87

The two most influential political formations of the 1960-1980 period, namely
Justice Party and the Republican People's Party, were in favor of avoiding bloc
politics and tended towards a more active, multi-dimensional foreign-policy
orientation. Moreover, the spirit of the time made such a perspective inevita-
ble for any government. Kabakli criticized Turkish diplomacy by pointing out
that there was no country practicing uni-dimensional foreign policy other

than Turkey.

Good foreign policy is, as a matter of fact, pluralist. Foreign policy re-
quires forming good relations with all the states of the world. Foreign
policy is to protect ... the interests and the honor of the state. Look
around us! Is there any state that does not pursue pluralist (multi-state,

multilateral) foreign policy? .. Do the United States, Russia,

"En ¢ok giiciime giden, bizim Batili ve NATO'lu oldugumuz i¢in Avrupalilar arasinda oturma-
mizdi. Yerimizi yadirgadim. Bereket versin, basta Sayin Kirca, el¢iligimizin iiyeleri, Ugiincii

Diinya Devletleri arasina yayildilar. Gergekleri anlattilar." Caglayangil, Anilar, 170-171.
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Communist China, England, Israel, Greece, and Japan adhere to a
“singularist” foreign policy? ...

As a matter of fact, what does “singularist” foreign policy mean?
You establish relations (good or bad) with one or a few states. Then,
you say the rest are none of my concern ... This is not politics but tact-

lessness and awkwardness, is not it?%®

The Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy was the direct addressee of this accusa-
tion. On the other hand, awkwardness, inherent in the diplomatic profession,
states Bilhan, and due to this, it is meaningless to criticize diplomats in this

respect.

Diplomacy and journalism are quite different from each other. Diplo-
macy functions awkwardly and slowly ... This may cause a loss of time.
This is the outcome of cautiousness. The media writes without think-
ing, but the diplomat does not. The diplomat cannot compete with the
journalist. Nevertheless, the information that the diplomat presents is

reliable.®

Awkwardness was not the only issue of criticism towards Turkish diplomats.
As a journalist, Goze suggested a more comprehensive transformation of

Turkish diplomats in line with the requirements of the time.

Turkish diplomacy, from A to Z, must reorganize itself according to

the new diplomacy. ... The spiritual supremacy policy is advisable first

“lyi bir dis siyaset, zaten ¢ogulcudur. Devletin ¢ikarlar1 ve serefi korunmak...igin, diitnyanin
biitiin devletleri ile iyi miinasebetler kurmaktir dis siyaset. Bakin ¢evrenize hele! Cogulcu (¢ok
devletli, cok yanl) bir siyaset yiiriitmeyen hicbir devlet var midir? Amerika mi, Rusya my,
Kizil Gin, Ingiltere, Israil, Yunanistan yahut Japonya mi “tekilci” dig siyaset giitmektedir? ...
Tekilci dis siyaset de ne demek zaten! Yani diinyada bir veya birka¢ devletle (iyi, kotii)
ilintiler kuracaksin. Gerisi beni ilgilendirmiyor... diyeceksin. Bunun ad siyaset falan degil,
densizlik ve beceriksizlik olmaz mi1?” Kabakl, Biirokrasi ve Biz, 445.
“Diplomasi ve gazetecilik birbirinden ¢ok farklidir. Diplomasi hantal ve yavas isler. Bu zaman
kaybina yol agabilir. Bu, ihtiyatin sonucudur. Medya diisiinmeden yazabilir ama diplomat
bunu yapamaz. Diplomat gazeteciyle yarigamaz. Yalniz, diplomatin sundugu bilgi giivenil-
irdir.” Bilhan, Interview by the Author.
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and foremost. ... Turkish diplomats, aside from having no concern
other for anything than status quo, are likely to confirm such rumors
[about themselves]. ... Turkish diplomacy lacks ... three things. It has
not intelligence, nor propaganda, nor staff ... And Turkish diplomacy
is aware of nothing. It is normal that a diplomacy without objectives is
also without intelligence. ... Embassies indeed should report on the
countries to which they are assigned. ... Most of the ambassadors do

not send reports, and if one sends many reports, he is [condemned].”

Raif Karadag makes similar statements to those of G6ze. According to Kara-
dag, “the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs needed to replace existing cadres

with nationalist officers.”!

Nevertheless, adds Karadag, such an operation was
impossible since there was a system of patronage within the ministry.”> Given
that there were such criticisms towards the institutional structure of the min-
istry, most notably in terms of its personnel structure, it is useful to reveal the
general characteristics of the ministry in terms of personnel profile and insti-

tutional procedures.

S 4.4 Appointment Procedures
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In May 1966, a report published by the ministry advised the “systematization
of appointments and conveyances” on the basis of “objectivity, meritocracy,

and expertise.” Although the ministry’s operations were already regulated

“[Turk diplomasisi] A’dan Z’ye kadar yeni diplomasiye gore kendisini tertip ve tanzim et-
melidir... Manevi tistiinliik politikasi ilk elde sayan tavsiyedir... Tiirk diplomatlarinin sta-
titkodan bagka bir dertleri olmadig1 gibi, hatta boyle bir soylentiyi teyit edecek durumlari
vardir. Tiirk diplomasisi {i¢ 6nemli seyden mahrumdur. Ne istihbarat1 vardir ne propagan-
dasi... ne de kadrosu... Ve Tiirk diplomasisinin hi¢bir seyden haberi yoktur. Hedefsiz olan
diplomasinin haberi olmamasi da normaldir... Ashinda elgiliklerin bulunduklar: iilkeler
hakkinda raporlar vermesi lazimdi. Boyle ¢ok rapor gonderen el¢i olursa [kinanir] Bir¢cok
elgiler ise hi¢ rapor géndermezler..” Goze, “Diplomasimizin Miiessseseleri,” 174-176.
Karadag, Tiirk Hariciyesinin Cetin Sinavi Kibris, 174.

Ibid.

TC Dasisleri Bakanligi, “Tayin ve Nakillerin Bir Sisteme Baglanmasi,” (Systematization of Ap-
pointments) Disisleri Belleteni (Foreign Affairs Bulletin) 20, (Ankara: 1966), 69.
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through an organic law, the ministry needed additional efforts to standardize
the appointment procedures on the basis of objectivity and expertise.
Appointment procedures have always been a matter of concern and dis-
cussion in the diplomatic profession. In most cases, arbitrary appointments of
diplomats to especially prominent positions such as ambassadorships, cause
distress among officers, and appointments of people without diplomatic back-
grounds are notably the most unacceptable for diplomats. Appointments of
people as ambassadors who are not career diplomats can also be seen as an
indicator of the vulnerability of a foreign ministry to domestic political influ-

ence.>*

Domestic political influences were evident in the Turkish Hariciye before the 1960-1980 pe-
riod not only with respect to appointments to the ministry but also before candidates entered
the ministry, that is to say in the recruitment process. In the late Ottoman and early republican
periods, family bonds, for example, played a role in recruitment to the Ottoman-Turkish dip-
lomatic bureaucracy. Harris notes that Said Halim Pasha, who became the Ottoman Foreign
Minister in 1911, “secured the appointment of his niece’s husband Mahmud Muhtar Pasha, as
Ambassador to Berlin and his brother in-law, Nusret Sadullah as Minister to Brussels.” Harris,
Atatiirk's Diplomats, 17 & 87. Two sons of Mustafa Resid Pasha, the great reformer of the Tan-
zimat era and also a minister of foreign affairs in the same period, served as foreign ministers.
Ibid. Not only the members of Muslim families, but also some non-Muslim families were re-
cruited over generations. Greek Musurus Pasha, a famous Ottoman ambassador to London,
was known to have staffed the embassy with relatives. Gabriel Noradounghian Efendi, long-
time Legal Counselor in the ministry who also served as minister of foreign affairs in 1912,
recruited his son as first secretary in Paris. Ibid. This trend continued in the early republican
period. Latife (Usakligil) Hanim’s marriage with Mustafa Kemal provided her the opportunity
to be influential within the ministry. Suat Davaz, who had a successful diplomatic career dur-
ing early republican period, was sponsored by Latife Hanim. Davaz’s mother was her wet
nurse. It is also known that Cevat A¢ikalin’s family ties with Latife Hanim were a contributing
factor in his career. Latife Hanim’s impact was much visible when her brother Omer (Usakl1)
Bey was appointed as the Third Secretary to Rome. Omer Bey was recalled to Ankara just after
Mustafa Kemal divorced Latife Hanim in 1925. Vedat Usakli, another brother of Latife Hanim,
was also recruited into the ministry while Latife Hanim was still married to Mustafa Kemal
Pasha. As a general overview of the influence of family bonds in the ministry, Harris notes
that “there were at least 285 senior Ottoman officials whose relatives populated the [Ministry]
community at the end of the empire and the Republic that followed.” Ibid. Between 1839 and
1922, there were seventy-two father and son relationships in the Ottoman Foreign Ministry.

Kuneralp, Son Dénem Osmanls..., xxiii-xxiv.
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Turkish diplomats of the 1960-80 period strongly objected to the appoint-
ment of such people - especially military officers - to ambassadorial posts.*

Ergun Sav, a Turkish diplomat of the time, suggests that

the summit of our profession is to be an ambassador. ... A Turkish
diplomat consumes 20-25 years of his professional life by working hard
in financial shortfalls, in different climatic conditions, and in different
regions nearer to or far from Turkey. His ideal is to be an ambassador.
Appointments from outside the institution, by preventing diplomats
who deserve it, are unfair in the most basic sense. Especially the ap-
pointment of generals as ambassadors! It is like someone landing on a
mountain by parachute after you have climed to the summit of your

own mountain.*®

Giinver also notes that the appointment of veteran generals or politicians as
ambassadors “injures the tradition of [Turkish] diplomacy to act objectively

»97

[and independently] of domestic policy.”’ This criticism is true to a great ex-
tent. There have been three waves of the penetration of people outside the dip-
lomatic profession to the ministry. The first wave, illustrated in chapter 3, was

the early republican period.”® In this period, the ministry lacked trained

The appointment of people without diplomatic backgrounds to ambassadorial positions was
not always specific to extraordinary conditions. As a typical example, “the United States has a
long-tradition of recruiting its chief of missions outside the foreign service.” Leguey-Feilleux,
The Dynamics of Diplomacy, 141.

“Bizim meslegin zirvesi biiyiikelgiliktir. Bir Tiirk diplomat: meslek hayatinin 20-25 yilin1 gok
calisarak, maddi imkansizliklar icinde, degisik iklimlerde, Tiirkiye’ye uzak veya yakin bolge-
lerde gegirir. Ideali biiyiikelgi olmaktir. Bunu hak etmis diplomatlarimizin éniinii kapayarak,
tepeden inme, disardan atama yapilmasina en hafif deyimiyle ‘hak yemek’ denir. Hele gen-
erallerin biiyiikel¢i yapilmasr’ Kendi daginda zirveye ciktiktan sonra 6biir dagin tepesine
paragiitle inmek gibi bir sey.” Ergun Sav, Diplomaturka: Bir Diplomat-Yazarin Amilari (An-
kara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 2000), 21.

Gunver, “Disisleri Meslek Memurlugu,” 74s.

The harshest critic of Turkish diplomats was appointed from outside the ministry and be-
longed to this first wave. Behi¢ Erkin, who served as an ambassador for fifteen years after a
high-profile political career, underscores that “non-career diplomats conduct their business

more carefully than career diplomats.” Non-career diplomats, adds Erkin, are appointed due
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diplomats. On the other hand, political leadership of the time tended to ap-
point people who could be trusted to: whether they were career diplomats was
not a primary consideration. Critical posts such as Berlin, Paris, and Athens
were filled predominantly with ambassadors from among the military bureau-
cracy in the interwar years.

The second wave was the period immediately after the coup of May 27,
1960. As it will be illustrated in detail in chapter 5, members of the civil and
military bureaucracies were increasingly appointed to ambassadorial posts,

though this process was not maintained for a long time. The third wave is

to merit whereas career officers are promoted in compliance with the seniority principle. Er-
kin, Hatirat, 580-581. After being involved with a dispute with the ruling elite of the time due
to an article he wrote, Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu served more than twenty years as an “am-
bassador-in-exile.” According to Karaosmanoglu, a Turkish diplomat’s only ambition was “to
climb the levels of career and to reach this title [of being an ambassador] since the day he was
first occupied ... They never know how to live in line with individual beliefs, principles, and
tendencies. Throughout their lives, they always proceed in patterns determined by others, are
shaped according to the desires and will of other people... Yes, the world consists of this career
trajectory for them. They cannot even imagine there is world outside.” Karaosmanoglu, Zo-
raki Diplomat..., 44-45. As the quote illustrates, Karaosmanoglu depicts the career trajectory
of diplomats quite different from the way any career diplomat would. According to Ergun Sav,
for example, who was a career diplomat, a diplomat’s path to an ambassadorship was an ago-
nizing process, whereas Karaosmanoglu characterized it as selfish ambition with no regard
for the world beyond. Karaosmanoglu’s clarification of a typical Turkish diplomat has been
frequently cited in the critical analysis of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. His depiction,
on the other hand, was never welcomed by career diplomats. Yilmaz Ikizer, another Turkish
career diplomat, notes that Karaosmanoglu's book “is full of the wishy-washy words of a per-
son who came from outside [our] profession.” According to Ikizer, “insincerity and incon-
sistency is clear from the title of the book: Unwilling Diplomat.” Even if his first, unwilling
appointment was during the 1930s, asks Ikizer sarcastically, “was it possible to claim that he
was held in this profession against his will for twenty years?” Yilmaz Ikizer, Su Bizim Garip
Hariciye ve Dis Politika (Istanbul: Sucuoglu Matbaasi, 1992), 48. Two Turkish diplomats
named their memoirs as “willing diplomats” (géniillii diplomat) as a response to the title of
Karaosmanoglu’s diplomatic memoirs. Nihat Ding, Goniillii Diplomat: Bir Diplomatin Meslek
Yasamindan Notlar (Istanbul: ithaki, 1998), Ali Tuygan, Géniillii Diplomat: Dsislerinde Kirk
Yil (Istanbul: Senocak Yayinlari, 2012).
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recent.”” According to a regulation enacted in August 2013, bureaucrats with-
out diplomatic backgrounds have the right to serve as director general, deputy
undersecretary, and undersecretary in the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs.'"® The new regulation not only increased the number of people appointed
from outside the diplomatic bureaucracy but also allowed these people con-
tinue to serve within the central organization of the ministry in Ankara.'”

In the case of appointment procedures throughout 1960s and 7o0s, never-
theless, governments remained largely loyal to the custom of assigning career
diplomats to ambassadorial and consular posts. Although the post-coup pe-
riod in 1960 constituted a significant exception, ambassadorial posts were pre-
dominantly filled with career diplomats in the 1960-1980 period. The 1964-
1965 yearbooks of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs indicate that just
three or four years after the 27 May coup, only a tiny number of people without

diplomatic backgrounds were assigned to the Ministry.'”

Although not as clear as the three aforementioned waves, the 1990s also witnessed the ap-
pointment of ambassadors without a diplomatic backround. Giinver notes that during the late
1990s, there emerged “a tendency to pull the Ministry of Foreign Affairs into domestic issues,”
which he evaluated as “a very sad development.” Giinver, “Disigleri Meslek Memurlugu,” 745.
“Bakanlikta Koklii Bir Gelenek Sona M1 Eriyor?” (Does an Old Traditon End in the Ministry?)
Milliyet, July 14, 2013, accessed March 2, 2016, available from http://www.milliyet.com.tr/ba-
kanlikta-koklu-bir-gelenek-sona/dunya/detay/1736395/default.htm.

For example, in August 2013, new ten people without diplomatic backgrounds were appointed
as ambassadors. “"Digsisleri’nde Yeni Dénem,” (New Era in Foreign Affairs) Hiirriyet, August
3, 2013, accessed March 2, 2016, Available from http://www.hurriyet.com.tr/gun-
dem/24450429.asp. These decisions resorted to Law No. 6004 which regulates the functions
of the Turkish Foreign Ministry. Accepted in 2010, Law No. 6004 foresees to transform the
ministry in line with the requirements of the day. For an analysis of Law No. 6004 and its
consequences for the ministry, see Biilent Aras, “Reform and Capacity Building in the Turkish
Foreign Ministry: Bridging the Gap between Ideas and Institutions,” Journal of Balkan and
Near Eastern Studies 17, no. 3 (2015), 69-8s.

Yearbooks of the foreign ministry published in 1964-1965 inform us that there were only six
diplomats of military origin just four years after the coup. TC Dasisleri Bakanlig1, Digisleri
Bakanhg Yillig1 1964-1965, 146-242. In 1979, “only one embassy was held by a retired army
officer.” Kuneralp, “The Ministry of Foreign Affairs,” 508.
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S 4.5 “Some are More Equal than Others:” The Formation of a
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Clique within the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs

In the mindset of a Turkish diplomat, the immunity of the foreign ministry to
the dynamics of domestic politics basically meant keeping members of other
professions out of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy.'”® Cankorel, who en-
tered the diplomatic service in 1971, claims that “the ministry paid considera-
ble attention to remaining objective without the influence of politics and, as a
consequence, has been successful even during military administrations.”'*
Cankorel probably may not have made this comment if he were a career dip-
lomat during the coup of May 27, 1960. Notably beginning in the late 1960s,
some factors influenced the promotion of diplomats other than his merit.

Daver Darende, a Turkish diplomat of the time, notes that

it was a privilege in the ministry to be from Galatasaray [High School]
and Miilkiye [the Faculty of Political Sciences in Ankara]. The relations
among [members of] these groups relied on a sound basis. ... It is es-
sential to accept that people from Galatasaray have always been influ-
ential in the management of the ministry. Those from Miilkiye also be-
long to this group. I had to the content with witnessing the order
established among these groups since I was neither a graduate of Ga-

latasaray nor Miilkiye.'

The yearbooks of the ministry published in 1964-65 prove that the graduates
of Galatasaray and the School of Political Sciences in Ankara constituted the

vast majority of Turkish diplomatic staff.!* Indeed, this was understandable:

Gunver, “Disisleri Meslek Memurlugu,” 743.

Bilge Cankorel, Bir Dénem Biterken (Istanbul: Kirmizikedi, 2014), 329.

“Galatasarayli ve Miilkiyeli olmak Bakanlik'ta bir ayricalikti. Bu gruplar arasinda iligkiler
saglam temellere dayanirdi. Galatasaraylilarin Disisleri yonetiminde her dénemde s6z sahibi
olduklarini kabul etmek gerekiyor. Bu gruba Miilkiyeliler de dahil bulunmaktadir. Ben Ga-
latasarayli ve Miilkiyeli olmadigim i¢in bu gruplar arasinda kurulan diizeni izlemekle
yetinirdi.” Daver Darende, Diplomatin Not Defteri (Istanbul: Arkadas, 2008), 94-95.

Of the 397 career officers in 1965, 229 were graduates of the Faculty of Political Sciences in

Ankara (Miilkiye), whereas 137 were graduates of Galatasaray Lycee. Seventy career diplomats
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in those years there were few schools eligible to produce candidates to be re-
cruited for such a critical profession as diplomacy. Moreover, this was by no
means specific to Turkey. Most outstanding universities in many countries,
especially those renowned for their language education, have provided the hu-
man resources for foreign ministries. Oxford and Cambridge in Britain, Ivy
League colleges in the United States, and the Ecole Lire des Sciences Politiques
in France have been the “natural feeding grounds for foreign ministries in

these countries.”'%”

Similarly, “Leiden University has been the cradle for dip-
lomats for a long time” in the Netherlands.'”®® However, educational bonds
played a role in one of the controversial issues related to the Turkish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs in late the 1960s and 70s. A group of diplomats who were
predominantly graduates of Galatasaray and Miilkiye allegedly formed a clique
within the ministry. This clique was believed to be influential in some critical
decisions such as prominent appointments and policy formulations.

School bonds played a predominant role in the formation of this group,
but there were other determinants for participation. Dikerdem, a graduate of
Galatasaray who was not the member of the clique, depicts the “formation” of

this group as follows:

In summer 1969 ... a new cadre of administrators was emerging. [Ih-
san Sabri] Caglayangil appointed an experienced Secretary General,
Zeki Kuneralp, from among our generation, but [Caglayangil] wished
to give the chance to young diplomats for directorates general ... Ilter
Tiirkmen was the shining figure among these ... An intelligent, ambi-

tious, and hardworking young officer, Tiirkmen not only held the

were graduates of both these schools. TC Disisleri Bakanligi, Disisleri Bakanligr Yillig: 1964-
1965, 146-242.

Steiner, “Foreign Ministries: Old and New,” 357.

C.B. Wels, “Netherlands: The Foreign Policy Institutions in the Dutch Republic and the King-
dom of the Netherlands 1579 to 1980, in The Times Survey of Foreign Ministries of the World,
ed. Zara Steiner (London: Times Books, 1982), 386.
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position of special advisor to the minister but also established a
“clique” by organizing his young, promotion-seeking friends around

himself.'®

Zeki Kuneralp, then secretary general of the foreign ministry, reveals that he
was informed about the formation of such a clique in the early days of his term

in office.

It was claimed that there were cliques formed among the directors and
officers. It was also expressed that the formation of these cliques was
causing unrest, hindering the real talents from attaining the positions
that they deserved, and providing underserved career opportunities to
people with limited merit. When the minister appointed me as secre-
tary general, he emphasized this issue and ordered me to overcome

lt 110

[lter Tiirkmen was claimed the key actor of the so-called clique formation. The
son of Behget Tiirkmen, a military and national security officer, and an am-
bassador, Ilter Tiirkmen was called “the wonder kid of the ministry” and was
appointed as an ambassador at the age of thirty-eight."! Even those, who were

critical of Tirkmen’s activities within the ministry, gave credit to his

“1969 yazinda... Disisleri Bakanligi'nda yeni bir yonetici kadrosu olusuyordu. Caglayangil
bizim kugaktan tecriibeli bir genel sekreteri, Zeki Kuneralp’i yanina almisti ama genel
miidirliikler icin genglere sans tanimak istiyordu... Bunlarin arasinda sivrilen ad, Ilter Tiirk-
men olmustu. Zeki, hirshi ve ¢aligkan bir gen¢ memur olan Tirkmen... Bakan'in 6zel
danigmani durumuna gelmekle kalmamus, kendisi gibi geng ve cabuk ilerlemek arzusuyla tu-
tugan arkadaslarini toplayip bir ‘klik’ olusturmustu.” Mahmut Dikerdem, Hariciye Carki:
Amilar (Istanbul: Cem Yayinevi, 1989), 180-181.

“Bakanlikta amir ve memurlar arasinda kliklerin tesekkiil ettigi iddia edilirdi. Bu
hiziplesmenin huzursuzluk yarattig1, ger¢ek degerlerin hak ettikleri mevkilere erismelerini
engelledigi, diisiik degerlere nahak yere ikballer sagladig: soylenirdi. Beni Genel Sekreterlige
getirdigi vakit Bakan bilhassa bu konunun {izerinde durmustu, benden bu durumun
diizeltilmesini istemisti.” Kuneralp, Sadece Diplomat, 167.

Bilhan, Interview by the Author.
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professional merit.""* Nevertheless, almost all accounts dealing with the for-
mation of a clique in Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs confirms his “nega-
tive” role.

Dikerdem’s notes reveal that the formation of the group was not only a
matter of school bonds but also generational. “During the term of Haluk
Bayiilken as secretary general [between 1964 and 1966],” adds Dikerdem, “ex-
treme claims about Ilter Tiirkmen and his friends did not arouse interest but
when Kuneralp began his term, clashes began between the Ilter clique’ and
the secretary general.”""?

Haluk Afra, a contemporary of the clique but neither a graduate of Ga-
latasaray nor Miilkiye, gives a detailed account of how the group was formed.
According to Afra, the background of the so-called clique goes back to two
different groups that later united.''* The first group was called the “Bonn Ma-
fia” because the young diplomats appointed to Bonn were going out at night

altogether.""” The second group was formed in Ankara by a young, intelligent

Mahmut Dikerdem notes that Behget Tiirkmen, then the head of the National Intelligence
Organization, requested him to favor his two sons in the foreign ministry entrance exams.
However, claims Dikerdem, either of the sons of Tiirkmen needed anybody’s help and accord-
ing to him, Ilter Tiirkmen was one of the most elite, outstanding ambassadors of Turkey.
Behget Tlirkmen’s other son, Giiner Tlirkmen, died in a plane crash in 1959. The plane was
carrying the Turkish delegation to the London Conference. Dikerdem, Hariciye Carki..., 119.
[lter Tiirkmen always opposed claims of corruption within the ministry. According to Tiirk-
men there were no types of corruption in the entrance exams and even the sons of a prime
minister (Recep Peker) and a president (Fahri Korutiirk) could have failed. Kiirsat Ozdemir,
Bir Disisleri Bakani Olarak [lter Tiirkmen (1980-1983) (MA Thesis, Marmara Universitesi,
2015), 122-123.

Giiler, Salon Verir, 598. Before Kuneralp, Haluk Bayiilken was the secretary general at the for-
eign ministry between 1964 and 1966. Dikerdem attaches significance to his placement be-
cause Bayiilken was a contemporary of the clique members. According to Dikerdem, there
were subsequently fewer clashes between the office of the secretary general and the members
of the clique. Ibid.

Afra, Hariciyeciler Dedikoduyu Sever, 193.

Ibid., 94. This was probably a reference to the Berlin Mafia, a group of American diplomats
known for their influence over American foreign policy in the conjuncture of the Cold War.

See, Gary A. Oedewalt, The Berlin Mafia: How American Diplomats in Berlin and Germany

167



116
117
118

HUSEYIN SERT

diplomat, Ilter Tiirkmen. Afra’s accounts reveal that the leader of the second
group, [lter Tiirkmen, earned the sympathy of then-Foreign Minister Cagla-
yangil with his work ethic in a short period of time."'® After consolidating his
position in the ministry, this young, gifted diplomat recommended his friends
from high school and the university to the minister and thus, these people
were being appointed as directors general to prominent departments.'”” The

generational factor is also depicted in detail as follows,

Now, let us mention the appointments of the young diplomats attached
to the clique. These diplomats did not want veteran diplomats to be
appointed under their command since it would not be possible to com-
fortably give them orders. Thus, the veteran diplomats were being or-
dered to work on unessential issues and [as a consequence] a loss of
human energy was emerging in all respects. ...

For example, I felt quite sorry when I witnessed one of our col-
leagues, who worked on “nuclear energy” in England, selecting the sig-
nificant messages delivered to the director general and presenting
them to his chief."'®

Other accounts repeat this claim. Mahmut Dikerdem, who is elder than the
members of the so-called clique, suggests that the first target of the “mafia”

was “liquidating the ambassadors” by appointing them as high-level advisors,

Affected US Policy during the Early Occupation and the Berlin Crisis (PhD diss. Columbia:
University of Missouri, 2005).
Afra, Hariciyeciler Dedikoduyu Sever, 195-6.
Ibid., 196.
“Simdi gelelim Klik mensubu genglerin isbasina gelmesine. Bunlar maiyetlerine atanacak,
kendilerinden daha yasli memurlara rahat rahat emir veremeyeceklerinden, onlari istemiyor-
lard1. Bunun tizerine o yaslica memurlara fuzuli isler yaptiriliyor ve tam anlamiyla insan en-
erjisi kayb1 konusu yaganiyordu....

Ornegin Ingiltere’de iki yil ‘atom enerjisi’ iizerinde ¢alisan bir meslektasin, bir genel
miidiire gelen sifrelerin 6nemlilerini ayiklaylp amirinin dikkatine sundugunu goriince pek

tziilmiistim.” Ibid., 198.
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which was a passive duty.'”® In line with this policy, adds Dikerdem, there was
a massive attack on diplomats from his generation.'*

Afra does not openly reveal the name of the group, but his description
overlaps those of Dikerdem. Other accounts are not as tight-lipped as Afra
with respect to not revealing the leader of the clique. Another diplomat of the
time, Daver Darende, not only verifies Haluk Afra’s tacit claims but exempli-
fies the influence of the group on the foreign minister and the ministry as fol-

lows,

As it was evident in all parts of the mechanism of state, political factors
were playing a role in foreign affairs. As time passed, we observed that
Caglayangil was also succumbing to the opportunist behavior of some
high-ranking officials. ... One morning I came to the office. ... I asked
one of my colleagues when the director general was to come. My col-
league answered sadly, “the director general will not come to the min-
istry anymore. A new director general was appointed in his place.”
Fahir Alacam, a close friend of deputy secretary general Ilter Tiirkmen,
was appointed as the new director general. ... It was obvious that
Caglayangil, who wanted to reorganize the ministry, approved of this
decision. ... Encouraged by Caglayangil, Tiirkmen tended to reorgan-
ize the ministry. He appointed colleagues in his group to suitable posts

one by one."!

Dikerdem, Hariciye Carks, 181. Among the numerous accounts of the clique formation within
the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, only Dikerdem and Afra use the word “mafia.” The
latter also uses the phrase “Bonn mafia” for one of the two clique formations in the ministry.
Nevertheless, Dikerdem is not referring to the Bonn mafia in this statement. The “mafia” cor-
responds to the clique formed in Ankara [led by Ilter Tiirkmen], which is clarified by Afra
above. In other words, according to Afra’s categorization, it is not the Bonn mafia but the
clique formed in Ankara that is scrutinized in this study.

Ibid.

“Devlet ¢arkinin her kesiminde oldugu gibi Disisleri'nde de siyasal etkenler 6nemli rol oynuy-
ordu. Zaman ilerledik¢e Caglayangil’in de kimi {ist diizey memurlarin firsat¢i davranislarina
yenik distiigii fark edildi... Bir sabah erken saatte ofise geldim... Dairedeki bir meslektagima

genel miidiirlin ne zaman gelecegini sordum. Meslektagim tiztintiili bir ifade ile ‘Beyefendi
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Confirming the words of Darende, Murat Bilhan, a young diplomat of the

» «

time, claims that “webs of sympathy” “took hold of the whole management
system” in the ministry. According to Bilhan, “people knew who would be
appointed to London before the assignment.”'** The members of the clique, in
this regard, “were sharing the titles and posts that were preferable for promo-
tion in the subsequent phases of their career.”’* More than one account refer
to the leadership of the clique to Ilter Tiirkmen.">* Alaaddin Giilen, a Turkish

diplomat of the time, notes that

my term in office coincides with a period in which the ministry was
being ruled by the Ilter Tiirkmen-Kamuran Giiriin clique as if it was
their own property. These two became the inventors and perfect prac-
titioners of cliqueism in the ministry. They undertook alternately the
leadership of the clique, and in the end, these two also fell out from
each other, and the real leader - Kamuran Giiriin — was defeated by
the second leader - Ilter Tiirkmen - who became foreign minister [in
1980].'%

artik Bakanliga gelmeyecek. Yerine yeni bir genel miidiir atandi. Genel Midiirliige genel
sekreter yardimcist {lter Tiirkmen’in grubundan, yakin arkadasi Fahir Alagam atandu... Ba-
kanligin i¢ yonetimine geki diizen vermek isteyen Caglayangil’in yesil 151k yaktig: belli ol-
uyordu... Tirkmen, Caglayangil'den de cesaret alarak Bakanlik i¢inde yeni yapilanmaya
yoneldi. Kendi grubundaki meslektaslari tek tek bosalan yerlere yerlestirdi.” Darende, Diplo-
matin Not Defteri..., 23-24.

Bilhan, Interview by the Author.

Ibid.

Unfortunately, Ilter Tiirkmen did not pen a memoir and during the research for this disserta-
tion, his health had deteriorated too much to conduct an interview. Nevertheless, in an inter-
view conducted for an MA thesis, Tiirkmen claimed that “the good ones were being favored
during their terms” and “politics never penetrated into the ministry.” Ozdemir, Bir Dsgisleri
Bakani Olarak..., 125.

“Benim gorev siirem, Bakanligin {lter Tiirkmen-Kamran Giiriin kligi tarafindan ciftlikleri gibi
yonetildigi bir devreye rastlar. Bu ikili, Bakanlikta klikciligin mucidi ve muhtesem uygu-
layicilari olmuglardir. Kligin liderligini kah bu ikiliden biri, kah 6teki yapmis ve sonunda bun-

lar da birbirine diismiis ve Bakan olan ikinci lider Ilter Tiirkmen kargisinda esas lider Kamran
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In his memoirs, Kamuran Giiriin accepts that there was a dispute between him
and llter Tiirkmen, but he does not call it a power struggle. According to
Giiriin, the reason for the unrest during his term as undersecretary and Tiirk-
men’s as foreign minister was a “difference in style.”'** If “he had obeyed all
decisions of Tiirkmen,” claims Giiriin, “there would not have been any friction
between him and Tiirkmen.”'?” Moreover, notes Giiriin, “there were disputes
between him and Tiirkmen on certain prominent issues,” and Tiirkmen, ac-
cording to Giiriin, “preferred not to talk to him.”'*® He notes these divergences

as follows,

In the Cyprus dispute, I advocated a wholesale agreement while he was
in favor of a mini-package; in the Islamic Summit, the minister argued
the participation of the President [Kenan Evren] while I was advocat-
ing the opposite; in terms of relations with Israel, the minister advo-
cated the interruption of relations, while I was in favor of their contin-
uation; in case of the Armenian question, I suggested cooperating with

129

the Jewish lobby while he suggested not to cooperate.

If we accept Giiriin’s claims, one would think that these two diplomats did not
hold the same line in all foreign policy preferences as it was stated by their
critics in the ministry. Nevertheless, it is worth recalling that none of the
above-quoted differences were directly related to Turkey’s alliance with the
West. Why is this important? In addition to educational and generational

bonds, a third motive played a role in terms of participation in the clique.

Giiren maglup olarak Bakanliktan zamanindan evvel ayrilmistir.” Alaeddin Giilen, Bellekte
Kalanlar (Istanbul, 1998), 195.

“Kibris konusunda ben her seyin dahil oldugu bir anlagmay1 savunuyorken o mini bir paket
istiyordu; Islami Zirve’de, Bakan, Cumhurbagkani'nin katilimini savunuyorken ben tersini
savunuyordumy; Israil ile iligkiler konusunda Bakan iligkilerin kesilmesini, ben siirdiiriilmesini
istiyordum. Ermeni meselesinde ben Yahudi lobisiyle isbirligi yapilmasini istiyordum, o is-
temiyordu.” Kamuran Giiriin, Firtinali Yillar: Disisleri Miistesarligi Anilar: (Istanbul: Milliyet
Yayinlari, 1995), 182.

Ibid., 182.

Ibid., 449.

Ibid., 459.
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Especially the leading cadres of the group were committed to the Western al-
liance and their careers were supported by the West. Alaaddin Giilen claims

the existence of this support as follows:

[lter ... proved his talents in establishing very good relations with the
United States. Americans lent a hand to him and, whenever he was
suspended from duty [in the Turkish MFA], they secured him posi-
tions as good as ambassadorship [in international organizations].
When he was once put on the shelf by the Ecevit government in the
1970s, he was assigned to Far Eastern immigrant affairs with title of
UN Deputy-Secretary General. He was appointed to ... membership in

the Palestine Commission of the United Nations after his retirement.'°

The above quoted allegations also correspond to the aforementioned “pro-
Western orientation” of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. According to
Dikerdem, “a journalist known for his close relationship with the Americans
and also with the Turkish General Staff was the spokesman for the clique.”""
The 1970s, as noted above, witnessed a dispute between the dominant pro-
Western group and a group of challengers in the ministry. The so-called clique,
as the representatives of the pro-Western camp, were allegedly at the epicenter
of this debate. Nevertheless, not all the diplomats of the time agree with this
view. Omer Engin Liitem, for example, confirms the presence of such a clique

in the aforementioned period whose members graduated from same schools.

“Ilter ... Amerika ile ¢ok iyi iligkiler kurmakta mahir oldugunu géstermistir. Ne zaman agikta
kalsa derhal, Amerikalilar imdadina yetismis ve kendisine Biiytikel¢iligi aratmayacak pozisy-
onlar saglamislardir. Bir sefer 1970 yillarinda Ecevit hiikiimetince kizaga ¢ekilince, Birlesmis
Milletler Genel Sekreter Yardimcisi unvani ile Uzakdogu go¢men isleriyle gérevlendirilmistir.
Son defa emekli olunca da Birlesmis Milletler Filistin Komisyonu... iiyeligine atanmigtir.” Gii-
len, Bellekte..., 198. In June 1979, Tiirkmen was appointed as the special representative of then
UN Secretary General, Kurt Waldheim. PMRA 030.18.01..380.246.7. June 15, 1979. Tirkmen
accepts his pro-Western and pro-NATO but also underscores his efforts in improving rela-
tions with the Middle Eastern countries and the Soviet Union. Tiirkmen also reminds that
Turkey rejected American demands on many occasions. Ozdemir, Bir Digisleri Bakam
Olarak..., 134-135.

Dikerdem, Hariciye Carki..., 181.
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But according to Liitem, these actors were not directing the main foreign pol-
icy line of Turkey; rather, they were the implementers of the orders of Ismet
Inonii and Stileyman Demirel.'** The reason for their promotions, adds Liitem,
was their ability to implement the orders of the given prime minister better
than their contemporaries.'*’

The presence of the clique was most visible in the aftermath of the Sep-
tember 12, 1980, coup d’état ."** Afra notes that “when all members of the
clique were placed in all levels of the diplomatic bureaucracy [after the coup],
colleagues not attached to the clique joked among themselves that ‘the coup
was not thrown due to cleavages between the right and the left but for the
promotion of the members of the clique”’** Indeed, the two diplomats who
were believed to be the leaders of the pro-Western clique, were appointed as
the first and second men in the foreign ministry hierarchy. After the coup
d’état of September 12, 1980, Ilter Tiirkmen, who was already secretary general
of the foreign ministry, was appointed as the foreign minister, and Kamuran
Giiriin succeeded him as the new secretary general.”** Tiirkmen, however,
does not explain his path to the office in this sense. According to Tiirkmen, his
appointment as foreign minister and Giiriin’s as his undersecretary was coin-

cidental. In his words,

days passed, and they called me at the end, and said “We have chosen
the minister. The foreign minister ... [will be] Kamuran Giiriin. Would
you remain as the undersecretary?” I replied, “I may stay one year, not
more.” Meanwhile, I was on my way to ... Morocco. ... My special con-

sultant came and said “[General] Haydar Saltik Pasha is calling you.”

Omer Engin Liitem, Interview by the Author.

Ibid.

The coup d’état of September 12, 1980, is remembered for its blow to the Turkish left and is
evaluated as a catalyst for the consolidation of Turkey’s pro-Western foreign policy orienta-
tion. Ilter Tiirkmen’s term as foreign minister can also be evaluated in this manner.

Afra, Hariciyeciler..., 199.

After 12 September 1980, the title “secretary general” was abolished and the second in com-
mand the foreign ministry were called “under-secretary,” as was the in other ministries. Gir-

gin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet..., 152.
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Saltik Pasa said that ... “I hope you did not inform Kamuran Giiriin.
Because the winds have changed on your behalf, but will you recruit
Kamuran Giiriin as undersecretary if you serve as foreign minister?”
Kamuran Giiriin was one of the most valuable people in the ministry.

I replied, “Of course, with pleasure.”*?’

Tiirkmen and Giiriin rejected claims of a clique led by themselves. In his three-
volume memoir, for example, Giiriin keeps silent and does not directly refer
to such claims. On their friendship and his cooperation with Tiirkmen, he

notes that,

I was very old friends with lter. ... We had not worked together before
[Tiirkmen’s foreign ministry]. Even the periods we were assigned in
the ministry in Ankara at the same time, were quite limited. ... I had

almost no idea about the working style of Ilter.'**

As this quote implies, Giiriin claims that his professional relationship with Tii-
rkmen was limited compared to their friendship. In a similar vein, confirming
Tiirkmen’s depiction, he also states that his appointment as secretary general

of the ministry was realized without his notice.

“Giinler gecti, nihayet bir giin ¢agirdilar, dediler ki: '‘Bakani segtik, Bakan Kamuran Giiriin.
Miistesar olarak kalir misimiz?' 'Bir sene kalirim, daha fazla kalmam.'... O sirada Fas'a...
gidiyordum. Ozel miisavirim...geldi... 'Sizi Haydar Saltik Paga ariyor' dedi. Saltik Paga'yla ko-
nustuk, dedi ki: 'Insallah Kamuran Giiriin'e haber vermediniz.' dedi... 'Ciinkii ibre size déndii
ama siz Bakan olursaniz Kamuran Giiriin'ti Miistegar olarak alir misiniz?' dedi. Yani Kamuran
Giiriin Bakanligin en degerli insanlarindan biriydi. 'Gayet tabii, memnuniyetle' dedik.”
TBMM Document Services Department (Tutanak Hizmetleri Baskanligi), October 15, 2012, 2.

“Ilter ile cok eski arkadastik... O giine [Tiirkmen’in bakanlig1] kadar birlikte hi¢ calismamistik.
Bakanlikta merkezde bir arada oldugumuz donemler bile ok kisitliydu... flter'in ¢alisma stili

hakkinda hemen hemen hig bilgim yoktu.” Giiriin, Firtinali Yillar..., 126.
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I did not seek to be secretary general. I even did not think of being
appointed to this post. ... Nobody asked my opinion ... This duty was

issued to me by Ilter.'®

Giirlin’s appointment as secretary general, in his view, was not the outcome of
years-long professional cooperation with Tiirkmen as claimed by some Turk-
ish diplomats. On the contrary, Giiriin’s appointment was an instantaneous
development, and like Tiirkmen’s appointment to the ministry, he had no in-
fluence over in his appointment.'*

It is not possible to verify the claims exactly. Nevertheless, there are certain
realities that overlap in the various accounts of various diplomats. According
to them, a group of young diplomats formed a clique in the second half of the
1960s and maintained their influence within the ministry until the aftermath
of the September 12, 1980, coup d’état. The members of this formation were
predominantly graduates of Galatasaray and Miilkiye, but not all Turkish dip-
lomats who graduated from these schools were members. In the aforemen-
tioned period, the vast majority of Turkish career diplomats were graduates of
these two schools anyway.

Second, being a member of the group was also a generational matter. Vet-
eran diplomats were being eliminated by being appointed to passive offices
even if they were graduates of schools like Galatasaray or Miilkiye. However,
not all in this younger generation were members of the clique. Third, the for-
eign minister of the time was aware of the clique and warned his secretary
general against it since the early days of its formation. The above-quoted words
of Caglayangil about his diplomats should be interpreted his awareness of this

split in the ministry.

“Ben genel sekreterlige talip olmamistim. Bu makama getirilmeyi aklimdan bile gegirmem-
istim ... Benim fikrimi kimse sormamis ... bu tayin ... bana, Ilter tarafindan teblig edilmisti.”
Ibid.

It is known that the members of the National Security Council, the primary body that gov-
erned Turkey for three years, comparatively consulted over the names Ilter Tiirkmen Kamu-
ran Giiriin, Kamran Inan, and Osman Olcay. After a short investigation, the council agreed

on the appointment of Tiirkmen and Giiriin as the minister and undersecretary, respectively.

175



HUSEYIN SERT

Last, the clique's presence was also related to the Cold War conjuncture.
Members of the so-called clique were renowned for their commitment to the
Western alliance, and most of their above-stated critics were referring to the
pro-Western political orientation of the members of the clique.'*" This was
perhaps the most controversial aspect of the clique even though most Turkish
diplomats already favored strong commitment to the Western alliance. Nev-
ertheless, it must be kept in mind that the so-called leaders of the clique
reached the summit of their careers when Turkish foreign policy was most
vulnerable to gain legitimacy in the eyes of the Western world - that is post-
coup period in 1980. Similarly, prominent members of the clique were subject
to a kind of elimination during the second Ecevit government (January 1978-
November 1979) during which a more independent foreign policy line vis-a-

vis the Western alliance was favored.

§ 4.6 Gender Matters in Diplomacy: Female Diplomats and Dip-

141
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lomats’ Spouses in the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs'*

Cemal Hisnii (Taray), Turkey’s first permanent representative to the League
of Nations in 1932, once stated that “there is only one profession that women

cannot do: diplomacy.”'* While it is not clear whether his words reliably

Eralp notes that there was more than one clique, and these were formed in line with both
educational bonds and political orientations. Eralp, Interview by the Author.

Recently, an article has been published that analyses the status and roles of women in the
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This article is the first academic work on the status of
Turkish female diplomats. Bahar Rumelili, Rukiye Siileymanoglu-Kiiriim, “Women and Gen-
der in Turkish Diplomacy: Historical Legacies and Current Patterns,” in Gendering Diplomacy
and International Negotiation, eds. Karin Aggestam, Ann E. Towns (Cham: Palgrave Macmil-
lan, 2018), 87-106. In their article concerning the historical course and current trends in terms
of participation of females in the Turkish MFA, Rumelili and Siileymanoglu-Kurum claim
that Turkish women not only performed “informal diplomatic roles and functions in various
capacities” they are also “making their presence increasingly felt” in the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy “on par with many European countries.” Ibid. 88.

Hiiner Tuncer, Bir Kadin Diplomatin Anilari: Meksika’dan Milano’ya Norvegten Giiney Af-
rika’ya (Istanbul: Logos Yayinlari, 2007), 11.
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represent the views of Turkish male diplomats about their female colleagues,
gender frequently came to matter in the ministry especially after the increas-
ing presence of female diplomats in the 1960s. Throughout the 1960s and 7os,
the the presence of female diplomats increased in the Turkish Ministry of For-
eign Affairs. Moreover, females, whether as diplomats or as the wives of dip-
lomats, were a matter of discussion in the ministry long time before the 1960-
80 period.

The first female diplomat was accepted into the Ministry long before the
1960s. Even at the beginning of 1920s, Halide Edip (Adivar) was stating that
there were women in Turkey who were “as capable as men of occupying high
posts such as that of ambassador.”'** The foreign ministry began to admit fe-
males in 1929 at the lower ranks. The first female officer was Fatma Alev
Hanim who was recruited at the age of forty-six and worked in the lower ranks
of the ministry until her retirement in 1948."*> The first female career officer
(diplomat) was Adile Ayda who was accepted into the Ministry in 1932.'* As
of that year, there were only thirteen countries who had female diplomats and
Turkey was one of them.!”” Nevertheless, female officers became apparent in
the ministry in the 1950s. This was because Adile (Ayda) Hanim quit the min-
istry in 1934 when a decree prohibited the appointment of female diplomats to

diplomatic missions abroad.'® She returned to the ministry after this

Rumelili and Rahime Siileymanoglu-Kurum, “Women and Gender in Turkish Diplomacy:
Historical Legacies and Current Patterns,” 91.

Harris, Atatiirk’s..., 110.

Girgin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Donemi. .., 140.

Rumelili and Siileymanoglu-Kurum, “Women and Gender in Turkish Diplomacy: Historical
Legacies and Current Patterns,” g1.

For the memoirs of Adile Ayda, see Adile Ayda, Bir Demet Edebiyat (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Ban-
kas1 Yayinlari, 2005). Girgin claims that the reason for Ayda’s resignation was her marriage.
Girgin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Dénemi Hariciye Tarihimiz, 140. A Tatar born in St. Petersburg
in 1912, her birthname was Gadile Sandreyevna Maksudova. As the daughter of Sadri Maksudi
(Arsal), a Turkish-Tatar politician, lawyer, scholar and thinker, Ayda’s career trajectory fol-
lowed a different path. After being accepted into the ministry at a relatively young age, Ayda
resigned, as noted above. Ayda then worked as a scholar of literature, first in Ankara and then
at Istanbul University for about twenty years. Ibid. Barriers against the participation of women

in the ranks of the diplomatic bureaucracy were not specific to Turkey. Between 1948 and
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limitation against the assignment of female diplomats to diplomatic missions
abroad was lifted in 1957.'%

Ayda’s return to the ministry was an integral part of a general trend during
the 1950s - the increase in the number of female diplomats within the minis-
try. Throughout the 1950s they remained few in number. As Girgin notes, be-
tween 1957 and 1959 five female diplomats joined the ministry.'*® Despite the
fact that there were additional, new female diplomats especially by the late
1950s, Ayda was still a peculiarity. When she was appointed as charge d’affairs
to Turkey’s embassy in The Hague, Ayda became the first female diplomat to
be appointed to a Turkish embassy; other female officers were assigned to con-
sular missions and to Ankara. Cumhuriyet on January, 26 1960, notes that
“even though previously there were one or two female diplomats working in
Turkish consular missions, there have been no females assigned to the cadres
of Turkish embassies, [and] Ayda is the first female diplomat to be appointed
to an embassy.”*! The “one or two diplomats appointed to consulates” that
Cumhuriyet mentioned were Siikran Giines and Jale Yigit, who were ap-

pointed to Turkish consulates in Athens and London, respectively.'*

1960, women diplomats in India, for example, had to submit their resignation upon marrying.
Interestingly, the situation was no different in the United States. Until 1958, without a written
rule but influenced by tradition, female diplomats were demanded to resign if they married.
Leguey-Feilleux, The Dynamics of Diplomacy, 147.

Girgin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Dénemi Hariciye Tarihimiz, 140.

Ibid.

“Ilk Kadin Diplomatimiz,” (Our First Female Diplomat) Cumhuriyet, January 26, 1960, 3.

TC Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette), no. 10.174. April 1,1959, 1. Milliyet of April 3, 1959, provides
detailed information about these two young, female diplomats. According to the news, Siikran
Giines was twenty-six years old at the time of her appointment and had been born in Hendek,
Sakarya. She was a graduate of the School of Political Sciences (Mekteb-i Miilkiye). Glines was
accepted into the Ministry in 1956, and prior to her appointment in Athens, she served at the
“international affairs” desk of the political affairs department. Jale Yigit, on the other hand,
was from Istanbul and was a graduate of American College for Girls and the Faculty of Law
in Istanbul. She was accepted into the ministry in 1957 and served in the department of inter-
national economic affairs, in the second department, and in the directorate general of proto-

col. Milliyet also informed readers that both diplomats were single. “Harice Ik Def'a Kadin
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While a female diplomat was first accepted to the ministry in 1932, female
diplomats became visibly present only in the second half of 1950s. A female
diplomat would be appointed as ambassador in 1982, two decades after Adile
Ayda’s appointment to the embassy in The Hague and five decades after her
initial acceptance to the ministry.

This may seem a slow rate of progress. Turkey, in general, was incapable of
integrating its female population into social and political life. Yet not only the
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs that was reluctant to integrate female of-
ficers into its cadres. Developed Western nations were in a similar situation.
Rana recalls us that “in the 1960s and even later, women were not considered
suitable for executive-level diplomatic work in embassies, even while they
formed the bulk of the support staff in Western foreign ministries, and their
embassies.”’** As a more specific example, Iver B. Neumann depicts the course
of women’s accession to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Norway, a highly-
developed country with considerable female participation in social and polit-

ical life.

In 1905, the MFA of the newly sovereign Norwegian state had a hand-
ful of recent female arrivals who were working as typists. A woman
was first listed in the MFA’s calendar in 1918. She was working as an
archivist. By 1960, of the 417 persons who were permanently employed,
124 were women. However, only one of these was a diplomat, i.e. a per-
manently employed civil servant in the foreign service with a duty to
take up any post at home or abroad to which he (not she) was or-

dered.!™

Neumann’s statements illustrate that the situation in Norway at the beginning

of 1960s was even worse than in Turkey. There was only one Norwegian female

Temsilci Génderiyoruz,” (For the first time we send female representative to abroad) Milliyet,
April 3, 1959, 1.

Rana, The Contemporary Embassy..., 123.

Iver B. Neumann, “The Body of the Diplomat,” European Journal of International Relations 14,

no. 4 (September 2008), 672.
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in the Norwegian MFA assigned as a diplomat in 1960." In this regard, the
position of women in Norwegian society was not proportional to their pres-
ence in the diplomatic bureaucracy of the country."® So what does the course
of Turkish female diplomats tell us? In order to understand this, it is useful to
refer to reactions within the ministry against the appointment of Filiz
Dingmen as ambassador.

Din¢men was the first female diplomat to be promoted to the rank of am-
bassador.””” Having been accepted into the Ministry in 1961, Dingmen was first
appointed as third secretary to Turkey’s permanent delegation at the United
Nations. When appointed as Turkey’s ambassador to The Hague, Netherlands
in 1982, Dingmen became the first Turkish female diplomat to reach the rank
of ambassador within the ministry."”® Ergun Sav illustrates the attitude of min-

istry personnel to her appointment of Dingmen as follows,

I am good friends with Filiz. We worked in the same office. ... I was
abroad when she was appointed to the Netherlands as ambassador. I
wrote a letter to congratulate her. ... I received a long letter after a short
while. She was sad. [Some people] could not stand her appointment to
The Hague as ambassador. They were gossiping: “She was appointed
just because she was female. Are the Netherlands a suitable post for a

first appointment? She will not overcome [this mission].”

Ibid.

The case of women is country and even region specific in this regard. For example, Dominican
Republic, an island country in the Atlantic, has attached important roles to Dominican
women in the diplomatic bureaucracy since its establishment in 1844. The delegate who signed
the UN Charter in 1945 on behalf of the Dominican Republic was a female diplomat. Similarly,
by 1974, Latin American countries had fifty-three female diplomats in their permanent mis-
sions to the UN, more than any other regional group. Leguey-Feilleux, The Dynamics of Di-
plomacy..., 147.

Sav, Diplomaturka..., 39.

“Ilk Kadin Biiyiikel¢cimiz Lahey’e Atand1,” (Our First Woman Ambassador was appointed to
The Hague), Milliyet, June 22, 1982, 5.

“Filiz iyi arkadasimdir. Aym1 odada calistik... Hollanda’ya biiytikel¢i atandigi zaman ben
disaridaydim. Tebrik mektubu yazdim... Kisa siire sonra uzun bir cevap geldi. Meger dertli-

ymis¢ Lahey’e biiyiikelci olmasini bazilar1 hazmedememisler. Cekistiriyorlarmig. Sirf hanim
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Dingmen was nonetheless a special case. She was the first woman to be ap-
pointed as an ambassador in the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Leaving
the case of Turkey aside, female ambassadors in those years were alien to most
foreign ministries of even the developed world. The problems she experienced
after being appointed as ambassador and the reactions to her new position
may not illustrate the whole picture of the daily experiences of other Turkish
female diplomats in the lower ranks. Indeed, the accounts of Hiiner Tuncer,
who was a newcomer to the ministry in the late 1970s, better depict the expe-
riences of Turkish female diplomats and the attitude towards them within the

ministry. Tuncer states that,

I saw myself as a very privileged person for serving as a female diplo-
mat in the foreign ministry. Our seniors did not treat us differently
than our male colleagues. In other words, male career officers and fe-
male career officers were not assigned different duties because of their
genders, and it was out of question for us to be assigned to easier re-
sponsibilities because we were females. ...

I was also once assigned as a diplomatic courier to Cyprus and be-
came the first female diplomat to be appointed abroad as a courier.
Somehow the ministry was not appointing female diplomats as diplo-

matic couriers. This was because the courier bags were very heavy.'®

oldugu i¢in atandi. Ilk ¢ikista Hollanda olur mu? Bagaramaz,” gibi laflar dolastiriyorlarmag.”
Sav, Diplomaturka..., 39-40. “Female ambassadors” were latecomers even in the developed
world, and female diplomats faced discrimination similar to that Dingmen experienced. In
the United States, a female career diplomat was appointed as ambassador in 1953 for the first
time. Before this, Eugenie Anderson had been appointed as ambassador to Copenhagen in
1949, but she was not a career diplomat but rather a politician. Even at the relatively late date
of 1976, there were claims of sexual discrimination in the Department of State, which was
taken to court in 1985. Leguey-Feilleux, The Dynamics of Diplomacy, 147.

“Dasisleri Bakanligi'nda kadin diplomat olarak gorev yapmakla, kendimi ¢ok ayricalikli bir
insan gibi goriiyordum. Amirlerimiz, bizlere erkek meslektaslarimizidan farkl bir davranigta
bulunmuyordu. Baska bir deyisle, erkek meslek memurlariyla kadin meslek memurlar,
cinsiyetlerinden otiirti farkli gorev alanlarinda ¢alistirilmamakta, kadin olmamiz nedeniyle

bizlere daha kolay sayilabilecek islerin verilmesi s6z konusu olmamaktayda....
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Although Tuncer first states that there was no distinction between her and her
male colleagues, the second part of the quote reveals that, for example, being
a diplomatic courier was long not considered as suitable for females. Mostly
with regard to these kinds of contradictions, female diplomats have always
been an issue of discussion in the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy.

Throughout the second wave of women’s movements in the 1970s and
1980s, the wives of diplomats from Sweden, Canada, Britain, and the United
States “created new organizations and revitalized existing organizations ... to
demand the recognition for the contributions they made to their countries’
foreign policy operations in their work as the wives of male diplomats.”*!
Some even demanded salaries.'®* By 1972, the Department of State of the
United States decided “not to demand any work from the diplomat wives” and
established this as an institutional policy.'® In Britain, a “Diplomatic Service
Wives Association,” was formed.'** These formations and demands dated back
to previous decades. Especially since the nineteenth century, diplomacy was
strictly entwined with protocol; and diplomats’ wives played significant roles
with no official title, status, or payment. Although there were individual efforts
and objections to the invisible workload on diplomats’ wives, these criticisms
were not expressed in an organized manner.'®

When the scope of work of diplomats became increasingly formalized in
the twentieth century, their workload became increasingly visible. Many dip-
lomatic spouses, most of whom were females, “did not even consider the pos-

sibility of following their own careers, but rather saw their own career as being

Ben de, bir kez kurye olarak, Kibrisa gonderilmistim ve yurtdisina kurye olarak
gonderilen ilk kadin diplomat olmustum.” Hiiner Tuncer, Bir Kadin Diplomatin Anilari, 11.
Cynthia Enloe, Bananas, Beaches and Military Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International
Relations (Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2014), 181.

Ibid.

Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 94.

Enloe, Bananas, Beaches and Military Bases..., 189.

Diplomats’ wives were the intitial defenders of their rights before women’s rights activists. For

the individual efforts, objections and the initiatives of diplomats’ wives, see Ibid., 182-184.
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a kind of ‘parallel” one alongside their partners.” In some cases, diplomatic
wives played much stronger roles than as a decoration for diplomatic repre-
sentation. Polly Lukens, a young United States Foreign Service wife assigned
in the Congo during the early days of its independence, “helped refugees flee-
ing across the Congo River, feeding them, giving them clothes, and supplying
beds.”¢

Wives of Turkish diplomats were also a concern for diplomatic represen-
tation and the appointment of diplomats. Enloe notes that “without a wife’s
active cooperation, a male diplomat cannot perform the essential social tasks

well.”1® Gokmen, a male ambassador, agrees.

One of the foremost functions of diplomacy is representation. The
weight of the spouse in terms of representation is at least equal to that
of the diplomat. She reflects ... the tradition of the nation that she rep-
resents....

[The wives of diplomats] constitute the most complementary ele-
ment of the diplomatic profession with their intelligence, manners,
traditions, intuitions, and devotion. Because of this, some countries
allocate separate resources to the wives of diplomats. ...

It is frequently heard in diplomatic circles: when appointing a dip-
lomat to far or troublesome places, it is argued “let us appoint a mar-
ried, easygoing officer there.” The meaning of this is clear. Along with
many other factors, motives such as more easily adapting to the social
and working life in the given country, preventing probable stress and
troubles, and developing better social relations are taken into consid-
eration. In general, practices and experiences up to now demonstrate
that married diplomats with happy family lives ... have been more ef-

fective, successful, and stable in pursuing their duties. The

166  Annabel Hendry, “From Parallel to Dual Careers: Diplomatic Spouses in the European Con-
text,” in Modern Diplomacy, Jovan Kurbalija, ed., accessed 8 May 2016, available from
https://www.diplomacy.edu/resources/general/parallel-dual-careers-diplomatic-spouses.

167  Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 94.

168  Enloe, Bananas, Beaches and Military Bases..., 185.
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contribution of the wives of diplomats to this, is much more than peo-

ple from other professions would predict or imagine.'®

As the remarks of Gokmen illustrate, females also played critical roles in com-
plementing the “representation function” of their diplomat husbands. A dip-
lomat’s career, as Gokmen’s remarks illustrate, benefited from a happy family
life. Diplomatic wives also contributed to the better functioning of the embas-
sies. Emine Esenbel, the wife of Turkish ambassador Melih Esenbel, depicts
how the absence of a married ambassador in a diplomatic mission negatively

influenced protocol procedures.

Ambassador Hiiseyin Ragip Baydur was not married when we were
appointed to Washington. ... [Three] other diplomats that were supe-
rior to my husband in terms of rank were all bachelors ... I witnessed
how troublesome it was for protocol affairs ... Despite my lack of ex-

perience ... I considered diplomatic invitations as a course, and I

“Diplomasinin en 6nde gelen bir islevi ‘temsil’dir. Temsil’de ise E§’in agirlig1 en azindan diplo-
matinkine esittir. Temsil ettigi milletin... geleneklerini ¢evresine o yansitir....

[Diplomat esleri] bilgileri, gorgiileri, gelenekleri, énsezileri, 6zverileri ile diplomasi mes-
leginin en 6nemli tamamlayict unsurunu olugtururlar. Bu ylizden baz: tilkelerde diplomat
hanimlarina ayr1 6denek tahsis edildigi bile goriilmektedir....

Hariciye cevrelerinde ¢ok defa duyulmustur. Yurt disinda uzak veya gesitli yonlerden
kosullar1 pek kolay olmayan gorevlere atamalar yapilirken, ‘aman oraya evli, uyumlu bir arka-
das tayin edelim’ denirlir. Bunun anlami agiktir. Bir ¢ok sebeplerin yani sira, o yabanci
tilkedeki toplum ve galisma hayatina daha kolaylikla uyum saglamak, olas1 sikint1 ve
streslerden korunmak, sosyal iliskileri daha da gelistirebilmek amaglar1 géz ontinde tu-
tulmugtur. Genel olarak simdiye kadarki uygulama ve deneyimler gostermistir ki, evli ve
uyumlu bir aile yasamina sahip olan diplomatlar... gorevlerinin yiriitiilmesinde ¢ok daha
etkin, bagarili ve istikrarli olabilmektedirler. Bunda da hi¢ kuskusuz diplomat hanimlarinin
pay1 ve katkisi diger meslektekilerin tahmin ve tasavvur edemiyecekleri kadar biiyiiktiir.”
Oguz Gokmen, Bir Zamanlar Hariciye: Eski Bir Diplomatin Anmilar: 1 (Istanbul, 1999), 372-373.
In the United States, for example “the performance of the diplomatic wife was [for decades]
officially evaluated and taken into account when her husband was up for promotion.” This
unwritten rule, however, was officially changed in 1972.The “spouse factor” was also omitted

as an element of promotion for diplomats. Enloe, Bananas, Beaches and Military Bases..., 199.
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recorded the behaviors especially at invitations hosted by large states

in my mind."”

However, marriage on its own was not satisfactory enough for the ministry
administration to assume one had a “suitable” family life. In other words, the
question “marriage with whom?” was a larger factor than the marriage itself.
Even at the beginning of twentieth century, marriage with foreigners was a
matter of criticism. After his visit to European capitals in 1914, Kazim (Kara-
bekir) observed that many Ottoman-Turkish diplomats had married foreign-
ers and concluded that “it would have posed a threat to the secrets of the
state.”"”! This complaint intensified in the 1960-80 period. Marriages of Turk-
ish diplomats with foreigners was of considerable concern even for Turkish
foreign ministers. Giindiiz Ok¢iin, during his foreign ministry, did not permit
ministry personnel to marry foreigners and allegedly said “I am seriously con-

cerned that one day foreign ladies will represent Turkey abroad.””* In 1982,

“Washington’a ilk atandigimizda Biiyiikel¢i Hiiseyib Ragip Baydur bekardi. Gorev sirasinda
esimden [6nceki ve sonraki] ii¢ isim de bekardi. Bunun protokol agisindan ne denli stkintilaar
yarattigina da tanik olmusumdur... Tiim deneyimsizligime ragmen... her katildigimiz daveti
bir ders gibi algiladim ve ozellikle biiyiik devletlerin elgiliklerinde verilen davetlerdeki
gorgiiyii... bellegime kaydettim.” Ondes, Bin Renk, Bir Omir..., 66-67. Ahmet Muhtar, Tur-
key’s first ambassador to the United States, had Cedide Deha from the University of Chicago
accompany him in his campaign to promote reforms and to present the “new face” of the
newly established Turkish republic through a modern, English-speaking woman. The clearest
example of the influence of diplomats’ spouses in diplomatic maneuvers, especially in case of
the United States, was that of Hayriinissa Riistem, the wife of Mehmet Miinir (Ertegiin), the
Turkish ambassador to Washington between 1934-1944. The Ertegiin couple during their ten-
ures in Washington, “requested separate meetings with Washington power brokers, including
Eleanor Roosevelt, then-Secretary of State Cordell Hull and his wife Vice President John
Nance Garner and his wife” and other prominent political figures of the time and their wives.
Their lobbying was so successful that Eleanor Roosevelt, perhaps the strongest First Lady in
American history, entertained the Ertegiin couple on January 10, 1935. Harris, “Cementing...,”
182-183. In other words, women always mattered in Turkish diplomatic representation.
Kazim Karabekir, I. Cihan Harbine Nigin Girdik? vol. 1. (Istanbul: Emre Yayinlari, 2000), 30-
32.

Unliitiirk, Mongerler..., 75. This was indeed an early republican tradition in the Turkish Min-

istry of Foreign Affairs. After the ministry was nationalized in terms of its personnel, “those
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Kenan Evren, during his term as president, complained about the marriage of
Turkish diplomats to foreigners.'”” Marriage to foreigners for Turkish diplo-
mats and military officers is prohibited in general. Practice has been much
flexible within the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. In some cases, the ban on
marrying foreigners was lifted, and even when the prohibition was in effect,
Turkish diplomats resorted to a trick to marry women of foreign origin.'”
During the 1970s, there were about forty-three such trick marriages within the
Ministry.'”

Interestingly, Gokmen, who made the broadest remarks in his accounts on
the role and of functions diplomats’ wives in terms of diplomatic representa-
tion, chose “to stop talking [with respect to] this issue” since “it could upset
some of his friends” who married foreigners.'”® His silence on the issue of the
marriage of Turkish diplomats to foreigners can be interpreted as a clear indi-

cator that this was a critical issue within the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy.'”’

with non-Muslim wives, especially those who did not convert to Islam, were also forced out
after the first few years of the Republic.” Harris, Atatiirk’s..., 101.

Unliitiirk, Monserler. .., 75. On his visit to Jakarta, Indonesia, Evren first realized that the wife
of Pulat Tacer was of foreign origin. After meeting with various Turkish diplomats during his
visit whose wives were foreigners, Evren asked “Why do our diplomats not marry [Turkish]
girls?” Neumann claims that “until the 1990s, Turkish diplomats who married foreigners had
to quit foreign service.” Neumann, At Home with Diplomats, 131.This evidence challenge his
claim. In principle, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs opposed the marriage of its mem-
bers to foreigners, but this rule was by-passed on many occasions.

Unliitiirk, Monserler..., 128.

Ibid. The logic of a “trick marriage” is simple. The foreign woman with whom a Turkish dip-
lomat is in a relationship first marries another, reliable Turkish citizen. After the marriage, the
woman applies for and requires Turkish citizenship on the basis of having married a Turkish
man. As a consequence, the woman is no longer a foreigner, but a Turkish citizen. In this
regard, the Turkish diplomat has no barrier from marrying this woman. Ibid.

Gokmen, Bir Zamanlar Hariciye..., 375.

In chapter 1, it was stated that Turkish diplomats rarely remained silent while talking about
their experiences throughout their professional lives. This case, in this regard, constitutes an

exception.
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§ 4.7 Concluding Remarks

This chapter illustrated that in the 1960-1980 period, the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs was carrying out almost all the features of a post-World War
IT foreign ministry. The vast majority of diplomats were graduates of similar
schools, even though acceptance into foreign ministries was more “demo-
cratic” than before WWII. Although its officers predominantly defended pro-
Western foreign policy preferences, one group of officers defended Turkey’s
engagement with then-newly-emerging Third World countries. As will be il-
lustrated in the next chapter, the ministry had to share its authority with other
institutions, but on the other hand, its workload broadened due to new scopes
of work such as the Cyprus Question and the Turkish workforce migration to
Europe.

As clarified in this chapter, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs was
subject to criticism from the public. Basically, the Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy was criticized for lacking the ability to react properly to the develop-
ments of the time and of being unable to defend the national interests of Tur-
key. Recalling discussions in chapter 2, criticisms of the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs were similar to those of other foreign ministries. In this regard,
the case of Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs was indeed a similar to its Eu-
ropean and American counterparts. Nevertheless, critics made these state-
ments as if these were specific to Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

The Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, just as in the previous decades,
was influenced by ideological cleavages and developments in domestic poli-
tics. The Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy was never totally immune to devel-
opments related to domestic politics. Moreover, many global phenomena re-
lated to world’s the diplomatic bureaucracies influenced the Turkish MFA as
an institution and Turkish diplomats individually. As a consequence, this
study suggests that Turkish diplomacy cannot be labeled as awkward or ar-
chaic when compared to other examples in the world. In 1968, for example, a

“Foreign Affairs Academy” was established for the first time in the history of
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the Ministry to train young recruits.'”® This was not late when compared to

other examples in the world. For example, Brazil introduced its diplomacy

academy only in the early 1990s.'”

178  Girgin, Osmanli-Cumhuriyet Donemi Hariciye Tarihimiz, 143. This was a long-awaited devel-
opment for the ministry. Galip Kemali S6ylemezoglu, a late Ottoman-Turkish diplomat, men-
tioned the necessity of a diplomatic academy in his accounts. Séylemezoglu, Hariciye Hiz-
metinde Otuz Sene, 182.

179  Langhorne, "Current Developments in Diplomacy...," 7.
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The “Flat Room” And Beyond: Impact of the 27 May
Coup on The Ministry of Foreign Affairs

§ 5.1 A Coup and a Ministry

n May 27, 1960, a military junta consisting of mid-ranking military of-
ficials realized a coup d’état and ended the ten year-long (May 14, 1950-
May 27, 1960) Democrat Party (DP) period in Turkish political life. In terms
of foreign policy orientations, the military administration was committed to
maintaining Turkey’s basic foreign policy preferences. The announcement
read by Colonel Alparslan Tiirkes on the first day of the coup included a spe-

cial paragraph on Turkey's foreign policy. It was announced that

we declare to our allies, neighbors, and the entire world: our aim is to
fully obey the UN Charter and human rights principles. The “Peace at
Home, Peace in the World” principle of Great Atatiirk is our standard.
We are loyal to all of our alliances and commitments. We believe in
NATO and [are] committed to [it.] We are loyal to CENTO.!

1 “Mittefiklerimize, komsularimiza ve biitiin Diinyaya hitap ediyoruz. Gayemiz Birlesmis Mil-
letler Anayasasina ve insan haklar1 prensiplerine tamamiyle riayettir. Biiytik Atatiirk'iin
Vurtta Sulh ve Cihanda Sulh prensibi Bayragimizdir. Biitiin ittifaklarimiza ve taahhiitlerimize
sadikiz. NATO'ya inaniyor as ve bagliyiz. CENTO'ya bagliy1z.” TC Resmi Gazete (Official Ga-

zette), June 30, 1960. NO. 10539, 1632.
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The leader of the National Unity Committee (Milli Birlik Komitesi, hereafter
MBK) Cemal Giirsel, was clearer in an interview conducted by two Greek

journalists.

Journalists — Will be a change in the previous foreign policy after the
new revolutionary movement?

Giirsel — As I expressed on the first day of revolution, Turkey will be
loyal to the United Nations Charter, to all alliances and commitments.
In this regard, any change in Turkish foreign policy is out of the ques-

tion.?

Instead of evaluating Turkish foreign policy after the military coup d’état on
May 27, 1960, this chapter illustrates the impact of the coup on the Turkish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs as the bureaucratic mechanism for conducting
Turkey’s foreign relations. In chapter 3, Dikerdem made a distinction between
the pre-1960 and post-1960 periods in terms of the penetration of the dynam-
ics of domestic politics into the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In general,
this chapter testifies to the validity of this claim.

Metin Tamkog claims that the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs bene-

fited from the military administration. He clarifies his position with a statistic.

Of the seven foreign ministers of the period since 1960 [until 1976],
five were career diplomats - the two exceptions being Thsan Sabri
Caglayangil and Turan Giines -... [which] starkly contrasts ... the pe-
riod from 1920 to 1960. Of the eleven ministers of Foreign Affairs only

two were career diplomats.’

“Soru: Yeni inkildp hareketinden sonra, ondan evvel takip edilen dis siyasette bir degisiklik
olacak midir? Cevap: Inkilabin daha ilk giiniinde ifade ettigim gibi, Tiirkiye, Birlesmis Mil-
letler Anayasasina ve biitiin ittifak ve taahhiitlerine sadik kalacaktir. Bu itibarla Tiirkiye'nin
harici siyasetinde bir degisiklik yapilmasi bahis konusu degildir.” TC Resmi Gazete (Official
Gazette), July, 27 1960. no. 10562, 1824.

Metin Tamkog, The Warrior Diplomats: Guardians of the National Security and Modernization
of Turkey (Salt Lake City: Utah University Press, 1976), 254.
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The appointment of Selim R. Sarper as the first Minister of Foreign Affairs of
the new administration, adds Tamkog, “implied that the MBK had to rely on
the expert counsel and experience of a well-known and highly-respected pro-
fessional diplomat.™

The first evidence that Tamkog presents in claiming that the influence of
diplomatic bureaucracy increased after 27 May is an undisputable statistic. The
evaluation of Sarper’s appointment as the foreign minister as an indicator fof
the coup’s positive influence on the ministry is, however, questionable. As a
matter of fact, the MBK first considered Fahri Korutiirk, an admiral, as the
foreign minister, but in the list of cabinet members announced the following
day, Korutiirk was replaced with Selim Sarper.” Sarper was appointed “in order
to establish a positive image” in the West since he “had good relations with the
West.”® On the other hand, Tamkog grounds his position in a second argu-
ment: the opinions of Turkish diplomats working in the ministry during the

post-27 May years. In Tamkog’s words,

since May 1960, in addition to the inclusion of the ministers of Foreign
Affairs into foreign policy decision-making circles, the secretary gen-
eral, director generals of various departments, and other high-ranking
career foreign service officers have exercised considerable influence in
the formulation and execution of foreign policy decisions. This obser-
vation is based on this writer’s long-time association with a number of
career officers and on interviews with others in the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs.”

Tamkog notes that various Turkish diplomats from different ranks within the

Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy confirmed the increasing role of the ministry

Ibid.

Gokmen, Diplomasi..., 317.

Uzgel, “TDP’nin Uygulanmas,” 78. The case of Sarper and his role in the post-27 May process
will be introduced below in detail.

Tamkog, Warrior Diplomats, 255.
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in foreign policy decision-making processes in the post-27 May period.® He,
on the other hand, insists that “the ministry [was] immune from domestic
political pressures,” and “therefore, [it was] immune from the corruptive in-
fluences which normally plague other public service officers.”™

Tamkog does not reveal the positions of these officers in detail. It is not
possible to verify the position of Tamkog¢ through new interviews; none of the
influential, senior figures of the period are alive. Instead, a comprehensive,
comparative content analysis of the accounts of Turkish diplomats of the time
can lead to a better understanding of the influence of the coup d’état on the

ministry.

§ 5.2 Bureaucratic “Reforms”

10

The coup d’état of May 27 1960 deeply influenced the structure and operations
of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, not in terms of quantity but quality.
In other words, there was not purge of hundreds of officers, but administrators
in the most critical positions were removed, and the authority of the foreign
ministry was curbed in certain respects. Even the name of the ministry was
changed. Until 1960, the ministry had been called the “Hariciye Vekaleti,” a
usage inherited from Ottoman Turkish. However, to create a “new,” simplified
Turkish, the name of the ministry was changed to “Disisleri Bakanlig1.”'° Fatin
Riistii Zorlu, along with other cabinet members, was arrested on the day of the

coup, and at the end of the trial process, he would be one of three people

Ibid. Temel Iskit, who joined the Ministry in 1963, also claims that Turkish diplomats had the
authority to determine the course of Turkish foreign policy's in the post-1960 period. Accord-
ing to Iskit, the Ministry had supremacy over other institutions in diplomatic processes, and
in cases when a Turkish delegation consisting of different elements of the bureaucracy paid a
visit abroad, an officer from the Ministry definitely headed the delegation. Iskit, Interview by
the Author.

Tamkog, Warrior Diplomats, 255.

Girgin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Donemi..., 142. Indeed, the ministry’s name had already been

converted to “Digsisleri Bakanlig1” in the 1930s. In the 1950s, however, it was once again regu-

lated as “Hariciye Vekaleti.”
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sentenced to the death penalty and executed. As Ozcan concludes, “the foreign
ministry’s influence within the state mechanism was visibly restricted.”"!
Despite the facts that Zorlu served only three years as foreign minister
during the ten year-long rule of DP governments and that his ties with the DP
organization were very loose, the ministry had been notably linked to his per-
sonality in the minds of MBK members." In this regard, the first and fiercest
reaction of the MBK members against the ministry was indeed a response to
the personality of Fatin Riistii Zorlu. Zorlu was renowned for his concentra-
tion on foreign economic and trade affairs. As a career officer, at the beginning
of the 1950s, he rose to prominence as an administrator responsible for a de-
partment assigned to economic and trade affairs.”’ After entering politics in
1954, he served as deputy prime minister responsible for Cyprus and economic
affairs.!* When appointed as foreign minister in 1957, Zorlu established a team
of diplomats responsible for Turkey’s economic and trade relations with the
external world.”” The ministry thus became the primary institution for con-
ducting Turkey's foreign economic relations. The hallmark of Zorlu’s foreign
ministry to a large extent was his emphasis on foreign economic relations.
Beginning in the late 1960s, foreign ministries faced “challenges from
other ministries” in terms their of authority over foreign policy issues.'® State
ministries and agencies seized authority of foreign ministries especially in the
realms of foreign economic relations and foreign aid programs. The Turkish

Ministry of Foreign Affairs was an early example of this phenomenon. Before

Gencer Ozcan, “Altmish Yillarda Dis Politika,” in Tiirkiye’nin 1960’11 Yillari, ed. Mete Kaan
Kaynar (Istanbul: Iletisim, 2017), 226.

Giinver notes that Zorlu’s only connection to the DP was his family ties with Prime Minister
Menderes. For example, Hasan Polatkan, the Minister of Finance who was executed along
with Zorlu and Menderes, was claimed to have hated Zorlu. Giinver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu..., 109.
Ibid., 31-42.

"21. Hiikiimet Kabine Uyeleri," TC Prime Ministry, accessed March 7, 2016, available from
https://www.basbakanlik.gov.tr/Forms/_Global/_Government/pg_Cabinets.aspx.

Gunver, Fatin Riistii Zorlu’nun..., 105.

Iver B. Neumann, “Globalization and Diplomacy,” in Global Governance and Diplomacy: The
Worlds Apart? eds. Andrew E Cooper, Brian Hocking and William Maley (New York: Pal-

grave, 2008), 23.
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the coup, other institutions - most notably the Ministry of Finance - com-
plained about the seizure of their authority.'” Many disputes among ministries
were resolved by the office of the prime ministry.'® In addition to this general
situation, the case of foreign ministry, as noted above, was different. The Turk-
ish Ministry of Foreign Affairs consolidated its position within the entire state
mechanism and established a primus inter paris position among the other
ministries and institutions."” Officers of other ministries, especially those of
the finance bureaucracy, opposed to the supremacy of the foreign ministry
over other institutions in foreign economic affairs. Kemal Kurdas, a bureau-
crat at the Ministry of Finance in the 1950s, criticizes the influence of the for-

eign ministry on economic and financial matters as follows:

One of the negative outcomes of the Menderes period was the inter-
vention of the foreign ministry in economic policy. The foreign minis-
try was involved in what happened until 27 May and their conse-
quences [of these]. The answer of Fatin Risti Zorlu was most
interesting when I asked him why they were interfering in decisions
on foreign currency. According to Fatin, foreign relations are related
to foreign currency since foreign currency belongs to foreigners; he
means, because there is the word “foreign” in it. ... The 1950[-1960]
period proved that Foreign Affairs should not have intervened in the
economic policies of the state. ... In my opinion, Fatin Riistii had a

very negative influence on what had happened.*

Ergun Tiirkcan, Attila Sonmez’e Armagan: Tiirkiye’de Planlamanin Yiikselisi ve Cokiisti 1960-
1980 (Istanbul: Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yayinlari, 2010), 117-118.

Ibid., 130.

Gencer Ozcan, “Ellili Yillarda D1s Politika,” in Tiirkiye nin 1950°li Yillar1, ed. Mete Kaan Kaynar
(Istanbul: {letisim, 2015), 101-102.

“Menderes doneminin bir sakincasi da, Tiirkiye’de ekonomik politikaya hariciyenin miida-
hale etmesidir. 27 Mayis’a kadar olanlarda ve neticelerinde hariciyenin dahli vardir. Fatin’e
birkag kez, doéviz kuruyla ilgili kararlara neden karistiklarini sordugumda verdigi cevap, duy-
dugum en enteresan cevaplardandir. Fatin’e gore déviz kuru yabanci para olduguna gore, dis
iliskiler de dovizle birebir ilgilidir; hani kelimenin baginda ‘di§’ var ya, o kabilden! ... 1950
donemi bana sunu géstermistir ki, hariciye devletin ekonomik politikasina girmemelidir...

Bence Fatin Riisti’niin ¢ok negatif rolii oldu biitiin yasananlarda.” Ibid., 103.
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The Ministry of Foreign Affairs was involved in a tacit battle especially with
the Ministry of Finance. Ayhan Cilingiroglu, a Turkish bureaucrat assigned to
prepare of a report on a planned economy in the late 1950s, depicts the causes
and consequences of the tension between the foreign ministry and the minis-

try of finance as follows:

Hasan Esat Isik, deputy secretary general at the foreign ministry, was
administrating foreign economic relations under the patronage of For-
eign Minister Fatin Riistii Zorlu. However, the number of officers in
the foreign ministry was unsatisfactory; there were almost no sectoral
experts. These duties [foreign economic affairs] were being conducted
by assigning the officers of other ministries and institutions. The min-
istry of finance was the active institution in the formation and imple-
mentation of domestic financial policies. They were in an ongoing ri-
valry with the ministry of foreign affairs. The root cause of the rivalry
was that foreign ministry officers were paid more for assignments
abroad and officers of the ministry of finance were deprived of these
resources. These rivalries sometimes came to existence such as not giv-
ing necessary information to the foreign ministry or in a lack of coop-
eration from the ministry of finance. High level officers working in the
foreign ministry and ministry of finance were, in general, friends from
the School of Political Sciences. Rivalries dating back to school years,

expectedly, continued in their professional lives.*

“Dasisleri Bakanligt Umumi Katip Muavini Hasan Esat Isik, doiirudan Disisleri Bakani Fatin
Riistli Zorlu’dan emir alarak dis ekonomik iligkileri idare ediyordu. Ancak Disisleri Bakanlig:
kadrosunda memur sayisi azdi, sektér uzmanlari ise hemen hemen hi¢ yoktu; bagka ba-
kanliklarin ve kurumlarin memurlar: ¢alistirilarak bu islerle ugrasiliyordu. Maliye Bakanlig:
ise yurt i¢indeki mali politikalarin olusturulmasi ve uygulanmasinda etkin birimdi; Disigleri
Bakanlig1 ile devamli ¢ekisme halinde idi. Cekismenin esast yurt disindaki goérevlerde
Disisleri memurlarinin daha yiiksek iicret almalari, maliye memurlarimin bu imkandan
yararlanamamalari idi. Bu ¢ekismeler bazen Maliye Bakanligi’'nin Disisleri Bakanligi’na ger-
ekli bilgileri aktarmamasi ve/veya isbirligi yapmamasi seklinde ortaya ¢ikiyordu. Disisleri Ba-

kanligi’'nda ve Maliye Bakanligi’'nda ¢alisan {ist diizey memurlar genellikle Siyasal Bilgiler
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As a consequence, on July 6, 1960, a temporary statute was accepted. Titled as
the “Temporary Statute about the Regulation of International Economic and
Financial Relations,” Law No. 13, regulated the transfer of authority over the
conduct of foreign economic relations from the ministry of foreign affairs to

the ministry of finance. Article 2 of the law states that

all sorts of negotiations and relations with international economic in-
stitutions, official economic groups and institutions of foreign coun-
tries, and financial institutions are conducted by the ministry of fi-

nance.?

The text of Article 1 also stated that the International Economic Cooperation
Organization would be subordinated to the directory general for the treasury
in the ministry of finance.” These two decisions meant not only a restriction
of the scope of work of the foreign ministry, but also an inevitable purge - or
at least a demotion for the ministry personnel. Provisional Article 1 of the law,

for example, was proposed that,

the duties of those who had been officers of the foreign ministry and
had been assigned to the center or the representations of the Interna-
tional Economic Cooperation Organization, and officers of the foreign
ministry working in the [finance] ministry in fields related to the con-
tent of [Law No. 13] are abolished.*

Turhan Feyzioglu, who served as the minister of national education, the min-
ister of state, and the deputy prime minister in the post-27 May cabinets, con-
fessed to Kamuran Giiriin, a diplomat assigned to economic affairs, that the
“foreign ministry's dismissive attitude towards other ministries caused Law

No. 13% This regulation was a serious indication that the ministry’s authority

Fakiiltesi'nden sinif veya devre arkadaglari idi. Okul yillarina dayanan rekabet ve gekismeler,
haliye, meslek hayatlarinda da devam ediyordu.” Tiirkcan, Attila Sonmez’e Armagan, 117-118.
TC Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette), July 11, 1960. no. 10548. 1.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Kamuran Giiriin, Firtinali Yillar: Dusisleri Miistesarli§i Amlar: (Istanbul: Milliyet Yayinlari,
1995), 116.
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in the realm of foreign economic relations would be curtailed. The coup d’état
of May 27, 1960, caused certain institutional changes especially with respect to
the predominance of the foreign ministry in foreign economic affairs in the
following days. This was because the ministry was identified with the person-
ality of Fatin Ristii Zorlu, the last foreign minister of the DP era.

The authority of the ministry of foreign affairs was curtailed not just in
economic and trade affairs. The ministry of foreign affairs, in the aftermath of
the coup, was subject to the outcomes of the inner contradictions among
members of the MBK. In one case, the ministry of foreign affairs was instru-
mentalized to overcome disputes within the MBK. In November 1960, the
TBMM accepted an addendum to the Law on the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
that proposed “the establishment of 14 consulates” (Miisavirlik) in the diplo-
matic missions of Turkey and that fourteen people who were dismissed from
their tenures in the MBK be “appointed to these fourteen consulates without
returning sooner than two years.””® Contrary to operations concerning the
role of the ministry of foreign affairs on foreign economic relations, this deci-
sion had nothing to do with the internal structure of the ministry. So how did
splits in the MBK influence the ministry? The MBK, since its beginning, was
not a monolithic power formation but a coalition of different juntas dedicated
to overthrowing the DP government in a military coup. The cleavages between
the factions within the MBK immediately became apparent. A group of mem-
bers led by Cemal Giirsel, the leader of the MBK, favored a transition to de-
mocracy as soon as possible, whereas the other fourteen members (hereafter
the Fourteens) of the MBK favored returning to democratic life only after the

implementation of comprehensive reforms.”” This was because without the

27 Mayis 1960 Darbesi Raporu, Hiirriyet, 181. TC Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette), November
17, 1960. no. 10657, 1

Implementation of reforms meant “not to concede power to politicians so easily” on those
days. It was being rumored that Alparslan Tiirkes was aiming to become the Gamal Abdel-
Nasser of Turkey. Tanil Bora, Cereyanlar: Tiirkiye'de Siyasi Ideolojiler (Istanbul: fletisim, 2017),
303. Nasser, a general of the Egyptian army, overthrew the monarchy in 1956 and remained in
power until his death in 1970. Nasser’s method of acquiring political authority and his reform-

ist policies were a model to military bureaucracies, especially those of developing countries.
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accomplishment of a revolutionary transition, according to the radicals , po-
litical power would be given to the political successors of the DP.*

The tension between the moderates and radicals concluded with the su-
premacy of the former. Members of the latter group were sent as counselors to
fourteen Turkish embassies.?” In Turkish politics they are called the Fourteens
(On Dortler). There is limited information about their terms in office and in-
fluence over the operations of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy in the
countries to which they were assigned. The relationship between them and
Turkish diplomats also remains a mystery. We know only from the memoirs
of Numan Esin, a member of the Fourteens, that neither the foreign ministry
in Ankara nor the Turkish embassy in Madrid (the city to which Esin was ap-
pointed as consul) monitored them.*® Furthermore, Alparslan Tiirkes, by far
the most renowned member of the Fourteens, was involved in a quarrel with
Necdet Kent, then Turkish ambassador to New Delhi. This split, which
reached the level of physical violence, stemmed from news in the Turkish me-
dia. fldeniz Divanlioglu, then first secretary to the Turkish embassy in New
Delhi, states that

one morning in 1962, I heard Ambassador Kent crying “Help!” I ran
immediately. ... I remember Tiirkes’s hand up ... [to] punch Kent. ...
In one of the Turkish newspapers, it was written that Inénii ... tortured
... Tirkes. The foreign ministry demanded information from Kent

about this article. Kent, in his reply to the ministry, reported that

For a detailed examination of the split between moderates and radicals, see Dogan Akyaz,
Askeri Miidahalelerin Orduya Etkisi: Hiyerarsi Disi Orgiitlenmeden Emir Komuta Zincirine,
(Istanbul: Iletisim, 2009), 240-248.

Cities in which the members of the 14’ler group were stations as follows: New Delhi (Alparslan
Tiirkeg), Brussels (Orhan Kabibay), Mexico City (Orhan Erkanli), Stockholm (Miinir
Koéseoglu), Lisbon (Mustafa Kaplan), Oslo (Muzaffer Karan), Copenhagen ($efik Soyuyiice),
Kabul (Fazil Akkoyunlu), Tel-Aviv (Rifat Baykal), Rabat (Diindar Taser), Madrid (Numan
Esin), The Hague (Irfan Solmazer), Tokyo (Muzaffer Ozdag), and Tripoli (Ahmet Er).
Numan Esin, Devrim ve Demokrasi: Bir 27 Mayis¢inin Anilar: (Istanbul: Dogan Kitap, 2005),
213. According to Esin, the efforts of members of the Fourteens were coordinated vis-a-vis
Turkish politics. Although aware of these efforts, adds Esin, Turkish diplomatic missions tol-
erated them and did not inform on them to Ankara. Ibid.
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Tiirkes did not answer his questions. After this, Namik Yolga, then-
secretary general of the foreign ministry ... personally ... called Kent
and demanded he compel Tiirkes answer this question: “Did you de-
liver this information to the newspaper?” Tiirkes replied “I will not an-
swer this question.” A quarrel began between Tiirkes and Kent when
the latter delivered this message to the ministry and Ankara insisted

on the issue.*

The Tiirkes-Kent incident had one more witness. Taner Baytok, then a twenty-
three-years-old diplomat appointed to New Delhi, also gives information
about the quarrel between Alparslan Tiirkes and Kent. In addition to the in-
formation Divanlioglu presents, Baytok notes that the aforementioned article
was a biographical interview conducted with Turhan Goker of Yeni Istanbul
newspaper.”* The interview, states Baytok, was the result of a ten-day-long talk
between Goker and Tiirkes.”® Thereby, Tiirkes was the source of the infor-
mation covered in Goker’s article.* What triggered Tiirkes’s anger, adds Bay-

tok, was the “insulting tone” of Secretary General Yolga’s insistence.”

“1962 yilinda bir sabah. .. Biiyiikel¢i Kent'in “Imdat yetigin!” diye canhiras bagirigint duydum.
Tiirkes’in... bir elini havaya kaldirdigini... yaumruk vurmaya hazirlandigini hatirliyorum...
Tiirk gazetelerinden birinde Inént’niin Tiirkeg’e. .. iskence yaptirdigy. .. yazilmas. Disisleri Ba-
kanlig1 bu konuda [Necdet] Kent'ten bilgi istemis. Kent, bakanliga cevabinda Tiirkes’in bu
konuda bilgi vermedigini sdylemis. Bunun {izerinde Disisleri Bakanligi Miistesar1 Namik
Yolga... bizzat... Biiyiikel¢i Kent’i gagirmus ve su sualin cevabini istemis ‘Gazeteye bu bilgileri
siz mi verdiniz?’ Tiirkes ‘Bu suale cevap vermeyecegim’ demis. Kent bu cevab1 Ankara’ya
ilettikten sonra Ankara’nin 1srar1 iizerine Tiirkesle aralarinda miinakasa baslamus.” Ildeniz
Divanlioglu, Emekli Biiyiikel¢i Horoz Gibi Otiince (Istanbul: Dogan Kitap, 2007), 37-38.
Baytok, Dis Politikada Bir Nefes..., 63.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid. Baytok’s account on Tiirkes’s days in exile provides valuable information on internal
conflicts among the members of the 27 May coup as well as his views on prominent political
turmoil at the time. For instance, states Baytok, Tiirkes could never forgive the behaviors of
Cemal Madanoglu in the post-27 May period. Tiirkes, adds Baytok, claimed that he opposed
the execution of Menderes and other prominent DP figures and instead had prepared projects
along with Selim Sarper, then the foreign minister, to send the DP leaders into exile. Baytok

finally claims that Alparslan Tiirkes reacted negatively to Talat Aydemir’s coup attempt on
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Tiirkes’s split with the government in Ankara and the foreign ministry in
particular recalls a late Ottoman and early republican diplomatic tradition
that was previously illustrated in this study. A new administration created its
exiles and the statements and operations of these people were again being
monitored by the Ankara government through the units of foreign ministry.
(Nevertheless, the post-1960 exiles were much less strictly monitored than
previous examples.) Tiirkes’s split with Ambassador Kent and Secretary Gen-
eral Yolga, of course, does not present a wholesale picture of the relationship
between the counselors in exile and Turkish diplomats or the Turkish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs. However, one can conclude that the organizers of May 27,
1960, influenced the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy by exporting their inner
contradictions into the ministry. This can be considered an interference in the

organizational structure of the ministry.

§ 5.3 Individual Experiences and the Morale of an Institution

36
37

5.3.1  The Ministry under Siege: Literally and Politically

The tense political atmosphere of Turkey came on the agenda of the ministry
even before the 27 May coup. Erdem Erner, who was then an undersecretary
in Turkey’s Embassy in London, explains in his accounts that all the officers
in Turkey’s London Embassy, just like the men in the streets in Turkey, were
aware that there would be a military intervention.’® Erner notes that a student
demonstration was organized in front of the embassy building in May 1960,
and he was tasked with recording what was written on the banners in the
hands of the students.”” Moreover, Sadi Kocas, then-attaché militaire in Tur-

key’s London Embassy, was among the members of the conspiracy and knew

February 22, 1962, asking “Does he know how to throw a coup? Why did not he call me?”
Ibid., 57, 65 & 67.

Erdem Erner, Davulun Sesi: Disislerinde 44 Yil (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1993), 82

Ibid.
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the date of the coup.” Erner remarks that when Kogas wore his uniform on
the day of the coup, everybody at the embassy understood that the time of the
coup had come.”

The day of the coup was experienced at the ministry building much
harsher than at the London Embassy or any other diplomatic mission of Tur-
key. Everything aside, the building of the ministry was sieged by tanks of the
Turkish Army. Even Selim Sarper, the secretary general of the foreign ministry
who would be appointed as the foreign minister in the first cabinet established
a day after the coup, did not manage to reach the ministry building. Reha Ay-

taman cites his observations of the day of the coup as follows,

I went out when it was time to go to the ministry. ... I saw ... Ambassa-
dor Selim Sarper had gone out and was looking at his surround. ... I
went to him and said that the army had taken over the administration.
He had already heard it from the news and told me “We are the officers
of the foreign ministry and we must go to work at all costs, tell this to
any military officer you see.” ... I expressed the words of our secretary
general to a military officer I happened upon. The officer said, “all of-
ficial departments [and], ministries are under custody and there is cur-

few. You cannot go to the ministry.”*

Ibid. Sadi Kogas became a prominent figure in Turkish political life especially after the mem-
orandum of the Turkish army against the Sileyman Demirel government on March 12, 1971.
Kocas served as the deputy prime minister in the first Nihat Erim cabinet after the memoran-
dum. He previously had served as Turkey's military attaché in Bucharest (1954-56) and Lon-
don (1959-1961), respectively. There were other examples clarifying the relations between
Turkish diplomats and Turkish military officers in Turkish diplomatic missions after the May
27,1960 coup. Ilter Tiirkmen, for example, compares the attitude of the military offcers in the
1960 and 1980 coups. According to Tiirkmen, the officers during the latter were more tolerant
whereas in the post-27 May period, military officers behaved rudely towards them. Ozdemir,
Bir Digisleri Bakani Olarak..., 136.

Ibid.

“Bakanliga gitme zamani gelince sokaga ¢iktim ... Biiyiikelci Selim Sarper’in de sokaga ¢cikmis
oldugunu ve etrafina bakindigini gérdiim. Yanina gittim ve ordunun yénetime el koydugunu
soyledim. O da radyodan duymus, bana: ‘Biz Disisleri memurlariyiz, her ne olursa olsun

gorevimizin bagina gitmeliyiz, bunu géreceginiz bir subaya séyleyin” dedi. Bakanliga dogru
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Aytaman would arrive at the ministry after the curfew was lifted in the after-
noon. Other diplomats who barely managed to arrive at the ministry and were
shocked at the sight they witnessed upon seeing the ministry building. Mus-
tafa Asula, then a young career officer in the international economic affairs
department, states that he only managed to enter the ministry after a control
of the armed guards.*’ Another young career officer in the ministry, Kemal
Girgin, was also serving at the time as a reserve officer in the Turkish army.
Girgin’s notes on the physical siege of the ministry building was an ironic in-
dicator of the political siege to which the ministry would be subject. Girgin

depicts the outside of the building on the day of the coup as follows,

Suddenly the ministry and my department came to my mind. What
happened there? What happened to the secret NATO documents and
the files of the department under my responsibility? ... I had my mili-
tary uniform since I was still a reserve officer. ... As there were so many
military officers in the streets, I went to the ministry without facing
any difficulty. I saw that a few tanks had turned their turrets toward
the [prime ministry and ministry of foreign affairs] building. The holes
from machinegun bullets on the adjacent walls made me feel deeply
grieved. Some night sentries had fired unintentionally and they were

fired upon. The building was blockaded and I could not get in.*

yol alirken rastladigim bir subaya, genel sekreterimizin s6ylediklerini anlattim. Subay: “Biitiin
resmi daireler, bakanliklar control altindadir ve sokaga ¢ikmak yasaktir, Bakanliginiza gide-
mezsiniz’ dedi.” Reha Aytaman, Sinirli Yillar: Dasislerinde 42 Yil (Istanbul, 1996), 93. Sarper
would be appointed as the head of the ministry the next day which he could not reach the
morning of May 27.

Mustafa Asula, Digisleri Albiimii (Istanbul, 2001), 7-8.

“Birden aklima Bakanlik ve bizim daire geldi. Orada neler olmustu? Benim sorumlulugum-
daki NATO gizli dokiimanlari ve subenin kasalar1 ne alemdeydi? ... Halen yedek subay
oldugumdan iiniformam vardi... Bir hayli subay ve asker ortalikta oldugundan miiskiilatla
karsilasmadan Bakanliklara gittim. Bir de baktim ki bizim Bakanligin 6niinde birkag tank,
toplarini binaya ¢evirmis. (Bagbakanlik ve Digsisleri) Bitigik duvarlarda makineli tiifek kursun
delikleri icimi hoplatt1. Baz1 gece nobetgisi askerler bilmeden ates etmis ve onlara karsilik ver-
ilmisti. Binalar askerlerce ablukaya alinmigsti, igeriye giremedim.” Kemal Girgin, Diinyanin

Dort Bucagi: Bir Diplomatin Anilari 1957-2007 (Istanbul: Milliyet Yayinlari, 1998), 61.
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Kamuran Giiriin, a mid-ranking diplomat of the time, cites a similar observa-

tion. In Giiriin’s words,

we went to the ministry on May, 30, Monday. [It was] difficult to decide
whether to smile or cry. All the telephone wires were cut, as if enemy
headquarters were being occupied. ... Work was interrupted; nobody
knew what to do. Some were talking about who would be dismissed -
who would replace whom. Some played the hero, busy with detecting

and revealing who opposed [the coup d’état of] 27 May.*

Giiriin’s last sentence signaled the near future of the ministry. The ministry
was one of the most deeply-influenced bureaucratic institutions by the coup.
Many high and mid-ranking diplomats’ positions changed after the coup. State
officers from outside the ministry, most notably military officers, were ap-
pointed to diplomatic posts. Some ambassadors were recalled to Ankara with-
out being offered new responsibilities and thus left inactive. Dikerdem, who
was one of the diplomats recalled to Ankara after the coup d’état, illustrates
this situation and how the conjuncture in the ministry went hand-in-hand

with the political atmosphere of Turkey.

A room was reserved at the ministry for those who were caught on the
earthquake of 27 May. The ones disfavored for various reasons and the
ones who had been dismissed, gathered in this room to chat, follow
the gossip in the corridor, and [they] sometimes fell into expectations
and mostly faced disappointments. The room was called the Flat Room
(Yasst Oda) as an example of black humor. So indeed, the fate of the

ones in Flat Room and Yass1 Ada coincided.*

“30 Mayis Pazartesi bakanliga gittik ki, gtilmek mi lazim, aglamak mi, karar vermek zor. Biitiin
telefonlarin telleri kesilmis, sanki diigman karargah isgal ediliyor... Is gii¢c durmus, kimse ne
yapacagmi bilmiyor. Bazilari, kimin gorevden alinacagini, onlarin yerlerine kimlerin
gececegini konusuyorlar. Bazilary, vatan kurtaran aslan roliine girmis, kimlerin 27 Mayis
aleyhtar1 oldugunu tesbit ve teshirle mesgul.” Kamuran Giiriin, Akimmtiya Kiirek: Bir
Biiyiikelginin Amilar: (Istanbul: Milliyet Yayinlari, 1994), 86.

“27 May1s depremine tutulanlar icin Disisleri Bakanligi’'nda bir oda ayrilmisti. Cesitli neden-

lerle gézden diisenler, gorevden alinanlar bu odada toplanip dertlesirler, koridorlarda
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The flat room embodied a hierarchy within itself. The regulars of the room

were high-ranking bureaucrats recalled to the ministry after the coup; those

4

45

from among the lower-ranks “were not allowed to enter the room.

5.3.2  Elimination of Zorlu’s Influence

The level of the reaction to the foreign ministry was stemmed from some ma-
jor causes. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the ministry was identified
with the character of Fatin Riistii Zorlu and his style as a politician. Reha Ay-
taman notes that Zorlu repeated his aggressive behaviors against military of-
ficers and that the reaction of junta members after the coup, in Aytaman’s
words, “was the outcome of the treatment of Zorlu vis-a-vis the military offic-
ers.”* [lter Tiirkmen, a first secretary at the ministry, confirms that “they, no-
tably Fatin Riisti Zorlu], treated commander of the Turkish Armed Forces,
Hakki Tunaboylu, very harshly.” In response, the antipathy of the MBK
members towards the ministry was first a stance crystallized on the character
of Minister of Foreign Affairs, Fatin Riistii Zorlu. Zorlu was found guilty at the
Yassiada proceedings and sentenced to the death penalty along with fifteen
other members of the DP. With Adnan Menderes and Hasan Polatkan, he was
among the three whose death penalty was executed. In this regard, his execu-
tion, as Ozcan remarks, can be interpreted as “the punishing of the foreign
ministry” through the personality of Zorlu.*®

Fatin Riistii Zorlu was also a career diplomat before his term as a politi-
cian; thus, he was dominant in the diplomatic bureaucracy. In this regard,

overthrowing Zorlu at the same time meant eliminating his cadre at the

konusulan dedikodulart izlerler, bazen umutlanir gogu zamanda umutsuzluga diiserlerdi. Bu
odaya bir kara mizah 6rnegi olarak Yass1 Oda adini takmiglardi. Gergekten de Yass1 Oda’da-
kilerle Yass1 Ada’dakilerin yazgisi bir yerde ¢akistyordu.” Dikerdem, Hariciye Carki..., 142.
Dikerdem was recalled on July 16, 1960 while serving as minister plenipotentiary in Tehran.
TC Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette), no. 10562, 1. Yassiada is one of numerous islands in the
Sea of Marmara. The island hosted the judicial proceedings after the coup.

Anonymous Officer, Hariciyemizin I¢ Yiizii (Istanbul: Bogazici Yayinlarii 1990), 53.

Aytaman, Sinirli Yillar..., 9o-91.

TBMM Document Services Department (Tutanak Hizmetleri Bagkanlig1), October 15, 2012, 8.
Ozcan, “Altmish Yillarda Dig Politika,” 226.
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ministry, and it was so. Erdil Akay, a young career diplomat at that time, states
that “directors general” and other high-ranking officers in the ministry had
been appointed by Zorlu and were relatively young for the positions to which
they were appointed.” Even though there was an established tradition that di-
rectors general and secretary generals should serve as ambassadors before be-
ing appointed to these posts, none of the directors general in Zorlu’s team had
previously served as an ambassador.”® The military intervention, adds Akay,
shook the ministry considerably. To him, military officers were taking revenge
for Zorlu’s aggressive attitude towards them.”!

Akay’s claim was true to a great extent. The liquidation of Zorlu was not
limited to overthrowing him and his team from the leadership of the ministry.
Even his brother, Rifki Zorlu, was recalled to Ankara after the coup for being
the elder brother of Zorlu, and he remained an idle career officer in
theYassioda for a long time.”* He was neither on the team of Zorlu nor an out-
standing diplomat within the ministry. Above all, Zorlu’s legacy was abolished
with regards to professional preferences which can be regarded as an other
main motive of the aggressive attitude of MBK members towards the ministry.
During his three year-long-term as foreign minister, the ministry of foreign
affairs gained considerable power in deciding Turkey’s economic policies and
had the right to speak on domestic economic issues, as well.”> Measures to
curtail the power of the ministry with respect to economic and trade issues, as
said above, were among the first activities of MBK members.>* The responsi-
bility to conduct relations with the Economic Cooperation Organization
(ECO) was taken from the ministry of foreign affairs and granted to the min-
istry of finance; moreover, with Law No. 13, the monopoly of the ministry over

“diplomatic representation” was limited, and the ministries of finance and

Erdil Akay, Disislerinde 40 Yil, 2 Ay, 21 Giin (Istanbul: ERKO Yayincilik, 2007), 22.

Ibid.

“27 Mayista Silahli Kuvvetler’in yonetime el koymas: Bakanlig1 bir hayli sarst1. Sanki subaylar
Fatin Riistii Zorlu Bey’in askerlere biraz hagin davranmasinin intikamini Bakanlhik’tan aliyor-
lard1.” Ibid.

Akis, December 10, 1966, 28-29.

Iskit, Diplomasi..., 357.

Ibid.
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trade were given the authority to represent and negotiate foreign economic
relations.” Kamuran Giiriin, who was the first secretary general of the Foreign
Economic Relations Committee established just after the coup, later admitted
that “he could never bear the attitude towards the Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs.”® According to Giiriin, “the coup of 27 May was in fact realized against
departments related to [foreign] trade.” Giiriin, in this regard, concludes that
“the reason for the dismissal of Hasan [Esat Isik], Oguz [Gokmen], and Semih

[Giinver] ... was their proximity to Fatin Ristii Zorlu.”®

Ibid.

Giiriin, Akmntiya Kiirek..., 161. The Committee was established by the then-Deputy Prime
Minister Turhan Feyzioglu to resolve disputes between the foreign ministry and finance min-
istry. The committee was consisting of representatives from the Foreign Ministry, Finance
Ministry, Commerce Ministry, State Planning Organizations and Central Bank. Yayla, Diplo-
mat Hasan Esat Isik’in Biyografisi, 49. Indeed, arrangements over bureaucracy in the post-27
May period also seeded certain conflicts among different units in the state mechanism. For
example, members of the State Planning Organization (Devlet Planlama Teskilati, DPT) ques-
tioned the necessity of the Foreign Economic Relations Committee. Giinal Kansu, Planli Yil-
lar: Amlarla DPT’nin Oykiisii (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Yayinlari, 2004), 174. The State
Planning Organization’s origins date back to the Investment Program Committee in the Turk-
ish MFA which was established in 1958. In those days, foreign economic relations were under
the command of the foreign ministry and ministry of finance was also excluded from this
process by Zorlu. Umit Akgay, Kapitalizmi Planlamak: Tiirkiye’de Planlama ve DPT nin Dé-
niisiimii (Istanbul: Sosyal Arastirmalar Vakfi, 2007), 69-71. As an institution which was once
established under the body of the foreign ministry, the DPT became an influential organ
within the Turkish bureaucracy and was engaged in authority battles with other institutions
after 1960. It is known that during Turgut Ozal’s term as undersecretary between 1966 and
1971, the DPT struggled against the foreign ministry to forestall the European integration pro-
cess. Kansu, Planli Yillar..., 236. The State Planning Organization — with its “privileged posi-
tion at the heart of economic policy making mechanism - was also involved in clashes with
the ministry of finance. Sadik Unay, Neoliberal Globalization and Institutional Reform: The
Political Economy of Development Planning in Turkey (New York: Nova Science Publishers,
2006), 108. In this regard, it can be concluded that the 1960-1980 period not only witnessed
an increase in the influence of the bureaucracy in decision-making processes, but also inten-
sified clashes among the bureaucratic institutions.

Giiriin, Akintiya Kiirek..., 86.

Ibid., 86-87.
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This decision indeed was not only an outcome of the hatred of the junta or
the personality of Zorlu or the ministry. The dispute between Foreign Affairs
and the Finance bureaucracies (Hariciye-Maliye), as illustrated above, was an-
other determinant of this devolution of authority.® Asula interlinks Zorlu’s
attitude towards the finance and economy bureaucracy and reactions of these

ministries in the immediate aftermath of 27 May.

For a long while, the [Ministry] of Finance, strongly opposed us. Fatin
Riistii Zorlu, [collected] nearly all foreign economic and financial af-
fairs in the hands of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs with the authority
to negotiate and finalize, [and] he had the [Ministry] of Finance and
[Department] of the Treasury in tow in the pre-27 May period. The
[Ministry] of Finance took this opportunity and took our authority all
of a sudden by enacting Law No. 13. I remember well finance ministry
authorithies coming to the Ministry [of Foreign Affairs] and taking all

our files.®

According to Iskit, conducting foreign economic relations in this manner was
causing confusion, and this had been fixed by Law No. 1173 in 1969.°' As a mat-

ter of fact, the above-said authority transfer did not mean that the coup

Iskit notes that the complaints of Finance (Maliye) bureaucrats often determined the attitudes
of MBK members vis-a-vis the foreign ministry. Iskit, Interview by the Author.

“Maliye oteden beri bize dis biliyordu. Fatin Riistii Zorlu, 27 Mayistan 6nceki donemde,
hemen tiim dis iktisadi ve ticari isleri, miizakere ve sonuglandirma yetkileriyle, Bakanlikta
toplamis, Maliyeyi ve Hazineyi, bir bakima yedege almisti. Iste, Maliye, firsat bu firsattir
diyerek, alelacele, meshur 13 sayil1 kanunu ¢ikararak, elimizdeki igleri bir ¢irpida almisti. Mali-
yenin, Bakanlhigin kapisina pikaplar1 dayayarak, biitiin dosyalarimizi alip gétiirdiigiini iyi
hatirliyorum.” Asula, Disisleri Albiimii, 9.

Ibid. The Law No. 1173 rehabilitated the coordinative role of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in
pursuing all aspects of Turkey’s foreign relations. See “1173 Sayili Kanun: Milletlerarasi
Miinasebetlerin Yiiriitiilmesi ve Koordinasyonu Hakkinda Kanun,” E-Kanun.net Website, ac-
cessed May 1, 2014, available from http://www.ekanun.net/1173-sayili-kanun/index.html. This
was similar to the trend in other foreign ministries at the time. Although most had transfered
some of their authority to other bureaucratic institutions in the 1960-1980 period, they
maanged to consolidate their positions as the coordinative bodies of all aspects of foreign

relations.
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administration cut all ties with the foreign ministry. The appointment of
Mehmet Baydur as Minister of Trade in September 1960 reveals the MBK ad-
ministration’s desire not to break all ties with the previous government, espe-
cially in the case of foreign economic relations. The intense agenda of foreign
economic affairs, most notably the accession process to the Common Market,
“proved that the foreign ministry could not be excluded from economic issues

totally.”®* Asula, a young officer assigned to Baydur’s department, states that

when we were about to leave the office on a Saturday afternoon, we saw
two guards in the corridor. We were frightened. Would Mr. Baydur
also be suspended like Giinver, Gokmen and Isik? ... An hour later,
Mr. Baydur appeared with an army of journalists in the corridor ... He
had been appointed as the minister of trade by President Cemal Giirsel
... Cemal Pasha asked him “Mr. Baydur, do you have information
about the Common Market?” When Mr. Baydur answered “a little”
with his well-known modesty, Pasha said “I appointed you as the min-

ister of trade, please begin without delay.”®

Apart from the above said reasons, claims Aytaman, Baydur was appointed
due to proximity he had established with military officers during his term in
Washington and especially upon the advice of Tiirkes, who was influential in
his appointment.®* This claim was also expressed by a Turkish diplomat inter-
viewed for this study. According to Iskit, “those who were backed by the coup
were being promoted.”® Dikerdem claims that the promotion of Haluk

Bayiilken in the 1960s, for example, stemmed from family ties with some

Giirtin, Akintiya Kiirek..., 160.

“Bir cumartesi giinii, 6gleden sonra... ¢tkmaya hazirlanirken, birden, koridorda iki inzibatin
belirdigini gordiik. Korktuk. Acaba Mehmet Bey de mi, tipki, Semih, Oguz ve Hasan Isik
beyler gibi agiga alinacakti... Bir saat sonra, Mehmet Bey, bu defa etrafinda adeta bir gazeteci
ordusuyla birlikte, koridorun baginda goziiktii... Mehmet bey, Devlet Bagkani: Cemal Giirsel
tarafindan Ticaret Bakanligina atanmusti... Cemal pasa sormus, ‘Mehmet bey, siz Ortak Pa-
zardan anlar misiniz? Mehmet bey her zamanki tevazuu ile biraz deyince, Pasa ‘sizi Ticaret
Bakanligina atadim, hemen baglayin’ demis.” Asula, Disisleri..., 8.

Aytaman, Sinirli Yillar..., 96.

Iskit, Interview by the Author.
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military officers.®® In the 1960-1980 period, Turkish military became increas-
ingly influential in Turkish poli-tics. As a consequence, diplomats who were
close to the military bureaucracy could become influential in the ministry.
Similar to Dikerdem’s claims about Bayiilken, Ilter Tiirkmen also notes that
Coskun Kirca’s influence in the ministry stemmed from his close relations
with the military.*” The views of these diplomats in this regard cast doubt on
the claim that Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs was immune to the dynam-
ics of domestic politics.

There were other favorite diplomats from the DP years who were lucky
enough to be assigned to new duties immediately after May 27, 1960. Erciiment
Yavuzalp, a Turkish diplomat of the time, was the principal clerk of prime min-
istry between 1958 and 1960. In his accounts, Yavuzalp comprehensively clar-

ifies what happened the morning of 27 May. In his words,

At four o’clock in the morning [in Eskisehir], a sentinel officer from
the Prime Minister’s office called me and cried “Sir, the sound of gun-
fire is being heard everywhere. The building of the Prime Minister has
been occupied. I came to the room of Mr. Medeni Berk (the Deputy
Prime Minister). I am calling you from there. They will soon come
here, as well.  am leaving.” ... It was not hard to understand the words
of the sentinel officer. It was obvious that a coup d’état was happening.
... I awakened the Prime Minister and informed him of the situation.
He was not worried or did not seem so. He asked me to call the Interior
Minister, the Minister of Defense, the Chief of General Staff, and the
Commander of Martial Law. It was clear that he aimed to understand
the scale of the movement - whether it was a limited movement or an
initiative that included all units of the Armed Forces. It was not possi-

ble to make the phone calls most probably due to the disconnection of

Dikerdem. Hariciye Carki..., 174.
Ozdemir, Bir Disisleri Bakam Olarak..., 207.

209



68

69
70

HUSEYIN SERT

the lines in Ankara. ... Hereupon, the Prime Minister decided to go to
Kiitahya.®

The remainder of Yavuzalp’s account of the day of the coup d’état reveals that
not only Menderes but also military officials that welcomed him in Kiitahya
were unsure of the scope and fate of the coup. He notes that officials were still
respectful towards Menderes five hours after the coup.® Nevertheless, puts Ya-
vuzalp, this moderate climate ended once military officers made sure that the
coup was not an adventure or a rumor, and they surrounded the building that
Menderes was in.”

Yavuzalp became the first and only Turkish diplomat to be arrested on the
day of the coup; however, he was released the day after. He cites his gratitude

as follows,

After being released, I returned to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. I
was appointed as the head of a directorate. ... I would have not guessed
that I would have contact with high-level directors in the new admin-
istration after returning from the Prime Ministry to Foreign Affairs.

Not only was my rank low, but I served as principle clerk of the prime

“Sabah saat dért civari [Eskisehir’de] Bagbakanlik Ozel Kalemi’nden bir nébetci memur beni
aradi ve telashi bir sesle bana sunlar1 séyledi ‘Beyefendi, her taraftan silah sesleri geliyor.
Bagbakanlik isgal edildi. Ben Medeni Berk Bey’in (Bagbakan Yardimcist) odasindan artyorum.
Biraz sonra buraya da gelecekler. Ben gidiyorum... nébet¢i memurun séylediklerini anlamak
glic degildi, askeri darbe oldugu belliydi... Basbakani uyandirip durumu anlattim.
Telaglanmadi ya da Oyle goriindii. Benden Igisleri ve Milli Savunma Bakanlariyla,
Genelkurmay Bagkani ve Sikiyonetim Komutanrni aramamu istedi. Hareketin ¢apinin ne
oldugu, yan1 bunun kisith mi, yoksa bitiin silahli kuvvetleri icine alan bir hareket mi
oldugunu anlamak istedigi anlasiliyordu. Herhalde Ankara’da telefonlar kesilmis oldugu icin
istedigi telefon baglantilarini kurmak mimkin olmadi... Basbakan bu durum iizerine
Kiitahya’ya gitmeye karar verdi.” Yavuzalp, Liderler ve D1s Politika..., 88.

Ibid., 89.

Ibid.
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minister overthrown by this administration. Yet, it was on the con-

trary.”!

5.3.3  Specific Examples

Not all favored diplomats of the DP years came out as successfully as Baydur
or Yavuzalp. Some other cases contrast the experiences of these two. In order
to understand these, it is vital to summarize the situation in the ministry be-
fore May 27, 1960.

Reha Aytaman states that Fatin Riistii Zorlu’s foreign ministry did not de-
generate “the immunity principle of foreign ministry from domestic poli-
tics.””? Dikerdem also notes that his political views did not hinder his promo-
tion during the DP years; his career only failed after the coup.” Nevertheless,
there were two exceptions to this immunity: the attendance of Yiiksel Mende-
res in the exam for the rank of first secretary and the tolerance towards Zorlu’s
son-in-law when he sat for the ministry’s entry exam.” Yiiksel Menderes, the
son of the overthrown Prime Minister Adnan Menderes, was a career diplo-
mat in the ministry. The difference in the approach towards Yiiksel Menderes
before and after the coup reveals the dramatic change in the ministry and il-
lustrates how hard it began to be for any officer promoted to a significant po-
sition during the last years of the DP. Afra’s accounts clarify how Menderes, a
remnant of the ancient regime, lost his advantageous position in the ministry
after the coup. Afra first explains the “tolerant” behavior towards Menderes
before the coup and in fact, even before his accession to the ministry. He ex-

presses that,

“Serbest birakildiktan sonra Digsisleri Bakanligi'na déndiim. Bana bir sube midiirliigii ver-
diler... Bagbakanliktaki gérevimden [Disisleri] Bakanliga dondiikten sonra yeni yonetimdeki
iist diizey yoneticilerle bir temasim olabilecegi tabii hi¢ aklimdan ge¢miyordu. Hem derecem
kiigiiktii hem de bu yonetimin devirdigi bir bagbakana Ozel Kalem Miidiirliigti yapmigtim.
Durum 6yle olmadi.” Ibid., go.

Aytaman, Sinirli..., 94.

Dikerdem, Hariciye Carki..., 146.

Aytaman, Sinirli..., 94-95. Zorlu's son-in-law (actually, son-in-law to be) was favored by ac-
cepting all the candidates to the ministry that year. Ibid.
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Yiiksel was two classes below me in the Faculty of Law. ... I heard that
he went to Switzerland after graduating from the faculty. He was em-
ployed as an administrative officer at the ministry since the deadline
for entry exams had passed. In order to employ Yiiksel as a career dip-
lomat, the exam, which was expected to be made in July, had been ap-
plied in an earlier date. On this date, the Faculty of Political Sciences
and Faculty of Law had not produced [any new] graduates. Thus,
Yiiksel Menderes entered the exam with only a few people remaining
from our cohort and was accepted in the first order. ...

He began his career in one of the economics-related departments,
which were the most favoried at that time. You would be surprised how

our arrogant young directors general flattered him.”

Afra’s accounts give further details about how Yiiksel Menderes was favored
within the Ministry until May 27, 1960. He illustrates Yiiksel Menderes’ rela-
tions with his chiefs, how his chiefs utilized him to reach the top levels of the
state hierarchy, and finally how Menderes was backed in the exam for promo-
tion to the title of first secretary.”® Afra draws attention to the contrast in terms

of the treatment towards Yiiksel Menderes before and after the coup.

I wrote these in detail to explain how they later treated [Yiiksel Men-

deres]. ... One month [after the exam for first secretary], the coup of

“Yiiksel Hukuk Fakiiltesi'nde benden iki yas kiigiiktii... Hukuktan sonra Isvigre’ye gittigini
duymustum. Oradan déndiigiinde, Bakanliga giris imtihanlarinin zamani gegtiginden onu
idari memur kadrosu ile Bakanliga aldilar. Bizim girdigimiz imtihandan sonra Temmuz
aylarinda agilmasi olasi imtihani, sirf Yiiksel'i bir an 6nce meslek memuru yapmak gayesiyle
biraz erken actilar. O sirada hukuk ve de miilkiye mezunlarini hentiz vermemisti. Bu nedenle
bizim imtihandan kalan {i¢-bes kisi le disaridan giren az sayida adayla birlikte Yiiksel Mende-
res de girdi ve birincilikle kazand1.” ...

O vakitler en gozde olan ekonomi dairelerinden birinde goreve basladi. Bizim burnu
havada gen¢ genel miidiirlerin kendisine nasil hulus ¢akarlard: hayret edersiniz.” Afra, Har-
iciyeciler Dedikoduyu Sever, 113.

The aforementioned exam led to Menderes’ promotion to the rank of First Secretary after a
corrupt evaluation process. The minister of the time [E Riistii Zorlu], according to Afra, was
claimed to have been deeply involved in the evaluation process and intervened in the grades

given to Yiiksel Menderes. Ibid., 115.
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27 May occured. An interrogation committee was established after this
exam scandal was noticed; all the exam commissioners were interro-
gated. However, nothing was proved since invisible hands had burned
the exam papers. ...

Everybody abandoned Yiiksel, who was being treated extremely
well before the coup, as if escaping the plague. He was given a little
desk at the Department of Consulate, which was ignored though it had

under a huge work load.”

Yiiksel Menderes was appointed to Turkey’s diplomatic mission in Belgrade
with the title First Secretary on July 4, 1960, just thirty-seven days after the
coup.”® Nevertheless, in September 1960, “irregularities” were discovered in
his examination process.” After the aforementioned interrogation process, he
was recalled to Ankara in March 1961 and called as a witness in the Yassiada
Proceedings.** The poor treatment of him started after his return to Ankara.
The blow of the coup on the ministry was not limited to the elder son of
Adnan Menderes. Foreign Minister Zorlu had a “team” within the ministry
and these diplomats were notably heads of departments related to foreign eco-
nomic relations: Oguz Goékmen, Hasan Esat Isik, and Semih Giinver. The
names of these three diplomats were even mentioned even in cabinet meet-

ings. Abdullah Goziibiiyiik, then Minister of Justice, stated that “there were

“Bunlari etrafli yazdim, sonra nasil muamele ettiklerini belirtebilmek i¢in... Bir ay sonra 27
Mayzs Ihtilali oldu. Bu imtihan rezaleti duyuldugundan, bir tahkikat komisyonu kurulmus,
biitlin imtihan heyetinin ifadesi alinmis. Ancak goriinmeyen eller tiim imtihan kagitlarini
yaktigindan sonunda bir sey kanitlanamamus....

Ihtilalden 6nce nerelere oturtulacagi bilinmeyen Yiiksel'den herkes vebadan kagiyormus
gibi kaciyordu. En ¢ok isi oldugu halde, pek tutulmayan Konsolosluk Dairesi'nde ¢ocuga
kiigiik bir masa verdiler.” Ibid., 114-115.

TC Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette), “Bakanliklara Dair Tayin Kararnameleri,” (Decree on Ap-
pointments to Ministries), July 4, 1960, 3. It is also written in the same decree that Yiiksel
Menderes was reappointed from Geneva to Belgrade.

“Yitksel Menderes’in Bagkatiplige Terfii Usiilstiz Yapilmis,” (Yiiksel Menderes was appointed
as First Secretary illegally), Milliyet, September 9, 1960, 5.

“Yiiksel Menderes Biitiin Suallere Bilmiyorum Cevabini Verdi,” (Yiiksel Menderes answered

no to all questions), Milliyet, April 6, 1961, 1
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such people in the foreign ministry that nobody dared say anything about so
long as they maintained their key positions,” and [G]6kmen, Isik, and Gilinver
were “people who cooperated with Zorlu.”®! Goziibiiyiik notes these figures
not as if they were bureaucrats but as if they were political collaborators in an
overthrown political regime. He even thought to arrest these three diplo-
mats.®? Interestingly enough, Foreign Minister Sarper was not one of the at-
tendees in this cabinet meeting.*

The main issue of this cabinet meeting was the “interrogation committees"
that had been established in each ministry.** Goziibiiyiik complained about
the foreign ministry since “it was such an organization that the interrogation
committees were unable to drag a word out of them.” After listening to
Goziibiiyiik, the Prime Minister and President of the MBK, Cemal Giirsel, or-
dered “immediate dismissal of Giinver, Isik, and Gokmen.”®

Gokmen, Isik and Giinver had assisted Zorlu in economic affairs. In this
regard, the aggression towards them was an extension of the “policy of [the]
liquidation” of the economic orientation of the ministry, which was illustrated
above in this chapter. Oguz Gokmen depicts the atmosphere of a witch hunt

in the ministry through his own and his friends’ stories. Gokmen states that,

in all periods of history, lies, slanders and denunciation are a kind of
“revolutionary neurosis.” It was impossible to expect that the May 27,
1960 period would constitute an exception to this situation. ... It at-

tracted attention since no one announced us as the closest working

Cemil Kogak, 27 Mayis Bakanlar Kurulu Tutanaklar: (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yaynlari, 2010),
400.

Dikerdem, Hariciye Carki..., 147.

Kogak, 27 Mayss..., 400.

Interrogation committees must not be confused with the Committee of Inquest (Tahkikat
Komisyonu) which was established by the Menderes government in April 1960 to investigate
the actions of the opposition party and the Turkish press against the government. The inter-
rogation committees, however, were formed within each ministry after the coup. These com-
mittees were to eliminate the influence of the DP administration from the bureaucracy.
Kamran Inan, Bir Omiir (Istanbul: Berikan Yayinevi, 2010), 65.

Kogak, 27 Mayss..., 400.

Ibid.

214



87

88

89

90
91

THE TURKISH FOREIGN MINISTRY (1960-1980)

friends of Fatin Ristii Zorlu. ... A person who managed to join the
first MBK cabinet made a prediction about us: “These three people
(talking about us) most probably scared their colleagues so much that
no one will denounce them. Let me leak news to the press that they

may be imprisoned; then let us hear the denunciations.”’

The atmosphere in the ministry, as apparent in the remarks of Gokmen, was
prone to slanderous denunciations. Gokmen also notes that diplomatic mis-
sions in Ankara were prompted not to invite him, Giinver, and Isik to diplo-
matic receptions.®® Gokmen, Isik, and Giinver experienced two years of their
careers in Ankara. After the investigation, these three diplomats acquitted
from all the accusations that they were attached.® As the shadow of the coup
over the ministry diminished, they were again appointed to new posts. Hasan
Esat Isik was appointed to Brussels as ambassador, Giinver to Moscow as
counselor-undersecretary to work under Ambassador Fahri Korutiirk, and
Gokmen to Buenos Aires as ambassador.”

As the last one to be appointed among these three diplomats, Gokmen
notes that he was not so keen on his or Giinver’s appointment. According to
him, the offers to him and Giinver were a “waiver of acquired rights and a kind

of ‘abridgement of rank”" In his accounts, G6kmen clarifies that

“Tarihin her déneminde iftira, ihbar ve karalama akimlar1 bir nevi ihtilal nevrozu olarak
gorilir. Bizdeki 27 May1s 1960 déneminin de buna bir istisna teskil etmesi beklenemezdi. Bu
arada Fatin Riistii Zorlu'nun en yakin ¢aligma arkadaslar1 oan bizler i¢in ihbarlarin bulunma-
masi dikkat ¢cekmigsti... Bir zat, MBK’nin ilk hitkiimetine girebilmek becerisinden sonra...
hakkimizda bir kehanette bulunmus: ‘Bu ti¢ kisi (bizlerden bahsediyor) herhalde kendi ¢evrel-
erini Oylesine irkiitmiis korkutmus olmalidirlar ki, kimse bir ihbarda bulunamiyor. Bana
miisaade buyurun, onlarin tevkif edilebilecekleri seklindeki bir haberi gazetelere sizdirayim.
Bakin seyredin o zaman gelecek ihbarlari!” demis.” Oguz Gokmen, Diplomasi..., 314-315.
Ibid., 315. Gokmen expresses that foreign missions, on the contrary, were inviting him and his
friends much more frequent than before. Ibid.

Kemal Girgin, Diplomatik Anilarla Dss Iliskilerimiz (Son Elli Yil: 1957-2016) (Istanbul: Ilgi
Kiltiir Sanat Yayincilik, 2007), 140.

Gokmen, Diplomasi..., 318.

Ibid., 319.
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after the appointment of Hasan [Esat Isik], Semih was appointed as
counselor-undersecretary to Moscow to work under Fahri Korutiirk. I
begged him not to accept. The three of us had acquired this title before
27 May [1960]. In my opinion, it was not possible to waive it. However,
Semih had lost his nerves more than any of us. He said “I cannot stand
anymore.” As a matter of fact, he was guaranteed to be appointed
somewhere else as ambassador in a short while....

One day [Secretary General] Feridun Cemal Erkin invited me to
his room. ... He said to me “Mr. Gokmen, I know how much you
worked for European integration and the Common Market. We have
decided to appoint you to Brussels as permanent representative at Eu-
ropean Economic Community (EEC). However, because the agree-
ment with EEC has not been ratified, we cannot open a diplomatic
mission there and appoint you as ambassador. We found a solution: we
will appoint you as second representative to our mission at NATO.
When the agreement is ratified in the assembly, your appointment to
Brussels as ambassador will be realized, but you will have already

started your duty in Brussels.”

Gokmen’s remarks explain what he meant by “abridgement of rank.” Both he

and Giinver were being demanded to be content with titles that they had

“Hasan’in tayininden sonra Semih’i el¢i-miistesar olarak tayin ettiler. Kabul etmemesi i¢in
¢ok yalvardim. Biz ticimiiz daha 27 Mayis’tan 6nce bu unvani almistik. Feragat etmemiz
bence miimkiin degildi. Ancak, Semih’in sinirleri hepimizden ¢ok bozulmugtu. ‘Dayanacak
halim kalmadr’ diyordu. Zaten bunun muvakkat bir zaman i¢in oldugu, en kisa siirede bir
yerlere biiyiikel¢i olarak atanacagi yoniinde giivence vermisler....

[Genel Sekreter] Feridun Cemal Bey bir giin beni odasina ¢agirdi... Bana ‘Oguz Bey,
dedi, sizin Avrupa biitiinlesmesi ve Ortak Pazar konusunda ne kadar emek verdiginizi yakin-
dan biliyorum. Sizi Briiksel’e AET nezdinde Daimi Delege-Biiyiikelci olarak atamaya karar
verdik... ama Ankara Anlagmasi henitiz Meclis’te tasdik edilmedigi igin orada bir temsilcilik
acamiyor ve sizi oraya dogrudan dogruya kararname ile Biiyiikelci olarak tayin edemiyoruz.
Bir formiil bulduk, Paris’teki NATO temsilciligimiz nezdinde ikinci delege olarak tayin ede-
cegiz, Anlasma Meclis’ten gecer ge¢mez Briiksel'e biiytikelci olarak tayinininiz de derhal

¢ikacak ama siz simdiden orada isinize baglamis olacaksiniz.” Ibid., 318.
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already acquired. On April 1962, Giinver was appointed to Moscow.”” Accord-
ing to Gokmen’s accounts, he rejected the offer presented to him, but Giinver
accepted.” Gokmen also states that he was appointed to Buenos Aires volun-
tarily.”> The coup of May 27, 1960, caused a two-year hiatus in the careers of
Gokmen, Isik, and Giinver. In this regard, there was not a wholesale purge.
Instead, figures and cadres identified with the personality of Zorlu were sub-
ject to prosecutions.

After the coup, some new procedures initiated by Zorlu were also targeted.
Taner Baytok, who was preparing an appointment abroad, clearly illustrates

an example of these.

A program initiated by Fatin Riistii Zorlu was offering the opportunity
to improve language capabilities and intellectual accumulation to
young diplomats to be appointed to their first duties abroad through

assignments to embassies such as London, Paris, New York, and Bonn.

None of these regulations were applied in my appointment, be-
cause I was sent to abroad upon the first decree published after May 27.
With the intervention, many career officers were recalled before the
ends of their duties for various reasons. Thus, there were numerous
vacancies in most diplomatic missions. The rule concerning going
abroad for education was also abolished. Instead, a rule was issued for
every officer to work in a place of deprivation for a certain period of

their career, most notably during their first term abroad.”

TC Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette) no. 11095. April 30, 1962, 1.

It has not been possible to find the official appointment decree of Gékmen in the Turkish
Official Gazette. The website of the Turkish Embassy in Buenos Aires, also, does not indicate
the exact dates of Gokmen’s term in office. In this regard, I had to be content with Gékmen’s
own accounts.

Gokmen, Diplomasi..., 319.

“Fatin Riistii Zorlu tarafindan konan bir uygulamayla ilk ¢ikis yapan meslek memurlari, Lon-
dra, Paris, New York veya Bonn gibi bir biiyiikelgilige tayin edilerek, bu gen¢ diplomatlara

oralardaki iiniversitelerde lisans ve bilgilerini gelistirme imkani verilmekteydi....
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Nevertheless, Baytok’s case reveals that the extent of the reaction towards the
legacy of the DP administration harmed the operational capacity of the min-
istry in some cases. Baytok’s individual experience in the aftermath of 27 May
also points to another dramatic impact of the coup d’état on the ministry. As
a general trend, Zorlu’s growing influence in the ministry led career officers,
namely professional diplomats, to be appointed to ambassadorial posts.”” As
an extension of this policy, Zorlu’s years in office as foreign minister were
characterized by a relatively successful rejuvenation of the ministry. As Olga-

cay, then a low-ranking career officer, states,

during Zorlu’s term in office, the policy of allowing for young diplo-
mats was not only maintained but accelerated. Melih Esenbel, Turgut
Menemencioglu, Hasan Esat Isik, Zeki Kuneralp, Taha Carim, Orhan
Eralp, [and] Oguz Gokmen saw themselves consigned with prominent
responsibilities and [they] managed to overcome these responsibilities.

Some of them reached the rank of foreign minister.”®

Benim yurtdigina tayinimde bu kurallardan higbiri uygulanmadi. Ciinkii ben, bakanlikta
27 Mays 1960 ihtilalinden sonra ¢ikan ilk kararnameyle yurtdisina gonderildim. Ihtilalle
birgok meslek memuru cesitli nedenlerle siireleri dolmadan geri alinmiglardi. Bu yiizden
bircok dis temsilciligin kadrolarinda bosluklar olustu. Yurtdisina tiniversitede egitim gormek
tizere gitmek usulii de kaldirilmisti. Bunun yerine, her memurun meslegin belirli bir done-
minde ve kaideten ilk ¢ikislarda mahrumiyet bolgesinden ge¢meleri kurali getirilmisti.” Ibid.,
318.
Ozcan, “Ellili Yillarda Dig Politika,” 102. Recalling the ambassadorial appointments in the
early decades of Republican Turkey from the first chapter, ambassadorial and consular posts
were on many occasions allocated to people without a background in diplomacy and mostly
to people with military and/or political careers. The 1950s, especially under the patronage of
Zorlu and Menderes witnessed a change in this preference. This was both because of the train-
ing of satisfactory diplomatic cadres and of Zorlu’s insistence on strengthening the position
of diplomats within the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. One of the most prominent
changes after 27 May was indeed the reinvolvement of non-career diplomats in the Ministry,
especially for ambassadorial posts.
“Zorlu’nun zamaninda, Bakanlikta genglere firsat verme politikasina sadece devam edilmedi,
hiz da verildi. Melih Esenbeller, Turgut Menemencioglu’lar, Hasan Esat Isik’lar, Zeki Kuner-
alp’ler, Taha Carim’lar, Orhan Eralp’ler, Oguz Gokmen’ler gen¢ yaslarda kendilerine biiyiik

sorumluluklar emanet edildigini gordiiler ve sorumluluklarin altindan kalkmasini bildiler.
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Rejuvenation during Zorlu’s term, adds Olgacay, was a wholesome one that
was combined with the simultaneous utilization of experienced diplomats.
Changes after the 27 May coup d’état in the ministry, however, were realized
in a more “revolutionary” sense, and the implementations in post-27 May for-
eign ministry degenerated the Zorlu era’s “rejuvenation program.” A diplo-
mat who entered the ministry in the 1950s was recalled to Ankara in the six-

teenth month of his tenure abroad.

“The punch of the coup” also landed on my face. I was in the sixteenth
month of my tenure in this embassy [in a Middle Eastern country.] It
has not been even one and a half years. ... I could not make anything
of this decision ... I visited the then-secretary general [Namik Yolga].

His first words to me were “Islam is a good thing.”'®

This diplomat, as his accounts reveal, was recalled to Ankara because of his

alleged proximity to the DP government.'” Although he rejects this

Bazilar1 Bakanlik makamina yiikseldi.” Ismail Berduk Olgacay, Tasmal: Cekirge (Istanbul:
Milliyet Yayinlari, 1990), 159.

For example, Zorlu was the person to determine English as the primary foreign language of
the ministry instead of French. Young diplomats of the time were the direct adressees of this
approach. He was appointing young diplomats to prominent English-speaking cities for their
first posts abroad so that they could earn a master's degree and improve their English skills.
After the coup of 27 May 1960, critics of Zorlu called the diplomats studying and working in
this program “prince diplomats” or “student princes,” as if they were being favored by Zorlu.
Gilinver, Zorlu’nun. .., 134.

“Ihtilalin yumrugu’ benim de kafamda patladi. ... Bu sefarete gelisimin 16’nc1 ayinda idik.
Yani daha bir buguk sene bile olmamust1. ... Buna evvela bir mana veremedim. ... O zaman
enel sekreter olan zata gittim. Odasindan igeri girince bana ilk s6zii: ‘Islamiyet iyi sey demek’
oldu.” Anonymous, Hariciyemizin I¢ Yiizii, 53. Apart from the rejuvenation issue, the disclo-
sures of the anonymous young diplomat recall the role of Namik Yolga, secretary general of
the ministry between August 1960 and 1963, in the implementation of 27 May principles in
the ministry of foreign affairs. The anonymous diplomat claims that Yolga declared the initi-
ation of a “moral-spiritual revolution” within the ministry. Ibid. Similarly, Mahmut Dikerdem
claims that Yolga once told him “you can be appointed as ambassador only if Turkey experi-
ences a communist revolution” to explain Dikerdem’s “idle position” in the post-27 May pe-
riod. Dikerdem, Hariciye Carki..., 158.

Ibid.
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“accusation” with respect to his professional experience during the DP years,
the perception that an officer was aligned with the overthrown government
was sufficient evidence for dismissal from active duty in the post-27 May pe-
riod.

Other sufferers under the new administration had specific reasons to be
targeted. Kamran Inan - for his Kurdish ethnic origin — and Mahmut Dik-
erdem - for his Marxist world view and to some extent also his Kurdish origin
- suffered from the changing decision-making mechanism after the coup.'®

According to his accounts, Kamran Inan was recalled to Ankara (merkez)
just one day after the coup. Inan states that he was the first state officer to be
recalled to Ankara after the coup.'” He notes that he could not understand
whether this fact, which he calls “unluckiness,” stemmed from his name or his
birth place.'™ Inan also claims that his father’s duty as deputy in the assembly
and his friendship with Yiiksel Menderes “silenced the ring of his tele-
phone.”'® The fury and motives behind his denunciation are clearly expressed

in Inan’s notes.

After the intervention, interrogation committees were working in all
state institutions. The ministry of foreign affairs held a record with two
sacks of complaints and denunciation letters. I could not ascribe this
to my ministry. One of our young colleagues was said to have been
denouncing me through frequent applications to the commission; all
of his words were found groundless. Our young friend, whose words
ran short, stated to the commission: “Isn’t his Eastern origin a suffi-

cient reason to be sacked from the ministry?”'%

One of his friends told Dikerdem that one of the reasons for the attitude towards him was his
father's Kurdish origins. Dikerdem’s father was born in Palu, Elazig. Ibid., 147.

Kamran Inan, Bir Omiir (Ankara: Berikan Yayinevi, 2010), 63.

Ibid. Inan was born the son of a Kurdish religious leader in Hizan, Bitlis Province.

Ibid., 64.

“Miidahaleden sonra biitiin devlet kuruluslarinda tahkikat komisyonlari ¢alisiyordu. Disigleri
Bakanlig1 tam iki guval dolusu sikayet ve ihbar mektubu ile rekor kirdi. Bu rekoru Ba-
kanligima yakistiramadim. Geng bir meslektagimiz, komisyona sik sik bagvurup benim

hakkimda ihbarlarda bulunmus; her defasinda soyledikleri asilsiz bulunmus. Sonunda
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Inan’s discontent was not limited to denunciation efforts in the ministry.
Cemal Giirsel, the leader of the MBK and President of Turkey, criticized Inan,
citing his Kurdish origins as a major problem. In his accounts, Inan explains

Gursel’s attitude towards him as follows,

The president of the time [Cemal Giirsel], as a consequence of [inferi-
ority] complex for his Eastern origins, was dealing with the issue of the
“Eastern Question” in a continuous and insistent manner, using dis-
turbing and even separatist words. ... When a youth asked him about
the treatment of Selahattin Inan, one of the leading figures in the re-
gion, Mr. President approximately said, “I know him; he is a harmless
person. The real dangerous one is his son, Kamran. First of all, why did

he study so much? He plans regional leadership in his mind.”'"

Like the cases of Isik, Giinver, and especially Gokmen, it took almost two years
for Inan to be reappointed to a post. In 1962 he was appointed to Rome where
he would serve for four years.'”® Mahmut Dikerdem, perhaps the only “self-
declared” Marxist diplomat of the ministry, was appointed to a new ambassa-
dorship almost four years after the May 27, 1960, coup d’état .'” Dikerdem was
recalled to Ankara just a month after the coup in July 1960.""° Like Gokmen
and Inan, Dikerdem also complains about denunciations in the ministry after

the coup. Dikerdem describes the situation of the ministry after the coup as

malzemesi tiikenen gen¢ arkadagimiz benim i¢in komisyona, ‘Dogulu olmasi Bakanlik’tan
atilmasi icin yeterli bir sebep degil mi?’ diye beyanda bulunmus.” Ibid., 65. Goziibiiyiik’s com-
plaints about the tight-lipped attitude of foreign ministry officers are contradicted by Inan’s
claims over denunciation efforts in the ministry.

“‘Donemin devlet bagkani [Cemal Giirsel], Dogulu olmanin kompleksi ile konusmalarinda
devamli ve 1srarli bir sekilde “Dogu Konusu’nu isliyor, rahatsiz edici, hatta béliicti anlama
gelecek ifadeler kullaniyordu... Bir geng kendilerine, yorenin sevdigi Selahattin inan’a yapilan
muameleyi sordugunda, Sayin Devlet Bagkani, mealen, ‘Ben kendisini tanirim, zararsiz bir
kimsedir. Asil tehlikeli olan oglu Kamran’dir. Bir defa neden bu kadar okumug? O’nun
kafasinda bolge liderligi var’ diyor.” Ibid.

Ibid., 68.

Dikerdem was appointed to Accra, the capital of Ghana, which was evaluated a hardship post
rather than a favored destination for Turkish diplomats.

TC Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette), no. 10562, July 27, 1960, 1.
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“like a ship abandoned by its captain.”'!' Hatred of the captain of the ship,
namely Fatin Ristii Zorlu, was revealed after the coup; furthermore, the ha-
tred was not only directed to Zorlu’s personality but also to the favored diplo-
mats of the “Zorlu administration,” as Gokmen noted.'"?

Mahmut Dikerdem, unlike Gokmen, Isik, and Giinver, was not a member
of Zorlu’s team dealing with foreign economic relations within the ministry.
On the other hand, he experienced the peak of his career during the DP years.
He was one of the youngest diplomats to be appointed as ambassador.'”® Alt-
hough Dikerdem was being monitored by the National Intelligence Organiza-
tion (Milli Emniyet, MAH) due to his political views even before the coup,
Prime Minister Menderes and Foreign Minister Zorlu continued to work with
him. According to him, this was because of Menderes’ belief that “nobody can
dictate anything to an elected government.”'** Dikerdem was known for his
socialist political orientation within the ministry, and as a consequence, he
was often reported to governments of the time by the MAH."® Nevertheless,
ironically, his world view did not prevent his promotion during DP govern-
ments, renowned for their anti-communist stance. His career came to a halt
in a period that paved the way for wider political expression and participation
in leftist political groups in Turkey.''®

Dikerdem experienced his first surprise when he met Selim Sarper, the
new minister of foreign affairs, after returning from Tehran to Ankara. Ac-
cording to Dikerdem, Sarper told him that “he could not even be appointed as
district governor (kaymakam) of Cemisgezek,” adding that “the best thing for
him to do was to go back to Istanbul” when Dikerdem demanded a new re-

sponsibility in Ankara.'”” For Dikerdem, Sarper’s warning was right since

Dikerdem, Hariciye Carki..., 139.

Ibid.

Ibid., 120. Dikerdem, at the age of forty, was appointed to Amman, Jordan on May 30, 1957.
TC Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette), no. 9620, May 1957, 30.

Giiler, Salon Verir..., 563.

Ibid.

Aydin & Taskin, 108-111.

Dikerdem, Hariciye Carki..., 141. Cemisgezek is a district of Tunceli in Eastern Anatolia. It is

most frequently given as an example of a typical region of deprivation.
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there was an atmosphere of terror created within and without the ministry
towards diplomats known for their closeness to Zorlu.'"* Moreover, the MBK
administration did not pursue operations or initiated an investigation of him;
he was simply called back from Tehran. However, Dikerdem’s individual
probe proved that his punishment would be harder and longer than that of

other diplomats.

My special investigation told me that my situation was more serious
than other friends and that it would neither be easy for me to be ap-
pointed to a position in Ankara nor one abroad. ... One of my friends
from Cairo, Sitk1 Ulay, who was also a member of the MBK, relayed to
me that he wanted to prevent my return from Tehran, but Selim Sarper
told him that “there is a thick file on him.” The reason was an official
letter, and a file attached to it, typed by Ziya Selisik, the Undersecretary
of National Intelligence (MAH) after May, 27. Selisik, who could not
influence Menderes and Zorlu during the DP governments, did not
want to let me slip through his fingers this time. Selisik told to our
common friend Ambassador Irfan Karasar that “he is not only an ex-

treme leftist but also of Kurdish origin.”'*

This open deposition by a senior official revealed that the political affiliations
and ethnic origins of Dikerdem would hinder his promotion in his career, and
it became so. Contrary to Gokmen, Isik, Glinver, who were appointed to for-

eign posts within two years, Dikerdem would wait four.

Ibid.

“Ozel olarak yaptigim sorugturma, durumumun &teki arkadaglardan daha agir oldugunu ve
bir daha ne igeride ne de disarida gorev almamin kolay olmayacagini bana anlatmisti... Ka-
hire’den arkadasim General Sitki Ulay-MBK iiyesi idi- Tahran’dan geri ¢agrilmami 6nlemek
istedigini, ancak Selim Sarper’in kendisine: ‘O’nun hakkinda kalin bir dosya var’ dedigini
bana aktarmusti. Biitiin bunlarin nedeni, Milli Emniyet Miistesar1 Ziya Selisik imzasiyla 27
Mayis’tan hemen sonra Milli Birlik Komitesi'ne sunulan bir yazi ile ekindeki dosya idi. DP
iktidar1 déneminde Menderes ve Zorlu’ya soziinil gegiremeyen Milli Emniyet bu kez beni
elinden kagirmammaya kararl1 gériinityordu. Milli Emniyet Miistesar1 Ziya Selisik ortak dos-
tumuz Irfan Karasar’a benim igin: ‘O yalniz asir1 solcu degil, ayni zamanda Kiirt asillidir’
demisti.” Ibid., 146.
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Dikerdem thought that the situation of Gokmen, Isik, and Giinver consti-
tuted a precedent in his case. Nevertheless, “the specter of communism” still
haunted him. When encouraged by the appointment of the three diplomats
mentioned above, he visited Namik Yolga, then secretary general at foreign
ministry, to ask a question, the answer to which he knew: “Why am I the only
one not to be appointed?” Yolga’s answer was even clearer than Dikerdem ex-
pected: “Turkey has never yet been communist. You will be appointed if one
day a communist regime comes.”'*° It was a shocking and rude but enlighten-
ing answer. Furthermore, according to Dikerdem, Yolga was not alone in his
anti-communist position. Despite not being as discourteous as Yolga, even
close friends told Dikerdem that he was “unfortunately leftist.”'*!

In 1963, Dikerdem was the only diplomat not to be appointed to a post
after the coup. His last chance was the involvement of Inénii in the issue. Even
Feridun Cemal Erkin, then-minister of foreign affairs, stated that “nobody
could save [Dikerdem] except Inénii.”'?? In those days, states Dikerdem, it was

123 However, his efforts be-

hard for him to reach Inénii to solve his problem.
ginning in mid-1964 yielded a positive outcome. Dikerdem was appointed as
Turkey’s Ambassador to Accra upon the intervention of Inénii.'** Dikerdem

maintained his title (ambassador) in this assignment. Yet he was being

Ibid., 158.

Ibid., 159.

Ibid.

Ibid., 160.

Ibid., 164. In his memoirs, Dikerdem refers to the role of Turhan Feyzioglu, then deputy-prime
minister. According to him, Feyzioglu aspired to be the “McCarthy” of Turkey. Moreover, Ziya
Selisik, the undersecretary of the National Intelligence Service after the coup (June 3, 1960-
January 21, 1961) was also appointed as the advisor on security affairs to then-Prime Minister
[nénii. Dikerdem notes that the presence of Feyzioglu and Seligik prevented him from reach-
ing Inénii to tell him about his situation. For example, Feyzioglu once vetoed his appointment
as ambassador to Addis-Ababa, Ethiopia. Even his appointment to Accra, adds Dikerdem, was
hindered by two ministers of the cabinet at the time who were known for their proximity to
Turhan Feyzioglu. Inénii, intervened just after this and ordered the completion of his appoint-
ment process to Accra. Dikerdem was appointed to Accra on October 13, 1964. Ibid. TC Resmi
Gazete (Official Gazette), no. 11831, October 13, 964, 1.
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appointed to a place which was deemed a “place of deprivation” in the termi-
nology of the ministry.

The coup d’état of May 27, 1960, laid another burden on the shoulders of
Turkish diplomats assigned abroad. They had to deal with the weight of being
the ambassador of a coup administration. Zeki Kuneralp, who was then Tur-
key’s ambassador to Bern (1960-1964), had the burden of an undemocratic
regime on his shoulders. According to him, the initial reaction towards the
coup was positive mostly due to certain policies and practices of the DP ad-
ministration.'” Western public opinion turned against the new administra-
tion with the implementation of anti-democratic decisions against members
of the DP. For instance, a woman from Zurich begged Kuneralp to mediate
with the government on behalf of Menderes and Zorlu whom she thought to

have successfully resolved the Cyprus dispute.'* “

The turning point was the
executions of Menderes, Zorlu and Polatkan” adds Kuneralp.'” Another Turk-
ish ambassador experienced the reflections of the coup in another European
capital in a similar vein. Feridun Cemal Erkin, then-Turkish ambassador to
London, encountered insistent requests to prevent the execution of Menderes,
Zorlu, and Polatkan.'”® Erdem Erner, who was also in charge at the Turkish
embassy in London, cites that “Erkin lived most sorrowful and troublesome
moments of his ambassadorship in London during the Yassiada trials.”'* Er-

kin, according to Erner, “made great effort in order to prevent the executions

Kuneralp, Sadece Diplomat..., 91. Historians of Turkish political life basically categorize the
ten-year-long DP period into three sub-periods. According to this classification, the years be-
tween the 1950 and 1954 elections were the golden age of the DP. The period between 1954 and
1957 witnessed the emergence of a serious crisis between the government and opposition par-
ties, the press, bureaucracy, and universities. Between 1957 and 1960, disputes between the
government and critics from different segments of the public crystalized. In this period, the
Menderes administration implemented some controversial, authoritarian policies that in-
creased tensions within Turkey. Eric Jan Ziircher, Modernlesen Tiirkiye’nin Tarihi (Istanbul:
Tletisim, 2006), 321-351.

Kuneralp, Sadece Diplomat..., 91-92.

Ibid., 92. A newspaper in Lausanne even stated that “Turks have always presented ‘signs of
barbarism’ to the world throughout the history.” Ibid.

Erner, Davulun Sesi..., 89.

Ibid.
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although he had had tense relations with the DP government and most nota-
bly with Zorlu.”*

Zeki Kuneralp encountered two other challenges in the post-coup pe-
riod.”! The first was the “Yiiksel Menderes affair,” which was mentioned above
in a different context. As we learn from the accounts of Dikerdem, Efdal Der-
ingil was one of two diplomats interrogated about corruption in the promo-
tion exam of Yiiksel Menderes.'** The other was Kuneralp. One and a half years
after the coup, Kuneralp, who was the first secretary general of the ministry
after May 27, was subject to an investigation for having organized an illegal
promotion exam for Yiiksel Menderes.'** Kuneralp was sentenced in spite of
his successful defense, yet he was acquitted on account of a general amnesty.'**

The second issue was not an individual concern for Kuneralp. The mem-
bers of the MBK aimed to confiscate the capital accumulated by members of
DP governments in Swiss banks, and because he was Turkey’s ambassador to
Switzerland, Kuneralp had to deal with the issue. Furthermore, the sensitivity
of the Swiss governments concerning the privacy of the accounts turned the

issue into a problem. In the words of Kuneralp,

the issue surfaced two times. It was not even one month since I had
come to Bern, [that] I learned that one of our citizens was deported.
... This citizen tried to acquire information about illegal accumula-
tions in the banks by members of the previous administration, and the
banks denounced him to the government. After a while, another per-
son with the same intent but this time with an official title, came from
Ankara and appealed to the banks. This person had to obtain a docu-
ment of authentication from the judicial units. He had to persuade the
court that the owner of the account was not a political but an ordinary,

criminal prisoner. This was quite difficult since there were few people

Ibid.

Kuneralp was appointed as secretary general of the foreign ministry immediately after the
coup. Giirlin, Akintiya Kiirek..., 8.

Giiler, Salon Verir..., 575.

Kuneralp, Sadece Diplomat, 92.

Ibid.
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who believed that the Yassiada proceedings were not political. Anyway;,
our government understood the complication and ended its at-

tempts.'*

Kuneralp, on the other hand, experienced two sides of the coup and this con-
stituted a unique example. After May 27, 1960, he served as the secretary gen-
eral for a short time and was then appointed to Bern, Switzerland, where he
had spent his childhood and early youth. His dignity was not harmed by the
“extraordinary” coup period, and his career was not subject to interruption.
At the same time, he was not a pure beneficiary of the coup. He was interro-
gated for a corruption he was involved during the last years of the DP. In this
regard, unlike Dikerdem, Inan, Gékmen, Isik, and Giinver, Kuneralp’s relation
with the coup followed a dual pattern, which makes his story unique com-

pared with those of other diplomats of the time.

§ 5.4 A Minister Changes, the Ministry Changes: The Sarper Ef-

135

fect

Selim Rauf Sarper served as foreign minister between May 28, 1960, and Feb-
ruary 16,1962, until his dismissal by then-Prime Minister Ismet Inénii. Indeed,
there was nothing surprising about his appointment as foreign minister on the
day following the coup. He was already serving as secretary general of the
ministry. He seemed the most suitable candidate for this mission. Neverthe-
less, Sarper’s appointment as minister of foreign affairs was a complex process.

On the day of the coup, Admiral Fahri Korutiirk was announced as the

“Bern'e geleli bir ay olmammugti ki bir vatandasimizin Isvigre polisi tarafindan hudut harici
edildigi haberini aldim... Vatandagimiz usul diginda bankalardan esks rejim mensuplarinin
mevduatlar1 hakkinda bilgi edinmeye ¢alismist, bankalar da onu polise ihbar etmislerdi. Bir
zaman sonra, yine ayni is icin ama bu sefer resmi sifatlar, Ankara’dan birisinin gelip bankalara
bagvurmasi mevzubahis oldu. Ilgilinin daha evvel Isvicre mahkemelerinden bir yetki belgesi
almasi lazim idi. Mahkemeleri de mevzuat sahibinin siyasi degil adi sug isledigine inandirmak
gerekiyordu. Bu da pek zordu, ¢iinkii Yassiada muhakemelerinin siyasi nitelikte olmadiklarina
inanan memleketimiz diginda pek kimse yoktu. Neyse, ilgili makamlarimiz isin pirizini

nihayet anladilar ve niyetlerini ger¢eklestirmekten sarfinazar ettiler.” Ibid., 93.
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minister of foreign affairs of the first government on the radio. The next day,
however, Sarper was on the cabinet list and Korutiirk was appointed as am-
bassador to the Soviet Union."** This sudden change was controversial for
many officials of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy."”

Kamil Karavelioglu, a member of the MBK, claims that Sarper was not ea-
ger to join a military-dominated cabinet, but when he learned that the cabinet
would consist of civilians, he desired the foreign ministry with great enthusi-
asm."® According to Karavelioglu, the 27 May coup d’état was a shock for the
United States intelligence service and the American embassy, as well, but
Sarper’s assignment to the post of foreign minister calmed authorities in the
American embassy in Ankara."”® Sarper, adds Karavelioglu, arranged a meet-
ing between the American ambassador and Cemal Giirsel, which paved the
way for American recognition of the junta regime in Turkey on May 3o,
1960."" Some witnesses of the period verify Karvelioglu’s explanation. As a

young diplomat of the time, Kemal Girgin notes that,

Kemal Girgin, Diinya’nmin Dért Bucagi: Bir Diplomatin Anilar: (Istanbul: Dogan Kitap, 1998),
62.

Ibid.

Kamil Karavelioglu, Bir Devrim, Iki Darbe: 27 Mayzs, 12 Mart, 12 Eyliil (Istanbul: Giirer Yayin-
lar1, 2007), 88-90.

Ibid., 88. Sarper was a prominent figure for the Western public opinion. It was such that Lauris
Nordstad, then NATO Commander-in-chief, visited Sarper’s house to show the West’s sup-

»

port to him. Gencer Ozcan, “Altmigh Yillarda’Dis Politika}” in Tiirkiyenin 1960l Yillar1, ed.
Mete Kaan Kaynar (Istanbul: Iletisim, 2017), 253. Dikerdem also notes that Sarper’s proximity
to the United States “played a role in his appointment as the foreign minister.” Giiler, Salon
Verir..., 580.

The New York Times of May 28, 1960 states that the coup was a surprise for the Department
of State’s high-level authorities. Despite the discontent in Turkey, the Department of State of
the United States was sure that the Menderes government could overcome possible future
demonstrations since Riistii Erdelhun, the head of Turkish General Headquarters, was loyal
to Menderes. After getting over the initial shock, the American government quickly adapted
to the new conditions. This was what the new regime in Turkey needed especially in economic
terms. In response to American recognition of the new regime on May 30, Foreign Minister
Selim Sarper declared the next day that the new regime would be loyal to all the agreements
signed during the Menderes governments. Umit Ozdag, Menderes Déneminde Ordu-Siyaset

[liskileri ve 27 Mayis Ihtilali (Istanbul: Boyut Yayin Grubu, 2004), 345.
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Selim Sarper, who had been secretary general in the ministry for a
while, at first hesitated to accept the position of minister of foreign af-
fairs but then accepted it when the situation became more precise. The
revolutionaries thought that it would be suitable that Selim Sarper,
whose reputation in Ankara was positive, to be appointed to this posi-

tion.!!

Fahri Korutiirk was a high-ranking military officer and had no direct or close
contact with diplomats; thus, it would be hard to expect Korutiirk to pursue
an individual revenge on high-ranking diplomats in the ministry. Selim
Sarper, however, was a career diplomat and was involved in personal disputes
with his colleagues. In this regard, some diplomats even preferred a minister

from outside the ministry. Oguz Gokmen, for example, states that

sometimes I wonder whether the Ministry of Foreign Affairs ... would
have been torn apart as much as it was [if Korutiirk had been the for-
eign minister]. ... My answer to this question, especially after getting
to know [Fahri Korutiirk] and joining diplomatic visits with him,

would be “never” with no reluctance.'*?

Sarper was indeed so in favor of some operations within the ministry, and his
designs were not limited to high-level career officers but also to other, non-
career diplomats. When Turgut Bayar, then Turkish ambassador to Mexico,
wrote a letter containing anti-May 27 sentiments, Sarper sought to recall not

only Bayar but also other ambassadors, such as Suat Hayri Urgiiplii and Faiz

“Bir siiredir Disisleri katibi umumisi olan Selim Sarper, ihtilalin ilk glinii tereddiit gecirmis,
kendisine 6nerilen Bakan pozisyonunu istememis, daha sonra durum belirginlesip vaziyet
aydinlaninca Disisleri Bakani olmay1 kabul etmisti. Thtilalciler de Ankara’daki imajt iyi olan
Sarper’in bu pozisyonda bulunmasinin faydali olacagini diistinmiislerdi.” Girgin, Diinyanin
Dort Bucag.. ., 62.

Gokmen, Diplomasi..., 318.
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Yoriikoglu, to Ankara.'* He was not able to implement this “little purge” be-
cause of the intervention of another member of the cabinet.'*

Sarper, however, was not totally loyal to the directives of the MBK. As a
matter of fact, he was not criticized by all members of the ministry. In Ayta-
man’s words, “Sarper led the ministry get through the storm with the least
possible harm.”* Although many high-ranking diplomats of the previous ad-
ministration were left idle, Sarper resisted some of the arbitrary applications
of the MBK administration. The MBK appointed Colonel Vefa Baha Karatay
to guide a comprehensive operation within the ministry, but Sarper managed
the crisis by first appointing Karatay as ambassador to Vienna.'* Asula depicts

this story in detail as below,

In the first days of the coup, Colonel Baha Vefa Karatay, who was an
advisor to the MBK, ... [was] appointed as ambassador to Canberra.
Mr. Karatay was ordered to prepare a secret report on his experiences.
Who was performing unsatisfactorily in the ministry; who should be
purged? The report reached Mr. [Namik] Yolga. Honestly, he was quite
keen. However, it was not only up to him. Mr. Sarper ... also had to
approve it. Mr. Sarper would not sacrifice anybody. ... He kept the re-
port for a long time and then left his office for other reasons. Mr.
Mehmet Baydur, who deputized him for a short while, stalled the MBK
members, and after the establishment of the Constituent Assembly the

report disappeared and everybody relaxed.'*’

Kogak, 27 Mayis Bakanlar Kurulu Tutanaklari..., 173. These ambassadors were not career dip-
lomats but political appointees.

Ibid.

Aytaman, Sinirli Yillar, 96.

Ibid., 96. Aytaman, in his accounts, recalls that Karatay was appointed as ambassador to Bagh-
dad. However, he was appointed to Baghdad in 1964, when Sarper was not the foreign minis-
ter. As Dikerdem states, Karatay was appointed to Vienna in January 1961; Sarper was keen
for this since the dual structure at the head of ministry had ended. Giiler, Salon Verir..., 580.
“Ihtilalin ilk giinlerinde Milli Birlik Komitesine danigmanlik yapmis olan Albay Baha Vefa
Karatay, emekli edilerek, Kanberraya biiyiikel¢i olarak génderilmisti. Baha beye, tecriibesine
binaen, Bakanlik hakkinda gizli bir rapor hazirlatildi. Meslekte kimler yetersiz, kimler
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Ironically, Sarper’s dismissal from office as foreign minister again stemmed
from his reluctant attitude. He was indeed in close contact with counter-junta
initiatives throughout his term as foreign minister and he was claimed to be
willing to accept the presidency of the Turkish Republic in the case a new coup
d’état led by some members of the Fourteens (On Dortler) was realized.'*®
During Colonel Talat Aydemir’s unsuccessful coup attempt on February 22,
1962, Sarper was the only minister not to obey then-Prime Minister Inonii’s
decision to continue the cabinet meeting at the Radio House.'* When Inénii
learned of Aydemir’s attempt, he wanted to continue an ongoing meeting with
his cabinet at the Radio House, which had symbolic and strategic meanings in
the course of a military intervention. Sarper, however, refused to join the
meeting. He sought to see the outcome of the February 22 attempt.'® Inénii

did not forgive Sarper and appointed Feridun Cemal Erkin as the new

aytklanmaliydi? Rapor Namik beye ulasti. Dogrusu, hazzina diyecek yoktu... Tabiatiyle, is
sadece Namik Beyle bitmiyordu... Selim Sarper beyin de evet demesi gerekiyordu. Selim Bey,
kimseye kiyamiyordu. Tasfiye raporunu uzun siire elinde tuttu ve sonunda da, bagka se-
beplerden, istifasini verip aurildi. Yerine, bir siire vekalet eden Mehmet Baydur bey de, Milli
Birlikgileir oyaladi ve Kurucu Meclisin teskilinden sonra rapor ortadan kalkt: ve herkes derin
bir nefes ald1.” Asula, Disisleri Albiimii, 10. (Asula’s memory misleads him. Karatay was ap-
pointed as ambassador to Canberra in March 1967.) Yolga, as secretary general in the post-27
May period, again became influential in the appointment decisions. Aytaman notes that he
was appointed as secretary general under the pressure of military officers. Aytaman, Sinirli
Yillar..., 95. According to Asula, as a consequence, Yolga was keen about the possible influence
of the report because he, personally, hoped to get even for what he suffered in the hands of
Galatasaray graduates. For example, adds Asula, Settar Iksel, one of the Galatasaray graduates
in the ministry, was subjected to a financial inspection initiated by Yolga due to the expendi-
tures of the Turkish embassy in Bonn. Iksel, without waiting until the end of the investigation,
returned to Ankara and resigned one year later. As the ultimate intention was completed, the
inspection was closed after his retirement. Ibid., 15. Given that the most renowned victims of
the post-27 May period such as Gokmen, Giinver, and Dikerdem were also graduates of Ga-
latasaray Lycee, it can be concluded that Asula’s predictions are correct to a considerable ex-
tent.

Kurtul Altug, 27 May:s’tan 12 Mart’a (Istanbul: Yilmaz Yayinlari, 1991), 166.

Izzet Sedes, Bir Dénem Babali ve Avrupa Konseyi (Istanbul: Toroslu Kitabevi, 2009), 31.

Ibid.
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151

minister of foreign affairs in Sarper’s stead.'” Dikerdem claims Namik Yolga

would have been appointed as the new minister of foreign affairs if Aydemir's
coup initiative succeeded.'

Selim Sarper served as minister of foreign affairs between May 28, 1960,
and March 16, 1962.'%* In this manner, he was the “minister of the revolution.”
During his term in office, the ministry had to deal with the consequences of a
military intervention. All the dismissals, investigations, and power struggles
explained in this study were experienced during Sarper’s term in office.

The reason he was offered this position is ambiguous. Girgin says he was
chosen for ministry since he had a good reputation due to his successful terms
in Turkey's permanent missions to the United Nations and NATO."** Dik-
erdem, on the other hand, claims that Sarper was offered this position because
he had good relations with the United States and was supported by them.'>
When we take the story of Sarper into consideration as a whole, his memory

is predominantly negative among colleagues in the ministry.

§ 5.5 Concluding Remarks

151
152
153
154
155

Most of the witnesses from within the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy claim
that the May 27, 1960, coup d’état left a relatively negative impact on the Turk-
ish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. However, there were counterarguments. Ismail
Berduk Olgagay claims that neither Sarper nor the coup administration as a
whole left a devastating impact on the ministry. He exemplifies this through

his experience.

After May 27, three of my friends at the London embassy were ap-
pointed to other posts, namely Libya, Israel, and Sudan, and naturally

these assignments were regarded as changes made by the new

Sedes notes that he saw “that magnificient minister in a poor, pitiable situation.” Ibid., 31.
Giiler, Salon Verir..., 584.

“Inénii Sarper ile Vedalasti,” (Inonii said goodbye to Sarper) Milliyet, March 17, 1962, 5.
Girgin, Diinyanin Dort Bucagt.. ., 62.

Dikerdem, Hariciye Carki..., 151.
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administration. These were already planned by Zorlu together with
[Muharrem Nuri] Birgi — [the Turkish embassy in] London was in-
formed about it —, and Selim Sarper, who was secretary general when
[they occured] ... did not feel the need to change these appointments
[after the coup].'*

Olgacay’s thinking on post-27 May period presents a different position com-
pared to those of Giinver, Gokmen, Inan, Baytok, and Dikerdem. Contrary to
the clarifications of his colleagues, Olgagay argues that the May 27, 1960, coup
and its Foreign Minister Sarper did not cause a drastic change within the Turk-
ish diplomatic bureaucracy. In this regard, the question “who said what, under
which circumstances?” is worthy of attention rather than “who is right?” Ol-
gacay served in five different posts and was promoted in each appointment. In
his words, “[his] destiny began to present him as the man of the new admin-
istration even though he did not seek this out.”” Most of the diplomats,
whose stories of May 27 are quoted in this chapter, faced a hiatus in their ca-
reers. Can the divergent views between Olgacay and these diplomats stem
from individual experiences rather than a full-fledged analysis of the period?
The answer is “yes” to a certain extent. Although there are few accounts of
those who were promoted after the coup, at least fewer than the ones whose
careers failed, it is clear that individual experience played a role in determining
the ideas of the Turkish diplomats about the coup. This fact, however, does not
nullify the general picture. The May 27, 1960, coup influenced the ministry in
institutional and legal terms, and affected the careers of some of its outstand-
ing diplomats at least for a while.

A comprehensive purge within the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs af-

ter the coup was never realized. Such operations were conducted in other

lere, Libya, Israil ve Sudan’a atandilar ve dogal olarak bu atamalar, yeni yonetimin yaptig
degisiklik sanildi... Bunlar, ¢ok daha &nce, Zorlu tarafindan, [Muharrem Nuri] Birgi ile
birlikte tasarlanmigti-hatta haberi bile Londra’ya [Biytikel¢ilik] ulasmisti-ve kararname
hazirlanirken Genel Sekreter olan Selim Sarper, kendisi bakan olunca, bu atamalar
degistirmek geregi duymamist1.” Olgacay, Tasmali Cekirge..., 289-290.

Ibid., 290.
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institutions of the bureaucracy especially in the judicial branch. Half of the
judges of the Administrative High Court (Danistay), a quarter of the judges of
the Supreme Court (Yargitay) — including its president and deputy president
-, and one sixth of local court judges were subjected to obligatory retire-
ment."*® Although there were rumors that “387 people would be dismissed
from the ministry,”"* this frightening scenario did not occur. Instead, the
“purge decree” regulated the liquidation of thirty to thirty-five officers, some
of whom were elderly officers without a remarkable diplomatic career and they
had no close links to Zorlu.'®

Moreover, other occasions influenced the ministry similar to the post-27
May period. As a comparable example, the leaders of the September 12, 1980,
coup d’état also ordered the retirement of “public officers who had served
more than twenty years in order to narrow oversized bureaucratic cadres.”'!
This order not only targeted the foreign ministry personnel, but some appli-
cations of the 12 September coup were directly related to the ministry. The title
of the second man in the ministry after the foreign minister had been “secre-
tary general” since the 1930s. In order to equalize the position of the foreign
ministry with other ministries, the title was “relegated” to undersecretary.
Moreover, llter Tiirkmen, the foreign minister between 1980 and 1983 and an

outstanding former ambassador, learned of “Evren’s confirmation of the

Osman Dogru, 27 Mayis Rejimi (Istanbul: Imge Kitabevi, 1998), 98-100 & 122-123.

Aytaman, Sinirli Yillar, 96.

Ibid. Aytaman also notes that these people returned to the Ministry through judicial processes
after the normalization of conditions. Ibid., 97.

Giiriin, Akintiya Kiirek, 370-372. Turgut Ozal, the prime minister of Turkey, was complaining
about foreign ministry bureaucrats. In most cases, he favored by-passing Turkish diplomats
in foreign policy-making procedures. In one of his statements about the Cyprus dispute, Ozal
noted “bureaucrats led the Cyprus Question to a stalemate. The best way is ... to resolve this
... without diplomats.” Lale Diindar, “Ozal Dénemi Tiirk Dis Politikasinda Turgut Ozal’in
Kisisel Ozelliklerinin Rolii,” Ankara Universitesi Tiirk fnkzldp Tarihi Enstitiisii Atatiirk Yolu
Dergisi 58, (Spring 2016), 7.
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Rogers Plan from the radio.”'¢* Turkish diplomats, especially ones assigned in
Europe, had to tackle the burden of representing a “non-democratic re-
gime.”'®?

The most important functional change within the Turkish Ministry of For-
eign Affairs in the post-27 May period was the transfer of authority to other
state agencies in terms of foreign economic relations. Apart from the ones dis-
cussed above in detail, one of the most controversial applications of the min-
istry was initiated during the post-27 May period. According to this, a career
diplomat who served in a “favored post” would be assigned to a so-called
“hardship post” in their next appointment.'**

The experience of 27 May must lead us to question the perception that the
ministry of foreign affairs was the last unit in the Turkish bureaucracy to be
influenced by domestic political conditions in the country. The favorite diplo-
mats of the DP years, the members of Zorlu’s main team, were dismissed from
their positions. Some diplomats would have to wait two years to be appointed
to a new post. There was an exceptional case that one diplomat had to wait
four years to be reappointed as ambassador. Roughly speaking, the two other
military interventions did not influence the ministry as deeply as was the case
after 27 May.'® The main motive for this was hidden within the absolute reac-
tionary character of the coup. Just as the constitution of 1961 was a clear reac-

tion to the ten-year-long policies and practices of the DP, what happened in

Eralp, Perdeyi Aralarken..., 43. In the aftermath of Turkey’s intervention in Cyprus, Turkish-
Greek relations were poisoned due to a variety of problems ranging from sovereignty claims
in the Aegean Sea to Greece’s return to the NATO alliance. Previously, as a reaction to the
“indifference” of NATO to Turkey’s intervention in Cyprus, Greece withdrew from the mili-
tary wing of NATO. In 1980, after the coup in Turkey, Kenan Evren, the leader of the military
administration, accepted the Rogers Plan proposing Greece’s return to NATO. Cagr1 Erhan,
Ersin Embel, “Tiirk Dig Politikasinda Karar Alicilar1 Yonlendiren Yapisal Faktorler,” Bilig 72
(September 2015), 162-163.

Afra, for example, notes that a German lawyer complained about the Turkish consulate in
Dusseldorf to German officials labelling as “the fascist consulate of the fascist regime” in the
aftermath of the September 12, 1980 coup d’état. Afra, Hariciyeceiler..., 224.

Akay, Disislerinde, 76. The regulation was evaluated as controversial by Akay since it was not
implemented properly in most cases.

See the words of Tiirkmen in footnote 38 in this chapter.
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the ministry of foreign affairs after the coup was also an attempt to overthrow
the legacy of the DP, most notably Zorlu’s legacy. In sum, the experience of
May 27 for the ministry falsifies the claim that the Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy is minimally influenced by the realities of domestic politics in the coun-
try. On the contrary, the military intervention of May 27, 1960, was an “earth-
quake” for the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs — though an earthquake

with short-term influences.
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Touching the Citizen, Transforming the Bureaucracy: Re-
lations between the Turkish Diplomatic Bureaucracy and
Turkish Citizens

eginning in the early 1960s, Turkish workforce migration to Western Eu-
B rope gained systematic momentum with various workforce agreements.
The status, motives, and degree of migration changed over the years, yet Turk-
ish migrant workers were always an issue for the Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy to consider.

Kishan S. Rana states that “consular diplomacy is the ‘citizen service’ end
of diplomacy” since “it deals directly with ordinary people, not the privileged
entities such as the ministries, official agencies of foreign governments, or peo-
ple holding high appointments.”™ Clark notes that while “the ordinary citizen
many never set foot in a foreign ministry or see a political diplomat, he has a
good chance of needing the help of a consular officer.” In line with this,
throughout the migration process of Turkish citizens to Western Europe, the

Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and Turkish consular missions more

Kishan S. Rana, 215t Century Diplomacy: A Practitioner’s Guide (New York: Continuum Inter-
national Publishing, 2011), 213.

Clark, Corps Diplomatique, 155.
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specifically were the points of first and most intense contact between expatri-
ate citizens of Turkey and the Turkish state.?

In his efforts to understand the changing nature of diplomacy, Vincent
Pouliot attaches significance to the face-to-face interactions of diplomatic
mission personnel. Daily encounters and the challenges faced by diplomats,
according to Pouliot, were important aspects of micro-level change in the dip-
lomatic profession.* Despite the fact that his research was based on multilat-
eral diplomacy - namely Russia’s representation at NATO - his approach suits
the changing attitude of the Turkish diplomacy towards its citizens. Although
there were considerable efforts even in the early years of the migration process,
the policies and practices of the Turkish government and the bureaucracy of
the time fell short of providing full-fledged service to its citizens. As a conse-
quence, in the following decades, the Turkish government aimed to rehabili-
tate its implementations for migrant citizens and form a sustainable state pol-
icy in this realm. This chapter will scrutinize this process by illustrating the
relationship between the Turkish migrant population and Turkish diplomatic
and consular missions, most notably those in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many.

Apart from focusing on its significance for Turkish economic history or its
unique features in contrast with other migration studies, Turkish workforce
migration to Europe will be examined through the lense of state-society rela-
tionship in a transnational, extraterritorial context. The Turkish migrant pop-

ulation in Europe will be analyzed as an addressee of Turkish diplomacy.

In recent years, the term “consular diplomacy” was coined in the diplomatic studies. Although
it is a scarcely studied sub-field, there are a few prominent approaches understanding the na-
ture of state-citizen relationships through consular missions. See Jan Melissen and Ana Mar
Fernandez, Eds. Consular Affairs and Diplomacy (Leiden: Brill, 2011). Halvard Leira and Iver
B. Neumann, “Consular Diplomacy,” in Diplomacy in a Globalizing World, eds. Pauline Kerr
and Geoffrey Wiseman (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 160-174.

Vincent Pouliot, International Security in Practice: The Politics of NATO-Russia Diplomacy
(Cambridge University Press, 2010).

In a recent effort, the term “diaspora diplomacy” was coined to evaluate states’ abilities and
efforts to use their diasporas as a soft power, public diplomacy asset through diplomatic prac-

tices. Elaine L.E. Ho, Fiona McConnell, “Conceptualizing ‘Diaspora diplomacy’: Territory and
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§ 6.1 Eternal Tension between the State and Citizens in Turkey: A

O 0 NN N

Reminder from Recent History

On May 25, 2006, then-Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan met
with the Turks living in Germany in Berlin.® Together with him was, Mehmet
Ali Irtemgelik, Turkey’s then-Ambassador to Germany. As memoirs related to
this dissertation reveal, such rallies were common in previous decades as a
way of establishing a link between the state and its citizens abroad. For exam-
ple, Thsan Caglayangil, then-Minister of Labor, met with Turkish workers in
Federal Germany in 1965.” A similar visit was paid by Biilent Ecevit, then-Tur-
key’s Prime Minister, in May 1978 in order to transcend the boundaries and
distance between the state and its citizens abroad.® The tradition was repeating
itself.

The meeting of Prime Minister Erdogan with Turks living in Germany be-
gan with criticism of so-called Islamic foundations and corporations active in
the country. Most participants in the meeting were there to express complaints
about such organizations. A woman begged Erdogan “to resolve the problem
of holding companies” that “had stolen the money of their children.” This
complaint signaled that the meeting would proceed with a tense atmosphere.

Prime Minister Erdogan responded to the young Turkish woman that “these

populations betwixt the Domestic and Foreign,” Progress in Human Geography 20, no. 10 (No-
vember 2017), 1-21. This chapter of the study, on the other hand, can be considered a story of
the state’s changing attitude and practices toward its own citizens abroad as a consequence of
contact between the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy and Turkish citizens. In this regard, this
chapter neither measures the influence of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy’s actions on
other states nor their citizens, but rather on its own citizens. Even so, the “diaspora diplo-
macy” notion is a path-breaking approach for understanding the social implications of diplo-
matic practices.

“Berlin’de de Tiirban Sorunu,” (Headscarf Crisis in Berlin) Sabah, May 2006, 26

Erdem Erner, Davulun Sesi, 118.

Gokmen, Diplomasi..., 222.

“Kombassan Zuliim Yapti,” (Kombassan Persecuted) Sabah, May 26, 2006, accessed 17 April

2014, available from http://arsiv.sabah.com.tr/2006/05/26/siy112.html.
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holding companies tyrannized people. Yet, you were silent when you benefited
from thirty-five to forty percent interest rates.”'

Despite the confirmation of most of the audience, Erdogan’s words trig-
gered tension in the rally, and he was involved in a quarrel with Muhammed
Demirer, head of the Foundation for Solidarity with the Turks in Europe."
This quarrel, however, was not what made the rally a concern amnong the
Turkish public . The words of another Turkish woman living in Germany, Nu-
ran Zeyrek, brought to the surface a hidden tension between the Turkish state

and Turks living abroad. Zeyrek stated,

Mr. Prime Minister, I acquired German citizenship. They attached my
photograph with a head scarf to my identity card. They gave me citi-
zenship in a Christian country in my situation [wearing headscarf].
Yet, when I go to the consulate here to obtain passport, they tell us “you
must wear it as our grandmothers did; at least a part of your hair

should be seen.” They insult us. Please save us from this persecution.'?

The addressee of these words was Prime Minister Erdogan. Irtemgelik, the
ambassador, was also there. Erdogan asked Irtemgelik about the validity of this
claim, and the latter confirmed it since “there was a written memorandum on
the issue.””® When Irtemgelik stated that the procedure “was not exactly the
same as [the Turkish citizens] claimed,” the audience booed him. Prime Min-
ister Erdogan harshly criticized the procedure.'

A veiled, young Turkish woman complaining about the ambassador of
Turkey in Germany, an audience booing the ambassador, and a prime minister

criticizing the ambassador before a tense audience. This was definitely an

Ibid.

Ibid.

"Sayin Bagbakan'im bakin ben Alman vatandas: oldum. Bagsortiilii fotografimi da kimligime
yapistirdilar. Hiristiyan bir tilkede bu halimde bana vatandaslik verdiler. Ancak buradaki kon-
solosluga pasaport almak i¢in gittigimiz de, 'bagini1 babaannelerimiz gibi 6rteceksin. Saginda
onden az bir sey goriinecek' diyorlar. Bizi horluyorlar. Bizi bu eziyetten kurtarin" “Berlin’de
de Tiirban Sorunu,” (Headscarf Crisis in Berlin) Sabah, May 2006, 26, 1.

Ibid.

Ibid.
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unfamiliar scene. For the first time in modern Turkish history, a prime minis-
ter and a high-ranking bureaucrat were involved in a quarrel in front of the
cameras and an audience consisting of “ordinary citizens.” This unfamiliar
scene revived a familiar debate among the Turkish public. The following day,
Vakit, an Islamist newspaper, called Ambassador Irtemgelik’s attitude as
“meddlesome.”*Yeni Asya, also an organ of the Islamic fundamentalist press,
pleaded the case to its audience as a “Berlin Wall against the headscarf.”'

On his way back to Ankara, Prime Minister Erdogan, with reference to his
quarrel with Irtemgelik, stated, “I apologize if there is any whom I hurt.” 7
Nuran Zeyrek, the woman who complained about the procedure being ap-
plied in Turkey’s diplomatic missions in Germany about wearing the head-
scarf, pointed out that “Erdogan misunderstood her,” and she was also “sorry
for Irtemgelik being booed.”'® The issue, however, was politicized. Reaction to
Erdogan came from two aspects of the public. Since the dissent between
Erdogan and Irtemgelik emerged due to the complaints of a woman wearing
headscarf, secular elements of the Turkish public evaluated the clash as part of
a wider debate on Islamic conservatism and secularism, which was being in-
tensely discussed in Turkey in 2006. Gozcii, then a hardliner secular, and na-
tionalist newspaper, blamed Erdogan for “shouting and insulting everybody
without information on the issue and without listening to his counterpart.”*
On the same day, Emin Coélagan, a columnist known for strong secular tenden-

cies and his objection to political Islam, criticized Erdogan for allowing and

“Biiyiikelginin Tavri Isgiizarlik,” (Attitude of the Ambassador is Meddlesomeness) Vakit, May
27, 2006, 1.

“Bagortiisiine Kars1 Berlin Duvari,” (Berlin Wall against the Headscarf) Yeni Asya, May 27,
2006. 1.

“Kirdiklarim Olduysa Oziir Diliyorum,” (I Apologise If There is Any I Hurt) Milliyet, May1s
27, 2006. 1, “Bagbakan Beni Yanlis Anladi,” Hiirriyet, Mayis 27, 2006, accessed May 1, 2014,
available from http://hurarsiv.hurriyet.com.tr/goster/haber.aspx?id=4482297&tarih=2006-
05-27.

“Bagbakan Beni Yanlig Anladi,” Hiirriyet, Mays 27, 2006, accessed May 1, 2014, available from
http://hurarsivhurriyet.com.tr/goster/haber.aspx?id=4482297&tarih=2006-05-27.

“Bilmeden Dinlemeden Herkese Bagirip Cagiryor,” (Shouts at Everybody with no Infor-
mation) Gozcii, May 27, 2006. 1.
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even causing insult to an ambassador for the first time in Turkish and even
world history.® Semih Idiz, a foreign policy columnist, underscored that the
prime minister’s attitude towards Irtemgelik was an “insult against the state,”
even as he also provided examples of a few cases from his past experience that
illustrated poor treatment of Turkish citizens by Turkish officials in diplomatic
and consular missions.*!

What about the reactions of those who were once officials of the Turkish
diplomatic bureaucracy? They unified around the common idea that Erdogan
insulted the republic and sabotaged Irtemgelik’s working capacity. Onur Oy-
men, a former ambassador and then deputy of the Republican People’s Party
(CHP), stressed the uniqueness of the debate, claiming that “there is no exam-
ple of an ambassador in Turkish history being booed in front of a prime min-
ister.”? Inal Batu, who was also a former ambassador and a deputy of the CHP,
underscored that “the ambassador was the representative of the state and the
president there.”” Niizhet Kandemir, a former ambassador and then a deputy
from the True Path Party (Dogru Yol Partisi, DYP), focused on the unprece-
dented nature of the case and noted that “the prime minister cannot ignore

»24

and insult the person representing the president.” Even a deputy from the

Emin Colagan, “Simdi de Almanya Rezaleti,” (This Time, Scandal in Germany) Hiirriyet, May
27, 2006, accessed 1 May 2014, available from  http://www.hurri-
yet.com.tr/yazarlar/4482058.asp. Oktay Eksi, who was also in similar political orientation to
Colagan, blamed Erdogan for being unaware of general customs of Turkish political-bureau-
cratic life. Oktay Eksi, “Iyi ki Gerilim Istemiyor,” (Thank God, he does not Want Tension)
Hirriyet, May 27 2006, accessed May 1, 2014, available from http://www.hurri-
yet.com.tr/yazarlar/4482486.asp.

Semih Idiz, “Irtemgelik’e Yapilan Devlete Hakarettir,” (What has been done to Irtemgelik is
an Insult against the State) Milliyet, May 27, 2006, accessed May 1, 2014, available from
http://www.milliyet.com.tr/2006/05/27/yazar/idiz.html. Idiz’s accounts on the aforemen-
tioned poor treatment of Turkish officials towards its citizens will be illustrated later in this
part of the study.

“Devletin Itibarini Zedeledi,” (He damaged the dignity of the State) Milliyet, accessed May 1,
2014, Available from http://www.milliyet.com.tr/2006/05/27/siyaset/siyo1.html.

Ibid.

Ibid.

242


http://www.hurriyet.com.tr/yazarlar/4482058.asp
http://www.hurriyet.com.tr/yazarlar/4482058.asp
http://www.hurriyet.com.tr/yazarlar/4482486.asp
http://www.hurriyet.com.tr/yazarlar/4482486.asp
http://www.milliyet.com.tr/2006/05/27/yazar/idiz.html
http://www.milliyet.com.tr/2006/05/27/siyaset/siy01.html

25
26

27

THE TURKISH FOREIGN MINISTRY (1960-1980)

AK Party, Ersonmez Yarbay was pointing out that the ambassador’s behavior
was correct in the case there was a written order.”

As explained in chapter 1, Erdogan’s relations with the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy have always followed a problematic path. The split with Ambas-
sador Irtemgelik in front of Turkish citizens living in Germany and the cam-
eras of Turkish national press unearthed a clash between Erdogan and the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy that would reach its peak with the usage of
the word “mon cher” which was central to Erdogan’s rhetoric criticizing Tur-
key’s alleged foreign policy orientation in the pre-AK Party period.*

This split, as manifest in the “boos” of the audience listening to Erdogan
and Irtemgelik, also had a basis among the Turkish public. Throughout mod-
ern Turkish history, the state-citizen relationship followed a tense, fragile path.
Turkish state’s continuous efforts to regulate the ideas, beliefs, and everyday
practices of citizens encountered various forms of the resistance of citizens.
The split between Erdogan and Irtemgelik and the reaction among different
aspects of the public to the clash can be interpreted as a different, rarely-con-
sidered aspect of this state-citizen divergence in Turkish history.

In order to understand the nature of this hidden - or in some cases explicit
- dichotomy, the roots of the clash between the state and citizens will be traced
through the expressions of Turkish diplomats about their relationships to the
Turks living abroad. This relationship is reciprocal, thus, it is essential to con-
sider the views of citizens living (or who once lived) abroad. Interestingly,
since there is no written account of the relationship of Turkish citizens living
abroad with Turkish diplomatic missions, the outcomes of the interviews con-

ducted with them will be compared to the views of Turkish diplomats.?” In this

Ibid.

For a criticisim of Erdogan’s strong divergence with Turkish diplomats, see Hasan Cemal,
“Erdogan’mn ‘Mongser Kompleksi® Disislerine Darbe Vuruyor,” (Erdogan’s Complex of
Moncheres Damages [Ministry of] Foreign Affairs] T24, July 17, 2013, accessed Jun 1, 2014,
available  from  http://t24.com.tr/yazarlar/hasan-cemal/erdoganin-monser-kompleksi-
disislerine-darbe-vuruyor,7064.

For example, an edited volume published in honor of the fiftieth anniversary of the Turkish-
German Workforce agreement consisted of interviews with Turkish migrants from different

generations and social classes. None of the accounts included migrants’ experiences in
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regard, by considering Turkish diplomats as an extension of the Turkish state
abroad and by considering Turks living abroad as part of the whole of Turkish
society, it will be possible to analyze and understand the representations of the

state-citizen tension in Turkish society in a transnational context.

§ 6.2 Turkish Migrant Workers as Addressees of the Turkish Dip-

28

29
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32

lomatic Bureaucracy

On October 30, 1961, the Turkish government signed a “Bilateral Workforce
Agreement” with the the Federal Republic of Germany.*® This was the first in
a series of workforce treaties signed by Turkey — with Austria, Belgium, Neth-
erlands, France, and Sweden, respectively.?” Turkish workers, as Abadan Unat
remarks, evolved from being individual workers into Gastarbeiters (guest
workers) in this process.’”® Between 1960 and 1961, the number of Turkish
workers jumped from 2,700 to 6,700, which meant a threefold increase in just
one year.”! According to the census of 2011, the number of Turks residing in
Germany reached 2.7 million, which is 3.3 percent of the total population of
the country.*

Migration of skilled and unskilled Turkish workforces to Europe and else-
where has most frequently been evaluated in the framework of migration
studies. Migration to Europe has also been a prominent subject matter for

modern Turkey’s economic history. In Turkey, in accordance with the First

Turkish diplomatic or consular missions. See Cem Ozdemir and Wolfgang Schuster. Ed. Al-
manya’mn Ortasinda: Alman-Tiirk Bagari Oykiileri (Istanbul: IBB Kiiltiir AS, 2011.)

Nermin Abadan Unat, Bitmeyen Gog: Konuk Isgilikten ulus Otesi Yurttashga (Istanbul: Bilgi
Universitesi Yayinlari, 2002), 42.

Ibid. The dates of the agreements signed with other European countries were as follows: Aus-
tria (May 15, 1964), Belgium (July 16, 1964), the Netherlands (August 19, 1964), France (April
8, 1965), and Sweden (March 10, 1967). Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid., 42-43.

“Almanya’da Yagayan Tiirk Kokenlilerin Sayis1 Agiklandi,” (Number of the Turks in Germany
has been Revealed) Zaman, May 31, 2013, accessed May 1, 2014, available from http://www.za-

man.com.tr/dunya_almanyada-turk-kokenlilerin-resmi-sayisi-aciklandi_2095897.html.
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Five-Year Development Plan (1963-67), the export of an “increasing work-
force” was accepted as a target along with other measures aiming to control
population growth.* Moreover, Turkish migrant workers delivered their cap-
ital accumulations as foreign currency back to Turkey and this fed Turkey’s
import-substitution economy model.**

The relationship between workers and their states in consular and diplo-
matic missions has rarely been examined. This chapter contributes to studies
on the Turkish workforce migration process by illustrating how Turkish mi-
grants contacted their state and how they shape and are shaped by the policies
and practices of the governments of the time. Turkish diplomatic and consular
missions served as the spaces for the construction and reproduction of the
state-citizen relationship in the transnational context.

The state most frequently contacts its citizens in the transnational/extra-
territorial context through its diplomatic, and consular missions. Article 3 of
the 1961 Vienna Convention assigns five prominent functions to diplomatic
missions.” In public international law, consulates general have a limited role
compared to embassies, which is precisely explained in the Article no. 3(e) of

4

the same convention as “.. promoting friendly relations between the sending
State and the receiving State, and developing their economic, cultural and sci-
entific relations.”® This may sound reductionist and limits the duties of con-
sular missions to the abstract framework of economic, cultural, and scientific
cooperation. Article 3(b) of the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Rela-

tions, on the other hand, gives a broader definition of diplomatic missions

Nermin Abadan Unat, “Tirk Dig Gogiiniin Asamalari: 1950°li Yillardan 2000°li Yillara,” in
Kokler ve Yollar: Tiirkiye’de Gog Siiregleri, eds. Ayhan Kaya and Bahar Sahin (Istanbul: Bilgi
Universitesi Yayinlari, 2007), 5.

For studies dealing with the impact of Turkish migrant workers’ currencies on Turkey’s im-
port substitution economy, see Korkut Boratav, Tiirkiye Iktisat Tarihi: 1908-2009 (Istanbul:
Imge Yayinevi, 2009), 117-145. Sevket Pamuk, Osmanli’dan Cumhuriyet Kiiresellesme, Iktisat
Politikalar: ve Biiyiime (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Yayinlari, 2008), 239-264.

See “Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations,” UN International Law Commission Wev-
site, accessed May 3, 2014, available from http://legal.un.org/ilc/texts/instruments/eng-
lish/conventions/9_1_1961.pdf.

Ibid.
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that, in daily practice, coincides with the functions of consulates rather than
embassies. Article 3(b) describes the functions of a diplomatic mission as
“protecting in the receiving State the interests of the sending State and of its
nationals, within the limits permitted by international law,” along with other
four determining functions.”

Considering the accounts of Turkish diplomats on their relationship to
their citizens living abroad, the difference between embassies and consulates
is clear. Haluk Afra, who served as the Turkish consul general in Essen (1976-
80) and Diisseldorf (1981-86) draws attention to the difference between work-

ing embassies and consulates.

In my view, consulates are the windows of the [Ministry of] Foreign
Affairs opening to the world. Only the ministry knows that an embassy
is performing successfully. The consulates, however, serve to thou-
sands of citizens. If the citizen is not treated well, he first gets furious
with the official there, then swears at the consul, and finally talks
against the government. ...

Unlike work in an embassy, my efforts in the consulates made me
feel happy. This is because it was possible to see the immediate results
when you do something in favor of the citizens. In the embassies, on
the other hand, you had to encounter the never-ending arrogant

speeches of your foreign counterparts.*

Ibid. The other four functions were as follows: "(a) representing the sending State in the re-
ceiving State; (c) negotiating with the Government of the receiving State; (d) ascertaining by
all lawful means conditions and developments in the receiving State, and reporting thereon
to the Government of the sending State; (e) promoting friendly relations between the sending
State and the receiving State, and developing their economic, cultural and scientific relations.
Ibid.
“Bence konsolosluklar Disisleri’nin disariya agilan pencereleridir. Bir buytikel¢iligin bagarili
caligmalar yaptigini sadece Bakanlik bilir. Ama konsolosluklar binlerce vatandasla i¢ igedir.
Vatandas iyi muamele gormezse 6nce oradaki memura kizar, sonra konsoloslara kiifreder, so-
nunda hiikiimete dil uzatir.” ...

Biyiikelgilik ¢alismalarindan ziyade konsolosluk caligmalar: beni ¢ok mutlu ederdi.

Clinkii bir vatandasa yardiminiz dokundugunda, bunun sonucunu derhal goriirdiiniiz.
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Afra’s words clearly reveal that consulates, rather than embassies, are the “ex-
posed face” of a state before its citizens at the transnational level. A clear out-
come of this is that the accounts of those who worked in consulates present
deeper, more diverse information about the state-citizen relationship when
compared to those of embassy officers.”” A prominent example of this situation
is manifest in the career trajectory of Firat Sunel, who worked as consul gen-
eral to Dusseldorf. The son of a first-generation Turkish migrant worker, Sunel
decided to be a diplomat as a freshman in high school. What makes Sunel’s
ambition interesting is his desire to be a consul general rather than an ambas-
sador since, in his words, “the ordeal is being experienced in the consulates.”*

So how do diplomats and citizens connect? What are the main points of
tension between them in Turkish diplomatic and consular missions? Where,
when, and in what context do the preferences and perceptions of officials in
Turkish diplomatic missions and of Turkish citizens clash?

While explaining the striking social consequences of Turkish workforce
migration to Western Europe, Max Frisch stated “we were expecting a work-
force, the ones who came were humans.”" This confusion, indeed, was also
valid for the relations between Turkish diplomatic officers and citizens living
abroad. This confession was clear in the accounts of Oguz Gékmen, Turkey’s
ambassador to Bonn between 1966 and 1972. Gokmen describes his first expe-

riences with Turkish citizens as follows,

Biyiikelgiliklerde ise, yabanci meslektaglarimizin, bitip tiikkenmeyen ukalaliklarin: dinlemek
zorunda kalirsimiz.” Afra, Hariciyeciler..., 206 & 213.

It is, of course, necessary to note that most diplomats worked in consulates and embassies in
the early years of their professional lives. What is meant here is that years worked in consulates
offered more experience to diplomats than years in embassies in terms of contact with citizens
of their own countries.

Kenan Mortan and Monelle Sarfati, Vatan Olan Gurbet: Almanya’ya Is¢i Gégiiniin 50. Yili (Is-
tanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2011), 26. As a second-generation migrant to Ger-
many, Sunel completely achieved his objective. He was appointed as vice consul to Essen and
served as the Turkish Consul General to Dusseldorf between 2009 and 2013.

Gastarbeiter: "Wir riefen Arbeitskrifte,

» 1

“Wir riefen Arbeitskrafte und es kamen Menschen.
und es kamen Menschen" Der Spiegel Online, October 30, 2011, accessed March 1, 2014, avail-
able from http://www.spiegel.de/fotostrecke/gastarbeiter-wir-riefen-arbeitskraefte-und-es-

kamen-menschen-fotostrecke-74565-2.html.
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I recoiled from the leitmotiv of an arabesque folk song coming from a
tape in a car. [sic] “Germany... Germany...! You cannot find a one
more stupid than me.” Obviously this was a Turkish worker. He turned
on the tape in his car while waiting for his friend and listened to the
story of a Turkish worker in a sorrowful, ironic folk song. I felt sorry
and we went to him altogether. ... I felt grief stricken after I left him. I
realized there for the first time that my work in Germany would not
proceed easily in any respect. Traditional friendship relations with
Germany, mutual assistance and solidarity under the framework of
NATO, improvement of economic relations, and similar stereotypical
words and ideas were left behind. People were the issue in Germany.
Our people, who comprised of ... a body and a spirit would been our

priority and it became so.*?

The human concerns stated above by Gokmen, who was a veteran diplomat,
were also shared by his colleagues. In their accounts, Turkish mission chiefs
insistently state that they paid attention to treating these people kindly and
claim that they ordered their officers to behave the same way towards Turkish

citizens. In the words of Afra,

When I began my term in Essen, I first taught the officers to smile. I
said: “Albert Camus says ‘we must have commanded over our facial
expressions.” If you rudely order the citizens, your work will be for
nothing. When you say no, the citizen demands that you explain the

reason. Officers, after such briefings, changed so much that the positive

“Bir otomobilden arabesk bir tirkiini baghga koydugum nakaratiyla (ALAMANYA...
ALAMANYA..! BENDEN APTAL BULAMANYA..!) irkildim. Bu besbelli bir Tiirk is¢isi idi.
Arkadagini beklerken arabanin teyibini agmus, Tiirk iscisinin Almanya’daki macerasin
hiiziinlii hicivli bir tiirkiiden dinliyordu. Uziilldiim. Hep beraber yanina gittik... Ayrilirken
i¢cim burkuldu, Almanya’daki gérevimin hi¢ de kolay olmayacag1 gercegini ilk defa oracikta
idrak ettim. Almanya ile geleneksel dostluk iliskileri, NATO ¢ercevesinde karsilikli
yardimlagma ve dayanisma, ekonomik iliskilerin gelistirilmesi ve benzeri parlak ve kliselesmis
sozler ve diislinceler arka planda kaliverdi. Almanya’daki asil konu insandi. Etten kemikten,
sagtan tirnaktan bir beden ile ruhtan olugan insanimiz ilk planda ve en 6n sirada olacakti ve

oyle de oldu.” Gékmen, Diplomasi..., 366-367.
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outcome of this approach was realized immediately. Hundreds of peo-

ple came to me saying, “Thanks to you, we receive good treatment.”*

The notion of “treating people with a human face” was at the same time a ma-
jor complaint of Turkish citizens living abroad with respect to their contact
with Turkish diplomatic and consular missions. One interviewee, a middle-
aged male, stated that “I acquired German citizenship for two reasons: first, to
rid of the foreigner police ... and to not be obliged to go to the Turkish con-
sular missions. ... They were tough people.” As a diplomat, Bilhan claims
that he aimed to prevent poor treatment by “monitoring administrative offic-
ers and dealing with the problems of the Turkish citizens.”* Baytok also notes

that he prohibited officers from saying “no” to citizens. In his words,

poo)

I forbidded my officers to say “no” to citizens. I could say “no” to them
if it was necessary. In the case a request by a citizen was accepted, the
documents came to me for signature, and as a matter of course, I was
informed. The citizens were sent to me directly in the cases they were
requesting something that was impossible. I tried to find a way to re-

solve the problem and if this was not possible, I informed the people

“Essen’de de ise baslayinca memurlarima 6nce giilmeyi 6gretmistim. Derdim ki: “Albert Ca-
mus, Yiiziimiiziin ifadesine hakim olmaliy1z’ der. Eger siz vatandasa sert bir sekilde ‘al-ver-
olmaz’ derseniz, ¢alismalarinizin semeresi bosa gider. Olmaz dediniz mi, vatandas sizden
bunun nedenini izah etmenizi ister.” Bu gibi aydinlatmalarla memurlar ii¢ ay sonra 6yle bir
kivama geldiler ki, bunun sonuglar1 hemen alindi.... Yiizlerce kisi gelip, “Sizin sayenizde hos
muameleyle karsilagiyoruz,” diye tesekkiir etmistir” Afra, Hariciyeciler Dedikoduyu Sever, 207.
“Ben Alman vatandaghgina iki sebeten dolay1 gectim: Yabancilar polisinden kurtulmak ve
Tiirk konsolosluguna gitmek zorunda kalmamak i¢in... Cok zor insanlardi.” Mustafa A. In-
terview by the Author, Note-taking, Bremen, May 21, 2014. Sahin-Mentucek and Baser’s recent
article on Turkey’s diaspora policies illustrates a similar example. A Turkish emigrant living
in Essen (Germany) stated to the authors that “there were cases where people gave up Turkish
citizenship because they just wanted to be rid of bad treatment in consulates.” Zeynep Sahin-
Mentucek & Bahar Bager, “Mobilizing Diasporas: Insights from Turkey’s Attempts to Reach
Turkish Citizens Abroad,” Journal of Balkan and Near Eastern Studies 20, no. 1 (2018), 91.

Bilhan, Interview by the Author.
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about the impossibility of filling the request. I can say that this measure

worked quite successfully.*

Both Baytok and Afra agree that whether citizens’ requests were justified or
not, officers should treat them well, and they insisted that they ordered their
mid- or low-ranking officials to behave accordingly. The human dimension
was only part of the problems that emerged as a consequence of migration.
There were other concerns. Some implementations realized in good faith had
harmful outcomes. Aziz Yakin, a diplomat who long served in Turkish consu-

lates in Germany, exemplifies this situation.

We were subsidizing migrants, who were returning Turkey, as if hand-
ing out a charity, in the cases in which they requested assistance. For
instance, we were saying to a worker en route from Dusseldorf to Is-
tanbul: “We will give you thirty German Marks; make do with this
money until Munich. Request money from the consulate general in
Munich to continue along your way.” This was because our budget for
assistance and loans was limited. Citizens were being sent from one
consulate to another like beggars. I reported this to bring about change

in the system.*

Some of the general institutional distresses of the ministry prevented its per-

sonnel from meeting the needs of citizens abroad. The ministry was known

“Bagkonsoloslukta ¢alisan memur arkadaslarimin ellerinden, vatandagsa “olmaz” deme
hakkini aldim. Gerekirse “hayir”1 vatandasa ben soyleyecektim. Is yapilirsa, imza icin zaten
bana geliyor ve haberim oluyordu. Olmayacak bir sey isteniyorsa vatandagimiz bana génde-
riliyordu. Isin yapilmasi igin bir yolunu bulmaya alistyor, ancak higbir yolu yoksa, o zaman
hayir’t daha miinasip bir lisanla ben bildiriyordum. Bu énlemin de ¢ok ise yaradigini soyleye-
bilirim” Baytok, Dis Politikada..., 84.

“Tiirkiye’ye donmekte olan isgilere yardim istemeleri halinde kendilerine sadaka verir gibi
para [veriyorduk] Sozgelimi, Niirnberg’ten Istanbul’a gidecek olan kisiye ‘sana 30 mark veri-
yoruz, Miinih’e kadar bu parayla idare eti Miinih bagkonsoloslugundan yoluna devam etmek
i¢in para iste’ diyorduk. Bunun sebebi yardim ve 6diing verme 6denegimizin devede kulak
olmasi idi, vatandas, dilenci vapuru gibi, konsolosluktan konsolosluga gonderiliyordu. Bu sis-
temin degistirilmesi geregini yazdim.” Aziz Yakin, Gogmen Diplomat (Istanbul: Kanes Yayin-

lari, 2012), 105.
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for its lack of a well-organized archive. This deficiency prevented the ministry
from responding to even little, daily requests of citizens abroad. Again, notes
Yakin,

the Consul-General in Munich told me when I was in the Department
of Treaties: “One of our citizens says that a translation fee was de-
manded for his testimony in court, and, with regard to an agreement,
adds the citizen, this order was illegal. We do not know of such an
agreement. We cannot answer the request of our citizen. We asked the
embassy in Bonn; the consulates in Germany. Nobody knows. Is there

such an agreement?”*®

Institutional insufficiencies were not limited to these kinds of failures.
Throughout the 1960s and 7os, the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy faced new
challenges not been experienced before, and the consequences of Turkish
workforce migration to Western Europe was an integral component of this
phenomenon.” As noted above, the number of Turkish migrant workers in
Germany was 6,700 in 1961. Only a decade later, in 1972, the number of Turk-
ish gastarbeiters (migrant workers) hit 500,000, with the exception of Turks
in other Western European countries.” This was an unprecedented workload

for Turkey’s diplomatic and consular missions in Germany.

“Miinih bagkonsolosu, anlagmalar dairesinde bulundugum zaman bana teefon ederek sunlar:
soyledi: ‘Bir vatandagimiz, mahkemede ifadesinin Almancaya ¢evrilmesi {icretinin kendisin-
den talep edildigini, halbuki bir anlasma geregince bunun talep edilmemesi gerektigini
soylityor. Elimizde bdyle bir anlasma metni yok. Vatandasa cevap veremiyoruz. Bonn
bityiikelgiligine, Almanya’daki konsolosluklarimiza sorduk. Bilen yok. Béyle bir anlagma var
mi1?” Ibid., 107-108. Legal problems of Turkish citizens abroad were a major concern, adds
Yakin. In order to overcome this, he notes, “he translated related legal documents, published
them in the ministry and delivered them to consulates in France, Germany, and Austria.” Ibid.
The other considerations were the 27 May 1960 military coup d’état and its impact on the
Ministry, the Cyprus dispute and intervention, terrorist attacks on members of the ministry,
and pressure to pursue a multidimensional foreign policy due to clashes with Western allies.

Grocer Necati Giiven, was the 500,000th Turkish migrant worker to leave Turkey to work in
Germany. Adnan Ozyalginer, Adnan. “Sirkeci-Miinih Hatt,” accesed May 4, 2014, available
from http://www.yenihayat.de/kutur/sirkeci-munih
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At the beginning of the 1960s, the capacities of Turkish diplomatic and
consular missions in the the Federal Republic of Germany and elsewhere in
Europe were insufficient in terms of both quality and quantity. Turkish diplo-
matic and consular missions were deprived of the necessary minimum num-
ber of personnel, fiscal resources, and the organizational capability to meet the
demands of its migrant population. A report written by the foreign ministry
to the prime ministry in 1966 advised not only the opening of new consular
missions but also improving the personnel capacity of existing consulates.”!
Erdem Erner, who was Turkey’s Consul General in Hamburg, Federal Ger-
many’s second most populous city, depicts the disorganized character of daily

services presented to Turkish migrant workers living in the city.

1964 was one of the years in which flow of workers to Germany most
accelerated. Our officers opened a catalog of names, recorded the new
applicants according to their surname, and gave them a file code.
When the flow of workers increased, there was no place left in the al-
phabetical list of the catalog, and, file codes of the citizens were or-
dered by the initials of their surnames. ...

I woke up from the noise of our citizens gathered in front of the
garden gate at five o’clock on the first day I started working. There was
an incredible crowd in front of the consulate general. I felt very sorry
that these poor people were queuing up at 5:30 in the morning because
the gate was opened at 9. When I walked down to the chancery, I en-
countered the angry faces of our workers. They were justified because
their demands were being met too late. Leaving the factory meant sac-
rificing their daily wage. I was surprised when I saw unopened letters
heaped up in the corner of the department in which officers worked.
The letters were decorated with red labels as if they had caught measles.
Nearly all had the label “urgent.” Five secretaries working in the con-

sulate general were dunking their hands in this mountain of letters and

“Almanya’da Calisan Iscilerimizin Konsolosluk Sayilarimin Artirilmasi  Konusundaki
Istekleri,” (Requests of our Workers in Germany for the Opening of New Consulates” PMRA
0.1.0.0..64.398.3. February 21, 1976.
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choosing one like a lottery ticket to work on. There was no order. Lucky
letters were attached to the file of the related person and left for the

officer to work on the issue.>?

Erner’s remarks reveal that the Turkish state was not prepared to organize the
flow of its citizens abroad. Littem confirms this. In his words, “Turkish consu-
lates were organized for far fewer numbers of workers.”” Another Turkish
diplomat notes, “it was thought that not Turkish authorities but the receiving
(host) countries were responsible for the workers’ problems.”* The Turkish
government’s decision to send a considerable number of Turkish citizens
abroad was planned as part of the First Five-Year Plan (1963-1967).> The pos-

sible future problems of Turkish citizens were not planned or foreseen in all

“1964 y1l1 Almanya’ya ig¢i akininin en hizlandigi yillardan biriydi. Gérevli arkadaglar bir fih-
rist defteri agmislar, yeni miiracaat edenlerin soyad: esasina gore adlarini buraya kaydetmisler
ve onlara bir dosya numarasi vermisler. Is¢i akini hizlandiginda, fihristteki alfabetik sirada yer
kalmamus, vatandaglarin dosya numarakari soyadinin bagladig: harf altina kaydedilmis....
Ise bagladigim ilk giin sabah begte bahge kapisi éniinde biriken vatandaglarimizin
giiriiltiisiinden uyandim. Bagkonsolosluk 6niinde inanilmaz bir kalabalik vard1. Kap1 dokuzda
acildig1 icin bu zavallilarin saat beglerde gelip kuyruga girmelerine ¢ok iiziildiim. Kangilaryaya
indigimde is¢ilerimizin kizgin bakislariyla karsilastim. Hakliydilar, isleri cok ge¢ yapiliyordu.
Fabrikadan ayrilmak demek bir giinliiklerinden olmak demekti. Memurlarin ¢alistig1 kismin
kosesinde, agilmamis mektuplarin olusturdugu bir kii¢iik ag1 andiran kiimeyi goriince
sasirdim. Mektuplar, adeta kizamia yakalanmiglar gibi kirmizi etiketlerle donanmigti.
Hemen hemen hepsi “ekspres” etiketini tasiyordu. Baskonsoloslukta gorevli bes sekreter, bu
daga ellerini daldiriyorlar ve piyango bileti ¢eker gibi bir zarfi alip islerme koyuyorlardi. Sira
diye bir sey s6z konusu degildi. Talihli mektuplar o vatandasin dosyasina ilistirilip, islemi
yapacak memurun masasina birakiliyordu.” Erner, Davulun Sesi, 116.
Litem, Interview by the Author.
Eralp, Interview by the Author.
Workforce migration to Europe was significant for Turkey’s import-substitution economy
since the accumulation of foreign currency by its citizens fed Turkish economy’s shortage of
exchange. When foreign currencies by Turkish citizens abroad came to Turkey, the Turkish
import-substitution model strengthened. However, when the foreign currency flow de-
creased, it became one of the factors in the recession of Turkish economy in the 1970s. Boratav,
117-145. See “Birinci Bes Yillik Kalkinma Plani (1963-1967),” Turkish Ministry of Development
Website, accessed May 4, 2015, available from http://www.kalkinma.gov.tr/Lists/Kalk-
nma%2oPlanlar/Attachments/g/plan1.pdf.
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respects. An interviewee, who was a migrant worker and the owner of a trans-
lation office near Turkey’s consulate general in Hannover, claimed that “there
were sometimes hundreds of people a day gathering before the consulate gen-
eral.” These people were “so dissatisfied with their treatments that the [consu-
late] was no different than the ‘wailing wall”>¢

In the first years of migration, general situation in Turkish diplomatic mis-
sions Western Europe, most notably in Germany, were by no means different.
Murat Bilhan, a diplomat who served in Germany three times with different
diplomatic titles, states that “a Turkish diplomat could not enjoy the life in
Germany ... since there was a very heavy workload.”” Because of this, Bilhan
“wrote a petition to Ankara not to be appointed to Germany again after three
times.””® Kemal Girgin, who served only two months in Diisseldorf as Turkey’s
consul general, illustrates the unbearable workload in the Turkish consulate

general in Diisseldorf.

I worked only two months in Diisseldorf. I was signing the passports
that were heaped up every day in the hundreds (maybe close to a thou-
sand); this was all I did. Of course, I was glancing at all these processes
as quickly as possible. ... Citizens were forming long queues before the

consulate early in the morning, and we were working like beavers.”

Some low-ranking Turkish officers in consular missions were not ready to
“kindly serve” people that they evaluated inferior. Everyday cultural, ethnic,

and religion-based discrimination patterns embedded in Turkish society were

“Bazen bir giinde yiizlerce insan konsolosluk binasinin 6niinde toplaniyordu. Muamele o ka-
dar kétiiydii ki konsolosluk oniiniin aglama duvarindan farki yoktu.” Murat K. Interview by
the Author. Note-taking, Bremen, May 20, 2014.

Bilhan, Interview by the Author.

Ibid.

“Diisseldorf’ta sadece iki ay kaldim. Memurlarin hazirladig tepeleme yi1gilmis pasaportlara
her giin ve yiizlerce (belki bine yakin) imza ¢cakiyordum, biitiin igim buydu. Tabi imzalarken
yildirim hiziyla bu iglemlere §6yle bir goz atryordum... Vatandaslar sabah erkenden konso-
losluk 6niinde uzun kuyruklar olusturuyor, aksama kadar ar1 gibi ¢alisiliyordu.” Girgin, Dii-

nyanmn Dort Bucadi, 173.
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played out in the contacts of officers with Turkish migrant workers. Afra illus-

trates one of the most dramatic examples of this situation.

Since I adopted the good treatment of citizens as a principle, I initially
corrected the behavior of officers when I was appointed to a place. For
example, when I went to Diisseldorf, I saw three officers who called to
the people: “You, lazo, come! You, kurdo, go” which was not suitable
for rules of courtesy. I called them at lunch and scolded them: “How
can you address our citizens with words like lazo, kurdo, kara herif¢™°

And I put them on idle work.*!

Bilhan’s remarks confirm Afra’s. According to Bilhan, there were “hundreds
of examples of insults in Germany ... and great barriers between [diplomats]
and citizens.”® In some cases, different preferences in daily life could be a basis
for discrimination and refusing an applicant’s demand. One of my interview-

ees, a Turkish migrant worker with an Islamist background, stated that,

we, the Islamists, had problems in diplomatic missions. This changed
especially after 2002 or 2004. Apart from us, the Kurds also had serious
problems with officers in consular missions. A Kurd faced unbearable
problems with Turkish diplomatic missions that he would probably

not have encountered in the bureaucratic institutions in Turkey such

Lazo is pejorative to designate people of the Eastern Black Sea region. Kurdo is used to deni-
grate people of Kurdish origin. Kara herifliterally means “black man” which is mostly used to
insult people of Eastern Anatolian origin. This type of discrimination, according to the ac-
counts of Afra, was widespread among low-ranking administrative officers.

“Vatandaglara iyi muameleyi siar edinmis oldugumdan, bir yere atandigimda 6nce memur-
larin  davraniglarini  diizeltirdim. Ornegin Diisseldorfa gittigimde, ilk giin baktim
pasaportlarla ilgili i¢c memur bir bankoya siralanmiglar ve halka, “Sen lazo gel, kiirdo sen
bekle gibi hicbir nezakete uymayan bir tarzda hitap ediyorlar. Ogle tatilinde aldim kargima
onlari, “Siz nasil vatandasa lazo, kiirdo, kara herif gibi tabirlerle hitap edersiniz?” diye
hasladim ve geri plana aldim.” Afra, Hariciyeciler Dedikoduyu Sever, 214-215.

Bilhan. Interview by the Author.
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as the land registry office, the tax office, or while during military ser-

vice. They were being investigated for almost everything.®’

A Turkish journalist recalls his own experience confirming the above-quoted

interviewee.

Those were the 1970s. My brother had business at our consulate gen-
eral in Paris. Our father was a “high-ranking” diplomat. However, as a
democratic person, my brother did not want to exploit this. He applied
as an ordinary [citizen]. A low-ranking, intolerant officer was obsessed
with my brother’s ring. The ring consisted of his initials, EFI. The of-
ficer, who insisted that the letters symbolized a “encrypted cross,” tried
to hinder the business of my brother claiming that “you’ve become a

gavur®* here.”®

The contacts of Turkish citizens residing abroad with the state took various
shapes in different parts of the world. In Western European countries, as both
the accounts of diplomats and interviewees revealed, everyday discrimination
stemmed from biases towards ethnic backgrounds rather than ideological

marginalization. At Turkish diplomatic and consular missions in Arabic

“Biz Islamcilar 2002-2004 dénemine kadar konsolosluklarda ciddi sorunlar yasadik. Bizim
disimizda Kiirtler de konsolosluklarda ciddi sorunlar yasadi. Bir Kiirt buradaki konso-
losluklarda Tiirkiye’de bir tapu dairesinde, vergi dairesinde veya askerlik hizmetinde yagama-
yacag1 kadar dayanilmaz sorunlarla kargi karsiya geliyordu. Hemen hemen her sey icin
sorguya cekiliyorlardi.” Ekrem B., Interview by the Author. Note-taking, Bremen, May 20,
2014.

Gavur is a pejorative for non-Muslims in Turkey.

“Yine 70'li yillardi. Kardesimin Paris Bagkonsoloslugumuzda goriilecek bir isi vardi. Ba-
bamizin kidemli bir diplomat olmasina ragmen, demokrat biri olarak "torpil" kullanmak
istemedi. Normal bir vatandas olarak bagvurdu. Konsoloslukta otorite taslayan kiiciik ve
hazimsiz bir memur kardesimin yiiziigiine takti. Adinin bas harflerinden olusan EFI motifli
bir yiiziiktii. Memur bunun "gizlenmis bir ha¢" oldugunda 1srar ederek, "Sen buralarda ga-
vurlagmigsin” diye kardesimin isini yokusa siirmeye kalkt1.” Semih Idiz, irtemgelik’e Yapilan
Devlete Hakarettir,” (What has been done to Irtemgelik is an Insult against the State) Milliyet,
May 27 2006, accessed May 1, 2014, available from http://www.milli-

yet.com.tr/2006/05/27/yazar/idiz.html.
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countries, in which the official Turkish secular view was distant, the story was
different. An interviewee who long lived in Egypt to study Islamic theology
and who was also a migrant worker in Germany, compared his treatment in
Turkish diplomatic missions in Western Europe with the ones in the Arabic
world. According to him, the poor treatment in Turkey’s diplomatic missions
in Germany “was nothing compared to [that of] the consular posts in Arabic
countries.” There were officers in Turkey’s diplomatic missions in Egypt “be-
having towards people as if they were not humans.”” The Turkish officers, in
his depiction, “were men full of vanity.”*®

Turkish migrant populations were also subjected to difficulties during
their voyages from or to Turkey. This, as might be expected, added a burden
on Turkish consular missions in and the diplomats assigned to the transit
countries. Reha Aytaman, who served in Belgrade in the first half of the 1960s,
complains in his accounts about the “bandit-like behaviors of Yugoslav cus-
toms and police authority with respect to Turkish migrants who were passing
through Yugoslav territories in transit to Western Europe.” Bulgaria, Tur-
key’s neighbor to the northwest, was known for its unfriendly attitude towards
people on their way to Western Europe. During his term in Sofia as the Turk-
ish ambassador, Ecmel Barut¢u witnessed firsthand the challenges that Turk-

ish migrant workers faced while passing through Bulgarian territory.

Bulgarian police indeed treated our worker citizens passing through
Bulgaria poorly. They seemed to be involved in a continious man hunt.
They hid behind trees, stopped cars in random places to fine people.
... Turkish citizens were about to be tired of their lives. As a conse-
quence, they passed through Bulgaria without stopping ... seeing nei-

ther the face of a Bulgarian nor Bulgaria.”

Mustafa B., Interview by the Author. Note-taking, Bremen, May 22, 2014.

“Almanya’da olanlar ne ki? Misir’da insan degilmisiz gibi davraniyorlardi.” Ibid.

Ibid. “Sirf kibirden olusan insanlard1.”

Aytaman, Sinirli ..., 119.

“Gergekten de Bulgar polisi Bulgaristan’dan gecen is¢i vatandaslarimiza ¢ok kétti muamele

yapryordu. Devamli insan avciligina ¢ikmus gibiydi Bulgar polisi. Agaglarin arkasina gizlenip
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These kinds of problems were also a concern for and a professional consider-
ation of Turkish diplomats. As the Turkish ambassador to Bulgaria, Ecmel Ba-
rutcu notes that he managed to overcome this specific problem by proposing
a win-win solution to Bulgarian authorities according to which Turkish mi-
grants provided additional revenues to Bulgarian customs and, in response,
Bulgarian authories were responsible for better treating Turkish citizens pass-
ing through their countriy.”

Moreover, some Turkish citizens could not reach the target country in
which they planned to become migrant workers. This also became a concern
for Turkish diplomats, especially those who were assigned to transit countries.
Ismail Berduk Olgacay, during his term as consul general in Milan, faced such
work because of Turkish citizens unable to enter Germany or Switzerland and

those deported from these countries.

For a while, the workload stemming from workers fleeing to Europe
reached such a level that a second vice-consul was appointed to the
consulate general. People unable to enter Germany [and] Switzerland
or the people deported from these countries, were perished at the
mercy of traffickers. ... We had to lift the barriers in front of them and
open up their way either forward or backward. ...

A scene that Milanese people faced one morning in those days will
probably present the atmosphere of the time. ... A group of workers
from ... the same village were in flux after failing to cross the Alps, and
they camped under the trees in a city that they entered one night. ...

These poor people in the center of the city were carried to the consulate

olup olmadik yerde araglar1 durdurarak ceza kesiyorlardu... Tiirk vatandaglar1 hayatlarindan
bezmisti adeta. Bu ylizden ne Bulgar’in ne de Bulgaristan'in yiiziinii gormeden hududun bir
tarafindan girip hi¢ durmaksizin Bulgaristan’ kat ederek hududun 6biir yanindan ¢ikiyor-
lard1.” Barutgu, Hariciye..., 169.

Ibid.
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general in a truck. In Milan, we were ... tasked to deal with a social

explosion.”

Turkish diplomatic and consular missions faced the multifaceted challenge of
overcoming the problems that emerged from the massive workforce migration
from Turkey to Western European countries. Turkish diplomats had to mon-
itor the social and political actions of its citizens abroad. The lives of Turkish
migrants in the countries in which they resided, their trips for vacation, and
unsuccessful illegal migration attempts were sources of preoccupation for the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. With such a wide, deep burden, Turkish mis-

sions were continuously in need of expansion.

6.2.1 Increase in Consular Representation

Initial examinations of Turkish citizens’ experiences in Turkish diplomatic
and consular missions verify both the complaints of migrant workers and the
critical statements of Turkish diplomats. In her analysis of the first three years
of Turkish workforce migration to Germany, Nermin Abadan-Unat shed light
on the enormous workload of Turkish consular missions in the Federal Re-
public of Germany. Among the then-four consulates, Abadan-Unat illustrates
that the Turkish consulate general in Kéln had the heaviest workload with
“100-150 oral and sixty written applications a day.””* Abadan-Unat added that
in the absence of a special organization directly assigned to the resolution of

the problems of migrant workers, which the Italian, Spanish, and Greek

“Bir ara, Avrupa’ya kosan iscilerin yarattig1 is hacmi Oyle bir diizeye eristi ki, Bagkonso-
loslugumuza ikinci bir yardimei konsolos kadrosu eklendi. Almanya’ya, Isvigre’ye giremeyen
ya da oralardan hudut dis: edilenler, is¢i simsarlarinin elinde perisan oluyorlardz. ... Onlarin
onlerindeki engelleri kaldirmak, yollarini ya leriye ya da geriye dogru agmak zorundaydik. ...
O giinlerde bir sabah, Milano halkinin karsilastig1 bir gériintiiyii anlatirsam zamanin bir
tablosunu belki sunmus olabilirim... Hepsi ayn1 kdyden olan bir isci grubu, Alpleri agama-
yinca ortada kalmus, bir gece girdikleri bir kentte agaglar altinda kamp yapip yayilmisti. ... Bu
zavalli vatandaglarimiz kamyonla bagkonsolosluga tasinmisti. Milano’da ugragimiz ... bir
sosyal patlamanin... bize yiikledigi gorevlerdi.” Olgacay, Tasmal: Cekirge, 302-303.
Nermin Abadan Unat, Bat: Almanya’daki Tiirk Is¢ileri ve Sorunlar: (Ankara: DPT Yayinlari,
1964), 163.
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foreign ministries had, Turkish migrant workers “see the consulates as the pri-
mary unit to defend their rights for all their troubles,” making it “impossible
[for Turkish consular officers] to deal with the problems of workers along with
their other responsibilities.””*

Another research conducted by Orhan Tuna and Nusret Ekin two years
later, in 1966, arrived at similar conclusions to those of Abadan-Unat. In the
final report on the research, Tuna and Ekin claim that “it is certain that the
Foreign Affairs organization is under a heavy burden because of operations
related to our citizens working abroad,” and “it is an urgent need to reorganize
consular missions in terms of space, cadres, duties, and responsibilities.”” In
line with Abadan-Unat’s analysis, Tuna and Ekin stated that “it was impossible
in many cases for Turkish consulates to resolve problems related to Turkish
workers due to the complexity of these problems” and suggested “increas|ing]
the number of consular missions in Germany which was far from satisfactory”
when compared to the numbers of consulates of countries such as Spain, Italy,
and Greece.”® Like Abadan-Unat’s suggestion for a special organization as-

signed to the management of the migration process, Tuna and Tekin also

Ibid.

Orhan Tuna and Nusret Ekin, Tiirkiye’den Federal Almanya’ya Isgiicii Akimi ve Meseleleri (Is-
tanbul: Sermet Matbaasi, 1966), 72.

Ibid., 72-73. As of 1966, Italy already had fourteen consulates in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, whereas Spain and Greece had thirteen and fourteen consulates, respectively. In the
same year Turkey had nine diplomatic and consular missions in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, which indicates the opening of four new consular missions in the previous two years.
What makes Tuna and Ekin’s analysis interesting was “the unsatisfactory number of consular
missions leading additional costs for Turkish citizens due to travel and accommodation ex-
penditures.” For example, a migrant worker living 250 kilometers from the Turkish consulate
in Frankfurt had to set aside at least three days to manage his undertakings in the consulate,
which meant not only travel and accommodation costs but also the loss of three days’ salary.
Such financial losses, according to Tuna and Ekin, prevented Turkish migrants from “building
up satisfactory savings,” and thus, Turkey “was being deprived of the foreign currencies it
needed.” Ibid. Their analysis, in this regard, takes Turkey’s import substitution economy
model into consideration as seriously as the concerns of Turkish migrant workers living

abroad.
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prescribed “the establishment of a central organization to deal with all the
problems of migrant workers.””

Turkey’s first reaction to increase the quality of services in Turkish diplo-
matic missions in Western Europe, most notably in Federal Germany, was to
increase the number of Turkish consulates in Germany. Indeed, even before
the 1960s, Turkish governments made efforts to increase the number of “sym-
bolic” Turkis diplomatic representatives in Germany. In this regard, a decree
was issued to promote Turkey’s “honorary consulates” in Bremen, Diisseldorf,
and Hannover and its “honorary consulates general.””® After 1960, however,
Turkish diplomatic presence in the Federal Republic of Germany and else-
where in Western Europe became considerably more visible.

The massive influx of workers after the 1961 agreement complicated Tur-
key’s diplomatic presence not only in Germany but also in other countries in
Western Europe. Iskit, who was assigned to Bonn between 1965 and 1968,
notes that “[Turkish] consulates were unable to cope with” the outcomes of
migration.” As a consequence, it became a concern for the Turkish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs to deal with the early results of migration. In the words of

Erner,

we, the consuls general, who attended the meeting of consulates gen-
eral in Bonn (1964), mentioned solutions to ease the processes of our
citizens. The most significant of these formulas was to open new con-
sulates general. It was decided to open a consulate general every one
hundred kilometers in southern Germany. We had no missions in the
north except for the consulates general of Hamburg and Berlin. After

my intense insistence, we also agreed to open a consulate general in

Ibid., 71.

“Federal Almanya'daki Bremen, Diisseldorf ve Hannover Fahri Konsolosluklarimizin Fahri
Baskonsolosluga yiikseltilmelerine Dair Kararname,” (Decree on the Promotion of Our Hon-
orary Consulates in Bremen, Dusseldorf and Hannover to Honorary General Conulates) T.C
Official Gazette (Resmi Gazete), April 16, 1956, available from
=http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/arsiv/9286.pdf.

Iskit, Interview by the Author.
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Hannover, the capital of Niedersachsen (Lower Saxony). At present,

fourteen Turkish consulates general serve in Germany.*

The lack of capacity was not only discussed among mission chiefs of Turkey
in Western Europe. The government of the time was aware of the situation. In
a his speech in the TBMM, Thsan Sabri Caglayangil, the foreign minister at the
time, stated that “the foreign ministry organization was not satisfactory in
terms of personnel and fiscal capabilities” and added that six new missions
would be opened including the one in Hannover.*

All of these influenced Turkey’s eagerness to initiate a wave of new diplo-
matic mission openings in the Federal Republic of Germany. In this regard, a
consulate general was opened in Koln, the largest city of North-Rhine West-
phalia, on April 1, 1964. This was followed by the opening of general consulates
in Stuttgart in 1965 and in Nuremberg and Essen in 1966.%* In Hannover, about
which Erner claimed to have intensely advised for opening a consulate gen-
eral, a Turkish consulate general was opened in July 1966.*

The second wave of the opening of new Turkish consulates in Germany
was realized in the first half of the 1970s. This, along with the decision at meet-
ing of 1964, was the result of the considerable increase in the number of Turk-

ish migrants in Germany. From 1961 to 1973, the number of Turkish migrants

“1964 Bonn’daki Bagkonsoloslar Toplantisi Toplantiya katilan biz Bagkonsolos, is¢i
vatandaglarimizin islemlerini kolaylastirma formiillerini dile getirdik. Bunlarin arasinda en
onemli olan1 da yeni Baskonsolosluklarin agilmasi s6z konusuydu. Giiney Almanya’da ne-
redeyse her 100 km’de bir, bir Bagkonsolosluk a¢ilmas: kararlastirildi. Kuzeyde, Hamburg ve
Berlin konsolosluklarindan baska temsilciligimiz yoktu. $iddetli 1srarim {izerine Niedersach-
sen’in  (Asagr Saksonya) merkezi Hannover’de de bir Bagkonsolosluk ac¢ilmasi
kararlastirildi... Bugiin Almanya’da 14 Baskonoslosluk gorev yapmaktadir.” Erner, Davulun
Sesi, 120.

TC Dugisleri Bakanligi, “Disisleri Bakani [hsan Sabri Caglayangil'in Yaptigi Konugma,” (The
Speech of Thsan Sabri Caglayangil, the Foreign Minister) Digisleri Belleteni (Foreign Affairs
Bulletin) 16, (Ankara: 1966), 93.

“Turkish Representations,” Republic of Turkey Ministry of Foreign Affairs, accessed Decem-
ber 1, 2017, available from http://www.mfa.gov.tr/turkish-representations.en.mfa.

Ibid.
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in Germany surpassed 900,000.* Turkey, as a consequence, inaugurated con-
sulates general in Diisseldorf, the seat of the state of North-Rhine Westphalia,
and in Karlsruhe in 1973, and in Mainz in 1974.% Turkey’s last consulate gen-
eral to be opened in then-the Federal Republic of Germany, was in Munster,
which was opened in 1982.%¢

Inauguration of new consular missions during the 1960s and 70s was not
limited to the Federal Republic of Germany. Increasing numbers of Turkish
migrants necessitated such a decision. In other countries to which people of
Turkish origin intensely migrated, new consular missions were opened. Such
was the case in Rotterdam in 1968, in Bregenz in 1974, and in Lyon in 1979.

In line with the prescriptions quoted above, a special bureau was estab-
lished at the ministry in Ankara to deal with future possible workloads stem-
ming from Turkish workforce migration to Europe. Called the “Worker Issues
Coordination Bureau,” (Is¢i Meseleleri Koordinasyon Biirosu) in the 1960s, this
unit was upgraded under the custody of a directorate general in the 1970s.% In
addition to the problems in Turkish diplomatic and consular missions, “within
Turkey there was a fragmented institutional structure in which seven minis-
tries ... and many other state offices were responsible for carrying out various

migrant-related services.”® As a response, an “inter-ministerial commission”

“Yurtdigindaki Vatandaglarimizin Sorunlar1 ve CSGB’nin Sundugu Hizmetler,” 31 3 (July-Au-
gust-September 2011), 54.

“Turkish Representations,” Republic of Turkey Ministry of Foreign Affairs, accessed Decem-
ber 1, 2017, available from http://www.mfa.gov.tr/turkish-representations.en.mfa. The prepa-
ration for the opening of new consular missions was an additional workload for Turkish dip-
lomats. In many cases, a Turkish diplomat would have to deal with almost all the details of the
opening of a new consular mission. For example, for description of how the search for a new
consular building became a painful undertaking for a Turkish diplomat, see Yakin, Go¢men
Diplomat..., 121-123.

“Turkish Representations,” Republic of Turkey Ministry of Foreign Affairs, accessed Decem-
ber 1, 2017, available from http://www.mfa.gov.tr/turkish-representations.en.mfa.

Ibid.

Girgin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Donemi..., 148-150.

Sahin-Mentucek & Bager, “Managing Diasporas...," 91.
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was established to “simplify proceedings in the consulates.” The commission
met three times in September 1964 and concluded that “some of the proceed-
ings could be immediately simplified or even abolished while others could be
simplified over a certain period of time.”! The ministry instructed its person-
nel “to treat the Turkish citizens who were temporarily or permanently living
abroad well.”*

The “worker problem” was not only a matter of numbers; it was also an
issue of management. There were various, complicated issues awaiting solu-
tions. One ambassadorial appointment deserves special attention. Ziya Miiez-
zinoglu, originally a financial bureaucrat, was appointed as the Turkish am-
bassador to the Federal Republic of Germany in August 1964. The
appointment of Ziya Miiezzinoglu as the ambassador in Bonn in August 1964,

states Asula, was a watershed.

He prompted workers to form unions and then a federation. He made
regulations to deal with the various problems of our workers. In order
to preserve the bonds of our workers with the motherland, he initiated
a massive cultural campaign. He protected worker savings. He pre-
pared the infrastructure for the transformation of these savings to in-

vestments into Turkey.”

The statements of another young diplomat of the time overlap with those of

Asula. According to Temel Iskit, it was hard to “manage the revenues of the

TC Disisleri Bakanhgy, “Tiirk Alman Teknik Isbirligi Anlagsmasi,” (Turkish-German Technical
Cooperation Agreement) Disisleri Belleteni (Foreign Affairs Bulletin) 2, (Ankara: 1964), 92.
Ibid.

TC Dugsisleri Bakanligy, “Vatandaglara Iyi Muamele Olunmasi,” (Well Treating of the Citizens)
Digsisleri Belleteni (Foreign Affairs Bulletin) 7, (Ankara: 1965), 23.

“Once igcilerimizi derneklesmeye ve arkasindan da federasyon kurmaya tesvik etti. Daha son-
ralary, iscilerimizin cesitli sorunlariyle mesgul olacakdiizenlemeler yapti. Bunlarin iistiine,
iscilerin Anavatanla baglarini muhafaza i¢in masif kiiltiir faaliyeti kampanyasi baslatti. Isci
tasarruflarina sahip ¢ikti. Tasarruflarin Tirkiye’de yatirima doniigtirillmesinin gerekli
altyapisini hazirlad1.” Asula, Disisleri Albiimii, 20. According to Asula, Miiezzinoglu was not
welcomed in the ministry since he was not a career diplomat but a finance bureaucrat. More-

over, adds Asula, people in the ministry were concerned about his active style. Ibid.
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workers,” and there were “various foundations corrupting the workers.”**
Miiezzinoglu, states Iskit, was the diplomat to overcome these problems. He
led the adoption of a law concerning “the ease of transfer of the revenues of

workers to Turkey.””

The appointment of Miiezzinoglu and his initiatives ex-
plains what the Turkish government understood about organizing the influx
of workers to Western Europe. Like Tuna and Ekin’s prescriptions, part of
Miiezzinoglu’s actions also stemmed from the desire to benefit from the
wealth accumulation of Turkish workers for Turkey’s import substitution
economy model.

Neither the meeting of consuls general in 1964, nor Miiezzinoglu’s initia-
tives were improvisational. Such initiatives responded to the needs and expec-
tations of the Turkish migrant population. So what did the first generation of
Turkish workers think and propose with respect to the amendments to the
services offered to them? Abadan-Unat’s comprehensive survey provides a
handful of information on the views of Turkish migrants, if not a wholesale
picture. For example, 26.7 percent of Turkish workers labeled the services of
Turkish consulates “completely unsatisfactory,” whereas 19.2 percent stated
that they had been “taken care of closely.” A quarter of workers visiting con-
sulates stated in the survey that they had been treated “politely,” whereas only

”97 Sur-

four percent of the workers complained about being treated “rudely.
prisingly, almost half the interviewees (46.8 percent) preferred to leave this
question unanswered. The degree of silence is considerable and can be inter-
preted that the people remaining silent were also unpleasant of the conditions
in Turkish consular missions.

Abadan-Unat’s survey also reveals that most dissatisfaction was concen-
trated around consular missions in the regions of North Rhine Westphalia and
Baden Wiirttemberg in which Turkish migrants were residing most densely.*®

To put it differently, wherever the workload of Turkish consular missions

Iskit, Interview by the Author.

Ibid.

Abadan-Unat, Bat: Almanya’daki Tiirk Is¢ileri ..., 164.
Ibid.

Ibid.
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increased, Turkish citizens were more dissatisfied with the services presented

them.

6.2.2  The Mindset of the State: Multifaceted Nature of Turkish Migra-
tion to Europe

The increasing presence of Turkish diplomatic and consular missions in West-
ern Europe throughout the 1960s and 7os is worth examining. The state, with
regard to the rising number of its citizens outside its borders, sought to extend
its bureaucratic units to serve their needs and expectations. This was neither
a reactionary nor an unplanned attempt. On the contrary, Turkey’s opening
towards Western Europe was the consequence of a planned initiative decided
through consultations within the state mechanism.

Turkey’s attempt to inaugurate new diplomatic missions in Western Eu-
rope (especially the second wave in 1970s) coincided with another phenome-
non. The attacks of the Armenian Secret Army for the Liberation of Armenia
(ASALA) and the Justice Commandos of the Armenian Genocide (JCAG),
which will be examined in the next chapter of this study, coincided with the
years in which the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy opened its doors and ca-
dres to Western Europe. The outcomes of attacks on Turkish diplomatic mis-
sions indeed contrasted with Turkey’s intent to open new diplomatic missions.
These actions resulted in high security measures that caused a heavy financial
burden and prevented the Turkish state from opening new diplomatic mis-
sions elsewhere in Europe. In practice, however, the encounter of the inaugu-
ration of new diplomatic missions and the actions of the ASALA were related
to each other. Turkey, instead of avoiding the establishment and consolidation
of new diplomatic missions in Western Europe, began to instrumentalize these
new diplomatic missions by ideologically and politically combating the in-
creasing awareness due to a propaganda war of the 1915 Armenian deporta-
tion. In this respect, the March 1979 opening of a Turkish consulate general in

Lyon, where many Armenian migrants lived, and the attack by the ASALA on
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this diplomatic mission just sixteen months after its opening, are worth re-
calling.”

The Turkish migrant population did not pose a challenge for the Turkish
diplomatic bureaucracy only due to the workload they caused. Increasing so-
cial and political mobilization on the part of migrants became a concern for
Turkish diplomats, as well. A meeting in 1966 was organized to tackle the so-
cial mobility and the level of political polarization among Turkish migrant
workers in the Federal Republic of Germany. Erner’s statements below clarify

the political agenda and atmosphere of the meeting.

The second meeting of consul generals in Koln was organized by Am-
bassador Oguz Gokmen. Ambassador Gokmen asked us for infor-
mation on these issues: the number of our citizens in our areas of re-
sponsibility and harmful ideologies among them. These were grouped
into three: communism, Kurdism, and the Nur movement.'® Consuls
general informed that Kurdism was strong in some areas whereas Nu-
rists were influential in other areas. When it was my turn, I said “com-
munism is flourishing in my region (in and around Hamburg) but I do

not think that it will hit a dangerous level.”"!

On July 19, 1980, Two gunmen shot up the Turkish Consulate in Lyon, killing two people and
seriously wounding two others. “Fransa’daki Lyon Konsoloslugumuz Saldiriya Ugrads,” (Our
Consulate in Lyon, France has been Attacked) Milliyet, August 6, 2014, 1

The Nur movement is an Islamic movement strongly committed to the Kurdish Islamist
thinker, Said-i Nursi. The movement, along with its strong presence in Turkey, has also been
influential among Turks living in Europe. See Serif Mardin, Bediizzaman Saidi Nursi Olay::
Modern Tiirkiye’de Din ve Toplumsal Degisim (Istanbul: Iletisim, 2015).

“Bonn’daki ikinci Bagkonsoloslar toplantisi yeni Biiyiikel¢i Oguz Gékmen’in baskanliginda
yapildi... Biylikelci Gokmen bizden su noktalarda bilgi rica etti: havzai memuriyetimiz
(gorev bolgemiz) i¢indeki vatandaglarin sayisi ve buradaki muzir cereyanlar. Bunlar da tige
ayirmistt: Komiinizm, Kirtgiilik ve Nurculuk... Bazi bolgelerde Kiirtciiliik oldugu, ba-
zilarinda Nurcularin genis eylemlerde bulundugu belirtildi. Sira bana geldiginde, bélgemde
komiinizmin yesermeye basladigini, ancak bunun tehlikeli bir diizeye gelecegini sanmadigimi
soyledim.” Erner, Davulun Sesi, 121. The agenda of the first meeting in 1964 was to cope with

the increasing workload of consular missions. The content of the second meeting, which took
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High levels of political mobilization in Turkey during the mid-1960s found
direct and quick responses among the Turkish migrant population in Europe.
Turkish diplomatic and consular missions, as is clear in the example above,

were on high-alert to react against these. Once again Erner notes,

[Thsan Sabri] Caglayangil, as the minister of labor (February-Novem-
ber 1965), visited Hamburg after determining the problems of other
consulates-general. Our first task was to organize a meeting with Turk-
ish workers. I said to Caglayangil, “The first workers who came to Ger-
many settled in Hamburg. They learned to rigorously seek out their
rights from the Germans. There are many leftist workers among them.
They will probably want to make get angry. ... The workers put pres-

sure on the minister, especially on the issues of social affairs.'*

As the two quotes above clarify, the Turkish migrant population began to be
politicized shortly after their arrival in Western Europe. What makes this case
interesting is that the political tendencies of the Turkish migrant population
in Europe were an immediate issue of concern for the Turkish diplomatic bu-
reaucracy.'® In his speech at the TBMM, Seyfi Oztiirk, the Minister of Labor
between 1969 and 1971, informed parliament that three state institutions - the

Ministry of Labor, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the National

place in 1966, proves that Turkish diplomats realized the complicated aspects of the migration
process.

“Caglayangil, Calisma Bakani olarak diger Baskonsolosluklarimizin sorunlarini saptadiktan
sonra Hamburg’a geldi... Ilk isimiz de Tiirk isileriyle bir toplanti diizenlemek oldu. Cagla-
yangil’e “Beyefendi, Almanya’ya ilk gelen iscilerimiz Hamburg’a yerlesmislerdir. Haklarini
titizlikle aramay1 Almanlardan 6grenmislerdir. Aralarinda da bir hayli solcu is¢i vardir. Soru-
lartyla sizi zor duruma diislirmek ve hatta sinirlendirmek isteyeceklerdir” dedim. Caglayangil
glilimseyerek “Merak etme Bagkonsolos, beni diger Baskonsolosluklarda da soru yagmuruna
tuttular, gerekli cevaplari verdim,” dedi. Isciler 6zellikle sosyal konularda bakani bir hayli
sikistirdilar.” Ibid., 118.

This was not a groundless concern. Emre categorizes the acts of the Turkish Communist Party
under three headings: Radio broadcasts from the Eastern Bloc, publishing a journal titled
Yenicag (New age), and organizing the Turkish workers in Europe. Yunus Emre, CHP, Sosyal
Demokrasi ve Sol: Tiirkiye'de Sosyal Demokrasinin Kurulus Yillar1 (1960-1966) (Istanbul:
Tletisim, 2013), 144.
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Intelligence Organization (MIT), “were closely monitoring the actions of the
Turkish Communist Party established in East Berlin and the actions of this
political formation in the Federal Republic of Germany, as well.”'** Turkish
diplomatic missions, from the beginning, were assigned the task of coping
with leftist political formations that were popular among Turkish citizens liv-
ing in Europe. Haluk Bayiilken, the Foreign Minister between 1971 and 1973,
complained that the liberal democratic system of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many prevented them from banning the recruitment of leftist interpreters in
diplomatic and consular missions despite the fact that their actions were
closely monitored.'” Similarly, Oguz Gékmen complained about the “tolerant
attitude” of German institutions towards not only Germans but also the mi-
grant population, a preference which he correlates with the German govern-
ment’s desire to clean the memory of the Nazi era.'” The Turkish government
and officials of the time, were focused “selectively” on “to manage what mi-
grants can and cannot do.”"”

Even so, Turkish consular officers did their best to resolve the “problem of
communist propaganda.” Yakin, who like Bayiilken also complained about the
tolerant political atmosphere of the Federal Republic of Germany;, illustrates a

story of denaturalization as follows,

I denaturalized a pro-Moscow person ... who made propaganda to
[Turkish] citizens in his so-called office. ... We were unable to prevent

his actions (since it was not forbidden to make communist

Zeynep Selin Artan, From Village Turks to Euro Turks: Turkish State’s Perceptions of Turkish
Migrants in Europe (MA Thesis, Istanbul: Bogazi¢i University, 2009), 44.

Ibid., 45. On the other hand, ironically, some consular missions were utilizing these left-lean-
ing officers in consular missions for monitoring purposes. An interviewee, a middle-aged
worker, claimed “there was a guy who I knew was a member of the FIDEF. (a left wing political
organization popular among Turkish migrant workers in Germany). Afterwards, he was em-
ployed in the Turkish Consulate General in Bremen. He was watching and reporting on our
actions in the name of the state.” Enver C., Interview by the Author. Note taking, Bremen, May
20, 2014.

Oguz Gokmen, Federal Almanya ve Tiirk Is¢ileri (Ankara: Ayyildiz Matbaasi, 1972), 270.

Liza Miigge, “Managing Transnationalism: Continuity and Change in Turkish State Policy,”

International Migration 50, no. 1 (2011), 20.
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propaganda). This person was organizing people, imposing his views
through giving conferences. Once, he led our workers to make a
demonstration before consulate building; he made them throw stones

at the chancery.'®

Western European countries offered a more liberal atmosphere for politically-
mobilized Turkish citizens, and this was perceived as a threat by the Turkish
government. In this regard, Turkish diplomatic and consular missions focused
on the political orientations of its citizens abroad. Turkish governments of the
time also tried to play different groups off one another. Asula depicts the pol-

icies of governments as follows,

Some of our people were coming to us and showing letters delivered
to them from Helsinki, Stockholm. ... [In these letters] it was men-
tioned that the government was exploiting them, and under these con-
ditions, it was time to rebel against the order in Turkey. ... Counter and
protective measures were taken many years later. However, it was too
late. This time, religious foundations were promoted to counterbalance
harmful leftist formations and [Islamist organizations] gathered the
people to them with the services they offered. Not much could be done
against them, and these foundations ... were tolerated according to the

formation of coalitions in Turkey.'"”

“Niirnberg civarinda szde igyeri olarak actig1 yerde vatandaglara komiinizm propagandasi
yapan ve (Almanya’da komiinist propagandasi yapmak yasak olmadig: icin) faaliyetini
onleyemedigimiz... Moskova yanlis1 birini vatandashktan attirdim... Bu kisi Niirnberg’te
actig1 bir biiroda iscilerimizi topluyor, onlara konferans verip fikirlerini agiliyordu. Bir kere
topladig: isilerimizi baskonsolosluk binasina getirip niimayis yaptirdi, konsoloslugun cam-
larina tasg attirip kirdirdl.” Yakin, Gogmen Diplomat..., 113-114.

“Insanlarimizin bazilari, kendilerine, Helsinki’den, Stokholm’den postalanan mektuplari
getirip, Biiyiikelgilikte bize gosteriyorlardi... [Bu mektuplarda] hiikiimetin kendilerini istis-
mar ettiginden bahsediliyor ve bu kogullarda, Tiirkiyee diizene kars1 baskaldirmalarinin za-
maninin geldigi anlatiliyordu... Cok sonraki yillarda baz1 mukabil ve koruyucu énlemler
alimmak istendi. Ancak, ge¢ kalinmusti. Bu defa, zararli ve solcu cereyanlara karsi koymak i¢in,

dinci kuruluslar meydana atilmis ve gelistirdikleri ¢esitli hizmetlerle, insanlarimizi etraflarina
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Gokmen, on the other hand, also warned against religious political currents
of thought that he saw as dangerous as the leftist orientations. He, in this re-
gard, attaches a prominent role to “well-educated, enlightened, nationalist”
religious officials in tackling the possible future harmful influences of Islamist
political orientations.'"® Nevertheless, he is pleased by the fact that Turkish
migrants “were opposed to leftist propaganda.”'!! When we consider the Turk-
ish government’s attempts control Islamist orientations among Turkish citi-
zens abroad through official and semiofficial religious institutions, it can be
concluded that these views influenced the official Turkish stance towards mi-
grant worker populations.''

6.2.3 Changing Patterns of the State-Citizen Relationship: A Transfor-

mation Story

The need for comprehensive institutional changes apart from inaugurating
new diplomatic and consular missions was loudly voiced in the Turkish public
even in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Ergun Goze, a right-wing columnist
renowned for his opposition to what was known as “traditional Turkish diplo-
macy,” proposed the establishment of a “ministry of foreign workers” recalling
the “poor treatment of workers in embassies” as one of the many distresses

faced by the Turkish migrant population in Western Europe.'”® According to

toplamiglardi. Bunlara kars: bir sey yapilamad: ve hatta... icerideki koalisyonlarin olusuma
gore, miisamaha bile edildi.” Asula, Dsgisleri..., 23.

Gokmen, Federal Almanya ve Tiirk Isgileri, 269.

Ibid., 268.

Ibid., 269. The views of Asula and Gokmen may seem contradictory in the case of the attitude
towards Islamist political orientations. Asula opposed the promotion of Islamist groups to
eliminate left-leaning political views among Turkish citizens whereas Gokmen solely sug-
gested the monitoring of the spread of Islamist ideology through religious officials and official
institutions. Gokmen does not point out the link between Islamist and leftist currents of
thoughts. Both diplomats attached the same level of danger to Islamist formations in Western
Europe.

Ergun Goze, Disisleri Kavgas: (Istanbul: Serda Matbaacilik, 1975), 272. This was indeed also
the expectation of Turkish citizens in Europe. In her study focusing on the socioeconomic

integration of Turks in Europe, Birsen $ahin quotes the words of two migrants on the necessity
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him, it was a travesty to think that a “small bureau” (the Worker Issues Coor-
dination Bureau) could cope with migrant workers numbering almost 1.5 mil-
lion, whereas the problems of workers inside the borders of Turkey were being
followed up by a directorate general at the ministerial level."** Similar to Goze,

Vassaf, for example, states that,

the officers of the foreign ministry, who have been assigned to be in-
terested in the problems of our workers abroad, are even punishing
them [migrant workers] for living abroad, increasing the passport fees
and generally, do not deal with their problems. ...

Turkish workers in Europe and Turkish diplomats representing
them are like the citizens of two different countries. They are so distant
that Turkish diplomats living in the most expensive districts do not
even know the names of the districts, in which thousands of workers
live. In official affairs, on the other hand, they exclude citizens instead
of understanding them. ... For Turkish diplomats in Europe, the state
of their people is a disgrace [for Turkey] ... Diplomats do not want to
deal with workers; they leave them to their fates. ...

As if millions of citizens were not living outside Turkey, the foreign
ministry’s organization abroad still maintains the mindset of the eight-
eenth century diplomacy, and nothing more is put into operation other
than increasing the number of personnel for documentation pro-

cesses.!t?

of establishing a “ministry of European Turks.” See Birsen $ahin, Almanya’daki Tiirkler: Mis-
afir Isgilikten Ulusotesi (Transnasyonel) Baglarin Olusumuna Gegis Siireci (Ankara: Phoneix,
2010), 222-223.

Goze, Disisleri Kavgasi, 272. He also notes that “even” Yugoslavia established a ministry for
her migrant workers. Ibid.

“Gorevlerinden biri yurt digindaki yurttaglarimizin sorunlariyla ilgilenmek olan Disisleri Ba-
kanligi ... yetkilileri adeta yurt disinda oturmalarini cezalandirircasina, her yil milyonlarca
isci ve ailesinin pasaport uzatma siiresine zam yapmakta, sorunlariyla ise genellikle ilgilen-
memektedirler. ... Avrupa’daki Tiirk iscileri ile onlar1 temsil eden Tiirk diplomatlar1 sanki ayr1
iki tilkenin yurttaglaridir. Birbirlerinden o denli uzaktirlar ki, en pahali mahallelerde outran

Tiirk diplomatlar: binlerce ... is¢i yurttasinin oturduklar: mahallenin ... adini bile bilmez.
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Written in 1983, Vassaf’s statements present a wholesale criticism of Turkey’s
policies towards its citizens in Europe with a special emphasis on the attitudes
of Turkish diplomats towards the Turkish migrant population. Although his
remarks, as will be illustrated below in detail, reflect the truth to some extent,
Turkey’s attitude towards its migrant population was already changing during
the period in which he wrote this passage. Turkey’s attitude towards the Turk-
ish migrant population in Europe gradually changed over the following dec-
ades.

While at present a ministry responsible for migrant populations has yet to
be established, the Turkish state acted considerably in parallel with the words
of Goze and Vassaf. Their views were shared also by some diplomats. Mustafa

Asula, a Turkish ambassador, notes in retrospect that,

we [the state] neither had non-governmental organizations to guide
the [workers] nor had we presented them with a sufficient, minimum
education. ... While sometimes statistics published by State Statistics
Institute proudly revealed the savings that our workers have delivered
[to Turkey], we forgot a prominent [social] deficit and destruction.
Our people, because of being neglected, were first falling into the
clutches of extreme religious and other groups, and moreover, [they]
were going into the orbit of anarchist groups located in certain Euro-
pean centers. It was such that, our people, who had a median age of
between twenty-five and forty, ... found themselves in the sphere of

influence of terrorist formations after returning [to Turkey].''¢

Resmi iligkilerinde ise kendisini halkiyla 6zdeglestirmek yerine, onlar1 dislar. ... Avrupa’daki
Tiirk diplomatlari i¢in kendi halklarinin durumu bir yiiz karasidir. ... Diplomatlar, is¢ilerin
mubhatabi olmak istemez, onlar1 kendi kaderiyle bas baga birakirlar. ... Sanki Tiirkiye diginda
milyonlarca yurttas yasamryormus gibi, Disisleri Bakanligr'nin yurt dis1 6rgiitlenmesi hala 18.
Yiizyilin diplomasi anlayist icerisinde stirdiiriilmekte, evrak islemlerinin yiiriiyebilmesi i¢in
kadro artirnrmindan bagka pek bir sey yapilmamaktadir.” Giindiiz Vassaf, Daha Sesimizi Duy-
urmadik: Avrupa’da Tiirk Is¢i Cocuklar: (Istanbul: Istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yayinlari, 1983),
191.

“Diger yabanci is¢iler misali, ne onlara yol gosterecek sivil toplum kuruluglarimiz vards, ne de

[devlet olarak] kendilerini asgari bir 6n egitimden gecirmistik ... Zaman zaman Devlet
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Not all diplomats were critical of state policies. Some of them put forward that
the distress stemmed from the incapability of the migrants themselves. Alaed-
din Giilen, a consul-general who served in both Germany and Austria, noted
that in the absence of education offered to Turkish migrant workers, their
presence in Western Europe harmed Turkey’s and the Turkish people’s image

on the continent.

We became unsuccessful in managing the issue of sending workers to
Europe. It cost us a lot to send our workers to Europe by taking them
from their villages without any education. Even though people coming
from rural areas to Istanbul face problems, it was not taken into con-
sideration how the same people would live when they were taken di-
rectly to Europe. The reason for this failure was our wrong policy con-
cerning workers. We only evaluated our people as foreign currency
machines; however, we never thought that they were at the same time

our instruments of publicity.'””

Giilen criticizes the instrumentalization of Turkish migrant workers in Europe
by facilitating their capital accumulation while simultaneously instrumental-

izing the same people by their ability to contribute the promotion of the

Planlama Tegkilatinca yayimlanan istatistiklerle, is¢ilerimizin yurda gonderdikleri tasarru-
flarindan &vgiiyle bahsederken, ¢ok dénemli bir agig1 ve hatta tahribati unutuyorduk. in-
sanimiz sahipsizlikten, 6nce kendi i¢indeki dinci vesair nitelikli ideolojilerin agina diistiyor
ve bu da yetmiyormus gibi, Avrupa’nin muhtelif merkezlerinde yuvalanmis bulunan anarsist
mihraklarin yériingesine giriyorlardi. O kadar ki, yas ortalamasi 25-40 olan insanimiu ... yurda
doniislerinde, kendilerini terér mihraklarinin ¢emberi icinde buluyorlardi.” Mustafa Asula,
“Misafir Isciler,” in Dis Politikamizin Perde Arkasi: 23 Biiyiikelginin Olaylara Bakisi, ed. Turhan
Firat (Ankara: Umit Yayncilik, 2005), 207-208.

“Avrupa’ya is¢ci gonderme isini yiiziimiize goziimiize bulastirdik. Hicbir egitime tabi tut-
madan is¢ilerimizi kdylerden alip Avrupa’ya yollamamiz, bize pahaliya maloldu. Kéylerden
Istanbul’a gelenler bile uyumsuzluk g¢ekerken, ayni insanlar dogrudan Almanya’ya
gotiiriliirse bunlarin ayni insanlar dogrudan Almanya’ya gotiiriiliirse bunlarin ne duruma
diisecekleri hi¢ distiniilmemistir. ... Bundaki fiyaskonun sebebi tamamen bizim yanlis is¢i
politikamizdir. Biz iscilerimizi sadece doviz makinesi olarak gordiik, oysa onlarin ayni za-
manda iilkemiz i¢in bir tanitma arac1 oldugunu hi¢ diisiinmedik.” Giilen, Bellekte Kalanlar...,

207.
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Turkish image in Europe. As a measure of better “image making,” Giilen states
that it was essential “to educate the people to be sent abroad, to teach them
minimum behavioral norms and to adapt their clothing to the European
standard.”'*® In other words, he suggests a kind of “top-down reform process”
to rehabilitate Turkey’s image in Europe. Murat Bilhan, a consul general of the
time, also underscores the lack of formal education among the Turkish mi-

grant population.

They should have been upgraded culturally. [However,] we were or-
dered to do just the opposite. In order not to break their connections
to the homeland, teachers and religious officers were being appointed.
People were encouraged to underscore their differences from the Ger-

mans.'?

The aforementioned quotes are clear expressions of the motives behind the
Turkish state’s changing attitude towards the Turkish migrant population.
Turkish governments realized that the migrant population was not only a bur-
den on Turkish diplomatic and consular missions; but also it became clear that
these people also posed a more complicated challenge. In response, the Turk-
ish state “introduced a law that allowed dual citizenship for the first time.”'*°
In 1969, thirteen years before this law was passed, Stileyman Demirel, then-
prime minister, stated “why should we grant dual citizenship? If they feel they
are Turks, they must live in Turkey.”'*' The change in the mindset of the state
was clear.

This was followed by another step which was being realized for the first

time in modern Turkish history: article 62 of the 1982 Constitution mandated

Ibid.

Bilhan, Interview by the Author. “Onlarin kiltirel diizeyini yiikseltmeliydik. Ancak bize
bunun tam tersi yoniinde talimat verildi. Anavatanla baglarini koparmamak adina 6gretmen-
ler ve din gérevlileri tayin edildi. Insanlar Almanlarla aralarindaki farkin altini gizmeleri
yoniinde tesvik edildi.”

Damla Aksel, “Kins, Distant Workers, Diasporas: Constructing Turkey's Transnational Mem-
bers Abroad,” Turkish Studies 15, no. 2 (2014), 203.

Aysem Sezer Sanli, “Tiirkiye’de ‘Alamanci Almanya’da “Tiirk’: Araftaki Gurbetgiler,” in Tii-
rkiye’nin 1960’h Yillari, ed. Mete Kaan Kaynar (Istanbul: Iletisim, 2017), 677.
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that the Turkish state would be responsible for the measures required for the
wellbeing of Turkish citizens working in foreign countries.'** The article was
concerning the quality of life of Turkish migrant population and their ability
to return home. The Turkish government paid special attention to shape the
religious tendencies of its citizens abroad. In 1985, the government of the time
“initiated the establishment of a religious organization, the Turkish-Islamic
Union of Religious Affairs (DITIB) ... under the auspices of the Turkish Pres-
idency of Religious Affairs.”'? DITIB was centered in the Federal Republic of
Germany, but similar structures were also established in Austria, Belgium,
France, and other European countries.'**

The experiences of especially first-generation migrants in Europe, which
were most visible to the Turkish state through encounters in its diplomatic and
consular missions, persuaded Turkish governments to make a revision to their
relationship with their citizens. As illustrated through a comparative analysis
of the accounts of both Turkish diplomats and migrant workers, one of the
main sources of distress among the Turkish migrant population was Turkish
diplomatic and consular bureaucracies themselves. As a response, Unver notes
that “Turkish consulates in all receiving countries offered new forms of service
— such as assisting Turkish citizens in the fields of labor and social issues, ed-
ucational problems, and legal status in the receiving countries.”’® In this
sense, the scope of work of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs also
evolved in terms of the Turkish migrant population in Europe. According to a
statement by the ministry on its official webpage, the ministry defines its re-

sponsibility as

The full text of the article is as follows: “The State shall take the necessary measures to ensure
family unity, the education of the children, the cultural needs, and the social security of Turk-
ish citizens working abroad, and to safeguard their ties with the home country and to help
them on their return home.” Since the ratification of the Constitution, this article has never
been subject to amendment. “Constitution of the Republic of Turkey,” TBMM Website, Ac-
cessed March 25, 2015, available from https://global.tbmm.gov.tr/docs/constitution_en.pdf.
Omer C. Unver, “The Changing Diaspora Politics of Turkey and Public Diplomacy,” Turkish
Policy Quarterly 12, no. 1 (Spring 2013), 185.

Ibid.

Ibid., 184.
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managing and taking a position concerning the integration processes
of Turkish citizens living abroad. The ministry’s current focus regard-
ing the Turkish diaspora living abroad is to assist them in overcoming
integration problems with regard to political participation, education,

employment and cultural maintenance.'*

The Turkish migrant population in Western Europe became more and more
politicized in the decades after 1980. The coup d’état of September 12, 1980,
caused a new wave of politically-motivated migration from Turkey to Europe.
This was on one hand a challenge for Turkey since the new wave of migration
consisted of people who were dissidents of the new military administration in
Turkey. On the other hand, governments of the time discovered the potential
that the Turkish migrant population offered. The organized, politicized Turk-
ish migrant population, unlike in the initial years of migration, had begun to

be considered as partners for cooperation.'?’

Ozge Bilgili and Melissa Siegel, “Understanding the Changing Role of the Turkish Diaspora,”
UNU-MERIT Working Paper Series, (2011), accessed March 1, 2015, available from
https://www.merit.unu.edu/publications/.../wp2011-039.pdf.

Ho & Connel’s term “diaspora diplomacy” makes sense of Turkey’s changing attitude in this
regard. The Turkish migrant population attracted the attention of the Turkish public in two
respects. First, most notably for Turkish governments, the Turkish population in Europe is
thought to counterbalance “anti-Turkish” sentiments in Europe led by Armenian, Kurdish,
and extreme leftist groups. In recent years, Turkey tended to “instrumentalize” the Turkish
population en masse against critics of Turkey. See Zafer Caglayan, “Tiirk Diasporasi1 En Bityiik
Sansimiz,” (Turkish Diaspora is Our Greatest Opportunity) Anadolu Ajansi, October 18, 2011.
In some cases, Turkish statesmen mobilized the Turkish population against the governments
of their host countries in order to reach the targets of Turkish foreign policy. For instance,
Mesut Yilmaz, then-prime minister of Turkey, advised Turkish migrants in Germany not to
vote for Helmut Kohl’s Christian Democratic Union, which he believed was a hinderance to
Turkey’s EU accession process. See “Se¢im Karti,” (Election Card) Milliyet, September 27,
1998. Political parties in Turkey made considerable efforts on attracting the interest of Turkish
organizations in Western Europe for their increasing role in Turkish elections. Today, the
Turkish migrant population is more organized than ever before. However, they do not consti-
tute a monolithic bloc that can be easily managed and manipulated by any given government
or political party. For a list and an analysis of Turkish and Turkish-origin groups in Western
Europe, most notably in Germany, see Bahar Baser, Diasporada Tiirk-Kiirt Sorunu: Almanya

ve Isve¢’te Tkinci Kusak Gécmenler (Istanbul: Tletisim, 2013), 64-67.
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6.2.4 Everyday Causes of the Evolution of the State-Citizen Relation-
ship: Encounters of Turkish Diplomats and Turkish Citizens

Turkish diplomatic missions in Europe became the sites of cleavage between
Turkish diplomats as representatives of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy
and Turkish migrant citizens. In this regard, the distance between Turkish
state and its citizens was constituted, redefined, and reproduced in the trans-
national context. The main points of disagreements between Turkish citizens
abroad and the bureaucracy consisted of daily practices. These clashes reflect
the gap between the expectations of the state and citizens from each other.
These clashes, which were indeed embedded in state-citizen relations in Tur-
key as a whole, are depicted in the accounts of Turkish diplomats. Baytok’s
notes, for example, illustrate both why citizens have “never” been satisfied
with the practices of Turkish diplomatic missions and why meeting all the re-

quests of citizens was impossible. In his words,

It is not possible to change the ideas of our citizens living abroad about
consulates and embassies. Our citizens, who are extremely obedient
before local authorities abroad, begin to glare when they enter the
gates of national institutions such as consulates and THY offices. In
some cases, they exaggerate by behaving considerably emotionally to
legitimize their unjustified requests. It is impossible to prevent this. ...

Most of the unpleasant habits in consulates occurred when our of-
ficers declared to our citizens that it was impossible to fulfill their re-
quests legally and formally, which they assumed to be justified. In ad-

dition, our people ... could not endure to wait.'*

“Yurtdisindaki vatandaglarimizin konsolosluklar ve elgiliklerle ilgili goriislerini degistirmek
miimkiin degildir. Yurtdisinda yerel makamlar karsisinda boyunlar1 kildan ince olan bu
vatandaglar, konsolosluklar ve THY gibi milli miiesseselerimizin daha kapilarindan
adimlarini attiklar1 anda her sey gozlerine batar. Bazen bu haksiz taleplerinin mazereti veya

gerekgesi olarak ileri gotiirecek kadar hissi davranirlar. Bunun 6niine gegmek abesle istigaldir.

Konsolosluklarda ¢ikan tatsizliklarin bityiik ogunlugu, vatandaslarimizin hak saydiklar:

veya zannettikleri bazi iglemlerin, memurlarimiz tarafindan kanunen veya usulen miimkiin
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Baytok, who worked as a mid-ranking consulate officer in London during the
mid-1960s, reduced the objections of Turkish citizens abroad to their una-
wareness of laws and customs and their lack of regard for the daily working
and service conditions of Turkish diplomatic and consular missions. Baytok,
moreover, links the conflicts in the daily life of consulates to the impatience of
Turkish citizens. Contrary to colleagues like Afra or Erner, he does not take
into consideration the fact that each day spent in a consulate implied wage
losses for migrant citizens. Yilmaz Ikizer, who worked in Turkey’s consul gen-
eral in Geneva during the early 1960s, expresses a similar complaint to Bay-

tok’s with a more precise example. In his words,

When I saw a man’s head appear [in the door] while I was working in
my room, I called him. ... He claimed to have gone abroad three days
earlier. He missed very much speaking in Turkish. To that end, he vis-
ited the consulate in Geneva. He complained about my colleague in
Geneva saying “how polite you are. The vice consul there in Geneva
kept me waiting for half an hour.” ... I did not have any requests. I
intended keep him company.” What can be said about the attitude of
this citizen who does not even think of the impropriety of visiting our

diplomatic missions to chat?'*

Ikizer presents an extreme case that can hardly be accepted as a satisfactory
example representing the relations between Turkish citizens abroad and Turk-
ish diplomatic missions en masse. Moreover, this case has little to say about
the tense relations between Turkish migrant citizens and diplomatic missions.

Ikizer, even so, concludes that the “problem occurs due to the lack of our

olamayacaginin kendilerine séylenmesi tizerine gikiyordu. Bir de... insanlarimizin beklemeye
tahammilleri yoktu.” Baytok, Dis Politikada..., 83.

“Bir giin odamda caligirken bir erkek baginin kapida goziiktiigiinii goriince seslendim. ... Ug
glin 6nce yurt disina ¢ikmis. Tiirkge konusmay1 ¢ok 6zlemis. Bu amagla, bir giin evvel gittigi
Cenevre’de Bagkonsolosluga ugranmis. ‘Siz ne kadar naziksiniz. Orada Muavin Konsolosun
isi varmig, beni yarim saat bekletti. Halbuki hi¢bir talebim yoktu. Soyle bir yarim saat yarenlik
edeyim diye diisiinmiigtiim’ sozleriyle Cenevre’deki meslekdasimi bana sikayet etti. Diplo-
matik misyonlarimiza gevezelik icin gitme fikrinin sakathigini dahi diisiinemeyen

vatandagimizin tutumuna ne demeli dersiniz?” Ikizer, Su Bizim Garip Hariciye..., 33.
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citizens” knowledge about the duties of the ministry’s institutions abroad.”**
Ikizer, in this regard, is in line with Baytok with respect to explaining the dis-
putes between Turkish citizens abroad and officers of diplomatic missions.
One diplomat who ended his career as a consul general also complains that
“hundreds of migrant workers earning their livelihoods all around the world
made the workload of Turkish diplomatic officers even heavier.”"*' According
to him, Turkish diplomats abroad “became mentors to the workers.”**> Con-
trary to Ikizer and Baytok, this anonymous consul general does not blame the
“ignorance” of Turkish citizens; nevertheless, he points out that the increasing
number of Turkish migrants in Europe had a negative impact on the function-

133 Tkizer also complains that

ality and scopes of work of Turkish diplomats.
this lack of knowledge about procedures led Turkish citizens “to try to resolve
their problems with Armenian and Greek interpreters even in cases that dip-
lomatic missions could easily have assisted them.”***

Turkish diplomats explain the problems in Turkish diplomatic and consu-
lar missions as a lack of knowledge among the citizens. Nevertheless, they also
insist that bureaucratic mechanisms did not make the processes easier. The
accounts of some Turkish diplomats illustrate the bureaucratic constraints that
hindered the establishment of a sustainable relationship between the state and

its citizens in the transnational context. In Afra’s words,

[the Ministry of] Finance sometimes made such ridiculous decisions
that citizens became furious with the government, saying that “they
once again made a decision to rip us oft.” ... For example, one day a
circular announced that “additional, daily fees will be collected from
citizens who forget to extend the validity of their passports.” And what
fees? Like 1.11 Deutsche Mark (DM) or 2.14 DM. On the first day, we
pulled our hair out trying to calculate these crazy amounts and obtain

the coins. A few weeks later, it was announced that fractions (kiisurat)

Ibid.

Anonymous, Hariciyemizin I¢ Yiizii, 19 & 76.

Ibid., 19.

Ibid.

Ibid. These Armenian and Greek interpreters were fluent since they previously resided in Tur-

key.
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would no longer be demanded, and, instead, we were ordered to collect
three months’ additional fees in advance. Citizens reacted mostly to
this additional fee. ...

In another case, citizens were demanded to pay 250 DM to the con-
sulates for relatives invited from Turkey. These fees would later be re-
paid. This also caused chaos. ... A thousand people came to take the
reimbursement on the day following the day that these fees were col-
lected. These decisions were causing the consulate disgrace [among
foreign consular missions]. Those in the capital [Ankara] were prepar-
ing these circulars without taking into consideration the chaos that

they would cause.'*

As a representative of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy, Afra criticizes the
bureaucratic practices and procedures for not taking into account the future
outcomes. He also asks, “I wondered whether [the Ministry of] Finance con-
sulted Foreign Affairs or not,” which is indeed an expression of dissatisfaction
with respect to the cooperation between two components of the Turkish bu-
reaucracy.”*® Even Baytok, who criticized Turkish citizens abroad for their lack
of knowledge about procedures, blames bureaucratic failures and shortcom-
ings for the problematic state-citizenship relationship. Baytok’s notes are

worth examining since they inform us that state-citizen tensions in Turkish

“Bazen maliyenin o kadar mantiksiz genelgeleri gelir ki, vatandas, “Iste yine bizi yolmak i¢in
boyle bir karar almislar,” diye hiikiimete diisman kesilir. Kendi kendime merak ederdim,
acaba Maliye boyle acayip genelgeler hazirlarken Hariciyenin goriisiinii altyor mu? Ornegin
bir giin bir genelge geldi: “Pasaport siiresini uzatmay1 unutan vatandastan, gecikme giinleri
i¢in ek bir harg alinacak,” deniyordu. Ama ne harglar: 1,11 DM. Veya 2,14 DM gibi. Birinci giin
hem bu delice miktarlar1 hesaplamak hem de bozuk para tedarik etmek i¢in sacimizi bagimizi
yolmustuk. Birkag hafta sonra bu kiisurattan vazgecildigi, bunun yerine, bir giin gecikme olsa
dahi {i¢ aylik erken harg alinmas bildirildi. Vatandagin en biiyiik tepkisi bu ek harca kars:
oldu. Hitkimet yine “para tirtiklamakla” itham edildi. Gel de vatandasa hak verme. ...

Bir bagka sefer, Tiirkiye’den davet edilen akrabalar i¢in vatandaglarin bagkonsolosluklara
250 mark yatirmalari istendi. Bunlar sonra iade edilecekti. Bu da kargasa yaratt1... Bu para-
larin toparlanmasinin ertesi giinii, bu kere parayr geri almak iizere bin kisi geldi. Bunlar
gercekten konsolosluklar: civara rezil eden kararlardi. Merkezdekiler kararlarin yaratacag:
kesmekesi dikkate almadan bu genelgeleri kaleme aliyorlardi.” Afra, Hariciyeciler ..., 206-207.
Ibid., 207.
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consular and diplomatic missions were not limited to the demands and appli-

cations of Turkish migrant citizens.

In the 1960s, students and patients coming to London were the main
customers of the consulate general. Our students got tired of their lives
because of problems stemming from a shortage of cash. When illogical
problems due to legal regulations were added in, these young people
could not spare the time and energy for their courses. Unfortunately,
our consulate and student inspectorship offices were ordered to stone-
wall our children instead of support them. I was against this. In this
respect, I tried to interpret the regulations in their favor. ...

There was a student inspection office in London attached to the
embassy. Students had registered with this office to acquire official sta-
tus. Otherwise, their deadlines for military conscription would not be
postponed and they would be conscripted. And if they did not join
[the army], [the students] were ascribed the status of deserter. On the
other hand, these children were asking to postpone their conscription
deadlines in order to register with the student inspection office. I mean

... akind of chicken and egg situation."”

This contradiction was widespread among Turkish diplomatic missions else-
where in Europe. Aziz Yakin, a mid-ranking Turkish diplomat assigned to the

Bonn embassy for consular affairs, mentions an inspector of the Ministry of

“1960’l1 yillarda baskonsoloslugumuzun baslica miisterileri 6grencilerimiz ve tedavi i¢in Lon-
dra’ya gelen hastalarimizdi. Doviz sikintisi yiiziinden maruz kaldiklar: giigliikler birgok
burslu 6grencimizi bezdirdi. Buna bir de mevzuattan dogan akil almaz problemler eklenince,
bu genglerimizin derse ayiwracak takat ve zamanlari kalmazdi. Maalesef, konsolosluk ve
ogrenci miifettigliklerimiz adeta bu ¢ocuklarimiza destek degil, kostek olmaya memur
edilmislerdi. Ben buna karsiydim. Bu yiizden onlara, mevzuati lehlerine yorumlayarak uygu-
lamaya ¢aligtyordum. ...

Londra’da biiyiikel¢ilige bagli bir 6grenci miifettigligi vardi. Ogrenciliklerinin resmiyet
kazanilmasi i¢in 6grencilerimizin miifettislige kayitli olmalar1 gerekiyordu. Yoksa askerlikleri
tecil edilmiyor ve askere ¢agiriliyorlar gitmeyince de asker kagagi durumuna diisiiyorlardi.
Ogrenci miifettigligine kayit olabilmek igin de, bu gocuklardan, askerliklerinin tecil edilmis

olmasi sart1 arantyordu. Yani bir nevi tavuk yumurta durumu.” Baytok, Dis Politikada..., 8.
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National Education who, in the words of Yakin, was a “student enemy.”"** Ac-
cording to Yakin, the inspector requested him not to consider Turkish people
as students unless the Ministry of National Education had recognized the title
from the beginning."”” However, claims Yakin, he rejected the request of the
inspector and delivered student passports to young Turkish citizens who suf-
fered financial shortcomings during their educations in the Federal Republic
of Germany.'* The statements of witnesses of the time from “the other side of
the desk” also verify that the process of being a Turkish student abroad caused
considerable difficulties. An interviewee who settled in Germany for educa-

tional purposes said that,

I went to Germany in the 1970s. I wanted to study at the university
there. The Turkish army ordered me to prove that I was a university
student in Germany. The Turkish consulate, on the other hand, wanted
me to postpone my military service in order to be accepted as a Turk-

ish student abroad. It was a totally vicious cycle.'*!

In his critical reassessment of Thomas Hobbes’ portrayal of the notion of the
state, in Leviathan, Pierre Bourdieu draws a distinction between what he calls
“the right hand” and “the left hand of the state.” The left hand of the state, in

Bourdieu’s conception, is

“the set of agents of the so-called spending ministries which are the
trace, within the state, of the social struggles of the past. ... [They are]
“opposed to the right hand of the state, the technocrats of the ministry

Yakin, Gégmen Diplomat..., 65-66

Ibid.

Ibid. The students were coming to the Federal Republic of Germany for educational purposes,
but they were obliged to work due to financial troubles.

“1970’lerde Almanya’ya gittim. Orada {iniversite egitimi almak istiyordum. Ordu askerligimi
tecil etmek i¢in Almanya’da 6grenci oldugumu kanitlamami istiyordu. Tiirk bagkonsoloslugu
ise beni bir tiniversite 6grencisi olarak kabul etmek icin askerligimi tecil ettirmemi istiyordu.

Tam bir kisir dongii” Ahmet B., Interview by the Author. Note-taking, Bremen, May 19, 2014.
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of finance, the public and private banks and the ministerial cabi-

nets.”14?

This conceptualization was made by Bourdieu in order to clarify the devastat-
ing impact of neoliberalism on social democracy policies in general. Foreign
policy and ministry of foreign affairs of the states are not considered as aspects
of this dichotomy. Even so, ministry of foreign affairs of a state would be on
the sidelines of the right hand of the state with its concentration on diplomacy
and security concerns.

The critical accounts of Turkish diplomats conjure up Bourdieu’s above-
said categorization. Without falling into the trap of anachronism, it is useful
to rethink state-citizen relationship on the basis of the metaphor of “the right
hand and the left hand of the state.” Turkish diplomats opposed the incon-
sistent and in most cases unfeasible demands of the Turkish bureaucracy, po-
sitioning themselves in line with the citizens even though they are the repre-
sentatives of the Turkish bureaucracy in the transnational context. Such a
preference leads diplomats, whose main responsibility is to mediate between
their state and the receiving state, to mediate between its citizens and the state.
Baytok notes that

at the consulates, we were mostly busy with the procedures of our
[Turkish] patients coming to London. ... People, who were unaware of
the regulations and did not speak a foreign language, were coming to
London when they had a serious illness. Throwing them to the wolves
would neither suit the principles of work nor those of humanity. It was

a divine duty for me to help these people during my term in London.

Pierre Bourdieu, “The Left Hand and the Right Hand of the State,” Variant 32 (2008), accessed

May 11, 2014, available from http://www.variant.org.uk/32texts/bourdieuz2.html.
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The sorrow of such consulate work affected me rather than its dif-
ficulty. During their treatments and surgeries, patients were taking

strength from me calling me “my brother” or “my son.”***

The notion of “being together with the citizens” is widespread among Turkish
diplomats; moreover, such a behavior is considered a “must” in their jobs. Afra
states that

I was assisting passport processes along with the officers when I was
assistant consul. I did not give up this routine when I was promoted to
consul general....

There are colleagues who close their doors to the public and sign
documents through an assistant. I get very angry especially when a

young officer behaves in such a manner. Are you a king?'*

Turkish migrant workers and citizens living abroad generally express their re-
actions and criticisms towards the Turkish bureaucratic system through their
contacts with Turkish diplomats. Turkish diplomats, as clarified in the state-
ments above, position themselves between the state and citizens; thus, they do
not define themselves as purely obedient elements of the state applying the
orders of the central government without hesitation or criticism. Instead, the
humanitarian aspects of their profession were openly emphasized by Turkish
diplomats. Afra states that social aspects of working in diplomatic and consu-

lar missions dominate their careers.

“Konsoloslukta bizi en ¢ok, tedavi i¢in Londra’ya gelen hastalarin islemlerinin mesgul ettigini
soyleyebilirim. Lisan, yol yordam bilmeyen insanlar menfur bir hastaligin pengesine diisiince,
son bir imit olarak Londra’lara kadar gelmekteydiler...

Onlar1 yiiziistli birakmak, ne gorev anlayisina ne insanliga sigardi. Kaldigim siirece Lon-
dra’da her hastanin yardimma kosmay: en ulvi gorev saydim. Konsolosluk gorevinin bu
yaninin mesakkatinden ¢ok hiiznil beni yikardi... Hastalar sen benim kardesimsin veya
oglumsun diyerek beni muayeneleri ve ameliyatlar: sirasinda yanlarinda gérmekten giic alir-
lard1.” Baytok, Dis Politikada..., 8.

“Muavin konsolos iken, kalabalik giinlerde memurlarin arasina girer ve pasaport doldu-
rulmasina yardim ederdim. Bagkonsolos oldugumda da bu huyumdan vazge¢medim. ...

Kapilarin: halka kapatip, belgeleri bir odact vasitasiyla imzalayan meslektaslar da vardur.
Hele boyle bir tavri geng bir memur yaptiginda pek sinirlenirim. Sen kral misin yahu!.” Afra,

Hariciyeciler..., 214 & 228-229.
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Turkish workers sometimes left their children with a German family,
and the German families, who began to feel attached to the child, did
not want to give him back. Many people had to apply to the courts
because of this. ...

In Essen, there was such an incident and the Family Court gave
custody of the child to his German family in order to prevent him from
suffering psychological collapse. The father of the child took the notice
and requested help. The words “psychological collapse” in the decision
did not affect me, but I felt disturbed [when the court] labelled Sinop
— the family was from Sinop - underdeveloped and polluted. I wrote a
polite letter to the judge. ... The judge changed his decision and sur-
rendered the child back to his Turkish family. He also informed me in
a short letter - a kind of apology.'*®

As clarified by Baytok and Afra, Turkish diplomats were keen and motivated
to contact citizens. Furthermore, they define assisting the citizens as an inte-
gral part of their profession. Girgin, who was Turkey’s charge d’affairs in East
Berlin, the capital of the German Democratic Republic, states that he was
mostly busy with the “affairs ... of citizens who reside in West [Berlin] and
have a child from a relationship [with someone] in the East or people who die
in this city.”"** Yaman Bagkut, who was a young career diplomat in Turkey’s
consulate general in Paris, states that “in a place where there were so many
citizens, one of the most important duties of a consulate was marriage proce-

dures.”'¥

“Tiirk isciler bazen gocuklarini bir Alman ailesinin bakimina birakirlar, aradan beg-alt1 yil
gecince ¢ocuga 1sinan Almanlar geri vermek istemezlerdi. Birgok kisi bu nedenle mah-
kemelere diismiisti. ...

Essen’de, boyle bir olay olmus ve Aile Mahkemesi ¢ocugun ruhi bir ¢okiintitye ugrama-
mast i¢in, onu Alman ailesine birakmug. Baba, ilami alarak bana gelip yardim istedi. [lamdaki
“cocugun ruhi durumu” i¢in sozleri dokunmad: ama, Sinop (aile Sinopluydu) kentini az
gelismis, kotii havali gibi kelimelerle nitelendirmesi kanima dokundu. Oturup hakime nazik
bir mektup yazdim. ... Hakim kararini degistirdi ve ¢cocugu Tiirk aileye geri verdi. Bana da
kisa bir mektupla bilgi verdi, bir nevi 6ziir dileme gibi.” Afra, Hariciyeciler..., 226.

Girgin, Diinyanin Dort Bucagt..., 178.
Bagkut, Aferin, lyiydin..., 32-33.
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Turkish diplomatic missions were fields of mutual interaction between cit-
izens and officials of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. Turkish diplomats
were not dissatisfied by their roles. For instance, Afra notes that he also “filed
passports at the counters on busy days.”'*® Ikizer also illustrates how interac-

tion with citizens was a source of professional satisfaction for diplomats.

When you do the simplest works such as extending a passport or pre-
paring of document, — leaving aside that we are abroad and earn sala-

ries for this — their grateful expressions make you forget your fatigue.

The problems of the migrants have no end, [but] their gratefulness

is limitless.!'*

When Thsan Sabri Caglayangil, then-minister of labor, visited the Federal Re-
public of Germany to meet with the mission chiefs in this country in 1965,
Erner claims that his citizen-friendly attitude surprised the minister. In his

words,

At the end of the meeting, the minister asked me “Consul General,
what did you do to these people? They complain about official institu-
tions, but here, in your mission, they cheer as if we are at soccer
match.” I answered “Two things, sir. We have smiling faces and com-
plete their procedures quickly. Our citizens, as a matter of fact, do not

expect anything different.”’*

Afra, Hariciyeciler Dedikoduyu Sever, 228.
“Pasaport temdidi veya bir belge tanzimi gibi en basit islerini yaptigimizda-aslinda bu isler
i¢in yurt disinda bulundugumuzu ve bunun i¢in para aldigimizi géz ardi ederek- bir
tesekkiirlerini ifade edis tarzlar1 vardir ki sadece bu dahi biitiin yorgunlugunuzu unutmaniza
yeter de artar bile. ...

Aslinda gurbetcinin derdi bitmez, gosterdigi kadirsinasligin da sonu gelmez.” Ikizer, Su
Bizim Garip Hariciye..., 34-35.
“Toplanti sonunda “Yahu Bagkonsolos, sen bu adamlara ne yaptin? $Simdiye kadar gittigim her
yerde resmi makamlari sikayet ettiler senin burada ise futbol ma¢inda gibi lehte tezahiirat
yaptilar!” dedi. “Iki sey efendim: Giiler yiiz gosterdik ve iglemlerini cabuk yaptik, zaten

vatandisimiz da bundan bagka sey beklemiyor” cevabini verdim.” Erner, Davulun Sesi..., 119.
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§ 6.3 Concluding Remarks

Beginning in the early 1960s, Turkey sent a considerable migrant population
to Western Europe. The flow of workers, which began with a tiny number of
people in 1961, reached more than a million people almost a decade later. This
flow of people produced a new type of relationship between the Turkish state
and its citizens. Officers of Turkish diplomatic and especially consular mis-
sions stood at the center of this relationship which was experienced in a trans-
national context. This process inevitably redefined the responsibilities of Turk-
ish diplomats and increased their scope of work. Turkish diplomats
encountered not only challenges stemming from state-citizen relationships
abroad but also faced problems that were the consequences of domestic polit-
ical realities.

The Turkish state’s measures in reaction to the challenges as a consequence
of Turkish workforce migration ranged from quantitative to qualitative. When
the Turkish population dramatically increased, most notably in the Federal
Republic of Germany, Turkey opened new consular missions. Shortcomings
in terms of the quality of services offered to Turkish citizens abroad was an-
other challenge. Beginning in the initial years of migration, the Turkish state
inquired into the reasons behind the problems through research. As a conse-
quence of these efforts and with the lessons learned from the experiences of
Turkish diplomatic and consular officers with their citizens, the services and
attitudes toward the Turkish migrant population were rehabilitated. This pro-
cess also influenced the Turkish state’s attitude towards the Turkish migrant
population abroad. The state’s responsibility towards its citizens abroad was
protected constitutionally. This gradual shift was a direct outcome of interac-
tions between Turkish diplomatic and consular officers and Turkish citizens
throughout the 1960s and 7os.

On May 24, 2014, almost eight years after his troublesome 2006 meeting
with Turkish migrants in Germany, then-Prime Minister Recep Tayyip
Erdogan was again in this country. This time, his supporters did not declare
any complaints about fraud by Islamic companies or poor treatments in Turk-

ish diplomatic and consular missions. Attendees of Erdogan’s rally in Kéln
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fully supported the then-prime minister. These people whose votes were de-
manded in Turkey’s presidential elections of August 2014 were highly grateful.

My interviewees, with whom I attended the rally of Erdogan together, were
convicted that the treatment towards them had changed drastically after AK
Party’s coming to power in 2002. One claimed that the 2002-2004 period was
a watershed. Another stated that even an information note on the walls of
Turkish consulates was meaningful and made the citizens feel safer. The infor-
mation note stated that “we are trying to bring your procedures to an end as
soon as possible. If you still face difficulties, please contact us immediately.”""!
An interviewee, who lived in North African countries for years, also insisted
that the treatment in Turkish diplomatic missions had dramatically changed
under the AK Party administration.'** This chapter of this study suggests that
mindset of the state towards the Turkish migrant population in Europe
changed long before the 2000s. Indeed, from the early days of Turkish work-
force migration to Europe, contemporaneous Turkish governments and the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy made efforts to overcome problems faced due
to the migration process. In this regard, the Turkish state had already rede-
fined its relations with the migrant population in Europe in the 1970s. As
noted above, this shift was most clearly characterized by the inclusion of the
state’s responsibilities to its Turkish citizens abroad in the Turkish Constitu-
tion of 1982.

In sum, the flow of Turkish people to Western Europe was an unpredicted
shock to the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. No one projected that these peo-
ple would cause such a workload and change in the scope of work of the offic-
ers in Turkish diplomatic and consular missions. In this sense, the Turkish
diplomatic bureaucracy grasped the situation relatively quickly and responded

successfully in both quantitative and qualitative terms.

Murat K., Interview by the Author.
Enver C., Interview by the Author.
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A Profession on the Frontline: Attacks towards Turkish

Diplomats and the Formation of an Official Narrative

§ 7.1 Background

1
2

urkish diplomats have always been on the frontline of the century-long
T Turkish-Armenian political tension. Most notably between 1973 and
1986, Turkish diplomats were preeminent targets of Armenian political vio-
lence with twenty-seven attacks resulting in the death of forty-two Turkish
diplomats, their relatives or workers in Turkish missions." According to one
evaluation, this number corresponded to 4.5 percent of the total personnel of
the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs at the time.> This part of the study ex-
amines the impact of this organized crime on its targets - that is, on Turkish
diplomats and the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy as an institution. On the
other hand, this chapter analyzes the issue by locating it within Turkish-Ar-
menian relations in the twentieth century as a whole.
Despite the fact that diplomats of other countries were subject to similar
attacks in those years, attacks targeting Turkish diplomats were characteristic
in two respects. First, the continuity of attacks caused the death of numerous

Turkish diplomats — more than the casualties of any other country. Second,

Bilal Simsir, Ermeni Meselesi: 1774-2005 (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinlari, 2013), 212.
Ibid.
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contrary to the attacks on diplomats of other countries, Turkish diplomats
were not targeted because of their political preferences or the actions of their
government. The attacks were realized due to a dispute that had its roots in
history. In this regard, Turkish diplomacy’s engagement with the “Armenian
Question” will not be examined only through an account of the violent atmos-
phere of the 1970s and early 8os, rather the issue will be settled in its historical
context. The Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy did not touch on the Armenian
Question for the first time after the attacks. On the contrary, they had been at
the frontline of this battle since its emergence at the turn of twentieth century.

As it can be remembered from chapter 2, the Cold War diplomat was
tasked to influence the public opinions of other nations in order to gain sup-
port for his government at the international platforms. The Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy’s involvement in the “Armenian Question” can also be examined
through the lense of public diplomacy. Melissen states that “the United States,
the former Soviet Union, and Europe’s three major powers (Britain, France,
and Federal Germany) invested particularly heavily in their ‘communications
with the world” during the Cold War.”® This process established the basis of
public diplomacy, although states’ efforts to influence foreign publics date
back centuries.* In a similar vein, Turkish diplomats, by publications and lob-
bying efforts, established and publicized an official Turkish position in the de-
bates over “1915,” launching perhaps the first serious public diplomacy cam-
paign in the republican history. Turkish diplomats were actively involved in
the establishment of a Turkish counter narrative against the genocide allega-
tions with respect to the deportation of Ottoman Armenians in 1915. Promi-

nent officials of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy championed this

Jan Melissen, “The New Public Diplomacy: Between Theory and Practice,” in The New Public
Diplomacy, ed. Jan Melissen (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), 4.

» «

The term “public diplomacy” “entered the lexicon of international affairs in the Cold War
environment of the 1960s.” Nevertheless “the essence of the practice,” that is to say “the com-
munication of governments with foreign publics” dates to earlier centuries. Joumane Chahine,
Public Diplomacy: A Conceptual Framework (PhD diss. Montreal: McGill University, 2010),
iii. The campaign of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy against “genocide” allegations vis-a-
vis deportations in 1915, in this regard, can be categorized as one example of a comprehensive

public diplomacy effort in modern history.
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campaign, which was a direct outcome of serial assassinations of their col-
leagues throughout the 1970s and early 8os. Throughout the century-long “Ar-
menian Question,” Turkish diplomats have not only been victims of terrorist
attacks but also active proponents in the formation of an official narrative

campaign against genocide allegations.’

7.1.1  An Eternal Dispute: Turkish Diplomacy’s Engagement with the
Armenian Question before 1973

Preoccupation of Turkish/Ottoman diplomatic posts with “Armenian affairs”
dates to the last decade of nineteenth century. Armenian insurgencies in East-
ern Anatolia in the 1890s resulted in casualties of Armenians in Sason and
Bitlis were directly reflected in the Washington mission of the Ottoman Em-
pire. Throughout the 1890s, the activities of Armenians in the United States

became “the principle preoccupation of the [Ottoman] embassy in

During the writing process of the dissertation, three studies were published on the formation
of the official Turkish position vis-a-vis genocide allegations with regard to the deportation of
Ottoman Armenians in 1915. Thomas De Waal labels Turkey’s efforts to respond the claims of
Armenians after attacks on Turkish diplomats as “Turkey’s counter-narrative.” Thomas de
Waal, Biiyiik Felaketten Sonra: Soykirimdan Sonra Tiirk-Ermeni Iliskileri (Istanbul: letisim,
2016). Fatma Miige Gogek’s book illustrates the “narrative of denial” by a comprehensive ex-
amination of over three-hundred memoirs of the actors related to the “Armenian Question.”
Fatma Miige Gogek, Denial of Violence: Ottoman Past, Turkish Present and the Collective Vio-
lence against the Armenians (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015). Omer Turan and Giiven
Giirkan Oztan focuses on how the Turkish reason of state against genocide allegations was
constructed through political processes, state reports, and books in a-century-long period
following the deportations of 1915. Omer Turan Giirkan Oztan, Devlet Akli ve 1915: Tiirkiye'de
“Ermeni Meselesi” Anlatistnmin Insast (Istanbul: Tletisim, 2018). These studies locate the role of
the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy in the broader context of official Turkish narrative for-
mation process. This study contributes these discussions with a special emphasis on the Turk-
ish diplomatic bureaucracy’s influence in determining Turkey’s position vis-a-vis genocide
allegations, claiming that participation of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy in the afore-
mentioned initiative was considerably related to the continuous political violence vis-a-vis
Turkish diplomats in the 1970s and early 8os. Efforts of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy
differed from Turkey’s previous initiatives in two respects. These efforts, first formed a sys-

tematic official narrative, and then popularized it among the Turkish public.
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Washington” The Ottoman embassy in Washington mainly dealt with the le-
gal problems of Ottoman Armenians obtaining American citizenship; further-
more, the embassy was “specially tasked to monitor the Armenian activities,
namely rallies, demonstrations, publications and organizational works, in the
United States.” The Armenian press in the United States was monitored, and
in response, the embassy had published refutations (tekzips) of the content and
images published in these Armenian newspapers, most notably with respect
alleged massacres by the Ottoman government of the Armenians.®

One of the first and most symbolic figures of the tension between Ottoman
resident missions and the Armenian community in the United States was Ah-
med (Alfred) Riistem Bey, who served three termes in Washington at different
ranks, the last being Ottoman ambassador to the United States. The son of a
Polish emigré who fled the Ottoman Empire after the 1848 revolutions, Ahmed
Riistem Bey joined the Ottoman diplomatic staff in 1881.° Known for his up-
front and short-tempered character, Ahmed Riistem faced problems and dis-
putes throughout his diplomatic career and afterwards.'® After serving in the

United States twice as a mid-ranking Ottoman diplomat, he was appointed as

Giirpinar, Ottoman Imperial Diplomacy..., 143.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Senol Kantarci, “Osmanli’da Onurlu Bir Diplomat ve Milli Miicadelenin Onemli Simas1: Ah-
med Riistem Bey,” Ankara Universitesi Tiirk Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii Atatiirk Yolu Dergisi 42,
(2008), 249.

For example, during his term as First Secretary in the Washington Embassy, Ahmed Riistem
wrote an article in the British newspaper, Daily News, complaining about the extravagant ex-
penditures of Ottoman diplomats at a time the government was suffering from financial short-
comings. He did not remain his term in Washington as first secretary and was recalled to
Istanbul to undertake the investigating of a corruption affair within the ministry. He was also
known for engaging in two duels with Greek diplomats on different dates. As one of the prom-
inent figures in the National Struggle years, Ahmed Riistem was also known for challenging
Mustafa Kemal to a duel after a dispute. Not because of this, but because of another clash, he
resigned from his duty as deputy of the TBMM and moved to Europe. Throughout his years
in Europe, Riistem became an active proponent of the propaganda initiatives of early repub-
lican Turkey. See Mine Erol, A. Riistem Bey: Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun Amerika Biiyiikelgisi

(Ankara: Bilgi Basimevi, 1973), 7-68.
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ambassador to Washington in May 1914, a date that signals that his term in
office would be preoccupied with “Armenian affairs.” Ahmed Riistem made
highly-critical statements to an American newspaper, the Evening Star,
harshly condemning allegations by the American public towards the Ottoman
government with respect to its treatment of Ottoman Armenians. In his state-

ment, Ahmed Riistem commented

Armenians who lived in peace and serenity for centuries under Otto-
man administrations revolted with the support of the British, French,
and Russian Empires and cooperated with states that engaged in wars

with the Ottoman Empire in order to weaken it."!

Ahmed Riistem, after comparing French treatment of Algerians, British of In-
dians, and Russians of Jews, claimed that the Ottoman government was right
and just in its position against Armenians."

Ahmed Riistem Bey’s remarks would constitute the core of the official the-
sis of republican Turkey about the Armenian question in the following dec-
ades, and this narrative was reproduced by other diplomats. Despite the fact
that his declaration was before 1915-16 and was more precisely at the onset of
the Armenian deportation —, Ahmed Riistem already linked the Ottoman at-
titude towards the Armenians to their betrayal. His book, La Guerre Mondiale
et la Question Turco-Armenienne (1918) (World war and the Turco-Armenian
question), which was written in French, was also an effort to justify Ottoman
policies towards Armenians during World War I. In this regard, he can be con-
sidered the first Ottoman diplomat to have an interest in the Armenian issue
and indeed, apart from its being a counter-propaganda initiative, Ahmed
Riistem’s work was one of the first efforts to formulate an official perspective
against the accusations of the world publics with respect to Armenian massa-
cres.”

Ahmed Riistem’s remarks did not cause a direct clash between him and

the Armenian community in the United States; instead, he encountered the

Senol Kantarci, “Osmanlr’da Onurlu Bir Diplomat...,” 257.
Ibid.
Ibid., 258.
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reaction of the government of the United States, notably that of President
Woodrow Wilson since he also criticized the American government’s activi-
ties with respect to indigenous communities both in the United States and the
Philippines, which was then a United States colony.'*

Ahmed Ristem Bey was the first Turkish diplomat to take a stance in
terms of the “Armenian Question.” In addition to this, Turkish diplomats were
preoccupied with assassination attempts by Armenian organizations long be-
fore the 1970s. Cemal Pasha, one of the members of the Unionist Triumvirate,
was assassinated in Tbilisi just after leaving the Turkish (TBMM) representa-
tion in the city. While in Tbilisi, Cemal had been staying in a hotel, but on the
day of his assassination he had dinner with Ahmet Muhtar Bey at the Turkish
mission and he was ambushed by Armenian militants minutes after leaving
Turkish the residence.’” His murder influenced the ideas of Turkish diplomats
towards the newly-emerging “Armenian threat” and the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy would become much alarmed. Ahmet Muhtar was the TBMM’s
envoy to Tbilisi at the time of assassination, and the “psychological effects of
experiencing terrorism at such close” was in his mind when he met with
demonstrations after his appointment to Washington as ambassador in 1927.'¢

Ahmet Muhtar’s appointment to Washington and the tension before and
after his arrival was a clear precursor of future relations between Armenian
communities throughout the world and Turkish diplomatic missions."” The
first actions of Armenians against Turkish diplomats, as a matter of fact, were
realized in the United States a half century later. Even before the appointment
of Ahmet Mubhtar, anti-Turkish groups in the United States, which predomi-
nantly consisted of the members Armenian communities in the country -
strongly opposed the Turco-American Friendship and Trade Agreement on

August, 6 1923."% An influential “No to the Lausanne Agreement” campaign

Ibid., 257.

Bilal Simsir, Sehit Diplomatlarumiz, ss.
Harris, “Repairing...,” 154.

Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, 119-120.
Ibid., 119.
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was put into operation and generally targeted the improvement of Turkish-
American relations at any cost."”

Ahmet Mubhtar arrived the United States late since there were reactions
both to the appointment of a Turkish ambassador to the United States and also
to the choice of Ahmet Muhtar. According to leaders of the anti-Turkey camp,
Ahmet Muhtar was “responsible for the death of 30,000 Armenians by pro-
moting the Turkish invasion of Armenia while Acting Foreign Minister in
1920.% Ahmet Muhtar, against all odds, arrived in Washington on November
28, 1928, but he was not met with a welcoming atmosphere. On the contrary,
by the time he landed to the United States, both American public opinion and
certain groups were antagonistic with respect to his arrival, and he had to be
accompanied by well-equipped American security forces.” Deeply influenced
by the assassination of Cemal seven years earlier, Ahmet Muhtar recounts his
first minutes in Washington: “we arrived the American soil under these cir-
cumstances in a tense atmosphere.*

Harris states that “Muhtar exaggerated the power and danger of the Ar-
menian protests,” but the security precautions that the American government
took proves that he was not alone in his concerns.”” Tension between Turkish
diplomatic missions and Armenian communities in the United States and
elsewhere in the world was not limited to threats of physical violence; there
was a struggle between the two sides in the propaganda field that would re-
peate itself numerous times throughout the twentieth century. The first exam-
ple of the propaganda war between a Turkish diplomatic mission and Arme-
nian community in the United States emerged with a book — Franz Werfel’s
The Forty Days in Musa Dagh -, which was a story of Armenian militants in

Southern Anatolia.** When Metro-Goldwyn-Meyer, a titanic American

Ibid.

Harris, “Reparing...," 156.

Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar..., 123-125.

Ibid., 125.

Harris, “Repairing...,” 156.

The issue was brought to the agenda of the Turkish public by Falih Rifki Atay in the last days
of 1933. Beginning on December 25, 1933, Atay frequently dealt with the book in his column

in Hakimiyet-i Milliye daily newspaper. Public awareness through his articles increased so
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filmmaking firm, planned to use the book as the script for a new film, the issue
became a matter for Mehmet Miinir Ertegiin, Turkey’s ambassador to the
United States. Ertegiin, “protested to [the Department of State] asking that all
possible steps ... be taken to prevent the production of this film ... because it
risked triggering hostility toward Turkey by presenting a distorted picture of
Turkish treatment of Armenians.”*

As Turkey’s delegate at the 5th Conference for the Unification of Penal Law
in Madrid in 1933, Ertegiin witnessed “Raphael Lemkin making his historic
appeal for an international statute recognizing crimes of barbarity, a proposal
that the Nazi delegation then prevented from being adopted but which would
later reemerge as the Genocide Convention” in 1948.%° Ertegiin, as a witness of
Lemkin’s appeal, was aware that discussion of the 1915 deportations in the con-
text of genocide conception would harm the image of the young Turkish re-
public.”” He, in this regard, served out his term in Washington with this aware-
ness.

Ertegiin’s demand brought about a continuous dispute between the Turk-

ish government and filmmakers with the implicit or explicit mediation of the

much that the novel was prohibited even in Germany by the Third Reich. Mithat Kadri Vural,
“Sedat Laginer, Ermeni Sorunu, Diaspora ve Tiirk Dig Politikasi,” Cagdas Tiirkiye Tarihi
Arastirmalar: Dergisi 6 (2007), 362.

Harris, “Cementing...,” 184.

Harris, Atatiirk’s Diplomats..., 61. Ertegiin’s familiarity with the “Armenian Question” dates
to his years as a legal counselor in the Ottoman diplomatic bureaucracy. On January 19, 1919,
Mehmet Miinir Bey prepared a report on the reasons of deportations of the Ottoman Arme-
nians in 1915. Mehmet Miinir’s justification of the deportations was remarkably similar to
those of Ahmed Riistem Bey. The report focused on the cooperation of Armenian groups with
the Russian army during the Great War. Ahmed Riistem’s book and Mehmet Miinir’s report
can be considered as the constitutive sources of Ottoman-Turkish Hariciye’s contribution to
the official Turkish narrative on the deportation decision in 1915. Omer Turan and Giiven
Giirkan Oztan, Devlet Akli ve 1915: Tiirkiye’de “Ermeni Meselesi” Anlatisinin Insast (Istanbul:
Tletigsim, 2018), 107-108.

Indeed, it was not only a matter of prestige. Turkish governments were also concerned with
the fact that remembrances of 1915 would inevitably bring the issue of reparations to the
agenda. See Giray Saynur Derman, “Ermeni Sorununun Tiirk Dis Politikasina Etkisi,” Yeni

Tiirkiye 60 (2014), 13.
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Department of State.” The book never became a source for the script of a
movie as planned during the tenure of Ertegiin. The Department of State of
the United States blocked such initiatives twice in 1935 and once in 1938.% Yet
just as threats against Ahmet Muhtar constituted a precursor for political vio-
lence against Turkish diplomats by Armenians five decades later, Miinir Er-
teglin’s struggle against the production of a film about Armenian massacres
would be the precursor of similar efforts of the Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy in the following decades.

George Mardikian was an Ottoman-born Armenian and a restaurant
owner in San Francisco. Mardikian was the official caterer of the San Francisco
Conference in 1945 and owner of the Omer Khayyam restaurant, which was
preferred by the Turkish delegation led by Hasan Saka. Despite the sincere re-
lationship between Mardikian and the members of the Turkish delegation in

San Francisco, he revealed to an American newspaper that

it came to my mind for many times, to poison the meals of these ene-
mies of the Armenians, send them all to hell. Then, I abandoned this

idea: that [they were] the guests of the American government.*

Whether Mardikian was serious or not, his statements reveal that Turkish dip-
lomatic representatives would always be the first addressees of the hostility of
Armenians towards Turkish governments due to the deportations of 1915-16.
As a matter of fact, Armenian communities elsewhere in the world had posed
threats to the lives of Turkish diplomats before. For example, on July 7th, 1926,
a telegraph sent by the Turkish consulate in Komotini (Greece) to the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs revealed that a conspiracy had been planned against the

Turkish minister’ to Athens, Cevat (Ezine) Bey.*

Harris, “Cementing...,” 184.

Ibid., 185-188. The book was finally filmed by John Kurkjian in 1982 “without the sponsorship
of a major movie studio,” and thus, “the final product would not have the lasting negative
impact... that Miinir [Ertegiin] had forecast.” Ibid.

Erkin, Disislerinde 34 Yil, vol. L, 152.

Minister was a diplomatic rank used until the 1960s. In the case that the mission of a country
did not have “ambassadorial status,” the chief of the mission was called a “minister.”

Simsir, Sehit Diplomatlarimiz..., 67.
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There were other examples of “hostile encounters” between Turkish dip-
lomats and members of Armenian communities before the first assassination
in 1973. One day in the mid-1960s, a colonel from the United States Army with
an Armenian background came to the Turkish embassy in Washington and
asked Erdil Akay, a mid-ranking Turkish diplomat “I would be pleased if you
explain why you destroyed my family with genocide.”” Erner cites in his
memoirs how he felt afraid when an Armenian guest died just outside of his
house.** His guest was the priest of one of two Armenian churches in Chicago.
Had the Armenian guest of the Turkish diplomat not been late for the dinner,
he may have died while eating his meal or drinking coffee. Erdem Erner, the
host of the dinner, claims that Armenians would have started a “Barbarian
Turk story” and his ministry would have questioned him why he had invited

an Armenian priest to his home.*

7.1.2 A “Mainstream” Political Expression of its Time: Revolutionary
Violence and Diplomats as Targets

Throughout the 1960s and 7os, revolutionary urban guerilla organizations
flourished all around Europe and the Middle East. Choosing armed resistance
as the means of realizing a proletarian revolution, these groups were involved
in attacks on civilians, state servants, and military bases. Among these, the
Red Army Faction (Rot Armee Fraktion) in the Federal Republic of Germany,
the Red Brigades (Brigate Rosse) in Italy, and the 17 November Organization
in Greece were among the most active. The Irish Republican Army in the
United Kingdom and the ETA (Euzkadi Ta Atasuna) in Spain also used violent
attacks to realize their nationalist and separationist ambitions. The Palestinian

Liberation Organization (PLO) was already in a war with Israeli Defense

Akay, Disislerinde..., 85.
Erner, Davulun Sesi..., 27-28.
Ibid., 28.
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Forces to throw them off Palestinian soil while its elements were organizing
attacks against mainly Israeli targets elsewhere in Europe.*

One of the revolutionary organizations of the time was the ASALA (Ar-
menian Secret Army for the Liberalization of Armenia). The organization, in
line with its revolutionary agenda which was similar to other violence-prone
organizations in Europe, fought against colonialism — which they called Turk-
ish colonialism -, imperialism, and Zionism.” However, they had a motive
that had historical origins: the recognition of Anatolian Armenian casualties
during World War I as a genocide.”® Actually, as De Waal puts it, the “ASALA
was more popular than its real capability.”* Many attacks on Turkish diplo-
mats were realized by the Justice Commandos of the Armenian Genocide
(JCAG), which was politically positioned against the ASALA, not as its part-
ner.* As a consequence of the Cold War, notes de Waal, the “Turkish state
preferred to focus on [the] ASALA which was at the left-wing of the political
spectrum and backed by the Soviet Union.”

With reference to Sir Henry Wotton’s statement, Eayrs noted at the begin-
ning of 1970s that “the diplomat is an honest man sent to [d]ie for his country,”
not (at least only) to lie.* Despite the fact that attacks on diplomatic missions
were familiar phenomena in modern history, these attacks intensified in the

1970s, and attacks on diplomatic missions emerged as a form of political

The best known of these activities were the assassination of members of the Israeli Olympic
team in Munich 1972. See Kavin Macdonald, One Day in September (London: BBC Films &
Passion Pictures, 1999), DVD.

For a detailed documentation of ASALA attacks in a historical context, see Can Diindar, Kan
Davasi, (Istanbul: ATV, 1999), DVD.

According to its constitution, ASALA aimed “to compel the Turkish Government to
acknowledge publicly its responsibility for the Armenian Genocide in 1915, pay reparations,
and cede territory for an Armenian homeland.” A. Hunsicker, Understanding International
Counter Terrorism: A Professional’s Guide to the Operational Art (Boca Raton, Florida: Uni-
versal Publishers, 2006), 41.

De Waal, Biiyiik Felaketten Sonra..., 203.

Ibid.

Ibid., 205.

Eayrs, Diplomacy and Its Discontents..., 12. To remember Wotton’s words, see footnote 68 in

chapter 2.
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violence frequently observed in various parts of the world. The results of a
research conducted in 1981 reveal that there had been forty-three seizures of
diplomatic missions around the world and five additional attempts.** These
were realized in at least twenty-seven countries and diplomatic missions. Mis-
sions of the United States and Egypt were the most targeted with five each.**
In almost half of these seizures — namely twenty — the perpetrators addressed
their demands to the receiving (host) country whereas a third of them - six-
teen — were realized in order to take concessions from the sending (home)
country.*” Demands by attackers varied, but the release of political prisoners
and ransoms were the most frequent.*

In the 1970s, attacks on diplomatic and consular missions were not the
only forms of violence against diplomats. Some diplomats were kidnapped
with most being assassinated in the end. American diplomats, like their dip-
lomatic missions, were the most frequent targets. Between 1973 and 1983, nine
American diplomats were either assassinated, shot, or kidnapped.”” “Gordon
Mein was assassinated in Guatemala in 1968, Cleo Noel in Sudan in 1973,
Rodger Davies in Cyprus in 1974, Francis Meloy in Lebanon in 1976, and
Adolph Dubs in Afghanistan in 1979”#

There were other examples from different countries. In one of the first and
clearest cases, Karl von Spreti, the West German Ambassador to Guatemala in
the late 1960s, was kidnapped by leftist FAR (Fuerzas Armadas Rebeldas-

Brian M. Jenkins, Embassies Under Siege: A Review of 48 Embassy Takeovers, 1971-1980
(RAND, 1981), iii.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

The most dramatic attack against an American embassy, was realized on April 18, 1983. The
United States embassy in Beirut was attacked by a suicide bomber resulting in the killing of
sixty-three officers, thirteen of whom were diplomats. “List of Attacks on American diplomats
and Congressional Responses, 1973-2012,” Center for American Progress, accessed March 26,
2015, available from https://cdn.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/diplo-
mats-spreadsheet-v6.pdf.

Donald Mak and Charles Stuart Kennedy, American Ambassadors in a Troubled World: Inter-

views with Senior Diplomats (Westport: Greenwood Publishing, 1992), 2.
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Armed Rebel Forces) guerrillas and killed six days later. This attack did not
stem from political or historical tensions between the sending (home) and re-
ceiving (host) country.” Instead, given the conditions of Guatemalan Civil
War, von Spreti was kidnapped and killed. There were similar kidnapping at-
tempts with different motives. Vladimir Rolovic, the Yugoslav ambassador to
Sweden, was not kidnapped but attacked and assassinated by Ustasas — Croa-
tian ultra-nationalist — in 1971.%° Perpetrators of the attack had no demands on
the host country, their main motive was to attract the interest of the world to
the Croatian nationalist cause.”

The above-quoted examples reveal that Armenian attacks on Turkish dip-
lomats were part of a global trend of the time. This is true to a considerable
extent. Nevertheless, diplomats of other countries were never targeted as fre-
quently as their Turkish counterparts. The only comparable example to the
Turkish case was those of the United States embassies diplomats. These at-
tacks, on the other hand, originated from history, from the political expression
methods of time, and from the Cold War conjuncture. In this regard, they de-
serve a multidimensional analysis including their outcomes for the Turkish
diplomatic bureaucracy.

Attacks on diplomatic personnel intensified throughout the 1960s and
early 1970s, most notably in Latin American countries but also in other parts
of the world. As a prominent reaction to international public opinion, the
United Nations accepted the “UN Convention on the Prevention and Punish-
ment of Crimes Against Internationally Protected Persons, including Diplo-
matic Agents 1973.”°* The convention “builds on the inviolability of diplomatic
personnel by providing not only for their protection but also by requiring par-

ties to make punishable, by appropriate penalties.” Paradoxically, attacks on

J. Craig Barker, The Protection of Diplomatic Personnel (Aldershot, Hampshire: Ashgate,
2006), 4.

“Iki Hirvat'in Vurdugu Elgi Oldii,” (The Ambassador shot by two Croats is dead) Milliyet,
April 16, 1971, 3.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.
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Turkish diplomats by Armenian individuals or groups began the year that the

convention was adopted and intensified while the Convention was in force.

§ 7.2 “An Old, Mad Man:” The Yanikian Affair and a Decade-

54
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Long Series of Assassinations

Turkish diplomats were the addressees of the efforts Armenian organizations
to have the deportations of 1915 recognized as genocide. Taha Carim, who in
the late 1960s was the Turkish ambassador to Beirut, Lebanon, a city that was
the epicenter of the Armenian diaspora in the post-1915 period, warned his
government about preparations for massive attacks against the units of the
Turkish government by Armenian groups.> Although there was an early sig-
nal, claims Liitem, “nobody predicted that Armenian demands would result
in terrorist attacks.”

The early awareness of Turkish diplomats led them to be the first debaters
of a long-term “question.” Baytok, for example, notes that the biggest failure
in his professional life was his opposition to Carim’s views about possible ac-
tivities of Armenian groups.® Bilal Simsir also notes that Armenian activities
were being discussed among Turkish diplomats in the 1960s. According to
Simsir, Ambassador Zeki Kuneralp warned him “not to exaggerate” when he
mentioned the threat that Armenians could pose in the near future.”’

The first assassin, Gourgen Yanikian, was a 76-year-old Armenian- Amer-
ican engineer born in Erzurum, Turkey. On January 25, 1973, Yanikian sig-
naled his action in a 118 pages-long letter to California Courier. Yanikian

wrote,

Baytok, Dis Politikada. .., 125. For example, in 1966, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs
requested the ministry of the interior to prevent the circulation of five books in Turkey. All
books were related to deportations in 1915, and three of them were published in Beirut, Leba-
non. PMRA 030.18.01.02.195.32.7.1 May 3, 1966.

Liitem, Interview by the Author.

Baytok, Dis Politikada..., 126.

Simsir, Sehit Diplomatlarimiz, 257.
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I will be inventing and practicing a new way of war at the time you
read this letter. I am the pioneer: may the Armenians follow me. It is
time to awaken the Armenians from their long-lasting sleep and fight
fire with fire with the Turks. No nation should establish relations with
the Turkish government, and their administrators must be perished:

there is no way back from now on.*®

This was not the only signal. Turkish diplomatic missions in the United States
were subject to demonstrations and even physical attacks by Armenian per-
petrators. A group of Armenians, for example, attacked the Turkish Consulate
General in Los Angeles on April 24, 1972.* On October 29, 1972, again in Los
Angeles, a rally on the occasion of the Republic Day was attacked by a group
of Armenians.*

Yanikian assassinated Mehmet Baydar, the consul general of Turkey in Los
Angeles, and consul Bahadir Demir on January 27, 1973. He invited the Turkish
diplomats to a hotel in Santa Barbara saying that he had a portrait from the
era of Abdulhamid II he wished to donate to the Turkish government.® This
incident awakened not only the Turkish public but also most of the Turkish

diplomats from their years-long indifference with respect to the Armenian

“Sizler bu mektubu okudugunuzda ben yeni bir savas bigimi icat etmis ve uygulamis olacagim.
Onden gidiyorum, Ermeniler pesimden gelsin. Ermenileri uzun uykularindan uyandirmanin
ve Tiirklerle onlarin anlayacagi dille konugsmanin vakti geldi. Tiirk hiikiimeti ile hi¢bir millet
iliski kurmamali ve onlarin temsilcileri yok edilmeli, artik donmek yok.” Ayse Hiir, “Bir Za-
manlar ASALA ve PKK,” ( Once Upon a Time ASALA and PKK) Taraf, 17 October 2010,
accessed 19 November 2013, available from http://www.taraf.com.tr/ayse-hur/makale-bir-za-
manlar-asala-ve-pkk.htm.

Simsir, Sehit Diplomatlarimiz, 84.

Ibid.

Yanikian introduced himself to the Turkish Consulate-General in Los Angeles as an Iranian
named “Gourg Yaniki.” Turkish officials were not suspicious about his offer and asked the
permission of the ministry in Ankara. After confirmation from the ministry, two Turkish dip-
lomats agreed to meet Yanikian. After the assassination, Yanikian did not attempt to escape
from the crime scene and showed no sign of regret. On the contrary, he waited for police and

he is claimed to have said, “I destroyed two evils.” Ibid., 85-87.
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question. Murat Bilhan, a diplomat of the time and a contemporary of Bahadir

Demir, illustrates this.

Bahadir Demir was my friend. His death was a shock. Nevertheless, it
taught me that there was such a question. I criticize this severely. ...
After this trauma, I read many books. We were not educated about this.

I joined the ministry ignorant about this issue.®

After the assassinations of Baydar and Demir, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs alarmed Turkish diplomatic and consular missions twice (first on Jan-
uary 28, 1973, and then on February 10, 1973) against future possible similar
acts.®® Baydar and Demir were the first Turkish diplomats to be killed while in
service and in this regard, the attack was a shock to the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy.®*

Shortly after Yanikian’s assassination of two Turkish diplomats, in Febru-
ary 1973, Hasan Esat Isik, the Turkish Ambassador to Paris, resigned after it
was decided to erect a monument in Marseille commemorating “the victims

»65

of the Armenian Genocide.”® Isitk was not ordered to do so by his

“Bahadir Demir benim dostumdu. Oliimii bir sok oldu. Diger yandan, bdyle bir sorun
oldugunu da 6gretti. Bunu affedemiyorum. Bu travmadan sonra ¢ok sayida kitap okudum. Bu
[konu] bize 6gretilmemisti. Bakanliga bu konuda cahil bir adam olarak girdim.” Bilhan, In-
terview by the Author.

Simsir, Sehit Diplomatlarimiz, 86.

Ibid., 99. The unpreparedness of the Turkish state vis-a-vis the new form of “Armenian ques-
tion” was not only a security matter. It was also a case of lobbying. During the trial of Yanikian,
notes Simsir, Turkish authorities found no written materials defending the Turkish position
in the Armenian case in any foreign languages. In ensuing decades, Turkish diplomats were
on the frontline of the propaganda war against the claims of the Armenian diaspora. Ibid.,
108.

[rfan Aktan, “Ahmet Insel ile Séylesi: Milliyetgilik Sorunlu Bir Onurdur,” (Interview with Ah-
met Insel: Nationalism is a Problematic Honor) Birikim Online, accessed May 28, 2016. avail-
able from http://www.birikimdergisi.com/guncel-yazilar/317/ahmet-insel-ile-soylesi-milli-

yetcilik-sorunlu-bir-onur-dur# WSrzhxPyhmaA.
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government, but the issue had become a “matter of honor” for officials of the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy.®

The acts on members of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy and their
families were nevertheless not limited to that of Yanikian. On the contrary,
Yanikian’s request in his long letter came true in the following two decades.
The influence of Yanikian’s act on successive attacks of Armenian organiza-
tions on Turkish diplomats has not been fully explored. Nevertheless, armed
attacks on Turkish diplomatic missions elsewhere in the world were adopted
as a main method by the Armenian organizations in the 1970s and 8os. The
first attack linked to the ASALA was the assassination of Danis Tunaligil, then
Turkey’s ambassador to Vienna, on October 22, 1975.

The attacks on Baydur and Tunaligil intensified an almost century-long
debate among members of the Armenian diaspora. Khacig Tololyan refers to
two waves of political assassinations by which Armenians promoted and con-
solidated the “Armenian Cause.” The first was between 1896 and 1908, in

which Armenian insurgents sought to establish autonomy for the Armenian

Turkish diplomatic and consular missions in France were informed about the erection of a
monument in memory of 1915 deportations already at the beginning of 1972. Initial attempts
resulted in success and the ceremony for the opening of the monument was cancelled. Nev-
ertheless, a year later in the beginning of 1973, Turkish consulate general in Marseille informed
the embassy in Paris that the opening ceremony of the monument was to be made in three
days. This time the ceremony couldn’t have been prevented and, moreover, it was realized
with the attendance of a French minister. In response, Hasan Esat Isik, as the Turkish ambas-
sador in France, left the country without asking the permission of his government. Yayla, Dip-
lomat Hasan Esat Isik’in Biyografisi, 64-65.

Three Armenian attackers managed to enter the Turkish embassy in Vienna and ask Tunaligil
“are you the ambassador?” Despite his denial, the attackers insisted, repeating “you are the
ambassador.” They fired on Tunaligil with machine guns. The details of the incident reveal
that more than two years after the assassinations of Baydar and Demir, the Turkish state was
by no means ready to protect even its most central diplomatic missions. Simgir criticizes not
only the Turkish state but also the Turkish public for their indifference and lack of awareness
of previous terrorist attacks and attempted attacks by Armenians at the beginning of the 1920s.
According to him, the assassination of Tunaligil in Vienna, also revealed “the ignorance and
negligence of the Turkish people with respect to Armenian terrorism.” $imsir, Sehit Diplo-

matlarimiz, 152.
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population of the Ottoman Empire, while the second wave of political assas-
sinations were realized under the Nemesis plan. This was a series of assassina-
tions between 1919 and 1923 against the leaders of the Unionist government
who were allegedly influential in the deportation of Anatolian Armenians in
1915.%8

According to Tololyan, the Yanikian incident and killing of Tunaligil were
precursors of the third wave of political assassinations used by Armenian or-
ganizations as a way of struggle for the recognition of the Armenian Geno-
cide.”” Indeed, there was no consensus among Armenian communities on the
“methods of their struggle against Turkey and the Turks.”” On the eve of the
serial assassinations of Turkish diplomats, “some Armenians insisted on the
recognition of the events as genocide through political means while some ex-
tremists committed high profile terrorist attacks and assassinations of Turkish
diplomats.””" The second tendency became popular among the members of
the Armenian diaspora mostly because the idea of armed struggle suited the
spirit of the time.

Besides pioneering a series of violent attacks, Tunaligil’s assassination was
the precursor of a similar attack organized only in a few days later. Attacks in
January 1973 and October 1975, in this regard, influenced the mindset of Turk-
ish diplomats, especially those appointed to critical posts. Giinver reports in

his memoirs that

on October 22, [1975,] a terrible, sad news came. ... Ambassador Danis
Tunaligil was shot by an Armenian terrorist in his office in Vienna. ...
On October 24, 1 called Ismail Erez, the ambassador to Paris. My
friend and brother Ismail was excited as always. “My brother” he said,
“I know it is my turn. I feel it. They have followed me since my term as

ambassador in Beirut. We will bear our fate. I am now going to the

Khacig Tololyan, “Terrorism in Modern Armenian Political Culture,” Terrorism and Political
Violence 4, no. 2 (1992), 20.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Hakan Yavuz, “Orientalism, ‘the Terrible Turk,” and Genocide,” Middle East Critique 23, no. 2
(2014), 119.
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Austrian embassy for national day celebrations. I will call you after I

return and we can talk longer.””

The call that Erez promised would never be realized. He was right to worry.
He was assassinated on his return from the Austrian Embassy the same day
(on October, 24).” Just as the letter of Yanikian was a signal for the assassina-
tion of Baydur and Demir, the attack towards Tunaligil foretold the assassina-
tion of Erez. These attacks were the first two of various attacks against Turkish
diplomats and diplomatic and consular missions over almost a decade.

The acts were not solely linked to the ASALA or any other Armenian or-
ganizations. Since nobody officially claimed responsibility, in the very after-
math of the events the Turkish government suspected the EOKA-B (National
Organization of Cypriot Fighters), Carlos the Jackal (Ilich Sanchez Ramirez),
or the THKO (Turkish People’s Salvation Organization).” Nevertheless, sus-
picions focused on Armenian organizations already after Tunaligil’s assassi-
nation. Just one day after his assassination, Turkish newspapers covered infor-
mation that “a person in New York called a US-based news agency and

claimed that [the] ‘Armenian Liberation Organization’ killed Tunaligil.””

“22 Ekim giinii korkung ve ac1 bir haber geldi. Arkadasim, Biiyiikel¢i Danis Tunaligil, Vi-
yana’da, buytkel¢ilikteki makam odasinda igbasinda bir Ermeni terrorist tarafindan
vurulmugtu... 24 Ekim &gle vaktine dogru telefonla Paris Biiyiikelgisi Ismail Erez’T aradim.
Dostum, kardesim Ismail, her zamanki gibi heyecanli idi: ‘Kardegim’ dedi. ‘Biliyorum sira
bende. Bunu ¢ok iyi hissediyorum. Adamlar Beyrut'taki biiylikel¢ilik zamanimdan beri
pesimdeler. Mukkaderata katlanacagiz. Simdi, Avusturya sefarethanesine, milli bayrama
gidiyorum. Doniiste seni ararim, daha uzun konusuruz.” Semih Giinver, Kizgin Dam
Uzerinde Diplomasi: Avrupali Olabilmenin Bedeli (Istanbul: Milliyet Yayinlari, 1989), 40.

The attackers ambushed Erez’s car on his return from a reception at the Austrian embassy in
Paris. When his car slowed at an intersection on the Bir Hakeim Bridge in Paris, attackers first
shot the driver, and then Erez. Two days after the assassination of Tunaligil, Turkish diplo-
matic missions — even those at greater risk — were far from being protected properly. Simple
methods of attack were enough to kill high-ranking Turkish diplomats. Simsir, Sehit Diplo-
matlarimiz, 163-166.

Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 431.

Mehmet Ali Birand, “Ug Mechul Kisi Viyana'da Biiyiikelgimizi Oldiirdii,” (Unknown three
people killed our ambassador in Vienna) Milliyet, October 23, 1975. 6.
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After the assassination of Erez two days later, on the other hand, the Turk-
ish government and public were more and more confused. Armenians were
not the only suspects in the headlines. Milliyet reported that either the Greek
organization EOKA or the Armenians were responsible for the murder.”® The
same day Cumhuriyet informed its readers that the Austrian police had issued
an arrest warrant for a Greek citizen.”” In ensuing years, the Turkish public
and officials continued to be skeptical of the possibility that Armenians were
the perpetrators of these incidents. This stemmed from the decades-long in-
difference of the public towards the Armenian question as well as the actuality
of the Cyprus dispute throughout the 1970s. However, Gogek claims that this
indifference was not coincidental. According to her, this was due to the Turk-
ish state’s efforts to not allow the deportation of 1915 to come up on the agenda
in Turkey and the world.”

On the surface, the reaction of the Turkish government to these four as-
sassinations was awkward. Although the Turkish state had been on alert
against the actions of Armenians since 1965, Liitem notes that “they were con-
sidered marginal since no country supported them.”” Even eight years after
1965, on the fiftieth anniversary of 1915 deportations, the Turkish government
and foreign ministry were far from having developed a full-fledged policy. As
Dixon puts it, the initial responses of Turkish governments to terrorist attacks

were restricted to “condemnation of the terrorist attacks, denial of ... genocide

Milliyet, “Ya EOKA-B ya Ermeniler...,” (Either EOKA-B or Armenians) October 25, 1975, 1.
Cumbhuriyet, October 25, 1975, 1

Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 431. In her study, Gogek repeats this claim twice more. In a con-
tradictory manner, she concludes that the Turkish government only revealed the real perpe-
trators of the incident in 1980 after an attack on Turkey’s consul-general in Sydney. In another
part of the book, she repeats this claim, stating that the state faced reality only as late as 1982
after a series of attacks perpetrated by Armenian assailants. Nevertheless, there are numerous
statements that prove that Turkish governments of the time realized the “Armenian dimen-
sion” of the attacks. For example, after the assassination of Ismail Erez on October 25, 1975,
the third person to be killed by Armenian assailants, a mainstream Turkish newspaper pos-
tulated that Armenian groups were potential perpetrators. “Ya EOKA-B Ya Ermeniler,” (Ei-
ther EOKA-B or Armenians) Milliyet, 26 October 1973. 1.

Liitem, Interview by the Author.
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claims and the heightening of security measures [in Turkish diplomatic mis-
sions.]”® Sitileyman Demirel, the prime minister at the time, was confident
that the Turkish government would reveal and catch the assassins.® The ex-
planations by the government of the time, however, were by no means satis-
factory. Ali Ziilfikaroglu, a deputy of the TBMM, issued a parliamentary ques-
tion asking about “measures for the protection of Turkish diplomatic missions
abroad.”® A year later, in March 1976, Kemal Sariibrahimoglu, a member of
the senate, issued a more aggressive parliamentary question. In his statement
Sariibrahimoglu criticized the government of the time for “not informing the
TBMM about the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ efforts and measures vis-a-vis
the massacres and attacks.”®

The reactions of the TBMM and the Turkish public did not stop the assas-
sinations of Turkish diplomats. Oktar Cirit, first secretary at the Turkish Em-
bassy in Beirut, was assassinated on February 16, 1976.% Just sixteen months
later, on June 9, 1977, Taha Carim, the Turkish ambassador to the Vatican, was
assassinated in front of his home.* The assassination of Carim increased con-
cern and criticism in public opinion. As a response, an official from the Turk-
ish Ministry of Foreign Affairs declared that “the government has spent fifty
million dollars since 1975 to take necessary measures to prevent Turkish dip-
lomats and diplomatic missions from further attack.” The official also re-

peated that “the government has appointed guards for the protection of

Jennifer M. Dixon, “Defending the Nation? Maintaining Turkey’s Narrative on the Armenian
Genocide,” South European Society and Politics 15, no. 3 (2010), 471.

Milliyet, October 23, 1975, 6.

Simsir, Sehit..., 180.

Ibid.

Cirit was taken to hospital by two local Armenians of Beirut, a businessman and a taxi-driver.
This just that not all members of the Armenian diaspora favored of the attacks on Turkish
diplomats, at least in the early stages of the incidents. Simsir, Sehit ..., 194-196.

Indeed, the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy was more prepared in 1977 than two or four years
before. The Turkish government assigned guards to protect Turkish ambassadors in Europe.
Ibid., 217.

Ibid., 226.
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ambassadors, ... but Ambassador Carim requested that the guard appointed
to him be withdrawn.” ¥

The Turkish public was not satisfied because attacks continued and the
perpetrators were reaching their goals. On June 2, 1978, Necla Kuneralp, the
spouse of Zeki Kuneralp who was then-Turkish Ambassador to Madrid, and
Besir Balcioglu, the brother-in-law of Zeki Kuneralp and a former ambassa-
dor, were killed in their car.* Ambassador Kuneralp was the probable target.*
This incident was the first of a series of attacks that resulted in the deaths of
relatives of Turkish diplomats.

Yalim Eralp notes that “the security of families was a major concern.” On
October 12, 1979, for example, Ahmet Benler was assassinated in a car of the
Turkish embassy in The Hague. He was the son of Ozdemir Benler, Turkish
Ambassador to The Hague. In July 1980, during an attack on Galip Ozmen,
administrative attaché at the Turkish embassy in Athens, his daughter
Neslihan Ozmen was also killed.”! The wife and son of Ozmen were also in the
car and subjected to the attack. This incident also indicated a change in the
tactics of Armenian terrorists.

With the intensification of attacks on high-ranking Turkish diplomats,
Turkish governments began providing partial protections such as armored
cars.”” These measures, as one Turkish diplomat noted, “came slowly and step
by step.”* As a consequence of the increasing measures to protect high-rank-
ing diplomats such as ambassadors as well as embassy buildings, attacks were

subsequently directed towards mid- or low-ranking officials. Yilmaz Colpan,

Ibid.

“Madrid Biiyiikelgimize Suikast Yapildi, Esi Oldii,” (Our Ambassador to Madrid was Assas-
inated, His Wife Died), Milliyet, June 3, 1978, 1.

Kuneralp was deeply influenced from this assassination and retired a year after the incident.
Kuneralp, Sadece..., 198.

Eralp, Interview by the Author.

“Lahaye El¢imizin Oglu Oldiiriildii,” (Son of Our Ambassador to The Hague is Killed) Cum-
huriyet, October 13, 1979, 1. Interestingly, news of ASALA attacks was given not in headlines
but in subheads. The Turkish public was gradually getting used to such incidents.

Eralp, Interview by the Author.

Bilhan, Interview by the Author.
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then counselor for tourism and promotion at the Paris embassy was assassi-
nated in December 1979.%*

Although low- or mid-ranking diplomatic staft also began to be targeted,
high-ranking Turkish diplomats continued to be targets. Sarik Aryak, Turkish
consul general to Sydney, was assassinated on December 17, 1980.%> Similarly,
on September 24, 1981, Kaya Inal, the subordinate consul general in Paris, was
injured during an attack on the Turkish consulate general.*

On January 28, 1982, Kemal Arikan became the second Turkish consul
general in Los Angeles to be assassinated.”” Orhan Giindiiz, Turkey's honorary
consul in Boston, was assassinated the same year. These two assassinations re-
vealed a new pattern. Both Arikan and Giindiiz were Turkish representatives
actively involved against the Armenian campaign for the recognition of gen-
ocide claims.*®

Among the targets of Armenian terrorist organizations in the 1980s, Galip
Balkar had the highest profile. Ilter Tiirkmen, then foreign minister of Turkey,
states that Galip Balkar

9

was so outstanding ... that ... he was predicted as the
future secretary general [at the foreign ministry] or the ambassador to Wash-
ington.”™ Reha Aytaman, then Turkish ambassador to Bangkok, remarks in
his memoirs that himself was chosen for the Belgrade ambassadorship instead

of Balkar. In his words,

Indeed, they could have appointed me to a more active post. However,
the clique to which [Ilter Tiirkmen] belonged was influential in my ap-
pointment to an unfavorable mission. At the same time, Galip Balkar,
who was my junior ... at NATO, was appointed to Belgrade, and in any

case this post was much important to us than Thailand. However,

“Paris’teki Tiirk Tanitma Miidiiriinii Ermeniler Oldiirdii,” (Armenians Killed the Turkish
Promotion Director in Paris) Milliyet, December 23, 1979, 1.

Simsir, Sehit Diplomatlarimiz, 339.

In the early 1980s, Paris was the most dangerous location for Turkish diplomatic and consular
officers. The September 1981 attack was among five in less than a year.

Ibid., 464.

Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 605.

De Waal, Biiyiik Felaketten Sonra..., 206.
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everybody’s destiny is determined by God ... As a consequence of his

appointment, poor Galip Balkar was the target of an Armenian bul-

let.!®

Balkar’s assassination was not coincidental. When Krikor Levonian, one of his
two assassins, spoke to a Serbian newspaper in 1998, he revealed that Balkar
was a deliberate choice. According to Levonian, the reason they chose Balkar
as a target was his involvement in efforts against the recognition of the “Ar-
menian Genocide.”'" Balkar was chosen, adds Levonian, because he was ac-
tive in Turkish politics and was expected to become prime minister of Turkey
in the future.'?

Balkar was assassinated on March 9, 1983.1 He was the last ambassador to
be killed by Armenian terrorist organizations. During the 1970s, socialist
countries were more secure for Turkish diplomats than Western European
countries, the United States, and Lebanon.'” Eastern Bloc countries were
more determined for the protection of Turkish diplomats. Kemal Girgin, who
was undersecretary at Turkey’s embassy in East Berlin, states that East Ger-
man police immediately took the necessary measures after the first attack — on

Tunaligil - without waiting for a request from the Turkish embassy.'® After

“Aslinda beni daha faal bir yere gonderilebilidi, fakat mensup oldugu ‘clique’in de beni béyle
pasif bir yere gonderilmemde rolii olsa gerekti. Ayn1 zamanda NATO’da gorevli olan benden
kidemsiz Galip Balkar Belgrad’a tayin ediliyordu ve orasi bizim i¢in herhalde Tayland’dan ¢ok
daha 6nemli idi. Fakat herkesin kaderini Allah tayin eder... bu tayin sonucu, zavalli Galip
Balkar bir Ermeni kursununa hedef oldu.” Aytaman, Sinirli Yillar..., 265.

Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 608.

Ibid.

Ibid., 606.

Bilhan evaluates this in a more realistic way. According to him, the protection granted by the
security units of Eastern bloc countries were due to monitoring by their intelligence organi-
zations. As a consequence, while monitoring the actions of Turkish diplomats, security forces
of Eastern Bloc countries were actually providing them with more protection. Bilhan, Inter-
view by the Author.

Girgin, Diinyanin Dort Bucagi..., 82.
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the third attack, namely assassination of Erez, adds Girgin, East German po-
lice broadened the protection measures.'*

With the assassination of Balkar, however, Armenian groups expanded
their operational capacity to socialist countries. The Yugoslav government
could not prevent the assassination of the Turkish ambassador, but his assas-
sins were arrested, tried, and respectively sentenced to twenty and fifteen years
in prison.'” After Balkar’s assassination, Armenian militants directed their at-
tacks on mid- or low-ranking Turkish officers. Bora Stielkan, administrative
attaché to Turkish consulate general in Burgas, was assassinated on September
9,1982.'% After this attack, Armenian militants continued to perpetrate attacks
on other low-ranking Turkish diplomats. For instance, Dursun Aksoy, the ad-
ministrative attaché to the Turkish embassy in Brussels, was assassinated on
July 14, 1983."”” High-level diplomats and diplomatic missions were still tar-
geted despite increasing precautions. Just thirteen days after the Brussels at-
tack, the Turkish embassy in Lisbon was subject to an attack that resulted in
the death of Cahide Mihgioglu, the spouse of Yurtsev Mih¢ioglu, who was

charge d’affairs at the embassy.'"

“Boylece, bir polis tegmeniyle iki uzun tiifekli polis ve bir s6forden olusan olusan ekip devaml
pesime takilmaya baglad1.” Ibid.

The two assassins, Haroutiony Levonian and Raffia Elbekian were sentenced to twenty and
fifteen years of imprisonment, respectively. However, the former, who was seriously injured
in the attack, was released after four years due to health conditions, whereas the latter was
released in 1990. Omer Engin Liitem, who was the head of the intelligence and research de-
partment of the Turkish MFA, a unit established mainly in response to Armenian “activities,”
expressed that the assassination of Balkar was his biggest crisis and shock during his term in
office especially due to Balkar’s outstanding professional capabilities. Simgir, Sehit Diplo-
matlarimiz, 668. Liitem, Interview by the Author.

Simsir, Sehit..., 584.

Ibid., 694.

Ten days before the attack, Ismail Soysal completed his term in Lisbon and returned to Turkey.
Suat Bilge, the new ambassador had yet to begin his new term. Yurtsev Mihcioglu was acting
ambassador, and as a consequence, the Mihgioglu family was targeted in the attack on the
chancery of the embassy. Yurtsev Mih¢ioglu and his son Atasay Mihcioglu were injured,
whereas Cahide Mihc¢ioglu died. Ibid.
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One characteristic of Armenian attacks on Turkish diplomats and diplo-
matic and consular missions was the intensification of incidents in certain cit-
ies and countries. Numerous attacks were realized in Los Angeles, which was
also the venue of the first attack, in ensuing years, for example. Due to the
danger Los Angeles posed for Turkish officials given its considerable Arme-
nian population, Bilhan notes that “it was hard for the ministry to find diplo-
mats to appoint as consul general in Los Angeles.”'!!

Vienna, the cosmopolitan capital of Austria, was another dramatic exam-
ple. In June and November 1984, two attacks occurred in Vienna. The city was
the location of the first assassination of a Turkish diplomat in 1975 organized
by an Armenian group. The city’s vulnerability to terrorist attacks was criti-
cized by Turkish diplomats and government officials on various occasions. Er-
dem Erner, in his accounts, draws attention to the fact that such incidents fre-

quently occurred in Vienna.

Is it a coincidence? Or was this because the city constituted a safe ha-
ven for terrorists since no terrorists had been caught to date? ... Vi-
enna assassination 1: October 22, 1975: Danis Tunaligil, our ambassa-
dor to Vienna, was assassinated in his office. Vienna assassination 2:
June 20, 1984: Erdogan Ozen, the deputy counselor for labor at the Vi-
enna Embassy, was assassinated via a bomb placed in his car. Vienna
assassination 3: November 19, 1984: Evner Ergun, the only Turkish di-
rector in the Vienna bureau of the United Nations, was killed. Arme-
nian assassination organizations claimed responsibility for these three
incidents. All three assassinations were realized in the Austrian capital
in broad daylight. Vienna, the capital of Austria, began to be viewed as
a city in which terrorists could easily mobilize and commit murder.
The Austrian authorities, claimed how secure Vienna was for foreign

diplomats while promoting their capital.''?

Eralp, Interview by the Author.

“Bu bir tesadiif mii? Yoksa sehir simdiye kadar hicbir terrorist yakalanmadig i¢in onlara bir
sigmak miydi? ... 1. Viyana Cinayeti: 22 Ekim 1975: Viyana Biiyiikelgimiz Danis Tunaligiil
odasinda éldiiriildi. 2. Viyana Cinayeti: Viyana Biiyiikelgiligi Caligma Atagesi Erdogan Ozen

315



113
114

HUSEYIN SERT

Erner’s statements are significant to understand the reactions of officials of the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. His words indeed reflect widespread distress
in this period. Bilhan, in a similar vein, insists that “the countries in which the
attacks took place did not take the issue under consideration seriously.”'"’ In
most cases, public opinions in European countries did not evaluate the inci-
dents through the lens of combatting terrorism as Turkish authorities wished.
Each attack was being linked to the deportation of Armenians in 1915. The
deportation of Ottoman Armenians in 1915 was seen as the justifying factor
for the assassinations. This attitude hurt officials of the Turkish diplomatic bu-

reaucracy. In the words of Hamit Batu,

in commentaries in the media it was mentioned that terrorists could
find no other way except for this ... to publicize about a problem for-
gotten for more than half a century. ... These acts could be pardoned
and even considered fair. We even read this statement in the editorial
of a prominent newspaper: “What can these poor kids do? How can
they make their voices heard otherwise?” The people who lived
through those years will not forget that “poor kids” statement easily.
Along with this, we were subject to the inimical attitudes [of local au-
thorities] that neglected the rules of logic and courtesy, and [their at-

titudes] were incompatible to any customs of international relations.'"*

arabasinda konan bir bomba ile 6ldiirtildii. 3. Viyana Cinayeti: BM’nin Viyana biirosundaki
tek Tiirk miidiirii Evner Ergun 6ldiiriildii. Ermeni cinayet orgiitleri ii¢ olayda da sorumlulugu
tistlendi. Ug cinayette Avusturya’nin baskentinde giipegiindiiz iglendi. Avusturya’nin baskenti
Viyana terdristlerin kolaylikla hareket ettigi ve cinayete kalkistiklari bir gehir olarak
goriilmeye baglad1. Avusturyali yetkililer sehirlerini tanitirken Viyana'nin diplomatlar i¢in ne
kadar giivenilir oldugunu séyliiyorlardi.” Erner, Davulun Sesi, 242-243. Erner's father, Ahmet
Fayik (Erner), was a late Ottoman and early republican bureaucrat accused of being involved
in massacres of Armenians. Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 453.

Bilhan, Interview by the Author.

“Medyada ¢ikan yorumlarda, terdristlerin yarim yiizyildan uzun bir siireden beri unutulan
bir sorunu duyurmak i¢in... bu eylemlerden baska ¢are bulamadiklarindan s6z ediliyor ... Bu
hareketler mazur goriilebilirdi, hatta belki hakli sayilabilirdi. Onemli bir gazetenin
basyazisinda su ifadeyi de okumustuk: "Ne yapsinlar, zavalli ¢ocuklar, bagka tiirlii nasil

seslerini duyurabilirler!" O yillar1 yasayanlar, bu "zavalli ¢ocuklar" sozlerini kolayca
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European public opinion about the assassinations of Turkish diplomats by Ar-
menian organizations was a serious matter of distress for Turkish diplomats.
Like Batu, Simsir complains that the European media concentrated on what
he called Armenian propaganda. After the assassination of Ambassador Taha
Carim in Italy, states Simsir, “some Italian newspapers covered Armenian
propaganda,” and “newspapers even tolerated the assassination instead of
condemning it.”'"* Liitem also recalls that political conditions of the time
played a role in the European perception of Turkey in those years. Turkey’s
intervention in Cyprus in 1974 and the coup d’état of 1980, according to him,
negatively influenced the willingness of European countries to cooperate Tur-
key on this issue."'®

In addition to Vienna, there were some other cities in which attacks on
Turkish diplomats intensified. Two attacks were realized in Lisbon in June 1982
and, as stated above, in July 1983. Paris was another capital that frequently wit-
nessed attacks by Armenian organizations. Selguk Bakkalbasi, press counselor
at the Paris Embassy, was injured on September 26, 1980, and a bomb placed
in the car of Ahmet Erbeyli on January 13, 1981.'"” Similarly, Turkish diplomats
and diplomatic missions in Ottawa, Canada, were targeted twice in the 1980s.
Kemalettin Kani Giingor, the trade counselor at the Ottawa Embassy, was in-

jured in an attack on April 8, 1982, and Coskun Kirca, the Turkish ambassador

unutmayacaklar. Bunlarla birlikte, mantik ve nezaket kurallarini yok sayan, uluslararasi
iligkilerin hicbir usuliine sigmayan, diismanca tavirlara hedef olduk.” Hamit Batu, Dis
Gorevde: Avrupa’yla Bunaliml Yillar (Istanbul: Altin Kitaplar, 1995), 108-109.

Simsir, Sehit Diplomatlarimiz, 229.

Liitem, Interview by the Author.

Paris and France along with Beirut and Lebanon were the cities and countries in which any
Armenian group easily have been involved in attacks. One of these attacks also led to a split
within the ASALA which would later be influential in bringing about the end of the organi-
zation. On July 15, 1983, ASALA militants arranged to explode a Turkish Airlines plane in the
air but the bomb exploded while on the baggage ramp causing the death of eight people. Of
the people who died in the attack, four were French, two were Turkish, one was from the
United States, and one was a Swedish citizen. After this attack, not only did French authorities
launch a committed campaign to eliminate the activities of the ASALA in France, but a split
occurred within ASALA between those who strictly opposed any forms civilian casualties and

those who favored attacks on civilians.
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to Ottawa, was injured in an attack on the Turkish embassy on March, 12
1985."% The latter was the last attack by an Armenian group on a Turkish am-
bassador.'” Up to then, Danig Tunalgil, Ismail Erez, Taha Carim, and Galip
Balkar were the ambassadors assassinated by Armenian organizations, while
Vecdi Tiirel, ambassador to the Vatican and Dogan Tiirkmen, ambassador to

Bern, survived attacks in 1980.!%°

§ 7.3 A Horrific Wait: The Daily Experience of Threatened Turk-

118

119

120

ish Diplomats

The attacks were shocking for Turkey, and the degree of frustration prevented
the application of needed security measures for a long time. Remarks by
Semih Giinver, who was Turkey’s permanent representative at Council of Eu-
rope in Strasbourg (1975-1982), reflects the atmosphere in Turkey’s diplomatic

missions, especially in Western Europe.

We waited for years for the first measures to be taken. Even today
[1989], these measures have not been implemented completely. The
strongest weapon of the bodyguards ... is their good faith. These offic-
ers are incapable of overcoming their missions. They were not specifi-
cally trained. Various factors played a role in the appointment of bod-
yguards sent to work abroad along with their families. The fortification

of diplomatic mission buildings is far from satisfactory due to financial

A group of members of the Armenian Revolutionary Army (ARA) attacked and occupied the
Turkish embassy in Ottawa. This was the third attack by Armenians on this Turkish diplo-
matic mission in three years. Turkish Ambassador Coskun Kirca, the probable target of the
attack, managed to hide from the attackers by climbing down into the garden of the embassy.
Simsir, Sehit Diplomatlarimiz, 943-947.

The Turkish embassy in Tehran was attacked by a group of Armenians before the Ottawa in-
cident, and Tansug Bleda, then Turkish ambassador to Tehran, survived by lying to an Arme-
nian who asked him whether he was the ambassador. Tansug Bleda, Maskeli Balo (Istanbul:
Dogan Kitap, 2000), 119-120.

Simsir, Sehit..., 899 & 909.
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considerations. No serious measures were taken for officers other than

ambassadors.?!

It is not easy to verify the validity of Glinver’s illustration of the situation. The
following incidents, however, support his claims. Most of the time, Western
European security units were criticized for not being determined enough
against the threat of the ASALA and JCAG. Turkish diplomatic missions, in
this regard, had to take matters into their own hands in most cases. Because
any diplomatic mission could be targeted by militants, Turkish diplomats had
to adapt to a new life and working style. Eralp states that “morale within the
Turkish diplomatic corps plummeted as everyone started to live in a state of
constant anxiety.”"*> Some Turkish diplomats, adds Eralp, “took out life insur-
ance” given the possible threats.'”

A securitized atmosphere often resulted in less-comfortable working con-
ditions for them. Hamit Batu was appointed as Turkey’s ambassador to Paris
in August 1978, almost three years after the assassination of Ismail Erez. Batu
portrays the conditions that he and his colleagues elsewhere in Western Eu-

rope faced in the late 1970s as follows:

In that period, I searched for ways to ease the security pressure that
was leaving our missions in the West heavily burdened a bit. I was get-
ting bored going out in the accompaniment of two police officers like
a prisoner. Sometimes I tried to “get lost” through the back door and
mingle freely with the crowd. ... French authorities politely informed

that they did not approve of these escapes: “They were mobilizing 60-

“I1k tedbrilerin alinmast i¢in yillarca bekledik. Bugiin bile, bu tedbirler tam manas ile alinmig
degildir. Giivenlik memurlarinin en kuvvetli silahi iyi niyetleridir. Bu gorevliler, isinin ehli
degildirler. Ozel bir egitime tabi tutulmamislardir. Coluk ¢ocuklar ile dig géreve yollanan
emniyet mensuplarinin atanmalarinda gesitli faktorler rol oynamaktadir. Sefaret binalarinin
disariya kars1 tahkim edilmeleri isi de mali nedenlerle tatmin edici diizeye ulasgamamistir.
Biytikel¢inin disindaki memurlarin giivenlikleri icin ise higbir ciddi tedbir alinmamigtir.”
Giinver, Kizgin Dam Uzerinde Diplomasi..., 42.

Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 431.

Eralp, Interview by the Author.
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70 police to protect Turkish missions in France. I shouldn’t set a bad

example.” ... I made a better evaluation after realizing the situation.'**

Batu’s discomfort was shared by other Turkish diplomats. Mete Akkaya, then
a fifteen-year Turkish diplomat, states it was boring and tiring to “not be able
to do what you want to” due to security concerns.'” Nevertheless, there were
other reactions to the situation. Batu felt disturbed and like a captive due to
the strict monitoring of French police for his security. There were others who
were uneasy due to the obligations of self-defense measures. These were dip-
lomats raised with civilian customs, and now they were being commanded to
carry guns and have the ability to use them properly as necessary. Omer Altug,
who was a young diplomat during the most severe days of the attacks of Ar-

menian organizations on Turkish diplomats, illustrates their unusual tasks.

As a precautionary measure, our ministry delivered guns to the officers
working abroad. We were ordered to always carry the guns with us and
test fire-them periodically. ... One day we were taken to the target range
under the leadership of our ambassador. There were many pleased
about of this situation [of carrying guns], most notably Ambassador
[Tevfik] Saragoglu. Mr. Saragoglu ... realized that I was not firing. ...
Mr. Saragoglu was a tolerant superior; I did not attend the test-firing

sessions again.'*

“O doénemde Batr'daki temsilcilerimizi ¢ok agir bir bask: altinda birakan bu giivenlik so-
rununun stkintisini biraz hafifletmek carelerini arastirdim. Her disar1 ¢ikigimda, tutsak gibi
iki polisin korumasi altinda yiiriimekten ¢ok sikiliyordum. Arada bir, haber vermeden arka
kapidan ‘kaybolmak’ ¢aresine bagvurarak halkin i¢ine karigmayi, biraz serbest dolasmayi
denemistim. Fransiz makamlari, bu kacamak ¢ikislar1 hi¢ uygun bulmadiklarini nazik bir
sekilde duyurdular: ‘Fransa’daki Tiirk temsilciliklerini ve kurumlarini korumak i¢in, her giin
60-70 polisi seferber ediyorlardi. Kétii bir 6rnek olmamam gerekiyordu...” Ben de, durumu
daha iyi anladiktan sonra, kemdime gére bir degerlendirme yapabildim.” Batu, Avrupa’yla
Bunalimh Yillar..., 15-16.

Mete Akkaya, Ters Akan Sefareti (Istanbul: Dama Yayinlari, 2011), 50.

“Bakanligimiz, bir 6nlem olarak, yurt disindaki gorevlilere birer zimmetli tabanca vermisti.
Tabancanin her zaman yanimizda bulundurulmas: ve belirli araliklarla atig talimi yapilmas:

isteniyordu... Bir giin Biiyiikel¢imizin Onderliginde atig poligonuna gotiiriildiik. Basta
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Altug was never keen on the idea of permanently carrying a gun, a method
which, according to him, would by no means be useful.”* Akkaya also notes
that he neither carried his gun nor wore his bulletproof vest during his term
in Ottawa in 1974."® Similarly, a Turkish bureaucrat of the time assigned to
France, notes that he rejected French officers’ offer to carry a gun.'” Indeed,
the French officer requested him to submit to variety of security measures: not
to leave home at the same time every morning, to use different routes on his
way to work, not to park his car in the same place every time he went to the
city center, and to pay attention to his surroundings."*® These measures were
more strict than a diplomat could manage while doing his job.

However, not all diplomats responded to the new conditions in the same
manner. A Turkish diplomat notes that he and his wife practiced shooting at
a firing range."”! Taner Baytok was appointed to Vienna as a member of Tur-
key’s delegation to the Multiple and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) nego-
tiations just a few days after the assassination of Tunaligil. While describing
the situation in Turkey’s embassy in Vienna as “shock” after the assassination
of Tunaligil, Baytok states that he did not “let terrorism shape his life and poi-

son the lives of the people around him.”'** Baytok insists that he never paid

Biiyiikelgi [Tevfik] Saragoglu olmak iizere bu isten hosnut olanlarin sayisi fazlaydi... Tevfik
Bey ... benim atis yapmadigimi gordii... Tevfik Bey anlayish bir amirdi; bir daha atis talimine
falan gitmedim.” Altug, Hatirimda Kalanlar..., 95-96. Turkish diplomats seemed to be both
dissatisfied from the level of security measures and uneager to obey the existing precautions
requested by the Turkish government and authorities of host countries.

Altug’s projection was true. Taha Carim, the third ambassador to be assassinated by Armeni-
ans, was perhaps among the Turkish diplomats most eager to use the gun assigned for his
protection. The terrorists “should struggle and pay the bill if they wanted to end his life,”
according to Carim. Known for his courageous character, he was neither eager to be protected
by Turkish nor by Italian security forces. On the day of his assassination, nevertheless, Carim
did not even have the chance to pull his gun and was assassinated by three bullets. $imsir,
Sehit Diplomatlarimiz, 217-218.

Akkaya, Ters Akan Sefareti..., 49.

Sedes, Bir Donem Babuali, 115.

Ibid., 115-116.

Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 455.

Baytok, D1s Politikadar Bir Nefes..., 14.
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attention to the danger; however, he also notes that an atmosphere of fear sur-
rounded Turkish diplomatic missions in Western Europe. A car stopped at a
traffic light, an ordinary man walking behind a Turkish administrative officer
in the street, or just a loud noise could easily cause panic in the embassy build-
ing due to a fear that persisted even six months after the assassination of Am-
bassador Tunaligil.'*’ The threat of an attack by an Armenian group not only
influenced the daily habits of Turkish diplomats but also their everyday per-
ceptions of their surroundings. Officers of the Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy, in short, were experiencing the securitization of daily life in a unique

way. Bilge Cankorel, a young career diplomat in the late 1970s, states that

the terror atmosphere that began in the first days of my career and
continued for years became the reality of our lives. During my terms
in Europe, carrying a service pistol, sometimes wearing a mesh vest,
and living with other security precautions without awakening our little

children, were the routines of our daily lives.**

Although security measures became integral to their lives, Cankorel adds that
this situation “strengthened their work ethic and motivation.”* Security
measures encircled the everyday lives of the Turkish diplomats. The situation
of alert that Turkish diplomats were in, notes Cankorel, “could not prevent
them from monitoring the Armenians during their demonstrations.”*** None-
theless, attacks clearly had a paralyzing impact on the daily habits of Turkish
diplomats. Bagkut exemplifies the paranoid situation with an anecdote from

those days.

One night, while I was going home after completing my work at the

mission ... a little, white Fiat was following me. I sped up; he sped up,

Ibid., 14 & 205-206.

“Meslegimin ilk yillarinda baglayan ve yillarca devam edecek olan bu terér havasi,
yasantimizin bir gercegi haline gelmisti. O tarih ten sonra Avrupa’daki gérevlerim sirasinda
da beylik tabanca tagimak, zaman zaman ¢elik yelek giymek ve kii¢iik ¢ocuklarimiza hisset-
tirmeden stirekli diger giivenlik tedbirleriyle yasamak, giinliik hayatimizin rutini olacakt1.”
Cankorel, Bir Donem Biterken..., 27.

Ibid.

Ibid.
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too. I did not stop at a red light; he did not, either. I entered the garage
which was accessed by key and was two floors down from the main
floor; he also entered. I parked the car and began to run away. A man
was running behind me. I began to hide and wait since I could not run
fast enough. If I had had my gun, I would have definitely used it to
protect myself. In its absence, I held the throat of the man and lifted
him up so strongly that ... What I saw when I relaxed a little bit was
terrible. The man was crying in French, “You’re crazy!” He was coming
to the Mexican Consulate, which was in an adjacent apartment in our
complex. I could not decide how to apologize. I mentioned the Arme-
nian terror threat, but I do not think that he understood given his

panic.'”’

Afra mentions similar anacdotes about his days as consul general in Diissel-

dorf, Germany.

I received a package from Munich from a person that I did not know.
Moreover, the name was Armenian. Since the ASALA increased its ac-
tions in those days, telegraphs from Ankara warned “look out for sus-
picious packages.” ...

We put the bomb detector on the package, the detector’s alarm
went off. I notified German police immediately. Experts came. They
also checked the package and placed the “bomb” in the middle of a
large public park next to the building to explode it. ... The package was

“Bir gece Misyon’daki isimi tamamlayip evime giderken... Ufak, beyaz, Fiat marka bir araba
beni takip ediyor. Hizlandim, o da hizlandi. Kirmizi 1sikta gectim, o da gecti. Garajdaki
arabay1 kenara gekip, kosarak ka¢maga basladim. Evin anahtarla girilen ve zeminden iki kat
asagidaki genis parkina girdim, o da girdi. Arkamdan da kosan biri vardi. Yeterince hizli
kosamadigimdan, merdiven girisindeki bir yere saklanip beklemeye basladim. Tabancam
olsa, mutlaka ¢ikarip kendimi koruyacaktim... Oniimden hizla gegmege calisan adamin
bogazini 6yle yakalamis ve kendisini yukar: kaldirmistim ki... Kendime biraz geldigimde
gordigiim tablo dehset vericiydi. Adam Fransizca olarak ‘Siz delisiniz diye bagiriyor...
Kaldigimiz sitede, yakinimizdaki bir dairede Meksika Konsoloslugu’na geliyormus. Nasil 6ziir
dileyecegim, bilemedim. Ermni terériinden bahsettim ama o telagla anladigini hi¢ sanmam.”

Baskut, Aferin lyiydin..., 52-53.
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a big plate from Pagabahge with Arabic decoration. ... On the follow-
ing day, the question was resolved. My younger uncle ... thought to
send me this plate. He gave the package to his Armenian friend since

his friend was going to Munich."*

Not all the threats were funny or tragicomic. Others were real and frightening.
Daver Darende was a young Turkish diplomat in the mid-1970s. Oktar Cirit,
the first secretary at Turkey’s embassy in Beirut, had already been assassinated
in February 1976. Darende received a letter during his preparations for the
visit of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Thsan Caglayangil to Oslo, Norway. The
letter included a note: “You will be killed in Oslo.”*** In his memoirs, Darende
notes that even though nothing significantly suspicious occurred during
Caglayangil’s visit, the time between receiving the letter and the end of the
visit passed with a considerable sense of unrest.'*’

Each attack brought new warnings from the ministry to diplomatic mis-
sions. Every new telegraph from the ministry ordered stricter measures.
Moreover, “a special section [the Intelligence and Research Department] was
established to deal with the security matters for the protection of diplomatic
staff.”**! Physical security measures were taken in diplomatic missions and it
became harder for Armenian organiations to attack Turkish mission chiefs.'**

Even at the relatively late date of 1988, the ministry was warning its personnel

“Diisseldorfta baskonsolos iken, Miinih’ten hi¢ tanimadigim birinin adini tagityan bir paket
geldi. Ustelik ad bir Ermeni’nin adi. O siralarda ASALA faaliyetlerine hiz vermis oldugundan,
merkezden gelen telgraflarda “Siipheli paketlere dikkat edilmesi denmekteydi....

Paketin istiinde elektronik dedektorii gezdirdik, paket deli gibi 6tiiyor. Hemen Alman
polisine haber verdim. Eksperler geldi, onlar da kontrol ettiler ve ‘bomba’y1 patlatmak iizere,
binanin karsisindaki ¢ok genis bir parkin ortasina yerlestirdiler... Pagabah¢e’nin cam iizerine
arabesk renkli siisler olan biiyiik¢e bir tabak ... Ertesi giin sorun ¢6ziildii ... Kiigitk dayim ...
bana bu tabag1 gondermeyi diisiinmis. Bir Ermeni dostu Diisseldorfa gittiginden paketi ona
vermis.” Afra, Hariciyeciler Dedikoduyu Sever, 218-219.

Darende, Diplomatin Not Defteri, 66-70.
Ibid.

Kuneralp, Sadece Diplomat..., 507.
Simsir, Sehit Diplomatlarimiz, 79.
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with a brochure that included information about necessary measures against
possible attacks.'*?

The attacks did not come to an end; on the contrary, attacks continued
instead on mid-ranking diplomats who were still unsatisfactorily protectected.
After the assassinations of five Turkish diplomats in four cities on three conti-
nents, both the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy and some journalists were
convinced that attacks on Turkish diplomats could not be overcome using
conventional methods.'* Stikrii Elekdag, the Turkish ambassador to Washing-

ton, reported to Ankara that

it is impossible to overcome Armenian terrorism through the physical
security measures applied up until now. It is inevitable for us to aban-
don classical measures and apply methods that will deter and frighten
perpetrators, disturb the ones committed to their causes, and prevent
them from increasing tensions. Please take note of the sentence I write
below. Of course, it is of great significance that these counter-measures
be implemented via front organizations without the marks of the Turk-

ish state.!*

Elekdag was offering an asymmetric war against the ASALA, and he was by
no means alone in prescribing this to overcome the political violence on Turk-

ish diplomatic missions and diplomats. A year after his suggestion to Ankara,

Sedes, Bir Deonem Bab-1 Ali..., 116.

Gogek notes that Orhan Birgit in Diinya, Orsan Oymen in Milliyet, and Ergun Géze in
Terctiman, suggested covert actions and the implementation of extralegal violence against the
assailants. Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 603.

“Bugiine kadar basvurulan fiziki giivenlik onlemleriyle Ermeni tedhisciliginin iistesinden
gelmek kabil degildir. Klasik onlemlerin digina ¢ikmak ve eylemcileri sindirecek, onlara
gozdag1 verecek, davalarina bagli olanlari rahatsiz edecek, isi tirmanmaya gétiirmekten onlari
engelleyecek yontemlere bagvurmamiz kaginilmazdir. Asagida yazacagim climlenin altini
¢iziniz litfen. Kuskusuz, bu kars1 6nlemlerin Tiirk devletinin simgesi bulunmadan paravan
orgiitlerle yonetilmesi ¢ok bilyiik 6nemi haizdir.” TC Washington Biiyiikelgiliginden Disisler-
ine tel. Acele, (Telegraph from the Washington Embassy to Foreign Affairs: Urgent) October 13,
1979, cited from Simsir, Sehit..., 279.
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Adnan Bulak, then-Turkish ambassador to Beijing, also reported to the min-

istry.

Although it can be evaluated as an emotional, even hateful reaction, I
do not foresee a more effective precaution than responding to violence
with violence. Moreover, it is certain that this is the only way of deter-
rence. ... We must charge the perpetrators of the assassinations in Vi-
enna, Paris, and Beirut. Otherwise, unfortunately, we will not be

wrong in predicting that these assassinations will not end.'*

Turkish diplomats were convinced that illegal methods in the struggle against
the attacks of Armenian perpetrators were necesarry. At the turn of the 1980s,
fifteen people (diplomats and their relatives) had already been killed by the
ASALA and JCAG, and none of the perpetrators were found by the police of
the related country. The Turkish state and diplomats complained that the po-
lice departments in the countries where Turkish diplomats have been assassi-
nated, were not acting with satisfactory determination. Even when the perpe-
trators were found, they were given minimum sentences.'*” Above all, the
methods which Elekdag called classical measures had allegedly left Turkish
diplomatic missions and diplomats without full protection.

The ideas of Elekdag and Bulak reflected a change in point of view of the
mindset of the Turkish state vis-a-vis the attacks of Armenian organizations.
This does not imply that Turkish diplomats were the initiators of counterter-
rorism actions against Armenian militants; however, the remarks of Elekdag
and Bulak reveal that some prominent officers of the Turkish Ministry of For-
eign Affairs began to see no way of struggling with “Armenian terrorism” ex-

cept via unconventional methods. In an interview with the mainstream

“Ne kadar hissi hatta miifrit bir tepki seklinde goriiliirse goriilsiin, siddete siddetle karsilik
vermekten daha etkili bir tedbir oldugunu sanmiyorum. Ustelik bunun vazgegiricilik
bakimindan tek ¢ikar yol oldugunda da tereddiit edilemez. Viyana, Paris ve Beyrut cinayetle-
rinin faillerini mutlaka bulup ¢ikarmamiz ve bu ¢ok algakga saldirilarin hesabini behemehal
istememiz gerektigi kanisindayim. Aksi halde ve maalesef bu cinayetlerin arkasinin gelmesini
beklemek yanlis bir tahmin olmayacaktir.” TC Biiyiikelgiliginden Disislerine tel. (Telegraph
from the Embassy to Foreign Affairs) July 21, 1980, cited from S$imsir, Sehit..., 207-208.

The assassin of Ahmet Benler, son of the Turkish Ambassador Ozdemir Benler, for example,

was acquitted by Dutch judicial authorities. Simsir, Sehit..., 296.
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Turkish newspaper Sabah, Osman Nuri Giindes, a high-ranking official at
Turkish Intelligence Organization (MIT) responsible for operations against
the ASALA, notes that,

we were assigned to struggle with these traitors. It is a state secret; I
cannot explain. Yet operations conducted in Turkey and abroad were
influential in ending the bloody actions of the ASALA. ... I supervised
these operations. ... It is in the state archives how the ASALA was ter-
minated, but these are not being explained in order not to cause inter-
national problems. If you terminate the will of the soldiers of an army
or organization to make war, you can terminate that organization. This
was what we did in the case of the ASALA."*®

Diplomats such as Elekdag and Bulak offered their ministry and government
deterring and frightening the perpetrators in order to eliminate the opera-
tional power of the ASALA (and JCAG). Similarly, Giindes notes that counter-
terrorism operations against the ASALA were aimed at “terminating their
willingness” to fight. The Turkish state, in this regard, “responded to violence
with violence,” as Bulak suggested to his ministry in 1980.

The Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy was once again at the center of the
Turkish-Armenian dispute. The “Armenian Question,” as a consequence, had
the capability to influence and even determine the attitude and operations of
the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In other words, the Turkish diplo-
matic bureaucracy developed reactionary stances against the actions of Arme-
nian organizations hoping for the recognition of the 1915 deportation as gen-

ocide.

“Bu hainlerle ugrasma gorevi bize verilmisti. Devlet sirridir, agiklayamam. Ama yurtdisinda
ve yurtiginde yapilan operasyonlar ASALA'nin kanli eylemlerinin durdurulmasinda etkili
olmustur... Bu operasyonlar1 ben yonettim... ASALA'nin nasil bitirildigi devletin ilgili
kayitlarinda bellidir ama uluslararasi sorunlara yol agmamak nedeniyle bunlar agiklanmiyor.
Bir tilkenin askerinin ya da bir 6rgiitiin militaninin savagma arzusunu bitirirseniz 6rgitii de
bitirirsiniz. Biz ASALA konusunda iste bunu yaptik.” “ASALA’y1 Kuru Kafa Resimleriyle
Cozdik,” (We dissoluted ASALA with skull pictures) Interview with Osman Nuri Giindes,
Sabah, July 9, 2009, accessed June 14, 2015, available from http://www.sabah.com.tr/gun-

dem/2009/07/09/asalayi_kuru_kafa_resimleriyle_cozduk.
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By the time Armenian armed groups perpetrated their last attacks in 1991,
the organization had caused forty-six fatalities and 299 injuries, thirty-seven
of which involved Turkish diplomats.'*® Attacks of Armenian organizations on
Turkish diplomats constitute a specific case in the global terrorism literature.
No profession in either public or private sector was targeted so densely over a
given period of time by a single group and ideology. These attacks, on the other
hand, deeply influenced the mindset and even the operational capability of
Turkish diplomatic missions, mainly those in Western Europe, the United
States, and Lebanon. As the above-quoted remarks of Turkish diplomats illus-
trate, assassinations even impacted the daily habits of Turkish diplomats. The
Turkish government had to invest in the securitization of diplomatic and con-
sular missions. Diplomats had to become accustomed to living with guns and
learn how to use them."® The ASALA and JCAG attacks, finally, brought the
“Armenian Question” back onto again to the agenda of the Turkish public.
Newspapers began to deal with the Armenian question. Turkish diplomats,
even before Turkish academia, produced works on the course of events lead-
ing to the deportation and casualties of Ottoman Armenians in the early twen-

tieth century.

“Patterns of Global Terrorism,” MIPT Terrorism Knowledge Database, accessed May 20, 2015,
available from
https://web.achive.org/web/20071115020146/http://www.tkb.org/Group.jsp?groupID=258, 56-
57-

Gokberk Ergenekon, then-first secretary at Turkey’s embassy in Rome, was shot while getting
in his car in front of his home. After being shot, Ergenekon took his gun and ran after the
militant. Many other Turkish diplomats also were trained in gun use. “Yarali Diplomatimiz
Saldirgani Kovaladi,” (Our Injured Diplomat Followed the Attacker) Milliyet, October 26,

1981, 11.
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§ 7.4 After Assassinations: Turkish Diplomats as Constructors of
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the Official Turkish Narrative

Especially in the 1960s and 70s, diplomats were seen as “symbolic targets of
political violence.”' Geoffrey Jackson, a former British diplomat who was
also the victim of a failed kidnapping attack, once said that “it is the special
status of the diplomatic agent which renders him unsafe.”"** His remarks suit
the Turkish case.

After Kemal Arikan’s assassination on January 28, 1982, the perpetrators
left a tape recording at the crime scene with a sentence: “Our revolutionary
struggle began in 1975 and our only targets are Turkish diplomats and Turkish
institutions.”** In the eyes of Armenian militants, therefore, officers of the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy were entwined with the Turkish state and the
Turkish mindset. Jean-Pierre Richardot’s book Arméniens: Quoi Qu’il En
Cotite (Armenians: Whatever It Costs) depicts how Armenian communities
in Europe perceived Turkish diplomats and diplomatic missions as symbols of
the Turkish state and Turkishness as a whole. One of the hundreds of Arme-
nians interviewed for the book called Turkish diplomats the “sons of Talat [Pa-
sha]” implying that the attacks on them were legitimate."** Ara Toranian, one
of the witnesses in the trial following an attack realized in Switzerland in 1981,
stated that attacks on Turkish diplomats had meaning since “Turkish consu-
lates in Europe were really police organizations: military bases with control
over the Turkish community.”"* In this regard, adds Toranian, “those who at-
tempted to kill a Turkish diplomat would be hero in 1981."*

The revelations of members of the Armenian community illustrate that the

accessibility and defenselessness of Turkish diplomats and Turkish diplomatic

Nathalie K. Hevener, Diplomacy in A Dangerous World: Protection for Diplomats Under Inter-
national Law (New York: Westview Press, 1986), 5.

Geoftrey Jackson, Concorde Diplomacy: The Ambassador’s Role in Today’s World (London:
Hamish Hamilton Books, 1981), 92.

Simgir, Sehit..., 468.

Mehmet Peringek, “Asala ve “Talat'in Cocuklar1,” Yeni Tiirkiye 60 (2014), 1761.

Ibid., 1764.

Ibid.
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and consular missions were not the only reasons they were chosen for attacks
by Armenian groups. On the contrary, Turkish diplomats and diplomatic and
consular missions were identified with the mindset of the Turkish state and
the “denial of the genocide.” This paved the way for the legitimization of at-

tacks on Turkish officials and institutions.®” As Yavuz notes,

... in every court case that dealt with the killings of Turkish diplomats
in the 1980s ... by Armenian terrorists, defense lawyers regularly in-
voked Morgenthau’s Story as evidence to explain the source of this
feeling of collective revenge to kill the Turks, since they had killed the
Armenians.""® Being the victim, in this regard, “inadvertently justifies

and provides the moral ground to be a victimizer.”"*

Ironically or as it is expected, Turkish diplomats accepted the role of being
identified with the Turkish state to a great extent. Recalling Faizulaev’s ap-
proach, the diplomat unites his self-hood with the state’s identity.'® Gogek

notes

given that the Turkish diplomatic community was so badly hit by the
assassinations, the most significant long-term consequence was the
production of an entire cohort of Turkish diplomats whose friends had
been violently murdered, leading [them] to take an anti-Armenian
stand, strongly opposing any engagement in bettering Turkish-Arme-

nian relations.”!®!

Associating the “enemy state” with its diplomats was widespread among urban guerrilla
groups in those years. “When Geoffrey Jackson was the British ambassador to Uruguay, he
was taken hostage by urban guerrillas who told him that he was ‘being punished as the na-
tional symbol of institutional neocolonialism”> Sharp, “Who Needs Diplomats,” 5.

Yavuz, “Orientalism...,” 115. Morgenthau's Story was the title of a memoir written by Henry J.
Morgenthau, who served as the United States Ambassador to Istanbul between 1913 and 1916.
Dealing in detail the Armenian atrocities during World War I, the book is a primary source
for groups who describe the incidents as genocide. Ibid.

Ibid.

See footnote 39 in chapter 2.

Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 428.
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The attacks, adds Gogek, “polarized a whole generations of Turkish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs officials.”“* The violence, according to her, was “etched for-
ever in the memory of the Turkish diplomats who were eyewitnesses, had
served with the victims, or had attended school with them.”*

In the course of time, Turkish diplomats constructed and reproduced the
Turkish counternarrative to the efforts to have the “Armenian Genocide” rec-
ognized not only in terms of a legal struggle but also in the intellectual field.
Various Turkish diplomats wrote books on the “Armenian Question” that in-
fluenced the determination of the official Turkish position.'** The basic tenants

of the counternarrative to genocide claims are clearly summarized by Dixon.

The charge of genocide was baseless; claims of genocide were based on
false propaganda by Armenians; Armenians had constituted a small
minority of the population in the Ottoman Empire; Armenians were
well treated under Ottoman rule; Armenians had collaborated with the
Ottoman Empire’s enemies during World War I and rebelled to gain
independence; and Armenians had committed massacres and atroci-
ties against Ottoman Turkish citizens, using terrorist methods that

were again being used in attacks on Turkish diplomats.'®

Indeed, in the initial years of the attacks, the Turkish government was willing
to compromise in order to prevent further assassinations of Turkish diplo-
mats. Thsan Sabri Caglayangil, then-foreign minister, met with the leaders of
three Armenian political parties in Zurich on November 27, 1977.' Caglayan-

gil proposed that the Turkish government could agree on reparations,

Ibid.

Ibid., 450. This reaction, however, should not be interpreted as an anti-Armenian stance. At
the zenith of the incidents, one Turkish diplomat refused to fire an Armenian employee when
the government advised him about the danger that this employee could potentially pose. Ibid.
Even at the zenith of violence activities of Armenians, Turkish diplomats were involved in an
“intellectual battle” against the Armenian diaspora. For example, [ldeniz Divanlioglu was sub-
jected to verbal harassment during a meeting to which he was invited by an NGO in Rome.
Divanlhoglu, Emekli Biiyiikelgi..., 126.

Dixon, “Defending the Nation,” 471.

De Waal, Biiyiik Felaketten Sonra..., 211.
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resettlement, and the recognition of certain privileges for Armenians, but ter-
ritorial demands would by no means be accepted.'’” The organization of the
meeting was initiated in spring 1976 and proceeded in an informal manner.'*®

The outcome of the meeting was inevitable disappointment, and the sides
did not reach a consensus. This rarely reported meeting is interesting for two
reasons. First, in retrospect, it is surprising that a government of the 1970s
would have accepted conditions that are presently out of the question. The in-
creasing aggressiveness of Armenian organizations clearly radicalized the
Turkish point of view. Second, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs as an
institution was probably outside of the process. In their statements, Stikrii El-
ekdag, then secretary general of the ministry, and Ilter Tiirkmen, an outstand-
ing ambassador of the time, reveal that they were not aware of the meeting.'®
It was a political initiative that bypassed the ministry bureaucracy. In ensuing
years, however, the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy would take the lead in de-

termining Turkey’s attitude towards the Armenian question. Gogek notes that

for the first time in 1979, the Turkish state and the foreign ministry
started to discuss what course of action to take in order to counter the
Armenian violence and three decisions were reached: to prepare a to-
tally scientific and objective white book, to establish a Turkish lobby
in the United States and to form Turkish research centers in foreign

countries.'”

Although there were efforts befere the September 12, 1980, coup, political con-

ditions enabled a more active stance in this case. Again, notes Gogek,

A month after the September 1980 military coup, [a] diplomat met
with a general in relation to the collection of existing archival docu-

mentation ... including those in the American, British and French

Ibid. De Waal attributes his claim to Ambassador Oktay Aksoy, who served as Caglayangil’s
interpreter during the meeting.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 436.
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archives as well as published books and documentation in the Otto-

man archives.!”!

Some retired diplomats who knew the Ottoman script were actively involved
in the transliteration process.””> Ambassador Nejat Ertiiziin was one of them.
Ertiiziin also notes that their work began even before the coup. He depicts

their work as follows:

After retirement ... I was called by the office of the secretary general
of the foreign ministry to conduct research in the ministry archives
along with other ambassadors who read the old script. ... We began on
September 1, 1980. ... When the coup was realized, the new govern-
ment approved the continuation of our mission. ... In sum ... we ex-

amined 7,134 documents.!”?

The continuation of Armenian attacks fed the process. In 1981, the Depart-
ment of Study (Etiid Dairesi) was upgraded to the Directorate General for In-
telligence and Research (Istihbarat ve Arastirma Genel Miidiirliigii), and it held
a central position in determining the “mindset of the state” on the Armenian
Question."”* Additionally, a Coordination Committee for Intelligence and
Planning (Istihbarat ve Planlama Kurulu) was established under the Turkish
MFA.'”® It was clear that the foreign ministry was playing a central role in lead-
ing and determining the official Turkish position about the course of incidents

that occurred during the Armenian deportation in 1915.

Ibid., 438-9.

Dixon, “Defending the Nation,” 473.

“Emekli olup Istanbul’a yerlestikten sonra ... Digigleri Bakanligi Genel Sekreterliginden
aranilarak Digsisleri Hazine-i Evrak’inda eski yazi bilen diger biiyiikelgilerle birlikte aragtirma
yapabilecegim séylendi. ... 1 Eyliil 1980°de ise bagladik. ... askeri miidahale yapildiginda yeni
hitkiimetten de muvafakat al[dik]. Toplamda ... incelenen belge adedi 7134’e yitkselmekte-
dir.” Nejat Ertiiziin, “Ermeni Sorunu ile lgili Caligmalar,” in Ds Politikamizin Perde Arkasi:
23 Biiyiikelcinin Olaylara Bakigsi, ed. Turhan Firat (Ankara: Umit Yayincilik, 2005), 231-233.
Giiven Giirkan Oztan and Omer Turan, “Tiirkiye’de Devlet Akli ve 1915, Toplum ve Bilim 132
(2015), 99.

Ibid.
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The first publication prepared by Turkish diplomats about the “realities of
the Armenian Question” was a brochure written by three members of the
Turkish embassy in Washington. When members of the Armenian commu-
nity wrote letters to increase awareness oft the deportations of 1915, Turgut
Menemencioglu, Ilter Tiirkmen, and Erdil Akay prepared a thirty-page bro-
chure “to respond to Armenian claims,” which was published by the Turkish-
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Ankara.'” In the course of time, a massive liter-
ature written by Turkish diplomats emerged to “reveal the truth about 1915”
Within this literature, Bilal Simsir’s studies are unique. Also a scholar, Simsir
published numerous studies questioning the “genocide thesis” and justifying
official Turkish positions on various occasions.'”’

The works of Turkish diplomats, in most cases, has taken academic con-
cerns into consideration. The main motive for the preparation of these studies
was to answer the massive literature dealing with the details of the “Armenian
Genocide.” For instance, in his book titled Ermeni Dosyas: (Armenian File),
Turkish Ambassador Kamuran Giiriin states that his study did not sought “to
insult the Armenian nation or attribute the actions of one group to a whole
nation.””® Instead, Gliriin underscores the necessity of writing a scientific
work on the Armenian problem since no one in Turkey has any substantive
knowledge of the issue.'”® This lack of knowledge, adds Giiriin, causes Turkish

academics to recognize what he calls “imaginary Armenian claims.”**

Erner, Davulun Sesi..., 86-87.

For Simsir's studies on the “Armenian Question,” see Bilal Simsir, British Documents on Ot-
toman Armenians. Volume I (1856-1880,) (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1982, 1989).
The Genesis of the Armenian Question (Ermeni Gailesinin Dogusu) (Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Yayini, Serial VII, no. 84, Ankara: 1983). The Deportees of Malta and The Armenian Question
(Foreign Policy Institute, Ankara: 1984). Apercu Historique sur la Question Arménienne (Pub-
lication de la Société Turque d'Histoire /Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayini, Seri VII, no. 85, Ankara:
1985.) Osmanli Diplomatik Belgelerinde Ermeni Sorunu (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayini,
1985). Ingiliz Belgelerinde Osmanli Ermenileri (1856-1880) (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1986).
Kamuran Giiriin, Ermeni Dosyas: (Istanbul: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1988), 20.

Ibid.

Gogek, Denial of Violence..., 443. The Turkish state in general and the foreign ministry were
particularly disappointed by the lack of active participation of Turkish scholars in the intel-
lectual campaign against genocide claims. When the ministry wrote letters to scholars at
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According to Giiriin, Turkish diplomats needed to “know clearly all as-
pects of this question,” since they were both “researchers and unfortunately
targets of it.”**! His evaluation and eagerness led Giiriin to be the most active
among Turkish diplomats searching for the “truth” of the Armenian question.
For example, he briefed Kenan Evren, the leader of the September 1980 mili-
tary coup, on the Armenian question and persuaded him to develop and pub-
lish a brochure explaining the official Turkish narrative.'®* Giiriin visited the
United States in 1982 as a lobbyist.'*?

Giiriin developed a strongly critical stance towards Armenian claims. His
intention to engage in such an effort was indeed a “state decision.”"** In line
with the official Turkish position, Giiriin gives a detailed account of the ac-
tions of Armenian insurgents up until the deportation of Ottoman Armenians
in 1915, proving the inevitability of the decisions taken that year.

In the case of the deportation decision, Giiriin again attaches significance
to the mobilization of Ottoman Armenians under the Russian Army in East-
ern Anatolia against their own country.'® Deportation, adds Giiriin, was de-
signed to eliminate the Armenian insurgents’ ability to revolt, and only those
directly involved in revolts against the government were subject to the depor-
tation process.'® Relying on official correspondence, Giiriin concludes that

official texts that have been labeled “deportation orders” did not even include

Istanbul, Hacettepe, and Bogazi¢i universities, only a tiny proportion of the invitees took part
in the ministry’s efforts to create an official, intellectual Turkish position. Ibid.

Giiriin, Ermeni Dosyast, 291.

Ibid. 448.

Ibid. There was a type of division of labor among the diplomats. His visit to the United States
notwithstanding, Giiriin undertook intellectual responsibilities, namely establishing the offi-
cial Turkish narrative. In his place, Siikrii Elekdag, was active in lobbying operations. Ele-
kdag’s attempts “led to the formation of [the] American Turkish Association of America
[which] ... has taken the initiative in promoting the official Turkish stand.” G6gek, Denial of
Violence..., 607.

Ibid. 450.

Ibid., 304.

Giiriin, Ermeni Dosyasi, 306-307.
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the word “deportation;” instead, Giiriin states that the orders referred to “ex-
pedition and habitation to other locations.”**’

Giiriin’s book and point of view guided subsequent studies in ensuing
years.'® Initiating a new thesis in the early 1980s onwards, Giiriin’s and others’
like-minded views on the issue did not “dismiss the great loss of life, but put
it into the context of civil war, [as] mutual victimization.”'® As Oztan and Tu-
ran put it, “it was a justification of deportation.”**® Giiriin’s views were shared
by many colleagues. Siikrii Elekdag, for example, notes that the deportations
were “an obligatory military precaution to safeguard the Ottoman army which
was under severe threat from the Russians.”**! Similarly, another Turkish Am-
bassador Ayhan Kamel refers to the “Armenians who joined the Russian army
in order to fight against the Ottoman Empire.”"* According to Kamel, the Ot-
toman Empire, “which always approached non-Muslims with a great toler-
ance,” could not have been involved in genocide against Armenians; rather,
the Armenians themselves attempted an ethnic cleansing “to establish an Ar-
menian majority in the Eastern provinces of the Ottoman Empire in order to
establish an independent state and prepare evidence for land claims.”**?

Turkish diplomats, on the other hand, not only opposed the Armenian in-
terpretation of the deportations — or what they call the “Armenian Thesis” -
they are also skeptical about the sincerity of Armenians’ motives for the re-
membrance of 1915. For example, the reemergence of Armenian political vio-
lence against Turkish citizens not only intended to put the recognition of gen-

ocide on the agenda in the world. Bilge Cankorel, in this regard, draws

Ibid.

Oztan and Turan, “Tiirkiye’de Devlet Akl1,” 103.

Richard G. Hovannisian. "Denial of the Armenian Genocide 100 Years Later: The New Prac-
titioners and Their Trade," Genocide Studies International 9, no. 2 (2015), 228.

Oztan and Turan, “Tiirkiye’de Devlet Akl1,” 103.

Siikrii Elekdag, “Tarihsel Gergekler ve Uluslararast Hukuk Isiginda Ermeni Soykirimi Iddi-
as1,” Assembly of Turkish American Associations Website, 15, accessed March 27, 2015, available
from http://www.ataa.org/reference/ermenisoykirimiddiasi.pdf.

Ayhan Kamel, 1923 ten Giiniimiize Tiirk Dis Politikast ve Diplomasisi (Istanbul: Inkilap, 2013),
70.

Ibid.
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attention to the timing of the first Armenian attacks. Cankorel states that “the
beginning of the ASALA terror [in 1975] just followed Turkey’s intervention
in Cyprus [in 1974]” was meaningful.””* Hamit Batu, who continued his diplo-
matic career in Western Europe and notably in France, stresses the simultane-
ous emergence of “Greek and Armenian propaganda campaigns after the 1974
Cyprus intervention.”** Similar to Cankorel, Batu, was also suspicious about
the concurrence of Turkey’s intervention in Cyprus and the beginning of Ar-
menian propaganda against Turkey.'”® According to him, while this does not
mean that “Greek and Armenian propaganda cordially and consciously

» «

united,” “ ... the propaganda of these two nations fed on each other’s achieve-
ments.”"”” Underscoring the fact that attacks by Armenian groups emerged in
the years following Turkish intervention in Cyprus, Daver Darende also notes
that the initial attacks were predominantly realized in NATO countries.'*®
Certain Turkish diplomats claim that “the case of 1915” was instrumental-
ized by Armenians for other purposes. Omer Engin Liitem, a Turkish ambas-
sador, was one of the prominent figures who “reproduced the official narra-
tive” along with Giiriin and Simsir."®® Ambassador Omer Engin Liitem thinks
that remembrance of 1915 was considerably influential in cementing Arme-
nian communities in different parts of the world.*® Moreover, according to
Turkish diplomats, the increasing demands for the recognition of Armenian

Genocide were planned to be the precursors for reparation and land

Cankorel, Bir Donem Biterken..., 26.

Batu, Avrupa'yla Bunaliml Yillar, 109.

Ibid., 114.

Ibid., 114-115.

Darende, Diplomatin Not Defteri..., 65. Unlike Simsir, who interprets the emergence of attacks
in predominantly Western European countries as a result of the tolerant social and legal struc-
tures of these countries, Darende is skeptical about the fact that the first ASALA attacks took
place in NATO countries. Ibid.

Oztan and Turan, “Tiirkiye’de Devlet Akli...,” 101.

Omer Engin Liitem, Ermeni Sorunu: Temel Bilgi ve Belgeler (Ankara: ASAM Ermeni
Aragtirmalar1 Enstitiisti, 2007), 1. Liitem was the first chief of the “Intelligence and Research
Department” in the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This unit was founded in 1975 to react

to the Armenian threat to Turkish diplomats.
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demands.®! This argument is expressed by former ambassador Onur Oymen.
According to Oymen, the recognition of Armenian genocide would not end
attacks on Turkey. Such a decision would be followed by land and reparation

demands.?%

§ 7.5 Concluding Remarks

201

202

203

204

Beginning in the late nineteenth century, dealing with Armenian dissidents
and terrorist groups was a source of concern for Ottoman-Turkish diplomatic
and consular missions. One of the duties of Hamidian era diplomats was to
monitor the actions of Armenian insurgents in various parts of the world.**
Ahmed Riistem Bey, the Ottoman Ambassador to Washington between 1914
and 1916, was the first to write a book challenging Armenian allegations. In
the early republican period, the actions of Armenian groups were monitored,
and prominent figures of the early republican elite were on alert with respect
to possible assassination attempts by Armenian organizations.*** Assassina-

tions of Turkish diplomats were indeed a continuation of this legacy. Turkish

This claim was indeed not baseless. On July 5, 2013, Avghan Hovsepyan claimed that “the Re-
public of Armenia should have its lost territories returned and the victims of the Armenian

» «

Genocide should receive material compensation.” “Turkey Angry at Yerevan Over ‘Land
Claim’ Remarks,” Asbarez News, July 15, 2013, accessed March 20, 2016, available from
http://asbarez.com/111487/turkey-angry-at-yerevan-over-land-claim-remarks/.

Oymen formulizes these demands as “3T” since the words in Turkish - taninma, toprak, and
tazminat — mean recognition, land, and reparations, respectively. “Sirada Tazminat ve Toprak
Var,” (The next step will be reparation and land [demands].) Yenicag, October 11, 2007, ac-
cessed March 20, 2016, available from http://www.yenicaggazetesi.com.tr/sirada-tazminat-ve-
toprak-var-2461h.htm.

This implementation must have remained in the minds of American Armenians. During the
trial of Gurgen Yanikian in 1973, his lawyer asked Turkish authority whether they had opened
a consular mission in order to monitor the acts of Armenians in the city. Simsir, Sehit..., 111.
For example, the Swiss police warned Ismet Pasha, head of the Turkish delegation at the Lau-
sanne Conference in 1922 and 1923, about possible suicide attacks of which Armenian groups
were suspected. Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk), the founder of the modern Turkish Republic, was
also threatened with suicide attacks especially in the 1923-1927 period. Ibid., 154-161.
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diplomacy was the first bureaucratic unit to encounter the “Armenian case”
abroad. Therefore, Turkish diplomats were always on the frontline.

Continuous assassinations of Turkish diplomats throughout 1970s and
1980s, however threatened the lives of this group of people. Turkish diplomats
also began to become aware of events that occurred in the last years of the
Ottoman Empire and became inevitable actors in the dispute between the
Turkish state and Armenian organizations and the Armenian diaspora more
generally. One Turkish diplomat confessed that he learned about the details of
what happened in 1915 only after attacks by the ASALA and JCAG began.”
After the attacks on their colleagues, Turkish diplomats became active in the
intellectual and diplomatic battle against the Armenian diaspora. As illus-
trated above in this chapter, Turkish diplomats, as a professional group, con-
tributed significantly to the formation of a Turkish counternarrative to geno-
cide allegations regarding 1915. High-ranking Turkish diplomats such as
undersecretary Kamuran Giiriin authored books that established the basis for
Turkey’s counter arguments against genocide claims. Siikrii Elekdag, another
high-ranking Turkish diplomat, made considerable efforts forming a Turkish
lobby including a research institute to institutionalize the Turkish counternar-
rative.

Turkish diplomats’ encounters with the Armenian Question can be evalu-
ated from two aspects. First, terrorist attacks by Armenian groups throughout
the 1970s and the first half of the 1980s located Turkish diplomats in a unique
place. In the aforementioned period, as illustrated above, diplomatic person-
nel from many other countries were also subject to such terrorist attacks.
Turkish diplomatic personnel, nevertheless, were more frequently targeted
than their counterparts throughout the world. Moreover, if we consider the
whole course, - beginning in the late nineteenth century - Turkish diplomats
played a constructive role in the formation of Turkey’s official Armenian pol-
icy and the public’s perception of what happened in 1915. This is not to say that
the opinions and prescriptions of Turkish diplomats were accepted by the state

mechanism and the public without question. Turkish diplomats were

This diplomat was Volkan Vural, a former Turkish ambassador. Hasan Cemal, 1915: Ermeni

Soykirnmi (Istanbul: Everest Yayinlari, 2012), 159.
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themselves members of the Turkish public and officers of the Turkish state.
They were aware of the probable reaction of the state and public opinion with
respect to 1915. On this point, however, they were involved in a mutual inter-
action with the government and the public to determine the dominant point

of view in Turkey about the deportations in 1915.
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Diplomats as Catalysts for War: Military Intervention to
Cyprus and The Role of Diplomacy

§ 8.1 A Ministry Locked on an island: The Course of the Cyprus
Question and Its Impact on the Turkish Diplomatic Bureau-

cracy

n July 20, 1974, Turkish armed forces realized an amphibious operation
O on the northern coast of Cyprus, an island that had been the theater of
a bloody ethnic clash between Greek Cypriots and Turks for almost two dec-
ades. This chapter scrutinizes the influence of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and certain Turkish diplomats in the decision-making process of this
military intervention. The political authority of the time initiated the inter-
vention whereas the actions of the armed forces determined the degree of its
success. The preferences and activities of the officials of the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy are frequently neglected. This part of the study, in this regard, will
focus on the interpretations of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy regarding
the Cyprus dispute and their influence over the decision-making process lead-

ing to the July 20, 1974, military intervention.
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Martin Wight describes the task of diplomacy as “circumventing the oc-
casions of wars.” States “compromise without the use of force by peaceful
means” through the conduct of diplomacy. In this regard, proponents of the
traditional understanding of diplomacy claim that “the resort to force repre-
sents a defeat for diplomacy.” Nevertheless, on many occasions, diplomats
served to legitimize the war narratives of their states. A consideration of the
political and military necessity or legitimacy of the Turkish intervention in
Cyprus is beyond the scope of this study. Yet this chapter presents the efforts
of certain diplomats in the course of the Turkish military intervention in Cy-
prus in July 1974 which constituted an example of how diplomatic representa-
tion can become an integral asset in the war legitimization process.

The Cyprus Question preoccupied the agenda of the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs long before the intervention. Throughout the 1960s and 7os,
the unit responsible for Cyprus affairs continuously grew in terms of both
quality and quantity. Before the 1960s, Cyprus affairs were conducted by a
desk, while in the 1960s it was upgraded to a bureau.* In the 1970s, the bureau
was upgraded to a directorate general that which also handled relations with
Greece.” In other words, Turkish-Greek relations were then being evaluated as
a branch of the Cyprus dispute instead the Cyprus dispute being seen as a
component of Turkish-Greek relations.® The prominence of the Cyprus dis-
pute also increased the value of the Cyprus department within the ministry.
As Ozcan notes, “throughout the 1960s and 70s, being occupied with Cyprus
affairs was the most advantageous, and shortest route for the promotion of

Turkish career diplomats for career within the ministry.”” Also, the first

Barry H. Steiner, “Diplomatic and International Theory,” 499.

Sasson Sofer, “Old and New Diplomacy: A Debate Revisited,” Review of International Studies
14 (1988), 196.

Hoffman, “Reconstructing Diplomacy,” 532.

Girgin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Dénemi Hariciye Tarihimiz, 149.

Ibid., 150.

In 1981, relations with Greece and the Cyprus affairs were conducted with a directorate-gen-
eral. This unit had one Cyprus-Greece division, one Greek section, and Cyprus policy coor-
dination division. Kuneralp, “The Ministry of Foreign Affairs,” 513.

Ozcan, Interview by the Author.
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serious turmoil in late 1963 brought about “twenty-four-hour sentry duty to
the Ministry.”

Not only the ministry in Ankara but also Turkish diplomatic and consular
missions, notably the ones in Nicosia, were frequently involved in Cyprus af-
fairs. Afra, then a young consul in Nicosia, cites that the Turkish Consulate
General in Nicosia sent 1951 telegraphs to Ankara in 1959, the record in that
year when compared to those of other diplomatic and consular missions of the
Turkish government.’ Although there was a heavy workload, the ministry had
yet to allocate sufficient personnel for this issue. For example, the consulate
general in Nicosia recruited only one career officer in those days.'* Moreover,
Turkish diplomats were not only assigned to diplomatic and consular duties.
Erciiment Yavuzalp, the Turkish ambassador to Nicosia between 1967 and
1970, notes that employees of the Turkish embassy in Cyrpus were taking se-

rious risk in the completion of their duties."

Employees of the Turkish embassy between 1964 and 1974 ... func-
tioned as a [point of contact with] Turkish territories that were almost
cut off due to Greek Cypriot checkpoints and blockade. ... My col-
leagues from the embassy were traveling around the island not only
when there were incidents but also in normal times. This was done on
one hand to address needs in-situ, and on the other to strengthen ...

the morale of [our] kin."

Kamuran Giiriin, Biikres, Paris, Atina: Biiyiikel¢ilik Anilar: (Istanbul: Milliyet Yayinlari, 1994),
175.

Afra, Hariciyeciler..., 47.

Ibid.

Erctiment Yavuzalp, Kibris Yangininda Biiyiikelilik (1967-1970) (Istanbul: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1993),
243.

“1964-1974 aras1 donemde gorev yapan biiytikel¢ilik mensuplari... Lefkose ile Ada sathina
yayilmis Rum kontrol ve ablukast yiiziinden birbiriyle baglantis1 hemen hemen kesilmis Tiirk
bolgeleri arasinda bir tiir irtibat gorevi de yapmistir... Biiyiikelgilik mensubu arkadagslarim,
sadece olay ¢iktiginda degil, herhangi bir olay olmadig: hallerde de Ada sathinda dolasiyor-
lardi. Bu bir yandan ihtiyaglar1 yerinde saptamak, diger yandan da soydaslara, kaderlerine

terkedilmediklerini gostererek morallerini giiclendirme amacini tagryordu.” Ibid., 241
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Intervention in Cyprus by military means was on the agenda of the Turkish
government. The Treaty of Guarantee, signed between Greece, Turkey and the
United Kingdom, authorized the signatories to “ensure the maintenance of its
independence, territorial integrity and security, as well as respect for its Con-

stitution,”"?

a statement that Turkey interpreted as the right to intervene on
the island if the security of Turkish Cypriots living there was in danger. As a
consequence, the Turkish government planned to use military means when-
ever intercommunal conflicts in Cyprus reached threatening levels.

Turkey first tilted towards the idea of military intervention in December
1963 when Greek Cypriot militias initiated attacks on Turkish settlements.'
This did not result in a Turkish military deployment to the island, but was a
watershed in Turkey’s alliance with the West — for Turkish-American rela-
tions, in particular. Then-Prime Minister Ismet In6nii and his government
posited June 6, 1964, as the date for intervention in Cyprus, and Inénii called
Raymond Hare, then-the United States Ambassador to Ankara, and delivered
his cabinet’s decision to intervene in Cyprus.'> Twenty-four hours later, an in-
terval requested by Ambassador Hare, Prime Minister Inonii received a letter
from the United States President Lyndon B. Johnson. This letter, namely the
“Johnson’s Letter,” urged Turkey to avoid one-sided intervention in Cyprus
and reminded that Turkey to seek the opinion of its allies.'* Otherwise, John-
son stated, such intervention might cause Soviet involvement in the dispute,
and in that event, NATO would be unwilling to protect Turkey."” The letter
also noted Turkey that the United States would not allow Turkey to use its

weapons for such an intervention.'® As a result, Turkey did not launch a

Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Treaty of Guarantee,” 1960, accessed June 1, 2015, available
from http://www.mfa.gr/images/docs/kypriako/treaty_of_guarantee.pdf.

Firat, “Yunanistan’la ligkiler....” 722.

Can Diindar, O Giin: Johnson Mektubu, (Istanbul: CNN Tiirk, 2002), DVD.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid. The content of the letter caused considerable shock in the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. Feridun Cemal Erkin, then-foreign minister of Turkey, gave the original letter to Er-
dem Erner, a Turkish diplomat, and “ordered him to make only two copies of it but not to file

them." Erner, Davulun Sesi..., 105. The contents of the letter were also kept from the Turkish
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comprehensive military operation but initiated an air raid of the island in Au-
gust 1964. Nevertheless, the crisis left a deep scar on Turkey’s relations with
the United States which would significantly affect Turkish foreign policy’s ori-
entation in ensuing years.

Turkey thought to (more seriously) intervene on Cyprus a second time
when Greek Cypriots launched an offensive under the leadership of Giorgios
Grivas against the Turkish villages of Gegitkale and Bogazkdy in November
1967."” The Turkish government proved its “commitment” to intervene and
this persuaded the Greeks since they not only accepted a ceasefire but also
extradited Grivas from Cyprus.”® Although Dr. Fazil Kiigiik, leader of the
Turkish Cypriots, declared disappointment saying, “there are few people in
Cyprus who believe that Turkey will intervene on the island,” the 1967 crisis
opened the way for the intervention in July 1974 both legally and militarily.*
In the words of Ilter Tiirkmen, the 1967 crisis, with its causes and outcomes,

“was a factor in paving the way for the intervention in 1974.%

public for one and a half years. On June 13, 1966 Hiirriyet, a mainstream newspaper, published
the letter. The next day Milliyet, another mainstream Turkish daily, published Inonii’s answer
to Johnson. We learn from the accounts of Yalim Eralp that he gave this information to jour-
nalist Ciineyt Arcayiirek on the order of Thsan Sabri Caglayangil, then-foreign minister. Eralp,
Perdeyi Aralarken..., 23. The Turkish attorney general at the time, however, interrogated Izzet
Sedes and Ciineyt Arcaytirek, the publishers of the two letters. Sedes, 34. The letter was also a
shock for the public, and its content increased anti-Western sentiment in Turkey in those
years.

Erctiment Yavuzalp, Kibris Yangininda Biiyiikelgilik (1967-1970) (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1993),
70.

Niyazi Kizilyiirek, Milliyetgilik Kiskacinda Kibris (Istanbul: {letisim, 2002), 277.

Ibid.

Mehmet Ali Birand, Kibrisin Elli Yil, vol 2. (Istanbul: CNN Tiirk, 1999), DVD.

Ibid.
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§ 8.2 The July 15,1974 Coup in Cyprus: Five to Twelve O’Clock**

24

25

26

Around eight thirty this morning, the alarm sirens of the Greek Cyp-
riot police were heard among the noises of bombs and machine guns
in the Greek Cypriot sector. It is speculated that the incident is hap-
pening around the Palace of the Archbishop, which is close to Turkish
sector. It is rumored that some Greek Cypriot armored corps are mo-
bilizing and that the Greek regiment [in Cyprus] are comig out of their
camps. It is being investigated whether or not the conflict is local. ...
The broadcast of the Greek Cypriot radio has been interrupted [and]
later continued with the Greek national anthem without any an-
nouncement. There is an impression that communication via telex and
telephone with the external world has been stopped. By nine o’clock,
smoke is seen rising up over the Palace of the Archbishop and the

sound of gunfire continues.”

These are the remarks of a cyphered telegraph sent by Asaf Inhan, Turkey’s

ambassador to Nicosia, on July 15, 1974.% In the remainder of his report, iInhan

This was the title of the book written by Rauf Denktas in the 1960s. In this book, Denktas was
basicly calling for immediate action of the Turkish government before being too late. Rauf R.
Denktas, 12’ye 5 Kala (Butik Matbaa, 1966).

“Bu sabah 08.30 civarinda Rum kesiminde bomba sesleri ve makinali tiifek darbe atislar:
arasinda Rum polisinin alarm veren siren diidiikleri isitilmistir. Hadisenin Tirk kesinine
yakin bulunan Bagpiskoposluk binasi etrafinda cereyan ettigi tahmin olunmaktadir. Bazi Rum
zirhli birliklerinin hareket halinde oldugu ve Yunan alayinin da kampindan ¢iktig1 haberleri
dolagmaktadir. Catigmanin mabhalli olup olmadigi... tahkik edilmege ¢alisiimaktadir. Rum
radyosunun yayini kesilmis, arkasindan Yunan milli mars ile anonssuz devam etmistir. Dig
diinya ile teleks ve telefon irtibatinin kesildigi intiba1 alinmaktadir. Saat 9 oldugu su siralarda
atislarin devam ettigi isitilmekte, Bagpiskoposluk binasi iizerinde dumanlar gériilmektedir.”
Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 43.

Asaf Inhan was the Turkish ambassador to Nicosia between 1970 and 1976. During his term
in Cyprus, Turkish troops intervened in the island. Inan remarks that the accomplishment of
such a significant duty was the greatest honor of his professional life.” Inang, Tiirk Diplomasis-
inde Kibris, 1970-1991..., 7-8. Dean Brown, a United States ambassador, describes him as hav-
ing “a hard character with not much charity in his soul.” Jan Asmussen, Cyprus at War: Di-

plomacy and Conflict during the 1974 Crisis (London: IB Tauris, 2008), 258. According to
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interpreted developments in the Greek Cypriot sector of Cyprus as “definitely
Enosis (unification of Cyrpus and Greece),” and according to him “declara-
tion of Enosis was to be expected.”” As his remarks illustrate, an official of the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy, more precisely an ambassador in Nicosia,
was urging Ankara to interpret the developments as a precursor to Enosis and
trying to persuade decision-makers to intervene.”® From the first moments,
some prominent members of Turkish diplomacy were in favor of a military
solution.”

Rauf Denktas titled his book On Ikiye Bes Kala (Five to Twelve 0’Clock) to
criticize Turkey’s passive attitude towards the conflicts in Cyprus and its re-
luctance to intervene on the island. In terms of a military operation, the bell
rang for the Turkish government on July 15, 1974. On the morning of this day,
an extreme right wing group among Greek Cypriots, under tutelage of the
junta in Greece, led a coup and overthrew Archbishop Makarios, the president

of the Republic of Cyprus. The incident was the final phase of a longstanding

Asmussen, the Turkish approach in Cyprus was “personified by his character.” Ibid. Some
Turkish Cypriots remember him “accusing the Turkish community in Cyprus of laziness and
lack of sacrifice.” Hasan Hastiirer, "Asaf Inhan'dan Recep Tayyip Erdogan'a," Kibris Postasi,
February 5, 2011, accessed July 15, 2014, available from http://wwwXkibrispos-
tasi.com/print.php?col=98&art=10547. Both Inhan and his wife, Maali Inhan, were awarded
the “meritorious service medal” and the title of Gazilik after the intervention. His six year-
long service in Nicosia was indeed uncommon. The intervention in 1974 and the establish-
ment of the federated state in 1975 prolonged Inhan’s term in Cyprus by one year upon the
request of the foreign ministry and the commander-in chief of Turkish Headquarters. Inang,
Tiirk Diplomasisinde Kibris..., 7-8.

Ibid., 28.

For example, Inhan claims that Turkey would never have intervened in on the island unless a
pro-Greek coup had been realized. According to him, the Turkish embassy in Nicosia did not
have such information, either. Ibid., 37. As it will be illustrated below, the words of other dip-
lomats reveal that Turkey was already undertaking serious preparation in diplomatic terms.
The coup in Cyprus accelerated the decision-making process.

Inhan notes that his report was influential for the evaluation and decision-making meetings
in Ankara on 16 and 17 July. Because of this, adds Inhan, General Muhittin Fiisunoglu sent

him an appreciation letter. Ibid., 28.
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dispute between Makarios and the junta administration in Greece and its ex-
tensions in Cyprus.

In his letter to Athens, which was leaked and published in the London
Times on July 2, 1974, Makarios blamed the Greek military presence, the Greek
Cypriot National Defense Guards, and the Greek government for the chaos in
Cyprus.*® Makarios, on the other hand, had taken some precautionary
measures to limit the influence of Athens in Cyprus, such as decreasing the
length of military conscription from twenty-four to fourteen months and
made conscription obligatory to all Greek Cypriots on the island.* The police
organization of the Republic of Cyprus was on alert against a possible coup
d’état. The ultimatum and measures of Makarios resulted in his overthrow and
the end of the constitutional regime in Cyprus established under London and
Zurich Agreements.

According to Denktas, the coup overthrowing Makarios and the constitu-
tion was an internal dispute among Greek Cypriots and he warned his people
of not becoming involved in an “internal crisis” of Greek Cypriots.** This im-
pression lasted neither among Turkish Cypriots nor in Ankara for a long time.
The coup in Cyprus implied for many actors that it was now five to twelve
o’clock for Turkey’s cause in Cyprus. In the first moments of the coup, Turkish
Prime Minister Ecevit called the incident a “Greek conspiracy.” One of the
first things for the government in Ankara to do, in this regard, was to synchro-
nize its position and statements with those of the Turkish Cypriot leadership.
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs sent ciphered messages to Nicosia urging that
the developments “were not internal disputes in Cyprus, but [that] there was

an external intervention to which Turkey would committedly react.”*

Birand, Kibrisin Elli Yili.

“Makarios’un Ultimatomuna Atina’nin Cevabi Darbe Oldu,” (Athens Responded Makarios’
Ultimatum with a Coup) Cumhuriyet, July 16, 1974, 1.

Birand, Kibrisin Elli Yili.

“Ecevit: Bu Bir Yunan Miidahalesidir,” (Ecevit: This is a Greek Intervention) Milliyet, July 16,

1974, 10.
Mehmet Ali Birand, 30 Sicak Giin (Istanbul: Milliyet Yayinlari, 1990), 52.
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Turkey should immediately respond, but how? Previously, in 1963-4 and
1967, there was similar turmoil. In 1967, for example, the Turkish parliament
authorized a military intervention in Cyprus.* These previous attempts, how-
ever, did not result in actual military intervention. What would happen in July
1974% Was there something different in terms of Turkey’s military capability
and political and diplomatic commitments? Was the international conjunc-
ture more suitable for such an operation?

When the coup d’état was underway in Nicosia, Turan Giines, then-min-
ister of foreign affairs, was on his way to Beijing for an official visit. The chief
of general headquarters was in Istanbul, while the chief of naval forces was in
Mersin conducting inspection.”*® Kamuran Giiriin, Turkish ambassador to
Athens, was in the Mediterranean on vacation together with his colleague Ilter
Tirkmen, ambassador to the Soviet Union.”” Despite the fact that Ankara was
aware of the tense relations between Athens and Nicosia, none of the elements
of the state mechanism in Turkey predicted that the dispute would result in
such a manner with the exception of a few people in the Turkish-Greek de-
partment of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. For example, according to Birand,
the officials of the National Intelligence Organization (MIT) of Turkey had
halted the monitoring of the military preparations of Greek Cypriots for a
while.*® Furthermore, Ankara did not seem pyschologically ready for compre-
hensive and efficient military intervention even if an extraordinary, threaten-
ing situation in Cyprus were to arise. Birand, an experienced correspondent
in Ankara, illustrates the mindset of Turkish the public and the state with re-
spect to Cyprus.

The state mechanism, indeed, was not ready for such a situation. A few
ministries knew what to do, how to take measures in such a state of

war. ... Denktas informed Ankara of the disputes, but he neither

Sharon Wiener, Turkish Foreign Policy Decision-Making on the Cyprus Issue: A Comparative
Analysis of Three Crises (PhD Dissertation, Duke University, 1980), 184.

Birand, 30 Sicak Giin, 29.

Wiener, Turkish Foreign Policy Decision-Making on the Cyprus Issue..., 265. This would later
be a case of criticism among the Turkish public.

Birand, 30 Sicak Giin, 28-29.
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expected such a coup d’état nor Ankara’s response to it (given his pre-
vious experiences). He did not even predict that Turkey would inter-
vene. ... As a journalist, I definitely did not believe that Turkey would
intervene. My friends at the newspaper had become accustomed to
what was happening. Even though I lived with the developments in
Ottawa and Brussels, I could not believe that Turkey would make ...
such an unusual decision. We were brainwashed with awkward poli-

cies.”

The feelings of Denktas and Birand were to a large extent right. Throughout a
decade-long period full of conflict, Turkey acted reluctantly in terms of inter-
vening in Cyprus. Even at times when Turkish Cypriots faced massacres, as
was the case in 1963 and 1967, Turkey had been content with serious diplomatic
pressure but limited military action. Nevertheless, the Turkish government
surprised Denktas, politicians, and the public by launching a military opera-
tion in Cyprus on July 20, 1974. Why did Turkey act so “courageously” this
time? What were the factors and conditions that diverged from previous cri-
ses? Was the international conjuncture more suitable than a decade or seven

years earlier?

“Aslinda Devlet mekanizmasi béyle bir durum igin hazir degildi. Cok az Bakanlik bir savas
halinde ne yapacagini, nasil tedbirler alabilecegini biliyordu. Aslinda Denktas, karigikliklar:
onceden Ankara’ya bildirmis, ancak boylesine bir darbe ve buna Ankara’nin kesin ve ciddi
tepki gosterebilecegini (eski tecriibelerinden dolay1) hesaplamamist1. Tiirkiye’nin miidahale
edebilecegini aklindan dahi gecirmemisti... Bir gazeteci olarak ben de katiyen Tiirkiye’nin bir
miidahalede bulunacagina inanmiyordum. Gazetede de arkadagslar arasinda olan bitene
aliskin bir hava esiyordu. Ottawa ve Briiksel’de gelismelerin icinde yasamis olmama ragmen
Tiirkiye'nin boylesine aligitlmamuis ... bir karar verebilecegine inanamiyordum. Hantal bir
politika ile adeta beynimiz yikanmigt1.” Ibid., 40 & 63. Contrary to Birand’s statement, how-
ever, Denktas notes in his memoirs that he had sent a message to Ecevit: “The last step for
Enosis has been taken. There is no solution other than intervention.” Also written in his re-
marks is that Ecevit answered his message, saying “May Mr. Denktas do not worry. The gov-
ernment is forming the basis [for an intervention.]” Rauf Denktas, Rauf Denktasin Hatiralar::

Arsiv Belgeleri ve Notlarla O Giinler (Istanbul: Bogazici Yayinlari, 1996), 362 & 364.
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First, in terms of military capability, Turkey was much more prepared than
in 1964 and 1967 due to the increase of its military capacity.* Furthermore, the
content and style of the Johnson’s letter led Turkey to consolidate its military
capacity. Especially after the 1967 crisis, Turkey increased its military capacity
in line with the requirements of an amphibious operation.*

The international conjuncture was suitable for Turkey for two reasons.
First, the Cold War was in a détente phase in which superpowers were less apt
to become involved in regional disputes. To put differently, neither the United
States nor the Soviet Union would react militarily against an offender in Cy-
prus. Furthermore, the Soviet Union opposed the junta in Greece and its atti-
tude towards Arcbishop Makarios. As a consequence, intervention against the
Greece-backed, extreme nationalist administration in Cyprus would be ac-
ceptable to the Soviets.** Last, Turkish intervention in Cyprus coincided with
turmoil in the domestic politics of the United States, which impeded greater
reaction on the part of the United States. The American government and pub-
lic were shaken by the Watergate scandal which caused the resignation of Pres-
ident Richard Nixon on August 8, 1974.* Nixon was succeeded by Gerald Ford,
and his first executive appointment — the assignement of Jack Bloom Kubisch

as ambassador to Athens - was closely related to the Cyprus Question.*

Birand, Kibris’in Elli Yili.

Ibid.

Apart from strategic interests in the Mediterranean, the Soviet Union had prominent ties to
Archbishop Makarios who was a favored actor in Third World politics. Moreover, the junta
and its extensions in Cyprus, for the Soviets, were direct potential allies of the United States.
In this regard, any offensive realized by the Greek junta was evaluated as a threat to the Soviet
Union. In the first moments of the coup in Cyprus, the Soviet Union condemned the action
through its official news agency. “Moskova Darbeyi Takbih Etti,” (Moscow Condemned the
Coup) Milliyet, July 16, 1974, 1.

Asmussen, Cyprus at War..., 3. Despite Joseph Sisco’s shuttle diplomacy between July 15 and
20, Greek Cypriots were never satisfied with the level of American efforts to stop Turkey’s
intervention. As a consequence of this dissatisfaction, Roger Davies, the United States ambas-
sador to Nicosia, was killed by sniper fire during demonstrations in Nicosia on 19 August 1974
(four days after the second Turkish intervention).

Mak and Kennedy, American Ambassadors..., 30. The Cyprus Question was Ford's first diplo-
matic task. Ibid.
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Biilent Ecevit, the prime minister, was aware of the convenience of na-
tional and international factors, and he linked Turkey’s achievements during
the military operations in Cyprus to the combination of these realities. In a
television program on August 17, 1974, when Turkey declared a ceasefire after

its second intervention on the island, he stated that a

reason for the success of Turkey’s [intervention] is that we did not as-
sess the Cyprus question as an intangible national cause by isolating it
from international conditions. We always attached importance to in-
ternational conditions, [and] world peace, and [we] conducted all our
initiatives, whether diplomatic or military, by taking world and re-
gional peace, [and] balance in our region under consideration. We did
not only consider Turkey and Turkish Cypriots. ... Another factor that
was as important as this: Turkey was perfectly prepared for the Cyprus

operation in military terms.*

§ 8.3 Covert Actors of the Intervention: The Role of the Turkish

45

Diplomatic Bureaucracy

There were some political, strategic, and military calculations to be made. To
put it in a different way, along with political will and military preparation, in-
tervention required an intellectual, and strategic infrastructure - that is a co-
ordination mechanism to evaluate the political, diplomatic, and military as-

pects of the dispute. In this regard, a committee had already been established

“Tirkiye'nin bagari[sinin] ... bir nedeni... Kibris sorununu kendimiz i¢in soyut bir milli so-
run olarak gorlip de diinya kosullarindan soyutlamaya, ayr1 diisiinmeye kalkismamis ol-
mamizdir. Diinya kosullarini, diinya barisini, bolge kosullarini ve barisini daima goz 6niinde
tutmaya 6nem verdik ve biitiin diplomatik girisimlerimizi olsun askeri girisimlerimizi olsun,
yalniz Tiirkiye’yi ve Kibris Tiirklerinin haklarini gozeterek degil, diinya ve bélge barisini da,
bolgemizdeki dengeyi de goz 6niinde tutarak yiirtimeye calistik... Bunun kadar 6nemli bir
etken de Tiirkiye’nin askeri bakimdan bir Kibris harekati i¢in ¢ok iyi hazirlanmis olmasiydi.”
Biilent Ecevit, Dis Politika ve Kibris Dosyast (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Yayinlari, 2013). 64-
65.
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during Haluk Bayiilken’s term in as foreign minister (December 1971-January
1974)."

The Cyprus Coordination Committee, which was called the 3-K (with ref-
erence to the capitals of the Turkish Kibris Koordinasyon Komitesi), func-
tioned intensely after the coup d’état on July 15, 1974, until the beginning of
the military intervention on July 20, 1974. The unit anticipated possibility of
such a day and prepared against a coup, which was tantamount to realization
of a tacit Enosis, that might occur in Cyprus. Ecmel Barutgu, who was head of
the Cyprus-Greek Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and a mem-
ber of the committee, remarks that they were by no means unprepared for the

possibility of an undesired fait accompli in Cyprus.*

I suggested a briefing at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The committee
called “3-K” was established to evaluate the political and military as-
pects of the Cyprus dispute together. ... As the Cyprus department, we
were working in close cooperation with General Headquarters. ...
During the ministry of Haluk Bayiilken, [after] months-long collective
efforts, with the related units of General Headquarters, we had already
determined how Turkey should react against to the possibility ... of ...
Enosis. As a result of these efforts, we passed [along these decisions]
from the National Security Council. In this regard, by determining ...
all possibilities, we ... determined how Turkey could react to these
possibilities - ranging from bombardments ... to intervention.... Con-
sequently, we were not unprepared. The incident that happened was
foreseen. Now we had to evaluate the situation and determine which

attitude we should recommend to the government.*

Baytilken was the minister of foreign affairs between December 1971 and January 1974. The
exact date the committee was established is not known.

In this regard, Barut¢u opposes the above-stated illustration of Birand about the unprepared-
ness of the state mechanism to the developments in Cyprus. See footnote 39 in this chapter.
Nevertheless, the aforementioned unpreparedness was rather related to the situation imme-
diately before the coup in Cyprus. The 3-K committee, however, was a long-term formation.
“Dasisleri Bakanliginda durumu gézden geg¢irmek i¢in, Kibris Koordinasyon Komitesi olarak

toplanmamuzi teklif ettim. ‘3 K’ diye adlandirilan bu komite Kibris meselesinin askeri ve siyasi
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Barutgu’s remarks reveal that the Turkish civil and military bureaucracies had
considerably prepared for the worst possibilities in Cyprus. His words also il-
lustrate that during Baytilken’s term in office, namely between December 1971
and January 1974, Turkey had evaluated more aggressive policies towards Cy-
prus including military intervention.*

While tracing Turkey’s immediate reaction to the military coup in Cyprus,
it is essential to examine the bureaucratic efforts behind it. In order to under-
stand how Turkish foreign policy adapted itself to emerging conditions so
quickly in July 1974, the opinions and actions of the Turkish diplomatic bu-
reaucracy are worth examining. Just as military preparations enabled Turkish
General Headquarters launch an amphibious intervention in less than five
days, the commitment of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy to the necessity
of an intervention more easily persuaded the government of the time to un-
dertake a military intervention.” This situation was expressed by prominent

politicians of the time. Birand quotes a minister® in the “cabinet”

vecheleriyle birlikte gozden gegirilmesi icin kurulmustu. ... Kibris Dairesi olarak
Genelkurmay ile siki bir isbirligi halinde ¢alisiyorduk ve Haluk Bayiilken’in Disisleri Ba-
kanlig1 sirasinda Kibris Dairesi ile Genelkurmay Bagkanliginin ilgili birimleriyle aylarca siiren
miisterek ¢alismalar1 neticesinde ... Enosis’e yonelik muhtemel gelismeler karsisinda Tii-
rkiye’nin hareket tarzinin ne olmasi lazim geldigini tespit etmis ve bu [kararlar1] Milli Giiven-
lik Kurulu’ndan gecirmistik. Béylece biitiin ihtimaller tespit edilerek, bu ihtimaller karsisinda
Tirkiye'nin ne sekilde hareket edecegi ... bombardimandan ... miidahaleye kadar olmak
tizere, ayrintilariyla kagit tizerine dokilmiistii. ... Binaenaleyh, hazirliksiz degildik. Kibris'ta
ongordiigiimiiz bir hadise vuku bulmustu. $imdi bunu ddegerlendirip hangi hareket tarzini
hitkiimete tavsiye edecegimizi saptamaliydik.” Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 46.

Mesut Ozcan, a scholar and current head of the Diplomacy Academy of the Turkish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, notes that the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy becomes more involved in
the formulation of Turkish foreign policy under more unstable political conditions and during
the terms of weak governments. Considering the political atmosphere of the 1970s, his words
suitably explain the influence of the ministry bureaucracy over governments of the time.
Moreover, Bayiilken’s foreign ministry, given that he was a veteran diplomat, probably in-
creased the influence of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy over foreign policy-making pro-
cesses. Mesut Ozcan, Interview by the Author.

Yalim Eralp claims that "Ecmel Barutgu played a prominent role in the decision-making pro-
cess whereas military officers were hesitant." Eralp, Interview by the Author.

The name of the minister is unknown.
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Ecmel [Barut¢u] came and said that this [coup in Cyprus] meant noth-
ing but Enosis and warned us about the necessity of intervening with-
out hesitation. Barutcu’s words were indeed of great significance at
that moment. If he had hesitated, ... like other diplomats and minis-
ters, and said “one of them is out and the other is in, let them harm
each other; this is to our benefit,” it would have been more difficult for
us to make the decision [to intervene]. I can say that Ecmel played a

historic role at that moment.>?

What were the ideas of Turkish diplomats and how committed were they to
the idea that Turkey should go beyond its ordinary foreign policy and make
the decision to intervene on the island in a very short period of the time? How
did Turkish diplomats contribute to the intervention decision?

A Turkish diplomat of the time, cites Wiener, claimed that “there was no
consensus in the ministry on Turkey’s Cyprus policy.” Nevertheless, some
diplomats assigned to critical posts in terms of the Cyprus Question, were
clearly in favor of intervention. Perhaps not as an institution, but through in-
dividual diplomats working on the Cyprus Question, the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs contributed to the decisionmaking process leading to the mil-
itary intervention in Cyprus.

After word of the coup in Cyprus got out, an “evaluation meeting” was
held in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. According to the accounts of Barutcu,
the meeting was held in the afternoon of July 15, 1974, and the attendees, along
with high-ranking commanders from Turkish General Headquarters, were
Secretary General Ismail Erez, Director General of Political Affairs Ismail
Soysal, Director General of Mutual Security Affairs Erciiment Yavuzalp, and

Director General of the Cyprus-Greece Department Ecmel Barut¢u™ Certain

“Ecmel geldi ve bunun tamamen Enosis anlamina geldigini, derhal miidahale edilmesi gerek-
tigini, hem de hi¢ tereddiitsiiz s6yledi. Dogrusu Barut¢u'nun sézlerinin o anda biiyiik 6nemi
vard1. Eger tereddiit etse, bazi diplomatlar veya Bakanlar gibi, ‘canim ne olacak biri gitti digeri
geliyor, birbirlerini yesinler bizim daha lehimizedir’ deseydi bu karari almamuz giiglesebilirdi.
Ecmel o anda tarihi bir rol oynadi diyebilirim.” Birand, 30 Sicak Giin, 31.

Wiener, Turkish Foreign Policy Decision-Making on the Cyprus Issue, 317.

Barutgu, Hariciye Koridoru, 47.
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actors influenced the position of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy and
Turkish foreign policy in general throughout this evaluation meeting. As
demonstrated earlier, Barut¢u was one. According to him, the incidents in Cy-

prus was nothing but Enosis.”® He added that

Turkey has a golden opportunity. Sympathy towards Makarios in the
international realm will be directed toward Turkey. In no phase of the
Cyprus dispute did Turkey have such suitable conditions. If this op-
portunity is missed, history will not forgive those who cause this loss
for Turkey. The incident in Cyprus is tacit Enosis. Turkey should inter-

vene in the situation immediately.*®

Barutgu’s last two sentences would be the basis of the Turkish position against
the post-coup status quo in Cyprus. He was not alone in holding this position.
According to his accounts, one other attendee, Haluk Bayiilken, also favored
immediate intervention.”” Bayiilken was already involved in a pro-interven-
tion position in the case of Cyprus. As a consequence, the papers and reports
of Barut¢u and the Cyprus-Greece department of the ministry were approved
by the National Security Council during Bayiilken’s term as minister of for-
eign affairs (December 1971-January 1974).°® Another participant in the same
meeting, Erciiment Yavuzalp, who served as Turkey’s Ambassador to Nicosia
between 1967 and 1970, also favored immediate action against what he called
a fait accompli.”

The meeting was organized by then-secretary general of the Ministry of

Foreign Affairs, but the chair was Hasan Esat Isik. The Minister of National

Ibid., 48.

“Tirkiye'nin ... Oniine bulunmaz bir firsat ¢ikmistir. Makarios’a karsi yapilan darbe,
uluslararas: alanda bu sahsa beslenen sempatiyi Tiirkiye'nin yanina ¢ekecektir. Kibris ihtil-
afinin hicbir devresinde Tiirkiye’nin 6niine bu derece elverisli sartlarla bir firsat gtkmamaistir.
Bu firsat kacirilirsa, Tirkiye’ye bu firsat1 kagirtanlar: tarih hi¢bir zaman affetmeyecektir.
Kibris’ta olan gizli Enosis’tir. Tiirkiye duruma siiratle miidahale etmelidir.” Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Barut¢u and Yavuzalp represented a similar or even same the hardliner positions in favor of

immediate intervention. These two diplomats sat side-by-side at the meeting table.
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Defense Isik had been deputizing Turan Giines, the minister of foreign affairs
of the time, because Giines was paying an official visit to China.®® Yavuzalp
clarifies his views on the coup and his projection concerning its aftermath as

follows:

The situation that the coup caused is Enosis. Turkish governments re-
peatedly declared that they would not accept any change to the status
quo in Cyprus. Now they were presented a fait accompli, not the
changing of the status quo but its total termination, which meant the
annexation of the island by Greece. If our capabilities are sufficient to
intervene, it is impossible to imagine a worse situation that would re-
quire such intervention. Not exercising our right to intervene to con-
test with this fait accompli means ... sacrificing Cyprus, and we will
have neither prestige nor credibility in that case. If we put up with such
a development, our discourse in the Aegean will lose its credibility and
Greece will be further encouraged to become involved in bold initia-

tives in this region. In short, we will be “paper tigers.”!

<«

It is inferred from the accounts of Barutcu and Yavuzalp that the “wing of di-
plomacy” strongly favored an immediate, committed action against the coup.
If we take into account that the attendees at the meeting from the “military

wing” also favored military intervention, though Eralp claims that they were

“Giines Cin Halk Cumhuriyeti'ne Gitti,” (Giines Pays a Visit to People’s Republic of China)
Milliyet, July 14, 1974, 6.

“Darbenin ortaya ¢ikardig1 durum Enosis demektir. Tiirkiye Hiikiimetleri Kibris’ta yerlesmis
statiide en ufak degisikligi bile kabul etmeyecegini, her vesile ile ilan edegelmistir. Adamlar
simdi bir statti degisikligi degil, statiiniin tamamini ortadan kaldirip, Ada’yr Yunanistan’a
ilhak anlamina gelen bir olup bitti yapmaktadirlar. Eger bizim olanaklarimiz bir miidahale
i¢in yeterliyse, boyle bir miidahaleyi gerektirmek i¢in, bugiin ortaya ¢ikan durumdan daha
vahimi diisiiniilemez. Bu oldu bittiye ragmen miidahale hakkimizi kullanmamak, Kibris’tan
vazgecmektir... ve bu konuda ne agirligimiz, ne de inandiriciligimiz kalir. Ayrica boyle bir
gelisme bile sineye cekilirse, Ege’deki tutumumuzun da bir inandiriciligi kalmaz ve Yunani-
stan bu bolgede de ciiretkar hareketlere girismek icin cesaret kazanir. Kisacasi ‘kagittan

kaplan” haline diiseriz.” Yavuzalp, Liderler ve Dis Politika..., 159.
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cautious,® it can be concluded that the first “evaluation meeting” concluded
in favor of intervention. Barut¢u and Yavuzalp also add that the participants
from the military wing personally expressed pro-interventionist views.*
Confirming the above-quoted depictions, Hitchens concludes that “the
state of affairs in Ankara was far less complicated than it was in any of the
other capitals concerned.”® Nevertheless, the pro-interventionist point of
view was not without challenge. Hasan Esat Isik, the minister of national de-
fense and a veteran diplomat, opposed such a strong expression of the pro-
interventionist view. During the first cabinet meeting after the coup in Cyprus,
a witness claims, “Isik left the meeting saying that ‘the United States will de-
stroy us if we make such a decision’ in response to Oguzhan Asiltiirk (the min-
ister of the interior and a deputy of the MSP) who defended urgent interven-
tion without waiting for confirmation from any other country.”® Isik’s
objection was clear in his above-quoted meeting with the representatives of

the diplomatic and military bureaucracies. In the words of Barutcu,

during the meeting at the ministry, Hasan Isik was treating in order
not to let our [pro-intervention] side talk. When Erciiment Yavuzalp
attempted to speak the second time, [Isik] did not let him speak. ... I
neither liked the way Hasan Esat Isik, the minister of national defense,
managed the meeting nor his attitude during the talks. His actions sug-

gested that he desired the issue to hang in the balance. However, this

Eralp, Interview by the Author.

Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru, 49. Yavuzalp, Liderlerimiz ve Dis Politika..., 50. According to Ba-
rutcu, instead of expressing their views during the meeting, military participants in the meet-
ing personally declared their support of Barutcu and Yavuzalp. Ibid.

Christopher Hitchens, Hostage to History: From the Ottomans to Kissinger (New York: The
Noonday Press Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1989), 96-97.

Ismail Miiftiioglu, Bilinmeyen Yénleriyle Kibris Baris Harekati Ve Perde Arkasi (Istanbul:
Alioglu Yayinevi, 2009), 131. This dialogue was cited from the memoirs of Ismail Miiftiioglu,
who was then a deputy of the coalition partner the National Salvation Party. In his memoirs,

Miiftiioglu does not mention the name of the witness. Ibid.
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meeting needed to result in a decision, or at least with a direction [to-

wards intervention].*

Yavuzalp clarifies why he insisted on speaking at the meeting a second time.
Isik, notes Yavuzalp, wondered and asked the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
whether the Greek Regiment in Cyprus or the Greek Cypriot National Guard
had realized the coup. If the latter realized the coup, added Isik — according to
Yavuzalp -, the event could be assessed as an internal affair.®” Yavuzalp op-
posed Isik’s position in this respect. According to him, it was not important
whether the Greek regiment in Cyprus or the National Guard realized the
coup; in either case, noted Yavuzalp, Greece was the power behind it.®® “Greece
presented us a golden opportunity and if military conditions are convenient
for an intervention,” added Yavuzalp “we should not lose time and [must] uti-
lize this.”®

According to Yavuzalp, Isik was not pleased with his and Barutgu’s views,
and this was “clear from the expression of his face.””® Both Yavuzalp and Ba-
rut¢u claim that there were reasons behind Isik’s attitude. Yavuzalp, for exam-
ple, states that Isik “was perhaps of the same mind as he and Barutgu but ex-
pected bureaucrats to provide information, not commentary.””" Barut¢u’s
explanation differed to some extent. In his words, “Istk could not bear the fact
that Foreign Minister Turan Giines was far from Ankara on such a critical
day.””? Barutgu, nevertheless, indulges Isik because “the responsibility of in-

volving a country in war was on his shoulders.””

“Dagislerindeki toplantida Hasan Esat Isik bizim tarafi pek konusturmak istemeyen bir dav-
ranis i¢indeydi. Erciiment Yavuzalp yeniden s6z almak istediginde kendisini ikinci kez ko-
nusturmak istemedi. ... Milli Savunma Bakani Hasan Esat Isik’in gortismelere vermek istedigi
istikameti ve goriismelerdeki tutumunu begenmedim. Isin siiriincemede kalmasini tercih
eder bir tarzda hareket ediyordu. Oysa bu toplantidan bir kararin veya en azindan bir te-
mayliliin ¢ikmasi gerekiyordu.” Barut¢u, Hariciye Koridoru..., 47-48.

Yavuzalp, Liderlerimiz..., 160.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 48.

Ibid., 48-49.
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The “evaluation meeting” in the foreign ministry ended with no precise
conclusion. A large proportion of the participants favored immediate inter-
vention. Some like the attendees from the foreign ministry, clearly expressed
their opinions. The chair of the meeting, Isik, nevertheless opposed the ex-
pression of pro-interventionist view such explicitly, at least according to two
attendees of the meeting. So what happened? Given that Turkey realized a mil-
itary operation just five days after the coup in Cyprus, what was the role of the
predominantly pro-interventionist policy of the Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy, in the decision-making process?

Earlier in this chapter it was stated that another “evaluation meeting” was
held in the prime ministry with cabinet members. This was an extraordinary
cabinet meeting, but not all members of the thirty-seventh Turkish cabinet
attended. Necmettin Erbakan, deputy prime minister, was in another meeting
that he did not think it necessary to interrupt for the new developments in
Cyprus; thus, the second man in the government did not attend the first “eval-
uation meeting” even though he was in Ankara.” Prime Minister Biilent Ece-
vit was in Afyon, a city renowned for its opium fields, and Foreign Minister
Turan Giines was in Beijing, China.”

Barutcu was also invited to join this meeting and on this occasion reiter-
ated his views in favor of intervention. As quoted previously from a minister
who attended this meeting, Barut¢u’s words impressed those in favor of inter-
vention. Deniz Baykal, minister of finance, and Ismail Hakki Birler, minister

of state, immediately supported the views of Barut¢u.”® Baykal, according to

Birand, 30 Sicak Giin, 30.

Opium fields in the city were a source of political tension between the United States and Tur-
key. The United States demanded the immediate suspension of opium production in Turkey
in order to leave a positive impression on American public opinion. Previously, the Stileyman
Demirel government limited but sustained production, whereas the Ferit Melen government
suspended production in 1972. Biilent Ecevit, about three weeks before the intervention in
Cyprus, lifted the suspension. He was in Afyon for the promotion of the resumption of opium
production in the region. Along with the Cyprus dispute, the opium crisis also negatively in-
fluenced the United States’ perception of Ecevit. Mehmet Ali Birand, 12 Eyliil Belgeseli, vol. 2.
(Istanbul: Show Tv, 1999), DVD.

Birand, 30 Sicak Giin, 30.
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Birler’s accounts, defined the aim of the government as “to place Cyprus in a
better condition than it was before the coup.””” The aim of Turkey, added
Baykal, was not to “restore the conditions of July 14, and bring Makarios
back.””® Baykal also noted that the “agreements of Zurich and London were
no longer satisfactory in 1974” and it was necessary “to reach a further point.””

Other cabinet members participating in the meeting were skeptical of in-
tervention, and instead, they were suggested pursuing energetic diplomacy.
According to Birand, the mindset of these cabinet members was full of ques-
tions: “What would the big states say? Was intervention easy? Can the army
accomplish this job?”#

In the two meetings realized on the afternoon of the day of the coup in
Cyprus, a pro-interventionist tendency emerged, and Ecmel Barutcu as the
head of the Cyprus Department at the foreign ministry, played a prominent
role in the decision-making process. Yet, these meetings were consultations
and could have led only to a tend towards intervention and not have deter-
mined the final decision. What made the pro-interventionist position visible
for the government was a paper presented to the cabinet after Prime Minister
Ecevit’s return to Ankara. After his return from Afyon, Ecevit gathered the
cabinet. Before the meeting, he ordered the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to pre-
sent a paper about the incident in Cyprus through Ismail Erez, then-secretary

general. Erez assigned Barutcu to prepare this paper. In the words of Barutcu,

I projected two possibilities for this paper. The first was to implement
the intervention mechanism in accordance with the Article 4 of the
Guarantee Treaty, and the other was to invite the United Nations Se-
curity Council to a meeting. Greece should not have been taken into

consideration because it was the aggressor state. By the way, I did not

Ismail Hakka Birler, Ismail Hakk: Birler’in Anilarinda CHP’li Yillar (Istanbul: Tiirkiye I Ban-
kas1 yaynlari, 2010), 554.

Birand, 30 Sicak Giin, 30.

Ibid. These words were not expressed in the aforementioned meetings. Baykal’s statements
were a response to a question by Ferruh Bozbeyli, then-chairman of the Democratic Party,
during a meeting between opposition party leaders and government authority led by Deniz
Baykal.

Birand, 30 Sicak Giin, 31.
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hesitate to state that the option of applying to the Security Council
would limit our space to maneuver. I knew that as a technocrat I
should not act in a way to influence the government, but I think eve-
rybody was aware that we could not trust the United Nations. If given
the opportunity ... the countries on the Security Council would ham-
per the process. ... As the justification for an initiative under the
[framework] of the Treaty of Guarantee, I asserted that the constitu-
tional order had been totally abolished with the coup. I intended to

illustrate that the coup was changing the status of the island.*

The cabinet meeting was held at five o’clock on July 16, 1974, and took one and
a half hours.* It is not clear how many times the cabinet gathered that day, but
it was more than once. On the previous day, the cabinet had already gathered
three times.* Barutcu attended one of these meeting, and according to his ac-
counts, Prime Minister Ecevit asked him how to act in case an obligation to

intervene emerged. Barutc¢u answered as follows:

I explained my views on this issue by basing them on Article 4 of the
Treaty of Guarantee and added that if Turkey opted to exercise its right

to intervene, first and foremost it would be convenient to consult with

“Bu kagitta ben iki imkan goriiyordum. Biri, Garanti Antlasmasinin 4. Maddesi geregince
miidahale mekanizmasini isletmek, digeri de Birlesmis Milletler Giivenlik Konseyini top-
lantiya ¢agirmakti. Yunanistan miitecaviz durumda oldugu i¢in garantér devlet olarak artik
nazara alinmamaliydi. Bu arada Birlesmis Milletler Giivenlik Konseyine miiracaat sikkinin
hareket serbestimizi elimizden alacagini da belirtmekten geri kalmadim. Bir teknisyen olarak
hitkiimete tesir edecek sekilde hareket etmemem gerektigini biliyordum ama Birlesmis Mil-
letler bel baglanamayacagi, Giivenlik Konseyinde isi yozlastirmak isteyecek olan yabanci
tilkelere bu imkana ... verdikten sonra bundan yakamizi kurtarmamizin miimkiin olmayacag:
herhalde kimsenin mechulii degildi. ... Tirkiye'nin Garanti Antlagmasi altinda inisiyatif al-
masina gerekge olarak, Kibris’taki darbe ile anayasa nizaminin artik tamamen ortadan kalk-
mis olmasint géstermistim. Kastim darbenin Ada’nin statiisiinii degistirmekte oldugunu
gostermekti.” Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 53.

Ibid.

“Ankara'da Durum,” (The Situation in Ankara) Milliyet, July 16, 1974, 10.
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the United Kingdom since it was necessary to put into effect the mech-

anism that the Treaty of Guarantee had foreseen.*

Due to the above stated approach, states Barutgu, he was again confronted by
Hasan Esat Isik after the cabinet meeting. Isik opposed the perspective that
the coup had changed the status quo in Cyprus. Isik asked “if the constitu-
tional order has been overthrown with the coup, what changed with the inci-
dents in 1963?2”% After the cabinet meeting, Prime Minister Ecevit made a
press statement in line with Barut¢u’s pro-interventionist view. The Prime
Minister stressed that “Greece itself was violating the independence of Cyprus
determined by international treaties, and in this regard, it would be useless to
consult with it as a signatory of the Treaty of Guarantee.”® When a journalist
asked whether the conditions for the exercise of Turkey’s right to intervene
had emerged, Ecevit answered “if the rights and security of Turkish Cypriots
are at risk, Turkey will do what is necessary and has made the preparations
required for such an initiative.”®’

In retrospect, it is not clear what was the main motive behind the Ecevit
government’s decision to intervene, but the path that the prime minister fol-
lowed after July 17, 1974 was similar to what Barut¢u had projected. The Turk-
ish government, similar to Barut¢u's prescriptions, consulted with the United
Kingdom and ordered Turkish General Headquarters to prepare for interven-
ing on the island in the shortest possible period of time. A Turkish delegation
led by Prime Minister Ecevit left for London at three thirty in the afternoon
on July 17, 1974. Both the MSP wing of the coalition and Foreign Minister Tu-

ran Gilines strictly opposed this decision.®® For both, negotiation with the

“Ben bu konudaki goriisiimii Garanti Antlagmasinin 4. maddesine dayanarak izah ettim ve
Tiirkiye miidahale hakkini kullanacak ise her seyden 6nce Garanti Antlagmasinin 6ngordiigii
mekanizmay1 harekete gecirmek lazim geldigini sdyleyerek Ingiltere ile danigma yapmamizin
dogru olacagini ifade ettim.” Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 55.

Ibid., 52.

“Ecevit’in Agiklamasi,” (Statement of Ecevit) Cumhuriyet, July 17,1974, 7.

Ibid.

Miiftlioglu, Bilinmeyen Yonleriyle..., 141, Birand, 30 Sicak..., 76.
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United Kingdom was nothing more than a waste of time since the addressees
in London would not consent to a joint intervention in Cyprus.

Diplomats holding the pro-interventionist perspective since the beginning
of the incidents in Cyprus, namely Barutcu and Yavuzalp, were also members
of the delegation. The decision to make the visit was made so suddenly that
some members of the Turkish delegation borrowed clothes such as dress shirts
and socks from their colleagues at the Turkish embassy in London.* What was
the aim of Ecevit’s visit to London for consultations? Was he optimistic about
the possible cooperation of the United Kingdom? Did he decide to intervene
on the island even before his visit to London?

As one member of Turkish delegation to London, Yavuzalp claims that
“neither Ecevit nor Isik, then-acting foreign minister, had hope that the
United Kingdom would have a positive response to [Turkey’s] demands.”
Moreover, adds Yavuzalp, the aim of Prime Minister Ecevit was to prevent crit-
icisms that all peaceful methods were not consumed before intervention.”* In
this regard, Ecevit’s main motive was not cooperation with the United King-
dom, but to refer to any possible diplomatic efforts. Yavuzalp does not declare
in his accounts whether Ecevit had already decided to intervene even before
flying to London, but another Turkish diplomat from the London delegation
claims that most people in the delegation, if not all, were unaware of the com-

mitment of the government to intervene in Cyprus. In the words of Birand,

the feelings of a diplomat on the plane in his way to London: “I did not
know what the prime minister thought in those moments, but we pre-
dicted that a diplomatic offensive would be initiated with the visit to
Britain. Nobody had a clue about the idea of an intervention. To be
honest, we did not believe that the government would act so coura-

geously.””

Birand, 30 Sicak..., 68.

Yavuzalp, Liderler..., 162.

Ibid.

“Bir diplomatin ugak hareket ettigi siradaki hisleri: ‘Bagbakan o sirada ne disiiniiyordu

bilmiyorum, ancak biz Ingiltere gezisiyle uluslararasi diplomatik bir taarruzun baslatilacagini
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Asaf Inhan, then Turkish ambassador to Nicosia, confirms that the embassy
in London was not informed of the intervention until the morning of July 19,
1974.” The accounts of Barutcu also reveal that even he was not aware of Ece-
vit’s exact ideas and commitment to intervention until the first dinner in Lon-
don. Ecevit, states Barutcu, expressed his ideas for the first time at this din-
ner.”

Melih Esenbel, then-Turkish ambassador to Washington, however, was
aware of the decision to intervene. Ekrem Giivendiren, then a mid-ranking
Turkish diplomat at the embassy in Washington, notes that Esenbel stalled the
American officials to prevent their intervention in Turkey’s operation on the
island.”” Esenbel ordered junior colleagues, notes Giivendiren, “not to awaken
him for a while for he was tired.” And so, his counterparts in the Department
of State of the United States could not deliver their opinions to Esenbel.”® In
doing so, he sought to give Turkish troops time before American involve-
ment.” Esenbel aside, other diplomats at the Turkish embassy in Washington
like those in London, were not aware of the intervention plan, either.

Meanwhile, there was a state of emergency at the ministry building in An-
kara. The “lights of the ministry were not turned oft for a week,” states a Turk-
ish diplomat of the time.” Yilmaz Altug, then a young diplomat assigned to
the office of the foreign minister illustrates, the measures to prevent leaks of

information from the ministry.

On the evening of July 19, those ordered to stay remained at the min-

istry after working hours, and as a measure to prevent any information

santyorduk. Kimsenin miidahale konusunda fikri yoktu. Hitkiimetin boyle bir cesareti
gosterebilecegine dogrusu inanamiyorduk.” Birand, 30 Sicak..., 67-68.

Inang, Biiyiikel¢iler Anlatiyor..., 28.

Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 56.

Ekrem Giivendiren, Hayat Yollarinda..., 143.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Bilhan also notes that officers assigned in Ankara during the days of the intervention still
reminisce about the sacrifices they made when they come together at reunions. Bilhan, Inter-

view by the Author.
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leaks, the entrances and exits of the ministry were locked. Turan Giines
undertook the responsibility of stalling press officers, who understood
that there was an extraordinary situation and had gathered in front of

the ministry.”

§ 8.4 Unknown Fronts of the War: Embassies in Nicosia, Athens,

99

100
101
102

103

and the Ministry in Ankara

The British did not welcome the idea of intervention from the Turkish gov-
ernment. James Callaghan, then-secretary of state for Foreign and Common-
wealth Affairs of the United Kingdom, stated that “it was practically problem-
atic to facilitate the British bases” for military intervention and added that the
United Kingdom desired “to see less military presence in Cyprus, not more.”'*
The United Kingdom, the Common Market, and the United States - through
Henry Kissinger, secretary of state — were already putting pressure on Greece,
added Callaghan.'™

In his statement in response to a question concerning whether Turkish
troops were beginning to act, Ecevit underscored that “they made efforts to
find peaceful solutions to the problem” and “still at the stage of finding peace-
ful solutions.”'** The option of intervention, even if mentioned, was not on the
table during the consultations. Reminiscent of Cyrus Vance in 1967, Joseph
Sisco, as representative of Kissinger, was visiting London for trilateral talks
with the United Kingdom and Turkey.'”” The United States sought to prevent

“19 Temmuz aksami mesai bitiminden sonra iceride sadece kalma talimati verilenler kalmig
ve bilgi sizmasina karst bir 6nlem olarak Bakanligin giris-cikis kapilari kilitlenmisti.
Olaganiistii bir durumun oldugunu fark ederek Bakanligin oOniinde toplanan basin
mensuplarini oyalamak gorevini Turan Giines Gistlenmisti.” Altug, Hatirumda Kalanlar ..., 86.
Ibid., 57.

Ibid., 57.

“Ecevit Londra’da Wilson’la Goériistii,” (Ecevit Met Wilson in London), Cumhuriyet, July 18,
1974, 1.

Barutgu claims that the dominant view among the Turkish delegation concerning Sisco’s in-
clusion in the talks in London was negative. Ecevit also declared to the United Kingdom that

he would not accept trilateral talks with Sisco’s participation but that he could meet with him
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Turkey’s plans to intervene as they had in 1963-4 and 1967. Meanwhile, mili-
tary preparations for an intervention continued. When Prime Minister Ecevit
gave Joseph Sisco forty-eight hours to negotiate with Athens, Emin Alpkaya,
then commander of Turkish Air Force, expressed his astonishment to Yavu-
zalp saying that “How can this happen? Our troops have boarded the ships
and will be deployed tomorrow.”*%*

Turkish troops who would take part in the intervention were indeed being
deployed to the Port of Mersin on the Eastern Mediterranean coast of Turkey.
Political and bureaucratic signals of the intervention were also drawing closer
one by one. Ecevit requested the meeting of the TBMM be postponed from
Saturday, July 20 to Monday, July 22.'% A decision to intervene on the island
had already been approved by the TBMM in 1967,'* and a second decision was
not legally necessary. Ecevit’s request for this postponement, states Barutcu
was actually to stall the international public opinion.'” The diplomatic bu-
reaucracy realized that intervention was about to occur when they received an
encrypted message from Ankara at eight o’clock in the evening on Friday, July
19. The message ordered the “embassies to adopt a 24-hour working schedule
and keep open radio communications with the ministry.”'® Turkey’s ambas-
sador to Greece, Kamuran Giiriin reveals the atmosphere in the embassy dur-

ing the first minutes of the intervention.

We, at the embassy, including military attaches, all the officers of the

mission spent the night of July 18 on our feet. When we were ordered

at the Turkish Embassy in London for separate bilateral talks. Barutgu, Hariciye Koridou...,
59. Cyrus R. Vance was the secretary of state of the United States between 1964 and 1967 and
forestalled a potential Greco-Turkish War in 1967 again due to the escalation of the crisis in
Cyprus.

Yavuzalp, Liderlerimiz ve Dis Politika..., 164.

Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 63.

Clashes intensified in Cyprus in autumn 1967, and the TBMM authorized the Turkish govern-
ment of the time to conduct a military intervention outside the borders of Turkey. “Tiirkiye
Savaga Hazir,” (Turkey Ready for War) Milliyet, November 19, 1967, 1.

Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 63.

Giriin, Biikres, Paris, Atina..., 317.

367



109

HUSEYIN SERT

to implement a twenty four-hour work schedule, actually none of our
friends thought of going home that night. ...

Our radio and the one in Nicosia were operating on the same fre-
quency. Since our radio was open permanently, it also received the tel-
egraph sent to Nicosia. The news which we read in the encrypted mes-
sage was informing that the operation would began that morning [July
20]. ... Our military attaches immediately began estimations. They
concluded that contrary to predictions ... the operation would start
not in Famagusta but on the Kyrenia coast and at about five o’clock in
the morning. Then we began to wait. ... Meanwhile, Nicosia went si-
lent. No sound at all. We lived through a terrible ten minutes without
understanding what was happening. To my surprise, they were chang-
ing the circuits in their generator. During those ten minutes not only
me but all the other people in the embassy may have lost a kilo of

weight.'?”

In these minutes, the Turkish embassy in Nicosia, from which the other dip-
lomatic missions and ministry officials in Ankara were awaiting urgent infor-

mation, were preoccupied with their own troubles. In the words of Inhan,

the embassy building was about a hundred meters away from the
Greek Cypriot sector. ... Four soldiers from the Turkish regiment were

standing guard. We had two or three guns and a machine gun passing

“Biz biyiikelcilikte, askeri ataseler de dahil, biitiin Biiyiikelgilik mensuplar1 18 Temmuz
gecesini ayakta gecirmistik. 19 Temmuz Aksamyi, 24 saat calisma talimatini alinca, tabiatiyla o
gpgece de, hicbir arkadas evine gitmeyi aklindan bile gecirmedi. ...

Bizim Biiyiikelgilikle Lefkose Biiyiikel¢iligi Telsizleri ayni frekans tizerinde galisird1. Tel-
sizimiz devamli dinlemede oldugu cihetle, saat 03.00’te Lefkose’ye cekilen bir telgrafi bizim
telsiz de ald1. Sifreyi actigimizda okudugumuz haber, hareketin o sabah baslayacagi idi. Askeri
ataselerimiz derhal hesaba koyuldular. ... Cikarmanin herkesin bekledigi sekilde Magos’da
degil, Girne kiyillarinda ve saat 05.00 civarinda olacag1 sonucuna vardilar. Ondan sonra
beklemeye basladik... Derken 04.30 sularinda Lefkose susuverdi. Ses seda yok. Ne oldugunu
anlamadan korkung bir 10 dakika gecirdik. Megerde jeneratdrde devre degistirirlermis. O on
dakika siiresince, sadece ben degil, telsiz bagindaki tiim kancilarya, birer kilo zayiflamisg

olabiliriz.” Ibid., 317-318.
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from hand to hand, which could hardly ensure our security. A machine
gun provided to my wife could be evaluated as consolidation. The se-
curity power of the embassy consisted of this. It was such that my wife

stood guard in the troublesome first two nights of the intervention.'

Turkey’s intervention in Cyprus, as expected and clear from the accounts of
Giirlin, caused great enthusiasm and a feeling of committment among the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. They had been after all, the operators of Tur-
key’s foreign policy in the Cyprus dispute for nearly two decades and now they
were living through history. The Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs as an in-
stitution had favored intervention in Cyprus especially after the coup. The in-
tervention on July 20, 1974, in this regard, was to be celebrated. Giiriin’s state-
ment about the excitement in Turkey’s embassy in Athens is clarified above.
The situation was no different in Ankara. Yavuzalp notes that “the news of the
intervention was met with happiness and excitement at the ministry.”'!! Ac-
cording to him, Sisco’s failure to persuade the Greeks to compromise was a
welcome development.'* In his accounts, Barutgu hails the intervention as
“the end of eleven years of disappointments.”'"?

In the second part of his statement on the morning of the intervention,
Giirtin mentioned that a simple technical failure had interrupted their com-
munications with Nicosia for a while. There were also other coordination fail-

ures during the intervention. A similar situation was true in the headquarters

“Biiyiikelgilik binasi... Rum kesimine 100 metre kadar yakindi. Tiirk Alay1'ndan dort asker ...
ndbet tutardil. Bazi arkadaslarla birlikte kendimize ait iki {i¢ tabancamiz ve elden ele dolasan
bir otomatik tiifek, ancak giivenimizi yiiksek tutmaya yeterli olabilirdi. Esime getirilen
otomatik tiifek de takviye sayilabilirdi. Bityiikelgiligin koruma giicii bundan ibaretti. Oyle ki,
harekatin kriz dolu birinci ve ikinci gecelerinde esim de nobetlerde sira tutmustur.” Inang,
Biiyiikelgiler Anlatiyor..., 28-29.

Yavuzalp, Liderler ve Dis Politika..., 165.

He was “thanking God that Sisco ... could not wheedle anything considerable from the
Greeks” which he thought in turn could be a barrier or to harm the legitimacy of Turkey’s
intervention to Cyprus. Ibid., 164. “.. Sisco Atina’dan déndi. Allah’tan Yunanlilardan fazla
bir sey koparamamuigt1.” Ibid.

Barutcu, 68. He refers to the period between 1963 and 1974. In 1963, Turkey, for the first time,

considered military intervention in Cyprus.
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of the ministry in Ankara. Deniz Boliikbasi was a young career diplomat in
Ankara assigned to strengthen the information department in the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs.""* He depicts the chaotic atmosphere in the capital on the first

day of the intervention as follows:

There was a great hurry, rush, and traffic at the [Ministry of] Foreign
Affairs. State institutions were absolutely ... disorderly in terms of co-
ordination. During the first days of the intervention, nobody knew
what to do. Officers at the ministry were busy answering ringing tele-
phones. The night before the beginning of the intervention, lights were
dimmed in the ministries region [in Ankara] where [Ministry of] For-
eign Affairs was also located. With the beginning of the intervention
towards morning, a chaos was experienced in the corridors of the min-

115

istry that is hard to relate.

There were also coordination problems also among various elements of the
state mechanism. As quoted earlier, Barut¢u underscored the strong coordi-
nation between the officials of the civil-diplomatic and military bureaucracies,
particularly under the framework of the 3-K mechanism. This coordination,
however, did not continue as perfectly as desired during the intervention.
Taner Baytok, who was then assigned to the NATO Department of the minis-
try in Ankara, depicts the lack of coordination and communication between
the military and diplomatic bureaucracies as well as those between the mili-

tary bureaucracy and the government.

I was one of the people with some other colleagues who were detained
in the ministry. Even though we were free to go after the intervention
began, we did not leave the ministry until morning and from our

rooms tried to understand what was happening. Ercliment Yavuzalp

Deniz Béliikbast, Digisleri Iskelesi: Disislerinde 34 Yil, (Istanbul: Dogan Kitap, 2011), 62-63.
“Dasisleri’'nde inanilmaz bir telag, kosturmaca ve trafik yasaniyordu. Devlet kurumlar1 koordi-
nasyon bakimindan tam anlamuyla... savruluyordu... Kibris Baris Harekatr'nin ilk giinlerinde
kimse ne yapacagini bilmiyordu. Disisleri memurlar1 hi¢ durmadan ¢alan telefonlara cevap
verebilmek igin siirekli kosturuyordu. Harekatin baglamasindan 6nceki gece Disisleri’'nin de
bulundugu Bakanliklar bélgesine karartma uygulandi. Sabaha kars ... ¢ikarmayla birlikte ba-
kanlik koridorlarinda anlatilmas: gii¢ bir kesmekes yasanmaya baglad1.” Ibid.
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and Faruk Sahinbag had served in our embassy in Cyprus. They knew
the island and the developments. However, it was neither possible for
them to follow the developments via the telegraphs delivered from our
embassy in Nicosia nor from information that we obtained ourselves.
We were not the only ones unable to follow the operation. Towards
morning, the door of my office opened and Turan Giines, the Minister
of Foreign Affairs, came in. ... Once he was in, Giines asked “Baytok
what are those commanders doing? We cannot get any information.
Neither the government nor the embassy in Nicosia are aware of what

is happening. Go, learn something, and inform us.”*!¢

Baytok’s quote is a significant disclosure. The foreign minister was complain-
ing about insufficient information about military actions on the intervention’s
most critical day. According to Baytok, the armed forces were definitely will-
ing to inform the foreign ministry, but the command-staft could not get the
process under control.'”

The developments were confirming Baytok’s approach. The most promi-
nent example was the Kocatepe incident. On July 21, 1974, aircraft of the Turk-
ish Air Force bombed and sank a Turkish destroyer called Kocatepe thinking
that it was a Greek destroyer posing as a Turkish battleship.'®* On July 20,

“Harekat baglayana kadar, baz1 diger arkadaslarla birlikte bakanliga kapatilanlardan biri de
bendim. Harekat basladiktan sonra da ¢ikisimiz serbest birakilmasina ragmen, olaylar: takip
i¢in sabaha kadar bakanlig1 terk etmedik ve odalarimizda ne olup bittigini anlamaya calist1.
Erctiment Yavuzalp ve Faruk Sahinbas, ikisi de Kibirs Biiytikelciligimizde gorev yapmuslardi.
Aday1 ve olaylar biliyorlardi. Buna ragmen, Lefkosa Biiyiikel¢iligimizden gelen telgraflardan
ve kulaktan duyduklarimizdan sagladigimiz bilgilerle harekat: izlemek onlar icin dahi
miimkiin olamamaktaydi. Harekati takip edemeyen bir tek biz degilmisiz. Sabaha kars1 bir ara
biiromun kapist agild1 ve igeriye Disisleri Bakani Turan Giines girdi... Girer girmez, ‘Baytok,
senin su askerler ne yapiyorlar, bir tiirlii bilgi alamiyoruz. Olanlardan ne hiikiimetin ne de
Lefkosa Biiyiikelciliginin haberi var, git bir seyler 6gren de bize bildir’ dedi.” Baytok, D1s Poli-
tikada Bir Nefes..., 196.

Ibid.

Aydin and Tagkin, 1960°tan Giiniimiize..., 260. In those days, Kemal Girgin was the head of
the protocol department at the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. He depicts what he wit-
nessed in this case as follows: “He [Hasan Esat Isik] was talking excitedly to someone abroad
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information was received that a Greek military convoy had been deployed
from Rhodes towards Cyprus, yet there was no such convoy."”® The Turkish
Air Force bombed the destroyer although it had Turkish flag and its crew
spoke Turkish.'?® Two other Turkish battleships, Fevzi Cakmak and Adatepe,
were severely damaged in attacks by Turkish Armed Forces due to a lack of
coordination."!

Lack of coordination among the related units of the state mechanism dur-
ing the intervention was not limited to the sinking of the Kocatepe.'* There
were similar cases. Although the second intervention in the island proceeded
more successfully than the first one in July 1974, there would have been trou-
blesome moments also in the second intervention in August 1974. For in-
stance, Nurettin Ersin, the commander of the Cyprus intervention, which was
called Operation Attila, depicts the disorderly state of Turkish forces in Cyprus

as follows:

It was not determined where our troops landing in Cyprus would be

deployed. We proceed in a rough, deserted land. We capture a hill

(probably our delegate at NATO or our ambassador to Washington) and shouting, insistently
stressing: “Tell them a Greek convoy is approaching the island. We will bomb and sink it un-
less it turns back.” Despite the fact that the crew in Kocatepe introduced themselves in Turk-
ish, authorities in Ankara claimed that the Turkish-speaking soldiers of the battleship were
Istanbulite Greeks aiming to mislead Turkish side. Girgin, Diinyanin Dort Bucag..., 169-170.
Aydin and Taskin, 1960°’tan Giiniimiize..., 260.

Ibid., 261. The attack on Kocatepe was realized without verifying the information received.
This decision can thus be evaluated as a clear failure of the operational and informational
units of the Turkish Armed Forces. Furthermore, Prime Minister Ecevit, relying on non-ver-
ified information from Turkish General Quarters, also insisted that the battleship belonged to
the Greek navy. Kissinger cites a telephone conversation on the issue as follows “Ecevit said
Greeks deployed ships towards Cyprus that are full of Greek soldiers who learned speaking
Turkish. I told Ecevit, who was already deadly tired, that nobody would blame Turkey for
Turkish-speaking ships.” Henry Kissinger, Years of Renewal (New York: Touchstone Books,
2000), 518.

Aydin and Taskin, 1960’tan Giiniimiize..., 260.

There are counter arguments in this case. According to Inhan, the operation was realized with
the harmonious cooperation of land, sea, and air forces of the Turkish military, and it thus

became a strong military initiative. Inang, Tiirk Diplomasisinde Kibris..., 16.
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[and] say “let’s stop here.” Then we say “let’s move on; it is easy to walk
down the hill. This time we say “trenches are not suitable for border;
they are hard to defend. Let’s capture this hill, too, and stop there.” We
begin walking again. It continued like this for a while. We reached a
point. If we proceeded further, we would reach the sea on the southern
part of the island. We asked Ankara. We were ordered to eastward. We
answered that there were British bases in the east. If so, they said, pro-
ceed west. The air force was not informed and we were shelled over our
heads. We delivered a message to the Air Force asking what they were
doing. Since there was the incident of the Kocatepe, they believed us

123

and stopped bombing.

§ 8.5  “A Break for a Bigger Step:” Ceasefire after the First Inter-

123

124

vention

The Turkish government complied with the resolution of the United Nations
calling for an urgent ceasefire and stopped the military action at five o’clock

in the evening on July 22, 1974."** There was no consensus among the partners

“Kibris’a ¢ikan kuvvetlerimizin nerede duracagi, dnceden tespit edilmis degildi. Engebeli, bos
arazide ilerliyoruz. Bir tepeyi aliyoruz. Burada duralim diyoruz. Sonra tepeden asagiya
yiiriimek kolay, biraz daha gidelim diyoruz. Bu sefer iste, cukurda hudut olmaz, savunmasi
zordur, su tepeyi de alalim, orada dururuz, diye yine yiiriiyoruz. Bu boylece bir siire gitti. Bir
yere geldik. Biraz daha gitsek, Ada’nin giineyinden denize ¢ikacagiz. Ankara’ya sorduk.
Doguya ilerleyin emri aldik. Ama doguda Ingiliz iisleri var, dedik. Oyleyse batiya ilerleyin
dendi. Batiya ilerlerken, [Tiirk]hava kuvvetlerine bilgi verilmemis, basimiza bomba yagmaya
basladi. Hava kuvvetlerine bilgi verilmemis, basimiza bomba yagmaya basladi. Hava
kuvvetlerine, ne yapiyorsunuz, diye mesaj yolladik. Oniimiizde Kocatepe misali oldugundan,
inandilar ve bombardimani durdurdular.” Baytok, Dis Politikada Bir Nefes Anilar..., 196-197.

The United States had already stepped into the crisis, and then-Secretary of State Henry Kis-
singer requested Prime Minister Ecevit “to stop the operation, not to proceed anymore and to
organize a conference in Geneva.” After consulting his Foreign Minister Turan Giines, Ecevit
accepted the offer of the United States and the Geneva Process began after the ceasefire. Sedes,
36-37. Although the Watergate Scandal prevented more active American involvement in the
crisis, which caused a reaction among the Greek and Greek Cypriot publics against the United

States, this incident by itself illustrates the American factor in the management of the process.
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of the coalition to make the decision for ceasefire. Oguzhan Asiltiirk, then-
minister of interior, remarked years afterward that “first Turkey should have
seized the whole island and then we would be in an advantageous position
during diplomatic talks as the side controlling the whole territory of Cy-
prus.”'? The ceasefire was indeed the outcome of a split among the partners
of the coalition government. Since the beginning of the coup in Cyprus, Nec-
mettin Erbakan, then-deputy prime minister and leader of the MSP, claimed
that “the coup authorized Turkey to intervene in all respects ... in accordance
with the treaties of 1960,” while Prime Minister Ecevit was in favor of “intro-
ducing negotiations.”'?* The MSP wing of the coalition was always been asser-
tive about the Cyprus cause. Ismail Miiftiioglu, then deputy of MSP, remarks
that

neither the CHP government in 1963 nor the Justice Party govern-
ments took measures to prevent bloodshed. Governments with liberal,
leftist tendencies could not solve the problems of Cyprus. ... The first
courageous attempt occured during the CHP-MSP coalition. ... Alt-
hough the formation of the 1974 Peace Offensive, the decision-making,
and the landing in Cyprus was realized with the predominant pressure
of the MSP team, it is impossible not to be surprised by the efforts of
the CHP to appropriate the achievement. The CHP mindset formed
governments many times before, [yet] even their glorious Ismet

[inénii] Pasha did not attempt such an operation.'”

The decision of ceasefire was indeed made under serious international pres-
sure. Turgut Tiliimen, the charge d’affairs at NATO headquarters in Brussels,
notes that “he and the Greek delegate were invited by Joseph Luns, then-sec-
retary general of NATO, for a meeting.”'*® Even Orhan Eralp, Turkey’s perma-
nent representative to NATO, was pressured to “not object to a NATO

Birand, 12 Eyliil Belgeseli.

Menter Sahinler, Tiirkiye'nin 1974 Kibris Siyaseti (Istanbul: Rumeli Kiltiir ve Dayanigma
Dernegi, 1979), 41.

Miftiioglu, Bilinmeyen Yonleriyle..., 126-127.

Tiiliimen, ki Miilkiyeli..., 31.
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statement condemning Turkey’s intervention to Cyprus.”*** Prime Minister
Biilent Ecevit was in close contact with the United States and the United King-
dom."° Tiiliimen was the Turkish diplomat to convey Luns’ ceasefire request
to Ankara at midnight on July 21."*

The intervention, which started at five o’clock in the morning on July 20,
took exactly sixty hours. Perhaps influenced by the above-said coordination
problems, Turkey captured only a small portion of Cyprus. Nevertheless, the
atmosphere among the public was different. Cumhuriyet on July 23 informed
its readers that “the operation was completed successfully.”’**> On the same
day, the headline in Hiirriyet cheered “Victory, Victory” and suggested that its
readers hang flags from their homes stating that “today is a day to celebrate.”**
Throughout the intervention, Turkish casualties were limited. Counter-attacks
by Greek Cypriots were repelled and the Kyrenia-Kioneli (Gonyeli)-Nicosia
triangle was captured.”* If viewed from this perspective, the operation was
successful. Yet Turkish troops captured only seven percent of the island, and
since Turkish Cypriots were scattered around the whole island, sixty-five per-
cent of the Turkish population in Cyprus remained within the Greek Cypriot-
controlled areas and under threat of massacre by the EOKA-B."* Rauf Denktas
complained that Greek Cypriots did not obey the terms of ceasefire.'* Finally,

forty thousand Turkish soldiers involved in the operation were crowded

Eralp, Perdeyi Aralarken, 41.

Kissinger, Years of Renewal, 519-520.

Tiiliimen, Iki Miilkiyeli..., 31. Tiillimen was informed by Barutcu on the morning of July 22
that Turkey “would comply with the ceasefire.” The ceasefire, nevertheless, did not decrease
the level of international pressure on Turkey. Ibid.

“Harekat Basariyla Sonugclandi,” (Operation Completed with Success) Cumhuriyet, July 23,
1974, 1.

“Zafer, zafer!” “Bu bi bayramdur, evlerinize bayrak asin.” (Victory, victory! It is a festival. Hang
flags in your houses) Hiirriyet, July 23, 1974, 1.

Melek Firat, “Yunanistan'la iliskiler,” in Tiirk Dis Politikast I, ed. Baskin Oran, (Istanbul:
Tletigsim, 2001), 742.

Ibid., 743.

“Ates Diin Saat 17.00’de Kesildi,” (Ceasefire began yesterday at 17.00) Milliyet, July 23, 1974, 1.
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together in a 348 square kilometer area, and their ability to move was consid-

erably limited."”

§ 8.6 The Road to the Final Action Through the Lens of Turkish

137
138

139
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Diplomats

Turkey’s first intervention in Cyprus did not attract considerable international
criticism despite the fact that the United Nations Security Council’s Resolu-
tion No. 353 of July 20, 1974, demanded the immediate withdrawal of foreign
military personnel from the Republic of Cyprus, in which they were present
on the island in contravention of paragraph 1 of the United Nations Charter.'**
Although “Pakistani newspapers announced the success of the Turkish offen-
sive as if it were their own accomplishment,”’** the reactions of the interna-
tional public were complicated. Nevertheless, Turkish diplomats perceived a
kind of tacit approval from their foreign counterparts. Haluk Afra, who was

then the charge d’affairs at Turkey’s embassy in The Hague, states that, the

Dutch Minister of Foreign Affairs angrily stated: “We condemn Tur-
key’s invasion of Cyprus; please inform your government of our opin-
ion.” Then, he relaxed and said “let us talk personally now, I am sym-

pathetic with your operation.”'*

Baytok, in Ankara, witnessed a similar dialogue between Hasan Esat Isik and
his American counterpart Melvin R. Laird. Baytok quotes the dialogue and his

interpretation of it as follows:

On the third day I witnessed personally a message sent by the United

States Secretary of Defense Laird to his Turkish counterpart Hasan

Firat, “Yunanistan’la iligkiler,” 743.

“UN Resolution 353, United Nations Website, accessed January 20, 2017 available from
http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/RES/353(1974).

Aytaman, Sinirli Yillar..., 223.

“Bakan asik suratla, ‘Tiirkiye’nin Kibris’t isgal etmesini resmen protesto ediyoruz, litfen
gorilistimiizdi hitkiimetinize bildirin,” dedikten sonar gevsedi. ‘Simdi de 6zel olarak konugalim.

Bu harekat:1 sempati ile karsiladim.” Afra, Hariciyeciler, 166.
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Esat Isik stating “Get your boots on and finish this operation,” and I
accepted it as proof of the United States’ approval of the legitimacy of
our intervention in Cyprus. When we tried to realize the intervention
in two parts instead of getting our boots on, this legitimacy unfortu-

nately did not continue for long.'*!

Baytok's last sentence is of critical significance. Turkey’s intervention to Cy-
prus indeed gradually began to be evaluated as less legitimate in international
public opinion. Turkish diplomats witnessed this shift clearly from their posts.
Semih Giinver, then-Turkey’s permanent representative to the Council of Eu-
rope, cites that “the first intervention was met positively in Europe since it was
thought to have saved the Republic of Cyprus and Makarios, as well.”'** How-
ever, the second intervention, states Giinver, led Europe “stand against Tur-
key.”'** This is a proper evaluation. Western countries and the Soviet Union
had their own reasons for being cautious about the new administration in Cy-
prus after the coup on July 15, 1974. In this regard, as Dodd puts it, “the ‘inter-
vention,” or ‘invasion’ was not ill regarded by world public opinion, especially
when it led to the demise of military juntas in both Greece and Cyprus.”** For
the West, most notably for Great Britain, Nicos Sampson, the leader of the
coup, had a considerably bad reputation since his days as a “freedom

fighter.”'* For the Soviet Union, as well, an ultra-nationalist coup backed by

“Cikarmanin {¢ilincli giiniinde ABD Savunma Bakani Laird’in Tiirk meslektas: Hasan Esat
Isik’a gonderdigi ‘Hadi artik elinizi ¢abuk tutun da bitirin su harekatr’ mesajina bizzat sahit
oldum ve bunu, Kibris Harekatimizin mesruiyetinin ABD tarafindan benimsendiginin ... bir
delili olarak kabul ettim. Biz elimizi ¢abuk tutmak bir yana, ¢ikarmayi bir de iki taksitte
gerceklestirince, bu mesruiyet maalesef uzun siirmedi.” Baytok, Dis Politikada..., 195.
Giinver, Kizgin Dam Uzerinde Diplomasi..., 14.

Ibid.

Clement H. Dodd, The Cyprus Imbroglio (London: Eothen Books, 1998), 30.

Hichens, Hostage to History..., 83. At a younger age, Samson was known for his involvement
in the Greek Cypriot independence struggle against British colonial rule. Samson was engaged
in murders of British officers. Believed to be responsible for at least fifteen killings, Samson
was sentenced to death, but this was commuted to life imprisonment. One and a half years

later, he facilitated the general amnesty as part of the 1959 Zurich and 1960 London
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the fascist junta in Greece posed a great threat because such a development
could have made Cyprus and the Eastern Mediterranean vulnerable to Amer-
ican influence. This was not a baseless fear. When news of the coup began to
be public, Henry Kissinger claimed that “the coup was realized without an ex-
ternal influence.”*¢

The Turkish government knew that a second intervention would harm the
legitimacy of Turkey’s military involvement on the island. The government, in
this regard, considered sending special envoys to “friendly and neutral coun-
tries to explain the real motives for the Cyprus Intervention to the govern-
ments of these states.”"*” Mahmut Dikerdem, who once served as ambassador
to prominent countries of the non-aligned world such as India and Ghana,
was assigned to contact the governments of India, Sri Lanka, Nepal, and other
pro-Greek Cypriot governments of the Non-Aligned Movement.'* The Cy-
prus dispute, as a matter of fact, influenced Turkey’s attitude towards Third
World countries. Turkey’s main motive for inaugurating embassies in East
Berlin, Kuala Lumpur, Havana, Darussalam, Doha, and Mogadishu in the sec-

ond half of the 1970s, was to influence these countries in support of Turkey’s

Agreements. His past inevitably caused a skepticism among the British towards a new regime
in Cyprus under his leadership. Ibid.

Ibid., 84.

Giiler, Salon Verir..., 609.

Ibid., 609. The world “non-aligned” was used for the first time at the United Nations by then-
Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru in 1953. “The Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) came
into existence during the first conference of Heads of State or Government of non- aligned
countries that took place in Belgrade in September 1961. Representing newly-independent
developing countries, the movement and its policies can be directly linked to the decoloniza-
tion process with the initial years of political engagement in world affairs characterized by
anti-imperialist slogans and the denunciation of colonialism, apartheid, racism, and Zion-
ism.” Hennie Strydom, “The Non-Aligned Movement and the Reform of International Rela-
tions,” in Max Planck Yearbook of United Nations Law 11, eds. A. Von Bagdandy and R.
Wolfrum, (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 1. As a consequence, members of the movement felt more
sympathetic to the discourse of Greek Cypriot independence than the Turkish position, which
in those years was considered as a colonialist attitude. Turkish governments of the time at-
tempted to gain the support of these countries because of their increasing number, and thus,

the increasing influence of these countries in world politics.
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position in the Cyprus dispute, and if possible, to change the voting behaviors
of these countries in international organizations during sessions on Cyprus.'*

This was an intelligent step. Members of the Non-Aligned Movement were
concerned about the individual and political fate of Arcbishop Makarios who
was an influential, respected figure among Third World countries.'*® This con-
cern was expressed by ambassadors of some non-aligned countries in Ankara.

Barutgu cites such a dialogue with the Yugoslav Ambassador.

While the intervention was going on, ambassadors and notably the Yu-
goslav ambassador came and asked “What will happen to Makarios?
My government asks and wishes to know this.” ... Yugoslavs were pre-
occupied with this issue more so than other [states] due to their claim
to lead the Third World. They expected us to promise that the pre-coup
status quo would be restored. Yet it was impossible for us to consider
this and sacrifice Turkish soldiers to bring back the illegitimate regime

of Makarios.'!

Girgin, Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Donemi Hariciye Tarihimiz..., 150. As illustrated in chapter 4,
the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs conducted its operations with a considerably limited
budget compared to its counterparts. Nevertheless, developments such as workforce migra-
tion, the Cyprus dispute, and security measures against the threat of terrorism necessisated
the increase in expenditures of the diplomatic staff. This was another complicated feature of
the Turkish Foreign Ministry in the 1960-80 period.

When the Western world opposed the unification of Cyprus and Greece in the 1950s, Makar-
ios appealed to the Non-Aligned Movement and established friendships with Tito and Nasser.
Since then, he became an influential figure in the non-aligned world. Joseph Fitchett, “Ma-
karjos: Cypriot Nationalism Incarnate,” The Washington Post, August 4, 1977, accessed No-
vember 19, 2017 available from https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/poli-
tics/1977/08/04/makarios-cypriot-nationalism-incarnate/24efscfg-3d6a-40b8-aes9-
28206es5ec588/?utm_term=.fcfffo59fb28.

“Harekatin devam ettigi giinlerde odama gelen bazi biiyiikelciler ve o6zellikle Yugoslav
Biytikelgisi, ‘Makarios ne olacak? Hitkiimetim bunu soruyor ve bilmek istiyor’ diyordu... Yu-
goslavlar {i¢lincli diinyanin liderligi iddias: ile bu konu ile digerlerinden daha fazla mesgul-
diiler. Bizden illa [miidahaleden sonra] darbeden 6nceki Makarios diizenini getirecegimiz
soziini almak istiyorlardi. Bizim bunu diisiinmemiz ve Tiirk askerinin Makarios'un
gayrimesru diizenini yeniden kurmak i¢in kan akitacagini kabul etmemiz aklin alacagi bir sey

degildi.” Barutgu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 65-66.
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Barutgu’s statement clearly illustrates that from the beginning of the interven-
tion, Turkey’s intent was not to restore the status quo before the coup in Cy-
prus - that is a Cyprus Republic under the framework of the Zurich (1959) and
London (1960) agreements. In accordance with Baykal’s statement cited
above, the Turkish government rather intended to change also the status quo
of July 14, 1974. Nevertheless, stating this aim explicitly would inevitably harm
the legitimacy of the military intervention. Turkey could be seen as abusing
post-coup conditions in Cyprus to acquire territory. In this regard, the gov-
ernment declaration after the first intervention made a strong reference to the
basic provisions of the 1960 Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus.'** Even
so, Turkish intervention in Cyprus faced an increasing legitimacy deficit each
passing day.

The loss of the legitimacy of the intervention in the eyes of the interna-
tional public opinion had external and internal causes from the Turkish point
of view. The external causes date back to July 23, 1974, a day after the ceasefire
was initiated in Cyprus. A dramatic change emerged in Greece as a conse-
quence of the Turkish intervention to Cyprus. The military junta in Greece,
which had long been suffering a considerable legitimacy, collapsed, and a civil
government was established in Athens. Giiriin, the Turkish ambassador to
Athens, illustrates the political atmosphere in the Greek capital on the 23rd
and 24th of July as follows:

On Tuesday, July 23, 1974, towards afternoon, a rumor spread that mil-
itary officers had organized a meeting with the politicians. ... At seven
forty-five, [Greek] Armed Forces announced that power would be ab-

dicated to a civil government.... [Konstantinos] Karamanlis came to

Ibid., 65. The first five articles of the 1960 Constitution discuss the general provisions. Basi-
cally, these articles foresaw the equal status of Greek and Turkish Cypriots under one state
and flag. “The Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus,” 1, Presidency of Cyprus Website, ac-
cessed May 29, 2016, available from http://www.presidency.gov.cy/presidency/presi-
dency.nst/all/1003AEDD83EED9C7C225756F0023C6AD/sfile/CY_Constitution.pdf.
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Greece on the night of July 24 at two o’clock, was sworn in at four

thirty-five and became the prime minister.'>

This was a dramatic change in terms of the legitimacy of Turkey’s position.
Previously, Turkish armed forces were operating against a coup administra-
tion backed by a junta regime in Greece. Now, after a democratic era was be-
ginning in Greece, international public opinion about Greece inevitably
changed. Karamanlis was a respected political figure in the West and he did
not favor cooperation with the Sampson administration in Cyprus.'**
Nevertheless, a second operation was not only a diplomatic necessity.
Turkish troops, as illustrated earlier, were trapped in a small pocket of Cyprus
and further fortification and expansion was thought to be essential for the se-
curity of Turkish troops and Turkish Cypriots living on the island. Moreover,
a two-stage operation had been planned even before intervention began.'** As
Hitchens noted “once the first intervention was ordered, the generals knew
that a second, decisive invasion would have to follow.”** A second interven-
tion would have been conducted on the island since it had been planned from

the beginning."”’

“23 Temmuz Sali giinii, 6gleye dogru, askerlerin sivil politikacilarla bir toplant: yaptiklar:
haberi ¢ikti... 19.45te de Silahli Kuvvetler bir teblig yayinlayarak iilkenin sivil iktidara
devredilecegini agiklad:... Karamanlis, 24 Temmuz sabahi saat 02.00’de gelip, 04.35'te yemim
edere Bagbakan oldu.” Giiriin, Biikres, Paris, Atina..., 328-330.

Birand. Kibris’m Elli Yili.

Ibid.

Hitchens, Hostage to History..., 97.

Inhan, as then-Turkish ambassador to Nicosia, however, claims that the second intervention
was a direct consequence of conditions that emerged after the first. The second intervention,
notes Inhan, was an inevitable security measure since “ceasefire was a hasty decision that left
the Turkish people on the island without protection.” Inang, Tiirk Diplomasisinde Kibris, 17.
Even Inhan, on the other hand, reveals that the second intervention was positive “in terms of
shaping the political situation on the island more efficiently and sparing the Turkish govern-
ment a troublesome position in international politics.” Ibid Similarly, Barut¢u notes that
Turkish troops controlled only five per-cent of Cyprus; the remainder of the island was now

being captured by the Greeks. Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 88.
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The democratization of politics in Greece, however, rendered a second in-
tervention less explainable in terms of political legitimacy, leaving aside mili-
tary necessity. The relative silence of the international public in response to
the first intervention was mostly due to the fact that the coup was led by ultra-
nationalist Greek Cypriots and their anti-democratic supporters in Greece.
The former had overthrown the legitimate President of Cyprus, whereas the
latter had been ruling Greece with an undemocratic regime for seven years.
After the resumption of democratic politics in Greece, the Turkish govern-
ment was left defending a cause against legitimate regimes.

The occasion on which Turkey would defend its case against legitimate ac-
tors was the Geneva Conference organized between the 25th and 30th of July
1974. Haluk Ulman, a scholar and Prime Minister Ecevit’s advisor in foreign
policy, appreciates the work ethic and professional capabilities of Turkish dip-
lomats assigned in the conference.'®® According to Ulman, the Geneva Con-
ference was a great accomplishment for Turkish diplomats who “made the

159

greatest efforts of their careers.”’® Ulman also notes that the Turkish delega-
tion in Geneve — namely the politicians and diplomats — worked in harmony
rather than in a hierarchial order, proving that the diplomatic profession is not
conducted in a top-down order but through continuous negotiations also
among politicians and bureaucracts of the same country.'*

Diplomatic correspondence between Greek and the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracies reveal that the Greek and Turkish prime ministers were ready
to lead their delegations in Geneva in the case their respective counterparts
participated in the conference.'® Yet Karamanlis expressed Ecevit that he was
busy establishing the government, whereas Ecevit stated that he could not
leave Ankara at such a conjuncture.'® As a consequence, Greek and Turkish

delegations were led by their foreign ministers. The Turkish delegation

Erol Miitercimler, Satilik Ada Kibris: Kibris Baris Harekatimin Bilinmeyen Yonleri (Istanbul:
Alfa Yayinlari, 2007), 460.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Giiriin, Paris, Biikres, Atina..., 330.

Ibid., 330-331.
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consisted of Haluk Bayiilken, Suat Bilge, author of the 1960 Constitution of
Cyprus, Orhan Aldikacti, a professor of constitutional law, Erciiment Yavu-
zalp, and Ecmel Barut¢u.'®® Turkey’s main position even before coming to Ge-

neva, cites Barutcu, was in favor of partitioning Cyprus.

In my view, it was unimaginable for the two communities to coexist.
... In Cyprus, I said, “everybody witnessed and experienced how peace
was endangered by the incidents and turmoil that had happened so far.
In this situation, we will not have difficulty in imposing the necessity
of a complete partition of the two communities on the world.” ... “The
Turkish community must be gathered in the north and the Greek Cyp-
riots in the south,” I added. The thesis of a federation with two zones

was born in this way.'**

According to Barutgu, this plan did not intend partition, but a federation with
two regions. The MSP, coalition partner of Ecevit’s CHP, adds Barut¢u, was in
favor of partition, but according to him it would have been impossible for Tur-

key to convince its addressees for this.'®

Barutcu suggested a “federation of
two separate entities model” which would not only constitute continuity with
the Cyprus Republic but also imply the possibility of a future division.'*® Ba-
rut¢u’s ideas were clear and were to a considerable extent the views of the-
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. A status emerged after Turkey’s interven-
tion on the island and as a consequence of this, Turkey could pose the
approach of a federation of two entities. This would not be partition, - that is
to say, not two independent states in two separated regions — but a federation
in which the two communities live in isolation from the other. This method

had much in common with partition. The possibility (or fear) of partition,

Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 85.

“Bence Kibris’ta iki cemaatin bir arada yagamasi artik disstintilemezdi. .. Kibris’ta dedim, gim-
diye kadar vuku bulan olaylr ve gegirilen buhranlarla barisin nasil tehlikeye diistiigiinii herkes
gordi ve yasadi. Bu durumda, artik iki cemaatin birbirinden tamamen ayrilmasi gerektigini
diinyaya kabul ettirmekte giiglik cekmeyiz. Tiirk cemaati kuzeyde, Rum cemaati giineyde top-
lanmali, dedim. iki bolgeli federasyon tezi boyle dogdu.” Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.
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moreover, would function in favor of this plan. The situation after the inter-
vention had already brought partition onto the international agenda. In this
regard, the possibility or more precisely the fear of partition would lead Tur-
key's counterparts and the international public to come to terms with a feder-
ation of two entities.

Korkut Ozal, a cabinet member from the MSP, according to Barutcu, was
not pleased with his opinions. Ozal, like other deputies of the MSP, was in

167

favor of partition.'®” However, Barut¢u’s formulation indeed was almost the

same as Erbakan’s “curtain federation thesis.” This thesis projected that

there should be a constitution that it may seem like a federation from
outside, but when the curtain is drawn, a definitely separated Cyprus

must be revealed.!®

This policy formulation would establish a “new” situation that would guaran-
tee the isolation of the two communities in Cyprus. If this approach was the
main stance of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, it meant that the Turkish dip-
lomatic bureaucracy had grown apart from its position in 1960. The difference
is clear with reference to the words of Emin Dirvana, Turkey’s ambassador to
the newly independent Republic of Cyprus between 1960 and 1962. Denktas

cites the following dialogue between he and Dirvana on August 16, 1960:

When the day comes and Makarios disobeys the agreements, we wish
you to leave Cyprus as governor, where you have been appointed as
ambassador.” ...

My words angered Dirvana. He banged his fist on the table ... and
... loudly ... said “Turkey is the signatory of these agreements. Nobody
has the right to abolish these agreements. These agreements will sur-

vive.1¢

Ibid.

Kuzilyiirek, Milliyet¢ilik Kiskacinda Kibris, 282. Cited from Rauf R. Denktas. Rauf Denktas'in
Hatiralari, vol. 5 (Istanbul: Bogazici Yayinlari, 1997), 166.

“O giin geldiginde ve Makarios anlagmalar1 yiktiginda, Bityiikelci olarak geldiginiz Kibris'tan

Vali olarak ayrilmanizi temenni ediyoruz. ...
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About fifteen years after this quarrel, the Turkish ambassador in Athens,
Giiriin, offered the formation of a “bi-cantonal federation” in a telegraph de-
livered to Ankara.'” This offer was distant from the status quo established in
1960 but was also far from a declaration of an independent Turkish entity in
Cyprus. In his memoirs, Giiriin states that “he did not know whether his ideas
were taken into consideration,” but the Turkish side offered a cantonal system
during the Geneva talks.'”! Despite the fact that the Greek delegation did not
reject the offer outright and instead requested thirty six hours to consider it,

the second Turkish offensive in Cyprus was initiated on the morning of August

14, 1974.'"

§ 8.7 Concluding Remarks

170
171

172

173

With the second military intervention to Cyprus between 14 and 16 August
1974, Turkey reached the territorial targets (thirty-seven percent of the whole
island) that were planned as part of Operation Attila.'” This set the basis for

Sozlerim [Emin] Dirvana'y1 kizdirmisti. Yumrugunu masaya vurarak ... ve ... yiiksek sesle
... ‘bu anlagmalarda Tiirkiye'nin imzas1 vardir. Bunlar1 yok etmek kimsenin haddi degildir. Bu
anlagmalar yasayacaktir.” Ibid. Dirvana was a former military officer and his words can be
considered not representing the view of the diplomatic bureaucracy. However, as Cemal Giir-
sel stated the military administration did not distance itself from the foreign policy prefer-
ences of the previous administration. In this regard, statements of Dirvana was capable of
representing the institutional point of view of the Turkish Foreign Ministry in the beginning
of the 1960s.
Giiriin, Paris, Biikres, Atina..., 339.
It must be noted that the content of Giiriins’s offer to establish a cantonal system did not
completely overlap with the one proposed by Turkey in Geneva. Barutcu notes that the Turk-
ish delegation in Geneva felt disappointed when they were ordered to offer this cantonal sys-
tem. According to him, the Turkish government was only persuaded by the strong pressure
of US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger. Barut¢u, Hariciye Koridoru, 101. In this regard, the
divergence between Giiriin and Turkish diplomats in Geneva is clear.
According to Giiriin, the Greek counter-offer could have been accepted, but cabinet members
in Turkey notably opposed the delay of the second offensive for an additional thirty-six hours.
Barutgu, however, states that he insisted on “not to give the permission to Greeks to consider
the cantonal solution offer for thirty-six hours.” Barutcu, Hariciye Koridoru..., 103.

Firat, “Yunanistan’la Iligkiler,” 748.
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the establishment of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus in 1975 and then
the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus on October 15, 1983. These two en-
tities were established in the territories gained during the two military inter-
ventions in July and August 1974 respectively. The outcomes of the interven-
tion occupied Turkish foreign policy for the next four decades. Given that the
Cyprus dispute had already been a dominant concern of Turkish foreign pol-
icy since the mid-1950s, the decision to intervene on the island militarily can
be evaluated as one of the most critical initiatives in diplomatic history of Tur-
key, if not the most important.

This chapter of this study crystallizes the role of the Turkish diplomatic
bureaucracy in the decision-making leading to such an intervention and also
relates the observations of Turkish diplomats about the aforementioned pro-
cess. Examples illustrated in this chapter may not be satisfactory, nevertheless,
the available evidence reveals that certain officials of the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs assigned to the Cyprus dispute played a prominent role in di-
recting the government of the time towards the decision to intervene. Do the
views and actions of “some diplomats” represent the Turkish Ministry of For-
eign Affairs as an institution?

In her dissertation on the decision-making process leading to the Turkish
military intervention, Wiener claims that the “foreign ministry was not in-
cluded in the decision-making process, but a few individuals within the min-
istry ... were involved ... primarily in an advocacy role.”"”* Nevertheless, it is
not suitable to distinguish between the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and its diplomats in terms of policy formulation. Barutcu, as head of the Cy-
prus-Greek department, was speaking on behalf of his institution as were
other diplomats. Had other Turkish diplomats attended the evaluation meet-
ings or had other ambassadors been assigned to Athens and Nicosia instead
of Giiriin and Inhan, they would probably have advocated for military inter-
vention in Cyprus after the coup on July 15, 1974."”> This is because the two-

decades-long institutional memory of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Wiener, Turkish Foreign Policy Decision-Making..., 317.
Although Wiener cited from a Turkish diplomat that there was no consensus among Turkish
diplomats on Cyprus policy, diplomats who were experienced in the Cyprus dispute predom-

inantly favored military intervention to the island. See footnote 53 in this chapter.
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with respcet to the Cyprus dispute preached to Turkish diplomats to “resolve”
the crisis through military means. In this regard, “a few Turkish diplomats”
who favored military intervention, were representing the general tendency
concerning the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy in the Cyprus dispute. As the
“intellectuals of statecraft,” Turkish diplomats do not “directly shape the for-
eign policy decisions of the Turkish state, but they contribute[d] to shaping of
foreign and security agenda through what is and is not a security problem.”'”®
This was clearly the case in the decision-making process of the military inter-
vention to Cyprus in July 1974.

In his above-quoted statement, Kamuran Giiriin was unsure whether his
words were taken into consideration in terms of the search for a solution to
the Cyprus dispute. In my view, this explanation is modest. As evidence in this
chapter clarifies, Turkish diplomats were on the forefront within the Turkish
state in defending the necessity of military intervention. Not only on the issue
of military intervention but also throughout the process of the Cyprus dispute,
the views, perceptions, and policy formulations of Turkish diplomats were in-
fluential. Temel Iskit, a diplomat of the time, explains the reciprocal influence

of Turkish diplomats on the course of the Cyprus dispute as follows:

[We had] some friends who could be called freaks about the Cyprus
Question. The most radical views originated from [the Ministry of]
Foreign Affairs. These views to a great extent influenced in Turkey's

Cyprus policy."””

This clarifies the influence of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy over the of-
ficial attitude of the Turkish state’s mindset on the Cyprus issue. This, indeed,
is a strong disconfirmation of claims that the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy
was awkward or ineffective. As discussed in chapter 2, diplomatic representa-
tion can on some occasions lead to the waging of war instead of its prevention,
and this does not amount to a failure of diplomacy. On the contrary, influenc-

ing the government decision-making leading to war can in some cases be an

Yilmaz & Bilgin, “Constructing Turkey’s Western Identity during the Cold War,” 42.

“Kibris sorununun delisi diyebilecegimiz bazi arkadaglarimiz vardi. En radikal goriisler
Disislerinden ¢ikmigstir. Bu goriisler Tiirkiye'nin Kibris politikasinda biiyiik oranda etkili
olmustur.” Iskit, Interview by the Author.
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accomplishment of the diplomatic process. The Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy, in the long run, shaped the mindset of the state in a way that kept alive
the possibility of a military offensive. In the short run - that is in the immedi-
ate aftermath of the coup in Cyprus in July 1974 — some prominent officials of
the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy acted as catalysts in the decision-making
process that led to a military intervention in Cyprus. The case of “Cyprus, July
1974, in this regard, was an accomplishment of the Turkish diplomatic bu-

reaucracy in terms of their influence over decision makers.
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Conclusion

iplomacy and diplomats predominantly hold peripheral positions in
D the massive international relations and foreign policy literature. How-
ever, some periods — such as post-World War I and the Cold War - and some
processes — such as the diversification of actors — have increased scholarly in-
terest in the diplomatic profession. Throughout the twentieth century, great
transformations in world politics and improving communication technologies
have led the world’s publics to question the functionality and the esteem of
diplomacy and diplomats. As illustrated in chapter 2, some thought that di-
plomacy was “melting into nothingness” in the Cold War years. Finally, in the
post-Cold War period, scholars debated transformations in the diplomatic
profession.

This dissertation has been prepared in a period in which the Turkish dip-
lomatic bureaucracy has been subject to more daily political debates than in
any other periods. This is because then-Turkish Prime Minister Erdogan se-
verely criticized officials of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy as part of his
narrative of “reforming traditional foreign policy” of Turkey. Indeed, his
words were reflections of an already present criticism of certain figures of the
Turkish public towards Turkish diplomats.

Some of the discussions in this dissertation reveal that the words of critics
of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy are neither new nor specific to Turkey.

Especially in the post-World War II period, diplomats of other countries were
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targeted as being alien to the society with lacking the capability and motiva-
tion to represent their country. The first part of the criticism is true to a limited
extent. Due to the nature of the profession of diplomacy, indeed, it was inevi-
table. Being a diplomat, as can be excepted, required satisfactory language and
educational skills, limiting the profession of diplomacy to members of certain
social classes in any given country. In this regard, not only in Turkey but also
in other countries, diplomatic cadres were filled with graduates of certain
schools and members of the upper-middle classes. As a consequence, although
it can be accepted to an extent that diplomats in Turkey were members of cer-
tain classes, this was valid for nearly all countries. Nevertheless, it would be a
mistake to overestimate the socially exclusive character of the diplomatic pro-
fession. Especially the post-World War II conjuncture indicates that operating
for a diplomatic or consular mission in the foreign ministry building was a
socially embedded effort.

In modern, post-1789 history, the Ottoman-Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy was formed no later than its equivalents. Established in 1836, the Umur-
I Hariciye Vekaleti (Ottoman Foreign Ministry) was a relatively early example
of modern diplomatic bureaucracy institutions. As a modern institution, the
Ottoman Foreign Ministry and its foreign ministers were pivotal elements of
the Ottoman-Turkish modernization process. Moreover, the ministry more or
less experienced the ethnic tensions of the late Ottoman period.

The dynamics of domestic politics continued to influence the diplomatic
bureaucracy in the early republican period. The Republican Foreign Ministry
was familiar with the political developments of its time. For example, possible
opponents of the new regime and the reform efforts of the early republican
administration in many cases occupied the agendas of Turkish diplomats and
the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Moreover, radical reforms by the po-
litical leadership in the aforementioned period often influenced the scope of
work of early republican diplomats. The torments of transition from an empire
to a nation-state were tangibly experienced by Turkish diplomats in the early
republican period. The late Ottoman and early republican experiences, in sum,
reveal that relations with the realities of domestic politics were inherent to the

professional practices of Turkish diplomats.
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This was the case for the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy in the post-
World War II period. In the post-coup period throughout the early 1960s, alt-
hough no wholesale purge was realized, developments in the Turkish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs prove that the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy was not im-
mune from the influence of domestic politics. May 27 was not a “revolution”
in the classical sense as it was called in those days. Moreover, wholesale change
of the cadres of the foreign ministry was not suitable because the profession
required skills that prevented the replacement of previous cadres with new
ones. If this situation were otherwise, perhaps more people would have been
subject to purges in the post-coup period, as was the case for the judicial bu-
reaucracy. Indeed, what happened after the coup was a matter of quality rather
than quantity. Few people were purged or replaced, but the heads of the most
critical and favored units of the ministry lost their positions due to their prox-
imity to the foreign minister of the time. Fatin Ristii Zorlu, the Foreign Min-
ister before the coup, who would be executed following a trial, was targeted by
the coup administration. The Foreign Ministry was identified with him and
his foreign policy preferences. The ministry’s authority related to foreign eco-
nomic relations were also transferred to other state agencies as a consequence
of domestic political and bureaucratic clashes.

This dissertation illustrated other examples of the influence of domestic
political developments on the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. When Bii-
lent Ecevit took over the office of prime ministry in 1978, Giindiiz Okgiin, his
foreign minister, took a stance against diplomats known for pro-Western for-
eign policy preferences. Outstanding diplomats such as Ilter Tiirkmen and
Coskun Kirca were left idle since they were renowned for their strong com-
mitment to a Western alliance. Likewise, Mahmut Dikerdem, a socialist dip-
lomat, suffered from political pressure in most phases of his professional ca-
reer. In this regard, stating that the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs was
always immune to domestic political cleavages far from represents the whole
story of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. Even diplomats, who claimed
that the ministry was immune to the political developments of the time, can
confirm that closeness of a diplomat to military bureaucracy was increasing

his influence within the ministry. If we consider that the military of the 1960-
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80 period in Turkey was one of the pivotal components of political life, this
confession proves the impact of domestic politics on the foreign ministry.

Throughout the 1960s and 70s, other foreign ministries and their officers
experienced incidents that were also encountered by Turkish diplomatic and
consular staff. American diplomats were also subject to assassinations; Italian
and Yugoslavian diplomatic and consular missions also faced considerable
workloads due to massive workforce migrations; and the Greek Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, as well, was preoccupied with Cyprus affairs. The case of the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy was specific and worth examining due to the
intensity of the experiences compared to other foreign ministries. The United
States diplomatic corps were not subject to assassination attempts as often as
Turkish diplomats. Italian consular missions did not have to deal with as many
citizens as their Turkish counterparts.! The Turkish Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs’s story, in this regard, should also be evaluated considering the quantity
of the challenges it faced in the 1960-80 period.

The case of Armenian attacks and the interaction between Turkish diplo-
mats and Armenians is worth discussing for another reason. In the introduc-
tory chapter of this dissertation, it is illustrated that some members of the
Turkish media blamed Turkish diplomats of passivity and awkwardness, espe-
cially in the case of “Armenian propaganda” against Turkey. Determining the
success of Turkish diplomats in preventing the spread and recognition of Ar-
menian claims is a “relative” issue and, as such, beyond the scope of this study.
Nevertheless, chapter 7 of this dissertation develops a modest objection to
these allegations. Turkish diplomats and the Ottoman-Turkish Hariciye as an
institution was actively involved in Turkish-Armenian relations from the be-

ginning. Setting aside their being subject to continuous terrorist attacks for

According to data of the German Ministry of Labor, there were 170,200 Italian migrant work-
ers in Federal Germany in 1961, whereas the number of Turkish migrant workers was 2,400.
Thirteen years later, in 1974, the official number of Turkish workers climbed to 617500,
whereas the Italian migrant worker population was 340,900. Ahmet Akgiindiiz, “Labor Mi-
gration from Turkey to Western Europe (1960-1974): An Analytical Review,” Capital and
Class 17, no. 3 (1993), 161. Nevertheless, the number of Italian and Turkish consulates general
was the same. In other words, the workload assigned to Turkish consular posts was two times

heavier than that of their Italian counterparts.
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more than a decade, Turkish diplomats were the main actors in constructing,
reproducing, and promoting Turkey’s official stance and counternarrative to
the recognition of the deportations of Armenians in 1915 as genocide. In con-
temporary Turkey, both the state and vast majority of the Turkish public have
adopted the views expressed in Kamuran Giiriin’s and Bilal Simsir’s books
with regard to 1915, probably including the authors who criticized the ineffec-
tiveness of Turkish diplomats in this case.

It can be claimed that diplomats must persuade the world public rather
than Turkish citizens and the Turkish state. After all, more and more parlia-
ments have adopted resolutions and laws recognizing the 1915 deportations as
a genocide. However, as can be appreciated, the prevention of the adoption of
such decisions is more dependent on factors ranging from political initiatives
to lobbying abilities in the aforementioned countries. Even so, the efforts of
certain Turkish diplomats can be considered as an early example of public di-
plomacy in the Cold War. This phenomenon also indicates the Turkish diplo-
matic bureaucracy’s ability to adapt to the diplomatic trends of the time.?

The content of chapter 8 rethinks the claim that the foremost task of the
modern diplomat is to secure peace among his country and its counterparts
through negotiations and bargaining processes. Throughout a decade-long
process between 1963 and 1974 — and especially during the week before the
Turkish intervention in Cyprus in July 1974 — Turkish diplomats negotiated for
the use of arms to consolidate their state’s position in the Cyprus dispute.
Moreover, Turkish diplomats not only negotiated with foreign counterparts
but also with politicians of their own state. This recalls that foreign policy
making processes are not always conducted in a hierarchial order, in which

the diplomats put into practice the orders of their governments without any

In his discussion on the Turkish Foreign Ministry’s ability to engage with the new “foreign
policy openings” in the AK Party era, most notably Ahmet Davutoglu’s term as foreign min-
ister, Aras argues that the Turkish Foreign Ministry came out successful in adapting Turkey’s
“new geopoloitical thinking.” Aras, “Reform and Capacity Building in the Turkish Foreign
Ministry,” 273. In this regard, given the discussions about the Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy’s ability to adapt to changing conditions and preferences, it can be concluded that the
Ministry’s adaptability capacity has been preserved in different phases of modern Turkish
history.
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objections. On the contrary, the state mechanism’s decision to intervene in
Cyprus was an outcome of a negotiation process between government author-
ities and officials of the civil and military bureaucracy. This is not to say that
each had equal authority with respect to the “final say.” Turkish diplomats,
nevertheless, were influential in the decision-making process for military in-
tervention, along with other actors.

General trends in foreign ministries of the other countries were illustrated
in the chapter 2 of this dissertation. Nevertheless, this dissertation lacks a
more detailed, comprehensive comparative analysis of the cases examined in
each chapter. For example, the military junta of Greece (1967-1974) under-
mined the role of Greek Foreign Ministry in foreign policy decision-making
procedures.” Moreover, like the presence of non-Muslims in the late Ottoman
Foreign Ministry, the Foreign Ministry of the Russian Empire was predomi-
nantly filled with Baltic Germans.* In this regard, a comparative analysis of the
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the post-1960 period and the Greek
Ministry of Foreign Affairs between 1967 and 1974 would crystallize the degree
of influence of the coup d’état of 1960 on the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs. Similarly, an evaluation of Italian, Spanish, and Yugoslavian foreign ser-
vices, whose citizens also intensely migrated to Western European countries,
would better reveal the degree of success of the implementations of Turkish
diplomatic and consular missions with respect to their migrant worker citi-
zens in Western European countries. In this regard, further comparative re-
search would present an in-depth analysis and better locate the Turkish Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs in the world context in the aforementioned period.

On the other hand, it is worth recalling that the literature on the diplo-
matic bureaucracies of the Cold War years rarely covered issues such as the
experiences of diplomatic and consular missions vis-a-vis massive workforce
migration or the influence of military administrations — a widespread phe-

nomenon of the period - on diplomatic bureaucracies. Throughout the

For example, Byron Spyropoulos, a high-ranking Greek diplomat assigned to the Turkish desk
of the Greek MFA, states that he was informed about the meeting between the Turkish and
Greek Prime Ministers in Dedeaga¢ (Alexandropolis) in 1967 by his Turkish colleagues, not
by the Greek government. Birand, Kibris’mn Elli Yili.

Henry Kissinger, Diplomasi (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankas: Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2000), 193.
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research process, especially for the content of chapter 2, it has been found out
that the aforementioned issues were not categorized as the most prominent
challenges experienced by foreign ministries and diplomats of the Cold War
years. This study, at least in the case of Turkey, revealed that coup administra-
tions, workforce migration, and ideological cleavages were significant con-
cerns for the diplomats of the time.

This dissertation owes these findings to its methodological approach. Alt-
hough utilizing the memoirs of diplomats is a risky research process and has
limits in terms of knowledge production, the contents of the accounts of Turk-
ish diplomats made it possible to gather information from firsthand actors.
Such an effort allowed us to know and analyze what were the main issues of
concern for these Turkish diplomats. In this regard, this dissertation under-
scores the importance of referring to the experiences, observations, and opin-
ions of diplomats for a deeper-analysis of diplomatic processes.

As noted earlier, throughout the 1960s and 7os, the Turkish diplomatic bu-
reaucracy conducted its operations with international and country-specific
burdens. Diplomatic practice, with regard to changes in world politics, passed
through considerable transformations such as increases in staff, new types of
diplomacy, the emergence of new actors, and increasing public interest. More-
over, the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy had its own specific burdens. The
ministry began the aforementioned period with a strong blow from the mili-
tary administration. Then, the diplomatic and consular staff faced increasing
workloads due to workforce migration to Europe. Like other world examples,
the lives of Turkish diplomats came under threat as a consequence of a series
of terrorist attacks. Finally, the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy was directly
involved in the decision-making process of a military intervention outside the

borders of Turkey - an action realized for the first time in Republican Turkey.

The research of this dissertation was conducted in a period that the observations and analyses
of diplomats gained worldwide attention due to the contents of the Wikileaks documents. The
leaked cables revealed the “high professionalism of US diplomats” with their ability to “write
good policy analysis, make distinguishing judgements, and to have a sense of humor.” Jovan
Kurbalija, “Wikileaks and the Future of Diplomacy,” DIPLO Foundation Website, accessed
March 25, 2017, available from https://www.diplomacy.edu/blog/policy-briefing-wikileaks-

and-future-diplomacy.
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In this regard, the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy was strongly influenced by
the most prominent developments in Turkish political life in the 1960-1980
period. Moreover, the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy, in the aforementioned
period, has influenced in the determination and transformation of state poli-
cies and practices.

In the late Ottoman, early Republican, and also Cold War years, the Turk-
ish diplomatic bureaucracy has been one of the main cradle’s of Turkey’s pro-
Western orientation. This is one of the most prominent aspects of continuity
between the Ottoman, early republican, and Cold War periods. Turkish dip-
lomats, with few exceptions that are illustrated in this study, saw Turkey’s al-
liance with the West not only as a foreign and security policy preference, but
also a component of Turkey’s identification with the West. In this regard, as
clarified in chapter 4, Turkish diplomats were criticized in some cases for the
inability to properly represent the values and meet the needs of their own so-
ciety. Indeed, many foreign ministries were criticized using the same words,
especially in the post-World War II period, as a consequence of the increasing
public interest in foreign policy matters and diplomatic practice. Turkish dip-
lomats were claimed to be removed from the realities of their society living in
bell jars. This dissertation diverges from this assumption. As made visible in
different parts of this dissertation, Turkish diplomats were either influenced
by or influenced the course of some of the most prominent developments and
discussions of twentieth-century modern Turkish history. In light of these, it
would be hard to conclude that Turkish diplomats conducted their profession
isolated from the social, political, and ideological realities of their society
throughout the 1960s and 70s.

This dissertation presents a pure success story neither for the Turkish Har-
iciye nor for other foreign ministries. Throughout the dissertation, indeed,
problematic and contradictory aspects of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy
were illustrated as far as possible. This study reveals that diplomatic staffs else-

where in the world adapted themselves to the new conditions and new

This criticism is not only limited to the public. As a scholar, also Karpat noted in 1974 that
“the foreign service personnel represented a group of ... the most aristocratic and farthest
removed from the country’s realities among the civil service.” Kemal Karpat, “Introduction,”

in Turkey’s Foreign Policy in Transition, ed. Kemal Karpat (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1975), 7.

396



THE TURKISH FOREIGN MINISTRY (1960-1980)

challenges in the post-World War II world. Moreover, foreign ministries rede-
fined their duties, functions, and capabilities. The Turkish diplomatic bureau-
cracy, as well, constituted a significant example of adaptation and transfor-
mation, especially given the magnitude of the challenges it faced.

In this regard, this study argues that the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy
worked in relation with its society, its state, and counterparts in the world, not
in an isolated atmosphere. As a consequence of these socially-interactive pro-
cesses, the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs not only redefined and trans-
formed itself but actively exerted its influence on a wide range of issues. As
clarified in this dissertation, some of the most prominent issues of modern
Turkish history such as Turkey’s traditional pro-Western foreign policy orien-
tation, the changing nature of state-citizen relationship in the transnational
context, the decision-making behind a military offensive outside the borders
of Turkey, and the formation of an official Turkish discourse against Armenian
allegations about 1915 cannot be properly understood without acknowledging
this influence. This fact by itself is a clear indicator of Turkish diplomacy’s
strong interaction with its citizens and the state, in which each side has trans-
formed the others through interaction.

This dissertation cannot be considered as a response to an existing aca-
demic literature about the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy. It is rather an ob-
jection to the eassumptions on Turkish diplomats that is widespread among
different components of the public opinion. Although academic studies on the
characteristics of the Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy is quite limited, recent
studies also attribute a degree of success to the Turkish Hariciye and diplo-
mats. In this regard, it is likely that further further scholarly works on the
Turkish diplomatic bureaucracy will probably rehabilitate perceptions on the

ministry.
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