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ABSTRACT

TURKEY AND TURKISH/MUSLIM MINORITIES IN GREECE AND
BULGARIA (1923-1938)

Emen, Gozde
M.Sc., Department of International Relations
Advisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ebru Boyar

September 2011, 160 pages

This thesis examined how Turkish perception of insecurity, which was based
on its suspicions about Greek and Bulgarian intentions and politics towards
its territorial integrity and stability of its regime, shaped its view of
Turkish/Muslim minorities living in these two states in the early Republican
period. Using a wealth of archival material and newspapers, it questioned to
what extent these physical and ideological concerns of the Turkish Republic
played a role in its approach to these minorities in the period between 1923
and 1938. Turkey perceived the Greek and Bulgarian maltreatment of these
minorities as a part of these states’ hostile intentions regarding the new
Turkish state. Thus, what this thesis argued is that Turkey responded to
pressure on Turkish/Muslim minorities in these two states not only because of
humanitarian concerns but according to its security concern, which became an
important factor to determine Turkish interventionist approach to the minority

issues in Greece and Bulgaria in this period.

Keywords: Turkish/Muslim Minority, Greece, Bulgaria, Early Republican

Period.
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TURKIYE VE YUNANISTAN VE BULGARISTAN’DAKI
TURK/MUSLUMAN AZINLIKLARI
(1923-1938)

Emen, Gozde
Yiiksek Lisans, Uluslararasi Iliskiler Boliimii

Danigsman: Dog. Dr. Ebru Boyar

Eyliil 2011, 160 sayfa

Bu tez, Tirkiye’nin kendi topraksal biitiinliigli ve rejiminin istikrarina yonelik
Yunan ve Bulgar emelleri ve politikalar1 hakkindaki siiphelerine dayanan
giivensizlik algisinin, erken Cumhuriyet déneminde bu iki devlette yasayan
Tirk/Misliman azinliklara bakigin1 nasil sekillendirdigini inceledi. Zengin
arsiv kaynaklarini ve donemin gazetelerini kullanarak, 1923 ve 1938 yillari
arasindaki stiregte, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’'nin bu fiziksel ve ideolojik
kaygilarinin, bu azinliklara karsi tutumunda ne 6l¢iide rol oynadigini sorguladi.
Tiirkiye, Yunanistan ve Bulgaristan’in bu azinliklara kars1 kotii muamelesini,
bu devletlerin yeni Tiirk devleti hakkindaki diismanca emellerinin bir pargasi
olarak algiladi. Sonug olarak, bu tezin 6ne siirdiigii sey sudur ki, Tiirkiye, bu
iki devletteki Tiirk/Miisliiman azinliklara uygulanan baskiya, yalnizca insani
kaygilarla degil, ayn1 zamanda bu donemde Yunanistan ve Bulgaristan’da
azinlik meselelerine iliskin Tirkiye’nin miidahaleci yaklasimimi belirleyen

onemli bir unsur olmus olan kendi gilivenlik kaygisina gore de tepki vermistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tiirk/Miisliiman Azinlik, Yunanistan, Bulgaristan, Erken
Cumhuriyet Dénemi.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Turkish view of Turkish/Muslim minorities living in Greece and
Bulgaria in the early Republican period was based on its current political
relations with these two states. Although Turkey and these states seemed to
lead peaceful relationships at diplomatic level, actually, the relations among
them were strained under mutual mistrust. From Turkish point of view, the
source of this mistrust was Greek and Bulgarian threat to the territorial
integrity of Turkey and the stability of the Kemalist government.

Turkey saw the Greek and Bulgarian treatment of Turkish/Muslim
minorities living in these two states as these states’ aspirations on Turkey. The
pressure on these minorities, hence, meant more than a problem of minority
rights for Turkey, but it was, rather, considered as a part of policies threatening
Turkey’s security. Therefore, the Turkish view of these minorities could not be
read outside the Turkish perception of insecurity, since it was this concern that
shaped its approach to Turkish/Muslim minorities in Greece and Bulgaria.

In terms of its physical concern, what made Turkey felt insecure were
revisionist policies of Greek and Bulgarian governments on Turkish territories.
Indeed, borders of Turkey with Greece and Bulgaria were settled in the course
of the establishment of Turkish Republic. For the Turkish view, these borders
could not be revised in any condition. However, from time to time, the Turkish
side concerned about Greek and Bulgarian intentions to revise the existing
borders. This was actually disturbing for Turkey, following status quo policies
for its own territories. Turkey was, however, well aware of the fact that
Turkish/Muslim presence in these two states became the first target of these
states’ revisionist agenda, which was designed against territorial integrity of

Turkey. Thus, Turkey considered this insecure environment of these



populations living in these two states as the extention of revisionist policies of
Greek and Bulgarian governments. Hence, for Turkey, attack on
Turkish/Muslim minorities in Greece and Bulgaria was not independent from
its perception of insecurity, stemming from revisionist challenges from these
two states towards its territories.

In terms of its ideological concern, what made Turkey felt insecure
were the efforts of Greek and Bulgarian governments in the creation of an anti-
Kemalist structure, composed of oppositional Turkish elements and local
conservatives,® in their territories. Apparently, these anti-Kemalists found a
convenient environment in these two states for their anti-Kemalist propaganda.
This was a serious threat to the young Turkish Republic’s stability. The
Turkish government, however, knew that the activities of the anti-Kemalists,
having direct or indirect support of Greek and Bulgarian governments, were
not restricted to opposition to Ankara. In addition to the anti-Kemalist
propaganda, the Kemalist presence in these two states became also a target of
these anti-Kemalists, with a state support. Turkey, hence, considered the
problems encountered by the Kemalists in Greece and Bulgaria as the extention
of anti-Kemalist policies of these two states. Therefore, for Turkey, the
suppression of the Kemalists was not independent from its perception of
insecurity, stemming from Greek and Bulgarian support to anti-Kemalist
forces.

This thesis will examine how Turkish perception of insecurity, which
was based on its physical and ideological concerns, shaped its approach to
Turkish/Muslim minorities living in Greece and Bulgaria, in the period
between 1923 and 1938. In trying to understand this question, both primary and
secondary sources were used. For primary sources, mainly the wealth of
archival material from the Bagbakanlik Cumhuriyet Arsivi in Ankara was used.
These official Turkish documents are significant to understand the stance of the

Turkish authorities on this issue. In addition to this, copies of Cumhuriyet, a

! In this thesis, the term ‘Kemalists’ was used to point the supporters of revolutions and
ideology of the newly established Turkish Republic among Turkish/Muslim minorities living
in Greece and Bulgaria.



popular newspaper of the period close to the Turkish government, and
influential in Turkish Balkan Policy, in the Tirk Tarih Kurumu and Microfilm
department of the Milli Kiitliphane were examined. Finally, the Turkish
publications of this period including military books, memoirs, and histories
were examined as primary sources to have a view about intellectual stance of
the period. And, in addition to these primary sources, variety of academic
studies as secondary sources was used for this study.

As a part of this Introduction section, a historical review of treaties
which showed the basis of minority regime for Turkish/Muslim minority in
Greece and Bulgaria would be made.? This would introduce the minority rights
of this Turkish/Muslim population in light of the treaties. It is significant to
show officially what the living conditions should be for this minority. Their
rights and obligation were stated in a detailed way in these treaties. In the
reality, on the other hand, the Turkish side complained about violation of these
settled rights with Greek and Bulgarian maltreatment of this Turkish/Muslim
minority in 1920s and 1930s. Indeed, at that period, it was not only the Turkish
side that complained about current conditions of its minorities, similarly, both
Greek and Bulgarian sides had complaints about Turkish treatment of their
minorities. However, this thesis would focus on Turkish view of
Turkish/Muslim minorities living in these two states between 1923 and 1938.
And, a beginning with this diplomatic settlement would show what the bases of

Turkish complaints were.

% The number of these minorities was one of the mostly debated issues between the parties.
Thus, it is difficult to show concrete proportion of these Turkish/Muslim populations both in
demographic structure of Greece and Bulgaria. However, by refering to some studies
approximate numbers will be given. For instance, Nazif Mandaci and Birsen Erdogan wrote
that by 1920s there were 106.000 Turks in Western Thrace. In the Bulgarian case, Ali Eminov
presented the number of Turks in Bulgaria as more than a half million people in 1920s and
1930s. Similarly, a Bulgarian document from 1934 presented the number of Turks as 650.000.
See for more details Nazif Mandact and Birsen Erdogan, Balkanlarda Azinlik Sorunu:
Yunanistan, Arnavutluk, Makedonya ve Bulgaristan’daki Azinliklara Bir Bakis (Ankara:
Stratejik Arastirma ve Etiidler Milli Komitesi, 2001), p. 1; Ali Eminov, Turkish and other
Muslim Minorities in Bulgaria (London: Hurst & Company, 1997), p. 81; Belgelerle Mustafa
Kemal Atatiirk ve Tiirk-Bulgar [ligkileri (1913-1938) (Ankara: TC Bagsbakanlik Devlet
Arsivleri Genel Midiirliigii, 2002), p. 287.



The Turkish/Muslim presence in Greece and Bulgaria was the legacy of
the Ottoman Empire. It was one of the largest states in the world history that
ruled huge territories for centuries, and Greece and Bulgaria were also part of
these territories. Then, these two states gained their independence. However,
despite waves of migration to the Ottoman territories from these lands, there
remained a considerable Turkish/Muslim minority there. Thus, the rights of
these people were also a matter of discussion in the course of the independence
of these two states, and these rights were guaranteed by the treaties.

The Protocol of London, for instance, was one of these treaties. On
February 3, 1830 with this Protocol, which announced the independence of the
Greek Kingdom, the rights of Muslim minority were settled. In accordance
with this treaty, Muslims living in lands left to the Greek rule would continue
to enjoy their properties and live in security.® Similarly, on June 13, 1878 the
Treaty of Berlin, which revised the San Stefano Peace Treaty declaring the
Principality of Bulgaria, guaranteed rights of Muslims living in Bulgarian
lands. For instance, it was stated that there would be no discrimination against
minorities. Therefore, these people would benefit equal rights such as a right to
serve in government service. In terms of religious practices, for example, they
were also guaranteed to be free. Thus, for Muslims seyhiilislam in Istanbul
would continue to be a religious leader. Also, the properties of Turkish/Muslim
minority were guaranteed. Accordingly, this minority in Bulgaria would hold
their properties. However, this was also valid for the ones who had already
migrated from Bulgarian lands. So, they would have an opportunity to liquidate
their properties.”

Then, the rights of Muslims in Greece were enhanced with the

International Istanbul Convention on May 24, 1881. This was signed after the

® Gabriel Effendi Noradounghian, “Protocole (No.1) tenu a Londres le Février 1830, relatif a
I’indépendance de la Gréce”, in Recueil D’actes Internationaux de L’empire Ottoman, ||
(1789-1856) (Paris: Recueillis Et Publiés, 1900), pp. 177-181; Baskin Oran, Tiirk-Yunan
Iliskilerinde Bati Trakya Sorunu (Ankara: Miilkiyeliler Birligi Vakfi Yaynlari, 1986), pp. 33-
34.

* Gabriel Effendi Noradounghian, Recuil D’actes Internationaux de L’empire Ottoman, I
(1856-1878) (Paris: Recueillis Et Publiés, 1902), pp. 509-521.

® Nihat Erim, Devletlerarasi Hukuku ve Siyasi Tarih Metinleri. Osmanli Imparatorlugu
Andlagmalari, | (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1953), pp. 403-424.



annexation of Thessalia by the Greek forces. In accordance with the mediatory
role of the Great Powers in this minority issue, which was given in the Treaty
of Berlin, with this new territorial gain, the Greek Kingdom was again asked to
revise Muslims’ rights in its lands. Accordingly, this Convention guaranteed
common citizenship with equal rights, freedom in religious practices and safety
of property rights.® Similarly, the rights of Muslims were also enhanced in the
Bulgarian case, when Bulgaria declared its independence in 1908. On April 19,
1909 the Ottoman Empire and the Bulgarian Kingdom signed the Protocol of
Istanbul. The Convention about rights of Muslims was also annexed to this
Protocol, which mainly arranged Muslim’s religious community, the
Basmiiftiiliik, the role of its leader, the Bagmiiftii, and other muiftiis under its
rule. For instance, it was stated that Basmiifiti must be previously approved by
the Ottoman Empire. Moreover, mosques, schools and vakifs of these people
were guaranteed to be protected by the Bulgarian authorities.’

However, following the Balkan Wars, new treaties were signed between
the Ottoman Empire and these two states, which brought changes to the
minority rights. On November 14, 1913 the Ottoman Empire and the Greek
Kingdom signed the Treaty of Athens. It could be argued that it was the most
extensive treaty about rights of Muslims in Greek lands.® The Protocol, which
was mainly about the governance of Muslims’ communities, was annexed to
this treaty. These communities were recognized as legal entities. As in the case
of Bulgaria, the Basmiiftii would be the religious leader of Muslims, and he
would be appointed with the approval of the Ottoman state. He was granted
with equal rights with other civil servants of Greek Kingdom.® At the same
period, the Treaty of Istanbul signed with the Bulgarian Kingdom, on

September 26, 1913.2° Again a Convention about the governance of the

® Oran, Tiirk-Yunan Iliskilerinde Bati Trakya Sorunu, p. 34.

" Bilal N. Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri (istanbul: Bilgi Yaymevi, 1986), pp. 368-370.

8 “Yunanistanla Atinada Miinakid Muahede-i Sulhiye”, Diistur, ikinci Tertip, Vol: 7
(Dersaadet: Matbaa-i Amire, 1336), pp. 15-45.

® Diistur, ikinci Tertip, Vol: 7, pp. 58-60; Galip Kemali Soylemezoglu, Hatiralar: Atina
Sefareti (1913-1916) (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yaymevi, 1946), pp. 56-67.

10 “Bulgaristanla Dersaadetde Miinakid Muahede-i Sulhiye”, Diistur, ikinci Tertip, Vol: 7
(Dersaadet: Matbaa-i Amire, 1336), pp. 45-61.



Basmiiftiiliik was annexed to the treaty. This was the detailed version of
preceding Convention annexed to the Protocol of Istanbul in 1909.
Additionally in this new Convention, for instance, these two states agreed on
the establishment of Niivvab (a religious school) to educate muiftiis.*

However, on January 10, 1920 with the establishment of the League of
Nations, in the end of the First World War, the issue of minorities gained new
outlook.* Thus, these minority rights were revised. In this post-war settlement,
the League of Nations was described as a guarantee mechanism for the
minorities.”®> However, actually, there was not a standard minority regime
applied to all states. The Ottoman Empire, for example, had to implement the
minority regime which was imposed to the defeated sides of war. Thus, the
Ottoman Empire had to arrange distinct sections in the Treaty of Sévres on
August 10, 1920 for minorities in its lands. However, this was not the case for
the Greek Kingdom. It appearently applied a kind of different minority regime
designed for victorious sides, which enlarged their territories. Hence, there
occurred a clear difference between minority rights arranged for Greek
population in the Ottoman lands and Muslim population in the Greek lands.**
For instance, the role of the League of Nations in the protection of minority
rights showed a difference. Distinct from the Greek case, with the article 151
of the Treaty of Sévres, the Ottoman Empire had to accept an additional role of
the Allied powers to decide about any necessary measures for the application
of minority rights settled in the articles 140 to 150."® This ambiguous role of
the Allies about the protection of minority rights, according to Celil (Bilsel),

left the Ottoman Empire prone to future interventions. This article 151, he

' Diistur, Ikinci Tertip Cilt: 7, pp. 21-28.

12 Aptiilahat Aksin, Atatiirk iin Dig Politika Ilkeleri ve Diplomasisi, 11 (istanbul: Inkilap ve Aka
Kitapevleri, 1969), p. 11.

3 M. Celil (Bilsel), Lozan, Il (istanbul: Ahmet ihsan Matbaas1, 1933), p. 266.

1% Oran, Tiirk-Yunan Iliskilerinde Bat: Trakya Sorunu, p. 39.

Y Erim, Devietlerarasi Hukuku ve Siyasi Tarih Metinleri. Osmanli Imparatorlugu
Andlagmalar, 1, p. 576: “Baslica diivel-i miittefika bu kisimda miinderi¢ mevaddin temin-i icra
ve tatbiki i¢in ne gibi tedabire tevessiil edilmek iktiza ettigini Cemiyet-i Akvam Meclisile
miittefikan tetkik ettikten sonra tayin edeceklerdir.”



argued, revealed the intentions of the Allies to interfere to the Ottoman lands
under ‘the mask of humanitarian concerns’.*°
Indeed, this mistrust about different minority regimes also shaped the
minds of the Turkish delegation in the Lausanne Conference, between 20
November 1922 and 24 July 1923. Ismet (Inénii), the head of Turkish
delegation in Lausanne, said that they learned lessons from the Ottoman
experience and therefore they did not want to repeat the same mistakes.'” Thus,
in the Conference, the Turkish delegation acted in accordance with the
principle of reciprocity, which had been already described in the article 5 of the
Misak-1 Milli (National Pact). In this article, it was pointed out that the rights of
Muslims living in other states would be granted to the minorities in Turkey.*
Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk) described the issues discussed in the
Lausanne Conference as the matter of centuries that had to be settled.® The
issue of minorities was actually one of them. Thus, in the conference this issue
led to harsh disputes and even stalemate.?’ The Allies, even, threatened the
Turkish delegation with the ceasing of negotiations.?* However, the Turkish
delegation was very dedicated to stand against a minority regime, designed
only for Turkey, but advocated a regime which would be reciprocally
applicable. Thereby, in the conference, ismet Pasa stated that the Turkish
nation would apply a minority regime which had been already accepted in the

civilised world system. Thus, he clearly stated that the Turkish delegation

18 M. Celil, Lozan, II, p. 271.

Y Lozan Baris Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, | (Seha L. Meray trans.) (Ankara: Ankara
Universitesi Bastm Evi, 1969), pp. 187-200.

8 | ozan Baris Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, 1, p. 202: “Diivel-i itilafiye ile muhasimlari
ve bazi miisarikleri arasinda takarriir eden esasat-1 ahdiye dairesinde ekalliyetlerin hukuku,
memalik-i miitecaviredeki miisliiman ahalinin de aymi hukuktan istifadeleri imniyesiyle
tarafimizdan teyd ve temin edilecektir.”

9 Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, Nutuk, 11 (1920-1927) (istanbul: Devlet Matbaas1, 1934), pp. 194-
195: “ Ciinkii, Lozan sulh masasinda mevzuubahs edilen mesail, ii¢, dort senelik yeni bir
devreye ait ve munhasir kalmiyordu. Asirlik hesaplar rii’yet olunuyordu. ...Maziye ait
misamahalarmn, hatalarin faili biz olmadigimiz halde, esasen asirlarin miiterakim hesabati
bizden sorulmamak 1azim gelirken bu hususta da, diinya ile kars1 karsiya gelmek bize tevecciih
etmisti.”

2 yusuf Hikmet Bayur, Tiirkiye Devletinin Dis Siyasast (Istanbul: Milli Mecmua Basimevi,
1938), p. 126.

2! Lozan Baris Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, 1, p. 215; Bilal N. Simsir, Lozan Telgraflart,
I, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1990), p. 215-217.



would not accept any additional obligations, which would probably restrict
Turkey’s independence.? It was apparent that the Turkish delegation of the
Lausanne Conference was different from the Ottoman delegation of the Treaty
of Sévres. Although the latter belonged to the minority regime imposed to the
defeated ones, the former gained a victory in the National Independence War.?
Thus, the Turkish delegation was alarmed about any different minority regime.
At the end, Turkey attained the reciprocity principle with the article 45 of the
Treaty of Lausanne. Thus, rights of the Greek population in Turkey were also
guaranteed for Muslims in Greece.?

In the Treaty of Lausanne, the articles from 37 to 45 were about the
issue of the minorities. In the article 37, Turkey agreed on the priority of this
treaty over the other domestic rules. Thus, these articles would be valid in any
condition.”® In article 38, Turkey accepted to provide the right to life and
freedom for all the Turkish citizens without considering about their births,
nationalities, ethnicities, languages or religions.?® Similarly, in article 39, the
equality before law was guaranteed.?’ In the following two articles, rights to
establish organizations, institutions and schools were granted.?® In fact, in the
Conference, an additional control mechanism for the rights about religious
customs was proposed by the Allies. However, this proposed control

mechanism had not been put in the treaties of Greece, Serbia, Croatia and

22Ali Naci Karacan, Lozan (Huldisi Turgut Ed.) (Ankara: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Kiiltiir Yayinlari,
2009), pp. 153-156; Ismet Indnii, Hatiralar (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 2009), p. 354.

28 Afet (Inan), “Tiirk istiklali ve Lozan Muahedesi”, in Belleten, 2/7 (1938), p. 286; B. Macit,
Lozan Kahraman Ismet Pasa (Istanbul: Giines Matbaasi, 1934), pp. 23-24; Inénii, Hatiralar,
p. 314.

 Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 5 (Istanbul: Necmi Istikbal Matbaasi, 1931), p. 42: “Isbu Fasila
ahkdmi ile Tirkiyenin gayri Miislim akalliyetleri hakkinda tanimman hukuk, Yunanistan
tarafindan dahi kendi arazisinde bulunan Miisliiman akalliyet hakkinda taninmigtir.”

% Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 5, p. 36: “Tiirkiye, 38 den 44 e kadar olan Maddelerde musarrah
ahkdmin kavanini asliye seklinde taninmasini ve higbir kanun, hi¢bir nizam ve higbir muamelei
resmiyenin bu ahkama miinafi veya muariz olmamasini ve higbir kanun, hi¢bir nizam ve hicbir
muamelei resmiyenin ahkdmi mezkiireye ihraz1 tefevvuk etmemesini taahhiit eder.”

% Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 5, p. 36: “Tiirkiye Hiikiimeti, tevelliit, milliyet, lisan, irk veya
din tefrik etmeksizin Tiirkiye ahalisinin kaffesine hayat ve hiirriyet lerince himayei tamme ve
kamile bahsetmegi taahhiit eder.”

" Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 5, p. 37: “Gayri Miislim akalliyetlere mensup Tiirk tabasi,
Miisliimanlarin istifade ettikleri ayni hukuku medeniye ve siyasiyeden istifade edeceklerdir.
Tiirkiyenin biitiin ahalisi din tefrik edilmeksizin kanun nazarinda miisavi olacaklardir.”

% Diistur, Ugtincii Tertip, Vol: 5, pp. 38-39.



Slovenia for Muslim populations in their lands. Therefore, the Turkish
delegation refused this proposal.®® But, with article 42,% Turkey guaranteed
these religious rights and customs similar to other states’ treaties.*> More
importantly, a kind of different control mechanism was proposed again but this
time for the role of the League of Nations. However, the Turkish delegation
again refused these proposals of the Allies for a special delegate of the League
of Nations which would be sent to Turkey to examine application of minority
rights.®* And, in the article 44, the Turkish delegation accepted the standard
guarantor role of the League of Nations.** All kinds of the exceptional control
mechanisms, therefore, were refused by the Turkish delegation.®*

In the Lausanne Conference, on January 30 1923, Greece and Turkey
also signed the Convention about the exchange of populations. First of all, in
the article 2 of this Convention, they agreed on who would be exempted from
the exchange. According to this article, Rums in Istanbul and Muslims in
Western Thrace would be exempted from this exchange of populations.® In the
article 8, the property rights of migrants were guaranteed. Thus, they would be
able to either carry their movable properties with them or transfer them without
any document.*® Then, in the following article immovable properties were
guaranteed.®” However, with the article 12, the liquidation of these properties

left to the surveillance of the Mixed Commission, which was described in the

2 M. Celil, Lozan, II, p. 286.

%0 Some of these rights such as the ones about civil marrige were arranged later in accordance
with the Civil Code of Turkey in 1926.

Y Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 5, p. 39: “Tiirkiye Hiikimeti gayri Miislim akalliyetlerin
hukuku aile veya ahkdmi sahsiyeleri bahsinde bu mesailin mezkar akalliyetlerin 6rf ve
adetlerinde hal ve fasledilmesine miisait her tiirlii ahkam vaz’ina muvafakat eder.”

% Lozan Baris Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, 11, p. 165-166.

% Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 5, pp. 41-42: “Tirkiye, isbu Fasilin yukariki maddelerinin
Tiirkiyenin gayri Miislim akalliyetlerine tealliik ettigi mertebede mezk{ir maddeler ahkdminin
beynelmilel menfaat1 haiz taahhiidat teskil etmelerini ve Cemiyeti Akvamin kefaleti altinda
vaz’edilmelerini kabul eyler.”

* Hikmet Bayur, Tiirkiye Devletinin Dis Siyasast, p. 127.

% “Tiirk ve Rum Ahalisinin Miibadelesine Dair Mukavelename ve Protokol”, Diistur, Uglincii
Tertip, Vol: 5, pp. 205-206: “Madde 2- Birinci Maddede musarrah olan miibadele atideki
ahaliye samil degildir: a) Dersaadet Rum ahalisi; b) Garbi Trakyanin Miisliiman ahalisi.”

% Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 5, p. 208. “Muhacirler her cinsten mallarin1 beraberlerinde
gotiirmek veya naklettirmek serbest olacaklar ve bu yiizden ne ihrag, ne ithal resmine, ne de
baska higbir resim vermege tabi tutulmayacaklardir.”

% Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 5, p. 209.



article 11 as composed of four members from each parties and three members
from neutral states which did not enter the First World War.*® According to the
relevant articles, this Commission would be responsible to estimate the worth
of immovable properties, and it would arrange compensation mechanism if
necessary. Additionally, it would examine the cases of refugees left Turkish
and Greek lands since October 12, 1912. Therefore, if their properties had been
already expropriated, then this Commission would estimate an estate.*

These minority rights were also guaranteed between Turkey and
Bulgaria in 1925. Simeon Radeff came to Turkey as a Bulgarian chargé
d'affairs in Istanbul, just after the establishment of the Turkish Republic on
October 29, 1923. From onwards, Turkish-Bulgarian negotiations about
minority rights were launched between these two states. And, Tevfik Kamil
was the head of the Turkish delegation during these negotiations, which started
in November of 1923.%° As a result, on October 18, 1925 Turkey and Bulgaria
signed a Friendship Treaty in Ankara.*" In this treaty, the parties accepted to
recognize the Lausanne and Neuilly Treaties as basis of the minority rights
guarantee between them.*” A Turkish-Bulgarian Residence Agreement was
also annexed to this Friendship Treaty. It was stated in the article 2 of this
agreement that two states would permit voluntarily immigrations of both Turks
in Bulgaria and Bulgarians in Turkey. Moreover, these people should be
permitted to take their movable properties with them and also to sell their
immovable properties.”® In fact, this agreement was significant to provide

regulations for the immigration issue for the first time. And, it was designed to

%8 Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 5, pp. 212-213.

% Diistur, Ugtincii Tertip, Vol: 5, pp. 210-219.

“ Tarihte Tiirk Bulgar Iligkileri (Ankara: Genelkurmay Basimevi, 2004), pp. 107-108.

* Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 7 (devami) (Ankara: Tiirk Ocaklari Merkez Heyeti Matbaast,
1928), pp. 2482-2498.

*2 Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 7 (devami), p. 2484: “N8yyi ve Lozan muahedelerinden her
birine vazi-ii’limza devletlerin ekalliyetlere miitallik olarak haiz olduklar1 bilciimle hukuku
miitakiben Bulgaristan Tiirkiyeye ve Tiirkiye de Bulgaristana kars1 tanir.”

* Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 7 (devami), pp. 2491-2492. “Tarafeyn-i akidiyenin Bulgaristan
Tiirklerinin ve Tiirkiye Bulgarlarinin ihtiyari hicretlerine bir gina mania ika edilmemesi kabul
edilir.”

10



provide an order for the immigration problems.** Although in this agreement a
definition of ‘Bulgarian Turks’ was used, in this Friendship Treaty this
minority defined as ‘Muslims’ in Bulgaria. Thus, religion was again used to
identify the Turkish minority as in the case of the Lausanne Conference.*

These treaties mentioned above, indeed, established the legal
framework for the minority rights of Turkish/Muslim popoulations in Greece
and Bulgaria. In accordance with these treaties, there emerged a minority
regime between Turkey and these two states. However, these guaranteed rights
were not granted by Greece and Bulgaria in a form as it was written in the
articles. And, this made Turkey protested these violations in the inter-war
period both at inter-state and international levels. Turkey perceived the
violation of minority rights as a sign of ‘unfriendly’ attitude of these two states
towards the Turkish Republic. And, for Turkey, it was the extention of these
states’ policies of posing physical and ideological threats to the new Turkish
state and it responded accordingly.

Within this context, the first chapter will deal with those physical
challenges which were perceived by the Turkish Republic as a threat from
these two states. In accordance with this perceived threat, the effects of those
physical challenges on the Turkish/Muslim minorities from the Turkish point
of view will be examined. And, finally, how the Turkish side responded to this
situation will be problematized. Then, in the second chapter, the Turkish
perception of ideological threat which was based on ideological challenges
from these two sates will be examined. Similarly, both the way these
challenges affected the lives of Turkish/Muslim minorities living in Greece and

Bulgaria and the Turkish respond to this impact will be examined.

* Bilal N. Simsir, “The Turks of Bulgaria and the Immigration Question”, in The Turkish
Presence in Bulgaria (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1987), p. 46.

** Ebru Boyar, Ottomans, Turks and the Balkans: Empire Lost, Relations Altered (London and
New York: 1.B. Tauris, 2007), pp. 133-138.
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CHAPTER 2

PYHSICAL THREAT TO TURKEY: REVISIONIST CHALLENGES
FROM GREECE AND BULGARIA

In the inter-war period, revisionist versus anti-revisionist states debate
was also valid for the Balkan politics. Turkey, which just settled its territories
with the Lausanne Treaty in 1923, was obviously one of the anti-revisionist
states throughout this period. Following territorial statu-quo policies, the
Turkish government was suspicious about any sympathy for revisionism in
other states. Thus, the positions of Greek and Bulgarian governments on the
issue of revisionism were significant for the Turkish side. And, it was apparent
for Turkey that in both these two states, there was an inclination towards the
revisionist ideals, but in different time periods during the inter-war years. In
Turkey, this revisionist outlook in its neighbours was perceived as a physical
challenge. It was because Turkey saw that both Greek and Bulgarian
revisionism had claims on Turkish territories. Hence, although Turkish
diplomatic relations with these two states survived in a peaceful tone, the
Turkish side suspected about irredentist intentions of these two states in the
inter-war period.

However, the Turkish side knew that revisionist tendency in Greece and
Bulgaria also determined their treatment of Turkish/Muslim minorities living
in their lands. Parallel to its perceived physical threat stemming from
revisionist challenges in these two states, Turkey was well aware of the fact
that these Turkish/Muslim populations were also attacked in accordance with
the same revisionist agenda of these two states. More important than the
violation of their rights, even, these minorities were attacked. Besides
humanitarian concerns, hence, these attacks on Turkish/Muslim presence in

Greece and Bulgaria meant more than a minority problem for Turkey. The
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Turkish side considered the problems encountered by these people as the
extention of revisionist tendency in these two states. Thereby, the way Turkey
considered the Greek and Bulgarian approach to these minorities acquired a
different character. Being designed within the revisionist context for Turkish
view, Greek and Bulgarian pressures on these people became inevitably
alarming for Turkey. Thus, the Turkish side protested this insecure
environment for its minority in accordance with its own physical threat

perception.

2.1. GREEK CASE

Greece could be described as one of the anti-revisionist states in the
Balkans during the inter-war period,”® but, in 1920s, the Turkish side was
definitely suspicious about potential irredentist policy of Greece towards
Turkey. Although the Turkish-Greek relations entered into new phase with the
Lausanne Treaty after years of war, mistrust was still at the centre of relations.
For Turkey, peace in the Lausanne Conference did not mean the end of Greek
revisionism. Particularly, Greek approach to remaining Greeks in Istanbul
reminded the Turkish side previous expansionist Greek policies. Indeed, the
rule of Pangalos in the mid-1920s was the most evident proof for Turkey about
continuing revisionist ideals in Greece. However, Turkey saw that in line with
this revisionist agenda, there was also an increasing pressure and persecution

towards the Turks in Western Thrace.

2.1.1. GREEK REVISIONISM AND TURKEY

The revisionist claims in Greece always revolved around the Megali
Idea. This was an irredentist Greek project that based on unification of all
Greeks under a single state in which Istanbul would be its capital. This project
was first defined by loannis Kolettis, an influential Greek politician. In 1844,

*® Mustafa Tiirkes, “The Balkan Pact and its Implications for the Balkan States, 1930-34”, in
Middle Eastern Studies, 30/1 (1994), pp. 123-124.
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he declared this as a plan for ‘the Greek Kingdom’ that covered all Greeks
living in any place related with ‘the Greek history and the Greek race’.*’ This
was an open-ended definition with an intention of uniting all Greeks in a single
state that had neither a geographical limit nor a determined content.*® However,
it was clear that the first settled Greek territory of 1832 was far from meeting
this Hellenic project.*® It was only ‘a first step’ of the Megali Idea for many
Greeks. Thus, after this period they always searched for the ways of continuing
this expansionist policy. Actually, it was the remaining Greek presence in the
Ottoman lands that they used as a pretext to continue this irredentist policy.*
In line with this project, Greeks, under the patronage of external powers, could
expand their territories, twice more than the initial one, at the expense of the
Ottoman Empire.>*

The Megali Idea was also at the centre of Greek politics both on the eve
of the First World War and during the following Peace Conferences. In this
period, Eleftherios Venizelos could be defined as the most significant follower
of the Megali Idea in the Greek politics. During this period, between 1910 and
1920, he ruled Greece at various times as a Prime Minister. However, before
this period, he had already started to work for the Megali Idea. For instance, he
played an influential role in the authonomy of Crete, and, then, in its union
with the Greek territories on the eve of the First Balkan War. Similarly, during
this war, he was active in the annexation of other Ottoman territories as
Western Thrace, Macedonia and Epirus. This expansion at the expense of the
Ottoman Empire, indeed, made him popular in Greece,** and he continued to
follow this policy on the eve of the First World War. However, on the contrary

to his aggressive policies to satisfy this Hellenic project, the King Constantine

*" Richard Clogg, A Concise History of Greece (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2002), pp. 46-47.

*® {Ihan Serif Kaymaz, “Greek or the Western Question”, in Atatiirk Yolu Dergisi 25/26 (2000),
p. 163.

* Clogg, A Concise History of Greece, p. 48.

* Ramazan Tosun, Tiirk-Yunan Iliskileri ve Niifus Miibadelesi (1821-1930) (Ankara: Berikan,
2002), pp. 33-37.

*! [lhan Serif Kaymaz, “Greek or the Western Question”, p. 161.

%2 Yunanistan 1929-1930 (Hizmete Mahsus) (Istanbul: Askeri Matbaa, 1930), pp. 268-270.
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was against to the adventurist policies of his Prime Minister.>® Thus, during the
rule of the King Constantine, from 1913 to 1917, there was ‘schism’ between
these two Greek rulers. Although Venizelos desired to enter war on the side of
the Allies in order to meet this irredentist project, Constantine did not want
this.>* This dedication of Venizelos to meet the Megali Idea and to enter war
on the side of the Allies was also noticed by the Ottoman authorities. For
instance, Galip Kemali S6ylemezoglu, the ambassador of the Ottoman Empire
in Athens between 1913 and 1916, sent reports about pro-Allied policies of
Venizelos.”

In 1917, Greece finally joined the war on side of the Allies. During this
period, Venizelos took the support of the Allies to overcome this national
schism in Greece. Thanks to the pressure of the Allied forces, the king left
power to his pro-Allied son in 1917 and Venizelos returned to Athens from
Thessaloniki, where he had organized a coup against the supporters of the
King. Thus, Greece was united under the rule of Venizelos and joined the
war.”® After the war, Venizelos asked for the reward of Greek devotion to the
Allies as a part of Ottoman lands. In order to justify his territorial claims on the
Ottoman lands, in Paris Peace Conference, Venizelos, as the head of the Greek
delegation, argued that the Megali Idea was compatible with the Wilsonian
principles. Therefore, Venizelos told that in accordance with these principles,
Thrace, Istanbul, some territories in eastern part of Anatolia and the northern
Epirus should be Greek.>” In the Conference, he claimed these Ottoman
provinces in the name of ‘liberating’ the Rums living there, particularly in
izmir.®® However, before the settlement of Peace Conference, the Italian troops
landed in the Ottoman territories in Anatolia. This Italian occupation alarmed

Venizelos who considered that it was the most suitable time for Greece to

>3 Richard Clogg, A Concise History of Greece, p. 87.

> Charles and Barbara Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National States 1804-1920,
VIII (Peter F. Sugar and Donald W. Treadgold Ed.) (Seattle and London: The University of
Washington Press, 2000), p. 294.

% Soylemezoglu, Hatiralar: Atina Sefareti, pp. 215-216.

% Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National Studies, p. 296.

%" Yunanistan 1929-1930, p. 32.

%8 Clogg, A Concise History of Greece, p. 91.
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realise the Megali ldea at maximum level. Thus, just after the Italian
occupation, he took the approval of the Allies to land the Greek troops in izmir
on May 15, 1919.%° Four days later, Mustafa Kemal Pasa started the national
struggle of Turks for independence in Samsun, which continued until the
ceasefire in Mudanya on October 11, 1922.%°

Between 1919 and 1922, thus, the Turkish and Greek forces fought in
Anatolia. However, in addition to these armed campaigns, there were also mind
campaigns. For instance, Venizelos launched a propaganda campaign arguing
that the Rums faced with systematic Turkish atrocities in Anatolia. This
atrocity propaganda in fact helped him to gain both support of Greeks in
Anatolia and the Allies.®® In the support of Rums, the main actor was the
Patriarchate. For the Ottoman view, the Patriarchate was already very
powerful, and enjoyed various concessions from the Ottoman empire. For
instance, in 1914, Galip Kemali described the Patriarchate as ‘a state-in-state’
under the Ottoman rule.®? However, this was more alarming (according to the
Ottoman view) during the Greek invasion in Anatolia. In particular, in the
propaganda activities of Greece about Western Anatolia, the Patriarchate was
so active.”® In Yunanistan 1929-1930, a book published by the Turkish army
only for military personnel, it was pointed out that when the Greek
commandership, under Leonidas Paraskevopoulos, entered Istanbul with the
Allies on November 13, 1918 they initially went to the Patriarchate and Aya
Sofya. This was to run up Byzantine flags, in these places, which were
removed in 1453.%* However, officially it was on March of 1919 that
Dorotheos, the new Patriarch, and the council of the Patriarchate declared their

unity with Greece. Then they changed the Ottoman flag with the Greek one.®®

% Charles and Barbara Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National States, p. 313.
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Indeed, the closeness of Dorotheos to the revisionist policies of
Venizelos was so explicit from the very beginning. When he replaced Patriarch
Yermenos on November 25, 1918, for instance, he described the role of
Patriarchate as the mouthpiece of ‘remaining Rums’ in Anatolia.®® During his
term, he did not hesitate to show his favour of Venizelos and his revisionist
ideals, and supported him from within. In Nutuk, Mustafa Kemal Pasa
underlined about these activities of the Patriarchate. For instance, an
organization was established in the Patriarchate as Mavri Mira Heyeti, which
spread propaganda against the Turkish forces, was established in 1919. It was
apparent that when it was needed, supports of the Yunan Kizilha¢ Cemiyeti
(Greek Committee of the Red Cross) and the Resmi Muhacirin Komisyonu
(Formal Commission of Immigrants) were also enjoyed by Greek forces.
Moreover, Mavri Mira, under the control of the Patriarchate, made propaganda
among the Greek youths both in schools and sport organizations.®’

In addition to the support of Greeks living in Ottoman lands, Venizelos
was able to gain the support of the political establishment of Britain because he
was considered the man that could satisfy the British interests in Anatolia.”®
Apparently, the Greek defeat by the Turkish army under Mustafa Kemal Pasa
split the Allies about their support for Greeks. It was Britain that was the last
power among the Allies to withdraw her support.®® However, in time, not only
because of the defeat of Venizelos in the elections of November of 1920, the
political establishment in Britain also disturbed from the situation of the Greek
troops in Anatolia. Finally, on September 23, 1922, the British cabinet declared
the failure of their Turkish policy.”® Indeed, this announcement was after the
collapse of the Greek forces in izmir by September 9. This was the last stage of

the well-organized Turkish campaign of attack which was started on August
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26, under Mustafa Kemal Pasa, as a commander in chief, in Kocatepe.71 This
‘catastrophe’ for the Greek troops in Anatolia was a sign of the collapse of the
Megali Idea identified with Venizelos.”> However, it would be difficult to
denote the Greek catastrophe in Anatolia as the end of this Hellenic project. It
IS because in the inter-war period until 1930s, the new Turkish state saw
remainders of this ideology in Greek politics.

According to Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, peace periods sometimes could be
defined as continuity of wars but in other means, and indeed the period after
the Lausanne Peace was one of them.” Especially in terms of Turkish-Greek
relations, this kind of ‘peace’ was observable from signing of the Lausanne
Treaty to 1930s. It was apparent that there was a lack of trust between these
two states, and especially for Turkey, Greece was the country to watch. For
instance, an intelligence report dating 23 March 1925 about Greek attempt to
recruit an army from men at aged 16 to 30 alarmed the Turkish authorities.”
Following two months, continuous reports were sent from Turkish officials at
the Turkish-Greek frontier to the several state authorities in Ankara. These
were about Greek military activities in the eastern part of the Maritsa River.”

Despite this agitation, the dictatorship of Theodoros Pangalos, however,
could be seen as the period when this Turkish mistrust reached its peak point.
Theodoros Pangalos was from military staff but he became a MP for
Thessaloniki in 1923. Then, in 1924, he became the Minister of War, with the
establishment of the Republic in Greece. He was, however, already a well-
known figure among Turks because of his efforts to reunite the Greek forces in
Thrace during the Lausanne Conference. In this period, he was the leader of the

War Party and he called for a new war with the Turkish forces. Although this

™ Atatiirk, Nutuk, 11, pp. 172-179
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was an unrealistic attempt, what apparent was his dedication for this new
conflict with the Turkish national forces. However, with the Treaty of
Lausanne, he lost this ground. The stance of Venizelos during the Conference
made him anti-Venizelist although he had supported the pro-Allied Venizelist
forces in 1916 against the king. On June 25, 1925 in Thessaloniki he launched
a coup with a military community there. Then, he compelled the Greek
government to resign and he abolished the Greek parliament. Finally, he
became a dictator.”®

Political scene in Greece played an influential role for his dictatorship.
It was because that the Greek defeat in Anatolia meant also the loss of national
purpose for Greeks, the Megali Idea. This disappointment made Venizelos to
lose elections to the king Constantine on October 1920. However, instabilities
in the Greek politics continued in the following period. Then, Pangalos, in
1925, took the power, with a clear intention of regaining the territorial losses of
the Treaty of Lausanne.’’ This revisionist outlook, indeed, made him supported
particularly by the Greek refugees of Anatolia, who migrated to Greece after
‘the catastrophe’ (according to the Greek point of view). Wishing to return
Anatolia, they supported his revisionist policies. This backing of the Greek
immigrants for Pangalos was apparent. For instance, on December 1925, he
came together with these Greeks in Thessaloniki. In this meeting, which clearly
turned into a protest against Turkey, he showed how he favoured the Megali
Idea. During the meeting, he implied that these Greek immigrants would soon
return to Anatolia.”

In his rule, Pangalos relied on the strained Turkish-British relations to
achieve his revisionist claims in Anatolia. One of the main reasons of this
tension between Turkey and Britain was the unsettled Mosul issue which
resulted in a stalemate between Turkey and Britain until its settlement on June

5, 1926. In fact, this issue turned into a problem between the parties in the
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Lausanne Conference. Ali Naci Karacan, a Turkish journalist participated this
Conference, wrote that Mosul issue was ‘the most exciting match’ of this
Conference.”® Apparently, it resulted with harsh disputes in the Conference.
Thus, when the first conference was ceased on February 4, 1923, Ismet Pasa
showed this issue as one of the reasons of this cessation.?® However, this issue
could not be also settled during the second session of the Conference and it
remained unsettled between 1923 and 1926. But this deadlock over the Mosul
issue meant a lot to Pangalos and his arch supporters about the Megali Idea.
Pangalos had territorial claims on Thrace and Istanbul. According to him, these
claims could only be achieved if Turkish-British relations deteriorated because
of the Mosul problem, and this would lead Greek-British cooperation against
Turkey.

During his term, in addition to the potential British support, Pangalos
also planned to take the support of Italy. Mussolini, in fact, had already
proposed aid for the revival of the Megali Idea.®! Similar to the case of
Pangalos’s rule, Mussolini also considered the worsening Turco-British
relations as an opportunity to meet territorial claims of Italy on the Turkish
territories.® He even offered Britain a support against Turkey on December
1924.3 Therefore, these two revisionist rulers of Italy and Greece shared the
same will: a clash between Turkey and Britain about Mosul, hence, they would
invade Anatolia easily. This desire made them come closer. Especially, in 1926
the rumours about the cooperation between these states had reached to
unprecedented degrees, and, Britain used this and implied to Turkey if the
Mosul issue could not be solved, then the enemies of Turkey would act more
freely.* Thus, Turkey realised that the issue of Mosul became the problem

basis of the revisionist intentions of both Greece and Italy. However, with the
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demilitarised zones in Thrace and the Straits, any attack coming from Italy and
Greece, especially in a case of cooperation among these two states, would pose
a big danger to Turkey.®

On June 5, 1926, the issue of Mosul was settled with a treaty.®® There
were internal reasons pushing Turkey to sign this agreement as the Seyh Sait
Rebellion,®” Turkey had also considerable external factors such as eliminating
the British support to the revisionist Italy and Greece, as mentioned above.
According to Yusuf Hikmet Bayur, the problematic relations between Turkey
and Britain unfortunately forced Turkey to remain vigilant against to the other
states,®® and, obviously, Greece was one of these states, especially under the
dictatorship of the General Pangalos. However, with the settlement of relations
between Turkey and Britain, Pangalos lost the ground for his revisionist
policies. Thus, he lost his source of power. In line with this, Psomiades
described the overthrown of this dictator as ‘the by-product’ of the Turco-
British agreement on the Mosul issue. Pangalos, who lost his credibility, was
even attacked by his own Republican Guard. And, on August 22, Admiral
Pavlos Koundouriotis again became the President of the Republic.®® In 1926,
with the removal of Pangalos from the rule of Greece, there was relaxation on
the revisionist foreign policy of Greece. However, it was not a total
abandonment of revisionism. For inter-war period, it could be argued that it
was the beginning of the 1930s that the remnants of the Megali Idea lost
ground in the Greek politics. Thereby, Turkey continued to suspect about
revisionist tendency in Greece about Turkish territories until this period. So,
the end of Pangalos rule was not the end of insecurity perception in Turkey

about Greek revisionism.
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Indeed, these Turkish continuing suspicions about Greek intentions
were based on the unsettled problems between Turkey and Greece about
minorities. Turkey and Greece were not able to solve the problems about the
exchange of populations after the Lausanne Conference.”® Although these two
states agreed on Convention for the exchange of populations during this
Conference,® the impasse remained between the parties until the 1930, when it
was revised with a new Convention.” In this period, what disturbed the
Turkish side most was the Greek view of remaining Rums in Istanbul. The
attempts of the Greek side to achieve maximum number of these Rums to
remain in Istanbul made Turkey suspected about continuing revisionism in
Greece. Hence, Turkey was alarmed about this Greek stance during this period

of legal impasse until 1930s.

2.1.2. EXCHANGE OF POPULATIONS AND LEGAL IMPASSE

In the history of the Ottoman Empire, exchange of populations was first
proposed by Galip Kemali (Soylemezoglu), with the consent of Sait Halim
Pasa, the grand vizier of the period, to Venizelos. It was in 1914, when he was
the ambassador of the Ottoman Empire in Athens. He planned this exchange
between Muslims in Macedonia and Rums in Aydin.*® The ambassador did this
to prevent atrocities against Muslims in Macedonia. Although the Greek side
accepted this proposal, it could not be implemented in the atmosphere of the
First World War.** However, in the Lausanne Conference, this exchange of
populations issue was once more brought forward. But this time parties were

more dedicated to it.

% Tiirkive Dis Politikasinda 50 Yil Cumhuriyetin Ilk On Yili ve Balkan Pakti (1923-1934)
(Ankara: T.C. Digisleri Bakanligi, 1973), p. 153; Stephen P. Ladas, The Exchange of
Minorities Bulgaria, Greece and Turkey (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1932), pp.
364, 496.

9 «“Tiirk ve Rum Ahalinin Miibadelesine Dair Mukavelename ve Protokol”, Diistur, Uglincii
Tertip, Vol: 5 (istanbul: Necmi istikbal Matbaasi, 1931), pp. 205-219.

% “Miibadelei ahaliye miitadair Lozan Muahedenamesile Atina itildlafnamesinin tatbikatindan
miitevellit mesailin sureti katiyede halli hakkinda Mukavelename” (Ankara: Tiirkiye
Cumbhuriyeti Hariciye Vekaleti, 1930).

% Soylemezoglu, Hatiralar Atina Sefareti, p. 102.

% Erdal, Miibadele, p. 33.
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For the newly established Turkish Republic, exchange of populations
meant more than just migration of Greeks from its lands. It, however, had a
historical meaning. In a Turkish history book for the primary schools, for
instance, this exchange was justified with the description of the exchanged
Greeks as ‘snakes living with us’.* Indeed, the legacy of history was the main
factor behind the presentation of the Greeks as ‘traitors’. Mainly, their relation
with Greece during the National Independence War was fresh in the minds of
Turks. According to Behget Kami, who wrote a book during the Lausanne
Conference called Tarihimizde Rumlar, Patrikhane ve Yunancilik (Greeks, the
Patriarchate and Pro-Greekness in Our History), this minority always sought
the ways of representing Greece in Turkey, even after the Greek defeat in
Anatolia, at a degree more than it should be in Athens. Thus, they could only
be the enemies of Turkey so that why Turkey would ‘look after these elements
of disorder’ as a minority then.?® According to Kami, hostile Greeks in Turkish
lands were not limited with the ones who showed their favour of Greece during
the Armistice of Moudros period, between 30 October 1918 and 10 August
1920. He claimed, however, by looking through the following period, the
Turkish National Independence War and afterwards, Turkey would see how the
efforts of the Turkish authorities to establish a homogenous country without
Rums both in Anatolia and Istanbul were so vital.”’ Similarly, the book of
Turkish army about Greece pointed out the historical factors to justify the
exchange of populations. And, it was written that Rums, who were exchanged

according to the Lausanne Treaty, in no condition should be allowed to return

% Ebru Boyar, Ottomans, Turks and the Balkans Empire Lost, Relations Altered (London, New
York: Tauris Academic Studies, 2007), p. 134.

% Behget Kami, Tarihimizde Rumlar, Patrikhane ve Yunancilik (istanbul: Orhaniye Matbuast,
1339), p. 12: “Bu kadar vakadan, hele bu Yunan maglubiyetinden sonra, Yunanlilig1 Atina’dan
ziyade burada temsile mazhar eden bu unsur Tiirke dost olmaz. I¢imizde neden goz gore gore
bu diismanlar1 saklayib beslemeliyiz? .. Eger medeni hiikiimetler ekaliyetlere aid bi takim
haklar kabul ediyorlarsa o haklarin arasinda memleketin sahibine alenen diigmanlik edebilmek
sart olmasa gerekdir.”

" Behget Kami, Tarihimizde Rumlar, Patrikhane ve Yunancilik, p. 4: “Biz yalmz miitakereden
sonra mavi beyaz renklere bulanan Yannileri Kostileri hesaba katmisiz. Keyfiyet boyle degil.
Istanbul’da olsun, Anadolu’da olsun bu beladan kurtulup pak ve saf bir Tiirk vatani viicuda
getirmege c¢alistigimiz su sirada ne hayirli bir i§ yaptigimizi yakindan bilmemiz fa’idelidir.”
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to Turkey and this should be accepted as ‘the most significant national duty’
for Turks.%

These efforts, indeed, showed the concerns of the Turkish side about
the necessity of exchange. However, this exchange of populations did not
include all Greeks in Turkey and the ones in Istanbul were excluded from the
compulsory exchange. In this context, it can be argued that the presence of
Rum population in Istanbul gave at least psychological effect about the
continuing claims of Greece within the context of the Megali Idea.*® Therefore,
the idea of excluding Rums of Istanbul from the exchange of populations was
one of the deadlocks during the Lausanne Conference and it remained as a
problem afterwards. In the conference, the Turkish delegation described the
main concern of Turkey while insisting on the exchange was to eliminate
Greek irredentism through this exchange.’® ismet Pasa, the head of Turkish
delegation, explained the concerns of Turkey: There would always be a
potential demand among the minorities to establish an independent

101 Also, Behget Kami shared ismet Pasa’s views, implying how

government.
states in the Lausanne Conference still perceived the minorities as elements of
disorder and searched for minority rights, which would, for example, allow
Rums act freely. However, he underlined that the rights of minorities should

not permit them to act in hostility towards their own governments.**

% Yunanistan 1929-1930, p. 28: “Evliya Celebi zamaninda Moranin adeta biiyiik harpten
evvelki Izmir havalisini andirdig1, seyahat namesinin tafsilatindan istidlal olunmaktadir.
Goriiliyor ki, Yunanhlarin son harpte Izmir havalisinde muvakkat isgal mahiyetinde
gostermek istedikleri istila, bes, on sene i¢inde memleketimizi Mora haline getirmek maksadini
gizlemekte idi. Lozan muahedesiyle defedilen Rumlarin her ne pahasina olursa olsun izmir ve
sevahil mintikasina kat’iyen sokulmamalar1 en mithim bir milli vazife olmalidir.”

% Melek Firat, “Yunanistan’la iliskiler” in Baskin Oran (ed.) Tiirk Duis Politikasi Kurtulus
Savasindan Bugiine Olgular, Belgeler, Yorumlar, I (Istanbul: letisim, 2001), pp. 330-331.

9 Lozan Baris Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, 11 (Seha L. Meray trans.) (Ankara: Ankara
Universitesi Basimevi, 1970), p. 312; Ladas, The Exchange of Minorities, pp. 379-380.

U Lozan Barig Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, 1, p. 199: “Ayr bir Hiikiimet kurmanin
maddi imkansizligi, karsilikli miibadele tedbirlerinin disinda kalacak azinliklari, aklin ve
saglam bir mantigin kendilerine ¢izmis oldugu yoldan ayrilmamalar1 zorluguna inandirabilecek
midir?”

192 Behget Kami, Tarihimizde Rumlar, p. 12: “Bas murahhasimiz ismet Pasa hazretleri
ekaliyetler meselesinde noktai nazarimizi miidafa ederken bunlarin, devletlerin arzularina gore
mehterin bir unsur-1 fesad olduklarimi sirahat rabitasinda bir ima ile soyledi. Hala konferans,
ekalliyetlerin bildikleri gibi yasamalar1 luzumunda musir goriiniiyor... Tarih ve heniiz tarihe
karigmayan vakalar gosteriyor ki Rumlar igiin bu tarz-1 hareket tabii olmustu. ...Eger medeni
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Despite Turkish concerns about Rums excluded from the exchange, the
parties, finally, agreed on the exclusions. These exclusions were both for Rums
in Istanbul and Muslims in Western Thrace, with the 2" article of the
Convention.’®® However, after the Lausanne Treaty there emerged a problem
about the definition of Rums being excluded from the exchange.'® This was
‘the établis problem’ that resulted from the different interpretation of this term
by the Turkish and Greek authorities. Although the former translated this term
with the legal conditions of domicile, the latter only referred to any actual

establishment in istanbul.*®

According to the Turkish side, the excluded Rums
in Istanbul should be asked to prove their residence in Istanbul. But this proof
should be made according to the legal codes of Turkey about the domicile.
However, the reports of Tevfik Riistli Aras, the head of the Turkish delegation
in the Mixed Exchange Commission'®, showed that the Greek part was totally
against to this definition.’” It could be argued that this was because the fact
that the Greek part was very well aware of the existence of Rums who could
not meet the legal condition of the Turkish law to prove their domicile in
Istanbul before October 30, 1918. So, the number of the excluded Rums would
decrease in line with the Turkish law. So, Greece did not want this. Thus, it
was apparent that while the Turkish delegation was searching ways to limit the

number of Greeks who would stay in Istanbul, the Greek one was searching

hiikiimetler ekaliyetlere aid bi takim haklar kabul ediyorlarsa o haklarin arasinda memleketin
sahibine alenen diismanlik edebilmek sart olmasa gerekdir.”

103 «Tiirk ve Rum Ahalisinin Miibadelesine Dair Mukavelename ve Protokol”, Diistur, Ugiincii
Tertip, Vol: 5, pp. 205-206: “Madde 2- Birinci Maddede musarrah olan miibadele atideki
ahaliye samil degildir: a) Dersaadet Rum ahalisi; b) Garbi Trakyanin Miisliiman ahalisi.”

4 Cumhurivetin Ik On Yili, p. 181: “Goriildiigii gibi, Anlasmazlik Istanbulda yerlesmis
bulunan ve degistirilmeyecek olan Rumlarin tarifinden ¢ikmisti. “Mukim, yerlestirilmis, établi’
deyimlerinden ne anlasiliyordu? Istanbul Belediyesi sinirlar1 icinde yerlesmis olan kimselerin
bizim kanunlarimiza gére tayini ise tabii idi. Yunanistan ise Istanbul’da miimkiin oldugu kadar
fazla sayida Rum ahali birakmayi ¢ikarlar1 bakimindan zorunlu buluyordu.”

195 adas, The Exchange of Minorities, pp. 401-402.

106 Tevfik Riistii Aras, Atatiirk’iin Dis Politikas: (Istanbul: Kaynak Yayinlar, 2003), p. 138.

YT Cumhuriyetin Ilk On Yili, pp. 170-172. “Etabli kelimesinin tefsiri etrafinda Muhtelit
Komisyondaki cereyanlar1 gerek tahriri maruzatlarimla gerek sifahen ve komisyona bu
meseleye dair verilen tezkerelerin suretlerini takdim ettik.. Heyeti vekilei celilenin bu bapta
teblig emir ve talimatlar1 heyetimizi yalniz niifus kanununun maddei muayenesinin miidafaasi
ve buna gore netice istihsalile takyit etmis, halbuki Yunan tezi bu noktai nazarimizla tamamile
zit olduktan ve bu vesile ile de hi¢cbir miisaadekar temayiilata gayri miisait olduktan bagka
bitaraflar1 noktai nazar1 da Yunan noktai nazarindan kismen ayr1 olmakla beraber bizimle de
miiterafik degildir.”
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ways to maximise their number. Indeed, this was the core of problem between
the parties in the Mixed Exchange Commission.

Besides this dispute in the Commission, Greece wanted to
internationalize this problem.’® And, the issue of éablis was carried to the
Hague.'® In the discussions, the Greek delegation claimed that Turkey did
whatever it could to limit the number of gayri-miibadil Rums (Ottoman/Turkish
Greeks who were excluded from the exchange). As a response, Tevfik Ristii
gave a speech in January 16, 1925 in the Court of Justice. In this speech, he
clearly underlined that this issue for Turkey was not about the exchange of
‘ten-thousand more or less’ people. However, it was about the security of the
country, as this issue posed a threat to the independence and sovereignty of
Turkey. Thus, he declared that Turkey would take any necessary steps for this
potential threat such as limiting the number of gayri-miibadil Rums.*° This
speech, indeed, shows how the issue of exchange of populations was
considered within the context of Turkish security.

This security concern also played a role in the issue of Rums without
passports; or the issue of ‘the absent Rums’. Nearly more than 30.000 Rums
were without regular passports of the Turkish Republic. These Rums had the
passports of the Ottoman Empire but did not have the passport of the Republic
so that they could not enter istanbul. As this was part of the domestic law,
Turkey did not want to negotiate this issue. After the insistence of the Greek
side, the Turkish delegation in the Commission underlined that it would be

impossible to recognise passports issued in the Ottoman period.*** However,

1% (zden Zeynep Alantar, “Tiirk Dig Politikasinda Milletler Cemiyeti Dénemi” in Faruk
Sénmezoglu (ed.) Tiirk Dis Politikast Analizi (istanbul: Der Yayinlari, 2001), p. 73.

199 Cumhuriyetin itk On Yili, p. 177.

Y Cumhuriyetin Itk On Yili, p. 189: “Bityiik fedakarliklar pahasma elde ettigi istiklalini,
hakimiyetini en ufak bir sekilde dahi olsa haleldar edebilecek olan tedbirler ve hareketler
karsisinda pek hassas davranmasindan tabii ne olabilir? ‘Nihayet sizler, bay Reis, Hakim
baylar, hepiniz miistakil ve medeni memleketler fertlerisiniz. Eger bir giin buna benzer bir
mesele, tabii bagka sartlar ve baska bahaneler altinda sizin memleketinizde de ¢iksaydi,
sizlerde dahi bu milli hakimiyet ve kanunlarin ekseriyette oldugu gibi akaliyete de miisavi
tarzda tatbiki endise olacakti; binaenaleyh bu ayni endiseyi duymakta hakli olup olmadigimizi
muhakeme edeceksiniz.”

1118 July 1929: BCA, 030 10 254 711 11, p. 3: “M. Papas’ya pasaport isinin ancak dahili
kanunlarimiz ile halledilmesi lazimgelen bir mes’ele oldugu, kanunlarimiza gére muntazam
addedilebilecek pasaportlarin bu sifatinin taninacagi bdyle olmayanlar hakkinda ise bittabi bir
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this issue continued to be the source of friction between two parties. In his
report to Ismet Pasa, Tevfik Riistii even forecasted that the accord between the
parties, being in a project level, would be demised because of this issue. In this
report, he mentioned how the public opinion in Greece desired to make this
issue turn into a problem, although there was no point for negotiation in this
issue for Turkey." Similarly, the report of Enis Bey (Tulga), the Turkish
ambassador in Athens, showed how this issue was prioritised in the Greek
press.**® Evidently, this issue drew the attention of the public opinion in
Greece. Among these absent Rums, however, there were Rums who had
worked for the armies of occupying powers and fought against the Turkish
national forces. Therefore, these people were ‘traitors’ for Turkish view and
this issue was about the security of Turkey. Thereby, the insistence of Greece
in this issue was perceived as the extention of bona fide by the Turkish
ambassador.*** Similar to the établis issue, Turkey again was concerned about

sey yapilamayacag1 cevabim verdim... Osmanli Imperatorlugu hiikumetinin ef’al ve icraatini
tekabbul etmemenin her hususta esas siyasetimizi teskil ettigi malumdur. Binaenaleyh Tiirkiye
Cumhuriyeti hiilkumeti sakit Osmanli Imperatorlugu zamaninda onun memurlar1 tarafindan
verilmis olan pasaportlar1 bittabi muteber addedemez.”; 14 July 1929: BCA, 030 10 254 711
10, pp. 8-9: “Bu aksamki miilakatta filhakika gerek bu noktalara ve gerek yeni bir teklife
temasa maruz kalirsam pasaport hukuku hiikimraniye dahil oldugu cihetle bu noktada
miizakerede mazur oldugumu ve firarileri hiikiimetlerin mahalli kavanin tayin edecegini ve
diger noktalarda simdiye kadar konusulan mesail haricinde yeni bir sey ilavesi uzamasile
herkesi iimitten diisiiren miizakerelerimizin nihayeti gelmez yollara sevkedeceginden yeni bir
sey konusmakta mazur oldugumu binaenaleyh takarriir ve kabul ettigimiz esaslar dahilinde isi
bitirmek 1azim geldigini bu esaslar talimat1 Devletlerini muvafik oldugundan sdyleyecegim.”
11221 July 1929: BCA, 030 10 254 711 14, pp. 1-2: “Yunanistandaki efkar1 umumiye bu isi
uzatmakla ve siirincemede birakmakla kendilerinin sebebiyet vermis olduklari ve hulusa bizim
icin hangi pasaportun muntazam oldugunu miinakase etmek gibi bir masebak husule
getirmekligimizin imkani olmadiktan baska emlak itibarile de siimulu gayri malum bir hareket
olmak itibarile de gayri kabili kabul buldugunu izah ettim ve hal sekli mecmasile kabul
olunmadig takdirde hepsi hakkinda taahhiitten beri kalacagimizi halinde zahiri bir teessiirle
ayrildi. Bu vaziyete gore proje halindeki Tiirk-Yunan Itlafi suya diismiis ve miizakerede intika
husule gelmis nazarile bakilabilir.”

1321 July 1929: BCA, 030 10 254 711 13, p. 1: “Bu giinkii matbuatin bazilari, firari rumlarin
Tiirkiye tarafindan hukuklarinin ihlaline, kabotaj haklarinin Lausanne Muahedesinin ve
Miibadele Mukavelesinin tahti zimaninda oldugundan bahsile Yunanistanca bu bapta
vukubulabilecek her hangi feragate karsi Cemiyeti Akvam Meclisi nezdinde protestoda
bulunduklarini bildirir.”

118 July 1929: BCA, 030 10 254 711 11, p. 4: “Tiirk tabiiyetini haiz iken bir ecnebi
ordusunda askerlik etmis yahut ecnebi hiikiimeti hizmetinde kullanilmus olan eshas da
tabiiyetimizden iskat edilmislerdir. Bu kabil insanlarin avdetini iltizam acip ve hiisnii niyetle
kabili telif bulunmayan bir talep olur ki bu sekilde arzu 1zhar edcek bir devlete karsi dostane
hissiyat besleyemeyecegimiz pek tabiidir. Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti ile anlagmak arzusunu
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the Greek effort to increase the number of Rums in istanbul who were mainly
defined as ‘traitors’ by the Turkish side. Obviously, the Turkish authorities
perceived these Greek efforts, in particular about Istanbul, as the remnants of
the Megali Idea so they had suspicions about Greek irredentism in the 1920s.
In this period, however, these suspicions of Turkey about Greek irredentism
also stemmed from the Greek approach to Turks in Western Thrace. It was
apparent that there was a policy of coercion towards this minority. The Turkish
side, indeed, considered this coercion as the part of Greek irredentism. Thus,
throughout the 1920s, this Greek approach towards the Turkish minority was
protested by Turkey.

2.1.3. VIOLENCE AND PRESSURE: ‘HELLENIZATION’ IN
WESTERN THRACE

In the 1920s, Greek policy of coercion towards Turkish/Muslim
minorities resulted in migration of these people to Turkey. Turkey suspected
that this migration was the result of the hidden agenda of the Greek
revisionists. Apparently, when Turks withdrew from Western Thrace, this
region became more Hellenized. Western Thrace, in fact, was strategically an
influential region for Turkey. In accordance with the Contract about the
Thracian borders, signed during the Lausanne Conference, there was a
demilitarized zone in Thrace. This was about thirty kilometres zone through the
both sides of the border.™ Indeed, this was considered as a physical deficit by
the Turkish authorities. Even in the Lausanne Conference, ismet Pasa told that
as a result of this demilitarization, Turkey would face with potential defence
problems over its territory. For instance, under this condition, Edirne, being
always ‘the defence castle’ for the Turks, would lose this qualification.
Similarly, Turkey would be devoid of the defence support of the Maritsa.™*

However, despite Turkish concerns, labelling the issue as ‘heavy sacrifice’ for

gostermekte olan Atina hiikiimetinin boyle garip bir mutalebede bulunmiyacagmni timit etmek
istiyorum.”

15 «“Trakya Hududuna Dair Mukavelename”, Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol: 5, pp. 154-163.

Y6 1 ozan Baris Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, |, p. 63.
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117 the Contract was signed with the Lausanne Treaty."® In accordance

Turkey,
with this demilitarization, especially, Western Thrace gained more strategic
value for Turkey. After the Treaty of Lausanne, however, Turkey saw that
Greece ‘Hellenized’ this region through its policy of settlement and pressure on
Turkish minority. And, this made Turkish minority migrated from this insecure
environment in Western Thrace to Turkey.

The Turkish side, in fact, suspected about Greek maltreatment of Turks
in Western Thrace from the very beginning. Therefore, in the Lausanne
Conference, the Turkish delegation had proposed self-determination in this
region but it was refused."® In this conference, ismet Pasa stated that if
Western Thrace had been left to the Greek administration, Turks in the region
would have to leave this region in time under the pressure of increasing

120 |ndeed, this forecast was based on the

number of Greek refugees.
observations of the Turkish delegation during the war. When Greeks left
Anatolia and came to Western Thrace, they were all settled in the houses of
Turks. In the Conference, Venizelos explained this situation with Turkish
hospitality. However, Ismet Pasa claimed that this torment towards the Turks
and Muslims, who had to leave their houses, could not be explained as Turkish
hospitality.*** However, it could be argued that the situation was compounded
after the Lausanne Treaty.

After ‘peace’ in Lausanne, Greece continued its settlement policy in

Western Thrace at unprecedented degree so that the situation gained a form of

U Iozan Baris Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, 1, p. 65.

8 fsmail Soysal, Tiirkiye nin Siyasal Andlasmalart, 1 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
2000), p. 88.

19 1 ozan Baris Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, I, p. 46.

120 1 ozan Baris Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, |, p. 51.

27 ozan Barig Konferansi: Tutanaklar, Belgeler, 1, p. 86: “M. Veniselos, bundan sonra,
Tirklerin comertliginden ve kendi evlerini siginmaya gelmis Rum go¢cmenlerine birakacak
olgiide gosterdikleri yardim duygularindan séz etmisti. ISMET PASA, Tiirklerin 6zelliklerine
iligkin bu tanikligin yiiksek degerini kabul etmekle birlikte, Yunan yonetimi ya da isgali altinda
kalmig bolgelerde Tiirklerin evlerinden atilip, yerlerine Rumlarin yerlestirilmis oldugunu
belirtmek zorunda oldugunu ve bu konuda kimsenin kendisini yalanlayamayacagini soyledi.
Tiirklere karsi uygulanan bu zor kullanma tedbirlerinin onlarin kendi istekleriyle yapildigi
yoluna gidilemez.”
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‘Hellenization’.*®® For instance, a book of Turkish military about Greece
described this situation as ‘a refugee concentration’. In this book, it was
pointed out that Greece prioritized Western Thrace rather than other Greek
regions. Thus, it was written that the refugee concentration in Western Thrace,
probably made through a hidden agenda, was more than just the result of
normal settlement procedure as Greeks argued.'?® Even the number of refugees
settled to Western Thrace compared with the number of settled ones in other
parts, was very high,*** and this revealed the distinct policy of Greece in this
region. And, this distinct policy, actually, had detrimental effects on
Turkish/Muslim minority.

Turkey was very aware of how this settlement policy of Greece in
Western Thrace worsened the living conditions of Turkish minority.}?®
Deterioration in lives of this minority inevitably resulted in migration of them.
Thus, this paved the way for more Hellenization in Western Thrace. Stephen P.
Ladas pointed out the basis of Turkish complaints about this settlement policy

and he wrote that:

“The homes of Moslem population of Western Thrace were, in many cases, seized
by the Greek government for the shelter of the refugees. In 1923-24, 8245 rooms
in rural houses and 5590 rooms in urban homes were so occupied. In addition, 127
mosques and Moslem schools and 667 Moslem stables and granaries were also

used for the shelter of refugees.”126

Similarly, the report of the League of Nations from November 29, 1925
showed that these people were not happy with sharing rooms of their houses
with these non-Muslims. Ladas argued that forcing these people to cohabitate
with new-comer Greeks was ‘certainly the greatest evil’ for them. This was
against to their religious and family values. Thus, according to him, this was

one of the reasons for the wave of migration of these people to Turkey, with a

122 Oran, Tiirk-Yunan lliskilerinde Bati T rakya Sorunu, p. 49; Alantar, “Tiirk Dis Politikasinda
Milletler Cemiyeti Donemi”, p. 74.

123 Yunanistan 1929-1930, p. 47: “Yunanlilar Garbi Trakyay: diger Yunan memleketlerinde
daha hususi bir diisiince ile idare etmektedirler. ...Garbi Trakya halen alt1 kazayr muhtevidir.
Niifusu Yunan menabiine gore [102 000 i Tiirk olmak tizere 312 000] dir.”

124 yynanistan 1929-1930, p. 48.

125 Erdal, Miibadele, pp. 66-67; Kemal Ari, Biiyiik Miibadele: Tiirkiye've Zorunlu Gég (1923-
1925) (istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yaymlari, 2007), pp. 21-22; Ahmet Aydinli, Bati Trakya
Faciasimin Igyiizii (Istanbul, Akin Yayinlari, 1971), pp. 363-364.

126 | adas, The Exchange of Minorities, p. 478.
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feeling of uncertainity about future.’”” Indeed, there were also dissident
Turkish elements among these new-comers. These were described as
‘fugitives’ by the Turkish sources, as they fought against the Turkish national
forces during the National Independence War, and left the country. Thus, what
most disturbed these people was to share their homes with these fugitives, in
particular, the ones escaped from Turkish lands with the Greek forces such as
Cerkez Ethem’s forces. However, the Greek authorities took no measure
against these fugitives’ torture of Turks in their own houses.*?® This obviously
made these people believe that Greek government was behind these dissident
elements. Thus, there was no other option left for them besides migrating to
Turkey.

In 1923, accordingly, this issue of migration continued to be at the
agenda of the Turkish authorities. Immediately after establishing peace with
Greece, Turkey faced with the wave of refugees on its borders. For instance, a
report from October 1923 was about the Turkish families from Ipsala, Derekdy
and other villages, who left Greece with their animals and fled to Turkey. In
this report, more importantly, it was underlined that this migration was the
result of continuing ‘persecution and torment’ to the people of Western
Thrace.?® As a response, the Turkish cabinet decided not accepting refugees to
Turkey on 4 November. This was to maintain the Turkish presence in this
strategically important region. However, this migration problem could not be
solved with this legal sanction as the Greek policies continued.’®® When
migration gained impetus in 1924, Hamdi Bey, the Turkish representative in
the Mixed Exchange Commission, sent a report to the Prime Ministry in order
to show the conditions in Western Thrace. He pointed out how Greece had
already settled two-thousand Greek refugees in Komotini (Giimiilcine), Xanthi
(Iskece) and Aleksandropolis (Dedeagag) by 1924. Also, he pointed out

127 | adas, The Exchange of Minorities, pp. 483-484.

128 Cahide Zengin Aghatabay, Miibadelenin Mazlum Misafirleri: Miibadele ve Kamuoyu
(1923-1930) (Istanbul: Bengi Yayinlari, 2007), p. 283.

129 16 October 1923: BCA, 030 10 123 874 12, p. 1: “Vakia oldugu miikerrer miiracatlara
ragmen Yunanlilar Garbi Trakya ahalisine zulm ve ta’zibat icrasindan geri durmamaktadir.”

B30 Hikmet Oksiiz, Bat: Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 65-68.
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violence and pressure that these people had to face with. In addition to the
settlement policy, obviously, this violence and pressure were the problems of
these Turks. Thus, these were also alarming for the Turkish authorities. In his
report, for example, Hamdi Bey showed how the Greek authorities collaborated
with oppositional Turkish elements escaped from Turkey. He reported that
these ‘fugitives’ were charged with the duty of disquieting the Turkish/Muslim
minority living in Western Thrace.™ Indeed, this was significant for Turkey as
this showed how coercion towards these minorities turned into a state policy.
For instance, Turkey knew that Cerkez Ethem was provided with money and
position by the Greek authorities. Particularly, in this period, the Greek islands
in the Aegean Sea turned into a centre of these armed organizations composed
of these figures.'®?

This collaboration between Cerkez Ethem and the Greek authorities, in
fact, was not a new thing for the Turkish authorities and elite. For instance,
Yunus Nadi in his book Cerkes Ethem Kuvvetinin Ihaneti (Treason of Cerkez
Ethem’s Forces) underlined how these rebellious forces worked for the sake of
the Greek targets in Anatolia during the National Independence War. Sharing
the will of demolishing Ankara government, these rebellious groups had
attacked to the Turkish army. However, when they could not succeed, they had
sought the shelter of the Greek authorities in izmir. Finally, they had to leave
Anatolia with Greek forces."*® The Turkish authorities were aware of the fact
that these close relations between them continued afterwards. Thus, attacks of
these ‘fugitives’ this time to the Turkish presence in Greece, meant Turkey
more than just an attack towards this minority. But, it was read as a sign of
existing partnership between the Greek side and opponents of Turkey.

Besides these Turkish elements, Turkey considered the Greek refugees
of Anatolia, who were mainly settled in Western Thrace after the Greek defeat

in Anatolia, as the other group which was used in this Hellenization project.

B! Hikmet Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 67.

32 Kamil Erdeha, Yiizellilikler: Yahut Milli Miicadelenin Muhasebesi (istanbul: Tekin
Yayinevi, 1998), pp. 98-100.

33 Yunus Nadi, Cerkes Ethem Kuvvetlerinin Ihaneti (istanbul: Sel Yaymlari, 1955), pp. 123-
125.
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This was felt most during the rule of Pangalos. It was probably because of the
potential support of Britain for these people, who followed Pangalos’ policies.
For instance, in the first six months of 1926, when Turkish-British relations
were very tense, there was news about the British intention of recruiting army
from these Greek immigrants to attack Turkey.'* Interestingly, a Turkish
intelligence report of one year earlier showed how this British support for these
Greek refugees had already worked against Turks. This document dating 25
February 1925 was sent to the Prime Ministry, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
and the General Staff Headquarters. It was pointed out how British military
staff collected volunteers from these Greek refugees to establish gangs to
attack the Muslim villages in the coastal areas of Greece.™® This, in fact,
showed how the Turkish presence in Western Thrace was under the attack of
the Greek immigrants, with revisionist stance. But, what was disturbed Turkey
most was the support they gained not only from the Greek government but also
from the British one, in particular until the settlement of Mosul issue.*

In the 1920s, these atrocities towards Turks in Western Thrace were
angered the Turkish side. Thus, this was continously protested by Turkey. And,
it was the card of reciprocity that the Turkish side put on table as a response to
the policy of coercion in Western Thrace, which was considered as the part of
Hellenization project. Turkey highlighted this idea of reciprocity, in 1923,
when it faced with influx of migration on its borders. For instance, the report of
the Turkish Foreign Minister on October 1923 revealed that Tevfik Riistii
(Aras), the head of Turkish delegation in Mixed Exchange Commission, was
ordered to warn the Greek authorities to end these ‘inhuman treatment’ towards
the Turks that resulted with the influx of migration. Thus, Turkey put
diplomatic pressure on Greece to improve the conditions in Western Thrace.

134 Alantar, “Tiirk D1s Politikasinda Milletler Cemiyeti Donemi”, p. 83; Psomiades, “The
Diplomacy of Theodoros Pangalos”, pp. 9-10.

13525 February 1925: BCA, 030 10 253 707 13.

13 Indeed, in this period, there was also a British support probably for Cerkez Ethem. For
instance, the Turkish intelligence reports showed that during Mosul problem, time-to-time
Cerkez Ethem left Greece and went to Mosul to agitate Kurdish tribes for a revolt. Thus, it
could be claimed that he acted in accordance with British directives. For more details see Sedat
Bingdl, 150 likler Meselesi: Bir Thanetin Anatomisi (Istanbul: Bengi Yayinlar1, 2010), pp. 167-
171.
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But, in the case of continuation of such a treatment of Turks in Greece, Turkey
threatened Greece that it would treat Rums in Istanbul with the same manner.**’
This warning, in fact, did not work as Greece continued to follow its coercive
policy towards these people.

Although Turkey put this card of reciprocity on the table first in 1923,
this principle was not implemented immediately. Turkish press always put
pressure on the Turkish government for its implementation, but, the Turkish
government considered this as a bargaining chip and was circumspect to use
this method. Thus, it was on January 19, 1925, two years later, that the Turkish
parliament finally codified a law for reciprocity. According to this law, Turkey
had a right to seize and distribute properties of Greeks, who left the country, to
migrant Turks, who had also abandoned their properties in Greece.'*®
Moreover, it was written that if it was necessary, Turkey would also seize and
distribute properties of the remaining Rums in Turkey.™*® This was, indeed,
applied in the following period but in a limited sense. For instance, the Greek
Literary Club of Istanbul was dissolved because of its political activities.
Added to this, the properties of this association, having members excluded
from the exchange, were seized. But, this was not an isolated event and the
seizure of properties in Istanbul continued'*’ as problems encountered by
Turkish minority in Western Thrace did.

There were also other thorny issues such as the Patriarchate problem
that even resulted into the intensification of pressure on Turkish minority. This
problem was about the exchange of Patriarch IV Araboglu Konstantin
(Karacopulos). He was, in fact, subjected to exchange since he was born in
Bursa and settled in Istanbul after 1919.2* As a result, on January 30, 1925,

Konstantin was expelled from Turkey to go to Thessaloniki. In this case, the

3716 October 1923: BCA, 030 10 123 874 12, p. 1: “Yunan hiikumetinin memurlar1 bu gayr
insani hareketlerine devam ettikleri takdirde Tiirkiyenin de kendi memalikinde bulunan
Rumlara karsi mukabil baglikta .... marifetiyel ihtar olmustur. Keyfiyat miibadele komisyonu
reisi Tevfik Riistii Bey Efendiye dahi ismar ve mumuraleyhe bu babda talimat .... istiyorum.”
138 Aghatabay, Miibadelenin Mazlum Misafirleri, p. 247.

139 Aghatabay, Miibadelenin Mazlum Misafirleri, pp. 288-290.

10| adas, The Exchange of Minorities, p. 488.

u Macar, Cumhuriyet Doneminde Istanbul Rum Patrikhanesi, pp. 128-129; Erdal, Miibadele,
p. 95.
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Turkish side did not want to apply any exception for the case of Konstantin,
despite Greek protests. However, five months earlier, an exception was granted
in the case of Papa Eftim. On August 3, 1924 with Cabinet decision he and his
family were allowed to stay in Turkey.'*® In fact, this was to appreciate his
efforts during the National Independence War. In 1922, he established the
independent Turkish Orthodox Church in Kayseri. And, he fought against the
atrocity propaganda of the Patriarchate against the Turkish forces. For instance,
during the war, he called the representatives of the foreign press in Ankara and
he told them how propaganda of the Patriarchate about violence towards the
Christians in Anatolia was delusive.'*® There were also other people, who were
exceptionally allowed to stay in Turkey. For instance, Konstantin Partil and Dr.
Perikli Efendi, because of their help to Turks during the Greek invasion of
S6ke, were allowed to stay in 1924.'* This, in fact, showed the Turkish view
of exchange of populations. It was apparent that the Turkish government
applied the rules of exchange of populations very strictly since it was
considered as a measure against the potential threat of loyalty of this minority
to Greece. However, there were also limited numbers of exceptional cases that
the Turkish government did not feel this threat so did not apply this rule.
However, the exchange of Konstantin turned into agitation in Greece
and this irritated Turkey. For instance, Haydar Riigsdii Bey, the MP for Denizli,
proposed a motion for the analysis of this reaction in Greece. He underlined
that in the Greek press and assembly, there were hostile reactions against to
Turkey and there was even call for war.** On February 4, 1925 this Greek
reaction was also discussed in the Turkish Grand Assembly in a closed session.
In this meeting, Siikrii Kaya Bey claimed that the Greek government protested
this exchange of Konstatin since they had a hidden agenda of creating a loyal

142 3 August 1924: BCA, 030 18 1 1 10 37 1.

13 Erdal, Miibadele, p. 86.

14417 December 1924: BCA, 030 18 1 1 12 63 5; 17 December 1924: BCA, 030 18 1 1 12 63
8.

%5 3 February 1925: BCA, 030 10 7 41 11, p. 2: “Bas Papaz Kosti Bey miibadeleye tabi
tutulmasi tlizerine Yunan gazeteleri nesriyatta bulunuyor. Ayni zamanda Yunan meclisinde
milletimiz ve hiikiimetimiz hakkinda aleyhdarane bazi beyanatta bulunuldugu gibi baz1 Yunan
rical-i mesulii tarafindan Kit’a miinasebet ‘harb-ii darb’ kelimenin de edildigini matbuatta
gormekteyiz.”
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Patriarchate for Greece as in the past.**® However, three days later, Esad Bey,
the MP for Aydin, also pointed out how these atrocities in Western Thrace
reached to a peak point, with the exchange of Konstantin. Thus, he asked what
would be the situation of these people in Western Thrace. In this context, he
wanted that Turkey should respond these atrocities by ‘the defeated” Greece so
‘our co-religionists in Western Thrace’ should be given the right to life.*”

This Greek reaction about exchange of Konstantin was also protested in
Turkish press. For instance, Yunus Nadi referred to these Greek reactions in his
article, “Garbi Trakya Tirkleri” (Turks of Western Thrace), in Cumhuriyet
published on February 23, 1925. According to him, Greek purpose was to
cover its coercive policies towards the Turks, who were deprived of all their
rights.**® Similarly, on February 4, 1925, Aksam reported how systematized
coercion gained impetus in Western Thrace, where these people were started to
be beaten in the streets.'*® However, in 1925 Turkey carried on negotiations
with Greece in the Commission despite the fact that public opinion pushed for
more severe measures. By June 21, the parties agreed on essential points of
property rights, with Ankara Accord. However, the dictatorship of Pangalos
put back this process and this accord could not be enacted.’ This, in fact,

Y8 T B. M. M. Gizli Celse Zabitlar1 (4 Subat 1341) Devre: II Cilt:4 ictima Senesi: 1, pp- 473-
476.

Y77 February 1925: BCA, 030 10 7 41 17, p. 2: “Yunanistan tarafindan daima imhakar siyaset
icra edilen Garbi Trakyada bu kere Konstantin sevki dolayisiyle mezalim ve ta’zibat derece-i
nihayiye varmistir. Hanelerine mallarina sahip olamayan ve envai mezalim ve minhabi altinda
inleyen bu halkin halleri ne olacaktir? Maglup Yunana galip hiikkiimetim haddini bildirmelidir.
Garbi Trakyadaki dindaslara hak-1 hayat verilmelidir.”

Y8 Yunus Nadi, “Garbi Trakya Tiirkleri”, Cumhuriyet, 23 February 1925: “Miibadele
mukavlenamesinden sikayet edecek bir millet ve hiikiimet varsa o da Tiirk milleti ve
hiikiimetidir. ...higbir esasa istinad etmedigi halde Yunanistan’da bu kadar giiriiltiiye mucip
olmus olan Patrik meselesi mesela su Garbi Trakya Tiirklerini tabii tutulduklart nisbetle hatta
maraldaki sigir kadar bile ehemmiyete haiz degildir.... Yunanistan miibadeleye tabii bir
Papazdan tutturarak ortaya bir patrik meselesi ¢ikarip diinyay1 velveleye vermeye calisacagina
imzasini tagiyan bir mukavele ahkamini bagtan baga ihlal eden hareketlerinin akibetini diisiinse
daha iyi eder. Iste Yunanistan’in Garbi Trakya Tiirklerine kars1 ihtiyarinda bugiine kadar 1srar
ettigi hatt-1 hareket bu climledendir... Hala bugiin bile Yunanistan bir taraftan patrik meselesi
diye, établi isi diye Avrupa’da kapi1 kap1 dolagirken diger taftan Garbi Trakya’da igtisab ile
oradaki Tiirkleri soyup sogana g¢evirmekle o zavalli irkdaslarimizi medar-1 maiyetlerinden
mahrum etmekle vakit gegiriyor. ”

19 Aghatabay, Miibadelenin Mazlum Misafirleri, p. 242.

150 psomiades, “The Diplomacy of Theodoros Pangalos”, pp. 6-7.
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justified the calls of some circles in the political establishment and public
opinion for reciprocity.

After this abandonment of Ankara Accord because of Pangalos’s
attitude, two states could only agree on the issue of properties on December 1,
1926 in Athens at interim. In this period between these agreements, the idea of
reciprocity was again highlighted in the Turkish press. For instance, Yunus
Nadi, being the influential advocate of this principle, wrote a series of articles
based on the necessity of reciprocity in 1926. In these articles, he mainly
underlined the difference between the policies of Turkey and Greece towards
minorities in their lands. He told that although Turkish minority was deprived
of its rights in Greece, Greek minority in Turkey enjoyed all kinds of rights.**
This made him again underlined the necessity of reciprocity. Thus,
accordingly, the Turkish government should seize the Greek properties.'*?
According to him, it was pointless to wait for the Greek recognition of the
rights of Turks in Western Thrace. Thus, what was left for Turkey was to
pursue same policies.'®® Similar to Yunus Nadi’s point of view, an organization
of Turks, excluded from exchange, Tiirk Gayrimiibadiller Cemiyeti, supported
the principle of reciprocity.™* It was, in fact, the continuity of coercion in
Western Thrace that made this issue of reciprocity shown a pressing need.

The role of Turkish press in this process was effective and it was
considered by Turkish minority as a place to make their voice heard. For
instance, on February 18, 1926, Cumhuriyet reported a letter of these people

about the living conditions in Western Thrace, with heading of “Garbi

! Yunus Nadi, “Son Merhale”, Cumhuriyet, 14 February 1926, p. 1: “Yunanistan’daki Tiirk
tebas1 hukuktan mahrum, Tiirkiye’deki Yunanlilar haklarina sahib ve mallarindan mintazi.”

2 Yunus Nadi, “Israr Ediyoruz”, Cumhuriyet, 15 February 1926, p. 1: “Bilmukabele
Yunanlilarin Tiirkiye’deki tasarruflar iskal edilmek zaruridir.”

153 Yunus Nadi, “A¢ik Konusalim!”, Cumhuriyet, 16 February 1926, p. 1: “Simdi artik acgik
konusmaktan ve acik yorumlamaktan bagka ¢are yoktur. Yunanistan’in mitkameti bundadir.
Acik konusmak icin biz bugiin meselenin en can alacak bir noktasina temas edecegiz. Yunan
Hiikumeti Tiirk vatandaglarimin Yunanistan’daki emval ve emlaka aid hukukunu tanimiyor ve
vermiyor. Tiirk tebasinin Yunanistan’daki emval ve emlakini tanimak ve vermek i¢in hummali
bir faaliyet sarf etmeye hacet yoktur. Bunlar taninir ve verilir o kadar, degil mi? Yunanistan
iste bunu yapmuyor. .... Bu vaziyette hitkumetin vaziyet ve vazifesini teshil etmek {izere bizim
tarafimizdan yapilacak muamele Tiirkiye’deki Yunan emlakina vaziyet etmekten ibarettir.”

154 Aghatabay, Miibadelenin Mazlum Misafirleri, p. 260.
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Trakya’da Fecii Bir Vaziyet” (Disastrous Situation in Western Thrace). In this
letter, the declaration of Hafiz Salih Bey, the head of Giimiilcine Cemiyet-i
Islamiye (Islamic Society of Komotini), about the enforcement of the Greek
authorities for migration of Turks was pointed out. Indeed, the Greek
government threatened Turks of the region to give up their nationality in order
to stay in Greece. According to Cumhuriyet this was ‘the evidence of injustice’
which Turks were subjected to in Western Thrace. The newspaper asked this
issue to Siikrii Bey (Saragoglu), the member of Turkish delegation in the
Mixed Exchange Commission. He declared that there was no Act signed
between the parties which allowed Greece to enforce Turks to leave the region.
He explained that the Turkish delegation reffered this issue to Turkish Foreign
Ministry."> However, these kinds of responses at a ministerial level were
inadequate according to some circles in the political establishment. For
instance, Esad Bey again criticized the continuity of persecution in Western
Thrace that Turkey did not succeed to put an end. He asked the Foreign
Ministry about the measures taken for ‘these miserable conditions’ of Turks.**®
Then, he questioned why Turkey could not prevent this kind of enforced
migration from Western Thrace because of ‘the extermination policy’ of
Greece.™ Indeed, these voices were all for the application of the reciprocity
measures.

Although the parties finally agreed on the Agreement of Properties on
December 1, 1926 in Athens, the minority problems remained unsolved.

155 “Garbi Trakya’da Fecii Bir Vaziyet”, Cumhuriyet, 18 February 1926, p. 3: “Garbi Trakya
unsurlu bir Yunanlmin emriyle, Giimiilciine Cemaat-i Islamiye reisi Salih Hoca naminda bir
adamin imzasini tasityan bir beyanname isar edilmistir. Bu beyanname Yunanlilarin Tiirklere
yaptiklart haksizliklarin sadairi olmak itibariyle ¢ok sayan-1 dikkattir. 11 numarali 926 Subat
tarihli olan bu mektub ile Yunanhlarin Tiirk ahaliye reva gordiikleri muamelati alenen ilan
etmekte ve Garbi Trakya Miisliimanlarini hudud-u harice ¢ikarmaya karar verdiklerini
sOylemektedir.”

1582 February 1926: BCA, 030 10 8 45 1, p. 1: “Garbi Trakya’da Tiirklerin pek feci olan hal-i
perisanlar1 hakkinda Mentese mebusu Esad Bey’in Hariciye Vekaleti’ne ...”

372 February 1926: BCA, 030 10 8 45 1, p. 2: “Galib hiikiimetin hariciye vekaleti malub
Yunan’in Garbi Trakyadaki imhakar siyasetine ne vakit nihayet vermekle muvaffak olacaktir.
Senelerden beri mal ve miilklerine sahip olamayan pek perisan ve merhamete sayan bir halde
bulunan kardaglarin hal-i periganlar1 ne vakit salaha girecektir. Mazlum ve masum
kardaglarimizi hicrete mecbur ettigi zalimler ve muhalif-i muahede olanlar hakkinda ne gibi
tedabir-i miisarat ittihaz olunmustur.”
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According to the article 1 and article 2 of this agreement, the parties reconciled
at the compulsory purchase of the properties of the exchanged populations if it
was impossible to return.*®® And, in the article 9 the properties of populations
excluded from the exchange were agreed to return in one-month period.**® This
agreement was supposed to solve the problem of properties for the minorities;
however, problems continued in daily life.*® Indeed, from the very beginning,
there was a disbelief in Turkey about the liquidation of properties in Western
Thrace by the Greek authorities. For instance, Yunus Nadi argued that even if
Greece had really accepted these conditions, it did not have the capacity to
return all the seized properties.'®* This disbelief in Turkish public opinion was
justified with the continuing problems in Greece. Thus, Turkey once more put
the card of reciprocity on the table in the end of 1927. The Turkish government
told that if the property problem in Western Thrace could not be solved, then,
Turkey would distribute the Greek properties to these people at amount of their
properties in Greece. It was declared that the application of this procedure
would start by December 1927. Although this alarmed Greek authorities
initially, the problems in Western Thrace continued so the deadlock between
the parties.’® By the year of 1928, the deadlock about the properties continued
to remain as one of the top issues between the parties;*®* however, in 1929 the
issue became more problematic. Thus, the pressure of the Turkish public
opinion for the application of reciprocity intensified.

Meanwhile, there were general elections in Greece and Venizelos
became a Prime Minister on August 19, 1928. As soon as he came to power on

August 30, he wrote a letter to Ismet Paga in which he declared that Greece had

8 Cumhuriyetin [k On Yili, p. 197.

9 Cumhuriyetin Ik On Yili, p. 199; Ladas, The Exchange of Minorities, pp. 520-523.

10 Cumhuriyetin Itk On Yili, p. 195.

18! Yunus Nadi, “Atina itilifnamesi“, Cumhuriyet, 15 September 1926, p. 1. “Hususile son
Atina miizakerati bizim bu mesele etrafindaki mudayanimizin ne kadar miisebbib oldugunu
isbat etmstir. Filhahika Yunanlilar gayri-miibadil Tiirklerin emval ve emlaklarini iadeye haziriz
dedikge biz ne diyorduk? Biz diyorduk ki vaziyetin Yunanistan’da malumumuz olan iskaline
naziran Yunanistan istese dahi bu emlakin hepsini inaen teslime muktadir degildir.”

162 Aghatabay, Miibadelenin Mazlum Misafirleri, pp. 260-261.

163 | adas, The Exchange of Minorities, p. 540.
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no claims on the Turkish territories.*®* However, he had to work a lot to change
his image in Turkey as he was still remembered with his revisionist ideals.
Clearly, he was one of the most influential figures of Cretan issue, Balkan

Wars, and the invasion of Anatolia as he sought the Megali Idea.'®®

Moreover,
although he totally changed his rhetoric, within Greece, he explained this
change in the Greek attitude to Turkey as an involuntary one. Thus, his
supporters from the Greek immigrants did not consider his new policies
alarming.'®® This, however, justified Turkish concern about the continuity of
his revisionist tendency. Indeed, besides this revisionist image, mainly the
remaining problems between Turkey and Greece resulted in this distrust for his

discourse of friendship.*®’

For instance, Abidin Daver in his article, “Nasil
Inanabiliriz?” (How can we trust?), wrote that although Venizelos had talked
about good relations between Turkey and Greece, when he came to power, the
negotiations even reached to the danger of interruption.'®®

In fact, despite the agreement between the parties at the beginning of
1929," the continuing problems about properties in Western Thrace resulted
in deterioration in relations. This atmosphere also shaped the public opinion in
Turkey which continued to put pressure on the authorities to protest Greek
policies harshly. For instance, Yunus Nadi in his article called “Yeter Artik!”
(Enough is Enough), wrote that Turkey should give up its conciliatory policy
since Greece only sought to protract the negotiations and never applied the

articles of the agreements. Thus, according to him, Turkey should seize the

164 Damla Demirozi, “Megali Idea’dan Ankara Antlasmasina (1930) Eleftherios Venizelos”, in
Atatiirk Yolu, 35/, (2005), p. 293.

165 Yunanistan 1929-1930, pp. 268-270.

1% Clogg, A Concise History of Greece, pp. 104-105.

187 Firat, “Yunanistanla iliskiler”, pp. 344-345; Enis Tulca, Atatiirk, Venizelos ve Bir Diplomat
Enis Bey (Enis Tulca ed.) (Istanbul: Simurg, 2003), p. 35; Cumhuriyetin Ilk On Yili, p. 211.

168 Abidin Daver, “Nasil inanabiliriz?”, Cumhuriyet, 10 February 1929, p. 1: “M. Venizelos,
Yunanistanin idaresini der’uhte ettigi zaman, ve ondan sonra miiteaddit defalar Tiirkiye ile iyi
gecinmek arzusunda oldugunu sdylemis, hatta Basvekilimiz Ismet Pasa ile goriisiip anlasmak
icin bizzat Tiirkiyeye gelecegini bile vaat etmisti. Yunan Basvekilinin, bu s6ziinii tutmiyarak
Tirkiyeye gelmediginden sarfinazar, Tirkiye-Yunan miizakerat1 da sarih bir surette
stirimcemede burakildi, siir’atle bitmek s6yle dursun, inkita tehlikelerine maruz kaldi.”

1%9 Stephen P. Ladas, The Exchange of Minorities, p. 560.

40



Greek properties in Turkey rather than seeking ways of agreement.!”® Two
weeks later, Yunus Nadi defined the reason of this procrastination policy of
Venizelos as the way of gaining time to prepare attack towards Turkey.
According to him, Venizelos, ‘the defeated and miserable hero of the
adventurist Anatolian invasion’, would organise a war towards Turkey to
regain the dignity of his nation.*"

Evidently, the Turkish side had a physical concern in the initial period
of Venizelos’s government despite his discourse of friendship with Turkey.
There was a belief in Turkey that revisionist outlook in Greece continued. For
instance, Abidin Daver reported about the publications of Konstatinopolis, a
Greek newspaper. In this newspaper, Istanbul, Thrace and Dardanelles were
defined as the inseparable parts of the national Greek state. Thus, according to

this newspaper unless Izmir and Istanbul were removed from the governance of

170 Yunus Nadi, “Yeter Artik!”, Cumhuriyet, 11 February 1929, p. 1: “Ankara miizakereleri
Yunanlilarin imza ederek asla tatbikine yanasmadiklari taahhiitleri {izerinde cereyan ediyor!..
Daha agikcasini sudur: Tevfik Riistii ve Saracoglu Siikrii Beylerin aktetmis olduklari
anlagmalar Yunanistan ile aramizda ki mualldk mes’elelerin hemen hemen hepsini, hi¢ olmazsa
¢ok mithim bir kismini halletmistir, ve bunlar1 Yunanlilar da kabul ve imza etmiglerdi. Bunlara
nazaran: 1:- Yunanistan’daki, Tirk hukukundan sehir ve kasabalar dahilindeki emlak ve
musakkafat bir ay zarfinda aynen ve tamamen iade edilmis olacakti. 2:- Sehir ve kasabalar
haricindeki Tiirk emvaline gelince bunlarin mukavele tarihine kadar isgal olunmus olanlari
muavazaya dahil olacak, isgal olunmamis olanlari ise ya aynen, ya bedelen iade olunacakti. 3:-
Tirk emldk ve arazisinin simdiye kadar birikmis icar bedelleri, yani bilumum hasilat ve
menafil hesap ve tesviye olunacakti. 4:- Yunanlilarin garbi Trakyada zapt ve gaspetmis
olduklar1 Tiirk emlak ve arazisi aynen ya bedelen, fakat tamamen ve kat’iyen iade ve teslim
olunacakt1. Iste Yunanlilar bin bir imzalarim tastyan ve baslicalar1 bunlardan ibaret olan
teahhiitlerini ifa etmediler. Ankara da icra olunmakta olan miizakerelerin mevzuu da iste belli
basli gene mes’elelerden ibarettir. Ve Yunanlilar talimat istline talimat isteyerek iste bu
mes’eleleri siiriiklendirip duruyorlar. Evvelce miizakere ve imza edilmis islerin tekrar
miizakeresinde acaba ne hikmet tasavvur olunabilir? Madam ki Yunanlilar evvelki taahhiit ve
imzalarin icabini icra etmiyorlar, bundan sonrakilerini tatbik ve infaz edeceklerinden nasil
emin olabiliriz? Ve haydi ¢ok biiyiikk bir sulh ve itilaf emelile son defa olarak bir daha
konusmaga muvafakat ettik diyelim, ya bu bitip tikenmez siiriinceme ne oluyor?
Sulhperverligin bu derecesi cidden fazla ve muzirdir. Fazla itilafcilik hicbir itilafa varamamak
demektir. Onun i¢in bu bahst artik kisa kesmek lazimdir, artik yeter olmustur. Biz
Yunanistandaki matlumatimizi ne vakit olsa aliriz. Simdilik Tiirkiyedeki Yunan emlékinin
kaffesine vaz’tyet ederek isimize bakalim, ve bu pek hakli hareketin biitiin icabatini tatbik
edelim, kafidir. Sonrasina sonra bakariz.”

! Yunus Nadi, “Acik Cevap”, Cumhuriyet, 16 February 1929, p. 1: “Hem bu harbi isteyen biz
degiliz, Yunanistandir ve simdiki sarait iginde Mdsy6 Venizelosun bizzat kendisidir. Evet,
Mosyd Venizelos el altindan haril haril harbe hazirlaniyor. Anadolu seferi sergiizestinin
maglup ve perisan kahramani kendisine ve milletine iadei itibar ettirmek hulyasindadir.
...Sual: -Hallolunacak mes’eleler meydanda iken Ankara miizakerat: neden bdyle ucu bucagi
gelmez bir halde uzayip gidiyor?. Cevap: -Venizelos harp hazirliklarinda zaman kazanmak
istiyor da onun igin!”
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Turkey, national Greek plans could not be satisfied. According to Abidin
Daver, this article revealed the continuity of the Megali Idea claims and
Venizelos was part of this as the Greek press was always inspired by
Venizelos. Thus, he implied that it was Venizelos who was responsible from
these territorial claims. But, according to him, if these territorial claims on
Istanbul and Izmir continued, then, Turkey would respond these revisionist
ideals with a war as it was done in Dumlu Pinar on August 30, 1922.12 This, in
fact, showed how the possibility of a new war started to be narrated in the
Turkish press as a measure against the revisionist tendency in Greece in 1929.
At this year, the parties were on the verge of a new war.'”® The crises
reached to an unprecedented degree that these two states called their
ambassadors back in the summer of 1929. According to Enis (Tulga), the
Turkish ambassador of the period, this was the result of continuing mistrust
between these two states and remaining problems about the properties of
minorities.!™ In this context, the Turkish press accused the Greek side for
interruption of the negotiations and again called the Turkish government to
implement reciprocity principle.'”> For instance, Yunus Nadi wrote that these
people fled from Western Thrace to Turkey because of ‘terror policies’ there.
Thus, they left their properties in this region. Added to this, he wrote that the
recent visit of the Mixed Exchange Commission in Komotini showed the
continuity of this coercion towards the Turkish minority, excluded from the

exchange. And, he again asked how it would be possible to negotiate with

172 Abidin Daver, “Bizim de Gazimiz Var!”, Cumhuriyet, 22 March 1929, p. 1: “Atinada ¢ikan
ve ismi Konstantinopolis- yani Istanbul- olan bu gazete, “Osmanli imparatorlugunun son
enkaz1” serlavhali makalesinde M. Venizelosun, Yunanistanin ve belki biitiin Yunanlilarin hala
o sonmez “Megalo Idea” hirs1 ve hiilyas1 pesinde kostuklarim gostermektedir.. Goriiyorsunuz
ya Anadolu hezimetine ragmen Yunanlhlar hala uslanmamislar, hatta daha biiyiik bir ihtirasa
kapilarak izmirden baska Istanbula da gz dikmislerdir. M. Venizelosun yeni mevkii iktidara
geldigi zaman soyledigi: ““ Tiirkiye ile Yunanistan arasinda esasl bir anlagmaga mani olacak
hicbir arazi ihtilafi kalmamistir” sozii ile Yunan gazetesinin nesriyati arasinda tezat ¢ok sayan-1
dikkattir. Yunan gazetelerinin M. Venizelostan ilham alarak yazi yazdiklar1 ise ¢ocuklarin bile
bildikleri bir hakikattir. Yunanlilarin Istanbula ve Izmire dikilmis olan gdzlerini ¢ikarmak i¢in
icap ederse, yeni bir “Dumlu Pinar” daha yaratabiliriz.”

13 Soysal, Tiirkive'nin Siyasal Andlagmalar: (1920-1945), 1, p. 399; Oksiiz, Bati Trakya
Tiirkleri, p. 39.

Y74 Tulga, Atatiirk, Venizelos ve Bir Diplomat Enis Bey, p. 34.

175 |_adas, The Exchange of Minorities, p. 565.
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Greece then.*”® According to him, thereby, reciprocity was not only a
legitimate right for Turkey but it also turned out to be ‘urgency’, with severe
conditions in Western Thrace.*”

This ‘urgency’ was also felt by the Turkish authorities with the stalemate in the
Commission. The report of Tevfik Kamil, the member of the Turkish
delegation, from October 1929 showed that Greece ignored the restoration
project of the Turks presented in the Commission. It was a project that would
solve the property problems in Western Thrace as it arranged the ways of
return of properties to their owners. However, Greece was reluctant to provide
any kind of guarantee for the properties taken from Turkish minorities in this
region. As a response, Tevfik Kamil threatened the Greek party about how this
liquidation of properties was ‘the most essential issue’ for Turkey. He even
told that if the Greek delegation continued to ignore the proposal of Turkey
about properties and put pressure on the head of the Commission to pay
attention only to their own projects, the Turkish government would call him

back and dissolve the Commission.'”® Despite this warning, the relations

%8 Yunus Nadi, “Tiirk-Yunan ihtilafi”, Cumhuriyet, 7 June 1929, p. 1-2: “Yunanistan ile bu
miibadele isleri iizerinde hemen hemen bes seneden beri ugrastyoruz. Bu miiddet zarfinda bir
¢ok itilaflar yapildi, fakat bunlardan hemen hi¢ birisi Yunanistan tarafindan tatbik ve icra
edilmedi. ...Bizim mibadillerimiz tedbiren ve mallarinin kiymeti takdir olunarak
naklonulacaklardi. Halbuki bunlara karsi tatbik olunan terdr siyaseti oniinde maliimenal
diisiincesini bilahareye birakarak kendilerini alelacele memleketimize tagidik. Sonrada takdiri
kiymete hi¢ imkan bulamadik. ...Trakya Tirklerine karsi yapilan mezalimin telafisi ta
Eksindaris itilafindan beri derpis olunmustu. Bes alti ay evvel Muhtelit Komisyon
Gilimiilcineye gittigi zaman orada eski hamam eski tas olan vaziyetin fecaati her géze hayret ve
nefretle ayan oldu. Bu serait altinda Yunanistanla nasil anlasilabilirdi?.”

Y7 Yunus Nadi, “Miizakeratta Fasila”, Cumhuriyet, 15 July 1929, p. 1: “Iste biz sdyliiyoruz ki
badema Tiirkiye Yunanistana asla ve kat’a itimat edemez.”

18 16 October 1929: BCA, 030 10 254 711 26, p. 1: “Yunanlilarin diin aksam zeri iade
teklifimiz hakkinda itirazlar sert ve ityan ettikleri telefonla arzetmistim. Teklifini tetkikten
sonra bizim talep ettigimiz garantilerin hi¢ birinini temin etmek istemediklerini goriildi. Bu
sabah Yunan heyeti Murahhasi reisine hususi bir mektup gdndererek iade miikellifiyetini ameli
bir hale koymak i¢in tasavvur ettigimiz sistem yerine teklif ettigi usuliin iadeyi fiilen hiikiimsiiz
birakacagini binaenaleyh en esasli addettigim bir meselede uyusmak zemini kalmadigini
bildirdim. Celseye girdigimiz zaman bitaraflar bizim proje {izerinde ehemmiyetli ehemmiyetsiz
tadilat teklif ettiler. Fakat etabli iizerinde Lahey Divani rey ve istisareye miistenit yaptigim
teklifi bir tarafa birakip kendi tekliflerini ileri siirdiiler. Iade projesi iizerinde bu ehemmiyetsiz
tadilatla ittihat yahut ekseriyet hasil olacakti. Fakat bilmukabele kendi etabli teklifleri tizerinde
ekseriyetle rey verdirmek istiyorlardi... Geldikleri zaman Reisi bir tarafa ¢ekip kendi
projelerini ekseriyetle gecirmege kalkisacak olursa Hiikiimetin beni ¢ekecegini ve komisyonu
lagvedecegini anlattim. Bunu sdylememis olsaydim bile yine esasta bize hak verecekleri
goriilityordu.”
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between the parties continued to get worsen so the parties exchanged notes as a
result.!”®
The worsening relations made Venizelos revealed his fear for a potential

Turkish attack in Aegean Sea.*®

According to Venizelos, the repair of Yavuz,
the Turkish battle-ship, was a sign of Turkish tendency of attack to Greek
islands. But, Turkish authorities denied such accusations and they described
this as a part of Venizelos’s propaganda. And, this idea was justified with his
persistent efforts to internationalize this issue of Turkish attack. For instance,
he met with the Prime Minister of Britain and the Secretary of the League of
Nations in order to get their support in a case of Turkish attack. However, more
importantly, the Turkish side thought that the main intention of Venizelos was
to diffuse this propaganda, which he made through the Greek press, among
Rums in Turkey.'® This alarmed the Turkish authorities who were already
suspicious of loyalty of these people to Greek revisionist ideals, in particular
the ones of Venizelos as seen in the recent history.

In fact, the Greek side was also aware of this suspicion of Turkey about
remaining Rums in istanbul. Thus, in 1929, the Greek authorities were worried
about the probability of expulsion of these people from Turkey as a result of
very tense relations.*® This Greek concern was not groundless. On September

16, 1929, there was an item in Cumhuriyet that reported the desire of the

179 | adas, The Exchange of Minorities, p. 566.

180 Alantar, “Tiirk Dis Politikasinda Milletler Cemiyeti Dénemi”, p. 77.

181 «“yynan Adalarina Taarruz Edecekmisiz! Venizelos Devletlerden Himaye Talep Ediyor”,
Cumhuriyet, 11 September 1929, p. 3: “Yavuz zirhlisinin tamiri izerine Y unanistan’da yapilan
giriiltiller ve Yunan adalarmin Tirkiyenin bir taarruzuna karst miidafaasiz kaldiklarina dair
Atina matbuati stitunlarinda izhar edilen endiselerden bahsetmistik. Son gelen Atina gazeteleri
M. Venizelosun muhtemel bir Tiirk taarruzuna karst Yunanistanin himayesi hakkinda bir ¢ok
tesebbiisatta bulunduguna dair bir hayli malumat vermektedirler. Bu malumata nazaran M.
Venizelos Cenevrede Ingiliz bagvekili M. Makdonalt, Lori Sesli ve Cemiyeti Akvam katibi
Dunumisile vuku bulan miizakerelerinde yalmiz Yunanistanin Tirkiyeye karsi siyasetinin
tasvibini degil, ayni zamanda Tiirkiye tarafindan fili bir tehdide maruz kaldigi takdirde
Cemiyeti Akvamim Yunanistan1 himaye edecegi hakkinda teminat verilmesini talep
eylemistir.... Yunanlilarin birka¢ giinden beri Rumca gazeteler vasitasi ile Yunan adalarina
tecaviiz edecegimiz hakkinda propaganda mahiyetinde bazi haberler nesretmeleri iizerine
keyfiyeti telefonla Ankarada alakadar bir zattan sorduk. Bize sunlar1 sdyledi: ‘Birka¢ giinden
beri Yunanlilar Rumca gazeteler vasitasile ve muntazam bir program altinda bu kabil haberler
isaa etmektedirler ve bilhassa arzular1 bu propagandanin Tiirkiyede yer bulmasidir. Biz katiyen
ehemmiyet vermiyoruz’”.

182 Alantar, “Tiirk Dis Politikasinda Milletler Cemiyeti Dénemi”, p. 76.
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Turkish delegation to propose an exchange of Rums in Istanbul with Turks in
Western Thrace, and the Mixed Exchange Commission could accept this
proposal because of the continuing Greek pressure in Western Thrace.
According to Cumhuriyet, this exchange would solve the établis problem and
put an end to persecutions in Western Thrace.’® Thus, this new exchange
would, in fact, serve the interests of Turkey. As this proposal of new exchange
was undesirable for the Greek authorities, they started to pursue a conciliatory
policy in the Commission in order to take Turkey apart from this idea of new
exchange. As a result, the negotiations restarted before the end of 1929.'%

In fact, this was the beginning of new phase in the relations of Turkey
and Greece, which led to a rapprochement between them in 1930s. Venizelos’s
approach, definitely, played an influential role in this. He became a Prime
Minister in 1928 and stayed in power until 1932. However, initially the Turkish
public opinion still had doubts about his continuing revisionist ideals. But, in
the following period, he deepened his friendship rhetoric and found ways to
show his retreat from the revisionist ideals, so-called the Megali ldea. For
instance, in the Greek National Assembly on February 10, 1930, he gave a
speech underlining that Greece would act in accordance with the treaties in
post-war period. According to him, both Greece and Turkey, two ‘peace-loving
countries’, could solve their problems within the peaceful environment.*®® But,
the reason of this change in the policies of Venizelos is disputable. According
to some Greek newspapers such as Aneksartitos, the underlying reason behind
this change was to gain international support. It was written that this

international support would enable Greece to solve her remaining problems

183 «Garbi Trakya ile Istanbul Rumalarmim Miibadelesini Isteyecegiz! 99,000 Rumu Aliniz,
102, 000 Tirkii Veriniz!”, Cumhuriyet, 16 September 1929, p. 1: “Aldigimiz malimata
nazaran bu igtimada murahhaslarimiz Istanbuldaki Yunan emlikine vaz’iyet edilmesini de
talep edecekleri gibi etabli mes’elesinin halli igin de Grabi Trakya Tiirklerinin Istanbul Rumlar
ile miibadelesini isteyeceklerdir... Yunanlhilar Garbi Trakyadaki Tirklerin kamilen gayri
miibadil olmalarin1 kabul ettiklerini beyan etmektedirler. Filhakika bu zavallilar Yunan tazyiki
altinda perisan bir halde kaldiklarindan onlar i¢in higbir suretle muzir degildir. Halbuki
Istanbuldaki Rumlarin vaziyetleri biisbiitiin bagkadir. Komisyonun bu teklifi kabul etmesi
muhtemeldir.”

184 Alantar, “Tiirk Dis Politikasinda Milletler Cemiyeti Dénemi”, p. 77; Ladas, The Exchange
of Minorities, p. 566.

185 Alantar, “Tiirk Dis Politikasinda Milletler Cemiyeti Dénemi” p. 77.
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with the Little Entente States, Bulgaria, Macedonia, and Turkey.*® In fact,
Venizelos’s government was in need of these achievements in the foreign
policy. This was considered as a compensation for the economic problems, as
Greece was also hit by the Great Depression of 1929.*%" Thus, probably
Venizelos had pragmatic reasons for his emphasis on peace.

During this rapprochement period, when Venizelos met with the
Turkish authorities, he pointed out some of these reasons for the necessity of
Turkish-Greek friendship. For instance, on October 1929, he also met with the
Turkish envoy of Prague in the course of his visit to this city. The report of this
envoy revealed that Venizelos emphasized the necessity of peace between
Turkey and Greece in order to achieve ‘a significant status in Europe’. In this
meeting, he also implied that there would be changes in Greek policy about the
properties in Western Thrace. Thus, he told that Greece would rethink the
proposals of Turkey about this problem, which he defined as ‘only a detail’ in
Turkish-Greek relations.*® Similarly, Venizelos met with Enis Bey, Turkish
ambassador in Athens. In this meeting, Venizelos told that he would come to
Ankara in order to show the end of problems between two countries.*®
However, according to Enis Bey, prior to his visit of Ankara, Venizelos was in
need of a diplomatic step from Turkey, as otherwise it would be difficult for
Venizelos to explain his visit to Turkey to the oppositional circles in Greece.

Therefore, Turkey accepted the invitation of Greece to the 100™ anniversary of

186 22 January 1930: BCA, 030 10 254 712 6, pp.1-3: “Gegenlerde Atina gazetelerinden
terclime ettigimiz bir habere gére Yunan Bagvekili beynelmilel bir rol oynamak istedigi
mevzubahs olmus ve her ne kadar M. Venizelos Yunan muhalif gazetelerinin igbu haberini
tekzip etmeye caligmig ise de La Haye’dan Yunan gazetelerine gelen maliimat Yunan
Bagvekilinin hakikatta beynelmilel bir tavir takinmaktan yegane maksadi Yunanistan lehine
her devletin hiisnii tevecciihiinii kazanip her seyden evvel Yunan menfini temin edebilmektir.
Bu hususta Yunanca ‘Aneksartitos’ gazetesi 14/1/30 tarihli niishasinda sunlar1 yaziyor: .... M.
Venizelos’un La Haye da hazir bulunmasi ve perde arkasinda oynadigi rol, Yunanistan lehine
esasli neticeler verdigi gibi Yunanistanin kiigiik itilaf devletleri ile Macaristana pek
yaklastirilmasina ve Bulgaristan ile dahi Sark tamiratindan gayri bazi muayyen meselelerde
anlagilmasina vesile olmustur. Diger tafatan Yunan Bagvekilinin Fransiz birinci Nazzir1 M.
Tardieu ve Hariciye Nazir1 M. Briand ile olan temaslar1 Cinevrede Milletler Cemiyeti
Meclisinin ictimasinda arzi mutesavver muayyen Yunan meselelerinin hiisnii intacina da medar
olacaktir. isbu meseleler ise maliim olup bilhassa Tiirk-Yunan muallak ihtilafi ile alikadardir.”
187 Clogg, A Concise History of Greece, p. 107.

188 19 October 1929: BCA, 030 10 254 711 27, p. 1.

189 4 January 1930: BCA, 030 10254 7122, p. 1
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the National Day of Greece.™® In these celebrations, Venizelos declared that
Greece gave up her five-hundred years old demand from Turks and now chose
the way of agreement with Turkey.'*

This national celebration was about Greek revolt against the Ottoman
Empire in 1821, as a result of which Greeks gained their independence with the
Protocol of London signed in 1830."%? Although the issue was also related to
Turkish history, Turkey decided to participate in these celebrations but on the
condition that Greece would prevent any kind of anti-Turkish demonstration
during the ceremony. And, Mihalakopulos, the Foreign Minister of Greece,
guaranteed that such demonstrations would not be allowed. In the report of the
Turkish Foreign Ministry, it was pointed out that this celebration for Turkey
had significance only as ‘a historical event’, and the Turkish participation was
‘a necessity’ of peace policy of Turkey towards Greece.'*® Shortly after,
Venizelos visited Ankara in October 1930.'** His visit was obviously
significant moment for the Turkish press. For instance, according to
Cumbhuriyet, the visit of Venizelos, who was known as ‘the most dedicated
enemy of Turks’ in the Balkans, was really an important political event. It was

argued that the peace in Turkish-Greek relations, which had been restricted to

190 Tyl¢a, Enis Bey, p. 35.

1L “M. Venizelos Diyor ki”, Cumhuriyet, 31 March 1930, p. 1: “(Venizelos) Tiirkiye ile
besyliz seneden beri basgliyan bir davamiz vardir. Simdi ise istinaf ve temyiz hukukumuzdan
feragat ederek hasmimizsa miitekabiien samimi bir miisaleha yaptik.”

192 Yunanistan 1929-1930, pp. 23-26; Tosun, Tiirk-Yunan Iliskileri ve Niifus Miibadelesi, pp.
29-33.

19324 April 1930: BCA, 030 10 254 712 11, pp. 1-3: “Kendisile dost geginmek siyasetini takip
etmekte oldugumuz Yunanistan’in bizce ancak bir vakayi tarihiye kiymetini haiz olan istiklal
bayramina istirdk etmemek politikamizin bu giinkii cereyan ve temayiilatina uygun degildir.
Binaenaleyh gerek El¢imiz ile Sefarat erkaninin gerek icap ediyorsa Konsoloslarimizin bayrak
kesidesinden maada merasimde hazir bulunmalart muvaffaktir. Ancak Tirkiyeye karst
mukabeleten dostluk hissiyati beslemekte oldugu teminatini vermekten hali kalmayan Atina
Hiikimeti isbu merasim ve tezahurata Tiirkiye ve Tirkler aleyhine matuf herhangi bir niimayis
mahiyeti verilmesine miisaade etmeyecegi kanaatinda bulundugumuzu evvel emirde Yunan
Hariciye Nazarina ifade ile iki Devlet miinasebatinin islah ve tanzimine ¢alisti§imiz su sirada
vukuu takdirinde efkari umumiyemizi bihakkin ve ehemmiyetli bir sekilde rencide edecegine
stiphe olmayan gayri dostane tezahiiratlarin 6niine gecilmelidir. Atina El¢imiz Yunan Hariciye
Nazirile vaki ilk miilakatinda bu talimat dairesinde idarei keldm eylemis ve mosye
(Mihalakopulos) senlikler esnasinda milli izzeti nefsimizi rencide edecek niimayisler
olmayacagi hakkinda Elgimize teminat verdigi gibi merasime istirak niyetimizden pek
miitehassis oldugunu ifade ve ihzari siikran eylemistir.”

19 {smet inonii, Haniralar (3rd ed.) (Ankara: Bilgi Kitabevi, 2009), p. 500.
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the official papers in Lausanne, was only now materialized.’®® When he
arrived to Ankara, Venizelos continued to give peaceful messages. He told that,
with his visit, he wanted to show how Greece definitely considered the
Lausanne Treaty as ‘the established status quo’ for Turkish-Greek borders. %
Thus, he implied Greece would not follow any irredentist policy on the Turkish
territories. This speech repeated what he said in the Greek parliament seven
months before. In fact, it was this retreat from revisionism that led to
rapprochement between Turkey and Greece. And, on October 30, 1930, during

his visit, these two states signed the Treaty of Friendship.™®’

2.1.4. CONCLUSION

For Turkey, this rapprochement meant more than the normalization of
relations with Greece. It was also significant for Turkish view of Turks in
Western Thrace. With the establishment of friendship, Turkey knew that there
would be relaxation in Greek maltreatment of Turks. Accordingly, this new
atmosphere paved the way for the settlement of remaining minority problems.
Thus, thanks to this rapprochement, these two states settled these issues with
the Convention of June 10, 1930.'%

This rapprochement between Turkey and Greece was claimed to
become the core of peace in the Balkans. According to Venizelos, for example,
Turkey and Greece ‘constituted the essence of the Balkan peace’.*® In fact,

these two states perceived Bulgarian revisionism as a threat to this Balkan

1% «Tiirk-Yunan Husumeti Tarihe Karist:”, Cumhuriyet, 28 October 1930, p. 1: “Yalmz
Yunanistan’da degil, biitin Balkanlarda en biyiikk Tirk diismani addedilen bir siyaset
rlictiliiniin, bir zamanlar harben ve diigman olarak girmek istedigi Ankara’ya simdi sulhen ve
dost olarak girmesi, elbette gayet miithim bir siyasi hadisedir. Bu vak’a Tiirkiye ile Yunanistan
arasinda Lozan’da bagliyan sulhu miisalemet hayatinin artik muahedesinin sahifeleri arasinda
ve resmi devlet miinasebat1 seklinden ¢ikarak ruhlara niifuza basladigini gosteriyor.”

19 «Ankaradaki Tarihi Temaslarin ilk Giinii”, Cumhuriyet, 28 October 1930, p. 3: “M.
Venizelos’un cevabi nutku: ...Bu hareketle (davetinize icabetle) Yunanistan’in, Lozan
muahedesini arazi istatokosunun iki devlet arasinda kat’i tavsiyesi olarak telakki etmek
hususunda azimkar kararin1 géstermek istedim.”

Y7 Tiirkiye Dus Politikasinda 50 Yil Cumhuriyetin Ilk On Yili ve Balkan Pakt1, p. 230.

98 Miibadelei ahaliye miitadair Lozan Muahedenamesile Atina Itildlafnamesinin tatbikatindan
miitevellit mesailin sureti katiyede halli hakkinda Mukavelename (Ankara?: Tirkiye
Cumhuriyeti Hariciye Vekaleti, 1930), pp. 1-15.

199 «Venizelos'un Beyanati: “Tiirkiye ile Biz Balkan Sulhiiniin Esasim Teskil Etmekteyiz”,
Cumhuriyet, 19 June 1930, p. 3.
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peace. Both in Turkish and Greek Thrace, there was threat of Bulgarian
irredentist attack. Probably, this common concern was one of the reasons
which fostered the rapprochement between these states. And, in the following
period, this common concern also made these states came closer with the idea
of pacifying Balkans through a treaty.?®® These two states knew that their
friendly relations could help to make this Balkan idea accepted in the Balkans.
For instance, this was pointed out in the report of the Turkish ambassador in
Bucharest, dating April of 1933. According to him, if the Turkish-Greek
rapprochement continued to develop and took its final form, as it had been
affirmed by the report of the Turkish Foreign Ministry sent to him, then the
other Balkan states would be interested more in this idea of a Balkan Pact.”®*
This final form of rapprochement was succeeded during the visit of
Tsaldaris, the new Prime Mister of Greece, in Turkey. In fact, from the date he
was elected, he was also dedicated to develop relations with Turkey. His favour
of friendly relations with Turkey was also pointed out by the Greek authorities.
For instance, on November 1932, the Greek ambassador in Turkey guaranteed
that there would be no rupture in the peace policy of Greece towards Turkey.
He told that it would be wrong to restrict this policy to any political party in
Greece. Thus, the change in the government would not mean the change in the
friendly relations between these two states.’®? Similarly, the Foreign Minister
of Greece met with the Turkish ambassador in Athens and he told that he
would be so glad to continue friendly relation with Turkey.”® And,
accordingly, on 14 September 1933, these two states signed Pacte d’Entente
Cordiale that mutually guaranteed their Thracian frontier.*®* In fact, Entente
Cordiale, with the treaty between Romania and Yugoslavia, constituted the
essence of the Treaty of Balkan Pact. Then, on February 9, 1934 these four

states concluded the Balkan Pact, which was based on acceptance of the

20 Tyirkiye Dus Politikasinda 50 Yil Cumhuriyetin Ilk On Yili ve Balkan Pakt, p. 316.

201 24 April 1933: BCA, 030 10 226 524 3, p. 3.

202 13 November 1932: BCA, 030 10 255 715 14, p. 1.

203 13 November 1932: BCA, 030 10 255 715 15, p. 1.

2% «Gamimi Anlasma Misaki (Pact d’Entente Cordiale)”, Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Vol:15
(Ankara: Basvekalet, 1934), pp. 195-196; Tiirkive Dis Politikasinda 50 Yil Cumhuriyetin Ilk
On Yili ve Balkan Pakti, pp. 315-316.
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established territorial order. Thus, it was, apparently, an anti-revisionist project
in nature.”®

This anti-revisionist nature made Bulgaria, having territorial claims
from her neighbours, refused to take part in this Pact. Thus, Bulgarian claims
over Thrace continued to trouble Turkey and Greece, and these two states
protested this revisionist outlook in Bulgaria. Tsaldaris, for instance, in his
speech, as reported in the Turkish press, defined the territorial claims of
Bulgaria on both Turkish and Greek Thrace as ‘absurd’. According to him, it
was impossible to think about the admissibility of these claims.?”® However,
this Bulgarian threat on Thrace continued to intensify. Within the Greek
Thrace, for example, this potential threat of Bulgarian attack reached to a point
that even disturbed Turks living in Western Thrace. In accordance with the
Turkish documents from the end of 1934, it was realised that this Bulgarian
threat was one of the reasons of migration of these people to Turkey.?"’
Similarly, the threat of potential Bulgarian attack over Eastern Thrace felt in
Turkey. Apparently, these perceived physical challenges on Thrace made these

two states came closer during 1930s.

2.2. BULGARIAN CASE

In the inter-war period, Bulgaria was definitely one of the dissatisfied

states®®

and considered revisionist policies as remedy for its unhappiness. In
fact, it was clear that after the coup against Aleksendur Stambuliiski in 1923,
all the new Bulgarian governments had this revisionist outlook, and the
territorial claims on Turkish territories were also part of this revisionist
tendency in Bulgaria. Especially, in the late 1920s and 1930s, Turkey

concerned more about this physical challenge and doubted more about the

2% Tiirkes, “The Balkan Pact and its Implications for the Balkan States”, pp. 123, 134-135.

26 «Bylgarlarin Arazi Talebi Manasiz ve Mantiksizdir”, Cumhuriyet, 3 May 1934, p. 1: “M.
Caldaris “Tiirk olan Trakya ile Yunan Trakyasi iizerinden bu iddialar1 diisiinmek kabil midir”
diyor.”

27 Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 74-77.

298 Tiirkes, “The Balkan Pact and its Implications for the Balkan States™, pp. 123-124.
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friendship in Turkish-Bulgarian relations. In 1934, particularly, with the refusal
of Bulgaria to enter the anti-revisionist Balkan Pact and the rule of new regime,
this Turkish physical concern reached to a peak point. Turkey saw that this
revisionist atmosphere with active irredentist committees, which enjoyed

Bulgarian backing, resulted in pressure on the Turkish/Muslim minority.

2.2.1 FROM FRIENDSHIP TO ENMITY: BULGARIAN

REVISIONISM

Bulgarian revisionism was apparently based on ‘Greater Bulgaria’
ideal. In the Bulgarian history, definitely, it was the Treaty of San Stefano that
satisfied this idea at most. After the Russian victory during the Ottoman-
Russian war of 1877-1878, this treaty was signed on March 3, 1878. In
accordance with the design of this treaty, the Bulgarian Principality would
expand through from the Danube to the Aegean coast and from the Black Sea
to the Morava and Vardar valleys. However, this greater Bulgaria, which
gained strategic closeness to Istanbul and the Turkish Straits, bothered other
Great Powers, in particular, Britain. And, the threat of potential Russian control
over this vast Bulgarian Principality made these states to revise this treaty in
the Congress of Berlin. Thus, this short-lived treaty was replaced with the
Berlin Treaty signed four months later. A little changed about the internal
structure of this autonomous Bulgarian principality with this new treaty. But,
there was a considerable reduction in the territories designed for a greater
Bulgaria. And, some Ottoman territories in Thrace and Macedonia were
returned to the Ottoman rule again.?® The territorial gains of Treaty of San
Stefano, however, always remained as an ideal for Bulgarian revisionists.

Similar to the Treaty of San Stefano, the territorial gains of the First
Balkan War also remained as an ideal for Bulgarian revisionists. In this war,
Bulgarians even reached to outskirts of Istanbul by April 1913. Moreover, they
seized the important Ottoman cities in Thrace such as Edirne. However, as the

29 R, J. Crampton, A Concise History of Bulgaria (2nd ed.) (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2005), pp. 81-84; Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan States, pp. 208-209.
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alliance between the Balkan states was dissolved at the expense of Bulgarians,
the Ottoman forces was able retake Eastern Thrace, including Edirne, by the
end of the Second Balkan War.**° Similarly, Bulgarians also lost Southern
Dobrudza to Romania and a considerable piece of Macedonia to Serbia and
Greece.”* But, these territorial losses angered Bulgaria seeking Greater
Bulgaria ideal.

Apparently, Bulgaria entered the First World War to satisfy its
territorial ideal. As the Central Powers seemed to Bulgaria having more chance
of success and offered more territories, it favoured the Central Powers.
Germany, for example, offered Macedonia and greater parts of Thrace and the
control of Aleksandropolis (Dedeagacg) railway line.?*? Thus, on September 6,
1915 Bulgaria signed agreements with Germany and Austria-Hungary and
entered war on their side. This meant Bulgaria would be able to satisfy most of
‘Bulgaria of San Stefano’ ideal.?** However, this was not the case as the
outcome of war was in favour of the Allies. And, on September 29, 1918
Bulgaria signed an armistice after the forces of Allies entered its territories.*
In the following year, on November 27, 1919 Bulgaria signed a peace treaty
with them in Neuilly-sur-Seine. With this treaty, Bulgaria lost strategically
influential points such as Struma valley, Tsaribod, Negotin and Vranje to
Yugoslavia.?®® In addition to these, in 1920, the Allies left the authority of
Western Thrace to Greece.?!® This meant that Bulgaria was deprived of its
access to the Aegean Sea. And, it was apparent that these territorial losses
made Bulgaria unhappy with new settlement after the First World War.
Dissatisfied with this peace settlement, in the inter-war period Bulgaria

considered any kind of revisionism as an opportunity.?!’ And, this territorial

210 jystin McCarthy, The Ottoman Turks: An Introductory History to 1923 (London: Longman,
1997), pp. 353-354.

2 Tiirkes, “The Balkan Pact and its Implications for the Balkan States”, p. 124.

212 Ccrampton, A Concise History of Bulgaria, p. 138.

13 Fahir Armaoglu, 20. Yiizyil Siyasi Tarihi 1914-1980 (Ankara: Tiirkiye is Bankasi, 1983),
pp. 118-1109.

“ Crampton, A Concise History of Bulgaria, p. 139.

21> Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan States, p. 304.

28 Turihte Tiirk Bulgar Iliskileri, p. 97.

217 Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan States, p. 311.
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dissatisfaction became the centre of the Bulgarian relations with her
neighbours.

Although Turkey was one of the states that Bulgaria had better relations
when compared to other Balkan states, this issue still played a central role
between these two in the inter-war period. These Bulgarian claims were about
Turkish Thrace. For these territorial claims, Bulgarian revisionists mainly
referred to the Bulgarian siege of Edirne during the Balkan Wars, on March 26,
1913. It was one of the last and the vital fortress for the Ottoman Empire in
Thrace but it was retaken by the Ottoman forces in July.”*® However, this event
continued to be celebrated in Bulgaria per annum, as ‘the independence of
Edirne’. And, Turkey put strict eye to these celebrations. For the Turkish view,
these persistent celebrations justified how the loss of Edirne remained
unacceptable for the Bulgarian revisionist. Defining the Ottoman retaking of
Edirne as ‘the act of a clown putting high and mighty as if he was a

219 according to these Bulgarian revisionists, this was a temporal

wrestler
situation. However, the meaning of these historical events during the Balkan
Wars was different for the Turkish side.

The Balkan Wars resulted in more than the loss of Balkan territories for
the Ottomans.??® It was an emotional item within shared history of Turks and
Bulgarians. In the Turkish history, this war was associated with violence
encountered by Muslim minority. There is a book published in 1913 by a
charity organization about Muslim migrants of the places Ottomans lost in the
Balkans called Rumeli Mezalimi ve Bulgar Vahsetleri (The Atrocity in Rumelia
and the Bulgarian Brutalities). This book, both using the pictures and the texts,

explained the torture committed by Bulgarians and their allies. However,

218 R, J. Crampton, A Concise History of Bulgaria, p. 133.

219 25 March 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 627 2, p. 1: “Bulgar mektep miifettislerinden cografya
hocast Naseff isminde biri tarafindan yazisan diger bir makalede “Bulgarlarin Halil Yaver
Beyin zannettiklerinden fazlasim1 yani Midye-Enos hattin1 istemekte olduklarimi, Tiirklerin
bulgarlardan korktuklarini adeta itiraf edildigi ve bundan not alindigi, Tiirklerin Balkanlara
gelmelerinden evvel bulgar irkinin Trakya’da muharebeler vermis oldugu, bulgarlarin Tiirk
irkindan olmadiklari, vaktile bize usaklik ettiklerini de saklamadiklari, fakat eski efendilerini
nasil yendikleri maliim oldugu, 1913 de Trakya’nin istirdad1 palyaconun pehlivanlik etmesi
kabilinden oldugu ” yazilmustir.”

220 Boyar, Ottomans, Turks and the Balkans, p. 1.
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according to this book, even the allies of Bulgarians, for example Greeks,
showed disgust to unbearable atrocities of Bulgarians.??*

Indeed, this was a book published just after the Balkan Wars; however,
the Turkish publications in the 1930s also repeated these atrocities with the
same manner. For instance, Mehmet Seref, the MP of Edirne of that period, did
this in his book published 21 years after the Balkan Wars. He narrated stories
about Bulgarian tyranny of Turks on the way of the Castle of Edirne, which the
writer defined at a degree that would ‘even ashamed the angels of the hell’.
According to Mehmet Seref, members of the Bulgarian committees were quite
natural while stabbing babies sucking their mothers, cutting off breasts of
women, cutting stomachs of Turks open. As a result while the committees
carried ‘fire, torture and death’ to the Turkish villages, the Bulgarian army
entered the Castle of Edirne.?”” This, in fact, showed how memories about
Bulgarian siege in Edirne were still fresh in Turkey.

In the inter-war period, Turkey saw that Edirne was not only a city that
Bulgarian revisionists had territorial claims but it had also central role in their
ideals for expansion. For instance, in an article of Iv. P. Ormandijeff, an

influential member of the Trakya Cemiyeti

published in Zaria, it was
underlined that in order to govern Thrace, Bulgaria was in need of controlling
Edirne.?** Similarly, an article, published in Thrace in the same year, Edirne

was referred to as ‘the privileged ambition’ of Bulgarians as it was the pivot of

221 Rumeli Muhacirin-i islamiye Cemiyet-i Hayriyesi, Alam-i Islam. Rumeli Mezalimi ve
Vahsetleri (Istanbul: Mahmud Bey Matbaasi, 1913), p. 19: “Bulgarlar isgal ettikleri
kasabalarda o kadar caniyane hareketlerde bulunmuslar, 6yle hareketler irtikab etmislerdir ki,
bu keyfiyat miittefikleri olan Yunanlilarin gazeteleri tarafindan da tenkid edilmege
baslanmigdir. Ezciimle Selanikte miintesir Rumca Makedonya gazetesinde ahiren yazdigt bir
makalede Bulgar getelerile asakir-1 muntizamasinin if’al-i vahsetkarane ve zalimanelerini bir
cinayet-i medeniyye olmak tizere gostermisdir.”

22 Mehmet Seref, Bulgarlar ve Bulgar Devleti (Ankara: Hakimiyeti Milliye Matbaasi, 1934),
pp. 47-48.

“231 March 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 632 18, p. 1.

224 3 May 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 633 13, p. 3: “Zaria” gazetesinde Trakya Cemiyeti Reisi Iv.
P. Ormandjieff imzasi ile miintesir makalede. Bulgaristan, bulgarlarin istihlasi i¢iin silahla
hazirlanmisti, politika ile degil. Bulgaristana yeni dogusunu, istiklalini kazandiran aktorlerin
Oliimlerinden sonra Cavur ve Bismark gibi birer sahsiyet ¢ikmamustir... Bulgaristan bu giin her
giinden ziyade, muahedatin tadili ile kendisini iktisaden kuvvetli bir devlet yapabilecek olan
acik bir siyasete muhtagtir. Bu da ancak Meri¢ vadisinden Trakyay1 kat’ ederek Ege denizine
inmesi ile kabildir. Bu sevahilde bulgarlarin hitkiimran olabilmeleri de ancak Edirneye malik
bulunmalarina baghdir...” denilmektedir.”
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Thrace.?®®

As Edirne had the pivotal role for these Bulgarian revisionists, they
intensified their propaganda activities accordingly. Thus, national celebrations
about the Bulgarian siege in Edirne were golden opportunities for them. The
Turkish authorities knew this and always followed these celebrations closely
through the Turkish embassy there. For instance, basing on the observations of
embassy, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs sent a report to the Prime Ministry in
1929 about the ceremony of that year. In this report, it was underlined that the
ceremony was again celebrated in ‘a noisy manner’ as the celebrations in
previous years. There was a ceremony in the church called St. Nikolas to which
garrison commander, General Lazorof, General Ivanof, who was the
commander of army which invaded Edirne and numerous other soldiers
attended. The same day of this celebration, the soldiers who had participated to
the invasion of Edirne also issued a special newspaper called Edirne, which
was full of articles and the pictures showing the details of the siege.?*® This
showed the efforts of the revisionists to make this historical event fresh in the
minds of Bulgarians. A similar Turkish report from 1932 reflected the
continuing propaganda activities of these revisionists about Edirne. For
instance, the Bulgarian clergyman described the siege in Edirne as ‘the most
glorious triumph’ in the Balkan Wars that could be the lesson for new
generations in Bulgaria. The revisionist ideal of this clergyman was apparent
within his description of Edirne as ‘the victim of the injustice of civilised world

once again’, which implied revisionism was the sole solution.??’

25 3 May 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 633 13, p. 4: “22 Mart 1934 tarihli “Trakya” gazetesi bir
niishasinda kdmilen Edirne’nin istirdadi bayrami yil doniimiine hasretmistir. Muhtelif imzalarla
yazilan makalatta bulgar askerlerinin kahramanligindan, Trakyanin can noktasi olan Edirne’nin
daima bulgar milleti i¢in bir nuhbei amal olarak kalacagindan bahs olunmaktadir. Bu
meyamda, Allahin yardimi ile bir giin gelir bulgarlar tekrar eski kuvvetlerini elde ederlerse bir
daha mechul ve yabanci bir toprak igun degil fakat mukaddes bir toprak, kahramanlarin
mezarlar1, miinbit bir erazi ve deniz igun harb edeceklerdir, denilmektedir.”

226 23 June 1929: BCA, 030 10 239 617 6, p. 1. “Edirnenin isgali yildéniimiiniin Bulgaristan’da
tes’idi: 1913 senesi martinin 24 {incii giinii Edirne, Bulgarlar tarafindan isgal edilmisti.
Bulgarlar, her sene oldugu gibi bu sene de isgali yil dontimiinii giiriiltiili bir sekilde tes’it
etmislerdir.”

#2117 October 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 625 4, p. 1: “Rahip makalesini su suretle bitirmektedir:
“Ey Edirne! Bugiin tekrar “medeni” adaletsizligin kurbanisin.”
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In the same year Tevfik Kamil (Koperler), the Turkish ambassador in
Sofia, reported a speech of a member of the Trakya Ihtildl Komitas:, which was
also called as Trakya /Ihtilal Teskilan (the Internal Thracian Revolutionary
Organization, ITRO). In his speech, this man told about the necessity for
Bulgarians to carry the issue of Thrace to the top agenda of Bulgarian foreign
policy.??® Similarly, another report from the Turkish embassy pointed out the
same emphasis observed from revisionist publishing organs such as Thrace.?*
Apparently, revisionist committee members described Eastern Thrace more
significant than the ‘sunless and stony Macedonia’.?® Indeed, this attitude of
the Trakya /htilal Komitas: presenting the Thracian issue more significant than
Macedonian one disturbed the Turkish authorities. They suspected about the
role of Yugoslavia to provoke this committee to act like this.?**

In 1933, the committee members even accepted as ‘a week of
propaganda’, between 19 and 26 March, for the celebrations about the
Bulgarian siege in Edirne. For this week, these revisionists decided to organize

conferences given by figures such as the director of National Museum, D. P.

228 19 October 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 625 8 2, p. 3: “Trakya teskilati miimessili nutkunda her
vakitki nakaratlarini tekrar ederek Trakya meselesinin Bulgar siyaseti hariciyesinin en mithim
mevzuu olmasi gerektigini ileri siirmiigtiir.”

229 25 May 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 622 14, p. 1: “Trakya Cemiyetinin nasiri efkér (Trakya)
gazetesi ile Trakya ihtilal teskilatinin organi olan “Staj” gazetesinin sayam kayt nesriyatinin
hiilaseten Fransizacaya miitercem suretleri Sofya El¢iligimizden génderilmis olmakla aynen ve
leffen takdim kilindi, efendim.”; Halil Yaver, Bugiinkii Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Diismanligi
(istanbul: Tecelli Matbaas1, 1932), pp. 32-33: “Bulgaristan’da resmen tesekkiil etmis bir
“Trakya cemiyeti var. Bu cemiyetin “Trakya” isminde bir gazetesi de her hafta ¢ikmaktadir.”
201 May 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 622 3, p. 1: “Sofya Elgiligimizden alinan tahriratin metni
bervechizir arzolunur: “Sarki Trakya ve Midiye-Enos hattinin Bulgaristan igin taslik ve
giinegsiz Makedonya’dan daha ziyade haizi emniyet oldugu keyfiyeti “Trakya” gazetesinde
uzun zamandan beri takip edilen bir tez oldugu maliimu Devletleridir.”

#1 10 March 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 620 14, p. 1: “Bulgar Bagsvekili Mosyé Musanof’un
Ankara seyahatinin bir hatayr siyasi oldugu ve bu seyyahatin zimandarinin Paris seyahati
esnasinda miisarinileyhe hiisnii muamale etmemis bulunduklari hakkindaki bazi Bulgar
gazeteleri tarafindan nesredilenyazilarla Belgrat matbuatinda goriilen ve hemen ayni maalde
bulunan nesriyatin, bu iki memleketteki Trakya teskilati tarafindan memleketimiz aleyhinde
ibraz edilmakte olan hamsan hissiyatin derecei miisabehetini gdstermesi itibarile sayani kayt
gorildiigii Sofya El¢iligimizden alinan bir tahriratta bildirilmekte ve berve¢hi maruz miitaleat
ilave edilmektedir: “Bilhassa Trakya Teskilat1 ele baslar1 tarafindan son zamanlarda
(Makedonya mesalesi ve Makedonya teskilati tarafindan takip olunan siyasetin Bulgaristan i¢in
netice itibarile daha miifit olan Trakya meselesinin Bulgar milli siyasetinin mihveri yapilmasi)
hakkinda ileri siiriilen miitaleatin Yugoslavlar tarafindan tesvik gérmekte oldugunu gdsteren
birer delildir.”
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Nikoloff, Iv. P. Ormandjieff and Petkonoff in ‘Alliance Frangaise of Sofia’.**
Indeed, the Turkish authorities were familiar with these names. For instance,
the Turkish consul in Varna sent a report to Ankara one week earlier, about the
activities of Petkonoff, the committee member. The consul pointed out that it
was highly unusual to face with conferences in VVarna on the issue of Thrace at
this level of publicly declared and with this kind of grand organization.?®
These grand organizations of revisionists, however, made Turkey suspected
about the hidden role of the Bulgarian state behind them. The Turkish
publications, for example, the book of Halil Yaver called Bugiinkii
Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Diismanligi (The Enmity towards the Turks in Today’s
Bulgaria), which was published in 1932, pointed out how these national
celebrations were organized by both the Bulgarian government and the
committees.”®*

However, there were also cases that the Bulgarian authorities declared
their territorial ideals overtly. For instance, Tevfik Kamil reported about a
speech of an influential clergyman, Stefan, the metropolitan of Sofia. Stefan
emphasized the bravery of Bulgarian soldiers during the siege of Edirne, which
had been lost because of ‘the loose policies of the Bulgarian politicians’. He
told that continuous national celebrations would finally help to make Thrace,
‘the inseparable and unforgettable part of Bulgaria’, again a Bulgarian
territory.?®> Indeed, this definition of Stefan about the national celebrations
justified the physical concerns of Turkey about the celebrations for Edirne. It

232 25 March 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 626 32, p. 1.

%3 18 March 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 626 21, p. 1: “Trakya muhacirleri Cemiyetleri,
gazetelerile yaptiklari propagandayi bir¢ok sehirlerde verdikleri konferans ve tertip ettikleri
toplantilarla da teksif eylemege devam eylemektedirler. Bu meyanda Cemiyet icra komitesi
katibi K. N. Petkonoff Sofyadan Varnaya giderek orada Trakya mefkiiresi ve Trakya
Cemiyetinin faaliyetleri hakkinda konferanslar vermistir.”

2% Halil Yaver, Bugiinkii Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Diismanhigt, pp. 14-15.

2% 19 October 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 625 8, p. 2: “Sofya Metropolidi Stefan bir hitabe irat
ederek Edirne harbi devri senevisinin Bulgar kalplerinde hem seving hem de keder duygulari
dogurdugunu ve Bulgar neferinin kahramanligi ile kazanmilan zaferin bazi politikacilarin
hafifmesrepligi neticesi kaybedildigini, Edirne denilen miicevherin Bulgarlar tarafindan
zaptedildikten sonra tekrar ellerinden alindig1 s6ylenmis ve 58 inci alay efradinin secaatinin
Edirne’nin zapti hadisesini daima yadettirerek Bulgarlara altin ve feyzdar Trakya’nin,
anavatandan ayrilmaz ve unutulmaz Trakya’nin giiniin birinde ona rucu edecegine dair iman
bahsedecegini ilave etmis ve atide ayni hatalara diisiilmemesini temenni eylemistir.”
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was apparent for Turkey that despite the friendship rhetoric of King Boris and
Mouchanoff, there was an official support behind these activities. For instance,
the political establishment in Bulgaria such as General Kisof, the Minister of
Military Affairs, Malinof, president of the Bulgarian Assembly including the
metropolitan Stefan inaugurated a monument symbolising the siege of Edirne.
They also did not abstain to define the task of this monument as encouraging
Bulgarians to work for ‘future seizure’ of Edirne.® But, for the Turkish side,
from 1934 onwards, support of the Bulgarian government to these activities
became more observable.

In fact, 1934 was also the year of delicate relations between Turkey and
Bulgaria because of the Balkan Pact issue. Although Turkey worked hard to
include Bulgaria in this Pact, the latter persistently refused to take part in it.%’
However, it was clear that this refusal based on both external and internal
pressures for revisionism.?*® These external pressures were about Italy, as a
revisionist Great Power. Apparently, Turkey knew that Italy was against this
anti-revisionist Pact. For instance, on February 14, 1934 Hiiseyin Ragip
(Baydur), the Turkish ambassador in the Soviet Union, sent a report about how
ltalians even tried to persuade Soviet Union to be against this Pact.?*
However, it was definitely Bulgaria where Italian lobby against this Pact was

felt mostly.?*

Apparently, Bulgaria and Italy had close relations in the inter-
war period. This was actually alarming for Turkey because it was clear that
what made them closer was the same dissatisfaction with the post-war
settlement. Thus, Turkey knew that both shared the ideal of revisionism.
Hence, this made Turkey felt insecure about any possible allied attack towards
Turkish territories.?** In fact, with the Balkan Pact, Turkey attempted to

decrease this risk.?*> However, Bulgaria dedicated to refuse to be part of this

%8 Halil Yaver, Bugiinkii Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Diismanligi, pp. 28-30.

237 26 February 1934: BCA, 030 10 227 526 9, pp. 24, 33-34.

28 Cumhuriyetin Ilk On Yili ve Balkan Pakti, p. 318.

239 14 February 1934: BCA, 030 10 227 526 5, pp. 1-3.

0 Tiirkes, “The Balkan Pact and its Implications for the Balkan States”, pp. 125-126;
Cumhuriyetin Ilk On Yili ve Balkan Pakti, p. 311.

21 Tiirkes, “The Balkan Pact and its Implications for the Balkan States™, p. 135.

2 Cumhuriyetin Ilk On Yili ve Balkan Pakti, pp. 313, 318.
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anti-revisionist structuring in the Balkans. And, finally, this Pact was signed
without Bulgaria on February 9, 1934.

Apparently, internal pressures for revisionism were more effective in
this Bulgarian refusal. The Bulgarian revisionists, particularly the ones having
territorial claims on Thrace, were totally against this Pact, which aimed to keep
the existing status-quo. They underlined that Bulgaria, being unhappy with
territorial settlements, could not be part of this anti-revisionist Pact. According
to them, this Pact was definitely ‘unfair’ as it aimed to sustain the settled
territories. And, for this ‘unfair’ Pact they mostly accused of Turkey. The
Entente Cordiale between Turkey and Greece preceding this Pact was also not
‘a coincidence’ and it was designed to ignore the Bulgarian ‘territorial rights’
in Thrace. Thus, both this Turkish-Greek agreement and the Treaty of Balkan
Pact were disturbing for Bulgarian revisionists. But, these did not mean much
to them as they considered these written treaties as ‘temporal’. Thus, similar to
the Neuilly Treaty, the Treaty of Balkan Pact was a thing that could be revised
in their point of view. But, according to them what they needed was to
persistently continue their revisionist activities.?*

Accordingly, Turkey saw how they intensified their revisionist
propaganda in the course of Balkan Pact. On the 6™ of January 1934, for
example, Cumhuriyet reported about four planned congresses by Trakya /htilal

Komitas:, the first of which would be held on 14™ of January in Mustafapasa

#3 1 March 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 632 18, p. 3: “Bu adaletsizliklerin husulunde Tiirkiyenin
pek biiyiik bir tesriki mesaisi vardir. O ilk defa olarak 1913 senesi zarfinda bulgarlar1 hudutlart
haricine atti, ve ondan sonra aynini Yunanistan da yapti. Tiirk-Yunan misakinin Balkan
misakindan evvel olusu bir tesadiif eseri degildir. Neuilly muahedesinin 48 inci maddesi
ahkdminca erazi vermek suretile Akdeniz’deki mahre¢ hususunda Trakya teskilatinin
propagandasina karst son zamanlarda mezklr devletlerin matbuat vasitasile ve diplomatik
yollar ile siddetli muhalif hareketleri de bir tesadiif eseri degildir. ...Diinya’da “ebedi” diye bir
¢ok muahedeler aktedilmistir. Fakat bunlar pek biiyiik adaletsizliklere istinat ettiginden uzun
miiddet devam edememistir. Balkan misakinin akibeti de bdyle olacaktir; ¢iinkii milletlere
vurulan zincirler degil baki olan yalniz adalettir. Biz, Trakyalilar Balkan misakini boyle bir his
ve imanla karsilamaktayiz. Giiriiltiili misakin sonunu ve muahedenamelerin tadili cereyaninin
muffakiyeti i¢in her zamankinden daha ¢ok simdi bizim sabir ve metanet ve makulane hareket
etmemiz lazimdir. O vakita kadarsa? Is basma? Balkan misaki ile zincir bent edilen adaletin
muzafferiyeti i¢in cesurane is bagina.”
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(Svilengrad), a town ‘just on’ the Turkish border.?* Although after this
congress, due to the Turkish government pressure and Turkish press’s protests,
the Bulgarian government had to announce that the governor of Mustafapasa,
Peyu Triandafilef, who was deemed responsible for the congress, was removed
from his post, the Turkish consul in Plovdiv (Filibe) reported that this governor
continued to his duty as was proved by his signature on a passport issued in
Svilengrad (Mustafapasa).>*® Cumhuriyet made comments on this issue and it
was argued that by appointing one of the influential figures of Trakya /atilal
Komitas: as the governor of Svilengrad, who continued to stay in his job after
congresses, Bulgaria showed how little it cared about the friendship of
Turkey.?*

This kind of relationship between the revisionist committees for Thrace
and the Bulgarian government further intensified with the establishment of new
regime in Bulgaria. On 19" of May 1934, there occurred a military coup in
Bulgaria which resulted in dictatorship, and Colonel Kimon Georgiev became
the Prime Minister. In all areas of life including press, arts, political parties,
trade unions, banks and organizations of youths, there was the strict control of
new regime. In name of unity among the society, even the Turkish names of
places were changed.?*’ But, this new political scene affected the committees
as well and they were similarly dissolved. In fact, for Turkey, Bulgaria was a
place where the committees always held the power. In particular, after the

Neuilly settlement, according to Mehmet Seref, Bulgaria altogether turned to

24 «Trakya Komitas1 Hududumuz Ustiinde Kongre Aktediyor”, Cumhuriyet, 6 January 1934,
p. 5.

% 24 March 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 633 3, p. 1: “Filibe Konsoloslugumuzdan alinan bir
tahriratta: “Trakyalilarin Mustafapasa’da yaptiklari miting’in mesulu azedildigi bulgar
hiikkimeti erkdnmii tarafindan matbGiata beyan olunan Mustafapasa kaymakami Peyi
Triandafilef’un isinden ayrilmadig:1 ve bugiin yine vazife basinda bulundugu yapilan tahkikatta
anlagilmis ve Mustafapasa’da verilmis bir pasaport iizerindeki imzasi da bunu teyit etmis
oldugu” bildirilmektedir.”

#8 «“Trakya Komitast Hududumuz Ustiinde Kongre Aktediyor”, Cumhuriyet, 6 January 1934,
p. 5: Cumhuriyet- Trakya komitasinin aktedecegi kongrelerin bilhassa hududumuz iizerinde
toplanmasi ve bu kongrenin toplanacagi Mustafapasa kazasi kaymakamligina Trakya ihtilal
komitasi ikinci reisi Trandanfilofun tayin edilmesi, Bulgaristanin Tiirk dostluguna ne kadar
ehemmiyet verdigini gdstermektedir.”

7 Crampton, A Concise History of Bulgaria, pp. 158-160.

60



this state-in-state structure, a heritage of the Bulgarian history.?*® However,
with new regime even the Makedonya 7htilal Komitas: (Internal Macedonian
Revolutionary Organization, IMRO) was dissolved immediately after the coup.
This committee had worked for the territorial claims of Bulgarian revisionists
from Yugoslavia. It was an influential committee with its own paramilitary
forces and it had also close relations with the political establishment.?*®
However, as new regime sought more relaxation in relations with
Yugoslavia®® this revisionist committee was closed. But, the same
enforcement was not applied against the Trakya Jhtildl Komitasi.”>* And, this
disturbed the Turkish side. According to Yunus Nadi, the previous government
under the leadership of Mouchanoff was not also able to keep his promise of
closing the Trakya /htilal Komitas:. But, this time there was an authoritarian
regime in Bulgaria, with a power to close this revisionist committee. Thus, the
continuity of this committee was ‘abnormal’ under the present
circumstances.??

The relations between new government and this committee, on the
contrary, got closer. In line with the documents, Turkey saw how this new
Bulgarian regime took more part in these revisionist propaganda activities
about Thrace. For instance, Bulgarians organized an official ceremony to
inaugurate a monument in name of places taken from Turks during the Balkan
Wars. In the ceremony there were numerous Bulgarian authorities and
committee members. The War Minister, in his speech, declared that this
monument would become ‘an inspiration and encouragement’ for new
generations. He also implied that this monument would show the direction of

Bulgarian ambitions about its ideal territories that Bulgarian youths would

8 Seref, Bulgarlar ve Bulgar Devleti, pp. 53, 57.

29 Tiirkes, “The Balkan Pact and Its Implications for the Balkan States”, pp. 124, 131-132.

% yunus Nadi, “Trakya Adli Bulgar Komitanin Dagilmasi”, Cumhuriyet, 21 September 1934,
p. 1; Crampton, A Concise History of Bulgaria, p. 160.

»! The report of Turkish consul in Filibe (Plovdiv), dating April of 1934, showed that
officially it was declared that this committee was dissolved. However, overtly, it continued its
activities as a committee with Bulgarian backing. For more details see 30 April 1934: BCA,
030 10 242 633 10.

%2 Yunus Nadi, “Bulgaristanla Tiirkiye Arasmda Hakiki Vaziyet”, Cumhuriyet, 10 September
1934, p. 1.
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follow in 21th century. After the minister, the president of Trakya Ihtilal
Komitas: gave a speech in which he similarly underlined that Bulgaria would
never give up its ideals over Thrace and the Mediterranean.®®> Memduh Talat,
the reporter of Cumhuriyet in Sofia, reported another grand festival in Bulgaria
in which Bulgarians set up a monument for Shipka (a pass that the Russian
forces defeated the Ottoman forces during the Ottoman-Russian war of 1877-
1878).%* From the Turkish perspective the role of new Bulgarian regime in this
celebration was significant. In the place of ceremony, there was a canopy
called Edirne which was a figure which the committee normally used in its
congresses. When this canopy disturbed Turkey, the previous Bulgarian
governments used to accuse irredentist committees about this. However, at this
time, it was the Bulgarian government itself that built this canopy and whole
parliament including the King passed under this canopy during the ceremony.
Moreover, they also issued the stamps special for this ceremony.?® These three
day long celebrations were also reported in English newspaper Daily Mail
which defined this ceremony as ‘unprecedented’.?®® In fact, these all justified
the changing nature of the revisionist propaganda activities with explicit
support of new government.

Clearly, in this period, the Bulgarian authorities felt free to publish their
ideals about Eastern Thrace. For instance, the Bulgarian officer in the
Bulgarian Foreign Ministry, Dr. Assen Boijnof, wrote a book called “New
Bulgaria and The External World” in which he argued that there should be

condominium in Eastern Thrace including both Bulgarian and Turkish parties.

%% Memduh Talat, “Bu Hal Ne Zamana Kadar Siirecek?”, Cumhuriyet, 17 August 1934, p. 1:
“Harbiye nazir1 bu miinasebetle irat ettigi nutukta bu heykelin gelecek nesil i¢in bir ilham ve
kuvvet membasi olacagini, ona Bulgarligin yirminci asirda yilirimek istedigi yolu gosterecegini
sOyledi. Harbiye nazirindan sonra Trakya komitesi reisi bir nutuk irat ederek Tiirkliik aleyhinde
ne kadar kelime varsa hepsini de kulland1 ve Bulgarlarin kat’iyyen Trakya ve Akdenizden vaz
geemiyeceklerini sdyledi.”

% Crampton, A Concise History of Bulgaria, p. 83.

? “Hicbir Yoldan Edirneye Gidilmez!”, Cumhuriyet, 3 September 1934, p. 1: “Simdiye kadar
iizerinde Edirne yazili olan taklar ancak Trakya komitasinin kongrelerinde yapilir ve Bulgar
hiikGimeti de Bulgaristanda tesekkiiller hiirriyeti var deyip isin i¢inden ¢ikardi. Fakat simdi
Sipkada yapilip lizerinde Edirne ibaresi yazili olan tak resmen hiikiimet tarafindan insa edilmis
ve altindan kral hazretleri de dahil oldugu biitiin Bulgar kabinesi ge¢mistir.”

26 “Higbir Yoldan Edirneye Gidilmez!”, Cumhuriyet, 3 September 1934, p. 5.
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Although there was a strict censorship in Bulgarian publications with new
regime, this book could be sold freely in Bulgaria. Similarly, the government
gave permission to publication of articles calling Thrace as ‘wailing region
under the siege of Turks.”®’

In the following months, the support of new Bulgarian regime to this
committee remained as a problem between these two states, and the Turkish
authorities continued to follow this committee’ activities. For instance, on the
12" of April in 1934, the Turkish consul in Plovdiv sent a report to Ankara
about an intelligence showing the continuity of the activities of this revisionist
committee. More importantly, however, the report underlined the employment
of the members of the committee as guards, customs officers and watchmen,
who were armed and close to the Turkish border.”*® These armed revisionists,
who became the employees of Bulgarian state, close to the boundary of
Turkey, was highly alarming for the Turkish side since it clearly showed how
unofficial revisionist outlook in Bulgaria gradually turned into an official state
policy.

This close relation between new Bulgarian regime and this committee
was also reflected within the announcement of this committee about its
dissolution. In this announcement, the committee told that in order to make
new regime in Bulgaria held the authority in all parts of Bulgaria to sustain its
ambitions, the committee dissolved itself. Significantly, however, in this
announcement, the committee asked for the assistance of ‘the devoted sons of
Bulgaria’ for this new regime, which was ‘working to create a greater

Bulgaria’.® In fact, firstly, according to Yunus Nadi, this announcement

%7 Memduh Talat, “Dostluk Lafta Kalirsa Boyle Olur!”, Cumhuriyet, 28 July 1934, pp. 1, 3.

258 30 April 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 633 10, p. 1.

%9 Memduh Taldt, “Trakya Komitas: Kendi Kendini Feshetti”, Cumhuriyet, 20 September
1934, p. 1: “Trakyay1 kurtarma komitasi, yani Trakya ihtilal tegkilati, kendi kendini festtigine
dar Bulgar gazetelerine su tebligi gondermistir: “Trakyay1 kurtarma komitas1 Bulgaristandaki
yeni idarenin dort aylik faaliyetini, devlet otoritesini memleketin her tarafinda hakim
kilabilmesi ve simdiki hiiklimetin, memleketin dahili ve harici siyasetini simsiki elinde tutup
Balkan harbinde miittefiklerin birbirile harbetmesine sebep olan 16 haziran 1913 hadisessi gibi
miiessif hadiselere sebebiyet verip Bulgaristanin kazandig1 zaferleri artik yok edemiyecegini
nazari itibara alarak bugiinden itibaren biitiin subelerile birlikte faaliyetine nihayet verdigini
biitin Trakya mubhacirlerine ve Bulgar efkdri umumiyesine beyan eder. Trakyanin sadik
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showed how this committee, with a clear intention for a greater Bulgaria, was
more than a just charity organization as called by the Bulgarian authorities.?®°
But, secondly, it showed how this committee trusted in new regime to meet
their revisionist ideals. Indeed, this was not the case with the previous
governments. For instance, the Turkish report from 1933 showed how these
revisionists were critical about the previous governments since they described
them as being inactive to meet the revisionist demands of Bulgarians over
Eastern Thrace.?" In particular, they were critical about the friendly attitudes
of Mouchanoff to Turkey.?®? But, as they considered this new regime had a
potential to meet their territorial claims over Thrace, they saw no need to
continue their activities.

However, until this declaration of dissolution, the Turkish government
had already taken steps against this irredentist committee, considered as a
physical challenge to the Turkish territorial integrity with Bulgarian backing it
enjoyed. For instance, the Turkish embassy in Sofia closely watched activities
of this committee and sent regular reports about these activities to Ankara.?®® In
addition to these, its propaganda organs such as Trakya, Zavet and Staj were

also translated and sent to Ankara.?*

As a response to this challenge Turkey
mainly used diplomatic pressures. For instance, during the period of
Mouchanoff, Turkey conveyed its annoyance about the existence and

continuing activities of this committee. As Mouchanoff did not want to harm

evatlarina biiylik bir Bulgaristan yaratmak igin ¢alisan bugiinkii idareye biitiin kuvvetlerile
yardim etmelerini tavsiye eder.”

%0 Yunus Nadi, “Trakya Adh Bulgar Komitasiin Dagilmasi”, Cumhuriyet, 21 September
1934, p. 1: “Komita kendi kendine feshini ilan eden beyannamesinde bilyiilk Bulgaristan
idealini tahakkuk ettirmedigi simdiki hiikimete tevdi ediyor, ve bu hiikimette o ideali
tahakkuk ettirecek bir kabiliyet gordiigiinii de kaydederek bunu kendisinin sahneden
¢ekilmesinin eshabi mucizesi gibi gosteriyor.

%1 18 March 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 626 21, p. 3: “Burada hatip, simdiye kadar hiikiimeti
idare edenleri tenkit etti. Bu adamlarin, milletin arzularini nazari itibare almayup yalniz
baslarina Ankara muahedesi gibi mukaveleler imzaladiklarini ve bulgarlar1 hicrete ve Trakyay1
bosaltmasina sebep olduklarini sdyledi.”

26214 November 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 631 22, pp. 4-5.

63 15 November 1930: BCA, 030 10 240 618 22, p. 1; 14 November 1933: BCA, 030 10 631
22,p. 1.

264 26 September 1931: BCA, 030 10 240 619 10; 12 March 1932: BCA, 030 10 620 18; 20
March 1932, BCA, 240 621 7; 31 May 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 622 17; 25 May 1932, BCA,
030 10 622 15; 25 May 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 622 14; 17 April 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 627
13; 14 April 1933: BCA, 03 10 241 630 21; 4 April 1933, BCA, 030 10 241 629 2.
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Bulgarian relations with Turkey, he promised to dissolve this committee, in his
speech in the Bulgarian Parliament.?®® Despite his promise, Mouchanoff did
not close this committee; however, to mitigate the Turkish anger he banned the
publication of Staj.?®

This, however, was not sufficient for Turkey and Turkish government
intensified its diplomatic pressure about this committee even after the new
regime’s coming to power. For instance, A. Sevki (Berker), the Turkish
ambassador in Sofia who replaced Tevfik Kamil, met with the Prime Minister
of Bulgaria on the 6" of August in 1934. During this meeting, the ambassador
asked why strict measures carried against the committee of Macedonia was not
carried against the committee of Thrace as well. But, new Bulgarian leader
described committees about Thrace as charity organizations far away from
political activities. Then, the ambassador told that he did not mean the Trakya
Cemiyeti, which was officially established with the purpose of helping
Bulgarians rather he told that he meant the Trakya /Ihtilal Komitas: (the
ITRO),%®" which was secretly established with political intentions towards the
new Turkish state. But, the Bulgarian leader told that they did not encounter
with secret activities of such a committee, which acted similar to the

Makedonya Komitasi.?®®

%65 yunus Nadi, “Bulgaristanla Tiirkiye Arasinda Hakiki Vaziyet”, Cumhuriyet, 10 September
1934, p. 1.

%66 7 January 1934: 030 10 242 633 1, p. 1: “...bundan evvelki sikdyetler iizerine Mosy®
Musanof tarafindan gayri kanuni teskilatin organi olan “Staj” gazetesinin g¢ikarilmamasinin
temin edilmis oldugu...”

27 The Turkish documents dating from 1930 gave the clues of organic link between the Trakya
Cemiyeti and the irredentist Trakya Ihtilal Komitast.

%8 27 August 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 635 8, p. 3: “...Bu konusmadan bilistifade Makedonya
Komitasimin ilgast hususunda ittihaz edilen kati tedbirlerin cenuptaki tiirk ekalliyetini bihuzur
eden Trakya Cemiyeti hakkinda da takip edilip edilmedigini sordum. Miisariinileyh, hiikiimetin
icraatinin siyasi faaliyette bulunan gizli tesekkiillere miinhasir olup muhacirlere yardim
gayesiyle tesekkill etmis olan ve hayirperver bir miiessese halinde bulunan Trakya cemiyeti
hakkinda ayni tedbirlerin tatbikine mahal gormediklerini sdylemesi iizerine cevaben;
maksadimin resmen hayirperver bir miiessese sifatiyle faaliyette bulunan Trakya cemiyeti
hakkinda tedbir alinmasini talep olmadigmmi ve bu sozlerimle, bu cemiyetin arkasinda
nizamname ve statiilerinde musarrah siyasi gayelerle tesekkiil etmis olan gizli Trakya Ihtilal
komitesini kastettigimi sdyledim. Miisariinileyh, bu gaye ile ¢aligan bir komitanin faaliyetini
gormediklerini ve boyle bir faaliyet halinde haklarinda ayni suretle muamele yapilacagini
sOyledi.”
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The Makedonya Komitas: was an influential armed committee that did
not only have a connection with the political establishment in Bulgaria but also
had connections with the external powers such as Italy. In the inter-war period,
this committee was a problem for the Balkan states because of its territorial
claims. However, this committee did not have any territorial claims on the
Turkish territories so that it was not a challenge for Turkey. Thus, Turkey did
not abstain to contact with this committee. On March of 1932, for example,
Memduh Talat made an interview with its chairman, who told him that new
Turkish state was ‘the only friend’ of this committee in the Balkans, as there
was no unsettled issue of the committee with Turkey.?®® However, with new
political scene in Bulgaria, which brought about the Bulgarian-Yugoslavian
rapprochement at the expense of Turkey (when Thrace became the prioritised
ambition for Bulgaria as claims over Macedonia lost ground), the Turkish
government probably chose the way of establishing closer relations with this
Committee. Although there was not a written state policy showing this
connection, the existence of such relation was to some extent verified when the
chairman of the Makedonya Komitasi, Mihailov, escaped to Turkey when
Bulgarian regime dissolved this committee. Apparently, this committee was ‘a
state-in-state’ which had a chairman with an official post before the new
regime,?’® but after the coup, the situation changed and its chairman, Mihailov,
was enforced to leave Bulgaria in September 1934, and he sought asylum in
Kirklareli.’”* Then, he was brought to Istanbul for an interrogation.?’”? But, the
next day he was released and given right to residence in Turkey.?”® In fact, this
friendly attitude of the Turkish authorities to Mihailov could be read as
Turkey’s counter-offensive for intensified claims over its territories in Bulgaria

as a result of the Bulgarian-Yugoslavian rapprochement.

%9 Memduh Talat, “Balkanlarin Biiyiik Derdi: Makedonya Komitesinin Reisi ile Goriistiik!”,
Cumhuriyet, 26 March 1932, pp. 1-2: “Bugiin Balkanlarda bizim yegane dostumuz yeni
Tirkiye Cumhuriyetidir. Biz Tiirkiye ile her zaman da dost kalacagiz ¢iinkli yalniz onun ile
hicbir alacak verecegimiz yoktur.”

2% Halil Yaver, Bugiinkii Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Diismanhgt, p. 32.

2t «Kyrklareline iltica Eden Bulgar...”, Cumhuriyet, 15 September 1934, p. 1.

272 <\ Mihaliof Istanbul’da”, Cumhuriyet, 16 September 1934, p. 1.

23 “Iyan Mihailof, Diin ikimetgaha Baglanarak Serbest Birakildi”, Cumhuriyet, 17 September
1934, p. 1.
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This rapprochement between Bulgaria and Yugoslavia was also
observed in the changing tone of Bulgarian press towards Yugoslavia. Even if
there were some news against Yugoslavia, Turkey was aware of the fact that
these were heavily censored. But, on the other hand, Bulgarian attitude was
different for news against Turkey. For instance, on July of 1934, a popular
Bulgarian newspaper called Nova Vreme published an article describing
Eastern Thrace as a Bulgarian region under Turkish rule.?”* There was,
however, no Bulgarian reaction against this article as it was in the case of
articles written against Yugoslavia recently. Thus, two weeks after the
publication of this article, the Turkish ambassador met with the Bulgarian
Foreign Minister to covey Turkish disturbance about this double standard.?”
Indeed, it was apparent for Turkey that this was related with new Bulgarian
policy. Clearly, new Bulgarian regime was inclined to the unification policy of
the Southern Slavs. Thus, territorial claims over Macedonia lost ground in
Bulgaria in accordance with closer relations with Yugoslavia. But, the Turkish
authorities knew that now claims over Turkish Thrace would be prioritised.*™
Thereby, this new political scene in Bulgaria alarmed the Turkish side. And, in
the following period, this was in fact justified with increasing number of
publications against Turkey. Thus, the Turkish ambassador in Sofia had to
meet with the Bulgarian authorities again two years later, in April of 1936. He
told the Bulgarian officer in the Foreign Ministry that although the parliament,
political parties all vanished and the press was censored after the coup in

Bulgaria, there were increasing numbers of revisionist propaganda against

7 “pretle Okunacak Bir Yazi: Bulgarlar Baklayr Agizlarindan Cikardilar: Nova Vreme
Gazetesi “Trakya Bugiin Tiirklerin Esareti Altinda Inleyen Bir Bulgar Eyaletidir” Diyor”,
Cumhuriyet, 17 July 1934, pp. 1, 6.

25 12 August 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 634 20, p. 2: “Sofya Matbuatinin Trakya meselesine ait
nesriyat1 hakkinda bugiin hariciye nazir ile goriistiim. ...Hariciye Nazir1 bu nesriyatin vuku
bulmasindan miiteessif oldugunu ve bunun oniine ge¢cmek i¢in icap eden tedbirleri ittihazda
kusur etmiyecegini ve biitlin hiisnii niyetlerine ragmen bu gibi nesriyatin bazen sansiir
kontrolundan kagtigini sdylemesi iizerine kendisine cevaben: yeni hiikiimetin iktidar mevkiine
geldigi giinden beri Yugoslavya aleyhinde nesriyat vukubulmadigini ve malum Makedonya
gazetesinin Yugoslavya aleyhine matuf bas makalelerinin muntazaman tayyedilmekte oldugu
ve binaenaleyh hiikiimetin, dostluk miinasebati idame ettigi ve etmesini arzu eyledigi devletler
aleyhine vukubulacak nesriyat: menetmek mevkiinde oldugunu ifade eyledim.”

276 Boyar, Ottomans, Turks and the Balkans, pp. 107-108.
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Turkey in which Bulgarian government must be more or less tolerant at
least.?’”’

This view of the ambassador indeed showed the increasing Turkish
concerns about the revisionist claims over Eastern Thrace after the coup in
1934. This perceived change in the nature of revisionism in Bulgaria was
underlined in Turkish press as well. For instance, according to Yunus Nadi,
before the coup in 1934, Bulgaria was a place full with powerful irredentist
committees, but with the rule of new Bulgarian government under Georgiev,
Bulgaria itself turned into another type of committee. He pointed out that
although on the one hand Georgiev seemed against to Trakya /Atilal Komitast,
on the other hand he pursued a secret policy encouraging Bulgarians to apply
coercive methods against Turks in Bulgaria.?"®

According to Turkey, this policy of coercion was the other face of
partnership between irredentist Thracian committees and Bulgarian
government. The Turkish side saw revisionist propaganda was not the sole job
of this committee. However, apparently, attacking Turkish/Muslim presence in
Bulgaria was also the part of its agenda. Thus, Turkey considered these attacks
in accordance with perceived physical challenge posed by the Bulgarian
revisionism. It was clear that the Bulgarian government left this minority in
insecure living conditions under attacks of committees, and even backed these
attacks either implicitly or explicitly. Thus, the Turkish government put strict
eye to this violence and pressure and continuously protested about the
maltreatment of Turks and Muslims. Particularly, when encountered with
refugee problems in its Thracian frontier, the Turkish government angered

more about Bulgarian treatment of its minority.

27712 May 1936: BCA, 030 10 243 638 15, pp. 3-4.
2’8 Yunus Nadi, “Bulgaristanda Hiikiimet Degisimi”, Cumhuriyet, 25 December 1935, p. 1.
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2.2.2. TURKISH/MUSLIM MINORITY AS A TARGET AND THE

TURKISH RESPONSE

In 1920s, the Turkish side was occupied with Greek maltreatment of
Turkish minority in Western Thrace. However, on the contrary, this was not a
problematic issue between Turkey and Bulgaria. For instance, in 1929 Yunus
Nadi, who harshly criticized the Greek policies of that period, wrote that it was
Bulgaria where Turkish minority had ‘most comfortable life’.”® Indeed, this
could be related to the settlement of minority issue earlier with Bulgaria when
compared to Greece. It was on October 18, 1925 that Turkey and Bulgaria
agreed on the Covenant of Domicile, annexed to the Friendship Agreement.?®°
Although in the following years, two states had dispute about Protocol C of this
treaty (about the properties of minorities), in 1931 during Mouchanoff’s visit in
Ankara it was announced that this problem could be solved easily.?®* Thus,
with this earlier treaty, the situation was different with Bulgaria when
compared to the Turkish-Greek relations strained under remaining minority
problems in 1920s.

This treaty, however, always remained unacceptable for Bulgarian
revisionists, and they always criticized the Bulgarian government which signed

this treaty.?®?

According to them, with this treaty, the conditions of Bulgarian
minority in Turkey worsened. For instance, K. N. Petkonoff, the secretary of
the committee, in his article “The Captured Minorities”, wrote that with this

‘baleful and unfortunate’ treaty, the whole Thrace was left to Turks, and

"% Yunus Nadi, “Tiirk-Bulgar Miinasebati”, Cumhuriyet, 10 March 1929, p. 1: «...Tiirkiyenin
Balkanlarda Bulgaristan1 dostluguna itimat olunur bir komsusu memleket olarak gérmesine
hi¢bir mani yoktur. ...Bundan baska dil ve dinimiz olan miihim biri Tiirk akalliyeti en rahat
hayatin1 bu komsu memlekette yasiyor.”

%80 Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Cilt: 7 (devami) (Ankara: Tiirk Ocaklari Merkez Heyeti Matbaast,
1928), pp. 2482-2498.

81 Ali Siireyya, “Ankara Temaslart: Bulgar Bagvekili ile Goriisiilen Meseleler”, Cumhuriyet, 6
December 1931, pp. 1, 6; “Bulgar Bagvekili ile Goriisilen Meseleler”, Cumhuriyet, 12
December 1931, pp. 1, 4.

%82 18 March 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 626 21, p. 3: “Burada hatip, simdiye kadar hiikimeti
idare edenleri tenkit etti. Bu adamlarin, milletin arzularini nazaritibare almayup yalniz
baslarina Ankara muahedesi gibi mukaveleler imzaladiklarini ve bulgarlari hicrete ve Trakyay1
bosaltmasina sebep olduklarini sdyledi.”
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Bulgarians who migrated from Turkey could not still enjoy their property
rights.’®® Indeed, these critics were not limited to this treaty since they were
generally critical of the minority policy of their government. They presented
Bulgaria as a place where minorities had great freedom. According to Rodna
Zastita, a well-known revisionist committee, for example, Bulgaria turned into
‘a foreign state’ for Bulgarian themselves, so that Turks could benefit from
freedom while Bulgarians in Turkey could not. Thereby, Bulgaria should
banish Turks from Bulgaria, who occupied large areas in Bulgaria.?®* In the
same year in 1930, D. P. Nikoloff, an ex-MP for Thrace and a devoted
revisionist with membership to irredentist committees, also underlined the
difference between Bulgarians in Turkey and Turks in Bulgaria, and concluded
that the former could not enjoy the same rights of the latter. According to him,
Bulgarian minority in Turkey lived in conditions harsher than the times of
Abdiilhamid 11.%

In the inter-war period, obviously, Turkey was not the sole place having
a Bulgarian minority. More than ninety thousand Bulgarians were under
foreign rule as a consequence of the Neuilly settlement.?®® However, it was
clear that this issue was considered as the part of revisionist propaganda in
Bulgaria. In name of saving its minorities, Bulgaria in fact propagated
revisionism. However, at the same time, pressures towards minorities in its
lands, including Turkish/Muslim minority, continued, thus, both the Turkish
authorities and elite protested this. For instance, on April 28, 1933 Yunus Nadi

described the minority policy of Bulgaria ‘paradoxical’ as on the one hand,

283 18 March 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 626 21, p. 2.

%4 16 September 1930: BCA, 030 10 240 618 17, pp. 2-5: “Ecnebilerin kendilerini
Bulgaristanda oldugu gibi eyi hissettikleri bagka bir memleket var mudir. ... Tiirkiyeden biitiin
Bulgarlar koguldu. Millet meclisleri, ecnebilerin yapamiyacagi, yani hemen biitiin mesleklerin,
siralandig1 bir kanun ¢ikardi. Ve ecnebi kadinlarla evlenmis olan bilumum Tiirkler devlet
hizmetinden ¢ikariliyorlar. ...Bulgaristan ise bulgarlarin kendilerini ecnebi hissedecekleri
derecede “hiirriyet seven” memlekettir. ...Tiirkler bizde biiylik sahalar isgal ediyorlar.
...Komsularimizin yaptiklarin1 yapmaktan, onlar1 vatanimizdan kogmaktan baska bir sey
kalmiyor.”

285 27 July 1930: BCA, 030 10 240 618 13, p. 3. “Krallik dahilindeki tiirk ekalliyeti, bulgar
vatandaslarinin istifade ettikleri bilclimle hukuktan istifade eyledigi ve hatta bazi ahvalde
hususi tevecciithattan da istifade eyledigi halde, Tiirkiye’deki bulgar akalliyetinin vaziyeti
nasildir? ...Bu Bulgar akalliyetlerinin hukuku nerededir?”

%6 Crampton, A Concise History of Bulgaria, pp. 144-145.
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Bulgaria was searching for wider freedom for Bulgarians outside Bulgaria, but
on the other hand, it was pursuing coercive policies towards the minorities
within Bulgaria.?®” In particular with late 1920s and 1930s, it was what Turks
encountered in this state.

The Turkish documents showed that irredentist committees organized
attacks towards Turkish notables of the towns and villages to terrorize Turkish
minority and forced them to migrate to Turkey in a panic without their
properties. For instance, on February 25, 1930 the Turkish embassy in Sofia
pointed out the existence of a secret group®®® in the Trakya Cemiyeti formed to
act in this way, particularly in Kircaali, which had a considerable Turkish
minority.?®® This policy of the revisionists was clearly observable in the murder
of a well-known Bulgarian Turk Hasan Efendi, the governor of sub-district in
the region of Cabirogullar1 in Kircaali, in February of 1930. This murder
agitated Turkish press in Bulgaria. Mehmet Liitfi Takanoglu, the owner of
Rodop, reported this event and he declared that ‘it was their natural right to ask
for security in order to survive’.?* Similarly, the report of Turkish ambassador
demonstrated that the murder of Hasan Efendi resulted in ‘a great fear’ among
Turks in Kircaali and in a panic they wanted to migrate to Turkey. It was seen

that the culprits were committee members. However, Turks in Bulgaria did not

%7 Yunus Nadi, “Razgrat Hadisesi ve Bulgaristan”, Cumhuriyet, 28 April 1933, p. 1: “Eger
Bulgaristan ekalliyetler davasimi yalmz kendi milliyeti igin taniyarak bagka ekalliyetlere
gelince onlar1 kafalart ezilecek mahluklar saymakta beis gérmezse en agik tezatlardan daha
vahim bir vaziyet i¢inde peyan oldugunu isbat etmis bulunur.”

288 This secret group was later called as the Trakya Komitas: in this Turkish document.

289 25 February 1930: BCA, 030 10 240 618 4, p. 5: “Verilen malimattan Trakya Cemiyeti
Tirklere karst bu yolda sui kasitleri icra etmek icin hafi bir teskilat meydana getirdigi
anlagilmaktadir. Bununla Kasaba ve Koylerde Tiirklerin ileri gelenleri telef edilerek halk tethis
suretiyle mal ve miilklerini terk ederek hicret ettirmek ve sonra bunlara bila bedel sahip olmak
gayesinin takip edildigi siiphesizdir. Sarki Trakyada Bulgarlari memleketimde terk eyledikleri
emlak ve arazilerinin bedellerinin istihsali zamanda senelerden beri ugrasmakta ve her tiirlii
tedabire bas vurmakta bulunduklari malimu Samileri buyruldugundan buna muvaffak
olmayinca Kircaali ve havalisindeki Tiirkleri tatil ve tehdit suretile kagirarak bunlarin emlak ve
arazilerine bild bedel sahip olmak gayesini takip salifiizikir tarzda bir hafi teskilat viicuda
getirmis bulunmalar1 ihtimali dahilinde oldugu gibi sarki Trakyalilar arasinda son zamanda
goriilmekte olan faaliyetin bu maksada da matuf bulunmasi imkan dairesindedir.”

20 Mehmet Liitfi Takanoglu, “Son Cinayet Dolayisiyla!...”, Rodop, 2 February 1930, in BCA
030 10 241 628 17, p. 1: “Kanun-i Saniyenin 25 inci cumartesi giinii Kircaali efakan1 ac1 ve
kara bir haber sarsdi: Cabirogullar1 kiymeti Hasan Efendi vurulmus!...” ; Mehmet Liitfi
Takanoglu, “Yasamak Igin Emniyet Istemek En Biiyiik Hakkimizdir...”, Rodop, 9 February
1930, in BCA 030 10 241 628 17.
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believe that they would be penalized as the Trakya 7Zhtilal Komitas: was very
powerful in this place, which could cover up the murder.?* In the same region,
three years later violence towards the Turks was surfaced again. This time,
Feyzi Efendi, a well-known Turk who was the governor of sub-district in
Geran Ada, was killed by three or more Bulgarians, undoubtedly committee
members. Moreover, his death body was tied to a mule, so that it was harmed.
This also inevitably resulted in a panic among Turks in Bulgaria that started to
see the region as unsuitable to live in security. The Turkish consul in Plovdiv
learnt about this murder from a letter of Turkish youth living in Kircaali.”?
Similarly at the same period, Turkish MP in the Bulgarian Parliament, Hiiseyin
Efendi, was killed. In fact, this was the third murder occurred in the last few
months in 1933, since another Turk living in Kircaali was hanged on 31 March
1933,%* with a label on his body including first letters of Trakya Ihtildl
Komitas: (K. S. T.).”* The Turkish ambassador commented on Bulgarian
government’s reaction and he wrote that although seven committee members

were expelled from region in the course Hiiseyin Efendi’s murder, they were

not put into jail. Thus, according to him, the Bulgarian authorities did not show

#1195 February 1930: BCA, 030 10 240 618 4, p. 5: “ .. katillerin isim ve hiiviyetlerinin tespit
olunarak tevkifleri derdest bulundugu Kircali Emniyeti Umumiye Miidiirii tarafindan da beyan
edilmis olmasina ragmen tedabiri mezkire halki tatmin ve teskin etmekten uzak
bulunmaktadir. Ciin ki Trakya komitesinin nufus ve tesiri bir takim sahitler tedarikiyle katilleri
kurtarilacagi yakinen bilinmektedir. Keyfiyet katlinin Trakya teskilatina mensup kesan
tarafindan icra edildigine dair kat’i emaret ve kanaat mevcuttur. Mezkir teskilatin tensip ve
kararile ara sira koy ve kasabalarda mevki ve niifus sahibi Tirklere karsi yapila gelmekte olan
sui kasitlar Tiirk halkinin tethis ve miitecasirler elde edilemediginden halkin hiikiimete olan
itimatlarin1 kastetmekte ve son gare olmak {izre kendilerini hicrete sevk etmektedir.”

%92 23 May 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 628 17, p. 3: “Kircaali’li bir Tiirk geng tarafindan Filibe
Konsoloslugumuza gonderilen ve Trakyali Bulgarlarin Tiirkler aleyhindeki Faaliyetlerine
devam eylemekte olduklarini gostermesi itibarile kayda sayan bir mektubun sureti, aynen
asagiya alinmustir: “Sancagimizda yeni ve her kesi acilara bogan bir vaka olmustur. Kosukavak
kazasinin “Geran Ada” nahiyesi miidiirii Hac1 Hiiseyin oglu Feyzi efendi koytine giderken 3-4
bilinmeyen kimse tarafindan dldiiriilmiistiir. Olii, katira baglanarak saliverilmistir. Bu suretle
Feyzi efendinin viicudu perisan edilmistir. Oldiirenlerin Trakyalhlar olduguna katiyen siiphe
yoktur. Feyzi efendi ise gayet mert tabiatli ve miidiirii bulundugu nahiye halkinca ¢ok sevilen
bir adamdir. Kendisinin Oldiiriilmesile biitiin sancak halki pek fazla korkuya diigmiistiir.
Herkesin konustugu artik buralarda yasiyamiyacagiz sozleridir. Kasaba igerisinde de geceleri
baz1 kimselerin Oniine ¢ikilmakta, kendilerine hakaret yapilmaktadir. Birka¢ gece evvel Hafiz
Emin adindaki ihtiyarin 6niine ¢ikilarak sakallarini ¢ekmislerdir.”

293 «ya Buna Ne Diyelim?”, Cumhuriyet, 20 April 1933, p. 1.

294 «Kyrcaali’de Asilan Tiirk”, Cumhuriyet, 25 April 1933, pp. 1, 3.
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‘good faith’ to punish culprits that attacked Turks as usual.”®® Indeed, murder
of these Turkish notables by committee members who did not face punishment
was a real source of fear among Turkish minority in Bulgaria as it was intended
by Bulgarian revisionists. However, in 1930s these revisionists did not only
target individuals to terrorize Turks, also organized indiscriminatory rampant
attacks such as the cases of Kesarova and Razgrad incidents, which were very
traumatic for these Turks living there.

The Kesarova incident was about hereditable violence that Turks in
Bulgaria had to encounter in the village of Kesarova in Tirnova, in May 1932.
According to the report of Turkish embassy in Sofia, based on the news of
Turkish newspaper in Bulgaria, Karadeniz, a rural watchman fell on his own
knife with which he pointed to a Bulgarian Turk, ibrahim, to threaten him and
died. In the following day, hundreds of Bulgarians took Ibrahim from his
home, tortured him and in the end he was dragged to a wall from his feet and
his head was hit on the wall so he was severely injured and died in the hospital.
His family was subjected to despicable acts such as his mother and his wife
were raped. The other houses in the village were also attacked. The women in
the village were raped, the cats were put into their baggy trousers, the sticks
were lit up in the ears of the injured ones to understand whether they were still

alive or dead and at night both the mosque and the school were set on fire.?®

2% 1 August 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 630 25, pp. 1-2: “Bulgarisan’da Tiirk mebuslarindan
Hiiseyin Efendi’nin katline dair bu kere Sofya Elgiligimizden alinan tahriratin metni aynen
asagiya alimmugtir: “Sobranya’daki ti¢ Tirk mebusundan biri olan Kosukavak mebusu Haci
Galip oglu Hiiseyin Efendi, 21 temmuz Cuma giinii Horozlar kdyiinden Kircaali’ye giderken
kasabaya bir bucuk saat mesafede Siirmenler istasyonuna yakin bir yerde kursunla
oldiiriilmiistir. Merhuma bir aydir mebusluktan g¢ekilmezse oldiiriilecegi bildirilen tehdit
mektuplart gonderilmekte oldugunu gazeteler yaziyor. ...Bir ka¢ ay igerisinde o havalide
oldiiriilen Tirkler ti¢ kisidir. Fikrimce bu katilleri yaptirmakta olan teskilatin maksad1 intikam
hirsint  Tirk mehali iizerinden tatmin etmekle beraber bunlart yildirarak yerlerinden
kagirtmaktir. Hilkimet Trakya Komitacilarindan yedi kisiyi o mintikadan uzaklastirmigsa da
katilleri tutmak ve tercim etmek igin hiisnii niyet gostermemektedir. Netekim Feyzi Aga
merhumun Katili gibi; bu vakada da katiller Tiirkler arasinda aranmak suretiyle gosteris
yapilmaktadir. Bahsettigim ii¢ vakadan hi¢ birinin faili elde edilememistir. Artik mebuslarina
hayat hakkini tamin edemeyen hiikiimet ataleti ve aczi karsisinda burdaki irkdaglarin can
emniyeti noktasindan fazla bir sey yapmak kabil degilse cenubi Bulgaristan Tirklerinin
hicretlerinin kabul edilmesini ehemmiyetle arzu teklif eylerim Efendim. Yiiksek malGmatlari
icin arz olunur Efendim Hazretleri.”

2% 16 August 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 624 5, p. 9: “Maktul kir bekgisi, hatibin oglu ibrahim
tarafindan 6ldiriilmeyip onu tehdit maksadiyla ¢ektigi kendi bigag: iizerine diismesi neticesi
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According to Cumhuriyet, nearly forty girls, aged from five to twelve years
old, were raped.”” However, Bulgarian authorities did not do anything.
Although this incident demonstrated the extent of persecution which Turks
were subjected in Bulgaria, in the very same period, for example, in the Balkan
Conferences, Bulgaria continued to present the minority issue only for
Bulgarians under the foreign rule. With this pretext of minority issue, Bulgaria,
having a delegation mainly composed of members of the Makedonya Komitast,
even withdrew from one of these Conferences held in Bucharest, in October
1932.%®

However, apparently, while doing this, Bulgaria ignored the other face
of the coin, the problems encountered by minorities in Bulgaria including
Turks. To show this paradox, in the course of this Balkan Conference, pulisher
Mahmut Necmettin Deliorman, a well-known Bulgarian Turk, decided to deal
with Kesarova incident in dept. He went to this village as a secret agent to talk

Slmiistiir. Ibrahim ev tavanina gizlenmis orada yakalanarak daireye kirbag altinda gétiiriilmiis,
miithis iskenceye maruz birakilmis. Bundan sonra disari ¢ikarilarak iizerinde yiizlerce kisi
“horo” tepmis ve neticede bu bigarenin ayaklarindan tutularak basi duvar taglarina carptirilmas,
kafatas1 yarilmistir. Bu iskenceden sonra maznun Tirnavi hastanesine sevk olunmus ve orada
heniiz yaras1 bakilmadan dlmiistiir. ...Hatibin ve oglu merhum Ibrahimin zevcesi olup bu iki
kadinin her dayak neticesinde wrzina elleri baglanmig bir vaziyette gecilmis ve o bigareler
iizerinde bir siirii vahsi hayvani ihtirasin1 tatmin etmis. ...Kendilerine “ha¢” ¢ikartmislar,
muvaffak olmadilar bahanesiyle tekrar tekrar doviilmiislerdi. K6y kadinlarindan Hasan aga
zevcesi Mevliidenin belediye karakolu fliya giipegiindiiz irzina gegmek istemisse de kahraman
kadin bu canavarin elinden yakayi kurtararak koyden kagmustir. ...Kamil aga zevcesi Feride
/22 yasinda/ hadise gecesi alt1 aylik ¢ocugunu 6lii birakarak firar etmisse de fartt heyecandan
bicare delirmig, bugiin kdy dahilinde perisan bir halde gezinmekteymis. ...Ele gecirilen
kadinlarin hepsinin 1rzina gegilmis, salvarlarinin igine kedi kapanmus, ddgiilenlerin Sliip
Olmediklerini anlamak i¢in kulaklarinin iginde kibrit yakilmustir. ...hatip bugiin Elena kazasi
dahilindeki Stevrek koyiinde yasamaktadir, kdyden firareden halkin biiyiik bir kismi heniiz
donmemistir. Hergiin tehdit altinda olduklarindan rahat etmeleri ihtimali de yoktur. Cami ve
mektep gece saat 11-12 esnasinda yakilmis.”

27 M. V., “Bir Bulgar Kéyiinde Tiirk Halka Hiicum Edildi! Kéy Camii ve Mektep Yikilds,
Kirk Kiz Cocugu Berbat Edilerek Oldiiriildii!”, Cumhuriyet, 8 June 1934, p. 1: “Mayis aymin
ilk glinlerinde Bulgaristan’in (Garnaorehovitsa) kazasinin (Kesarevo) koyiintin Tiirk halki aym
kdyiin Bulgarlar1 tarafindan pek fena muamelelere maruz kalmislardir. K&y camii ile mektep
yikilmig, bes yasindan on iki yasmna kadar kirk kiz cocugu masum iffetlerine tecaviiz
edilmelerinden 6lmiislerdir. Erkekler dogiilmiis, kadinlarin namuslarina tecaviiz edilmistir.”

2% 24 April 1933: BCA, 030 10 226 524 3, p. 2: “Bulgarlar bu defa da yalmz ekaliyet
mesesesile aldkadar olmuslar, diger meselelerin kendileri i¢in bir kiymeti olmadigini
gostermislerdir.”; Tiirkes, “The Balkan Pact and its Implications for the Balkan States”, pp.
132-134; Cumhuriyetin 1k On Yili ve Balkan Paku, p. 309.
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the victims.?®® He was aware of the fact that this incident was kept in secret for
forty days by Bulgarians. It was firstly made public by his friend, Arif Necib,
owner of Karadeniz. Immediately after his publications about this incident,
however, Arif Necib was arrested. Then, this arrest was publicised in Turkish
press. For instance, Yunus Nadi wrote that some Turks in this state even
concerned about the life of Arif Necib. He asked Mouchanoff, ‘the friendly
government’, to enlighten this ‘unbelievable’ event*® One week later,
Mouchanoff declared the investigation about the six suspects of this
incident.*®* However, this was not sufficient for Turkey and Turkish minority
in Bulgaria in order to believe in Bulgarian government’s sincerity. Thus, the
Turkish authorities in Bulgaria went to the village for investigation.**

What made this incident more noteworthy for Mahmud Necmettin
Deliorman was the attitude of the Bulgarian government which tried to conceal
this “vileness’.*®® As this incident occurred on the eve of the Balkan

Conference, it would harm Bulgarian minority policy, presenting Bulgarian

2% Necmettin Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calind: (Istanbul:
Tiirkiye Ticaret Matbaasi, 1955), pp. 26-30.

%0 yunus Nadi, “Bulgaristan’daki Vak’a”, Cumhuriyet, 26 April 1932, p. 1: “Nitekim
Razgart’ta ¢ikan (Karadeniz) Tiirk gazetesi 3 Haziranda bu meseleyi (Nigin Susuluyor?)
serlavhali gayet makul bir makale ile mevzuu bahsettiginden dolay1 bagsmuharriri tevkif edilmis
ve Sofya’ya gotiiriilmiistiir. Bu muharririn hayat ve mematindan siiphe edenler bile var. O
kadar mi? O kadarina kadar inanmak akla ziyan bir seydir. Biitiin bu vaziyetler karsisinda
onlimiizdeki karanliklarin tenviri dostumuz Musanof hiikumetinden rica ediyoruz.”

01 «“Muganof’un Miihim Beyanati”, Cumhuriyet, 1 July 1933, p. 1: “Keseravo hadisesi faili
olarak 6 kisinin hakkinda tahkikata baslanmistir. Bulgar Bagvekili bize teminat veriyor.”

%02 21 July 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 624 7, p. 3.

%% Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calindi, pp. 19-22:
“Keserevo Katliami: Seksen Hane Tiirk Nasil Mahvoldu?: Razgrad mezarlik hadisesi patlak
vermezden birkag ay evvel Bulgar idaresinde kanli bir leke olarak yadedilecek olan ¢ok miithis
bir facia islendi. 80 hane Tirk mahvedildi. O giinlerde Tiirkleri insan yerine koymiyan
Bulgarlar, bu senaati isledikten sonra, duyulmasindan korktular. Hadiseyi Ortbas etmege
calistilar. ...O gece koyilin bellibagh Tirklerini bir binaya topluyorlar. Kdyiin Bulgarlari,
muhtarin ve jandarmanin gozii oniinde nodbetlese bu Tiirkleri sabaha kadar demir tellerle
doviiyorlar. 28 Tiirk canavarlarin elinde yar1 6lii, yar1 diri bir halde iken, bunlar1 sabaha kars1
koylin disina siiriiklityorlar. Orada kafalarini eze eze 6ldiirlip bir ¢ukura dolduruyorlar. Koy
Bulgarlar biitiin gece seferber halde, 80 hanede kadin, kiz, ¢cocuk, ihtiyar ne kadar Tiirk varsa
hepsini tasviyeye girisiyorlar. Bulgarlardan bir kafile birkag¢ Tiirk evi ile birlikte bir ¢at1 altinda
olan Tirklere ait olan cami ile mektebi atesliyorlar. ...Fakat kacamiyan Tiirk ailelerini
yakaliyorlar; erkekleri iplerle baglayip geng¢ kadin ve kizlar1 se¢iyorlar. Hayvanca ihtiraslarini
bu zavallilarin bu zavallilarin namus ve 1rzin1 berbat ederek dindiriyorlar. ... Tam 40 giin bu
facia gizli tutuluyor.”
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minorities in other countries as the victims of persecution.®** As Bulgarian
press was aware of this danger, they immediately published articles denying
Kesarova incident. But, more importantly, in line with Bulgarian minority
policy, they accused Turkey’s attitudes towards its Bulgarian minority. For
instance, Majdaroff, in Mir, accused Turkey of expelling and annihilating
Bulgarians in Turkish Thrace. He further claimed that Turks in Bulgaria had
very little room to complain about the treatment they received.*® However,
Majdaroff’s article did not deter this population from complaining to the
Turkish authorities. In the letters they sent to the Turkish embassy, these Turks
revealed the fear they lived through and they asked for the assistance of
Turkey, which they described as the sole relief for them as Bulgarian

authorities ignored the coercion they had to face.**

According to Necmettin
Deliorman, the Kesarova incident, which reminded Bulgarian atrocity policies

in the Balkan Wars, resulted in a panic among these people. And, he described

304 Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim Icin Calinds, pp. 19, 22-23.

0593 August 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 624 4, p. 1: “Bulgaristanin taninmig Rus taraflarindan
ihtiyar Majdaroff’'un (Mir) gazetesinin 27 temmuz 1932 tarihli niishasinda “Ecnebi
memleketlerde Tiirk ekalliyeti” sernamesi tahtinda nesrettigi sayani dikkat makalenin
tercemesi leffen takdim kilinmistir. Mumaileyh bu makalesinde Tiirkiyenin akalliyetler
muvacehesindeki siyasetinden bahsettikten sonra Kessarevo hadisesine intikal etmekte ve bu
hadise etrafinda isae edilen haberleri tekzibe ve Bulgar Hiikimetile Bulgar milletini tenzihe
ugrasmaktadir. Mosyd Majdaroff makalesinin sonunda sahsiyetinin vekar ve derecesile kabili
telif olmayacak bir laubalilikle Tiirkiyenin Trakyadaki Bulgarlari tart ve imha eylediklerini
soyleyerek Bulgaristandaki Tiirklerin sikdyet i¢in pek az hakli olduklarim ve Istanbulda bu
vadide ¢ikarilan goriiltiilerin iki tarafin da unutmasi 1dzim gelen bir siyasete avdet edildigine
bir isaret oldugunu ileri siirmektedir.”

%06 21 July 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 624 7, pp. 3-4: “Efendim siz gelmigsiniz bizi aramaga, biz
Keserevoda yoktuk, isittik sizin aradiginiz1 bizi, biz de geldik evimize amma ikinci giinde bizi
dovmege basladirlar ve hem de ¢ok eziyet ediyorlar; bizim bir ¢aremze bakasiniz efendim.
Bize bir imdat idesiniz, ana da siz baba da siz, bizim bir ¢aremize bakasiniz rica ederim rica
ederiz efendim. ...burada bu islerden kolayina bakin yahut bize bir yol gosterin, biz de bilelim
isimizi bize bir ¢are var mi yok mu; biz bu yerde rahat duramayoruz, ne insanlara ne de
hayvanlara rahat var, bir yere ¢ikamiyoruz bdylece bilesiniz efendim vesselam. ...simdi biz de
kéy muhtarina aglaniyoruz. Hicbir faide yok ve de kaymakama aglaniyoruz. Ondan da fayda
géremeyoruz bu bizim igsimiz nice olur sizden imdat bekleyoruz. Ya gane bir ¢are yoksa daha
simdi gelin siz alin bizim canimiz1 da biz de kurtulalim bu belalardan, bir kisi yapip ta biitiin
koyliiniin ne kabahati vardir, ¢eksinler ya sizden de hi¢ ¢are olamazsa bize tek bir haber biz de
arayalim bagimiza ¢are. Aman biz ¢ok zahmetler ¢ekiyoruz bulgarlardan Keserevo da Ravza
kasabasinda. ...Biz buraya geleli bize ¢ok eziyet ediyorlar daha ¢ok dertlerimiz var amma
yazmiyoruz. Nigin derseniz korkuyoruz bize diyorlar ki Bulgarlar biz islam karilarinda
gdziimiiz kaliyor efendim bizim hatunlarimiz suya ¢ikamiyorlar.”
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this incident as ‘the most evil massacre’ against Turks in Bulgaria before the
Razgrad incident.*”’

One year after the Kesarova incident, a similar scene of violence
occurred in Razgrad. This time, the target was not living Turks but the dead
ones. According to the report of Turkish consul in Varna, the attack to the
graveyard was organized by the members of Rodna Zastita, which was
described as ‘a fascist committee’ by the Turkish embassy in Sofia. Initially,
this committee imitated an Austrian committee, being xenophobic, but with the
success of Hitler’s movement in Germany, it started to follow up the principles
of Nazi movement.*®® Thus, it could be clearly argued that this committee had
hatred towards minorities including Turks. At Easter, a group broke into a
Turkish graveyard in Razgrad and dug up bodies. Obviously, the group had
made preparations before, since they were well-equipped with diggings, oaks
and axes. The group, consisting of nearly two-hundred Bulgarians, initially set

the house of the guard on fire and then they destroyed the whole graveyard.*%°

807 Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim Icin Calinds, pp. 27, 31:
“...Razgrad mezarlik hadisesi facialar ve senaatler zincirinin son halkast olmustur. Fakat ondan
evvel Bulgaristanin muhtelif mintikalarinda vukubulan tecaviizler ve iskenceler yaninda en
seni olani Keserevo katliamidir. ...Balkan Harbinde Makedonya ve Trakyada Tiirklere yapilan
mezalimin kanli bir perdesi de burada oynanmustir. ...Keserevo hadisesi biitiin Bulgaristan
Tiirklerini korkutup tiksindirip korkutmustu. Bu korku yiiziinden Tiirklere zuliim edenlerin
cezalandirilmalarini Bulgarlardan talep etmek i¢in bir milyon Tiirkten orta yerde Arif Necip ve
emsali gibi bes on gengten baska kimse goriinmiiyordu. ...Bulgaristanda 80 subesi ve 7000
azasi olan Turan cemiyetlerine dahil biitlin Tiirk geng¢leri miithis surette takibe maruz
birakilmiglardi. Bu yilizden genglerin birgogu Tiirkiyenin yolunu tutmustu. Keserevo
hadisesinden sonra Bulgaristanda ilk hicret ayaklanisi baglamigti.”

%08 11 July 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 630 16, pp. 1-2: “Bulgaristan’da milli ve harici milli
mesailde halki terbiye etmek lizere siyasi firkalar fevkinde kalmagi istihdaf eden (Rodna
Zastita- Miidafaai Vatan) isminde bir fasist tesekkiil mevcuttur. Ik zamanlarda Bulgaristan’da
komiinizm ve c¢ift¢i cereyanlarina karsi miicadele temek icin tesekkiill eden bu cemiyet
Bulgaristan’daki tesekkiiller i¢inde en ziyade ecnebi ve musevi diismanligi giideni olup evvelce
Avusturya (Heimwehr) teskilati ile tesisi rabitaya meyyal iken daha sonralar1 Almanya’da
Hitler hareketi baslamasile anin prensiplerinden ilham almaga ve ami taklide caligmustir.
Bilhassa genclik arasinda mensubini fazla olan bu cemiyet vaktiyle (Zgovor) hiikiimeti
zamaninda bu hiikimetin ihtilalci ve komiinist addettigi gruplara karsi kullanmak igin
muavenet ve sahabet gormiis olmak sayesinde miithim bir surette inkisaf bulmustu. O derece ki
cemiyet hiikiimetin zabita teskilat1 arasina ve fabrika ve atelyelere varincaya kadar ajanlarini
dagitmis ve (Bulgaristan bulgarlarindir, bulgaristan’da diger milletlere hakki hayat yoktur)
prensibi iizerinde vatanperverane propagandalar icrasiyle menfi hisler eshabina da tehdidatta
buluna gelmistir.”

%9 7 May 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 627 26, p. 1: “Razgrat hadisesi hakkinda alinan raporlar
peyderpey takdim edilmektedir. Bu meyanda Varna Konsoloslugumuzdan alinan bir raporda
verilen malimat ehemmiyeti haiz ve nazar1 dikkati calip goriilmiis olmakla asagiya alinmstir:
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This brutal action created enormous fear among Turks in the course of the
event. For instance, Cumhuriyet reported how these people waited in front of
this unrecognizable graveyard whole night and cried for their ancestors,
brothers, and sons. It was written that most unfortunately these people
withnessed that their relative’s bodies, who died recently, were dug up and
scattered around.*° Turks in the city wanted to inform the authorities about the
event but they could not access to the governor or governing director as they
were on the Easter holiday. But when the Bulgarian authorities were informed,
they chose to cover up the event by claiming that the youth aimed to enforce
the previous decision of Razgrad municipality about the relocation of the

graveyard, which was ignored by Turks.**

Despite the Bulgarian authorities’
dismissal of the incident as if it was an exercise because of a devotion for the
materialization of a civic duty on the part of the Bulgarian youth, and denying
any official support, Necmettin Deliorman, who was there on that night with
Arif Necib, painted a very different picture. He underlined that before the
incident Bulgarian soldiers had hidden their machine guns in the graveyard and
at that night while Bulgarian youth were destroying the graveyard, with the
command of the governor of sub-district, VVazelof, the Bulgarian gendarmerie

were standing on the roads to graveyard. Similarly, Hubangef, the clergyman,

“14-15 Nisan Cuma gecesi, Hazreti Isa’min 6ldiigii gece, karanlikta tiirk mezarligma yerli
bulgarlar tarafindan pek ¢irkin bir taarruzu yapildigi haber alindi. Miinasip surette yapilan
tahkikat neticesinde bu taaruzu yapanlarin Rodna Zastita cemiyetine mensup olan miifrit
milliyetperverler oldugu anlasildi. Aksamdan Kkliiplerinde ictima eden bu miifrit
milliyetperverlerin yapacaklart isi evvelden tasarladiklari, evlerden kazmalarla, kiireklerin
toplandig1 ve grup halinde mezarliga gittikleri, evveld mezarligin telorgiisii kesilerek kabristana
girildigi ve derakap kabristan bekgisinin evi yakildigi, ve bu hareketi miiteakip bir iki yiiz
bulgarin mezarliga dagilarak ellerindeki balta, kazma ve kiireklerle mezar taslarini kirip
gecirdikleri, mezarlarin tahrip ve telvis edildigi, hatta dlillerden bir kagimin bile mezardan
cikarildig1 ve bu ameliyat sirasinda bir de kamyonun ¢alistirildigi 6grenildi.”

310 «Bylgaristan’da inanilmiyacak Bir Hadise. Bir Tiirk Mezarhig Fecii Bir Sekilde Tahrip
Edildi”, Cumhuriyet, 18 April 1933, p. 1, 5.

811 «Sofya Elgimiz Hadise Hakkinda Ne Diyor?”, Cumhuriyet, 19 April 1933, pp. 1, 5: “Halk,
gece yarist kaymakami ve ertesi giin miiddeiumumiyi arayarak sikayet etmek istemigseler de
ikisini de galiba yortu miinasebetile yerlerinde bulamamiglar. Razgrad Belediye Meclisi
evvelce bu Tiirk mezarligimin belediyeye mal edilmesine ve Tiirklere bagka bir mezarlik yeri
gosterilmesine karar vermis ve bu karar Tiirkler tarafindan giiya kabul edilmesine ragmen yine
eski mezarhiga gdmmege devam etmislerdir. Hadisenin, Belediye’nin kararin1 emri vaki
yapmak isteyen ve mezarlar skerek yerine agag diken gengler tarafindan bu sebepten dolay1
ika edilmis olmasina Bulgarlar tarafindan ihtimal verilmektedir. Polisin miidahale ettigi fakat
kilise inzibatile mesgul oldugu i¢in geg kaldig1 soylenmektedir.”
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known with his insistence on installing crosses on the Turkish mosques, sent
his men to the graveyard.**?

Sofia was very keen to show this incident as an isolated attack by a
group of ‘so-called Bulgarian patriots’. According to Mouchanoff, Turkey had
exaggerated the issue.®"* However, the public opinion in Turkey did not believe
in the Bulgarian declarations at governmental level accusing only unofficial
organizations for maltreatment to Turks.®** Similarly, Antonoff, the Bulgarian
ambassador in Ankara, claimed that it was the independent act of ten or more

Bulgarians which could not be related to the overall Bulgarian foreign

*12 Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calindi, pp. 38-39: “14 Nisan
1933 aksamu Razgrat Tiirkleri sanki bir Sodom Gomor hengamesi i¢inde kivraniyor, geng
Bulgar zabitlerinin kumandasina verilen mitralydzlii askerler sildhlarii mezarligin dort
kosesine yerlestirmisler. Tiirk diismani sovenist Bulgar gengleri balydzleri, baltalar1 ve
kiirekleri ile mezar kaziciligma koyulmuslar... Kaymakam Vazelof’un emriyle Bulgar
jandarmalart mezarliga gidecek yollarin gegit yerlerini tutmuglar. Tiirk camilerine hag
takilmasin1 Gteden beri toplantilarinda telkin eden mutaassip papaz Hubancef adamlarini
gondermis ve hain faaliyetine baglamis. ...Tirkleri aglatmak, ecdatlarnin kemiklerini
¢ignemek, mezarlarini yikmak, miinevverlerini 6ldiirmek, onlarin zevklerini oksayan seylerdi.
Ve uzun yillardan beri yapilan bu tiirlii senaatler daima cezasiz kalmis ve hatta resmi Bulgar
makamlari tarafindan giiler yiizle karsilanmisti. Bulgarlar Razgrat hadisesini de bdyle olacak
zannettiler... Sokiiliip atilan mezarlik tel orgiilerinin &tesinde askerler, papazlar, gengler,
kartlar ve miktar1 belli olmayan siiriilerle karartilar gecenin zifiri karanliginda taslar1 sokiip
mezarlar1 ¢ignerlerken Arif Necip ile ben mezarligi ¢evreliyen bir hendek i¢inden vahsiler
stirisliniin baly6z seslerini isitiyoduk. Baly6z darbeleri carptikga mezar taglarindan ¢ikan hagin
sesler muhterem oOlilerimizin ruhlarindan kopan feryatlar gibi canhigsaran bir aksi sada ile
kalplerimizi delip gegiyor... Kefenlerile birlikte mezarlarindan ¢ikip ayaga kalkmis
dedelerimiz, babalarimiz, ninelerimiz, yavrularimizin kollarini bize dogru uzatip: “imdat. Bizi
kurtaracak yok mu?” diye feryat ettiklerini duyar gibi oluyoruz.”

#1327 April 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 630 2, p. 1: “Zgovoristelerden mebus Vasilef’de Tiirkiye
ile olan miinasebetin eyi oldugunu sdyleyerek Razgrat hadisesinin izam edilmis olmasindan
miiteesif gorlinmiistiir. Basvekil Mr. Musanof cevabinda, memleketimizden bahsettigi sirada:
“Tirkiye ile dostluk ve hakem Muahedelerile bagliyiz, miinasebetimiz hissiyat ve menafimizin
emrettigi vechile ¢ok samimidir. Hareketlerinin hesabin1 vermeyen ve giliya Bulgar
vatanperveri gecinen bir takim bedbahtlarin eseri olan ve vukuu istenmeyen Razgrat hadisesi
¢ok istismar edilmistir. Fakat biitiin bunlar dostlugumuza zarar vermemistir. Biz bu dostluk
icin miimkiin olan her seyi yaptik ve seleflerimiz tarafindan bize birakilan dostluk vaziyetini
muhafaza etmekle kalmayip onu arttirdik.” demistir.”; 17 April 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 629
12, pp. 1-2: “Bulgar Sobranyas: Hariciye Enciimeninde cereyan eden son miizakerat ve
Bagvekil Mousanof’un komsu devletlerle ve bu meyanda Tiirkiye ile olan miinasebata dair
verdigi izahat hakkinda Sofya El¢iligimizden alina malimat bervechizir arzolunur: ... Tiirkiye
ile miinasebetleri i¢in samimi tabirini kullanmus, Razgrat hadisesinin iz birakmamis, emlak
meselesinin halli ilerlemis oldugunu sdylemis, tigiizlii ittifakin ash olmadigini ilave etmistir.”
4 Yunus Nadi, “Razgrad Hadisesi ve Bulgaristan”, Cumhuriyet, 29 April 1933, p. 1: “Resmi
Bulgar mahfilleri sikayet mevzuumuza olan meselelerin gayriresmi tesekkiiller tarafindan ika
edildigini sdyler dururlar. Biz buna ilanihaye inanmis goriinmegi iki komsu memleket arasinda
takarriirii her ikisinin menfaatleri icabindan oldugu gibi giderek daha adaletli de olacak hakiki
bir sulhun sartlar1 ciimlesinden olan dostluga muhalif goriiriiz. Vaziyeti miisbet veya menfi bir
hal suretine baglamak artik bir zarurettir.”
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policy.®"® But, in fact, the Turkish public opinion suspected about the role of
the government in this violence. The report of the Turkish ambassador, for
example, revealed these suspicions. In this report from 1933, the ambassador
defined the living conditions for Turks as insecure. Added to this, he
underlined how it had become ‘a custom’ to leave attacks towards the Turks
without punishment in Bulgaria.*!® Thus, Turkey knew that the picture was
much different than what was drawn by the Bulgarian government.

Particularly, this incident protested among the youth in Turkey. The
Turkish national football team, for instance, decided to quit a match with
Bulgarian team and it announced that the members could not shake hands of
the youths of any state which set Turkish graveyard on fire and tortured
corpses.®” However, it was Milli Tiirk Talebe Birligi (Turkish National
Student’s Union, MTTB) that protested this violence at most. This union, under
the leadership of Tevfik Celal Bey, came together just after the incident and
decided to organize a widespread protest to voice Turkish youth’s anger about
this incident.®*® In line with this decision, on 20 April, the members of this
union met in front of the Bulgarian consulate in Magka and Tevfik Celal Bey
gave a speech there. Then, other high school students, particularly the ones
from Sisli Terakki and Fevziye High Schools, and people on the street joined to
this group and the number of demonstrators increased in a short-time span. But,
during the protest some people went to the Bulgarian graveyard in Ferikdy, and
laid flowers in this graveyard. However, this unofficial act angered the Turkish

government since the group resisted to the warnings of police, and 80 of them,

15 «Bulgar Sefiri Izahat Veriyor. “Razgrad Hadisesi Vahimdir, Fakat Tiirklere Karsi Bir

Hareket Yoktur” Diyor”, Cumhuriyet, 20 April 1933, p. 1-2.

816 17 April 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 629 15, p. 1: “Bulgaristan Tiirklerinin vaziyeti, Bulgar
Cingenelerinden Tirkliige temessiil etmis olan bir kisminin memleketimize kabulili ve
Pomaklarin muhaceretinin biitiin vesaitimizle tesvik ve teshili luziimundan bahis olarak Sofya
Elgimizden alinan 13/5/933 tarihli tahriratin sureti asagiya nakledilmistir: “Siyasi haklar soyle
dursun, miiteakip vakalarin sehadet ettigi tlizere bilhassa yeni arazide sakin tlirkler i¢in can
emniyeti tehlikeye girmistir. ika edilen suglardan bir tanesinin faili yakalanmamis ve esasen
tirkler aleyhinde yapilan ciirlimlerin cezasiz kalmasi bu memleketin ananesi iktizasindan
bulunmustur.”

817 «Genglikte Galeyan”, Cumhuriyet, 20 April 1933, p. 1

318 “Talebe Birliginin Karari”, Cumhuriyet, 20 April 1933, p. 2.
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including Tevfik Celal Bey, were taken for interrogation.** Indeed, before this
unofficial demonstration, this union applied to the provincial authorities in
Istanbul to organize a protest meeting on 23 April. But, this was not allowed.®?®
However, this group insisted on this demonstration and made it on 20 April.
Thus, they were taken by police. But, at night most of them were released.®**
Indeed, although they were punished for their resistance to rules, their
sensitiveness about the national issues was appreciated by the public. Abidin
Daver, a popular writer in Cumhuriyet, was one of those who showed how he
was proud of these students. Then, in its congress, MTTB even thanked for the
supports of Abidin Daver and Peyami Sefa.*??

Razgrad incident was traumatic for Turkish public opinion. Thus, it
remained at the top of agenda for a long time in Turkish press. The writers
clearly showed their anger about this violence. On 22 April, for instance,
Abidin Daver wrote an article, “Iste Bulgar dostlugu!” (Here is the Bulgarian
friendship!), in which he reported a letter of Petrov, who introduced himself as
a member of committee, Rodna Zastita. In this letter, Petrov wrote that how
Bulgaria could be a ‘friend’ of Turkey which ruled Bulgaria for five centuries.
He underlined that atrocities that their heroes such as Vasil Lewski (who was
hanged by the Ottoman authorities in 1873)*?* encountered under this Turkish
rule were always fresh in their minds. Thus, they would continue to torment
Turks in Bulgaria and expel them from their country. Abidin Daver commented
that this man was at least honest in showing his opposition to any friendly
relations with Turkey in his letter. According to Abidin Daver, this was what
Bulgarian government should also do. He pointed out how Turkey tried to

establish friendly relations with Bulgaria, as it was in the case of Greece.

319 «Hadise Nasil Oldu?”, Cumhuriyet, 21 April 1933, p. 1.

%0 «Talebe Birligi Nesrettigi Bir Beyanda 20 Nisan Niimayisiyle Alakasi Olmadigimi ilan
Ediyor”, Cumhuriyet, 28 April 1933, pp. 1-2.

%21 «jhtilattan Menedilen 80 Talebeden 60’1 Diin Gece Serbest Birakildr”, Cumhuriyet, 22 April
1933, p. 1.

%22 Cumhuriyet, 27 April 1933, p. 5.

%23 4 March 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 626 15, p. 1.
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However, if Bulgaria did not want this, then it should be honest to show this so
that Turkey would give up its efforts for friendship.*?

In this period, Yunus Nadi also published articles to protest the Razgrad
incident. He wrote that no Bulgarian excuse would be sufficient to denounce
this violence.*® Also, he pointed out in his articles how Bulgarian press did not
pay sufficient attention to criticize this incident, although they recently
overemphasized the Turkish demonstration in front of the Bulgarian consulate
in Edirne.>*® This was a protest organized on March 26, 1933 against annual
celebrations in Bulgaria about Bulgarian siege of Edirne during the Balkan
Wars. This protest angered the Bulgarian authorities, and Mouchanoff
conveyed his disturbance to the Turkish embassy in Sofia immediately.**’
However, the same Bulgaria ignored violence in Razgrad. This made Yunus
Nadi to question the sincerity of Bulgaria about friendship. He underlined that
Razgrad incident was not an isolated attack, since recently a Turk was killed in
Kesarova, then another Turk was hanged, similarly Pomaks were forced to
convert Christianity, and finally there occurred this violence in Razgrad. And,
he asked how Turkey could believe in friendship of Mouchanoff’s government
in spite of these attacks.*?®

With new regime in Bulgaria, which came to power on May 19, 1934,
there was a change in the nature of these attacks towards the Turks. For
instance, according to Turkish ambassador in Sofia, with new Bulgarian regime

these attacks gained ‘a systematic character’. Hence, Turks in Bulgaria had to

24 Abidin Daver, “iste Bulgar Dostlugu!”, Cumhuriyet, 22 April 1933, p. 1.

%25 Yunus Nadi, “Razgrat Hadisesi ve Bulgaristan-I”, Cumhuriyet, 28 April 1933, p. 1.

%26 Yunus Nadi, “Razgrat Hadisesi ve Bulgaristan-II”, Cumhuriyet, 29 April 1933, p. 1.

%27 3 May 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 628 29, p. 1.

%28 Yunus Nadi, “Razgrat Hadisesi ve Bulgaristan-II", Cumhuriyet, 29 April 1933, p. 1: «...Ug
giin evvel Keserova’da kire¢ kuyusuna atildiktan sonara dayak altinda dldiiriilen Tiirk genci,iki
gilin evvel Pomaklarin hristiyan olmaga mecbur edilmeleri gayretleri, diin halkin himeetile
hatbehat idam edilen Tiirk,bugiin Razgrat hadisesi...Bunlar soylece kalbur {istiine gelen kisiler.
Biitiin bunlara ragmen Bulgar dostlugu!”; Yunus Nadi, “Razgrat Hadisesi ve Bulgaristan-11I",
Cumhuriyet, 30 April 1933, p. 1: “Razgrat hadisesi miinasebetile bahsi a¢ilmis oldugu igin biz
nihayet bir kere sunu ac¢ik sdylemek istedik ki Bulgaristan’da Tiirk dostlugu denen seyin daha
ziyade manasiz bir kelime sayilabilecegi 6teden beri bizim gézlerimizden kagmamaktadir. Biz
bu dostlukta ne kadar samimi isek,Bulgaristan o kadar gayriresmidir...”
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suffer more cruel persecutions.®® This inevitably resulted in more refugee
problems on the Thracian border of Turkey.**® The Turkish reports revealed
that there were even Turks who escaped to the Romanian frontier where they
urgently contacted to the Turkish embassy to go to Turkey.**! Their situation
justified the severe conditions in Bulgaria, where they were maltreated. For
instance, Cumhuriyet reported how these refugees seemed wretched and broke
when they entered Kirklareli.®* These people were mainly settled in Tekirdag,
close to the Bulgarian border. According to interviews held with these refugees
published in Cumhuriyet, Bulgarians attacked Turks as they perceived Turks
deserving beating or living without any money.*** More importantly, these

people narrated that in Bulgaria they were under the pressure of both new

%29 13 September 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 635 17, p. 1: “Bulgaristan’da Tiirk ekalliyetine
yapilagelmekte olan tazyik ve intisafin 19 mayista yeni bir hiikimetin iktidar mevkiine
gelmesinden sonra siddet kesbeyledigi ve systématique bir mahiyet arzeyledigi malimu
devletleridir.”

%0 «Bulgaristan Tiirkleri. Tazyik Neticesi Hicret Devam Ediyor: Bulgarlardan Dostluga
Yakisir Yola Dénmelerini Istiyoruz”, Cumhuriyet, 10 August 1934, pp. 1, 6: “...Bulgaristanda
kuvvetli bir disiplin tesis eden ve hemen hemen ilk is olarak Tiirk dostlugunun Bulgaristan
cephesinde ne kadar sevilen istenilen bir kiymet oldugunu ilan eden yeni hiikimetin sozlerine
ragmen Tiirk ekaliyeti sistematik bir tazyik ¢emberi igerisinde bulunuyor. Hiir bir tebaa olmak
haklar1 kendisinden tamamen nezedildikten baska mutlaka Bulgaryadan g¢ikarilmak ve mutlaka
yok edilmek i¢in igkencelere maruz birakiliyor.”

#1 «zavalli Bulgaristan Tirkleri: Irktaglarmuz Simdi de Romanyaya Sigimyorlar”,
Cumhuriyet, 18 August 1934, p. 1; 13 September 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 635 16, p. 1: “Bugiin
Biikres El¢imiz Hamdullah Suphi Beyefendiden gelen bir telgrafta (yliz kisi daha iltica
etmistir. Kostencede sevkedilmek tizere elli kisi daha vardir. Tahsisat bitmek tizeredir. Yeni
tahsisat istitham olunur.) denilmektedir. Buna nazaran evvelce irkdaslarimiza yapilan
muamelenin tekrar tatbikine baslanmasi melhuz ve muhtemel oldugundan keyfiyetin acilen
tahkik ve isar1 Sofya El¢iligimize yazilmigtir.”

%32 «Bulgarya Tiirkleri Ana Vatana iltica Ediyorlar: Ekalliyetlerimiz Tazyik Altindadir ve Bu
Yiizden Tiirkler Panik Halinde Tiirkiye’ye Kagiyorlar”, Cumhuriyet, 1 August 1934, pp. 1, 4:
“Bulgaristanda Bulgarlarin Tiirkler {lizerindeki tazyiki giin gectikge siddetini arttirmaktadir.
Bunu Bulgaristandan gelen yolcularla her giin hudutlarimiz dahilinde perisan ve on parasiz bir
vaziyette iltica etmekte olan Tiirk genglerinin ifadelerinden anliyoruz.”

%3 «Buylgaristanda Zulim Devam Etmektedir: Bulgaristandan Gelen 40 Ailelik Muhacir
Kafilesi Orada Tiirklere Yapilan Fenaliklari Anlatiyorlar”, Cumhuriyet, 29 September 1934,
pp. 1, 6: “Son giinlerde Bulgaristanda zuliim goren irkdaslarimizin miihim bir kism1 ana vatana
hicret etmege baslamislardir. Giin gegmiyor ki Istanbul’a grup grup felaketzede gelmesi. Iki
giin evvel de (40) aileden miirekkep kalabalik bir muhacir kafilesi sehrimize gelmis ve iskan
edilinceye kadar Tophanedeki medreselere yerlestirilmistir. Bir iki giine kadar Tekirdag ve
havalisine yerlesecek olan bu Bulgaristanli 1rkdaslarimizla bir muhabir arkadagimiz
gOriismiistiir. Mazlum vatandaslarimiz, arkadaglarimiza sunlar1 soylemislerdir: “Biz Razgradin
Kemalli kazasile Sumnudan, Prevadiden ve Deliormandan geliyoruz. Hepimiz rengperiz.
Bulgaristana ziyanimiz degil faydamiz dokundugu halde bize yapmadiklarin1 birakmadilar.
Ismin Mehmet veya Ahmet mi? Dayaga miistahaksin, parasiz gezinmege mahk{imsun seni
stiriindiirmek sevaptir. ...”
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Bulgarian government and revisionist committees such as Trakya /Ihtilal
Komitasi.*** This in fact verified how Bulgarian government and revisionist
groups collaborated on this issue of attacking Turks.

However, it was clear that it was not only Turks that felt insecure to live
in Bulgaria, since Pomaks (Bulgarian speaking Muslims) were also a target and
felt themselves have to migrate either to Turkey or Greece. Indeed, it was
evident that from 1923 onwards Bulgaria took measures about Pomaks to make
them distant from Islamic and Turkish culture. For instance, the Bulgarian
authorities did not want to permit Pomaks to be educated in Turkish schools
and they were forced to worship in Bulgarian. Moreover, Bulgaria closed the
schools of Pomaks and banned the Turkish courses, and similarly restricted the
religious ones.**® However, the Turkish authorities in Bulgaria saw that these
pressures were intensified with the new regime. For instance, on September 6,
1934 the Turkish consul in Plovdiv pointed out this deterioration in the living
conditions of Pomaks in his report to the Turkish embassy in Sofia, which was
then sent to the Prime Ministry. He wrote that although previously there was
only verbal propaganda, now Pomaks were subjected to physical coercion. For
instance, Pomaks were forced to go churches rather than mosques.**® This
pressure on Pomaks was even protested by some Bulgarian authorities.
However, when these severe living conditions pushed Pomaks to leave
Bulgaria, what the Bulgarian side did was to accuse Bulgarian Kemalists of
encouraging these people to migrate.**’

Actually, the Bulgarian government desired to put an end to this
migration of Pomaks. Both Turkey and Greece, however, saw that these

Bulgarian efforts to prevent migration even resulted in murder of Pomaks

%4 “Bulgarya Tiirkleri Ana Vatana iltica Ediyorlar”, Cumhuriyet, 1 August 1934, p. 4: “...Su
apacik mezalimden ve bu perisan halde topraklarimiza dokiilen vatandagslarin halinden Oyle
hitkmedilebilir ki adeta Bulgaristan komitacilari, polisleri ve “gayrimes’ul” tesekkiillerile Ttirk
ekaliyetini ya imhaya, ya topyekin kovmaga azmetmis gibidir. Ciinkii panik halinde
kucagimiza kosan kardeslerimiz biitiin tekziplerin fevkine ¢ikan canli, hazin ve feci bir
tekziptir.”

¥ Hiiseyin Memisoglu, Balkanlarda Pomak Tiirkleri (istanbul: Tirk Diinyalar1 Arastirma
Vakfi, 2005), pp. 61-62.

%% 6 September 1935: BCA, 030 10 242 637 8, pp. 4-6.

%7 Belgelerle Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ve Tiirk-Bulgar Iliskileri (1913-1938) (Ankara: TC
Bagbakanlik Devlet Arsivleri Genel Miidiirliigii, 2002), pp. 357-359.
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attempting to migrate from this state. On April 1934, for instance, eleven
Pomaks were killed by Bulgarian soldiers on the borders, while they were
fleeing from Bulgaria. This drew attention of Turkish press, and Cumhuriyet
reported this incident with a heading of “Bunu da m1 biz yaptik?” (Did we do
this also?), which was a response to accusations of Bulgarian press of
Kemalists in the migration of Pomaks.*® Eight months later, on December 4,
1934 Cumhuriyet again reported ‘a violent crime’ of Bulgarians within the
Greek territories. The issue in this newspaper was about how five Pomaks were
killed by Bulgarian soldiers, similarly while they were leaving Bulgaria with
their wives, children, and animals. What made this case significant was the fact
that Bulgarian soldiers did not hesitate entering into the Greek territories
without permission to attack these Pomaks. For this violence, Cumhuriyet
commented that although Bulgarians reacted ‘frightfully’ to any issue about
minority rights of Bulgarians in other states, they forgot to act within
humanitarian terms towards the minorities in its lands.®*® According to this
newspaper, this incident showed how Bulgarians would do anything; even
violating international rules, in order to kill either Turks or Pomaks.**® Within
this insecure environment, refugee issue remained as a serious problem.

The refugee problem made the Turkish authorities to work for a
planned migration. In fact, the Turkish embassy in Sofia started to point out the
necessity of such a migration plan just after the Kesarova incident. Tevfik
Kéamil, the Turkish ambassador in Sofia, asked for the transportation of Turks

in Kesarova to Turkey until the next spring. According to him, the diplomatic

8 «“Bunu da m1 Biz Yaptik: Iskence Gordiikleri icin Bulgaristandan Kagan 11 Pomak; Hudut

Askerleri Tarafindan Oldiiriildii”, Cumhuriyet, 16 April 1934, pp. 1, 6.

%9 «Bulgarlara Cevab!: Bulgarlar Ekalliyetlere Karsi Yaptiklari Cinayetlerin Ilanihaye
Sorgusuz ve Sonsuz Kalacagini Diisiiniiyorlarsa Yaman Surette Aldanmiyorlar”, Cumhuriyet, 21
December 1934, p. 1: “Kendilerine taalluk ettigi zaman ekalliyet hukuku diye kizilca
kiyametler koparan Bulgarlar kendi iilkelerindeki ekalliyetlere insan muamelesi yapmak
vazifesile miikellef olduklarin1 ¢ok unutuyorlar.”

¥0 «Sjddetten Hoslanan Bulgarlara Siddetle Muamele Etmeli!”, Cumhuriyet, 4 December
1934, pp. 1, 3: “Bulgarlar, canavarca bir cinayet islediler. Pomak olsun, Tiirk olsun bes insani
alcak¢a bir bahane ile Oldiirmek igin, uluslar arasi (beynelmilel) haklar1 da gayeleri de
¢igneyerek Yunan topraklara girdiler. Bulgarlarda, Tiirk ve Miisliman kani1 dékmek —hos
onlar Hiristiyan ve Islav Sirplara, Ortodoks Yunanlilara da aym seyi yaparlar ya- dyle bir
ihtiras ve iptila halini almis ki 6nlerine ¢ikan hudutlar1 bile dinlemiyorlar.”
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pressures on the Bulgarian Foreign Ministry would only result in the
continuation of this violence. Thus, he wrote that in addition to the short term
financial support, in the long term Turkey should accept these desperate people
to the Turkish territories.>** Similarly the Turkish ambassador repeated the
necessity of migration in his report about the Razgrad incident. He wrote that
pressure on Turks did not come to an end. Thus, there was no other way for
Turkey than receiving these people either to the Turkish Thrace or Anatolia.*
This call of the Turkish ambassador for the acceptance of the migrants was also
done for Pomaks. He pointed out how Pomaks, who fled from Bulgaria
because of religious restrictions, complained about Turkish authorities in
Edirne that sent them back to Bulgaria.*** Apparently, this was against what he
proposed persistently. Then, in his another report, he insisted that the migration
of Pomaks should be prioritised since it would be ‘a national mistake’ if these
Pomaks were left to the Bulgarian assimilation. He also proposed Ankara to
contact with Bulgarian authorities for properties of Turks living in Bulgaria
and provide these people secure conditions of migration with their

properties.®**

1 21 August 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 624 7, pp. 1-2: “Kéyliilere tazyik devam ettiginden
bahsile Bulgar Hariciyesine tekrar miiracaat etmek elyevm nabemevsimdir. Bdyle bir
tesebbiisiin neticesi ancak tazyikati daha bir miiddet devam ettirmekten ibaret kalir.
Binaenaleyh hatira gelen tedbir magdur mevkiinde ve isimleri bizce belli olanlara parayla biraz
yardim etmek ve gelecek bahara Tiirkiye’ye nakledileceklerini temin ile kendilerini teskin
eylemektir. Simdiki halde bagka bir sey kalmadigina ve gegende lutuf buyrulan ve Kessarevo
ile Filinede tahkikat ve istihbarat igin simdiye kadar yarisi sarfedilmis olan bes yiiz liradan bir
sey ayirmak miimkiin olmadigina binaen bu kdyliilere yine mahallinde gizlice dagitilmak {izere
li¢ yiiz lira gonderilmesinin ve gelecek bahara kadar Tiirkiye’ye nakillerinin teminini rica
ederim.”

27 May 1933: 030 10 241 627 26, p. 2: “Kiskirtilan geng Bulgarlar mutlak surette kendilerine
pek kolaylikla masum Tiirk yurtdaglarimizi ve onlarin mukaddesatint gérmektedir. Bu gibi
hakaret ve tecaviizler tevali edeceklerdir. Her ne pahasina olursa olsun bu milyona yakin
yurtdagimizin bir an evvel Bulgaristan’dan Trakya’ya veya Anadolu’ya nakledilmesinin giin
gectiikge bir zaruret halini aldig1 miitaleasinda bulundugumu arzeyleyim.”

323 May 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 628 10, p. 1: “Pomaklarin kismi azami dini tazyikattan
kurtulabilmek i¢in hicret arzusundadir. Ancak Tiirkiye’ye ilticaya muvaffak olanlardan
bazilarinin Edirne Vilayetince Bulgaristan’a geri cevrildikleri hakkinda tekrar sikayetler
alimmaga baglamistir.”

34 17 June 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 629 15, pp. 1-2: “Siyasi haklar sdyle dursun, miiteakip
vakalarin sehadet ettigi {izere bilhassa yeni arazide sakin Tiirkler i¢in can ehemmiyeti tehlikeye
girmistir. Tka edilen suclardan bir tanesinin faali yakalanmams ve esasen Tiirkler aleyhine
yapilan ciirlimlerin cezasiz kalmast bu memleketin ananesi iktizasindan bulunmustur.
Pomaklarin bulgar neslinden Miisliiman olduklar1 bahanesile vicdan hiirriyetine taarruz
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This issue of migration of Turkish/Muslim minority from Bulgaria in
secure and settled conditions, with their properties, was significant for Turkey.
However, it was obvious that the Bulgarian authorities tried to prevent this
legal migration in which this minority would enjoy its property rights. This
became more observable in 1934 when Bulgaria worked against Turkish plan
of migration for that year. For this migration plan, on October 23, 1934
Cumbhuriyet reported that ten thousand Turks would migrate to Turkey from the
Balkans.>* Then, one month later, it was reported that this given number
would be exceeded. However, it was also pointed out that only limited number
of Turks could migrate from Bulgaria as the Bulgarian government did not
permit these people to carry their properties with them.**® Similarly, Bulgaria
left these people with passport problems without which they could not leave
Bulgaria legally.®*” And, Cumhuriyet reported that these kinds of obstacles
continued in 1935.%*® Despite these efforts to prevent legal migration, however,
the Turkish side saw that persecutions towards the notables of Turkish minority
persistently continued. For instance, on January 1935, Memduh Talat reported
how the Bulgarian authorities threatened rich Turks in Ruse (Ruscuk) with

exile from Bulgaria. This paradoxical Bulgarian approach made him asked

edilmekte ve Hristiyan yapilmalarina muttariden ugragilmaktadir. Bu ahval miivacehesinde
Cingeneler hari¢ tutulursa yarim milyondan eksik olmiyan bu kiitlenin zaman tahripkar
tesiratina ve emsali sik sik goriildiigi gibi ferden ferden bulgarliga temessiillerine imkan
birakilmast milli bir hata teskil edecegi mulahazasinda bulundugumdan Pomaklardan baslamak
sartile eski ve yeni Bulgaristan Tirklerinin memleketimize aldirilmalari zaruret kesbetmistir
telakkisindeyim ...Su halde bir taraftan Pomaklarin iltica yolile hicretlerini biitiin vesaitimizle
tesvik ve teshil etmekle beraber diger tiirklerin ihtiyari hicretlerine fiilen miimanaat edilmemesi
ve mubhacirlerin paralarini ¢ikarabilmelerini temin i¢in oraca temaslarda bulunulmasini gok
faideli gordiiglimii sahsi miiteala olarak arzederim.”

35 «On Bin Tiirk Ana Vatan Yolunu ekliyor”, Cumhuriyet, 23 October 1934, pp. 1, 5.

346 «Muhacir Iskam: 1934’te 100 bin Muhacir Geldi 30 bin Daha Gelecek”, Cumhuriyet, 11
November 1934, pp. 1, 6: “iki giin evvel Corluda Trakya Umumi Miifettisi Ibrahim Tali Beyin
riyasetinde Edirne Valisi Ozdemir Salim, Kirklareli Valisi Faik, Tekirdag Valisi Ali Kemal
Beyler bir toplanti1 yaparak, son zamanlarda Trakya mintikasina gelen elli bini miitecaviz Tiirk
muhacirin vaziyeti tatbik edilmis... Bulgaristandan gelen muhacirin adedi azdir. Biitiin
tazyiklere ragmen bu yurttaglarimizin ana vatana gelememelerinin sebebi, Bulgar hitkumetinin
bunlarin emval ve emlaklarini satmalarina miisaade etmemesi ve beraberlerinde para
gotiirmelerini men etmis olmalaridir.”

7 «zavalli Soydaslarimiz: Bulgaristan Tiirkleri Bir Muhacir Pasaportu Almak i¢in Biitiin Mal
ve Miilklerini Veriyorlar”, Cumhuriyet, 25 December 1934, pp. 1, 5.

8 Kadri Oguz, “Bulgaristan’daki Tiirk Azinligi: Bulgarlar Soydaslarimizin Gé¢mesine Mani
Oluyorlar”, Cumhuriyet, 18 January 1935, pp. 1, 4.
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whether the Bulgarian Council of Ministers did this to terrorize these rich
people and enjoy the properties they left.>*°

Migration issue was also pointed out in Turkish publications of 1930s.
For instance, in 1936, Yasar Nabi (Nayir), an important writer and publisher of
the Republican period, published a book, Balkanlar ve Tiirkliik (The Balkans
and the Turkishness), which similarly revealed how this minority faced
problems in migrating from Bulgaria. One of them was the problem of
passport, which turned into ‘a salvation document’ for this minority. According
to him, as soon as possible the Turkish government should sign an agreement
with Bulgaria, which would organize the migration of these people so that put
an end to refugee problem. And, this organized migration, he argued, would
reduce Bulgarian maltreatment of this minority.**° Indeed, it was a book that
was bought for the libraries of Halkevleri (People’s House).®*' Thus, its
arguments must be acceptable to the Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi (Republican

%2 Accordingly, it is clear that the

People’s Party), the ruling and sole party.
Turkish efforts were also for an organized migration as a solution to this
refugee problem, which would save Turkey from influx of migrants that
escaped from violence and pressure in a panic.

Indeed, it could be argued that although the Turkish side disturbed
highly from this violence and pressure throughout this period, its protests
towards Bulgaria were not in a form of enforcement. It was clear that Turkey
even tried to find alternative solutions as the acceptance of these

Turkish/Muslim people fled from Bulgarian pressure as mentioned above.

¥9 Memduh Talat, “Bulgarlar Tiirk Zenginlerini ve Miinevverlerini Siiriiyor”, Cumhuriyet, 2
January 1935, p. 3: “..Bulgaristan Tiirklerini gogmege tesvik eden Tirkler ve Bulgarlarin
gostermek istedikleri gibi Tirk ajanlar degil, Bulgar zenginlerinin kendileridir. Ve
hiilkiimetinin simdiye kadar higbir Tiirk ajanint ciirmu meshud halinde yakalayip meydana
¢tkarmamasi da benim fikrimi kati derecede ispat ediyor. Hiiklimet, Ruscuktaki Tiirk
zenginlerile miinevverlerini de sdzde Biikres sefirimiz Hamdullah Suphi ile temas ediyorlar
diye siirgiinle tehdit etmistir. ...Acaba kabine, Bulgaristan’daki Tiitk zenginlerile
miinevverlerini islerini bozmak ve kendilerini tirkiitiip Bulgaristan’dan kacirtmak ve mallariin
ustiine oturmak siyasetimi takip ediyor.”

%0 yasar Nabi, Balkanlar ve Tiirkhik (Ankara: Ulus Basimevi, 1936), pp. 174-177.

%1 Boyar, Ottomans, Turks and the Balkans, p. 26.

%2 Ebru Boyar, “Turkish Bulgarian Relations in the Early Turkish Republic” in Mustafa
Tiirkes (ed.) Turkish-Bulgarian Relations: Past and Present (Istanbul: Tasam Yayinlari, 2010),
pp. 63-64.
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Actually, Turkey knew that if Bulgaria desired to establish friendly relations
with Turkey, then it would be dedicated to cease pressure which these people
encountered. For instance, on January 24, 1935 in the report of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs to the Ministry of Internal Affairs, this was pointed out. In this
report, it was claimed that Bulgarian pressure on Pomaks, for instance, could
be ceased if Bulgaria felt itself in need of establishing friendly relations with
Turkey. Thus, in a case of friendly relations between these two states, then
minority rights of Turks would be completely guaranteed.®* In fact, this was
justified on the eve of Second World War. As Bulgaria desired to establish
closer relations with Turkey, there occurred a relaxation in its attitudes towards

the Turkish/Muslim minority.**

2.2.3 CONCLUSION

In the first years of 1920s, Turkish-Bulgarian relations were established
on the notion of friendship. Besides being allies in the First World War, during
the National Independence War, Bulgarian support for Turkish national forces
towards Greeks in Eastern Thrace was significant for Turkey. More
importantly, Aleksendur Stambuliiski, the Bulgarian Prime Minister, did not
mind about pressure of Allies and searched the ways establishing early
relations with Ankara government.®*® This friendly atmosphere was also
reflected in the well being of Turkish/Muslim minority living in Bulgaria.
However, with late 1920s and 1930s perceived threat of Bulgarian revisionism
started to shape the Turkish view of Bulgaria. In this period, Bulgarian backing
for revisionist territorial claims on Eastern Thrace, particularly about Edirne,

was actually disturbing for the Turkish side. Apparently, the Turkish

%3 10 January 1935: BCA, 030 10 242 637 8, pp. 2-3: “Ancak bulgarlarin bunlar iizerindeki
her tiirlii tasallut ve tazyiklerini temamile bertaraf etmek ya kati bir tehdit ile veyahud
bulgaristanin Tiirkiye ile samimi surette dost olmak ihtiyacinda bulunmasi ile kaimdir.
Halihazirda ise birinci giktan ziyade ikincinin husul bulmasi hiikumetimizin takip etmekte
oldugu umumi siyasete daha muvafik oldugundan Bulgaristandaki Tiirk ekalliyet hukukunun
tam olarak tahakkuku, dostluk siyasetinin miisbet ve fiili bir sekilde teessiisii suretile temin
edilmek icap eder. Bu yolda sarfi mesai edilmekte oldugu malumu devletleridir.”

%% Ebru Boyar and Kate Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish
Opposition and the Ankara Government, 1928-1936” in Middle Eastern Studies, 44/5 (2008),
p. 786.

%55 Tarihte Tiirk Bulgar Iliskileri, pp. 96-1086.
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government always protested these claims on these territories, which Ismet
Pasa, during his visit to Edirne in December of 1934, described as being ‘more
historical than even istanbul and highly worthy’ for Turks.**® Similarly,
Turkish press highlighted these claims and protested them persistently. For
instance, Abidin Daver on February 26, 1935 wrote that the only way for
Bulgarian government to establish friendly relations with Turkey as in the past
was ‘to silence barking of Bulgarians as Thrace is Bulgariar1’.357

These were actually the protests of the Turkish government and Turkish
press about Bulgarian backing to the revisionist claims on Turkish territories.
However, in 1935 Bulgaria suspected that Turkey also worked for a new
defence system in Thrace. For instance, in January, the Bulgarian government
argued that Turkey planned to sign a new treaty with Greece to protect
Thracian border, probably against Bulgaria.**® Then, two months later, this
time, the Bulgarian government argued that there was a considerable increase
in the Turkish armament on Turkish-Bulgarian border. Then, they carried this
issue to the League of Nations and accused Turkey of armament.®* The
Turkish government clearly denied these accusations. In fact, the Turkish side
considered this Bulgarian attempt as a policy to cover its own armament.3®

However, these strained Turkish-Bulgarian relations in the inter-war
period came to an end only with the end of 1930s. This also marked the
continuity of Bulgarian maltreatment of Turks and Muslims in those years. In
line with the changes in political atmosphere just before the Second World
War, however, Bulgaria gave up its dedicated refusal to the Balkan Pact idea.
And, on 31 July 1938 Bulgaria signed the Treaty of Thessaloniki with other
states of the Balkan Pact. With this treaty Turkey and Bulgaria agreed on the

lift of restrictions on the military forces in Thrace and mutual non-

%6 «Bagvekil Edirne’de Cok Miihim Bir Nutuk Séyledi”, Cumhuriyet, 9 December 1934, p. 1:
“Trakya ve Edirne bizim igin Istanbul’dan eski ve ¢ok degerli bir Tiirk varligidir.”

%7 Abidin Daver, “Tiirk-Bulgar Dostlugu i¢in Tek Yol”, Cumhuriyet, 26 January 1935, p. 1.

%8 «“Trakya’da Sinir1 Korumak i¢in Askeri Mukavele Yapiyormusuz!”, Cumhuriyet, 15 January
1935, pp. 1-2.

%9 “Bulgarlar Bizi Uluslar Dernegine Sikayet Etti”, Cumhuriyet, 8 March 1935, p. 1.

%0 Abidin Daver, “Ozii Séziine Uymayan Bir Siyasa”, Cumhuriyet, 9 March 1935, pp. 1, 4.
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aggression.*®! This new atmosphere of trust inevitably shaped the Bulgarian
treatment of Turkish/Muslim minority, and it softened its harsh actions towards
these people. Thus, the Turkish side suspected less about Bulgarian approach

to this minority with more secure Turkish-Bulgarian relations.

®! {smail Soysal, Tiirkive'nin Sivasal Andlasmalari-| (1920-1945) (Ankara: Tirk Tarih
Kurumu Yayinlar1, 2000), pp. 455-461; Boyar, “Turkish Bulgarian Relations in the Early
Turkish Republic”, p. 59.
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CHAPTER 3

IDEOLOGICAL CHALLENGE: GREEK AND BULGARIAN
OFFENSIVE AGAINST THE KEMALIST GOVERNMENT

It was on 29 October 1923 that new Turkish state established its
republican regime. There was considerable number of oppositional elements,
who were unhappy with the establishment of new Republic, and during the
inter-war period both in the 1920s and 1930s Turkey had concerns about the
stability of its regime. Well-known oppositional elements, mainly, left Turkish
lands and started to live in other states. However, this did not mean the end of
their oppositional activities against Ankara. Indeed, these elements became
active in Greece and Bulgaria particularly. For instance, they allied with local
conservative group among Turkish minorities, and they together formed anti-
Kemalist structures. But, what disturbed the Turkish side was Greek and
Bulgarian support for these structures. This made Turkey suspected about
intentions of these two states of destabilizing its new regime. Thus, it felt an
ideological insecurity stemming from persistent support of these two states for
anti-Kemalist activities, despite Turkish protests.

Greek and Bulgarian collaboration with these anti-Kemalist structures
was not limited to the activities against Turkey but these ‘un-holy’ alliances
were also active against the Kemalist elements within the Turkish minorities as
these elements were perceived as the extentions of Kemalist regime in Turkey.
The Kemalists elements were the ones who supported and adopted reforms of
new Turkish state in these two states. For Turkey, Greek and Bulgarian
maltreatment of these people was the part of their policy of supporting
opponents of new regime in Turkey. Thus, the suppression of the Kemalists
was inevitably alarming for Turkey as it again proved how the anti-Kemalists
were favoured by the Greek and Bulgarian governments. However, the

Kemalist elements, who could only counter active anti-Kemalist propaganda in
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these two states, were significant for the Republic. Thus, attack on these people
was protested by the Turkish government in accordance with its own

ideological concern.

3.1. GREEK CASE

In the inter-war period, the Turkish-Greek relations could not be settled
until the beginning of the 1930s. In this problematic period, the power of the
anti-Kemalists in Greece was actually one of the main sources of problems.
What made the Greek case different from the Bulgarian one was its earlier
alliance with oppositional Turkish elements, which started during the National
Independence War. However, after the National Independence War, Greece
continued to attract these figures.

3.1.1. GREEK LANDS: A HUB OF ANTI-KEMALIST ACTIVITIES

In the early Republican period, Greece was not the only state that
hosted oppositional Turkish elements. However, what made Greece a hub of
anti-Kemalist activities mainly in the 1920s and the first years of 1930s was its
support to these oppositional elements. In fact, it was this Greek backing that
alarmed Turkey more than their domicile in this state. It was apparent for
Turkey that the Greek authorities provided a convenient environment for these
elements to continue their activities. Moreover, the Turkish side saw that these
elements were mostly settled in places where mainly were populated by
Turkish minority. Hence, they could spread their anti-Kemalist ideas among
these people easily. However, it was clear that target of their anti-Kemalist
propaganda was not restricted to Turks living in Western Thrace in fact they
desired to be heard by Turkish citizens.

Until the first years of the 1930s, there was considerable number of
oppositional Turkish elements in Greece. For instance, among them there were
people from the list of yiizellilikler, the 150 people exiled from Turkey because

of their harmful activities during the National Independence War. Among these
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figures, there was a group of people who allied with the Greek forces even
during the National Independence War. And, these people mostly left the
Turkish territories with these forces, when Greece was defeated by the Turkish
national forces. Thus, they had been already settled in Greece before they were
included to the list of yiizellilikler. But, there were also other oppositional
figures lived in Greece who were not in this list. These were the people
described as ‘fugitives’ by the Turkish sources and who fled from the Turkish
territories to Greece both during the National Independence War and
afterwards.

Mustafa Sabri was one of the yiizellilikier who was accepted by Greece.
In fact, he was an influential figure of Damat Ferid’s government and became
seyhiilislam on March 3, 1919. He was a popular figure among the press which
opposed the Jttihat ve Terakki Firkas: (Committee of Union and Progress).
And, in the National Independence War, he acted against the Turkish national
forces. For instance, he was very close to Ingiliz Muhipleri Dernegi, which was
described in Nutuk as an organization that worked for the British mandate over
the Turkish territories. However, Mustafa Kemal Pasa added that search for the
British mandate was its explicit aim but this organization also worked
implicitly for the loss of national consciousness to make foreign rule in Turkey
acceptable.®* Thus, when the National Independence War was concluded with
the victory of the Turkish forces, Mustafa Sabri fled from Turkey. He appealed
for help from the British embassy and the British authorities carried him and
his family to Egypt with a ship. However, there he met harsh opposition of the
Egyptian revolutionists because of his articles published in Cairo against the
new Turkish state. After moving from Cairo to Lebanon then to Romania, he
finally reached to Greece where most of dissidents had already settled.**®

Giimiilcineli Ismail Hakki was another yiizellilikler in Greece. Similar

to Mustafa Sabri, he was also anti-Unionist. In 1913, he had to escape to

%2 Atatiirk, Nutuk, 1, p. 5.
%3 Emin Karaca, 150 lilikler (istanbul: Kurtulus Savas: Kiitiiphanesi Altin Kitaplar, 2007), p.
67; Erdeha, Yiizellilikler, pp. 199-200.
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France after the murder of Mustafa Sevket Pasa®®* as he was one of the
suspects. For instance, Cemal Paga accused him of being one of the organizers
of this assassination. Also Cemal Pasa claimed that Giimiilcineli Ismail Hakki
was a man who betrayed his country, and received money from Greece. Thus,
for Celal Pasa Ismail’s return to Istanbul in 1919 as the minister of the Internal
Affairs in Damat Ferid’s government was ‘disastrous’ for the empire.’®
Nevroplu Celal Bey also mentioned Ismail’s return to Istanbul from Western
Thrace in his memoirs. In line with his activities in Western Thrace, Nevroplu
Celal bey described him as ‘black sheep’ within Turks and Muslims.**® And, he
pointed out his continuing links with the Jzildf ve Hiirrivet Firkasi.*®" In
Istanbul, he stayed until the end of the National Independence War. During the
war, he worked against Turkish national force, and in Bursa he even collected
armed organizations against it.*®® However, with the victory of the Turkish
forces, he immediately escaped from istanbul and moved to Romania. But,
finally he arrived to Western Thrace.3®

Cerkez Ethem and his followers were also ones in the yiizellilikler list.
In Nutuk, Mustafa Kemal Pasa wrote that he first suspected from the activities
of Cerkez Ethem and his force called Kuvay-: Seyyare because of their
disobedient attitudes towards the Turkish forces. However, Mustafa Kemal
Pasa added that on January 6, 1921, during the clash between the Turkish and
Greek forces in Gediz, Cerkez Ethem’s forces alliance with the Greek forces

37 On the one hand, Ismet Pasa had to follow Cerkez Ethem’s

became visible.
forces towards Kiitahya to cease their counter activities, which started in
November 1920. On the other hand the Greek forces attacked from Eskisehir,

the opposite direction. According to Yunus Nadi, this was a sign of allied

%% Erdeha, VYiizellilikler, pp. 188-190; Retrieved from http://www.azinlikca.net/Evren-
Dede/bat-trakyada-150likler-ii.ntml on June 30, 2010.

%5 Cemal Pasa, Hatwralar lttihat ve Terakki I. Diinya Savasi Anilart (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is
Bankasi Yayinlari, 2008), pp. 37-39.

%6 Celal Perin, Nevroplu Celal Bey’in Hatiralari: Bati Trakya’min Bitmeyen Cilesi (Istanbul:
Arma Yayinlari, 2000), p. 143.

%7 perin, Nevroplu Celal Bey’in Hatiralar, pp. 147-148.

%8 Atatiirk, Nutuk, 1, pp. 186-189.

%9 Erdeha, Yiizellilikler, p. 189; Retrieved on http://www.azinlikca.net/Evren-Dede/bat-
trakyada-150likler-ii.html on June, 2010.

370 Atatiirk, Nutuk, 11, pp. 27-29, 79-85.
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attack.>"

Finally, on January 22, 1921 when Cerkez Ethem’s forces and they
were defeated, they took the shelter of Greeks and went to Izmir.*’? Four
months after, as a result, Ankara Istikial Mahkemesi (Independence Trribunal)
sentenced them to death because of their ‘flee to enemy’s front”.3"® Then, with
the Turkish victory in the National Independence War, they left Anatolia with
Greek forces and settled in Greece.*™ The new Turkish state considered them
as ‘traitors’ and the leaders were included in the list of yiizellilikler. For
instance, Cerkez Ethem, his brothers Cerkez Resit and Cerkez Tevfik, Diizceli
Mehmetoglu Sami, Kuscubasi Esref, and his brother Kusgubasi Hacit Sami
were all in this list.*”® But, apart from these names, there were others from this
group living in Greece.

Mustafa Neyyir (Uskan) was another figure from the yiizellilikler list
who lived in Greece. He was a staunch supporter of Hiirriyet ve Itildf Firkas:
(Freedom and Accord Party) and worked for the Greek intentions during the
National Independence War. For instance, in Edirne, he published a newspaper,
Temin, in which he openly supported the Greek invasion and objected the
Turkish national forces’ actions.®”® Thanks to his publications, after the Greek
invasion of Edirne on July 25, 1920, Greece rewarded him with the post of MP
of Edirne in the Greek Parliament. Thus, his propaganda in Edirne gained more
ground. Between 1920 and 1922, during the Greek invasion of Thrace, he
definitely served the Greek interests. Thus, his activities angered the Turkish
forces.>’” And, when the Turkish forces retook Edirne, he left the Turkish

territories with these Greek forces and he came to Thessaloniki.

31 Yunus Nadi, “On Bir Sene Evvel, Sonra, Daha Sonra? Ve Bugiin?”, Cumhuriyet, 28 June
1931, p. 1: “Cerkes Ethem kardeslerinin kendilerile iltihakindan kuvvetli imitlere diisen ve
belki onlarin tesviklerine de kapilan Yunanlilar bagleten iizerimize saldirdilar. Hatta hainlerin
diismanlarla daha 6nceden anlasmis olduklar1 adeta siiphesiz gibidir. Ciinkii tam Ismet Pasa
Cerkes Ethem kardesleri ve kuvvetlerini Kiitahya illerinde takip ederken Yunanlilar Karakoy
iizerinden Eskigehir istikametine saldirarak bizi arkadan vurmak istediler.”

%72 Karaca, 150 lilikler, p. 75.

%73 Sedat Bingdl, 150 likler Meselesi: Bir Ihanetin Anatomisi (istanbul: Bengi Yaymnlari, 2010),
p. 185; Erdeha, Yiizellilikler, p. 34.

3 Yunus Nadi, Cerkes Ethem Kuvvetlerinin Ihaneti (Istanbul: Sel Yaymlari, 1955), pp. 123-
125.

> Erdeha, Yiizellilikler, pp. 174-214.

%78 Erdeha, Yiizellilikler, p. 203.

877 Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 180-181.
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These were active oppositional Turkish elements in Greece. Thanks to
Greek backing, in 1920s and the first years of the 1930s these oppositional
elements could easily pursue activities against the new Turkish state.
Publishing anti-Kemalist newspapers was their main activity. Particularly
during the first years of exchange of populations, Greece encouraged them to
publish these newspapers in Thessaloniki. It was a city where all Turkish
migrants once visited before they move to Anatolia. So, Greece knew that
being subjected to anti-Kemalist propaganda before migration would make
these immigrants hostile to the new regime. As a result when they migrated to
the Turkish territories, they would turn into rebellious elements. Therefore, the
Greek authorities dissolved Turkish newspapers such as Yenias:, pro-Kemalist
newspaper, and also banned the entry of newspapers coming from Istanbul.
But, on the other hand, Greece allowed publishing of anti-Kemalist newspapers
such as Hakikat and fmdat in Thessaloniki.*"®

The owner of Hakikat was Mustafa Neyyir. Indeed, content of this
newspaper was a sign of how target reader audience of this anti-Kemalist
newspaper was not restricted to the Turkish minority in Greece rather it
attempted to attract readers from Turkey. Thus, this newspaper dealt mainly
with domestic issues of Turkey such as the abrogation of sultanate on
November 1, 1922. For instance, on September 11, 1923, the article of Mustafa
Hulusi, “Hilafet ve Saltanat Meselesi Etrafinda” (About the Issue of Sultanate
and Caliphate), was published in Hakikat. Hakikat declared that this article
publicized as the views of Miiftiiliik in Thessaloniki. The article mainly
questioned the possibility of any division between the sultanate and the
caliphate within Islam, and argued that any separation in this ‘unity’ (vahdet)
was not acceptable in Islam.*”® In fact, this attitude was a direct attack to
Turkish government which abrogated the sultanate. But, besides these attacks

about religious matters, this newspaper also commented about the stability of

378 Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 180; Erdeha, Yiizellilikler, p. 104.

3% Mustafa Hulusi, “Hilafet ve Saltanat Mes’elesi Etrafinda”, Hakikat, 11 September 1923 in
17 October 1923: BCA, 030 18 1 7 37 14/86 21, p. 1: “Ehli Islam unsura vahdedde iki
kimesneye biat edup iman nasib etmek caiz olur mu? ...bu izahati inkar edecek bunun hilafini
iddia edecek bir Islam tasavvur edilemez.”
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the new regime in Turkey. It was argued that the Turkish Republic was about
to dissolve.®®® This was similarly in another anti-Kemalist newspaper in
Thessaloniki, /mdat. For instance, on September 24, 1923, this newspaper
published an article, “Ankarada Pasa Sultanin Telas1” (Panic of the Sultan Pasa
in Ankara), depicting the tyranny of the new regime in Anatolia. It was claimed
that there was an armed conflict in Aydin between reactionaries and civil
servants.®®! In fact, the aim of this article was to present the rule of Ankara
government in a panic as it was done in Hakikat similarly. And, it was clear
that this anti-Kemalist propaganda was made to undermine the confidence of
both Turkish minority and Turkish citizens to the new regime in Turkey.
Mustafa Sabri also found a great opportunity to make his propaganda
against Ankara in Greece. As a seyhiilislam of the Ottoman Empire, he was
welcomed by conservative circles among Turkish minority. But, the source of
his power was the support of Greek government, and Turkey was very well
aware of this.®® On July 22, 1927, he started to publish an anti-Kemalist
newspaper Yarmn (later renamed as Peyam-i /slam) which was first published in
Komotini but then was moved to Xanthi.®*® Apparently, this newspaper had a
big number of Muslim readers including ones in Turkey.*®* Similar to other
anti-Kemalist newspapers, in Yarin Mustafa Sabri continuously attacked new
regime in Turkey and its reforms.*®® For instance, he did not hesitate to show
his hatred about Turkish nationalism as he did in his poem, “Tiirkliikten Istifa

Ediyorum!” (I Renounce My Turkishness!). In this poem, he wrote that he was

%0 Erdeha, Yiizellilikler, p. 104.

%% Imdat, 24 September 1923 in 17 October 1923: BCA, 030 18 1 7 37 14/86 21, p. 1:
“Simdiye kadar Tiirklerin zemmam idaresini edebi gasba olan mezalim te’diyatindan bikmis
usanmig olan aslen neslen Tirk halkinin yine bu gilinlerde yer yer serzide-i zuhur olagelen
kiyimlar Asya asayiginin ne derecelere kadar temin edilmis olduguna delil-i kafidir.... Aydin
kiyamini miitakiben Anadolu’nun kiyami Ankara memurlarinin halk tarafindan katli vesairesi
elbette Ankarayr oldukca diisiindiirmege sevk etmistir.... [Pasa Sultanin teldst hududdan
efzun].... Bu kiyamin tegkili Millet Meclisinde mevzu bahis olurken yendiklerine alenen ve
meclis igerisinde [ha’in-i vatan] yaygaralariyla bagiristyorlar. ”

%2 Belgelerle Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ve Tiirk-Bulgar Iliskileri, pp. 781-782.

%83 8 October 1930: BCA, 030 18 2 14 63 17, p. 1.

%84 Adil Ozgii¢, Ban Trakya Tiirkleri (Istanbul: Kutlug Yayinlari, 1974), pp. 121-122.

%85 Ozgii¢, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 120-123; Oksiiz, Bat: Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 185-186.
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ashamed of being a Turk and he defined Turkish nationalism as ‘a disease’,
added that he would never desire to be known as a Turk.®

His activities actually drew the attention of Turkish authorities in
Greece. For instance, his article, “Din ve Millet” (Religion and Nation),
published in Yarin on July 25, 1930 was sent to Ankara. Mustafa Sabri, in “Din
ve Millet” argued that a state with a national mind, which ignored others and
limited rights and justice of them, could not prevent the infiltration of
communism on its territories. According to him, this was because the loss of
moral instrument such as religion, which could fight against the infiltration of
communism.**” In fact, it was clear that with this argument of national mind he
meant new Turkish state and apparently threatened Turkish citizens with
communism as long as they supported this regime. Added to this, he both
blamed Unionist past and Kemalist regime of the time as behaving
discriminatory against Muslims of other nations such as Albanians, Kurds,
Arabs, Georgians, and Bosnians. He argued that this kind of behaviour was
against the legacy of the Ottoman Empire.*®® He described the establishment of
new regime in Turkey as ‘an invasion of Ankara by Islam’s enemy’. According
to him, Muslims in Turkey were suffering. Thus, he asked why Muslims of
other nations did not defend these Muslims in Turkey against so-called

‘Kemalist invasion’.*®° According to him, it was the context of nationalism that

%6 Karaca, 150 likler, pp. 222-235.

%87 Mustafa Sabri, “Din ve Millet”, Yarmn, 25 July 1930, in 030 18 2 14 63 17/86 103, p. 1:
“...kendisinden bagkasini1 tanimayan ve bagkalarina karsi hak ve adalet ahkami ile mukayyed
olmayan milli zihniyetlerde komunistlik ve Bolseviklik yagmaciligina mani olacak bir manevi
bir kuvvet yoktur. Binaenaleyh bu tehlikelerin karsisina ¢ikacak kuvvet... din kuvvetidir.”

%% Mustafa Sabri, “Din ve Millet”, Yarin, 25 July 1930, in 030 18 2 14 63 17/86 103, p. 1:
“Miisliiman Tiirklerin hepsinin de benim gibi Arab nisfina tercih ettigini ve sair unsur-u Islami
kendilerinden ayr1 gayri ad etmedigini, Osmanlt Sultanlarinin Tiirk kadar ve belki daha ziyade
Arnavuttan, Arabdan, Cerkezden, Bosnakdan, Kiirden, Giirciiden, viikela ve vuzerasi
bulundugu unutup diinkii ittihatgilarla bugiinkii Kemalistlerin milli miinasebetsizliklerini Tiirke
mal ederek kendilerinin de umumi bir tarzda mukabil millet davalar: takibine koyulduklarmi
goriiyoruz.”

%9 Mustafa Sabri, “Din ve Millet”, Yarmn, 25 July 1930, in 030 18 2 14 63 17/86 103, pp. 1-2:
“Bir de alem yanlig millet davalarindan vazge¢miyor diye bizim de onlara hiddetlenerek
muvazi bir yanlis yol takib etmemiz lazim gelmez ya. Tiirkiyeden ayrilan islam milletlerini
ittihatgilarin ve Kemalistlerin hareketi sasirtt1 ise bize de yeniden onlarin saskinligmi tenzir
etmek vazifesi tertib etmez. Evet Misliimanlar milletler harb-u umumiden sonra taraf taraf
kendi memleketlerinin ve milletlerinin derdine diistiiler. Fakat alem-i Islamin basina gelen son
felaketler ibtida Tiirkiin basina geldi. Tiirkiye din diigman1 Ankara hiikumetinin istilasi iizerine
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made the Islamic world ignored sufferings of Turkish Muslims. And, he
implied that these Islamic states were also guilty as Ankara government for
“Turks’ retreat from Islam’.*®® Clearly, this was a call for the Islamic world to
interfere in the new regime of Turkey. However, these Islamic states were
mainly under the mandate regime for those years. Thus, it must be a call to the
master of these states.

Mustafa Sabri time to time pursued his anti-Kemalist activities together
with other oppositional Turkish elements in Greece. For instance, he had a very
close relationship with Ali Vasfi, who was appointed as the chairman of Iskece
Cemaat-i Islamiye (Islamic Community in Xanthi). Additionally, Ali Vasfi was
a school director and president of some pious foundations. Thanks to the Greek
support, he could provide Mustafa Sabri with an opportunity to become a civil
servant and his son to become a teacher. Moreover, he moved the printing
house of Yarin to one room of these pious foundations in Xanthi.**

Mustafa Sabri also acted together with Giimiilcineli ismail, other active
name of yiizellilikler. In fact, previously these two were rivals within the
cabinet of Damat Ferid. However, with the same aim of propaganda against the
Turkish Republic, they became closer and planned to visit the last sultan of the
Ottoman Empire, Vahdettin in France. In this visit, they asked for financial
support with which they would publish a newspaper called Intaki Hak. With
this newspaper they wanted to defend the rights of all politicians who either
escaped or expelled from Turkey.** This idea was welcomed by Vahdettin,

Ankara tahribine karsi miidafa edemezler miydi? Ankaranin sefirlerini ve sehbenderlerini
Hicazdan, Misirdan, Iraktan, Samdan kovamazlar miydi?

%% Mustafa Sabri, “Din ve Millet”, Yarin, 25 July 1930, in 030 18 2 14 63 17/86 103, p. 2:
«..Tiirkiye’nin Miisliiman efrad1 vatansiz kalinca onlara kars1 hicbir Islam mahiyeti kapisini ve
kollarin1 agmadi etraftan bulunan Islam Hiikumetlerinin, Islam gazetelerinin, Islam ulemasinin
yeni Tiirkiye’de dinini ve arzin1 kagirmak mecburiyetinde kalan Miisliimanlar nereye gececek
diye diisiinmek akillarim1 bile gelmedi. Bir yere gidemeyip kalanlar sapka giyinmemek igin
hanelerinde oOliinceye kadar habis-i nefis etmege karar verenler ne olacak? ... Tirk
Miisliimanlar1 goz gore gore dinlerini .. unutub gidecekler mi? ... Merhum babalarinin mahrum
¢ocuklarinin vebali yalniz Ankara Hiilkumetine mi aid olcak? ... Ankara Hukiimeti, din-i
Islamin {izerinde horra teperken dans ederken mutlaka keyfine birakmazlardi. Nasil ki hali
hazirda Miisliman Devletlerin de dindaslar1 yerine milletdaslari Ankara tazyiki altinda
bulunsaydi her tarafdan medahaleler vukuu bulurdu, matbuat yaygaralarinin arksi kesilmezdi.”

9 Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 199.

%92 Karaca, 150 likler, pp. 204-207.
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and he gave 2,000 pounds to them. However, Giimiilcineli Ismail spent this
money in France, thus, there was no money left to publish the newspaper.®*
Then, in 1927 he contacted with Armenian committee, Tasnaksagan, and he
took 25,000 francs from this committee for the same idea of publishing an anti-
Kemalist newspaper. However, he did not again publish this newspaper.®**
Similarly, he contacted to committees of Greek migrants in Komotini, who
came from Anatolia, to ask for financial support to his idea of publishing a
newspaper.>® But, it was the Greek authorities that financially supported him,
and they gave him 25,000 drachmas.**

Although Giimiilcineli Ismail could not publish this newspaper, there
was an active anti-Kemalist publishing in Komotini. For instance, there was
Adalet, published by Aziz Nuri, one of the yiizellilikler in Greece.>®’ Similarly,
there was Balkan, which was the mouthpiece of ‘fugitives’ (ones from Cerkez
Ethem’s forces) who left the Turkish territories with the Greek forces. The
owner of this newspaper was Karaferyeli Hasan Mustafa but it was actually
paid by the Greek government. And, it was started to be a just after the
Lausanne Conference.**® In Komotini, he also published a booklet called
Posta. This was also one of the anti-Kemalist publications in this region.
Particularly, during the Seyh Said rebellion, Karaferyeli Hasan Mustafa
published articles in this booklet that persistently showed Turkey in a trouble.
Apparently, this was to undermine confidence towards the stability of new
regime in Turkey.*%

The Turkish authorities in Komotini, however, were definitely aware of
these oppositional activities. For instance, the Turkish embassy in Athens sent
a report to the Foreign Ministry on October 13, 1930, and it was based on the
remarks of the Turkish consulate in Komotini. In this report, it was pointed out

393 Bing6l, 150 likler Meselesi, p. 156.

394 Bing6l, 150 likler Meselesi, p. 156.

35 Oksiiz, Ban Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 199.

%% Retrieved from www.azinlikca.net/Evren-Dede/bat-trakyada-150likler-ii-html on June 30
2010.

%7 Ozgiic, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 123.

%98 Ozgii¢, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 119.

9 Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 182.
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that most of the oppositional Turkish elements, both yiizellilikler and
‘fugitives’, were settled in Komotini. It was written that inevitably this place
turned into a centre of ‘harmful propaganda’ towards the Turkish state.*°
Indeed, as mentioned previously, in the first years of exchange of populations it
was Thessaloniki that this anti-Kemalist propaganda was centred. However,
after a short amount of time, the centre of anti-Kemalist activities shifted from
Thessaloniki to Komotini, which hosted nearly half of the oppositional
elements.

In Xanthi, however, there were also activities. For instance, /mdat, a
popular anti-Kemalist newspaper, was started to be published there, and it was
moved from Thessaloniki. 7’zild, another anti-Kemalist newspaper, was also
published there. Binbasi Copur Ismail Hakki, one of the yiizellilikler in Greece,
was the owner of this newspaper.*”® On November 24, 1926 Cumhuriyet
reported the views of the pro-Kemalist circle in Xanthi about this newspaper as
if it was once read then its commitment to Greek interests would be easily
understood. According to these Kemalist elements, it was evident that /#ild
was published with the Greek support.*%?

It was, in fact, these kinds of supports to anti-Kemalist propaganda that
made Turkey suspect about Greek intentions to destabilize its regime, in a
period when the Kemalist government was working to consolidate its power.
Thus, an anti-Kemalist structuring particularly in a country such as Greece,
neighbour of Turkey, was alarming for Turkey, since oppositional ideas could
infiltrate easily. In the same period, there was also the movement of
populations on this Turkish-Greek border so that this Turkish concern for

infiltration of anti-Kemalist ideas was intensified. It was clear that publishing

%0013 October 1930: BCA, 030 10 107 697 5, p. 1: “Giimiilcine Konsoloslugundan Atina
El¢iligine yazilip oradan da Vekaletimize gonderilen bir tahrirat suretinde yiizelliliklerle
firarilerin merkezi fa’aliyeti olan Giimiilcine eshasi mezkurenin muzir propagandalarina
mani..”

O Ozgiig, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 119-120.

%02 “Garbi Trakyada Neler Oluyor?”, Cumhuriyet, 24 November 1926, p. 2. “Yunan Hiikimeti
inayesiyle intizad ettigine siibhemiz olmayan, sahib ve mubharrirleri bunlardan ibaret bulunan
“°tila” ismindeki bu pagavra bir kere okunacak olursa hiikiimeti Yunanistanin bu gazeteye .....
anlasilir. ... surasini anlamak mecburiyetindeyiz ki Yunan HiikGmeti Tiirkiyeye kars1 iyi bir
niyet beslemez..... Yunan “Megalo Idea”nin tekrar ihyasina ¢alisacaktir.”
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activities of these oppositional elements aimed to reach to Turkish readers to
provoke them towards the new regime. Thus, Turkey was circumspect about
their activities and the Greek support for them in the context of its ideological
concern.

However, anti-Kemalist publications were not the sole anti-Kemalist
activities. Turkey knew that the pro-Kemalist circle in Greece also encountered
with problems at the same period. Particularly in 1920s and the first years of
1930s, Turkey saw that the Kemalist presence in Greece was considered as
problematic by the Greek side. It was because of their resistance to anti-
Kemalist activities for the Turkish point of view. According to Turkey, as a
part of Greek intention to destabilize its regime, this Kemalist group faced with
pressures in Greece. Thus, this pressure also disturbed Turkey in line with its

ideological concerns.

3.1.2. RESISTANCE AND VIOLENCE: KEMALIST TURKISH
MINORITY IN GREECE

Arresting Kemalists was the main method of the Greek government in
suppressing this Kemalist Turkish minority.*®® In 1924, these arrests reached to
a point that even angered the deputies in the Grand National Assembly of
Turkey. Thus, on February 12, Esad Bey and his friends, wanted the
surveillance of the Foreign Ministry about the thirty-six arrests which the
Greek authorities accused them of ‘testing the ways of revolution or autonomy’
in Western Thrace. And, the Turkish deputies underlined that these people
were charged with the severe punishments such as a death penalty.*®* In the
following years, the Greek authorities also used this mechanism towards the
publishers of the Kemalist newspapers in Western Thrace. For instance, in
1929 Mehmet Hilmi, the publisher of Yeni Adim, was arrested.*®

What the Greek authorities did against Kemalist Turkish minority,

however, was not restricted to these arrests. Turkey knew that Greece also

9% Okstiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 67-68.
04 Oksiiz, Bat: Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 68.
%0511 February 1929: BCA, 030 10 254 711 3, p. 3.
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collaborated with the anti-Kemalists, and backed their attacks towards the
Kemalists. For instance, Firuz Kesim, who was the Turkish consul in Komotini
in the period between 1924 and 1927, pointed out the problems encountered by
‘benign’ Turks. He claimed that anti-Kemalists, composed of the yiizellilikler
and political fugitives, and Rums, recently migrated from Anatolia after the
Greek defeat, attacked these people. Particularly, some Greek authorities, who
could not accept the defeat they withnessed in Anatolia, were dedicated to
support their attacks. According to Firuz Kesim, these Turks were attacked
mainly because anti-Kemalist forces could only smuggle their ideas easily on
Turkish borders with the loss of Turkish presence on the border.*® Apparently,
this showed how the Kemalists were considered as an obstacle for them.

The Kemalist Turkish minority believed that there was a Greek support
to the anti-Kemalist structure for attacks they had to face. Particularly in
Kemalist newspapers, this Greek favour for these opponents of Turkey at the
expense of them was highlighted. Mehmet Hilmi, the publisher of pro-Kemalist
Yeni Adim, for example, wrote an article, “Tiirkiya Kagaklari Atina
Kapilarinda” (The Turkish Fugitives are on the Gate of Athens), on February
15, 1930. In this article, he wrote that there were many states such as Bulgaria,
Romania, Serbia, Egypt, Cyprus, France and Sweden that hosted these Turkish
‘fugitives’ similar to Greece. But, none of these states allowed pressure of
these people on Turks as Greece did. In Greece, however, these people were
provided with privileges. For instance, the Greek authorities appointed them to

% Firuz Kesim, “Yunanistan’dan Anadolu’ya Gegerek: Atatiirk’ii 6ldiirmek Istemisler!..”,
Yakin Tarihimiz Birinci Megrutiyetten Zamanimiza Kadar, 11 (istanbul: Vatan Gazetecilik ve
Matbaacilik, 1962), p. 11: “Bundan tam otuzbes yil evvel, Garbi Trakyanin merkezi
Giimiilcinede sehbender (Konsolos) bulundugum sirada, Giimiilcine adeta bir yiizellilikler
yuvast hélinde idi. Burada yiizelliliklerin yaris1 demek olan, yetmisbesten fazlasi bulundugu
gibi, bir siirii de politika firarisi ve Tiirkiyeden yeni gd¢gmiis Rumlar vardi. Bunlari takip etmek,
harekat ve sekenatlar1 ile siki surette aldkadar olmak, esas vazifelerimin basinda geliyordu.
Giimiilcine’den baska, Iskece ve bir kissm da Kavala’da bulunan bu hainler Yunan
hilkimetinden ve bize muhalif olan yerlilerden yiiz bularak, miitemadiyen alehimizde
tahrikattan geri durmuyorlardi....hele Anadoluda wugradiklart maglibiyeti bir tiirli
hazmedemeyen, hiikimet erkaninin ve kumandanlarla yerlilerin miitemadi tesvikleri ile bize o
zamanki Rumlardan fazla diisman kesilen bu vatan hainleri, oradaki, biitiin kalpleriyle tertemiz
Tiirkleri de taciz ederek sokulduklar: hudutlarimizda envai tiirlii tahrikat yapmaktan bir an geri
durmuyorlardi. ”
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influential positions in the Turkish institutions. Thus, with this official support,
they had an opportunity to apply coercive policies to the Kemalists.*”’

Cerkez Ethem’s men in Greece, for example, were one of these anti-
Kemalists, which was provided with money and degree by the Greek
authorities, and they physically attacked these people.*®® However, definitely,
the problem Kemalists encountered in Greece was not limited to these physical
attacks. There were also pressures towards their life styles. This was felt
mainly when they wanted to learn Latin alphabet or wear hat in accordance
with Turkish reforms. At this point, it was apparent for Turkey that Greece
used the religious legitimacy of some oppositional Turkish elements to fight
with these people, supporting the Turkish reforms. At this point, the efforts of
Mustafa Sabri were considerable. It was apparent that with his residence in
Greece, as the seyhiilislam of the Ottoman Empire, there emerged more
conservative outlook among Turkish minority. With his son ibrahim Sabri, the
other name from the yiizellilikler list in Greece, he distributed religious books
to Turkish schools.*”® He even designed to establish a chair of caliphate in
Western Thrace.**°

However, this new outlook damaged the unity of Turks in Greece.
Mustafa Sabri and his supporters persistently provoked the conservatives
against the Kemalists. And, this was highly welcomed by the Greek authorities,
which sought the ways of fighting with these Kemalists. In order to obtain the
Greek government’s support, Mustafa Sabri with Ali Vasfi, and three other
names probably from the list of yiizellilikler, initially contacted with the Greek
authorities and presented themselves as powerful enough to cease
‘Turkishness’ among the Turkish minority in Greece. They claimed that with
the end of this national identity, Greece would be rescued from Kemalist
Turks, following the directives of Ankara in Greece.*!

7 Karaca, 150 likler, pp. 218-219.

“%8 Erdeha, Yiizellilikler, pp. 98-100.

% Bingdl, 150 likler Meselesi, p. 185.
19 Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 198.
1 Karaca, 150 likler, p. 220.
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Accordingly, in their propaganda organs, they always targeted the
Kemalists. For instance, Mustafa Sabri and Ali Vasfi, the chairman of Iskece
Cemaat-i Islamiye, gave a fetva which claimed that the ones dancing and
wearing hats, were ‘infidels’.**? This was clearly a sign of pressure the
Kemalists had to face in Greece. In November 1926, these Kemalists even
wrote a letter to Cumhuriyet to complain about the problems in wearing hats.
Cumbhuriyet reported this letter with the heading of “Garbi Trakyada Neler
Oluyor?” (What is happening in Western Thrace?). In this letter, they wrote
that the anti-Kemalists accused them with acting ungratefully to Greece when
they followed the Turkish reforms.*"* More importantly, they wrote that when
they wore hats, the anti-Kemalists presented them as dreaming to become ‘a
citizen’ of Turkey;** hence ‘the hat’ became the symbol of loyalty to new
Turkey.

This implied that the Kemalists aimed the annexation of Western
Thrace to Turkey. In fact, this was same with the Greek argument which was
used to explain its pressure on the Kemalists. However, for Turkey it meant
nothing more than a pretext. Turkey knew that with suppression of the
Kemalists, Greece aimed to continue its policy of creating anti-Kemalist forces
in its country. Thus, apparently, Greek support for anti-Kemalist propaganda

was valid for attacks towards the Kemalist presence.

3.1.3. TURKEY’S COUNTER-OFFENSIVE IN GREECE

Sharing the common borders, Turkey knew that it was easy for
oppositional Turkish elements, thanks to the Greek support, to diffuse their
anti-Kemalist ideas in the Turkish territories. This made the Turkish
government initially took necessary steps within its own territories. For
instance, on August 26, 1925, although this was not limited to the yiizellilikler

in Greece, with the cabinet decision, a communication with these people from

"2 Karaca, 150 likler, p. 221.

M3 “Garbi Trakyada Neler Oluyor? Softalarin Tezvirini, Yunan Hiikimetinin Maksurlarini,
Yahudilerin Siyasetini Vuzuhad Gosteren Bir Mektub”, Cumhuriyet, 24 November 1926, p. 2.
4 “Garbi Trakyada Neler Oluyor? Softalarin Tezvirini, Yunan Hiikiimetinin Maksurlarini,
Yahudilerin Siyasetini Vuzuhad Gosteren Bir Mektub”, Cumhuriyet, 24 November 1926, p. 2.
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the list of the yiizellilikler was forbidden in Turkey.*® This was a measure
taken against ongoing oppositional activities against its new regime outside
Turkey, as it was particularly seen in the Greek case. However, in this period
the Turkish government also took other legal measures against activities of the
viizellilikler that Greece hosted. For instance, a censorship was applied to their
publishing organs, and entrance of these papers to Turkey was banned. On
October 17, 1923, just before the establishment of the Republican regime, for
example, the anti-Kemalist newspapers in Thessaloniki, Hakikat and /mdad,
were banned in Turkey.**® Then, another anti-Kemalist newspaper published in

47 \was banned in

Komotini, Balkan, because of its ‘detrimental content
1925.*8 This was the newspaper of Hasan Mustafa and his other anti-Kemalist
publication again in Komotini, a booklet called Posta, was also banned in the
same year.**® One year later, Adalet, similarly published in Komotini, was also
banned.*?° Finally, on October 8, 1930 the propaganda organ of Mustafa Sabri,
Yarin, was banned.*** However, apparently, Turkey knew that these responses
were not enough to fight against anti-Kemalist activities that enjoyed a great
Greek backing.

The Turkish government, for example, used diplomatic pressures on
Greece, and these were mainly for the expulsion of the oppositional Turkish
elements from its lands. From the very beginning, indeed, this expulsion issue
was highlighted by the Turkish authorities, who observed the power of anti-
Kemalist activities in Greece. For instance, according to Hamdi Bey, a member
of Turkish delegation in the Mixed Commission, Ankara should first work for
the expulsion of Cerkez Ethem and other ‘fugitives’ from Greece.*? However,

it was in 1927 that for the first time the Turkish government asked Greece to

#1526 August 1925: BCA, 030 18 1 15 54 10.

#1917 October 1923: BCA, 030 18 1 7 37 14.

“17 Boyar, Ottomans, Turks and the Balkans, p. 121.

“18 23 November 1925: BCA, 030 18 1 16 72 4.

1929 April 1925: BCA, 030 18 1 13 25 17.

%2010 May 1926: BCA, 030 18 1 18 17 11.

“21'8 October 1930: BCA, 030 18 2 14 63 17, p. 1: “Yiizelliliklerden Mustafa Sabri tarafindan
Giimiilcinede ¢ikarilip son zamanlarda iskecede nakl olunmus olan (Yarin) unvanl gazetenin
aleyhimizde hezeyanamiz nesriyatta bulundugu anlasildigindan memleketimize sokulmasinin
men’i...”

%22 Oksiiz, Bat: Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 67.
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expel these dissidents at ministerial level. Turkey appointed Cevat Bey
(Mehmet Cevat Agikalin), a staff of Turkish Foreign Ministry, to summit the
Turkish note to the Greek authorities, asking for the transfer of oppositional
elements first from Western Thrace and then their expulsion from Greece. A
list of names that should be expelled to the other places from Greece was also
annexed to this diplomatic note. This list included twelve names such as Copur
Hakki, Stingiilii Cerkez Davut, Aziz Nuri, and Mustafa Sabri. Additionally, in
this diplomatic note the Turkish side asked Greece not to allow the residence of
ones from Cerkez Ethem’s force any more in its lands.*?®

In addition to these Turkish calls for the removal of oppositional
elements, Turkey also put diplomatic pressure on Greece about anti-Kemalist
publications. In the diplomatic note mentioned above, for example, the Turkish
side also asked for the publication ban of 77ild.*** Moreover, the Turkish
government ordered the Turkish embassy in Athens to make an attempt against
the publications of this newspaper targeted the Turkish Republic.*?® Similarly,
the Turkish ambassador in Athens diplomatically countered the publications of
Balkan, particularly to one which was written against Gazi Mustafa Kemal
(Atatiirk). This was published in July of 1928, with ‘immoral expressions’
about the President of Turkey. Initially, the Turkish ambassador went to the
Greek Foreign Ministry to ask for the punishment of the owner of Balkan.
Then, he also met with Venizelos, who just became the Prime Minister.
Venizelos guaranteed the Turkish ambassador that the Greek authorities would
deal with the issue. However, during the judicial inquiry, the court in Komotini
gave ‘an absurd’ decision according to Turkish view. Although Hasan Mustafa
was found guilty, he was left free and he could publish this article once more in

his newspaper.*?® However, with persistent efforts of the Turkish authorities,

%23 Retrieved from http://www.azinlikca.net/Evren-Dede/bat-trakyada-150likler-v.html on June
30, 2010.

24 Retrieved from http://www.azinlikca.net/Evren-Dede/bat-trakyada-150likler-v.html on June
30, 2010.

2% Bingdl, 150 likler Meselesi, p. 154.

%26 20 January 1930: BCA, 030 10 86 567 11, p. 1: “Firarilerden Karaferyeli (Hasan) tarafindan
Giimiilcinede ¢ikarilmakta olan (Balkan) gazetesinin 1928 senesi temmuzunda Reisicumhur
Hazretleri hakkinda biedebane nesriyatta bulunmasi iizerine Atina Elgiligimiz Yunan Hariciye
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he was finally sentenced to three and half year imprisonment. But, this
punishment was even delayed for three years.**’

Although it was clear that diplomatic pressures on Greece did not show
an effect, the Turkish government used this also for the end of suppression on
the Kemalists. However, this time diplomatic channels at international scale
were used as a way of voicing the problems these people encountered in
Greece. The Mixed Exchange Commission, for example, was considered as a
significant opportunity to make these problems heard at international level.
From the very beginning, the Turkish delegation in this Commission, described
the main problem of Turkish minority as the power of oppositional Turkish
elements that Greece hosted in Western Thrace.*?® And, they tried to convince
the Commission members to make more visits to Western Thrace to observe
the problems there. For instance, in May 1925, the Commission accepted to
organize a visit to listen the problems of these people.*”® Firuz Kesim, the
Turkish consul in Komotini, was also present at this visit of the Commission,
and he reported his remarks to Ankara later. In this report, he wrote that the
members of Commission came together with the group of Turks which came
from Komotini, Aleksandropolis, and Didymoteicho (Dimetoka). The Greek
authorities also participated to this meeting. In front of the commission
members, these people talked about their problems. It was apparent that the
activities of Iskece Cemaat-i Islamiye (Islamic Community of Iskece) were

430

problematic for these people.™ With persistent efforts of Turkish delegation,

nezaretinin ehemmiyetle nazari dikkatini celbederek (Balkan) gazetesi sahibinin
cezalandirilmasini talep etmisti. Elgiligimizin nesriyat hakkinda ayrica Yunan Bagvekili
nezdinde yaptig1 tesebbiise M. Venizelos tarafindan verilen cevapta; mezkur gazete aleyhinde
takibata adliye icrasi i¢in memurini iadesine talimat verildigi bildirilmistir. Ancak, bu
tesebbiisat iizerine icra kilinan muhakeme neticesinde Giimiilcine Yunan mahkemesi gayet
garip bir karar vererek (Balkan) gazetesinin mevzubahs nesriyatinin bir ciirmii kanuni
oldugunu kabul etmekle beraber Tiirk ceza kanununda bu gibi nesriyata miitecasir olanlarin
cezalandirilmalarint amir bir madde mevcut olup olmadig1r kendisince mec¢hul bulundugu
behanesile adli tatbikati tatil eylemis ve bu firsattan istifade eden (Hasan) mahkemenin isbu
kararmi gazetesinde nesrederek Reisicumhur Hazretleri hakkinda kiistahane yaziy1 tekrar
derceylemis idi.”

%2720 January 1930: BCA, 030 10 86 567 11, p. 12.

428 Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 67.

42912 May 1925: BCA, 030 10 253 708 44.

30 Oksiiz, Bat: Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 68.
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the Commission made another visit to this region on November 8, 1928. In this
visit, the members of Commission faced with a case of Muslim boy. The
mother of this boy complained to them about a Turkish school, which did not
accept his son to attend as he wore hat instead of the fez (a traditional hat from
the period of Ottoman Empire). The Turkish delegation insisted on to carry this
problem to the agenda of the Mixed Commission. They claimed that this
picture of suppression was the result of Greek support to the anti-Kemalists.
However, the Greek delegation did not accept this.**! Besides daily life
problems, arrests of the Kemalists also drew the attention of the Turkish
delegation in the Mixed Commission. For instance, on February 6, 1924 Hamdi
Bey sent a report with a secret code to the Prime Ministry in which he pointed
out how the Turkish government should take necessary steps for the release of
those arrested Turks.**? Unknown whether it was related with this report or not,
six days later a group of MPs in the Turkish Parliament also called the Turkish
government to do something for these arrests. Then, the Foreign Ministry
charged the Turkish chargé d'affairs in Athens and the Turkish consul in
Komotini to deal with these arrests and take necessary measure.**®

However, it was apparent for the Turkish side that these diplomatic
protests whether at inter-state or international level did not show a clear effect.
Thus, in addition to these diplomatic tools, the Turkish government considered
supporting the Kemalists as another way of response. Therefore, the Turkish
authorities in Greece established close relations with some active Kemalists in
Greece, and supported them whenever it was possible. With these supports to
the Kemalists, Turkey enjoyed a chance of successful counter-propaganda
against anti-Kemalist forces. One of these active Kemalists was definitely
Mehmet Hilmi. Obviously, he was an influential name for the Kemalist
publications. On June 10, 1924, for example, he started to publish the first

Turkish newspaper in Greece after the Lausanne Treaty, which was called Yeni

3! | adas, The Exchange of Minorities, pp. 493-495.
32 Oksiiz, Bat: Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 67.
3 Oksiiz, Bat: Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 68.
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Ziya.*** However, the place where he published this newspaper, Thessaloniki,
was noteworthy. It was known that this city became the centre of anti-Kemalist
publications for one or two years after the Lausanne Treaty. Most probably, he
did this to decrease the influence of this anti-Kemalist propaganda there. Then,
when Turkish populations were exchanged, the anti-Kemalist publications
moved from Thessaloniki to Xanthi and Komotini. Similarly, Mehmet Hilmi
moved his newspaper to Xanthi. However, his counter-propaganda disturbed
the Greek authorities, and he was exiled to one island in the Aegean Sea. When
he returned to Western Thrace, he started to publish Yeni Yol, which was also
closed by the Greek authorities. Then, he started to publish Yeni Adim in 1926.
But, in this period, he was exiled two more times.**®

These attitudes of the Greek authorities showed how he was persona
non grata for them. However, the picture was directly the contrary for the
Turkish side. Obviously, his counter-propaganda activities were welcomed in
Turkey. Although there were no documents showing the Turkish support for
his activities, it was clear that he had close relations particularly with the
Turkish consulate in Komotini. On January 30, 1929, he was interrogated. But,
the report of Fuat (Akman), who replaced Firuz Kesim and became the Turkish
consul in Komotini in the period between 1927 and 1929, showed how
Mehmet Hilmi met with him both before and after his interrogation.*®
Moreover, his interrogation clearly attracted the attention of Turkish Prime
Ministry. In the report sent to Prime Ministry from Foreign Ministry it was
written that in a case of intensification in this interrogation, then the Turkish
embassy in Athens would take the necessary steps in line with the given
instructions.*’

In fact, the case of Mehmet Hilmi revealed the close relation between
the Kemalist circle and the Turkish authorities in Western Thrace. Similarly,

% Ozgiic, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 117-120; Karaca, 150 likler, p. 215.
> Ozgiic, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 117-120; Karaca, 150 likler, p. 215.
8 10 February 1929. BCA, 030 10 254 711 3, p. 1: “istintaktan evvel ve sonra bendenizi
gordii. Dokuz subat sabahi kendisinden mektup aldim. Tevkifine dair rivayet bile olmadigi

maruzdur.”
%37 27 February 1929: BCA, 030 10 254 711 3, p. 3.
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one year later, the new Turkish consul in Komotini, Ahmet Muhtar (Batur),
sent a report to ask for the financial support of Ankara for the Kemalist
political club in Komotini. Initially, he wrote that Komotini continued to be the
centre of yiizellilikler and fugutives, which was first declared by Firuz Kesim
(the first Turkish consul in Giimiilcine). In this report, he gave information
about how Turkish youths in Komotini established a political club in order to
counter this anti-Kemalist propaganda or at least to decrease its influence. He
wrote that these youths clearly made this to publish and diffuse the principles
of Turkish revolution in Komotini. However, this club was under the risk of
closure with severe financial problems, and they were in need of 40,000
drachmas. According to him, as a counter-offensive for anti-Kemalist
propaganda Turkey could use this club. Thus, financial support to this Kemalist
club would be highly beneficial for Turkey.*®

Indeed, this club was not the first case that the Turkish consul in
Komotini introduced the Kemalist activities in Western Thrace to Ankara. For
instance, six months before, on April of 1930, he also sent a copy of the first
issue of Inkildp, published in Latin alphabet. This was the Kemalist newspaper
started to be published on March 21, 1930 in Xanthi by Osman Nuri (a teacher)
and Hifz1 Abdurrahman. In its first copy, /nkildp described itself as potentially
the most significant advocator of Turkish rights in Western Thrace and asked
Turks to read this newspaper.**® In fact, it was clear that this newspaper was a
devoted follower of reforms in Turkey such as the reform in alphabet. For

8 13 October 1930: BCA, 030 10 107 697 5, p. 1: “Giimiilcine Konsoloslugundan Atina
El¢iligine yazilip oradan da Vekaletimize gonderilen bir tahrirat suretinde yiizelliliklerle
firarilerin merkezi fa’aliyeti olan Giimiilcine eshasi mezkurenin muzir propagandalarina mani
olmak ve hi¢ olmazsa bunlarin tesiratini tahdit eylemek ve genclerarasinda inkilap prensiplerini
nesr ve tamim etmek maksadile mahalli gengleri tarafindan siyasi bir kiilup tesis edilmis ve
kiilup bir ¢ok miiskilat i¢inde idameyi mevcudiyete gayret etmekte bulunmus ise de higbir
taraftan maddi muavenete mazhar olamamasi dolayisile kliibiin maalesef kapanmak tehlikesine
maruz bulundugu ve buna hiikkumetimizce yardim edilecek olursa Memleketimiz ve
teceddudiin birer miidafii olan bu genclerin menfi propagandalara karsi hayli faidelerinin
dokunacagi beyan kilinmakta ve bu miitaleaya Elgilikcede istirak edilmektedir. Mevzuibahis
klubiin vaziyeti iktisadiyesini islahinin, kirk bin drahminin tahsis ve itasina miitevakkif
bulundugu maruiilarz ig’arattan anlasilmagla arzi keyfiyet eylerim, Efendim Hazretleri.
(Hariciye Vekili’nden Yiiksek Bag-Vekalete)”

9 Jnkildp, 21 March 1930 in 21 May 1930: BCA, 030 10 83 548 24, p. 1: “Tiirkler (inkilab)
alimz, okuyunuz ve okutunuz. Hakkimizin en kuvvetli miidafii (Inkilap) olacaktir.”
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instance, it was written that learning the new alphabet was ‘the first job’ of all
modern Turks.**® Particularly, in May, this newspaper published articles to
encourage teachers to learn this new alphabet during their holiday.*** But,
besides this encouragement for following reforms in Turkey, this newspaper
also fought against the anti-Kemalist propaganda in Greece. For instance, they
published harsh criticisms about Mustafa Sabri and his propaganda organ,
Yarn*** Most probably, this counter-propaganda was welcomed by the
Turkish authorities. However, there was no document showing the direct
support of the Turkish government on this Kemalist newspaper, although it was
immediately introduced to Ankara. This was apparently a short lived
newspaper, which published its last issue on May 7, 1931. This was, according
to Hikmet Oksiiz, because of problems between the owners of this
newspaper.** However, probably, the main reason of dissolution was the lack
of Turkish support.

Apparently, Turkish-Greek relations entered into a new period in 1930
with treaties, which settled remaining problems between these two states.
Within this normalization period, they also once more discussed the issue of
oppositional Turkish elements in Greece. It was clear for these two states that
in order to establish confidence in their relations; this problem of Greek
approach to the oppositional Turkish elements should be solved urgently. For
instance, the Turkish side decided to solve this problem fundamentally and
searched for the ways of rescuing Greece from this anti-Kemalist propaganda
with agreements at governmental level.

Finally, Turkey and Greece agreed on convention called Domicile,
Trade and Ship Passage on October 30, 1930. The second article of this
convention was related to the issue of oppositional Turkish elements. In this
article, it was written that the parties could deport people who were seen

harmful from its territories in line with its laws. Then, these deported ones

0 Jnkalap, 21 March 1930 in 21 May 1930: BCA, 030 10 83 548 24, p. 1: “Yeni harfleri
o0grenmek asri Tirkiin ilk isidir.”

44l Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 196.

“2 Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 198.

“3 Oksiiz, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 202-203.
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could be hosted in the other state in case of the permission of the former.
However, the ones deported with political reasons could not be hosted.***
Indeed, this was only the one article of Convention, which in fact had wide
range of issue areas. For instance, there were significant articles about trade,
which were apparently in favour of Greece. As the economy of Turkey mainly
based on agriculture in this period, Greece enjoyed more from the articles
about trade, arts, shipping business and companies. However, what significant
for Turkey was the application of the second article with which it intended to
make Western Thrace rescued from its opponents. Thus, according to Adil
Ozgii¢, Turkey did not abstain to give economic concession to Greece with this
Convention.**

This Convention was signed in the course of Venizelos’s visit in
Ankara on October of 1930. However, just after the signature of Convention,
new bargaining process began between these two states about who should be
expelled. For instance, the Turkish side prepared a list of 450 people that
should be urgently expelled from Greece. This was totally different from the
list of Greeks that was limited to some names in yiizellilikler. One month after
the visit of Venizelos, this Turkish list was given to Georgios Kakulidis, the
Minister of Thracian Affairs, by Ahmet Muhtar. Apparently, this list was not
restricted to yiizellilikler and there were also names of other political refugees
and some local conservatives. Then, Kakulidis reported this meeting to Athens
and he claimed that Ahmet Muhtar told Yeni Adum would give up its opposition

to the Greek government, if these names were sent from Western Thrace.**®

#4 «Tiirkiye ile Yunanistan Arasinda Ikamet, Ticaret ve Seyrisefain Mukavelenamesi”, Diistur,
Ugiincii Tertip, Cilt: 12, (Ankara: Basvekalet Miidevvenat Matbaasi, 1931), pp. 116-117:
“Madde 2: Yiiksek Akid Taraflardan her biri, gerek kanuni bir hiikiim neticesinde, gerek ahlaki
ve sthhi zabita ve dilencilik hakkindaki kanun ve nizamlara tevkifan, gerek Devletin dahili ve
harici emniyetlerine miiteallik esbap dolayisiyle diger tarafin tebaalarina memleketinde
yerlesmegi ve oturmag ferdi tedabir ile menetmek ve bunlar1 yukarda zikredilen sebeplerden
dolayr memleketinden ihra¢ eylemek hakkinmi muhafaza eder. Diger taraf, bu suretle ihrac
edilmis olan tebaalariyle ailelerinin, tabiyetleri salahiyettar Konsolos tarafindan tasdik edilmis
oldugu takdirde yeniden memleketine kabul etmegi taahhiit eyler. Bu hiikiim siyasi esbaptan
dolay1 istenmeyen sahislara tatbik edilemez.”

> Ozgiic, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 40-44.

#6 Retrieved from http://www.azinlikca.net/Evren-Dede/bat-trakya-ve-papa-eftim.html on
March 1, 2011.
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Probably, Ahmet Muhtar told this when Kakulidis complained about the
publications of Yeni Adim. It was apparent that what Yeni Adim criticized was
the power of oppositional Turkish elements in Greece. Thus, as the Turkish
consul argued in a case of expulsion of these listed 450 people then there
would be no ground for criticism. However, the Greek government did not
accept this list and only decided to expel some names from the yiizellilikier,
who were not Greek citizens. These were Giimiilcineli Ismail, Aziz Nuri,
Eskisehirli Safer Hoca, Remzi, Idris, Kasim, Ibrahim Sabri, and Mustafa
Sabri.*’

However, Greece did not apply this decision immediately after this
Convention, and this delay definitely disturbed the Turkish side. For instance,
Nadir Nadi, a writer in Cumhuriyet, complained about this issue to Venizelos
during his Vienna visit in January 1931. In his speech to the journalists from all
over the world, Venizelos pointed out the significance of friendship that
Turkey and Greece recently achieved. In this speech, he pointed out the role of
Greek efforts to deport the yiizellilikler from Western Thrace in line with this
friendship, and added that Greece could not allow people living in Greece and
acting against the Turkish Republic.**® Despite Venizelos’s explanation,
however, concerns of Turkey continued as Greece did not expel the people
Turkey wanted and even the yiizellilikler were not expelled from Greece on
time. Nadir Nadi, for example, pointed out this during the personal interview
with Venizelos. In this interview, Venizelos defined the incident in Menemen
as ‘just a reactionary event’. However, Nadir Nadi told that Menemen could
not be described as only a conservative event as this incident was also related
to the external supporters, who lived abroad with political intentions such as

the ones in Greece. Then, Venizelos told him that he did not also want these

“T Bingol, 150 likler Meselesi, pp. 154-155.

*® Nadir Nadi, “Yunan Basvekili ve Tiirkiye”, Cumhuriyet, 6 January 1931, p. 1: “Yunan
Bagvekili miiteakiben bana hitap ederek beyanatina sdyle devam etti: Biitiin diinya matbuati
miimessilleri huzurunda, Tiirk-Yunan dostlugunun, Avrupa’da sulhiin takviyesi itibarile
zamanimizin en biiyilkk muvaffakiyetlerinden oldugunu ve bununla iki memleketin iftihar
edebilecegini sdylemek isterim.... Yunan Bagvekili, Yunanistan’daki ylizelliliklerin Garbi
Trakya’dan ayrilmalar1 igin Atina hiikiimetinin ciddi mukarrerat ittihaz ettigini kaydederek
beyanini su ciimlelerle bitirmistir: Tiirkiye’nin istemedigi adamlar1 biz de istemeyiz. Bunlarin
Yunan topraklarinda Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti aleyhinde ¢alismalarina miisaade etmeyiz.”
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people in Greece and did whatever he could for their expulsion. Moreover, he
mentioned how he had to struggle even with inner oppositions to do this. And,
he concluded this interview with a promise that in two months these
yiizellilikler would be expelled from Greece.***

In the following period, in accordance with the Convention of 1930,
yiizellilikler were enforced to leave Greece one by one. And, they left Greece
and settled in other countries. But, Turkish intelligence service continued to
follow their activities. For instance, it was seen that Mustafa Sabri and his

40 \where Mustafa Sabri continued his anti-Kemalist

family went to Egypt
propaganda in Al-Azhar, a religious school.*! In Greece, his propaganda organ,
Yarin, was banned similar to /z'i4.*** Giimiilcineli Ismail went to Paris where
he established the Asya-Beynelmilel (International Asia), in name of saving

Turkishness and Islam.*3

In fact, the expulsions of these two devoted
opponents of Turkey and other yiizellilikler were significant for Turkey as it
worked hard to achieve this. Thus, apparently, with their expulsions there

occurred a considerable decrease in anti-Kemalist activities in Greece.

3.1.4. CONCLUSION
Apparently, in this period of 1920s and the first years of 1930s, the
Turkish government actively responded to anti-Kemalist structuring in Greece

that also deteriorated the lives of Kemalists among Turkish minority. Finally

% Nadir Nadi, “Venizelos ile nasil goriistim”, Cumhuriyet, 10 January 1931, p. 1: “Bunun
(Menemen) yalnizca bir irtica vakasindan ibaret olmadigini siyasi emellerle disaridan da
alakadar olanlarin mevcudiyetini sdyleyerek Yunanistan’daki yiizelliliklerin vaziyetini mevzuu
bahsettim... Ne demek istediginizi anliyorum dedi, bu yiizelliliklerden Trakya’da ancak alt1
yedi kisi kalmistir. Bunlarin o civarda bulunmalarint muvafik gérmedigimden bir miiddet evvel
kendilerine iki ay zarfinda orayi terk etmelerini, hatta icap ederse yol paralarmi da temin
edecegimi bildirdim. Bu miiddetin bitaminda tabii gideceklerdir. Tiirkiye’nin istemedigi
adamlar1 biz de istemeyiz. Bunlarin topraklarimizda Tiirkiye Cumbhuriyeti aleyhine
calismalarina miisaade edemeyiz. Bu mesele yiiziinden muhaliflerimle de ¢ok miicadele etmek
zorunda kaldim.”

0 Ozgiic, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 123.

*1 Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim Igin Calindi, p. 85: “150liklerden
Sumnulu Maruf avukat Osman Nuri Sumnu’da Bulgarlarla el ele vermis bir halde (Niivap)
medresesinde hocalik ediyor ve Tiirk gengligine dig biliyordu. Eski seyhiilislam Mustafa
Sabri’nin adamlar1 Miisliimanlar arasinda tahrikatta bulunuyorlardi.”; Ahmet Davutoglu, Oliim
Daha Giizeldi (Ankara: Hece Yayinlari, 2005), p. 75.

%2 Ozgii¢, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, pp. 120-121.

“3 Bingol, 150 likler Meselesi, p. 157.
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some of them were deported from Greece in line with the Convention of 1930.
However, Turkey knew that there were still many of them, who were allowed
to stay in Greece such as Greek citizens among the yiizellilikler. Mustafa
Neyyir, Copur Ismail Hakki, and Cerkez Davut were some active names from
these people.”** Thus, the Turkish side did not totally give up following their
activities in Greece. For instance, in June of 1933, the Turkish ambassador in
Athens sent a report to the Ministry of Internal Affairs about the acceptance of
the Greek Minister of War Affairs the retirement of Cerkez Davut as a soldier.
The ambassador also noted that Cerkez Davut would be given 150,000
drachmas, which was the sum of his salaries since 1926 for his devotion to the
Greek forces during the National Independence War of Turks.**

In addition to these names, Turkish intelligence reported how the Greek
government allowed the return of Aziz Nuri, an active name from the
yiizellilikler. 1t was known that he first went to Jordan after he was enforced to
leave Greece. But, then he moved from Jordan to Egypt where he contacted to
the chief of British intelligence service, the Colonel Smith. This man helped
him to return Greece, and he was settled in a Greek village near to Athens. But,
there he had financial problems, and in 1937 he did not hesitate to write a letter
to the king of Greece in which he reminded his previous support to the Greek
forces during the Turkish National Independence War of Turks, and asked for
financial support.*® These, in fact, showed how the Convention did not put an
end to the residence of oppositional Turkish elements in Greece.

Additionally, this was also the case for anti-Kemalist newspapers.
Although most of them were closed, the Turkish authorities knew that Balkan
continued its activities. For instance, the Turkish Foreign Ministry sent a copy
of this newspaper of October 4, 1932. In this copy there was an article
“Ankaracilar Okusun” (Let those supporters of Ankara read this) in which they
thanked Greece for its support for them. It was written that as guests of Greece,

they were happy to live in this ‘honourable state’. And, it was added that they

% Bingdl, 150 likler Meselesi, p. 155.
%5511 July 1933: BCA, 490 01 587 28 2, p. 26.
%% Bingol, 150 likler Meselesi, p. 162.
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were only worried about the Turkish nation in Turkey, which had to wait a
messiah to rescue them from ‘captivity’ of the new regime.”’ One year later,
on May 19, 1933 this time it published an interview with Arif Orug, an
oppositional Turkish figure. This was made to introduce his new party
program. In this interview, Ari¢ Orug told that he would publish his party
program soon so that they should be patient.*® Apparently, these issues of
Balkan targeted new regime in Turkey. However, this newspaper continued to
be published, although sometimes in version of fasciculate until the invasion of
Thrace by the Bulgarian forces in 1941.”° Apparently, these showed the
instance of the Greek side to host anti-Kemalist structuring. However, Turkey
saw that there was a clear decline in the anti-Kemalist activities, which also led
to the demise of the suppression of the Kemalists. Therefore, the Turkish

government felt less insecure about Greek intention to destabilize its regime.

3.2. BULGARIAN CASE

In the first years of inter-war period, the Turkish-Bulgarian relations
were friendlier when compared to following years. At this time, the Turkish
side did not suspect about Bulgarian intentions to destabilize its regime, since
Bulgarian support to anti-Kemalist forces in its lands was not evident.
However, particularly with late 1920s and 1930s, this issue turned into a
problem for the Turkish side. Apparently, Turkey saw how Bulgaria
persistently supported the anti-Kemalist activities and the main actors of these
activities, local conservatives and oppositional Turkish elements. And, almost
until the end of 1930s, the Bulgarian side pursued this policy, thus, Bulgaria

remained attractive for opponents of new regime in Turkey.

7 17 October 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 625 5, p. 2: “Misafiri bulundugumuz Yunan milletinin
bu fahr ve sururbine istirak ettigimiz kader zevki Tiirk milletinin nekbet esaretini yad ederek
icin i¢in aglarik. Bedbaht millet devr-i mesrutiyetinde mutlakiyeti mumla aratmigdi, simdi artik
bekledigi ‘Mehdi’ dir.”

8 «Tiirkiyede Kurtulus Firkas: Programi”, Balkan, 19 May 1933, p. 1 in BCA, 490 01 585 20
02: “Firkanin programini ¢ok yakinda risaen nesredecegim biraz sabrediniz.”

9 Ozgii¢, Bati Trakya Tiirkleri, p. 119.
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3.2.1. AN ALLIANCE OF ANTI-KEMALIST FORCES

The anti-Kemalist forces in Bulgaria composed of different groups of
people including the yiizellilikler, other oppositional Turkish elements, and
local conservatives among Turks. Although they had different backgrounds and
ideologies, what made them allied was their common opposition to the new
regime in Turkey. Different from the Greek case, in Bulgaria local
conservatives were more active. In the Greek case, it was mainly oppositional
Turkish elements that intensified division within Turkish minority and made
these conservatives have an anti-Kemalist outlook. However, in Bulgaria local
conservatives were already hostile to the new regime in Turkey.

A division in this minority, between conservatives and others, indeed,
had its roots in the late 19" century. During Abdiilhamid’s regime, one
segment of the society supported the rule of Abdiilhamid II, while the others
supported the Jttihat ve Terakki Firkas: (Committee of Union and Progress).
This actually resulted in disunity within this minority, which was welcomed by
the Bulgarian authorities as it became easier to control these people. This

d,*®° when the

picture of disunity, however, was true in the Republican perio
minority was divided as conservatives and Kemalists. Conservatives
persistently acted against new regime in Turkey, and in these anti-Kemalist
activities Bagmiiftiiliik was a significant source of power.

Basmiiftiiliik was a Muslim institution that had a control over Muslim
population in Bulgaria, and Bagmiiftii was the head of it. On 19 April, 1909
when the Ottoman Empire recognized the independence of Bulgaria, these two
states also agreed on the roles of Basmiiftii and Bagsmiiftiiliik. This made
Basmiiftii, in Sofia, had a great say over religious and legal matters of Muslims.
Bagmiiftii had also a control over Turkish and Islamic institutions, schools and
vakifs. Then, in the course of Istanbul Treaty, signed between the Ottoman

Empire and Bulgaria after the Balkan Wars on September 29, 1913, the control

%0 Boyar, “Turkish Bulgarian Relations in the Early Turkish Republic”, pp. 63-64.
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of Basmiiftiiliik over Miiftiiler Orgiitii (Miiftiis Community) was settled. And,
finally, on June 26, 1919 a detailed Bulgarian regulation about Basmiiftiiliik
was announced.*®! This regulation set up rules for Basmiiftii’s election. This
was based on decision of miiftiis, who were previously appointed by the
Bulgarian authorities. Then, with pre-election method, Bulgarian authorities
gave some names to these muiftiis and these miiftiis elected one name from this
list as Basmiiftii. However, this was criticized by the Kemalist circle as
Turkish/Muslim minority had no say over the election of their own muiftiis,
thus, was unable to decide who would be the Bagsmiiftii. Apparently, this
election system served the Bulgarian interest that had an opportunity to make
most welcomed Basmiiftii elected for Bulgaria.*®2

In 1928, the election of Hiiseyin Hiisnii Molla Ahmet as Bagmiiftii was
the first evident example of this Bulgarian policy that considered Basmiifiii as a
tool against Kemalist Bulgarian Turks and new Turkish state. Hiiseyin Hiisnii
was educated in Istanbul. Indeed, he was the supporter of Damat Ferid’s
government, and in Istanbul he supported his party. It was evident that he
carried his hatred towards the Unionists to Bulgaria when he returned.*®®
According to him, the Kemalist ideology of new Turkish state was the
continuity of Unionist outlook. Thus, fundamentally, he was against to this new
regime and its reforms. *®*

However, the opponents of Turkish Republic in Bulgaria were not
restricted to these active local conservatives such as Hiiseyin Hiisnii. There was
also considerable number of yiizellilikler, who were also the part of this anti-
Kemalist structure. For instance, Osman Nuri (who was written as Osman
Kadri in some Turkish publications) was one of these yiizellilikler that Bulgaria
hosted. He was the ex-governor of Bolu, where he made propaganda against
Turkish national forces during the National Independence War, and he even

“®1 Bilal N. Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri (istanbul: Bilgi Yaymevi, 1986), pp. 66-71.
2 Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, pp. 71-73.
*%3 Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, pp. 73-74.
Hiseyin Memisoglu, Gegmisten Giiniimiize Bulgaristan’'da Tirk Egitim Tarihi (Ankara:
T.C. Kiiltiir Bakanlig1 Kiiltiir Eserleri, 2002), p. 171.
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supported the Greek invasion of Ayvalik.*®® But, Turkey knew that there were
ten more active yiizellilikler in Bulgaria in addition to Osman Nuri.*®® Besides
these yiizellilikler, however, there were also other oppositional Turkish
elements that escaped from Turkey but were not put in this list of yiizellilikler.
Cerkez Ali Haydar, for example, was one of these ‘fugitives’, who was the part
of Cerkez Ethem’s force and fled from Turkey with them.*®” Similarly, Sagir
Mehmet Emin, who was the ex-director of Mesihat Dairesi (an institution in
the Ottoman Empire which was under seyhiilislam), thus, he was close to ex-
seyhiilislam Mustafa Sabri, was another fugitive that settled in Bulgaria.*®®
These oppositional elements arrived to Bulgaria mainly in the course of
the establishment of Turkish Republic. However, the anti-Kemalist structure in
Bulgaria continued to attract Turkish opponents in the following period. For
instance, Arif Orug left Turkey and came to Bulgaria in 1933. He was not one
of the yiizellilikler but he was an important oppositional element. Prior to his
arrival in Bulgaria, for example, he had already become a well-known name for
the foreign press with his oppositional activities. For instance, he published a
newspaper called Yarin, which turned into a voice of the Serbest Cumhuriyet
Firkasi (Free Republican Party) in 1930.*°Apparently, he did this to support
any oppositional voice to Ismet Pasa’s government which he always criticized.
And, finally, his dedicated oppositional efforts attracted the attention of foreign
press. For instance, Estia, a Greek newspaper, described the oppositional
stance of Yarin as the beginning of new period in Turkish press. It was stated
that before Yarin, nobody would think about oppositional newspapers in
Turkey. According to Estia, however, Yarin was a proof of the existence of a
displeased population about the government and its reforms. But, Estia also
stated that it was impossible for these opponents to show their opposition
towards Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk). Thus, this Greek newspaper implied that the

%> Erdeha, Yiizellikler, pp. 204-206.

%8 Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936”, p. 778.

*®7 Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calindi, p. 85.

8 Belgelerle Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ve Tiirk-Bulgar Iliskileri (1913-1938), pp. 262-264;
Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calindl, p. 85.

% Tevfik Cavdar, [z Birakan Gazeteler ve Gazeteciler (Ankara: imge Kitabevi, 2007), p. 380.
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only thing that these opponents would achieve was the resignation of Ismet
Pasa’s government.*”® Similarly, the reporter of The Times in Istanbul made the
same forecast about the resignation of the current government.*’* Elefteron
Vima, another Greek newspaper, also made these kinds of forecasts but this
time it was additionally argued that Mustafa Kemal himself would force this
government for resignation.*’?

Apparently, these comments of foreign newspapers about the future of
Turkish government, with the reference of Arif Orug¢’s Yarin, were disturbing
for Turkey. Thus, the Turkish authorities put a strict eye on publications of Arif
Orug. His newspaper, Yarin, faced with various lawsuits as a result. For
instance, his article, “Bizi men edemezsiniz” (You could not ban us), published
on April 7, 1930, was considered as an attack on the identity of government. In
this article, he accused a group within the political elite of creating poverty and
hunger. Added to this, he claimed that this group, ruling through oppression
and enforcement, was even happy to see these people under difficulties. Thus,
according to him, these politicians, whom these people would never forgive,

would be punished sometimes in future.*’® However, when Serbest Cumhuriyet

47921 April 1930: BCA, 030 10 83 548 15, p. 2: “Yarin gazetesi kapatildiktan sonra diger bazi
gazetelerin de Ismet pasa hiikiimeti aleyhine muhalif bir tavr takinmaga basladiklar:
zannolunuyor. Isbu hadise sayan dikkattir. Simdiye degin muhalif nesriyat Tiirkiye’de
kimsenin aklina getiremeyecegi bi seydi. “Yarin” gazetesi; kapatilmasina sebep olmus olan
makalelerin nesri ile biitiin diger refiklerinin heyeti mecmuasindan daha ¢ok niisha tab’edip
bliyiik bir inkisar sahast kazanmigtir. Biitiin bunlardan ¢ikan mana sudurki, memleketin idare
olundugu tarzda ve bilhassa Mustafa Kemal pasanin halka birden bire ve temelden kabul
ettirdigi tebeddiilat (yenilikler) den tiirkiye’de bir ¢ok gayri memnun bulunmaktadir. Tabii
hi¢bir gazete, Tirkiye’de kendi mevcudiyetini medyun oldugu Kemal pasa aleyhinde velevki
sOyle uzaktan bir ima yapmaga cesaret edemiyecektir. Fakat Hiikiimet adamlarinin
beceriksizligi ve gafletlerinden dolay:r iktisadi muvaffakiyetsizligin neticesi olan mevcut
giicenginligin tesbitinden sonra Ismet pasa hiikiimetinin tebdil olunacagi muhtemeldir. Eger bu
tahakkuk devam ederse Reisi cumhur, Ismet pasa hiikiimeti ve halk firkasindan miirekkep
“Blok™ kiitlenin infisaha dogru gittigine vazih bir baslangigtir. Eger bilakis, hicbir tebeddiil
olmazsa elyevm meydana ¢ikan muhalefetin mevcut olmaya devam edecegi tabiidir. Hatta
hicbir “Supap” (seddade) agilmasa bile bu hadisenin hiikiimet Statukosunun lehine olmiyacagi
aciktir.”

1 20 April 1930: BCA, 030 10 83 548 14, p. 2.

42 20 April 1930: BCA, 030 10 83 548 14, p. 3: “Istanbul’dan gelen haberlere nazaran
Tiirkiye’de bir hiikiimet tebeddiilii muhtemeldir. Orada Ismet pasa hiikiimetinin yakinda istifasi
saiyalar1 deveran ediyor. “Yarin” gazetesinin, bu giinki Tiirkiye hiikiimeti aleyhinde agmig
oldugu miicadelenin ilhamin1 Ankaradan aldig1 zannolunuyor.”

473 27 March 1930: BCA, 030 10 86 567 14, p. 3.
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Firkas: was closed on November 17, 1930*"*, he intensified his criticisms. This
time, he accused the government of suppressing the oppositional voices with an
overemphasis of an ideological threat.*”> However, just after his article
accusing the government with overemphasis of the ideological threat, on
December 23, 1930 the Turkish Republic faced with a tragic event in
Menemen resulted in death of Mustafa Fehmi Kubilay, which was seen as the
continuing ideological concerns.*’®

Indeed, this was a traumatic event for new Turkish state, and the role of
oppositional press in this event turned into an ideological concern in Turkey.
Possibly, in line with this concern, on June 25, 1931 a new Press Law was
issued.””” However, until the issue of this law, there were discussions about
freedom of press, and Yarin criticized this new law as it would suppress the
freedom of press. For Yarin, its oppositional publications could only be
considered as ‘a struggle for freedom of press’.*’® However, the picture was
different for Yunus Nadi. On June 21, 1931 he underlined how opposition was
always confused with treason in the Turkish history as in the case of Cerkez
Ethem.*”® Thus, according to him, oppositional activities of Arif Orug, ‘the
servant of Cerkez Ethem’, should not be allowed in Turkey, in name of

freedom of press.*®

ar4 Inénii, Hatiralar, p. 492.

> Cavdar, Iz Birakan Gazeteler ve Gazeteciler, pp. 410-416.

4% Feroz Ahmad, Modern Tiirkive'nin Dogusu (Yavuz Alogan trans.) (Ankara: Kaynak
Yaynlari, 2006), pp. 77-80; inénii, Hatiralar, pp. 489-491.

47 “Matbuat Kanunu”, Diistur, Ugiincii Tertip, Cilt: 12 (Ankara: Bagvekalet Miidevvenat
Matbaast, 1931), pp. 1069-1085.

478 29 May 1931, Cumhuriyet, p. 3: «...hiirriyeti matbuat davasidir.”

% Yunus Nadi, “Muhalefet mi?... Hayir: Bulanik Suda Balik Avliyanlar”, Cumhuriyet, 21 June
1931, p. 1: “Hakikati halde gaip bir talih veya talihsizlik olarak bu memlekette muhalefet
simdiye kadar hemen daima vatansizliga kadar tereddi eden bir afet olmustur. 31 Mart1 ika
eden Dervis Vahdeti’lerin perde arkasinda kimlere ve hangi kuvvetlere hizmet etmis
olduklarin1 gérmedik mi?... Bize birinci Balkan harbini kaybettiren halaskaran patirtis1 vatani
hiyanet ve cinayetten baska bir sey miydi?... Cerkes Ethem biraderler muhalefet namina
diisman saflarina iltihak etmediler mi?.”

0 Yunus Nadi, “Muhalefet mi?... Hayir: Bulamik Suda Balik Avliyanlar”, p. 1: “Ve simdi
cliretkar bir muhalefetlikle giiya muhalefet yapmaga yeltenenler bu adamlarin dokiintiilerinden
bagka kimseler mi?... Cerkes Ethemin usagi Arif Oru¢ bu memlekette muhalefet partisi
yapacak ta ve bu ilanihaye tahammiil olunur bir marifet mi olacak sanki? Cerkes Ethemle
beraber bu memleketin temellerini sarsmaga calismis bir serseriye gosterilecek bu tahammiil
bu milletin haysiyet ve serefine bir hakaret teskil etse yeri degil mi?... Matbuat hiirriyeti,
teskilat1 esasiye hiirriyeti, su ve bu, hepsi iyl ama insanin sabri tiikkenince bu hakikatleri
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Apparently, what made the activities of Arif Orug that much disturbing
for Turkish view was also related with his previous activities. As Yunus Nadi
reminded in his article, during the National Independence War, he acted in
accordance with Cerkez Ethem’s forces. In Eskisehir, for example, he
published a newspaper called Yeni Diinya. Thus, he was also charged in the
Independence Tribune on May 9, 1921 with Cerkez Ethem and his
followers.*”®* In the court, Arif Oru¢ was released; however, his close relations
with Cerkez Ethem remained fresh in the minds of Turks, particularly for the
ones in Eskisehir, although the years were passed. In 1931, for example, during
the clash between Yunus Nadi and Arif Orug, these people sent letters to
Cumhuriyet to point out Arif Orug’s previous activities. For instance, one
claimed that he even collected money from them with enforcement of Cerkez
Ethem’s force to publish Yeni Diinya, which turned into a propaganda organ
against Mustafa Kemal Pasa.*®> However, Arif Oru¢ did not accept these
accusations and he claimed that he supported Cerkez Ethem and his followers
before their revolt to Turkish national forces.

Despite his denial, another informant, who Cumhuriyet introduced as
witness of Arif Orug’s previous activities, pointed out how he stood near to
Cerkez Resit (brother of Cerkez Ethem), when Cerkez Resit threatened the
Turkish Parliament by supporting Venizelos. Thus, according to informant,
Arif Orug had served these people filled with harmful ideas. More importantly,

however, this informant claimed that probably Arif Orug¢ still acted in

bagirmak ta namus ve haysiyet sahibi her Tiirkiin vazifesidir.”; Yunus Nadi, “Biiyiik Isler
Oniinde, Miizi¢ Ayak Baglar1!”, Cumhuriyet, 22 June 1931, p. 1: “Bu giiruh milletin samimi ve
samil bir el birligiyle ugrasarak bertaraf edecegi bir miigkiilat1 bilakis istismar ederek giiya fikir
hiirriyeti namina s6ziimiiz yabana muhalefet yapmak perdesi altinda efkar1 umumiyeyi
karistirmaga ve yanmiltmaga calisiyorlar. Fikir hiirriyeti namus ve haysiyet sahibi insanlara
temin olunan bir haktir. Bunlarin nasibi.. kulaklarindan tutulduklar1 gibi dogruca hapishaneye
sevk ve tecrit olunmalarindan ibarettir... Bu simdiye kadar bizde olmamis ve olmuyor diye
Arif Orug gibi vatan haini Cerkes Ethem kardeslerin eli bardakli yardakeisi bir neydigi
belirsizin giiya firka mirka teskil ediyormus gibi hareketlerine miisamaha etmek, inkilap¢i Tiirk
milletinin sinesinde Kabak¢1 Mustafa ve Patrona Halil hezeyanlarinin tekerriiriine g6z yummak
demek olur.”

“81 Bingol, 150 likler Meselesi, pp. 72-74.

%82 «“Egkisehirliler Nadi Beyi Fahri Hemseri Yaptilar”, Cumhuriyet, 10 July 1931, p. 1.
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accordance with them nowadays.*® In fact, this concern about his continuing
link with these people was in a way justified when Arif Orug left Turkey. For
instance, he immediately contacted to Cerkez Davut, one of the yiizellilikler,
when he arrived to Greece in 1933. Then, in Bulgaria it was similarly Cerkez
Ali Haydar, one of ‘fugitives’ who hosted him.*®* There was also a Turkish
intelligence report (unknown when it was sent to Ankara) which revealed how
Cerkez Davut promised to help Arif Orug to smuggle papers he published in
Bulgaria into the Turkish territories.*® Thus, apparently, when he left Turkey
he was backed by the ones among Cerkez Ethem group settled outside Turkey,
which Turkey knew Arif Oru¢ had previous links. Arif Orug, however, was
most indebted to Basmuiiftiiliik that provided him with various channels in
Bulgaria to continue his opposition towards the Turkish Republic.

With the election of Hiiseyin Hiisnii as a Bagmiiftii in 1928 (who stayed
in this position until 1936), Basmiiftiiliik apparently became the leader of anti-
Kemalist forces.*® Thanks to Bulgarian support, Basmiiftiliik under Hiiseyin
Hiisnii was powerful enough to attract conservative circles and oppositional
Turkish elements, and became a centre of anti-Kemalist activities.”®” As he
could provide facilities to these opponents to continue their anti-Kemalist
activities, he could attract these different kinds of people from different
ideologies that were only united with common hostility towards the Kemalist
regime in Ankara. Osman Nuri, one of the yiizellilikler in Bulgaria, was
obviously one of these opponents. He, for example, wrote in one of the

influential anti-Kemalist newspapers called Dostluk, which Hiiseyin Hiisnii

8 «Cerkes Ethem’le Arif Orug’un Miinasebati: Miiseccel Vatan Haini ile Onun Efendileri

Cerkes Ethem ve Resitleri”, Cumhuriyet, 16 July 1931, p. 1: “Ethem’in kardesi Resit mecliste
“Sizin yaninizda oturmazsam, Venizelos’un sag tarafinda koltugum hazirdir” diye bagirirken
Arif Orug gene onlarla beraberdir. ...Evet herkesin tapindigi zaman Arif Orug C. Ethem’le
birlikti; ve yahut o giinlerde Arif Orug t herkesle beraberdi. Fakat herkesin Cerkes Ethem’den
ve onun zehirli basi olan Resit’ten nefret ettigi giinlerde de Arif Orug gene onlarla beraberdi ve
onlarin aleti idi. Ve belki bugiin de onlarla beraber ve onlarin aletidir.”

8% 11 July 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, pp. 26, 29; 18 May 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, p.
34.

% BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, p. 29.

“® Bilal N. Simsir, Tiirk Yazi Devrimi (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 2008), p. 305.
“87 Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, p. 777.
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supported.*®®

In fact, this newspaper was based on the subsidies of the
Bulgarian Foreign Ministry and the Democratic Alliance that allocated 15,000
levas for its publication.*®® Then, his son, Ali Kemal, became the editor of this
newspaper.*®® However, apparently, his activities were disturbing for the
Turkish side. For instance, in 1930 the Turkish ambassador in Sofia was
alarmed when he heard that Osman Nuri became a teacher in Medrese 'tiin-
Niivvab in Sumen (Sumnu), but later the ambassador found out that he was not
a teacher but teaching for 8 hours a week.*** But, this was still an influential
tool in his hands to continue his anti-Kemalist activities in this school together
with other opponents of Turkey such as Sagir Mehmet Emin, one of the
‘fugitives’ in Bulgaria, who worked under Mustafa Sabri during his term as
seyhiilislam and Mustafa Nurettin, who was one of the local conservatives
educated in Al-Azhar in Cairo.**

In Sumen, it was Niivwab that anti-Kemalist elements came together.
There was also an important anti-Kemalist publishing activity in this area such

as fntibah,493

which was published with the support of Basmiiftiliik. This
newspaper, full of hatred towards the Turkishness and reforms in Turkey, was
distributed to Turks in Bulgaria with free of charge. This newspaper was
alarming for Turkey, and its entry to Turkey was banned. With diplomatic
pressure on the Bulgarian Foreign Ministry, in 1931, the Turkish side also
succeeded to make this anti-Kemalist newspaper closed.*** Two years after the
closure of this newspaper, however, a new newspaper called Medeniyet started

to be published, however, in Plovdiv. The editor of Intibah, Hafiz Yusuf

%88 Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936”, pp. 777-778.

%89 16 July 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, pp. 13-14.

40 Adem Ruhi Karagdz, Bulgaristan Tiirk Basini (1879-1945) (Istanbul: Universite Matbaast,
1945), p. 43.

1 16 March 1930: BCA, 030 10 240 618 7, in Belgelerle Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ve Tiirk-
Bulgar Iliskileri, pp. 781-782, pp. 1-2. “Sofya muavin Konsoloslugu’ndan verilen bir
malumatta firari ve yiizelliklerden avukat Osman Nuri’nin Sumnu’daki mektebi Niivaba
muallim kaydolundugu anlasildigindan keyfiyetin tahkiki Varna Konsoloslugumuza
emrolmustu. Alman cevapta merkumun muallim degil, haftada sekiz saat ders vermek iizere
mukarrir tayin olundugu bildirilmis...”

2 Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calindi, p. 85.

%93 Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calindl, p. 85.

“94 Karagdz, Bulgaristan Tiirk Basini (1879-1945), p. 45.
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Sinasi, became also a writer in this newspaper. And, according to Adem Ruhi
Karagdz, this was ‘the other version of [ntibah and A¢ikséz’ (which was also an
anti-Kemalist newspaper).**®> Medeniyet similarly was published by an active
figure of anti-Kemalist force, Ipsalali Ahmet Hikmet, who was one of the
viizellilikler. Turkey was aware of his activities and Bulgarian support behind
him. For instance, Memduh Talat, the reporter of Cumhuriyet in Sofia, pointed
out how he was also appointed as a chief of the Filibe Vakiflar Miidiirliigii
(Plovdiv Headquarter of the Pious Foundations), which was the richest Turkish

foundation in Bulgaria.**®

As he continued to attack Turkish government in
Medeniyet, on September 14, 1933, in its second month of publishing, this
newspaper’s entry to Turkey was banned too.**’ However, Medeniyet (later
published in Sofia as an organ of Dini Islam Miidafileri) continued to be
published in Bulgaria as the other anti-Kemalist newspaper Dostluk.**®

This powerful anti-Kemalist publishing activities in Bulgaria attracted
also Arif Orug, who aimed to publish his anti-Kemalist papers outside Turkey.
These were his newspaper, Yarin, and programme of his party, Kurtulus
Firkas: (The Salvation Party). Indeed, initially, he went to Syria but there he
could not publish these papers. Then, he went to Greece; however, in this state
he could not also find a suitable atmosphere for his anti-Kemalist activities,
since it was the period that Greece started to exile some oppositional Turkish

elements from its lands. Finally, when he was also expelled from Greece, Arif

% Karagdz, Bulgaristan Tiirk Basim (1879-1945), pp. 59-60. “Bundan onceki sahifelerde
kapatildiklarim1 yazdigimiz (intibah) ve (Agiksdz) adli gazetelerin ad degistirmis bir drnegi
olan bu gerici fikirler gazetesi 19 agustos 1933 tarihinde H. Yusuf Yalubof 1931 yilinda
kapatilan (Intibah) gazetesi basmuharriri Hafiz Yusuf Sinasi adl1 bir seyhin muharrirligi altinda
Sofya’da ¢ikarilmaya baslandi. Sofya’da (Niivap) matbaasinda basilan ve irtica fikirleri
yaymak isteyen (Dini Islam Miidafileri Cemiyeti) nin organi olan bu gazete, yenilik taraftari
diger biitiin gazeteler kapatilmigken yakin yillara kadar yayim hayatina devam etti.
Bulgaristan’da biricik Tiirk gazetesi sayildi.”

“% Memduh Talét, “Dostluk Lafta Kalirsa Byle Olur!”, Cumhuriyet, 28 July 1934, pp. 1, 3:
“Bulgaristan Tiirkleri bir cehennem hayati yasiyorlar. ...Bunca Bulgar vatandasi Tiirk
dururken Bulgaristanin en zengin vakfi olan Filibe Vakiflar miidiiriyetine Bulgar hiiklimeti
Tiirkiye kacagi Ipsalali Ahmet Hikmeti tayin etmistir. Diger Tiirkiye kagaklari da Bulgar
hiikiimetinden biiyiik yardim gérmektedir.”

7 14 September 1933: BCA, 030 10 02 39 65 5, p. 1. “Ipsalali Ahmet Hikmetin Filibede arap
harflerile ¢ikardig1 Tiirkce “Medeniyet” gazetesinin, hiikiimetimiz aleyhinde zararli yazilar
yazdig1 goriildiigiinden Tiirkiye’ye sokulmasinin yasak edilmesi...”

“% Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936”, p. 781.
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Orug came to Bulgaria on May 7, 1933. According to the Turkish Ministry of
Internal Affairs, he would again attempt to publish these papers in Bulgaria and
distribute them on Thracian frontier of Turkey.**® Concerning about his
activities, the bureau of Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi in Edirne, just on this frontier
closely followed his contacts in Bulgaria and sent reports to Ankara.
Apparently, as soon as he arrived at Sofia, he contacted with enemies of new
Turkish state. However, the report showed that it was Hiiseyin Hiisnii that first
supported his anti-Kemalist activities. Initially, he provided Arif Orug¢ with an
opportunity to publish his articles in Dostluk. He even planned to buy this anti-
Kemalist newspaper and made it publishing organ of Arif Orug, but the owner
of this newspaper did not accept this offer. Then, thanks to his close relations
with the Bulgarian authorities, Hiiseyin Hiisnli introduced Arif Orug to the
Bulgarian Foreign Ministry. He was immediately settled in the house of Cerkez

Ali Haydar (called as Batumlu Ali Haydar as well),*®

one of ‘the fugitives’ in
Bulgaria, who was known as an official agent of Bulgarian police.>®* More
importantly, he was financially supported by the Basmuiftiliik and Bulgarian
Foreign Ministry, from which he respectively took 6,000 and 20,000 levas.
Thus, with these supports he could publish his anti-Kemalist papers in

502

Bulgaria.”™ Then, Hiiseyin Hiisnii established a printing house together with

Arif Orug, Ipsalali Ahmet Hikmet, and other oppositional Turkish elements in

16 May 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, p. 36: “(Yarmn) gazetesinin sahibi ve basmuharriri
Arif Orug; Suriye’de gazete ¢ikarmaga tesebbiis etmis ve muvaffak olamadigindan
Yunanistana gitmisti. Yunanistanda da g¢alisgamayacagimi anliyan merkum ahiren Sofyaya
hareket etmistir... A) Biitiin maksadi memleketimiz haricinde muhalif gazetelerle birlesmek
veyahut Yarin gazetesini tekrar nesrederek memlekete gizli olarak ithal etmek; B)
Bulgaristandaki muhalif gazetelerle ¢aligmak imkani bulamazsa oradan Romanyaya geg¢mek;
...E) Yarmn gazetesine ve diger nesriyat1 Trakya hududu boyundaki askerlerimiz, ¢avuslarimiz
ve zabitlerimiz vasitasiyle ordumuzun igine dagitmak; F) Bulgaristan Trakyasi hududundan
bunlar1 keza askerlerimizin arasina dagitmak.”

%% 16 July 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, pp. 13-15.

%1 Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlhik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calindl, p. 85.

%0216 July 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, pp. 13-15: “Yunanlilar tarafindan hudut harici edilen
ve Sofyaya iltica eylemis olan Arif Orug¢ ilk muavenet ve muzuhereti Sofyanin yobaz ruhlu,
miirteci Bas miiftiisiinden goérmiis ve onun delaletile Bulgar hariciyesine takdim edilmis, o
gilinlerde Sofyada ikamet etmekte olan Batumlu Ali Haydarin Evine yerlestirilmistir. Bulgar
hariciyesinin ve demokratlarinin mahiye 15,000 Leva yardimile ¢ikan mahut Dostluk
gazetesinde Razgrat mezarliklar1 hadisesinde Arif Orucun aleyhimize bir makalesi intigaretti ve
faaliyet basladi... Bas Miiftiligin verdigi 6,000 ve Bulgar hariciyesinden temin edilen 20,000
Levalik bir tahsisat ile (Kurtulus Firkasi) programini izaheden brosiirlerin ve bilahara Yarin
gazetesinin nesbasilup dagitilmasina baslandi.”
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Sofia, which fostered these anti-Kemalist publications.®® Thus, it was apparent
that Arif Oruc enjoyed great opportunities in Bulgaria for his opposition to
Ankara, mainly with the help of Hiiseyin Hiisnii. This showed how his anti-
Kemalist activities became more threatening for Turkey, when he reached to
Bulgaria.”®

From the very beginning, what Arif Oru¢ wanted was to smuggle his
anti-Kemalist papers into Turkish territories. He even contacted to the Trakya
Cemiyeti and the Armenians probably on this issue, when he first arrived to
Bulgaria.>® Finally, he achieved this and one of the copies of these leaflets
about the programme of his party and Yarin reached to Kesan, a town in
Edirne. It entered the Turkish territories inside a Bulgarian newspaper, Zora.
Although both the Turkish authorities and the party members suspected about
its publishing in Sumen, they could not find the exact address it was sent from.
Then, to have a clear idea one party member, Kara Bekir Bey, who was in
Sofia in the same period, was appointed to learn about his activities.>®

As these papers also reached to Samsun, the chief of Cumhuriyet Halk
Partisi in this city, who was also the MP of Antalya, similarly dealt with this
issue. In fact, it was not the first time that Arif Orug sent these papers to this
city. For instance, when he was in Greece, he also smuggled his propaganda
pamphlets, which were in a handwritten format. However, according to the
chief of party in Samsun, there were considerable changes between the papers
Arif Oru¢ smuggled into Turkey when he was in Greece and in Bulgaria. For

instance, ones sent from Bulgaria were in a printed version, which were

°%% 6 November 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 631 30, p. 8.

%04 Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936”, p. 779.

%% Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarhik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calindl, p. 85.

%06 16 July 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, p. 14: “Gerek brosiirlerin ve gerekse Yarmn
gazetesinin Sumnu da gizli olarak basildigr ve harigte basilip geliyormus gibi isin maske
edildigi bizce tamamile tehakkuk etmistir. Bu brosiirlerden bir adedi Bulgarca Zora gazetesi
icinde Kesana gelmis ve ora posta miidiirii tarafindan goriilerek Kaymakamlik vastasile
Vilayete gonderilmis isede, gerek resmi cephenin gerek bizim yapmis oldugumuz tahkikatta bu
brosiiriin hangi adrese geldigi maalesef tespit edilememistir. Bulgaristandan yeni aldigimiz
bazi tertibat ile gerek brosiirlerin gerekse Yarin gazetesinin memleketimize hangi adreslerle
gonderildigini ve Arif Orucun kimlerle muhabere etmekte oldugunu &grenebilecegimizi
kuvvetle timit etmekteyiz. Arkadasimiz Kara Bekir bey isleri i¢in Sofyadadir. Bize yeni ve
faydal1 haberler getirecegi siiphesizdir.”
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different from handwritten texts sent from Greece. This was clearly a sign of
opportunities Arif Oru¢ had in Bulgaria, and the party administrator in Samsun
commented that it was these opportunities that made Arif Oru¢ more
courageous to act against Turkish government.>”’

The case of Arif Orug, in fact, was the most evident example which
showed the nature of anti-Kemalist activities in Bulgaria. It was clear that
Hiiseyin Hiisnii acted as a bridge between the Bulgarian authorities and the
opponents of the Turkish Republic in this state. Thus, by only supporting
Hiiseyin Hiisnii, the Bulgarian government achieved to back all other anti-
Kemalist activities.®® The Bulgarian documents also revealed this fact of his
central role in these activities. For instance, according to the Bulgarian
Commission, charged by Mouchanoff in 1934 to discuss ways of anti-Kemalist
propaganda, Hiiseyin Hiisnii’s role as a Bagmiifiii should be empowered.
Moreover, the members of this Commission thought that Medrese 'tiin-Niivvab

should also be empowered.>®

Niivvab was a potential Al-Azhar of the Balkans
for Bulgarian authorities.>® Thus, together with Basmuiftiiliik, they provided
scholarships to some students of Niivvab to be educated in Al-Azhar.’*
Apparently, this was to increase conservative outlook among Turkish minority.

However, Bulgarian support for Hiiseyin Hiisnii was intensified with
the change of regime in Bulgaria, after the coup on May 19, 1934. This new
regime enacted legislations by decrees in various issue areas that enabled
Hiiseyin Hiisnii to intensify his anti-Kemalist propaganda. One of them was
about the rule of the Turkish schools and other institutions, which was left
Basmiiftiiliik. After the enactment of this legislation, within two months
between October and November, Hiiseyin Hiisnii changed the members of
councils, who were elected, in the Turkish schools and appointed new

members to these councils. Indeed, the letter of the Bulgarian Ministry of

07 13 July 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, pp. 23-24.

%% Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936, pp. 787-786.

% Belgelerle Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ve Tiirk-Bulgar Iliskileri, pp. 320, 335.

*% Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936”, p. 778.

1 Davutoglu, Oliim Daha Giizeldi, p. 67.
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Education showed how they designed this legislation to see ‘good’ Bulgarians

educated with the religious principles in the Turkish institutions.**?

Obviously,
this definition was for Hiiseyin Hiisnii and his followers.

With the rule of this new regime in Bulgaria, in 1934 Hiiseyin Hiisnii
established a popular society, called Dini Islam Miidafileri Cemiyeti (The
Society for the Defenders of the Religion of Islam), with a head office in the
Basmiiftiiliik and had other branches. Medeniyet, a popular anti-Kemalist
newspaper which was first published on August 19, 1933, became a publishing
organ of this Islamic society on September 1, 1934.°** The intention of
Bulgarian government in supporting these two propaganda organs was revealed
with the report of the Bulgarian Foreign Ministry to the Ministry of Internal
Affairs on November 1934. It was stated that with subsidies of the Foreign
Ministry, Basmiiftiiliik could publish Medeniyet and organize branches of this
Islamic society in order to struggle more efficiently against the Kemalists.>**
This showed how anti-Kemalist activities were not restricted to anti-Kemalist
propaganda, but suppressing the Kemalist presence in Bulgaria was also the
part of this activity. Thus, the Turkish side in line with its ideological concerns
followed closely the attacks towards the Kemalists in late 1920s and 1930s. In
this period, either with diplomatic pressures or with direct support to these

people, the Turkish government attempted to decrease pressure on them.

3.2.2. PRESSURE ON THE KEMALISTS IN BULGARIA AND THE
TURKISH REACTION
The Kemalists in Bulgaria were considered as a common enemy by the
Bulgarian authorities and anti-Kemalist circle. Obviously, the presence of this
Kemalist circle among Turks was the first obstacle for these anti-Kemalist
activities. Thus, they together fought against these people and their activities.
Turkey saw that anti-Kemalists became an informant of the Bulgarian

authorities for the pro-Kemalists’ activities, and in return they were provided

*12 Memisoglu, Ge¢misten Giintimiize Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, pp. 204-205.

B3 Memisoglu, Gegmisten Giiniimiize Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, p. 205.
¥ Belgelerle Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ve Tiirk-Bulgar Iliskileri, pp. 361-362.
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with influential positions in the Turkish institutions and other places. This
relationship, however, worked against the Kemalists, who encountered with
pressures as a result. Actually, all these intensified the suspicions of Turkish
Republic about Bulgarian intentions to destabilize its new regime. Thus, as a
counter-offensive, the Turkish side worked also to make these people rescued
from pressures through diplomatic ways or other methods.

In this period, the Turkish embassies and consulates in Bulgaria turned
into areas to which these Kemalists complained about their problems. These
complaints were mainly about spying of anti-Kemalist forces about them. For
instance, in 1933 Ahmet Rafet Bey, ‘a Turkish nationalist’, sent a letter to the
Turkish embassy in Sofia. In this letter, he wrote that he was a teacher in
Egridere; however, the Bulgarian authorities removed him from this job with
the spying of the dissident Turkish elements living there for his nationalist
outlook.”™ Indeed, three years before this letter, Deliorman, pro-Kemalist
newspaper, had already pointed out pressures on Turkish schools in

°18 But, Ahmet Rafet Bey’s case verified the existence of pressure

Egridere.
more clearly. In 1934, the report of the Turkish consul in Plovdiv similarly
pointed out the density of pressures. According to this report, Bulgarians
started to control Turkish schools but they did this with uninformed tours of
inspection. But, it was clear that these inspections based on the previous reports
of the anti-Kemalist circles about any ‘awakening Turkishness’ in these
schools. For instance, the Bulgarian authorities such as the inspectorate of
schools, chief of police, and civil municipal police in Plovdiv organized a
sudden inspection in risdiye of this area. They made this inspection
specifically during the course of geography, and asked teacher Halit Efendi

about geography book he used in this course. And, because of a sentence in this

% 21 August 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 630 28, pp. 4-5: “Bulgaristanda yasayan hainler,
hukumetimize baska fena sekilde tefsir ederek verdikleri beyan ve jurnallarla hukumetimizin
bizim hakkimizda fena yanlis iyane beslemesine sebep olmuslardir (Ahmet Rafet) ...Egridere
tirk mektebi muallimi Ahmet Rafet Beyin bir istidasini rapten takdim ediyorum. Mumaileyh
millici bir gen¢ oldugi igin mubhitindeki firarilerin Bulgarlara ihbarati {izerine mektep
muallimliginden ¢ikarilmistir..(Sofya Elgiliginden Bagvekalet Miistesar1 Kemal Beyefendiye).”
316 «Egridere Mektebinde Grev”, Deliorman, 7 January 1930, p. 1, in 2 February 1930: BCA,
030 10 240 618 2.
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book (Milli Cografya which was published in Turkey by Abdiilkadir Sadi Bey
in 1926)>*” which was considered against Bulgaria, they drew up a report about
this Turkish teacher. However, it was known that a day before these same
Bulgarian authorities visited Ahmet Hikmet Emin Hoca, probably a name from
conservative circle who had a son educated in 3 grade in this school. Thus, an
inspection particularly for 3™ grades during the geography class made the
Turkish consul to suspect about this man’s previous spying. According to him,
the Bulgarian authorities would inevitably use this event as a pretext to support
anti-Kemalist forces more, the Basmiiftii and other oppositional Turkish
elements such as Ipsalali Ahmet Hikmet. It was apparent for him that these
opponents of Turkish Republic acted in accordance with the directives of
Bulgaria which they gained support, and dedicated to fight against awakening
of Turkishness. And, Turan Cemiyeti, Bulgaristan Muallimler Birligi (The
Bulgarian Turkish Teacher’s Union), and the Turkish schools were the ones
that this anti-Kemalist force attacked most.>*®

Turan was a Turkish organization which was established for the
encouragement of sportive activities among the people aged from 15 to 45.
However, it had also a political outlook.>*® This pro-Kemalist stance of this
organization was actually alarming for the Bulgarian authorities. According to
them, this organization was governed by the Kemalists so that it would be
potentially used by Turkey in line with the Turkish interests.>* Disturbance of
Bulgarians about Turan was also pointed out in the Turkish documents. For
instance, on June 29, 1933 the Turkish ambassador in Sofia sent an interesting
report to Ankara which was then sent to the Prime Ministry. This report based
on the views of Boris Pavloff, the General Secretary of Bulgarian Democratic

Party, who talked to Omer Kasif, a Bulgarian Turk but whom Pavloff thought

7 Retrieved from http://www.geography.humanity.ankara.edu.tr/ders_notu/COG205_ek.pdf
on May 9, 2011.

>18 24 April 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 633 7, pp. 4-6.

* Tunali Ali Hiisnii, Bulgaristan’'da Tiirk Spor Birligi Nasil Dogdu ve Nasil Turan Oldu?
(Tunali: Vakit Matbaasi, 1933), pp. 5-6: “...buglin Bulgaristan Tiirk gencliginin yenilik
hareketlerinde Turan Cemiyetlerinin oynamakta bulundugu ve oynayacagi roller pek
biiyiiktiir.”

50 Belgelerle Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ve Tiirk-Bulgar Iliskileri, pp. 300-301.
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>l Indeed, Omer Kasif was the member of this political

he was a Bulgarian.
party, but he was also the chief of Turan.”?* This Bulgarian politician told that
these Kemalist youths in Turan, ‘under the mask of the sportive activities’,
worked for interests of Turkey. But, he told that they would fight against these
activities and rescue Bulgaria from these Kemalists.’® To do this, the
Bulgarian authorities as usual used anti-Kemalist forces. For instance, Osman
Nuri, one of the yiizellilikler, worked as an informant for them and reported
activities of this organization. One of these reports even passed into the hands
of Rodop, pro-Kemalist newspaper in Bulgaria, and it was published.*** Thus,
in its 8" congress, Turan decided to be vigilant against this spying.>*®
Bulgaristan Tiirk Muallimleri Birligi was another pro-Kemalist Turkish
organization which was similarly encountered with pressures in Bulgaria. It
was established in 1906 with the attempts of the Young Turks aimed to cease

divisions within the education system of Turks in Bulgaria.>®

Actually, this
organization followed reforms of new Turkish state closely and always
searched for the ways of applying these within the minority. Particularly, this

was the case in the adoption of Latin alphabet in the Bulgarian Turkish schools.

%2129 June 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 630 6, p. 1: “Bulgar Demokrat partisi umumi kétibi Boris
Pavlof’un mezkur parti mensuplarindan Varna’lh Omer kasif Efendi’ye kendisini yanhslikla
bulgar farzederek, Tiirkliik hakkinda vaki bazi ifadatina miiteallik olarak Sofya El¢iligimizden
alinan tahrikatin bir sureti melfufen arz ve takdim kilindi Efendim Hazretleri.”

522 Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlhik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calindl, p. 82.

523 29 April 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 630 6, p. 2. “...spor maskasi altinda meydana getirilen
“Turan” tegkilatinin...”

524 Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, pp. 104-105: “Tiirkiye’den smir dist edildikten sonra
Bulgaristan’a yerlesmis bulunan “150’lik” Osman Nuri, Bulgar makamlarina “Turan”
derneklerini jurnal ediyordu. Bu jurnallerden biri ele gecirilmis ve “Rodop” gazetesinde
yayimlanmisti. “150°liklerden” Osman Nuri, Bulgaristan Tiirk gengligini Bulgar makamlarina
sOyle jurnal ediyordu: “Onlar, Tiirkiye’de din ve saltanat aleyhinde yapilmakta olan
inkilaplarin miidahinleridir... Bu cereyam1 tutanlarsa, hiikiimetce de malum olan, Tirk
konsoloslari, muallimler, yarim tahsilli ve birkag yiiksek tahsilli Tiirk gencleridir. ...Sarf edilen
biitlin mesai, Bulgaristan’da milli bir Tiirk teskilati yapmak ve Kemalizm ceryani olan solcu
koministleri yagatmaktir.”

%2 Ozdilek, 22 September 1933, in 23 October 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 631 12, p. 3: “9-
Verilen jurnaller yapilan tiirlii sikayetler neticesinde hakkimizda beslenmekte olan fikirlerin
cerhi i¢in maksat ve gayemizi ve bu gibi iftiralardan beri oldugumuzu izah eder sekilde
mufassal bir beyanname hazirlanmas1 ve bunun erkdni devlete ve icap eden diger yerlere
gonderilmesi... 12- “Turan” tegkilatinin maksati, bulundugu vatana hayirli ¢caligkan ve suurlu
insanlar yetistirmek oldugundan siibeler biitiin islerinde bu vatanin evlatlar1 oldugunu
onutmamasi ve gosterise kapilmayip faaliyet programini ona gore tespit etmesi.”

%28 Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, pp. 95-98.
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In July of 1928, they organized a congress in Lom. It was the period which was
four months before the alphabet revolution in Turkey. In this Congress, they
decided to revert to the Latin alphabet in Turkish schools just after it was done
in Turkey.®®’ In the preparation process, the members of the organization
decided to organize courses to teach the new alphabet to teachers.”? In this
process, Ahmet Siikrii (Erbek), a teacher from Plovdiv, wrote a book called
Tiirk Alfebesi (The Turkish Alphabet).>®® In fact, there were some missing
letters in this book since it was published by only the personal efforts.>*° But,
after he wrote a letter to Ismet Pasa, a financial aid was provided towards his
expenses.”

However, anti-Kemalist circle did not wait without doing anything, and
they put pressure on N. Naydenov, the Bulgarian Minister of Education for
prohibition of the usage of these new books in Latin letters. This Bulgarian
minister, who had already close relations with these anti-Kemalists, declared
legislation for the usage of the previous books for four years. In fact, this was
the first victory of the anti-Kemalists in Latin versus Arabic alphabet conflict,
thanks to the Bulgarian authorities.”® Disturbed from this legislation,
Bulgaristan Tiirk Muallimleri Birligi sent a committee to Sofia, under the
leadership of Necip Arif Efendi, the president of this commission. They met
with the Bulgarian Prime Minister and showed their disturbance.®®
Apparently, between 1928 and 1930, this organization worked for the ban of
the Arabic alphabet in the Turkish schools. For instance, on August 3, 1929, in

527 Simsir, Tiirk Yazi Devrimi, pp. 303.

*%8 Hiiseyin Memisoglu, Ge¢misten Giiniimiize Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, pp. 172-
173; Simsir, Tiirk Yazi Devrimi, pp. 302-303.

%2 Ahmet Siikrii Erbek, Tiirk Alfebesi (Xaskdy: Cikago Matbaasi, 1928), p. 2: “Muhterem
meslekdaglar, Bulgaristan tiirk maillimler Birligi yeni yazinin mekteplerinize kabiile karar
verdigi zaman bittabi benim gibi meslekdaslar da memnun olmuslardir. Bu Glvi tesebbiisiin
Bulgaristan mektepleri igin pek faydali olacagini dusunerek s6z sdylemeyi za’it addederim. Iste
sirf bu maksetledir ki “Tiirk alfabesini” tertip ettim. ...Elde kafi derecede levazinin
bulunmayis1 ve vaktin 4’demi misai’desine binaen kitapta goriilecek hatalardan dolay1r ma’zur
goriilmemi reca ve bununle Bulgaristan mu’arifine yardim ettigimi ... edersem benim igin ne
mutlu.”

>0 Simsir, Tiirk Yazi Devrimi, p. 304.

>3 Simsir, Tiirk Yazi Devrimi, p. 309.

%32 Bilal N. Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar (Ankara: Bilgi Yaymevi, 1996), pp. 337-338.

%3 Memisoglu, Gegmisten Giiniimiize Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, pp. 176-177.
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its 20™ congress, this organization decided to check all newly published school
books.** Finally, in 1930 the Bulgarian authorities officially banned the Arabic
alphabet.>*® However, it was clear that in practice they were not dedicated to
apply this ban.>*® For instance, /ntibah, an anti-Kemalist newspaper, continued
to be published in Arabic letters.>®” This newspaper claimed that the Turkish
Republic designed this reform to ‘abolish Islam’. And, Intibah accused the
members of Bulgaristan Muallimler Birligi of working to abolish Islam.*®

However, it was Hiiseyin Hiisnii that worked against this organization
most. For instance, in November 1933, he prepared a report for the Bulgarian
Foreign and Minorities Ministry, about so-called ‘dangerous pro-Kemalist
circle’. In this report, he mainly pointed out the activities of these teachers and
Turkish schools. He listed their names in this report and asked the Bulgarian
authorities to deport these from their offices.®® This made the Bulgarian
Foreign and Minorities Ministry appoint a special commission to examine
influence of Turkish reforms over Turks in Bulgaria. In line with the report of
this commission, Mouchanoff dissolved this organization.>*°

However, attacks of Hiiseyin Hiisnii towards these teachers and Turkish
schools continued also after the dissolution of this organization. This pressure
was felt much when the new regime in Bulgaria left Turkish schools under the
control of the Basmiiftiliik. In addition to this, the new regime closed down

most of the Turkish schools used Latin alphabet.>**

Thus, these helped Hiiseyin
Hiisnii in his campaign of Arabic alphabet, and schools were immediately

reverted to this alphabet in 1934.%*? This was immediately protested in Turkish

%% Memisoglu, Ge¢misten Giiniimiize Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, p. 183.

*% Simsir, Tiirk Yazi Devrimi, p. 314.

%% Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936”, p. 777.

537 Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, p. 139.

%% Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, p. 338.

> Memisoglu, Ge¢misten Giiniimiize Bulgaristan da Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, p. 201.

0 Memisoglu, Ge¢misten Giiniimiize Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, pp. 201-202.

> Simsir, Tiirk Yazi Devrimi, p. 317.

2 Nayir, Balkanlar ve Tiirkliik, p. 167: “Tirkliigiin ve inkilabimuzin sicili diismani olan ve
Bulgar hiikiimetinin sirf biitiin Bulgar emir ve menfaatlerine usak sadikligiyle hizmet ettigi igin
mevkiinde tuttugu bas miiftii, bu mekanizma sayesinde biitiin Tiirk mektepleri iizerinde
hakimiyet ve nufuzunu tesise calisti (Askeri Idare). ...Bas miiftiiniin gizli emirleri geregince
enciimenler birkag miieteci softay1 etrafinda toplayarak sozde biitiin mintitka namina eski
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press. For instance, Cumhuriyet described this as ban on Latin alphabet in
Turkish schools as ‘new front for the suppression of Turks’.>*® This ban
inevitably had impacts on the Kemalist teachers. For instance, in Sumen when
the usage of the Latin alphabet was banned by the Sumnu Maarif Miifettisligi
(Educational Inspectorate), teachers were all sacked and replaced with the ones
educated in religious schools.>** This pressure over teachers was also pointed
out in the Turkish publications. For instance, Yasar Nabi wrote about the
teachers sacked from their jobs, with pretext of being the members of the
Turan.>® However, the Bulgarian government continued to empower the

Basmiiftiiliik at the expense of Kemalist teachers. In 1935, for example, it was

harflerin okutulmasi lehinde karar aliyor ve mazbatalar tanzim ediyorlardi. Bu karar
miifettislikce alelacele tasdik edilince, bu toplantidan haberdar bile edilmemis olan genclerin
ve miinevverlerin artik itiraza hakki kalmiyordu.”

3 Memduh Talat, “Tazyik Cephe Degistiriyor: Bulgaristan’daki Tiirkler, Mekteplerinde Yeni
Tiirk Harflerini Kullanmaktan Menediliyor”, Cumhuriyet, 9 October 1934, pp. 1, 6: “Tiirkiyede
yeni harfler kabul edildikten sonra pek tabii olarak Bulgaristan Tiirkleri de Tiirk camiasinin bir
pargasi olmasi sifatile bu biiyiik inkilaba yabanci kalamazdilar. Bulgaristanda da yeni harflerin
halk ve mektepliler arasinda tamim edilmesi i¢in biiylik bir gayretle ¢alisilmaga baslandi. Halk
icin muhtelif kurslar agildi. Gazetelerin bir kismu biisbiitiin yeni harflerle bir kismi1 da yar1 yeni
yart arap harflerile ¢ikmaga basladilar. Bu suretle halk da yavas yavas yeni harflere alisti.
Mekteplerde tedrisat din derslerinden maada tamamile yeni harflerle yapiliyordu. Gegen
Bulgar hiikiimetlerinin bunda Bulgaristan Tiirklerine biiyiik yardimlari dokundu. Hatta Bulgar
Maarif Nezareti vildyetlerdeki maarif miifettislerine goderdigi muhtelif tamimlerle yeni
harflerin Tiirk mektepleri ve Tiirk halki tarafindan kabul edilmesini tesvik etmelerini
bildiriyorlardi. ...Fakat 19 mayis taklibi hiikiimetinden sonra Bulgaristanda vaziyet tamamile
aksi bir sekil aldi. Yeni kabine Bulgaristanda firkalarin yardimile intihap edilen biitiin
miiesseseleri feshettigi icin bu meyanda intihapli olan Tiirklerin vakif komisyonlar1 ve marif
enclimenleri de feshedildi ve bunlarin idaresi tamamile miftiiliikklerin ellerine birakildi. Simdi
teessiirle haberaliyoruz ki miiftiilikler mektep idaresine gonderdikleri miiteaddit tamimlerle
mekteplerden yeni Tiirk harflerinin kaldirilip tedrisatin gene eskisi Arap harflerile yapilmasin
emretmislerdir. Yeni kabinenin biitiin miizahertini haiz olan miiftiiliiklerin Bulgaristandaki
uyanik Tirk halkini béyle umumi Tiirk camiasindan ayirip onu bambagka bir yola sevk etmek
istemeleri arasinda ¢ok derin bir teessur husule getirmistir. .... Her zaman Tiirk dostlugundan
hararetle bahseden Kimon Georgiyef kabinesinden biz Bulgaristan Tiirkiinii yiikseltmege
azmettigi kendi igtimai ve Kkiiltiir hayatinda serbest birakmasi, memleketin kanunlarile
kendisine verilen cemaat intihaplart hakkinin ipka edilmesini ve miiftiiliiklerin yalniz kendi
dini ilerine bakip onlar1 Bulgaristan Tirkiinlin iizerine musallat etmemesini istiyor ve
bekliyoruz. Bu zaten Bulgaristan Tiirklerine Noyi muahedesile verilen bir haktir.”

> Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936, p. 777.

*® Nayr, Balkanlar ve Tiirkliik, pp. 167-168: “Tiirk mekteplerinde muallimlik eden hakikaten
iktidar sahibi miinevver genglerden bir ¢ogu, “ahkdmu celilei diniyeye muhalif ve miinafi olan
dinsiz Turan cemiyetine mensup bulduklar1” hakkinda bas miiftiiliigiin jurnalciligi yiiziinden
islerinden c¢ikarilmiglar ve yerlerine dogru diirlist bir imlaya bile sahip olmayan ve biitiin
muharetleri, vaktiyle ezberlemis olduklar1 birka¢ Kuran suresini tekrarlamaktan ibaret kalan
yobazlar tayin edilmistir.”
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authorized for the control and approval of all Turkish school text books.>*®

Apparently, all these new Bulgarian legislations intensified pressure over the
Kemalists.

In line with the claims of pro-Kemalist Turks in Bulgaria, it was seen
that physical attacks were also used as a tool of suppressing these Kemalist
people in this period. For instance, Mahmut Necmeddin Deliorman pointed out
how Cerkez Ali Haydar, dissident Turkish element in Bulgaria, was armed by
Bulgarian police to attack them. He claimed that he knew Cerkez Ali Haydar
and his friends even came to Razgrad to attack him. But, as he was not there,
these armed ‘fugitives’ could not succeed and turned back to Sofia.’*’
However, he was attacked in the following period, which was protested in
Rodop on May 19, 1933. Rodop similarly stated that Cerkez Haydar and H.
Mustafa Nuri, who acted in accordance with Bagmiiftii and anti-Kemalist
newspaper Dostluk, planned to suppress Kemalists’ voices through physical
force with fists, sticks, and guns, since they could not do this with their anti-
Kemalist newspapers. Rodop stated that attack towards Mahmut Deliorman,
the owner of pro-Kemalist newspaper Deliorman, was the first case and these
attacks would continue towards other pro-Kemalist newspapers.>* Indeed, this
was a sign of insecure environment for the Kemalists.

Turkey knew how the Kemalists faced with suppression in Bulgaria. It

was evident for all sides that these people acted as an obstacle for anti-

%8 Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, pp. 154-155: “’Tiirk diismani” olarak bilinen Gruyef, Agustos

1935’te Bagmiiftiilik Hukuk Danismanlig1 gorevine atildi. Hemen arkasindan yeni bir Bulgar
yonetmeligi yayimladi. 5 Eylil 1935 tarihli ve 199 sayili Bulgar resmi gazetesinde bu
yonetmelige, Bulgaristan Tiirk okullarinda okutulacak biitiin ders kitaplari Basmiiftiiliigiin
kontroliinden onayindan gececekti. Yalniz din kitaplar1 degil, biitiin kitaplar s6z konusuydu.
Bu kitaplar, daha 6nce Bagmiiftiiliigiin kontroliinden ge¢gmiyordu. Simdi Bagmiiftiiliigl ise
karistirmak, Tiirkge ders kitaplari isinde Tiirk diismani Gruyef ile Hiiseyin Hiisnii Efendiye tam
yetki vermek anlamina geliyordu.”

> Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlhik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calind, p. 85.

8 “Firariler Kuduruyor!”, Rodop, 19 May 1933, p. 1, in BCA, 490 01 585 20 2: “Dostluk
gazetesi ve bagmiiftii etrafinda toplanmis olan kacak ve kogulmus vatansizlardan c¢erkes
Haydar ve H. Mustafa Nuri Sofyadaki tiirk gazetecilerile miinevverlerine sokaklarda ve
kahvelerde taaruz i¢in bir pilan hazirlamislar, pis kalemlerile susturamadiklar1 hak ve hakikat
erbabin1 sopa ve yumrukla ve belkide silahle maglup etmeyi kararlagtirmiglardir. Bu suretle
gecenlerde “Deliorman” sahibinden baslayan tearruz sirasile Yumukofu ve “Halk Sesi”
sahibini bulacagi sayialari deveran etmektedir. Yalmz yedi kiral ile barigik olan “Rehber”
sahibinin listeden hari¢ birakildigi anlagilmaktadir.”
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Kemalist propaganda in Bulgaria. Thus, for Bulgarian view they must be
silenced. However, the picture was different for Turkish view. To fight against
anti-Kemalist propaganda of opponents of newly established Turkish Republic
and its reforms, which enjoyed Bulgarian support, these Kemalists were
important for the Turkish side. Thus, particularly in late 1920s and 1930s the
Turkish side searched the ways of decreasing pressure on these people, which
would in return make its regime more secure towards the suspected Bulgarian
intentions of destabilization.

It was clear that rescuing Bulgaria from these opponents of Turkey was
the most influential counter-offensive of Turkey. One of them, Cerkez Ali
Haydar, who did not even hesitate to enter into Turkish territories, was arrested

by Turkish police on Thracian border.>*

He was found in Kesan and taken to
Edirne by police for interrogation. However, according to the chief of
Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi in Edirne he would probably deny his contacts in
Sofia.>®® In this case, the Turkish authorities could arrest this oppositional
figure as he came to Turkey. However, this was an isolated event and in other
cases, the Turkish side had to put diplomatic pressure on Bulgaria to expel
these anti-Kemalists from its lands. In the case of Arif Orug, for example, the
Turkish government conveyed its concern directly to Mouchanoff. The Turkish
authorities saw that particularly in its seventh issue, Yarin became more
detrimental. Thus, continuous efforts of Arif Orug to infiltrate these detrimental
papers into Turkey remained as a problem for Turkey, and Mouchanoff’s
government was once more warned. Then, Mouchanoff promised to expel
him.>>! However, it took one year for Bulgaria to take this decision, and in July

of 1934 Arif Orug was removed.>*

915 August 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, p. 10.

>0 16 July 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, p. 15.

1 4 September 1933: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, p. 8: “Bulgaristan’da bulunan muhaliflerden Arif
Orug tarafindan g¢ikarilmakta olan Yarm baglikli brosiliriin daha muzur yazilari ihtiva eden
yedinci numarasi da basilarak memleketimize sokulmak istendigi elde edilen niishasindan
anlagilmis ve tekrar Bulgar hiikimeti nezdinde tesebbiisatta bulunularak Mosy6 Musanof’un
vadi vechile Arif Orug’un oradan hudut harici edilmesinin temini Hariciye vekaleti celilesine
yazilmistir.”

5212 July 1934: BCA, 490 01 585 20 2, p. 7.
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In this period, however, the Turkish government did not only work for
the expulsion of these oppositional figures from Bulgaria. Turkey knew that to
pacify this anti-Kemalist forces these should be removed from their offices.
Particularly, this was most desired for the case of Hiiseyin Hiisnii, the
Bagmiiftii, who finally left office in 1936. It was apparent that he was
considered as an attractive partner by the Bulgarian authorities.>*® His loyalty
to the Bulgarian interests, especially, was always welcomed in this state.>**
However, he was actually a dangerous figure for the Turkish side. His praised
loyalty in Bulgaria was on the contrary a matter of suspicion in Turkey. Yasar
Nabi (Nayir), for instance, wrote in his book, Balkanlar ve Tiirkliik (The
Balkans and The Turkishness), that as Hiiseyin Hiisnii served with loyalty to
the Bulgarian directives and interests, the Bulgarian government was dedicated
to keep him in office®® despite Turkish protests. For instance, in 1935, Sevki
Berker, the Turkish ambassador in Sofia, protested Bulgarian insistence on
Hiiseyin Hiisnii. At ministerial level, he pointed out how Turkey desired to see
modernized people particularly in Basmiiftiliik.>®® Then, on May of 1936 he
was replaced with another Bagmiiftii. This was clearly welcomed in Turkish
press. Cumhuriyet, for example, issued this with a comment that his removal
from office made Turks finally felt relieved.>>

Besides these diplomatic protests to Bulgaria that backed anti-
Kemalists, Turkey also protested Bulgarian approach to Latin alphabet in late
1920s and 1930s through diplomatic channels. The introduction of Latin script
in Turkey was actually one of the important reforms. Gazi Mustafa Kemal
resembled this reform to a moment in the National Independence War, which

was on August 26, 1922 (Biiyiik Taarruz). It was the date of Turkish grand

%53 Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936”, p. 775.

> Belgelerle Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ve Tiirk-Bulgar Iliskileri, p. 469.

> Nayir, Balkanlar ve Tiirkliik, p. 167: “Tirkligin ve inkilabimzin sicili diismam olan ve
Bulgar hiiklimetinin sirf biitiin Bulgar emir ve menfaatlerine usak sadikligiyle hizmet ettigi i¢in
mevkiinde tuttugu bas miiftii, bu mekanizma sayesinde biitiin Tiirk mektepleri iizerinde
hakimiyet ve nufuzunu tesise calist1.”

> Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, pp. 153-154.

%7 «“Bulgaristan Bagmiiftiyi Azletti: Ahmedofun Azli Bulgaristan Tiirklerine Genis Bir Nefes
Aldirdr”, Cumhuriyet, 29 May 1936, pp. 1, 8.
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offence towards the foreign enemies, and it was clearly the turning point in
Turkish victory. At the same date, six years later, Gazi Mustafa Kemal
announced that alphabet revolution would similarly turn into a grand offensive
this time towards the darkness, another enemy.>*® This was clearly a sign of
continuing fight of still insecure regime with internal opposition of religious
elements. However, this fight was also valid for oppositional activities in
Bulgaria. Similarly, the insistence of anti-Kemalist forces for Arabic alphabet
and Bulgarian support for their campaigns worried Turkey ideologically. As a
part of its ideological concern, the Turkish government diplomatically
protested Bulgarian side.

This made the efforts of the Kemalists for Latin alphabet more
significant for Turkey. It was clear that from 1928, the Kemalists fought
against anti-Kemalists’s campaign for Arabic alphabet as much as possible.
However, Turkey saw that the success against this campaign was limited as
Bulgaria backed the other front. Thus, to enable these Bulgarian Kemalists to
fight against anti-Kemalists’ pressure for Arabic script, the Turkish authorities
persistently warned the Bulgarian authorities through diplomatic channels.
Ridvanbeyoglu Hiisrev (Gerede), the Turkish ambassador in Sofia, who Gazi
Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk) described as ‘my first friend of the revolution and the
difficulties’,> before the end of 1928, was ordered by the Turkish Foreign
Ministry to convey anger of Turkey about the Bulgarian delay for the
introduction of Latin alphabet in Turkish schools in Bulgaria.>® First, he talked
to Leapcheff, the Bulgarian Prime Minister, to protest this delay. In this
meeting, Hiisrev Bey pointed out how the Bulgarian delay for the Latin
alphabet would lead to coercion on Turks in Bulgaria for the usage of the Arab
alphabet. Also, he voiced Turkish disturbance about Bulgarian backing of the
anti-Kemalist forces. Then, Hiisrev Bey met with Bouroff, the Bulgarian

Foreign Minister. Similarly, he complained about this Bulgarian delay.*®*

> Simsir, Tiirk Yazi Devrimi, pp. 159-160.

* Simsir, Bizim Diplomatlar, p. 329: “(Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk): “Benim ilk inkilap ve
miiskiilat arkadasim.”

%0 Memisoglu, Gegmisten Giiniimiize Bulgaristan da Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, pp. 176.

%81 Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, pp. 135-136.
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At the beginning of 1929, all the efforts of Hiisrev Bey, in addition to
the Kemalist’s efforts, for the Latin alphabet were satisfied, when Bulgaria
declared a circular that paved the way for its usage.’®® But, this picture was
totally changed with the decision of the new regime that came to power after
the coup in 1934. Thus, the Turkish authorities again put diplomatic pressure
on Bulgaria. For instance, on May 10, 1935, Sevki Berker, the Turkish
ambassador in Sofia, met with the Bulgarian authorities in the Bulgarian
Foreign Ministry. He told that Bulgarian government should repeal the orders
of the Basmiiftiliik about return to the Arab alphabet in the Turkish schools.
Although Hiiseyin Hiisnii was not any more Bagmiiftii, his decisions from 1934
continued to affect Turkish minority in Bulgaria. Similarly, three months later,
the Turkish ambassador repeated this warning but there was no change.*®®
Particularly, when Hiiseyin Hiisnli was appointed as the school inspector for
the religious education, after he was removed from the post of Bagmiiftiiliik in
1936, he made many Turkish schools with the Latin alphabet closed down.
These activities of Hiiseyin Hiisnii were praised in Medeniyet, which claimed
that Turks in Bulgaria ‘rescued’ from hostility towards the religion, thanks to
the new Bulgarian regime. It was argued that only religious education could
make Bulgarian Turkish youth beneficial for Bulgaria.®®* Probably, the
Bulgarian government was in line with this thought, and it took two more years
to make Latin alphabet compulsory. Thus, it was in 1938 that Turkish schools
reverted to Latin script.”®

Turkish diplomatic pressure took years to get a result. In this
problematic period stemming from Turkish suspicions about Bulgarian
intentions, Turkey did not restrict its counter-offensive to these diplomatic
measures. In addition to these, the Turkish government pursued the policy of
supporting the Kemalist circle. This support was to empower Bulgarian

Turkish Kemalists against anti-Kemalist forces, since in return they would help

562
563

Memisoglu, Ge¢misten Giiniimiize Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, p. 180.
Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, pp. 153-155.

%4 Memisoglu, Gegmisten Giiniimiize Bulgaristan’da Tiirk Egitim Tarihi, pp. 209-210.
%5 Belgelerle Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ve Tiirk-Bulgar Iliskileri, p. 501.
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Turkey to counter anti-Kemalist propaganda within Bulgaria. The Turkish
authorities in this state played a key role for Turkey’s decision in supporting
some activities. For instance, the Turkish schools and Kemalist teachers were
significant for Turkish embassy in Sofia.°®® Hiisrev Bey, the Turkish
ambassador in Sofia described Turkish teachers as the forerunners of the
maturation of the Turkishness in Bulgaria. Added to this, he told that these
teachers could work for increasing the number of ‘the enlightened Turks’
there.®” Accordingly, the Turkish government tried to solve problems
encountered by Turkish schools. In 1933 one of the Turkish schools, Suhindol
Tiirk Mektebi’s board (Suhindol Turkish School), sent a letter to the Turkish
embassy to ask for financial support. In this letter, first of all school committee
members pointed out their activities against the Arab alphabet in their region.
And, they reported that no Turkish school teaching in Arabic alphabet left in
their place. The committee concluded this letter by mentioning how they were
in need of financial support. Thus, they asked for the same financial subsidy
which the Turkish government allocated to them in the previous year.>®
Ankara accepted this demand and 300 liras were sent to the Turkish embassy to
be given to this school.’®® In the same year, ismet Pasa also sent money to
another Turkish school, which was in Plevne (Pleven). The amount of this

subsidy was 6,500 levas.®” In fact, Turkey felt itself enforced to provide these

%66 Bilal N. Simsir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, p. 129.

6727 July 1930: BCA, 030 10 240 618 13, p. 4: ...Hiisrev Bey beyanatinda itiraf ettigi
veghile “Tiirk tekamiiliiniin pigdarlar1 olan tlirk muallimleri, bu memleketteki miinevverlerin
adedini ¢ogaltmak igin bulgaristanin her tarafinda agik yollara maliklerdir. Mukaddes tahsil
atesile miilhem geng adamlar kendi ihtiyar amcalar tiirk kdyliilerine konferanslar veriyor. Tiirk
gazeteleri Tirkce lisani lizerine ve yeni tiirk harflerile inkigar ediyorlar. Bulgaristandaki
dindagalrimiza, teceddiit icin mukaddes tekamiil fikirlerini dagitiyorlar. Ve 300,000 kisilik
biiyiik ekaliyetin irk1 menfaatlerini himaye ediyorlar.”

*%%2 December 1933: BCA, 030 10 24 631 29, p. 2-3: “Enciimenimiz biiyiik tiirk inkilabindan
harf inkildbini derhal kabul ve tedrisata o surette baslamig ve bu inkilabi biitin sancak
dahilinde nesritimime muvaffak olmustur. Binaen aleyh bugiin sancagimiz dahilinde arap
harflerile tedrisatta bulunan bir mektep yoktur. ...marifimiz pek muhta¢ ve miiskiil vaziyette
bulunmakta oldugundan bize, gecen sene oldugu gibi miinasip miktar yardimin itilasini
...temenni eyleriz.”

%9 2 December 1933: BCA, 030 10 24 631 29, p. 1: “Suhindol Tiirk mektebi Enciimenine
yardim verilmek iizre (300) ii¢ yiiz lira is Bankas1 vasitasile Elgilik memuruna génderilmistir.”
>0 2 October 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 631 8, p. 1: “Sofyada Hasan Rifat Beyefendiye,
Muhtesem Beyefendi, Tiirkiye basvekili Ismet Pasa hazretleri tarafindan mektebimize bir
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subsidies since otherwise these schools were all to be closed by Bulgarian
authorities, with the pretext of financial problems. Although the Turkish
authorities protested the Bulgarian closing the Turkish schools, there was no
change.®™ Thus, there was no way left to Turkey besides supporting these
schools financially.

Although these cases were about financial supports to the Turkish
schools, actually, the Turkish government allocated most of its subsidies to the
Kemalist publications. In fact, this media strategy was shaped by Hiisrev Bey.
Firstly, he sent two copies of Deliorman, pro-Kemalist newspaper, to Ankara
and asked for financial support for this newspaper.>’? Then, he proposed
Ankara to support Halk Sesi, which he described as loyal to the directives of
Turkish embassy. He sent one copy of this newspaper and he wrote that in
addition to Deliorman, supporting this pro-Kemalist newspaper as well would
be beneficial for Turkey.”® This was accepted and the Turkish government
sent 1,200 liras to the embassy to be given to these two newspapers and Rodop
(another pro-Kemalist newspaper).>”

Subsidies for these pro-Kemalist newspapers continued to be given to
the Turkish embassy in Sofia during the term of Tevfik Kamil, who succeded
Hiisrev Bey. A document from 1932 showed that in addition to Deliorman,
Halk Sesi and Rodop, Rehber which was described as working to defend rights

of Turks in this state, was also supported.>”® These payments were repeated in

yardimt olmak iizere gonderilen (6500) alt1 bin bes yiiz levay: aldik. Paga hazretlerine minnet
ve hiirmetlerimizi bildirmeniz liitfunu rica ederiz efendim. Plevne Tiirk mektep enciimeni.”

™ Simgir, Bulgaristan Tiirkleri, pp. 148-149.

%72 ) February 1930: BCA, 030 10 240 618 2, p. 1: “Bulgaristan Tiirkleri arasinda inkilab nesrii
tamimi i¢in (Deliorman) gazetesine nakti yardimda bulunulmasimin temenni ricalesile Sofya
El¢iligimizden gonderilmis olan tahriratin suretini...”

> 5 March 1930: BCA, 030 10 240 618 9, p. 4: “Sofya’da yeni harflerle ¢ikan “Halk sesi”
gazetesi biiylik inkilabimizin aciz bir hadimidir. El¢iligin direktifleri altinda, masada dogru
yuriimektedir.”

> 10 June 1930: BCA, 030 10 240 618 10, p. 1: “Rodop, Halk Sesi, Deli Orman gazetelerine
i¢ aylik yardim tahsilatt olarak merbut cetvel micibince tevdi buyrulmak iizre 1200 lira
mukabili yetmis alt1 bin iki yiiz lira Is Bankas1 vasitasile génderilmis olup...”

%75 23 August 1932: BCA, 030 10 240 624 8, pp. 1-2: “...Bulgaristan Tiirklerinin hukukunu
miidafaya galisan (Rehber) gazetesine yardim edildigi beyan buyrulmaktadir.”
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August 1933, when Ankara sent 1,800 liras to be allocated.’”® Even when one
of these newspapers directly contacted to Ankara, it was still embassy in Sofia
that Ankara asked for information to check the case. For instance, when
Ozdilek wrote a letter to Ismet Pasa for financial support, this was asked to
Tevfik Kamil.>”" And, he told that Ozdilek, which already receiving 3,000 levas
per month from the embassy, was published by ‘decent’ and ‘idealist’ Turks
and it would be beneficial if they published more.>”® However, in the end of
1933, Tevfik Kamil was informed that hence after, Hakki Tarik, the MP of
Giresun, would deal with these subsidies to Deliorman, Halk Sesi, Rodop,
Rehber, Istikbal, Karadeniz, Turan and Ozdilek. This was decided after the
visit of the representatives of Deliorman, Rodop and Halk Sesi to Ankara.>”
This would be probably designed as a precaution against intensified Bulgarian
inspections about funding of these Kemalist newspapers.®®

In fact, besides financial support, pro-Kemalist newspapers were also in need
of new fronts for publishing in Latin alphabet. Accordingly, in order to support
Kemalist activities, the Turkish government sent these to Bulgaria. Just after
alphabet revolution, for instance, these were sent for Rehber, on the order of
Ismet Pasa.®®' It was clear that buying or hiring these letters were highly

% 21 August 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 630 29, p. 1: “Sofya Elgiligine, Bulgaristanda ¢ikan
Tiirkge gazetelerin eyliil, tes. ev., tes. san. 933 ii¢ aylik tahsiratlar1 olan 1800 liranin bu giin s
Bankasile gonderildigini arz, hiirmetlerini teyit eylerim. Bagvekil Miistesar1.”

723 October 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 631 12, p. 1: “Sofya Sefiri Tevfik Kamil Beyefendiye,
“Ozdilek” gazetesinin miidiirii Mehmet ali ve basyazari giiltekin imzasi ile, gazetelerinin
nesriyatint anlatmak i¢in yardim dilegine dair Bagvekil Pasa Hz. ne gonderilmis mektubun
sureti leffen takdim kilinmigtir. Bu dilek hakkindaki miitealalarinizin is’ar buyrulmasini rica
ederim. Basvekil Miistesar1.”

578 7 November 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 631 30, p. 5. “23 Birinci Tesrin 1933 tarihli ve 2880
numrolu tahrirati devletlerine melfuf mektubu okudum. “Ozdilek” gazetesine elyevm ayda
maktuan (3.000) leva vermekteyiz. Bu gazeteyi ¢ikaran gengler bura Tiirkleri i¢inde sahsen ¢ok
temiz ve maddi menfaatleri istihkar eden idéaliste kimselerdir. Gazete miinderecat itibarla da
ayda iki niisha yerine dort veya bes niisha ¢ikartilmas faideli olur.”

9 4 December 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 631 30, p. 1: “Giresun Mebusu Hakki Tarik
Beyefendiye, Bulgaristanda intisar eden Deliorman, Halk Sesi ve Rodop gazetelerinin
Ankaraya gelen miimessillerile yapilan temas neticesinde Bagvekaletce kendilerine Sofya
Elciligi vasttasile yapilmakta olan yardimin bundan sonra verasat-1 Aliyeleri ile yapilmasi
kararlastirilmis ve keyfiyet Sofya Elgiligine de yazilmistir.”

*% Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936”, p. 782.

%81 5 December 1928: BCA, 030 10 83 547 17, p. 1: “Kiliste “Kilis” ve Bulgaristanda “Rehber”
gazetelerine, Basvekil hazretlerinin telekki olunan emir mucibince, 1dzim gelen miktarda yeni
harflerin tedarik ve sevk olundugunu hiirmetlerimle arz ederim efendim.”
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expensive for these Kemalist newspapers with limited budgets. In 1930, for
example, Hiisrev Bey reported these problems of Deliorman and Rodop and
their demand of letters from Ankara. However, for financial reasons, the
Turkish government could satisfy these demands in a limited sense.’®?

Similarly, in 1933 new fronts were also sent to Rodop and Turan.’®

3.2.3. CONCLUSION

Ankara was alarmed from power of anti-Kemalist forces in Bulgaria,
particularly in late 1920s and 1930s. What Turkey saw was persistent
Bulgarian support for the anti-Kemalists at the expense of the Kemalist Turks
in Bulgaria. This Bulgarian support was mainly for Hiiseyin Hiisnii, who led
considerable anti-Kemalist activities. At the same time, he served to Bulgarian
interests, and he did not hesitate to show his gratitude to Bulgarian government
in any condition. According to him, besides Bulgaria there was no other
country in the Balkans having Shari’a courts which were so perfectly in tune
with Shari’a. Thus, according to him, Muslims in Bulgaria were ‘very happy’
in Bulgaria, particularly when compared to the conditions of Muslims in
Turkey and the other Balkan countries.®* However, although he favoured
Bulgarian rule on Muslims, he ignored the conditions of Pomaks, a Bulgarian-
speaking Muslims living in Bulgaria, as these people encountered with
Christianization policies in this state.® For instance, in May of 1933, the
Turkish ambassador in Sofia reported how Bulgarian school inspector banned
reading Koran and religious courses in a Turkish school in Arda, where
Pomaks attended. To stop Muslim religious education, the Bulgarian soldiers

even prohibited Hoca Salih Efendi to enter this school hence after. Moreover,

%82 31 March 1930: BCA, 030 10 83 548 9, pp. 1-4.

*% Boyar, Ottomans, Turks and the Balkans, p. 121.

% 24 April 1934: BCA, 030 10 242 633 8, p. 4: “Umumiyetle Bulgaristan Miislimanlar
mesutturlar. Ve balkan devletlerinde yasayan Miislimanlar arasinda seraite uygun en
mitkemmel seriye mahkemelerine ve Avrupa’da yegane yiliksek dini mektebe malik olmakla
iftihar edebilirler. ...Balkan devletlerinde ve Tiirkiye’de yasayan Miisliimanlar haiz olduklar
haklardan istifade teseler cok memnun olurlardi.”

% Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936”, p. 776.
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Pomaks who protested this decision were attacked by these soldiers.?®
However, this pressure on Pomaks did not draw the attention of Hiiseyin
Hiisnili, who was the Basmiiftii. This showed how Hiiseyin Hiisnii did not mind
problems of Turkish/Muslim minority in general, but was only satisfied with
Bulgarian support behind anti-Kemalists.

For this period, Turkey was aware of intensive conservative outlook in
Bulgaria as a clear consequence of partnership between anti-Kemalist forces
and Bulgarian authorities. It was actually an opposition to new Turkish state
that this conservatism fed on. Turkey saw that their activities were mainly
about new regime in Turkey and its reforms, and any internal opposition
towards this new regime in Turkey was yearned by these oppositional elements
in Bulgaria. For instance, Menemen incident drew their attention. In Varna,
Mahmut Deliorman saw a coffee house named as Menemen, ‘for blessing the
reactionaries’, in which local conservatives such as Hafiz Esref and his
supporters came together.®®” This was a sign of deep hostility towards the
Kemalist government in Turkey. And, Turkey knew that this hostility had
Bulgarian support. However, in the end of 1930s, political scene in
international arena made Bulgaria desired closer relations with Turkey.*®® This
actually resulted in a change within the Bulgarian attitudes towards anti-
Kemalist activities, and Bulgaria started to act in accordance with the protests

of Turkish side, which would inevitably diminish pressure on the Kemalists.

%8620 May 1933: BCA, 030 10 241 628 10, p. 1: “Pasmakli’mn Pomak yokari Arda kdyiinde
Bulgar mektep miifettisinin nisanin {i¢lincii giinii Tirk mektebine giderek artik kur’an ve
miislimanca din dersi okutturmak mennu oldugunu ihtar hoca Salih efendiyi mektebe
gelmekten men eyledigi, sikayete giden on alti kdyliiye askeri kumandan tarafindan dayak
atildig1, mekteplerdeki kur’an clizlerinin ayni miifettis tarafindan parcalanarak hakaretle yere
atildig1 ehalinin sikayetlerinden anlasilmistir. Pomaklar1 cebren hristiyanlastirma politikasinin
Bulgar memurlarinca bersabik tatbik edilmekte bulundugu bu vaka ile de teeyyiit edilmistir.”
%7 Deliorman, Razgrad Mezarlik Hadisesinde Canlar Benim I¢in Calindi, p. 83.

%88 Boyar and Fleet, “A Dangerous Axis: The ‘Bulgarian Miiftii’, the Turkish Opposition and
the Ankara Government, 1928-1936”, p. 786.
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSION

In the period between 1923 and 1938, the Turkish state was responsive
towards the Greek and Bulgarian maltreatment of Turkish/Muslim minority
living in their lands. Both at inter-state and international level, the Turkish
government voiced and protested this suppression applied on these people.
Additionally, through Turkish authorities in these two states, contacted with
these people and granted a support to them. But, the reason of this active
Turkish response could not be restricted only to humanitarian concerns of the
government about these oppressed people as well as it could not be considered
as a reflection of expansionist policy of Turkey towards the Balkans as
presented by Greeks and Bulgarians. In fact, this concern was an extention of
Turkish quest for security which became a motive for its attention to these
minorities. Apparently, the Turkish government considered maltreatment of
these minorities as the part of Greek and Bulgarian policies, which posed
threats to Turkish territorial integrity and stability. Thus, protesting and
searching ways to cease this pressure were also a part of counter-offensive of
the Turkish side to remove its feeling of insecurity.

Turkey was well aware of the fact that Greek and Bulgarian pressure
was particularly on the ones among Turkish/Muslim minority who were the
proponents of new Turkish state and its regime, while the opponents of Ankara
were directly or indirectly supported by both Greece and Bulgaria, and they
were granted with influential positions in the institutions of minorities, thus,
had a great say over the Turkish/Muslim Communities. This situation, actually,
drew the attention of Turkish side. For Turkey, this was done by these two
states for the intensification of distinction among Turkish/Muslim minorities.

However, these two governments did not only support local conservatives.
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More importantly, they created a friendly environment for oppositional Turkish
elements, who were either fled or expelled from Turkey in the course of the
establishment of Turkish Republic. Thanks to supports of these governments,
local conservatives and oppositional elements composed an anti-Kemalist
structure, threatening Turkey. As diplomatic measures could not solve this
problem, the Turkish government supported the Kemalist circle in these
countries in accordance with its security concerns.

Indeed, according to the Turkish side, these two states would not
approach to Turkish/Muslim minority violently if they cared about friendship
with Turkey. Thus, insistence of these two states to apply coercive methods on
these people made Turkey suspected about intentions of Greek and Bulgarian
governments to have territorial claims on Turkish lands and to destabilize its
new regime. These unfriendly actions shaped the Turkish view of these two
states. In fact, this Turkish perspective was justified both in these two cases.
Initially, with the beginning of 1930s, as Greek government prioritized
friendship with Turkey, its pressure on Turks diminished. On the contrary, it
was the period when Bulgarian side intensified its pressure on Turks and
Pomaks. However, with changes in the political scene with the end of 1930s,
Bulgaria also softened its harsh actions towards Turks and Muslims in
Bulgaria. This shows how Greek and Bulgraian treatment of Turkish/Muslim

minorities was shaped in accordance with their aspirations on Turkey.
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