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This dissertation analyzes the impact of the Dodecanese Islands on Turkish foreign and
security policy between 1923 and 1947. In this respect, reflections of the military
fortifications in the islands on Turkish security measures and diplomatic initiatives in the
interwar period; the negotiations made based on the sovereignty of the Kastellorizo
islets together with the problematic issues of maritime borders and commercial relations;
the place of the Dodecanese on the strategy and diplomatic negotiations of Turkey just
before and during the Second World War; and the attitude of Ankara and other
interested parties regarding the transfer of the islands to Greece in the postwar period
constitute the focal points of this study. All these issues are handled together with the
developments in the Mediterranean geography in which Turkey is situated.

This study is essentially based on documents from the Italian, British, Turkish,
and American archives. In the light of these documents and other resources, this work
argues that the Dodecanese constituted a problematic area for Turkey throughout the
period. It shows that these islands were one of the most dominant elements in shaping
Turkish foreign and security policy during the interwar period. It also says that they
continued to occupy a place in Turkish diplomacy and strategy besides other issues
during the Second World War. It is emphasized that the “war” theme was usually on the
agenda in the relationship of Turkey with the region: although no clash occurred, Turkey
never made real peace with the area either. In addition, this dissertation designates that
some problems in the Aegean Archipelago, such as the determination of the maritime
boundaries or the sovereignty of the islets, which remain current issues resulting in
occasional tension in the region, date back to 1923, exceeding beyond the Turkish-Greek
relations of the post-1950s. Likewise, it emphasizes that the process that paved the way
for the transfer of the islands to Greece in the postwar period could be analyzed only in
reference to the multi-faceted concerns of Turkish foreign policy of the time, while
arguing that the dominant discourses on the issue are open to critique and questioning.



Atatiirk Tlkeleri ve Inki1lap Tarihi Enstitiisii’nde Doktora derecesi i¢in Hazal Papugcular
tarafindan Mayis 2015°te teslim edilen tezin 0zeti

Baslik: Savas ya da Barig? Tiirk Dis ve Giivenlik Politikasinda Oniki Ada (1923-1947)

Bu tez 1923 ve 1947 yillar1 arasindaki donemde Oniki Ada’nin Tiirk dis ve giivenlik
politikasina etkisini analiz etmektedir. Bu baglamda, iki savag aras1 donemde adalardaki
silahlanmanim Tiirkiye’nin giivenlik 6nlemlerine ve diplomatik girisimlerine yansimast,
Kastellorizo adaciklarmin egemenligi tizerinden yapilan ve smirlar, iktisadi iligkiler gibi
problemli meseleleri de kapsayan miizakereler; Ikinci Diinya Savasi dncesi ve sirasinda
Oniki Ada’nin Tiirkiye i¢in stratejik ve diplomatik 6nemi; ve bolgenin savas sonrasinda
Yunanistan’a devredilmesi siirecinde Tiirkiye ve diger ilgili gii¢lerin tutumu tezin odak
noktalarini olusturmaktadir. Tiim bunlar Tiirkiye’nin i¢inde bulundugu Akdeniz
cografyasindaki gelismelerle birlikte ele alinmaktadir.

Bu calisma temel olarak italyan, Ingiliz, Tiirk ve Amerikan belgelerine
dayanmaktadir. Bu belgeler ve kullanilan diger kaynaklar 151ginda bu tez, ele alinan
donemde bu kiigiik cografi bolgenin Tiirkiye i¢in oldukg¢a problemli bir bolgeyi
simgeledigini gdstermektedir. Oniki Ada’daki Italyan silahlanmasmin iki savas arasi
dénem Tiirk dis politikasi ve giivenlik anlayisini sekillendirmede baskin bir unsur
oldugunu, Ikinci Diinya Savas1 donemindeyse, diger dinamiklerle biitiinliiklii bir
bigimde Tiirk diplomasisinde 6nemli bir yer tuttugunu sdylemektedir. Tiirkiye nin bolge
ile ilgili iliskisinde “savas” temasinin cogunlukla giindemde oldugu, sonug olarak
herhangi bir savasin ger¢eklesmedigi, ancak tam anlamiyla bir “baris”’in da
saglanamadig1 vurgulanmaktadir. Ek olarak bu tez, Ege Denizi’nde bugiin hala
giincelligini koruyan, deniz smirlarmin belirlenmesi, egemenligi belirsiz adaciklar gibi
sorunlarin kdkeninin 1923’e kadar gittigini gdstermekte, bu meselelerin 1950 sonrasi
Tirk-Yunan iligkilerine 6zgii olmadigini ortaya koymaktadir. Benzer sekilde, savas
sonras1 donemde Oniki Ada’nin Yunanistan’a devredilmesi siirecinin, Tiirk dis
politikasinin ¢oklu dinamikleri ¢ergevesinde incelenebileceginin, hakim sdylemlerin
sorgulamaya acik oldugunun alt1 ¢izilmektedir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The term “archipelago” stems from the combination of two Greek words, arkhi (chief)
and pelagos (sea), symbolizing specifically the Aegean Sea when it is used as “the
Archipelago.” Since the Aegean as the chief sea is associated with several island
groups, the literal meaning of the word has expanded over the ages in a manner such that
today all island groups or the seas full of isles are referred as archipelagos. Although all
these archipelagic entities are different from each other with their various features, the
common denominator of these regions, from the Aegean as the starting point of the
geographical term to the Pacific and the Caribbean, appears to be their problematic
nature, not only for the islands themselves, but also for their relations with their adjacent
mainlands.? In that respect, this dissertation examines the problematic relationship
between one group of islands in the Aegean Sea, namely the Dodecanese Islands,* and

Turkey as the adjacent mainland, in the period between 1923 and 1947.

! Oxford Dictionaries, “Archipelago,”
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/archipelago (accessed August 9, 2014).

% The examples about different archipelagic geographies will be presented in this chapter, as the
context necessitates.

¥ The Dodecanese is one of the seven island groups in the Aegean Sea, just across from Turkey’s
southwestern shore. The others are the Cyclades, the North Aegean Islands, the Saronic Islands,
the Sporades, Crete and lonian Islands, and Eubboea. The name of the Dodecanese Islands stem
from the Greek word Dodeca (twelve) and nisi (island); implying that there are 12 isles in the
group although the exact number is more than 12 when the tiny ones are counted. The best
known islands of the group with their Italian names are as such: Karpathos (Scarpanto), Patmos
(Patmo), Kasos (Caso), Astipalaia (Stampalia), Lipsos (Lisso), Leros (Lero), Kalimnos
(Calinno), Nisiros (Nisiro), Tilos (Piscopi), Chalki (Calchi), Simi (Simi), Rhodes (Rodi), and
Cos (Coo; Modern Greek: Kos) and the outlying Kastellorizo (Castelrosso).
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Figure 1. Map of the Aegean Archipelago, Courtesy of University of Texas Libraries.



| argue that despite the geographic smallness of the region in relation to the
Turkish mainland, the region constituted one of the most problematic areas in Turkish
foreign and security policy throughout the time frame of this dissertation. While dealing
with at least one problematic side of the region in every sub-period into which this study
is divided, the possibility of war related to the Dodecanese was usually on the Turkish
agenda. For example, in most of the interwar period, Turkey expected a possible attack
from these islands under the rule of Fascist Italy, thus making the foreign and security
policy decisions accordingly. Likewise, during the Second World War, whether the
forces in the Dodecanese would attack Turkey or vice versa became an issue that both
the domestic and the international actors discussed occasionally. Interestingly, in spite of
the high probability that the officials foresaw, Turkey did not involve in a war or
occupation related to the Dodecanese.

But, even if the problematic link between the islands and the mainland never led
to a war; Turkey never experienced a thorough peace with this group of isles either.
Indeed, even during the sub-periods in which the danger of war did not exist, such as the
last years of the 1920s, or the post-war period, the place of the Dodecanese Islands for
Turkish foreign policy was always a knotty issue. For instance, Turkey had to deal with
issues like delimitation in the Aegean Sea, the borders of which were vague,
undetermined islet sovereignties leading to tension in the region; problematic
commercial relations affecting the lives of the people during the interwar period; or the
transfer of the islands that would became one of the most contentious issues of Turkish
foreign policy and public opinion later during the postwar period. As could be expected,
none of these issues were without challenge or tension. The “War or Peace?” in the title

of the dissertation essentially reflects this ambiguity, in which the Dodecanese always
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represented a problematic region for Turkey, with or without the possibility of war. In
this obscure environment, however, the “Dodecanese dynamic,” as I call it, mattered for
Turkey, as one of the key areas that its foreign policy took into constant consideration.
Island geographer Stephen Royle states that both the geographies and the
political histories of the small islands are highly perplexing,* not only because they
usually become scenes of war but also because they are not often self-sufficient entities.
Within these complicated histories, on the other hand, they usually “tend just to be

> That was the case for the

assumed into the nearest mainland local government unit.
Dodecanese Islands until 1912, when they were occupied by Italy. After the separation
of the islands from the closest mainland in terms of sovereignty, it is seen that the
abovementioned complex history based on problems became more peculiar, not only for
the islands themselves as could be seen in trade with Anatolia, but also for the fronting
coast.

Turkey was troubled by the Italian sovereignty, which arrived with an
expansionist foreign policy view, leading to the fortification of the islands which were
formulated as the military stronghold of Italian expansionism in the Mediterranean,
known as the Mare Nostrum (Our Sea) ideology. Therefore, after 1923, when Turkey
transferred its sovereign rights on the Dodecanese with the Lausanne Treaty, Ankara
began to perceive these islands as a threat to its national territory owing to their nearby

proximity to southwestern Anatolia, often described as within “shouting” distance. It is

important to note that this perception did not change throughout this epoch.

* Stephen A. Royle, A Geography of Islands: Small Island Insularity (London: Routledge, 2001),
p.141.
> Ibid., p.147.



In this sense, this study argues that throughout the interwar years, the
Dodecanese dynamic had a very crucial impact on Turkish foreign and security policy.
In other words, since Ankara perceived threat from the region, it formulated its
diplomatic orientation and military decisions accordingly. Likewise, during the Second
World War, this area, first under the sovereignty of Italy, and then of Germany,
continued to be important for Turkey, but in a much more complicated manner than the
interwar period, since Turkey had to deal with other major security issues during the war
years. Despite the ever-changing environment around Turkey, the Dodecanese remained
always on the table in terms of security calculations and diplomatic negotiations both in
the interwar and in the war years. In this sense, this dissertation displays the narrative of
these calculations and negotiations, with the aim of showing how these small islands had
major impacts on Turkey, as the adjacent mainland which had regarded the region as a
security threat to its territorial integrity.

But, this research is not just composed of the essential impact of the Dodecanese
in Turkish foreign and security policy, specifically on the basis of military tension, war
and occupation. It highlights other dimensions of this problematic relationship as well.
One of the most important ones among them is about the maritime boundaries between
the Dodecanese and the Turkish coasts with the islet disputes. In this respect, this
dissertation suggests that the current disputes in the Aegean Sea, regarding the maritime
borders and sovereignties date back to the 1920s although the existing literature mainly

handles them within the context of the Turkish-Greek relations in the post 1950s period.°

® These studies mainly handle these issues from the perspective of the recent problems in the
Aegean Sea. Their approach to the historical background of the matter is usually restricted to the
1932 Turkish-Italian Agreement over the Kastellorizo Islets as well as the unratified convention
between these two powers again in 1932, specifically with respect to Kardak. However, the
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However, it is seen that the maritime problems in the Archipelago emerged in the 1920s
and were discussed long before the deterioration of the Turkish-Greek relationship after
the 1950s.

In addition, there were other problems between the parties, such as the
commercial relations and migration that took place during the Second World War. The
Dodecanese remained as a problematic arena for Turkish diplomacy even after the
Second World War, in terms of the future sovereignty of the islands, as a topic that is
still being discussed based on the Turkish position. That is to say, even in the times
when a military clash was a distant probability; the islands represented a problem for
Turkish foreign policy from many different perspectives. This dissertation aims to
display the dimensions of the story at times when although there was neither war nor
peace, there were troubles.

I chose to search specifically this region particularly during this epoch for several
reasons. When | was writing my MA thesis on the Turkish-Italian relations in the
interwar period, | saw that the Dodecanese was the key issue that affected the course of
events in the contacts.” In that study, while emphasizing Fascist Italy as the most
important dynamic of the interwar Turkish foreign policy, | suggested that the reason for
this unique place was the Italian sovereignty on the Dodecanese Islands through which
these two countries had become neighbors. It is not only my master thesis that
suggested this key position of Italy in the interwar Turkish foreign policy. A great

number of works concerning Turkish foreign policy cite the “Italian threat” against the

border discussions in this period are beyond these legal documents. For such an example, see Ali
Kurumahmut, Ege de Temel Sorun, Egemenligi Tartismali Adalar (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu,
1998).

" Hazal Papuccular, “Turkish-Italian Relations in the Interwar Period” (MA Thesis, Bogazigi
University, 2009).



Turkish territory in the interwar period, from the large scale collective studies on long-
term Turkish foreign policy, to more specific ones particularly targeting the period
between the wars.

For instance, the works that are accepted as the traditional resources of Turkish
foreign policy, like Olaylaria Tiirk Dis Politikas: (Turkish Foreign Policy Through the
Cases) prepared by the Political Science Faculty of Ankara University; Tiirk Dis
Politikasi: Kurtulus Savasindan Bugiine Olgular, Belgeler, Yorumlar (Turkish Foreign
Policy: Cases, Documents, and Interpretations from War of Independence to Present
Day) edited by Baskimn Oran; and Turkish Foreign Policy since 1774 written by William
Hale refer to the position of Italy vis-a-vis Turkey in terms of the Dodecanese.? More
specific studies focusing directly on Turkish-Italian relations also emphasize the
fortifications in the Dodecanese that deteriorated the bilateral relations due to the
Turkish fear of being attacked, such as the articles of Dilek Barlas, “Friends or Foes?
Diplomatic Relations between Italy and Turkey, 1923-1936,” and of Yiicel Giigli,
“Fascist Italy’s ‘Mare Nostrum’ Policy and Turkey,”® within the perspective of
diplomatic contacts. In this respect, a recently published book by Barlas co-authored

with Serhat Giiveng, Turkey in the Mediterranean during the Interwar Era, discusses

® Ankara Universitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi, Olaylarla Tiirk Dis Politikast, vol.1 (Ankara:
Ankara Universitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi 1987); Baskin Oran (ed.) Tiirk Dis Politikas::
Kurtulus Savasindan Bugiine Olgular, Belgeler, Yorumlar, vol.1 (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari,
2006); William Hale, Turkish Foreign Policy since 1774 (London, New York: Routledge, 2013).
® Dilek Barlas, “Friends or Foes? Diplomatic Relations between Italy and Turkey, 1923-1936,”
International Journal Middle East Studies 36 (2004), pp.231-252; Yiicel Giiglii, “Fascist Italy’s
‘Mare Nostrum’ Policy and Turkey,” Belleten 13, n0.238 (December, 1999), pp.813-845.
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how lItalian activity in the Mediterranean affected Turkish foreign policy with an
emphasis on the Dodecanese.™

Despite the importance of the Dodecanese for Turkish foreign policy and
security as all the excerpts stated above acknowledge, it is hard to say that a sufficient
amount of work specifically dealing with those islands regarding this period has been
done. Actually, the academic works on the Dodecanese with regard to Anatolia/Turkey
focus either on the pre-Ottoman and Ottoman period, or on the Greek one targeting the
post-1950 era. Indeed, as an important point in the Eastern Mediterranean throughout the
history, Rhodes, which functions as the administrative capital of the group, seems to
have attracted more scholarly attention. In this sense, Vatin’s Rodos Sévalyeleri ve
Osmanlilar,** (Rhodes et I'Ordre de Saint-Jean-de Jerusalem) and Oreng’s Yakin
Dénem Tarihimizde Rodos ve Oniki Ada'® (Rhodes and the Dodecanese in Our Recent
History) are two important studies that shed light upon the history of Rhodes and the
Dodecanese in reference to the Ottoman Empire before twentieth century.

Other studies encompassing long time frames also discuss the Ottoman period in
the islands, as do, for example, Celalettin Yavuz’s Mentese Adalart (Oniki Ada) 'nin

Tarihi,*® (The History of the Dodecanese), and Cemalettin Taskiran’s Oniki Ada 'nin

Y Dilek Barlas and Serhat Giiveng Turkey in the Mediterranean during the Interwar Era: The
Paradox of Middle Power Diplomacy and Minor Power Naval Policy (Indiana: Indiana
University Turkish Studies, 2010).

" Nicolas Vatin, Rodos Sovalyeleri ve Osmanhilar: Dogu Akdeniz'de Savas, Diplomasi ve
Korsanhk, 1480-1522 (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Ekonomik ve Toplumsal Tarih Vakfi, 2004).

'2 Ali Fuat Oreng, Yakin Dénem Tarihimizde Rodos ve Oniki Ada (istanbul: Dogu Kiitiiphanesi,
2006).

13 Celalettin Yavuz, Mentese adalar (Onikiada)'mn Tarihi: Andlasmalarla Yunanistan'a
Devredilmemis Ada, Adactk ve Kayaliklarin Hukuki Statiileri de Dahil (Istanbul: Deniz Harp
Okulu Basim Evi, 2003).



Diinii ve Bu Giinii** (The Past and the Present of the Dodecanese). However, the focal
point of these works is the Greek period, in other words the post-1950 era, which is
analyzed by the authors especially in terms of the recent problems around the
militarization of the islands, the sovereignty of the islets, and the territorial waters. The
Italian period, on the other hand, is analyzed based on the legal documents, such as the
Lausanne Treaty, or the 1932 Convention between Turkey and Italy over the islets of
Kastellorizo, or the transfer of the islands to Greece with the Paris Peace Treaties. Apart
from these issues, the identity problems of the Turkish minority in Rhodes and Kos
occupy a place in the existing literature, again in terms of the Greek period, as the book
of Celalettin Yavuz and of Bahadir Selim Dilek; Egenin Unutulan Tiirkleri*® (The
Forgotten Turks of the Dodecanese).

This picture of the academic literature in terms of the relationship between
Turkey and the Dodecanese manifests two conditions. On the one hand, while all these
aforementioned valuable foreign policy studies put forward the Dodecanese as an
important factor in Turkish politics, their foremost aim is not to ask how the Dodecanese
influenced the Turkish diplomatic and military mind, and before this, what really
occurred between the two shores of the Aegean in this period, which are the originating
questions of this dissertation. In other words, the common characteristic of these studies

is the fact that regardless of the issue that they problematize, the period in which the

" Cemalettin Taskiran, Oniki Adanin Diinii ve Bu Giinii (Ankara: Genelkurmay Basimevi,
1996). It should also be emphasized that Cemalettin Taskiran’s another work about the
Dodecanese can be regarded as the extended version of Oniki Adanin Diinii ve Bu Giinii.
Cemalettin Taskiran, Urkek bir Siyasetin Tarih Oniindeki Agir Vebali: Oniki Ada, Hatali
Kararlar, Act Kayiplar (Istanbul: Bab-1 Ali Kiiltiir Yayinciligi, 2010).

' Bahadir Selim Dilek, Egenin Unutulan Tiirkleri (Istanbul: Cumhuriyet Kitaplar1, 2008).
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Dodecanese was one of the most important dynamics in Turkish foreign policy and
territorial security falls short of a large-scale narrative.

On the other hand, in other works that are explicitly concerned with the
Dodecanese Islands, specifically this period appears deficient since the emphasis is on
the problems with the Greeks in the Aegean Sea. Putting aside the Turkish fear of being
attacked from the Dodecanese, even the phenomena like the maritime borders or the
condition of the Turkish islanders, as the popular narratives of the recent problems in the
Archipelago, are poorly addressed particularly for the period under question. In brief, the
detailed narrative of the islands in relation to Turkey and the key position of the islands
in Turkish foreign and security policy in the interwar period present an academic
dilemma. The topic of this dissertation has arisen from a desire to remove this
predicament in the first place.

However, this study examines not only the interwar period but also the period
between 1939 and 1947. Two major factors influenced the determination of this
periodization. First of all, although the interwar period can be analyzed as a separate era
of Turkish foreign policy, it indicates a piecemeal approach for Dodecanesian history.
The era between 1923 and 1947 is called the “colonial period” as a whole for the islands
despite the existence of disruptions in terms of the change in the administration, like the
armistice of Italy in 1943, the German occupation thereafter, and the British governance
that began in 1945.

Second, apart from the necessity of dealing with the entire colonial period, the
deficit in the literature that was explained above for the interwar period also applies to
the Second World War. Although there are works that put an emphasis on the

importance of the Dodecanese in Turkish understanding during the Second World War,
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like Deringil’s Denge Oyunu,*® (Turkish Foreign Policy during the Second World War),
and like the more recent regional study of Tamkin, Britian, Turkey and the Soviet Union,
1940-1945, Strategy, Diplomacy, and Intelligence in the Eastern Mediterranean,'’ the
war literature based on Turkey still concentrates more on the Turkish position in regards
to Germany and the Soviet Union with respect to the Balkans.'® But, when the link
between the Aegean Sea, the Straits, and Thrace is kept in mind, it is obvious that there
IS a necessity for a narrative that involves seriously in the region during the war period.
In this sense, the article fkinci Diinya Savas: Yillarinda Ege Adalart Sorunu (The
Problem of the Aegean Islands during the Second World War), examines the Aegean
Sea, yet, mostly based on the sovereignty issues.™

As will be seen in the part dealing with the Second World War period, the
Dodecanese was one of the dynamics of the Turkish security with its geographical
location regarding Anatolia and the Mediterranean. It, thus, was a domain that was
constantly put into consideration from different angles. In other words, the sovereignty
of the islands was only one dimension of the issue. It should be noted that this

dissertation does address this dimension in a separate chapter, since the transfer of the

1 Selim Deringil, Denge Oyunu: Ikinci Diinya Savasi 'nda Tiirkiye 'nin Dus Politikas: (istanbul:
Tiirkiye Tarih Vakf1 Yurt Yaymlari, 2010).

" Nicholas Tamkin, Britian, Turkey and the Soviet Union, 1940-1945, Strategy, Diplomacy, and
Intelligence in the Eastern Mediterranean (Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire; New York,
NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009).

18 For instance, Edward Weisband, kinci Diinya Savasinda Inénii 'niin Dis Politikasi (Istanbul:
Milliyet Yayinlari, 1974). Even more recent studies like the one of ilkin and Tekeli emphasize
the Nazi threat in 1939, though this dissertation argues that the major concern of Turkey in 1939
was an Italian attack from the Dodecanese, Dis Siyaseti ve Askeri Stratejileriyle Ikinci Diinya
Savas Tiirkiyesi -1. Cilt (Istanbul: Iletisim Yaynlari, 2013).

¥ Necdet Hayta, “ikinci Diinya Savas: Yillarinda Ege Adalar1 Sorunu,”
http://www.atam.gov.tr/dergi/sayi-36/ikinci-dunya-savasi-yillarinda-ege-adalari-sorunu
(accessed August 10, 2014).
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islands remains a popular issue in Turkey, and thus necessitates an academic analysis
based on different historical documents.

This dissertation thus aims to fill a gap in the existing literature, which bespeaks
the Dodecanese much, yet lacks adequate knowledge on the impact of the region on
Turkish foreign and security policy. As a result, it remains in the category of diplomatic
history with additional military details since it shows the action-reaction chain that the
course of events on and over the islands led in Turkish diplomacy as well as security
considerations. With its regional approach based on a group of islands, this study is one
of the few examples in Turkish foreign policy literature that is generally dominated by
the narratives of bilateral relations divided by the relevant time periods.

Two points need to be underlined in this respect. First, although the Dodecanese
as one group of islands seems a narrow region on which to focus in a study on
diplomatic history, the close link between the islands and the broader issues of Turkish
foreign policy widens the scope of the work by indicating a greater phenomenon. For
example, Turkey’s efforts to change the Straits regime in the 1930s and the close
relationship between Turkey and Britain leading up to the World War Two were related
to the Dodecanese among other dynamics, showing the abovementioned assumption of
this study, that “the small islands had big impact.” Likewise, the strategic location of
the islands, not only in relation to Turkey, but also to the Balkans and the Middle East
made up the area in which the Great Powers were interested, thus situating the
Dodecanese in a much more comprehensive context. Therefore, it should be
emphasized that an island group as a focal point does not necessarily limit the spectrum

of this dissertation.
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Second, since these islands were under the control of a specific power, in other
words, the Dodecanese was not a state itself, this study deals with bilateral relations. In
this respect, Italy, Germany, and Britain were the interlocutors of Turkey in its
relationship with the region. Yet, the problematic relationship of Turkey with the
Dodecanese cannot be understood merely based on the bilateral or diplomatic contacts.
Although this dissertation could be classified under the discipline of diplomatic history,
and although issues around foreign policy were discussed between the states at that time,
Turkish consideration of the islands sometimes transcended the boundaries of bilateral
relations with the possessors or the states interested in Mediterranean politics. This
situation puts forward the interdisciplinary nature of the dissertation as well, which also
involves the concepts of political geography, such as borders, sovereignties as well as
the island-mainland relations.

According to the political geographers, one of the most important efforts of the
states in the modern period has been to clearly demarcate borders,?® as well as to impose
sovereignty within those boundaries. The Dodecanese represented a troubled arena for
Ankara also in this respect, leading to the problems both with the colonial power and
within the island-mainland relations at the local level. During the Ottoman Empire, the
islands and the mainland had been tied to each other. Therefore, the legal separation of
the coasts in 1923 brought not only a maritime border problem which could not be
delimited with the exception of Kastellorizo, but also local problems, since people were
used to going back and forth between the shores, as in the example of centuries-long

fishing and sponge fishing activities, with no notion of boundaries. In this respect, it is

% Martin Jones, Rhys Jones, and Micheal Woods (ed.), An Introduction to Political Geography,
Space, Place and Politics (New York: Routledge 2004), p.21.
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important to note that such problems related to concepts of territory, sovereignty, and
space, arose sometimes independently from or exceeded the bilateral relations of the two
states, despite the fact that their solution depended usually on contacts between them.

Before explaining the methodology of this study, one last point should be made
about the geographic location of this work. It has already been suggested that when the
interwar and war periods are analyzed, studies regarding bilateral relations dominate the
literature as opposed to region-specific ones. While works about the Aegean Sea
belonging to this period are rare, the Aegean Sea in Turkish foreign policy literature
regarding the post-1950s is usually handled as a whole. Selecting one island group of the
Archipelago as a topic for this dissertation has been necessary due to the fact that the
sovereignty of the Dodecanese was different than that of the other groups, especially the
northern Aegean ones near the Turkish coasts and the Turkish Straits during the period
in question.

Even if it is a necessity, it also raises a question worth to ask based on the
aforementioned different sovereignties in the Aegean Sea: What was the situation in the
northern part of the archipelago both in regards to the Turkish mainland and the
Dodecanese? Actually, this question reveals that the lack of studies on the Archipelago
in the period between 1923 and 1950 is not specific to the Dodecanese. Unfortunately,
this dissertation does not answer this question. Throughout the text, there are few
exceptions to this lack of information, implying similarities between the south and the
north in terms of their relationship with the Turkish mainland. For example, it is seen
that the migration from the islands to Anatolia during the Second World War took place
from the both sides. Likewise, it can be suggested that the Turkish strategic

consideration of the islands during the Second World War, especially after the German
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invasion of Lesvos, Chios, and Lemnos, making the Aegean an Axis dominated area,
may be categorized with similar concerns. But, resembling assumptions cannot be made
especially for the 1930s, during which the Turkish-Greek friendship experienced its
peak point while Italy via the Dodecanese had become the dominant security threat for
Turkey. In this sense, the relationship of Turkey with the Greek islands in front of the
Turkish coasts constitutes a question mark.

Apart from the similar and the different meanings that the islands carried for
Ankara, the relationship among the islands is an area that constitutes another question
which should be brought to light. As far as the documents accessed for this dissertation
show, the areas between the Dodecanese and the other island groups in the Archipelago
posed similar problems to the Greek and Italian relations. For instance, a group of islets
between the Cyclades and the Dodecanese became a scene of occupation in the 1930s,
similar to the case of Kastellorizo. In this sense, although this study specifically asks
how the Dodecanese impacted Turkish foreign and security policy, it creates another set
of questions regarding the region that can point the way for other studies in the realms of
political, social and economic history.

Throughout this introduction, | have emphasized the lack of information about
the Dodecanese as well as the other islands in the Aegean Sea in terms of the interplay
among them. Obviously, there are concrete reasons for this phenomenon. The most
important one of them is closely linked to the complexity in accessing historical
documents, the collection of which necessitates working with several archives in
different countries and with various languages. The methodology of this dissertation

exemplifies the situation.
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In a research environment where, the most important source of documents of
Turkish foreign policy, the archives of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs are
closed to researchers; utilization of foreign archives becomes indispensable. In this
respect, the documents found in the Dodecanese (Dodecanneso) and Turkey (Turchia)
folders of Archivio Storico del Ministero degli Affari Esteri (Historical Archive of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs), in Rome, Italy, in which the records of the relationship
between Turkey and the Dodecanese can be found in the form of the intelligence reports
and the diplomatic correspondence, constitute the main structure of this dissertation,
especially for the interwar period. Despite the abundance of the documents in the Italian
Archives concerning the interwar period owing to the fact that the Dodecanese was
bureaucratically tied to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs rather than the Ministry of
Colonies, the dossiers regarding the Second World War are not sufficient. This is
probably due to the specific condition of Italy, which signed armistice with the Allies in
1943, as well as the occupation of the Dodecanese by the Germans, who routinely
burned documents in the occupied peninsulas. This necessitated more archival research,
this time in the National Archives, in London, formerly known as Public Record Office.
In this respect, the documents especially belonging to the Foreign Office, Prime
Ministry, and the Cabinet, as well as the War Office, were used in this study.

Apart from these two archives, | conducted research in Turkey. The Republican
Division of Prime Ministry of State Archives (TC Basbakanlik Cumhuriyet Argivi) in
Ankara, despite its inadequacy, has intelligence documents regarding the southwestern
Anatolia. However, it should be stated that these documents which the local authorities
usually sent to Ankara, fell short of the intelligence reports the Italian archives have on

the Turkish political and military circles.
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In addition, | made an archival study in the Turkish General Staff (ATASE)
based on two folders, Ata-Zeybek, focusing on the interwar period; and /kinci Diinya
Savagi, focusing on the Second World War. The documents of this institution, despite
drawbacks similar to the Republican Archives, provided information about the visits of
high-ranking military officials to southwestern Anatolia, intelligence about the islands,
and military negotiations with the British during the Second World War. Last but not
least, the digital collection of the Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS) was
utilized especially for the talks about the Dodecanese among the Allied powers both
during and after the Second World War.

As can be seen, this dissertation is based mainly on archival resources. Yet,
primary resources also included excerpts from various newspapers, especially from
Cumhuriyet, Yeni Sabah, La Stampa, the New York Times, and Times. While different
time frames of these papers were utilized, other newspapers are also quoted in this study,
taken mostly from the archival documents stated above and cited accordingly.

In addition to the primary ones, this work also benefits from secondary sources. |
used the secondary sources mostly in dealing with the more general issues of the period
that could not be separated from the topic of this dissertation, like the diplomatic and
military history of the Mediterranean, Turkish politics, and Turkish foreign policy in
general, and the history of the interwar period and Second World War. In this sense, it
can be suggested that the broader history in this work, rather than the specific topic of
the Dodecanese, depends mainly on the secondary sources. It is this methodology of

dealing with various primary and secondary sources that could bring out this
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dissertation, which aims at being one of the region-specific studies in Turkish foreign
policy and filling a gap in the literature.*

Based on these assumptions and research, this dissertation is composed of eight
chapters, including this introduction as well as the conclusion section. The next part
reveals the historical background of the relationship between the Ottoman Empire and
the Dodecanese Islands. This chapter’s main aim is to show how these islands occupied
a place in Ottoman diplomacy and politics beginning with the nineteenth century, which
was the age of nationalism and imperialism. In this regard, not only the problems about
the islands for the Ottomans, but also the attention of the Great Powers in the region
began with the Greek uprising in 1821. This attention reached its peak with the attack of
the Italians on the Dodecanese during the Tripolitanian War of 1911-1912.

Thereafter, the future of the islands became a topic of discussion in secret treaties
and negotiations among the different powers of Europe until 1923, when the de facto
sovereignty of the Italians turned into a de jure one. Between 1912 and 1923, Turkey,
Italy, and Greece had claimed the islands, while the other European powers like Britain,
France, and Russia were also involved in the matter. This chapter while focusing on
these negotiations, also looks at how the Turkish mind perceived the islands and how
these islands were used during war time, like the Balkan Wars, the First World War, and

the Independence War.

%! In this respect, it is necessary to emphasize that when the archive of the Turkish Ministry of
Foreign Affairs is opened to research, new information in the shape of extending the scope or
perhaps challenging the some facts of this dissertation will come into the daylight. Furthermore,
in this way, the aforementioned comparative study focusing on both the Dodecanese and the
northern Aegean Islands, which necessitates a thorough study also in the archive of the Greek
Ministry of Foreign Affairs at present, could be made.
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The third chapter, which is called “On the Verge of the War,” looks at one of the
most painful periods that the islands meant for the newly founded Republic. It argues
that the formulation of the islands as the stepping stones of Italian expansionism in the
Mediterranean turned the Dodecanese into one of the most important dynamics of
Turkish foreign and security policy. Turkey, as a newly founded but isolated country
dealing with various post-Lausanne diplomatic problems, was caught in the middle of
various security threats, like the Mosul problem in the East and the island fortifications
in the West. Therefore, how Turkey perceived and reacted to the excessive fortifications
on the islands constitutes the topic of this section. It is argued that the fear of being
attacked from the sea had an influence on Ankara’s both diplomatic decisions and
security measures taken in the southwestern shores, manifesting an action-reaction chain
in the issue. It is emphasized that this epoch was one of the most fragile periods of
Turkish foreign policy since cooperation took place among Britain, Italy, and Greece,
not allowing the relatively isolated Turks to seek diplomatic cooperation, but mainly to
maintain security measures to defend the territories with limited resources in case of an
attack.

The dynamics of the fourth chapter, on the other hand, differ from the third one.
As a result of the change in the relationship between the abovementioned cooperation as
well as the conditions of the European politics, the Italian attitude toward Turkey began
to soften beginning with 1927. However, this détente in the bilateral relations did not
indicate the culmination of the Dodecanese in Turkish foreign policy. Instead, it
introduced new issues regarding the islands, yet mostly based on the diplomatic

negotiations rather than the military understanding of the previous epoch.
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In this context, Chapter Four focuses on the negotiations related to the
sovereignty of the islets around Kastellorizo, the demand for an economic convention by
the Dodecanese administration, the effort to draw a maritime boundary between the
islands and the Turkish mainland, and the problems involving the property matters of the
islanders in Anatolia. In this section, it is argued that the problematic nature of the
islands for Turkey stemmed not just from their militarization. Rather, even in the period
of relative détente, Turkey had many issues to deal with about the islands in its foreign
policy. This chapter is also important in designating that some recent problems that
Turkey has experienced in the Aegean Archipelago have their roots in this period,
asserting that they are neither unique to the post-1950s, nor to the Turkish-Greek
relationship.

Even in the dynamics of the détente period, the parties achieved only the
partition of the Kastellorizo Islets. Much discussed issues like the economic convention
between Turkey and the Dodecanese or the effort of the Turks to determine the maritime
borders between the islands and Anatolian coasts reached no conclusion. Meanwhile,
clouds were gathering above Europe, which was advancing towards a full-scale war,
leading to the change in the dynamics of the Aegean one more time.

Chapter Five of the dissertation examines the years leading up to the Second
World War when the Dodecanese Islands were turned into one of the most important
parameters of Turkish foreign and security policy. This chapter argues that Turkey’s
understanding of the Dodecanese in this period was influential in almost all steps and
initiatives of Turkey during this time scale. In this sense, it should be emphasized that
that the impact of the islands was similar to the dynamics shown in Chapter Three. But,

the position of Turkey in the international arena was quite different in the late 1930s,
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regarding the aforementioned isolation. Therefore, it is suggested in this chapter that
Turkey sought to provide its security both via active foreign policy initiatives and via
military undertakings. These initiatives, such as the Montreux Convention and the
Turkish-British rapprochement which would expand into a tripartite pact at the end of
the interwar period as well as the military preparations in coastal Anatolia are analyzed
from this perspective.

When the Second World War broke out ultimately after the turbulent years of the
interwar period, the significance of the Dodecanese did not simply fade away. Rather, it
evolved into a much more complicated issue. Chapter Six discusses with the various
angles of the matter. As it was stated above, by 1939, Turkey had constituted an alliance
with Britain and France. This section, thus, while scrutinizing the place of the
Dodecanese in Turkish foreign policy in the war years, also examines how this alliance
had an influence on the Dodecanese dynamic in Turkish foreign policy. It is shown that
throughout the period between 1939 and 1940, the Allies planned an action against the
Dodecanese with no concrete results.

Turkey announced its non-belligerency after the Italian entrance to the war in
1940 and did not change its position until the end of the period. The islands persisted to
play an important role both in the Turkish understanding and in the relationship of
Ankara with the Allied parties, because on the one hand the Axis powers surrounded the
Turkey’s Western coasts altogether, making Turkey vulnerable strategically, and on the
other hand, the Allies desperately needed to open the Aegean Sea as well as to make
Turkey belligerent. According to British, this belligerency may have been achieved once
the Allies dominated the Archipelago. As a result, as this chapter emphasizes, the

Dodecanese Islands remained on the table of negotiations with Turkey throughout the
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war, arguing that the islands occupied an important place for Turkish foreign policy
during the Second World War, along with other major security problems.

The meaning of the Dodecanese for Turkey during the Second World War
cannot be restricted to the diplomatic negotiations or security related calculations. This
chapter analyzes other issues like the refugee flux from the islands, which became
another problematic issue for Turkey, and the humanitarian assistance that Turkey or the
the Turkish mainland played an important role. In conclusion, Chapter Six deals with the
different aspects of the Dodecanese Islands in Turkish security and diplomacy during the
war years, suggesting that they were as problematic as they had been in the interwar
period.

Towards the end of the war, another issue came into the agenda of the parties
interested in the Aegean: the sovereignty of the Dodecanese. The issue had been
discussed several times during the war, especially in terms of the repercussions of a
possible Turkish action against the islands as well as a possible surrender of the region
to Turkey. However, when the fate of the war seemed to end in favor of the Allies in the
last year, the issue began to be discussed much more seriously. Chapter Seven examines
the process involving the Dodecanese sovereignty, which was transferred to Greece in
1947. It is argued that despite the official stance of Turkey in terms of not having any
territorial claims, the Turkish understanding on the islands, which had posed problems to
Ankara since 1923, was the necessity of the transfer of at least some of the islands to
Turkey since they belonged historically to Turkey and were close to the Anatolian coast
from a security perspective, although Britain as well as the US had been in favour of

Greek claims since the first years of the war.
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It is important to note that the Turkish position was not indifferent to the islands,
as is the general belief even today. Obviously, the earlier chapters of this work are proof
that ignorance of Turkey about the region was not possible, especially considering how
those islands impacted Turkish foreign policy and security understanding. In other
words, Turkey sought ways to discuss the fate of the islands, at least in terms of their
partition between Athens and Ankara. Yet, it is asserted that Turkish government could
not insist on its Dodecanesian claims since it had other major foreign policy problems,
like the Soviet Union, which had demanded bases from the Straits.

This part of dissertation suggests that Turkey, which was in desperate need of
Western support balancing the Soviet threat to its territorial integrity, did not make any
claims, because obviously neither Britain nor the US would back them. The Soviet
involvement in the Dodecanese issue during the peace talks regarding the demand for
bases by Moscow on the islands further complicated the issue for Turkey, which had
been faced with a threat of another aggressive and more powerful state just near its
shores again. Therefore, this chapter designates that how the Dodecanese occupied a
problematic place once again in Turkish foreign policy, focusing on the diplomatic
negotiation process over the sovereignty of the islands.

As could be seen from the content of the chapters and from the emphasis made
until this point, this study basically targets a specific vacuum in the academic literature
on Turkish foreign policy based on historical research. However, before passing through
the chapters, it is necessary to mention some of the broader issues about the islands and
the island-mainland relations that may assist in situating this dissertation within an
international context, and more importantly, understanding that the problems Turkey

experienced were not unexpected although every historical case carries its own
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uniqueness for sure. In this sense, the aim of this dissertation is not to prove or reject the
basic arguments of a field, like political geography, island studies, or the international
relations in this case, but the arguments about the relationship between the small islands
and the mainland or specific examples from the world would reflect the problematic
nature of the islands throughout the world, transcending the regions or the periods.

Why are the political histories of the island geographies, especially the smaller
ones, complex as Royle argues? This is one of the questions that the political geography
and island studies, as a relatively recent academic discipline, try to answer. According to
Sutton and Payne, small islands are associated with “openness, islandness, or
enclaveness, resilience, weakness, and dependence.”22 Although these are the problems
of small island geographies, their impacts on the surrounding environment, or sometimes
a broader geography, are significant.

When Sutton and Payne’s characteristics are analyzed from the perspective of
economy and commerce, it is seen that few of the small island geographies are self-
sufficient; therefore, dependence is a way of being for these geographic entities.?®
Indeed, the economy of the Dodecanese showed a similar pattern in terms of economic
self-sufficiency, which depended on the Turkish mainland in terms of economic and
commercial activities. Once the islands were subjected to the sovereignty of a power
different from the one of Asia Minor, from which they utilized in terms of commercial
activities, fishing activities in the coastal zones, and also agricultural activities in the
towns of the Southwestern Anatolia owing to their traditional practice of living in both

coasts of the Aegean; this economic dependence of the Dodecanese on Anatolia turned

% Paul Sutton and Anthony Payne, “Liliput Under the Threat: The Security Problems of Small
Island and Enclave Developing States,” Political Studies 41(1993), p.582.
% Ibid., p.590.
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into a diplomatic problem in the interwar period due to closure of the coasts and Asia
Minor to the Dodecanesians. That is why throughout the period that Turkey and Italy
negotiated the maritime issues in the Aegean Sea, the administrator of the islands sought
an economic treaty that would enable the islanders to practice fishing along the Turkish
coasts or other commercial activities with Turkey, as would be seen in the Fourth
Chapter.

The dependence and insularity of the islands, not only the Dodecanese, but also
other small islands and island groups throughout the world, can be observed in a much
more keen way during wartime. The history of the islands is linked to famine during the
war years,** as a result of the blockade and the abovementioned lack of their economic
self-sufficiency of these limited geographic entities. In this respect, the Dodecanese
during the Second World War, analogous to the other island groups in the Aegean
Archipelago, experienced similar dynamics of famine. Since the Dodecanese Islands
were commercially dependent on Turkey, the blockade that both the Axis and the Allies
implemented in the Aegean Sea during the war turned the hunger conditions in the
islands into an acute problem with which Ankara had to deal from time to time.

When the geographic proximity of the region to the Turkish mainland is kept in
mind, it is not surprising to see that famine and war conditions in the region led to
migration from the Aegean to southwestern/western Anatolia, creating another problem
that Turkey had to take care of, as will be shown in the section about the Second World
War. Obviously, this situation constitutes another good example of the fact that islands,

which have some shortcomings due to their size and isolation, can affect their relative

# A good example of this situation is narrated again based on the Aegean: Sheila Lecoeur,
Mussolini’s Greek Island: Fascism and the Italian Occupation of Syros in World War Il
(London: Tauris Academic Studies, 2009).
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mainland areas,?> sometimes being experienced on tough conditions. It is necessary to
emphasize that this dissertation is mostly interested in those “effects” on the mainland;
rather than the shortcomings itself. Yet, as should be noted, these effects were chiefly

the result of the political geography of the region.

Actually, the problems around the commercial relations and migration were
secondary issues for Turkey. The primary concern of Turkey about the region was
directly related to the security threat that Ankara perceived from the islands throughout
the war and interwar period. Actually, how Turkey felt about its territorial security
regarding the Dodecanese was connected intimately to how the states had usually
comprehended the islands.

In this respect, it should be underlined that the islands had turned into a target of
colonialism especially beginning with the nineteenth century because of the geopolitical
importance of those regions through which the states could practice their naval power,
extend their areas of influence, and sometimes widen their commercial activities.?® In
other words, the motives of the states to capture the small islands were not an
imperialistic end in themselves, but a means to expand further, with the utilization of
these regions as bases. The inevitable result of both the occupation and militarization of
those areas became the discomfort that the adjacent territories felt owing to the
deployment of the expansionist powers right next to their lands. In this regard, the
Turkish perturbation sometimes reaching hysteria in the interwar era is not surprising

and cannot be simply attributed to a problematic past of occupation.

® Royle, A Geography of Islands, p.1.
% George H. Quester, “Trouble in the Islands: Defending the Micro-States,” International
Security 8, no.2 (Fall 1983), p.162.
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This position of Ankara was similar to that of Argentina, which was anxious
about the British occupation of the Falkland Islands in the southern part of the Atlantic
Ocean with strategic aims in 1833. Beginning with this date, the Falklands began to
constitute a major problem in terms of the claims of Argentina, which had finally led to
a war in 1982 between these two states, ending with the British victory.

Although the issue is discussed in terms of the economic value of the region
nowadays, the main problem throughout the history of the archipelago has been the
British insistence on keeping its military base in the South Atlantic while the
Argentinians have emphasized their discomfort owing to the proximity of a military base
near their mainland, held by a foreign power. The most recent incident over the region
occurred in 2012 when Britain undertook a military activity on the islands and the
Argentinian government declared that it would report the issue to the UN. Although
London assured Buenos Aires that its activities were defensive in nature, the tough
language between the parties persisted, showing that how islands with military bases
continue to be a serious problem for the mainland countries throughout the world.

Other examples can be given within different contexts. For instance, Chile
occupied the Easter Island of the Polynesian group in the nineteenth century based on
both defensive and offensive excuses. On the one hand, Chilean government had tried to
set up a seaward defense with this action on the grounds that the colonial powers were
occupying the Pacific Islands, which would pose threat to the Chilean coasts in some
way or another.?” On the other hand, Chile, while fearing from an attack, also sought

expansion in Latin America as the counterpart of Prussia in the region, believing that it

#" J. Douglas Porteous, “The Annexation of Eastern Island: Geopolitics and Environmental
Perception,” NS, Northsouth 6, no.11 (1981), pp.70-71.
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could achieve this through military bases, as formulated in the Easter Island.?® The
significance of Easter Island in the calculations of Chile was both because of the
expansion of the colonial powers to other islands from a defensive point of view, and
because of the aims to venture expansion in Latin America from an offensive point of
view. As can be expected, the neighboring countries like Peru and Bolivia were worried
about the action of Chile, which had already expanded at their expense in Latin
America.”

The common feature in those cases, including the topic of this study is the
reaction of the coastal states to the occupation and/or militarization of the islands
adjacent to their territories. This understanding contradicts with the general assumption
of the island-mainland relations, which take granted that the islands are vulnerable vis-a-
vis the mainland.® Actually, this assumption could be justified on the grounds that small
islands are associated with powerlessness.® Indeed, the majority of small islands are still
controlled by the outsiders,* because they usually are incapable of maintaining the
defenses necessary to resist attack.*®

However, the main issue seems to be the fact that once the islands are occupied
by a more powerful state different from the sovereignty of the closest mainland, the
argument about the islands concerning their vulnerability in front of the mainland is

rendered ineffective. Italy (and Germany later on) in the Dodecanese, Chile on the

% |bid. p.69.

2 bid.

% Elaine Stratford, Godfrey Baldocchino, Elizabeth Macmahon, Carol Farbotko, Andrew
Harwood, “Envisioning the Arcihpelago,” Island Studies Journal 6 no.2 (2011), p.116.

%! Stephen Royle, “Small Places like St Helena have Big Questions to Ask:

The Inaugural Lecture of a Professor of Island Geography,” Island Studies Journal 5, no.1
(2010), p.8.

% Ibid.

% Sutton and Payne, p.583.
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Easter Island, and Britain in the Falklands symbolize this condition for Turkey, Peru,
and Argentina respectively, clarifying the matter that appears as if contradictory. It can
be argued that the epoch after the 1950s, during which Turkey’s relationship with the
Aegean became problematic in terms of Turkish-Greek relations, could be analyzed
based on relatively equal terms depending on the comparative power of Ankara and
Athens regarding each other, especially compared to the period of this dissertation.

This vulnerability presumption about the islands despite its discrepancies,
especially in terms of the relationship with the mainland territories, manifests itself more
accurately during the times of war as it could be seen in the Second World War. Above,
the isolation and famine conditions that the islands were faced during the war were
discussed. But, apart from the economic and humanitarian conditions, the vulnerability
of the islands to attacks in the periods of war also seems vital from the perspective of
security. In this sense, the Italian and German occupation of the whole Aegean peninsula
step by step during the Second World War became an important dynamic for Turkish
foreign and security policy, as the Chapter Six argues. The strategic position of the
islands, both the Dodecanese and the northern Aegean ones, in relation to the Balkans
and the Middle East, turned the region into a place of occupation and clash during the
war as a result of which Ankara felt disturbed by the developments. While the Axis
powers totally blocked the western coasts of Turkey in 1941, Ankara also worried that
the Germans might consider crossing Anatolia via Thrace, and that islands that would be
used as stepping stones, to reach the Middle East.

Ankara was justifiable in its concerns over the islands because throughout the
world during the war, strategically located islands were regarded as both military bases

for defensive purposes and stepping stones to the enemy mainlands. Hitler’s decision to
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attack the Channel Islands close to the French coasts of Normandy, despite Churchill’s
consideration of the region’s strategic features as unworthy to defend, was carrying an
aim to protect the Western European edge of the Nazi push that had already swept over
France.>* But the only combat scene that involved islands did not take place in Europe.
The entrance of US into the Second World War was a result of the Japanese attack on
Pearl Harbor, a US military base in the Hawaii Islands. The Japanese assaulted the
island as part of their military calculations that once the island was occupied as a starting
point, the war in the Pacific could have been won owing to its strategic location.*®

The response of the US in the Pacific to the Japan was a strategy again based on
islands, called “island-hopping.” With this strategy, the US tried to defeat Japan by
occupying the islands in the Pacific step by step, in other words, by turning each
occupied island into a base in order to attack the adjacent one, rather than waging a
frontal war.*® The US, while fighting over the islands in the Pacific, also had to take
another island region into consideration throughout the war from a defensive point of
view: the Caribbean Islands. The US paid attention to these islands since they were close
to the Panama Canal which was critical for the American war strategy and therefore

could have been assaulted by the Axis U-boats.*’

% Hitler pursued a significant fortification project in the Channel Islands, which had been
demilitarized by the British, in order not to lose them. Edward P. F. Rose, “Specialist Maps of
the Channel Islands Prepared by German Military Geologists during the Second World War:
German Expertise Deployed on British Terrain,” The Cartographic Journal 42, no.2 (September
2005), pp.111-112.

% Angelo N. Caravaggio, ““Winning’ the Pacific War: The Masterful Strategy of Commander
Minoru Genda,” Naval War College Review 67, no.1 (Winter 2014), p.86.

% For more information about the formulation of the strategy see Robert W. Bergstrom, “A
Former Naval Officer Asserts General Douglas Macarthur Was Wrongly Credited with
America's Island-Hopping Strategy,” World War 11 13, no.7 (1999), p.58.

%" Kristen Stromberg Childers, “The Second World War as a Watershed in the French
Caribbean,” Atlantic Studies 9, no.4 (2012), p.412; Rodriguez Beruff, “Puerto Rico and the
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The strategic position of the islands vis-a-vis the important regions leave them
vulnerable to occupation during war times. The main issue that this work scrutinizes is
how this inclination was reflected in the Dodecanese on the one hand, and how these
reflections influenced the Turkish mainland, on the other hand. When the
abovementioned cases are kept in mind from the perspective of military strategy, the
Turkish position towards the Dodecanese at the beginning of the war in terms of the
occupation plans made with the Allies, the influence that the closure of the Aegean with
the Axis dominance in the Archipelago had on the Turkish stance, and the attention of
the British to the region due to the location of the islands to the key points in the Near
East present a much broader understanding.

The problems that islands pose to mainland geographies cannot be restricted to
military fortifications, war, occupation, economic dependence, and migration. Another
significant issue is disputed sovereignty: Thus, the maritime boundaries in regions full of
islands. As was suggested above, the consideration of the states about islands was
geostrategic in character during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. While the
security and strategy dynamic of the island sovereignties continues today, another
dimension about islands has emerged. Nowadays, disputes and claims on islands have
also been attached to the economic gains that an island can contribute to a country. The
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) which gives a sovereign state the right to the

exploration and use of resources in the sea within the two hundred miles from the

Caribbean in U.S. Strategic Debate on the Eve of the Second World War,” Revista Mexicana
Del Caribe 1, no. 2 (December 1996), p.56.
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baselines,®® has been the bases of the majority of disputes about island sovereignties and
maritime boundaries as much as the possible geopolitical gains.

Islands, especially those in the South China Sea, constitute a good understanding
about how these geographies lead to problems between states, much as tension,
diplomatic negotiation processes, or arbitration. The best known cases are the Spratly
Islands, claimed by China, Vietnam, Malaysia, and the Philippines; the Paracel Islands,
claimed by China and Vietnam; and the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, claimed by China and
Japan.® As can be guessed, all of these islands are located in strategic positions both
militarily and commercially as they are on the routes of the maritime traffic, and are
suspected of having rich natural resources within their environments, such as oil and
natural gas.*® While these problems lead to flare ups of tension occasionally, the fact that
the US pays attention to conflicts, especially the one between China and Japan,**
displays that the traditional alliances still survive in the region on the one hand, and
strategic islands are still in the realm of great power politics on the other hand. This fact

also could be observed in the stance of Russia, which further escalates the tension in the

% The Exclusive Economic Zone is described by the “UNCLOS, United Nations Convention on
the Law of Sea,” 1982, Part V. For more information, see
http://www.un.org/depts/los/convention_agreements/texts/unclos/part5.htm (accessed August
30, 2014).
% For more information and an interactive map for the disputes, see Council on Foreign
Relations “China’s Maritime Disputes,” http://www.cfr.org/asia-and-pacific/chinas-maritime-
%isputes/p31345#!/?cid (accessed September 1, 2014).

Ibid.
1 This US attention to issue reached at a point that Obama administration had made an
explanation about an American aid to the Japan in case of a conflict between the parties in 2014.
The Guardian, “Obama says US will defend Japan in island dispute with China” (24 April
2014), http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/apr/24/obama-in-japan-backs-status-quo-in-
island-dispute-with-china (accessed September 1, 2014).
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region through high-ranking visits to the Kuril Islands,*? which constitute another island
dispute in the region between Russia and Japan, in the peak points of the hostility over
Senkaku.

If the fact that the struggles over the islands are related directly to security,
maritime borders, territorial waters, airspace and EEZ is kept in mind, the disputes in
almost every archipelagic region become understandable. Similar examples also could
be observed in the Aegean Archipelago itself depending on these notions. In this respect,
it should be emphasized that despite the fact that there are not any major disputes in the
Aegean Sea in terms of the islands; the islets and the rocks dependent on these islands
are still being contested by both Turkey and Greece, sometimes leading to the crises,
like the one of Kardak (Imia) in the 1990s. Since the sovereignty of certain areas has not
been determined yet, as the Turkish officials prefer to call grey zones, the maritime
boundaries in the Aegean Sea remain vague from the delta of Meri¢ (Evros) to the
Dodecanese Islands.*

The island disputes together with related notions like delimitation or territorial
waters are global phenomena that are neither unique to the Aegean Sea, nor restricted to
any period. All of these issues like the islet claims of Turkey and Italy in the interwar
period, the negotiations about the maritime delimitation between Anatolia and the
Dodecanese, the stances over the territorial waters norm of the day, as well as the larger
issue of the transfer of the islands to Greece in the postwar period show that such

problems are intrinsic to island geographies transcending the time periods. However, it

*2 Joyman Lee, “Senkaku/Diaoyu: Islands of Conflict,” History Today 61, no.5 ( 2011),
http://www.historytoday.com/joyman-lee/senkakudiaoyu-islands-conflict (accessed September
1, 2014).

* Alexis Heraclides, The Greek-Turkish Conflict in the Aegean, Imagined Enemies (Houndmills,
Basingstoke, Hampshire; New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), p.209.
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also should be emphasized that in past periods some issues were much more limited and
vague in character. For instance, the international rules about the territorial waters and
airspace were under development at that time and even the islets between the islands and
the Turkish mainland were hardly known since the cartographic studies fell short of the
needs. Likewise, although today’s phenomenon of EEZ did not exist in the 1930s,
Turkey’s efforts to achieve sovereignty of the certain islets and to draw a boundary
between the Anatolian coasts and the Dodecanese had also economic drives like the
determination of the areas regarding fishing and animal grazing rights as did the
counterparty, in addition to military reasons.

The place of the Dodecanese in Turkish foreign and security policy presents a
striking narrative, showing how small islands can pose political, military, legal, and
economic problems to Turkey. The examples cited above were given to show that apart
from being an historical narrative of a period which was important to Turkish
understanding, this dissertation also indicates a broader phenomenon that the islands,
which are problematic endogenously, form difficulties for the closest mainland,
sometimes disproportionately to their sizes as in this case, and constitute problems
between states. Thus, the broader implication of this study is that the Dodecanese in
Turkish foreign and security policy generates another example of how the archipelagic

regions create complex political histories.
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CHAPTER 2

THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF
THE DODECANESE ISLANDS QUESTION

Among all the seven island groups in the Aegean Sea, the Dodecanese, which is also
known as the Southern Sporades, is geographically closest to Asia Minor. This
geography, which assumes the islands as the extension of Asia Minor, has led to
constant intercourse between the shores as well as the sharing of a common culture by
these two entities since prehistory.** One of the most significant results of this
interaction is that the history of the Dodecanese has both influenced the political,
economic, and social history of Asia Minor, and has been influenced by the mainland in
all these respects at the same time.

Apart from the particular relationship between the islands and Asia Minor, the
geographic position of the islands, which lies along a crucial route in the Eastern
Mediterrean, has induced a problematic political history for the Dodecanese, since their
strategic importance rendered them a subject of campaigns, diplomatic struggles, and
mutual rivalries throughout the ages. The late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
when the imperialist clashes between the European powers reached a peak point, were
not exceptions in this regard.

As could be expected, all these campaigns and struggles in the region affected

both Asia Minor and the political power dominant in this geography. From this point of

“E. M. Melas, “The Dodecanese and W. Anatolia in Prehistory: Interrelationships, Ethnicity
and Political Geography,” Anatolian Studies 38 (1988), p.1009.
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view, this chapter examines the historical phase that turned the Dodecanese Islands into
an international problem in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries that was
discussed at European conferences and in secret meetings in order to show how these
islands affected the Ottoman Empire’s stance and politics in a period before the one of
this study. In other words, this part will demonstrate the time at which these islands
began to occupy a place in Turkish diplomacy and strategy that continues today.
However, before jumping to the nineteenth century directly, it is necessary to touch
briefly upon the earlier periods in order to designate the major milestones in

Dodecanesian history.

The Dodecanese Islands before the Ottomans

Belen writes that throughout history, the state that is able to hold both sides of the
Aegean is also able to possess the whole region and can even found empires.*® Putting
aside the general term “Aegean,” even particularly the Dodecanese held, and still holds,
strategic importance both concerning the Anatolia, and concerning the Eastern
Mediterranean. This strategic position within the triangle of Greece, Asia Minor, and
Egypt increased the military and political significance of these islands as well as what
Volonakis writes “made them a great social and commercial centres and an emporium of
wealth.”*® Therefore, from antique times they have been the scene of interest and of

battle between powerful states.

* Necdet Belen, Ege Denizi ve Ege Adalar: (istanbul: Harp Akademileri Basimevi, 1995), p.41.
% Michael D. Volonakis, The Island of Roses and Her Eleven Sisters: or The Dodecanese from
the Earliest Time down to the Present Day (London: Macmillan and Co., limited, 1922), p.85.
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The Minoans, Mycenaeans, and Dorians ruled the Dodecanese Islands,
respectively in the pre-archaic and archaic period, when the islands, together with the
cities of Asia Minor, prospered with trade.*” In the classical period, subsequently, the
islands changed hands several times between the Persians and the Greeks until the
Macedonian Empire of Alexander the Great expanded throughout the Mediterranean.
After the Macedonian domination, the islands passed under the control of the Roman
Empire and in the fourth century, with the division of the empire, it remained under
Eastern rule. Even if the period under the Roman rule could be regarded as a relatively
stable era in terms of unchanging sovereignty, it is known that due to their location and
prosperity, the islands were exposed to a large number of attacks,*® such as those by the
Persians, Saracens, and Venetians. Nevertheless, despite the various attacks and short-
lived seizures of the islands by these powers, they remained under the formal
sovereignty of the Byzantium Empire.

However, although the Byzantine rule continued, the islands were administered
by an assigned Genovese governor in the thirteenth century. Genovese families that had
established commercial and political bonds with Rhodes successfully before the
fourteenth century regarded the Dodecanese as a door opening to the East and desired
Latin domination on the islands.*® Therefore, it is not surprising to see that the Knights

Hospitaller® seized the Dodecanese Islands with the help of these Genovese families,

" For a more detailed history of the region in this period see N. G. L. Hammond, Studies in
Greek History (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973).

* Charles Douglas Booth and Isabelle Bridge Booth, Italy’s Aegean Possessions (London:
Arrowsmith, 1928), p.25.

* Anthony Lutrell, The Hospitaller State on Rhodes and its Western Provinces, 1306-1462
(Aldershot, Hampshire; Brookfield, Vt.: Ashgate/Variorum, 1999), p.738.

% Knights of Hospitaller were secret order known as the Knights of Jerusalem. After the failure
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ending the Byzantine era. The Knights consolidated their power over most of the islands
by the first decades of the fourteenth century.

The rise of the Ottoman power changed the existing balance of power in the
Mediterranean with the conquest of Egypt by the Selim I, and the Ottoman attacks on
and seizure of the Aegean Islands step by step.>* Until the end of 1522, when the
Ottomans conquered the Rhodes, the Knights of Rhodes and the Ottomans clashed with
each other within the southern side of the Aegean in order to prove supremacy in the
area. But, despite the existence of the reciprocal hostilities between these two powers,
the geographic condition of the islands that Nicolas Vatin describes as an “Oriental
labyrinth” necessitating daily economic intercourses with Egypt and Asia Minor,* led to
steady commercial and political relations between the islands and the mainland
southwestern Anatolia in a constant way.>®

Actually, the necessity for the daily economic relations despite the existence of
political and military tension was not unique to the medieval period. Instead, it was a
commonplace situation in terms of the relations between Asia Minor and Dodecanese
Islands, also for the whole period that this dissertation analyzes. This characteristic of
the Dodecanese Islands is not surprising especially when the ordinary perception of the
islands as vulnerable, fragile, problematic, and economically dependent on the mainland
as the existing island literature puts forward, is kept in mind.>* In terms of the sixteenth

century, however, this situation that seems as if quasi contradictory changed with the

1306, they conquered Rhodes and some of the Dodecanese Islands, moved their order to Rhodes,
and renamed the order the Knights of Rhodes. Today, they are known as the Knights of Malta,
where they moved after the Ottoman takeover of Rhodes in 1522.

*! Vatin, pp.4-5.
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Ottoman seizure of Rhodes in 1522 after which the separation of the islands from the

mainland with regard to the political sovereignty came to an end.

From Stability to Occupation: The Dodecanese under Ottoman Rule

When the Ottomans conquered the Dodecanese Islands, a more or less uninterrupted
four-century-period began for the region. Various accounts of the Dodecanese which
deal with this period give different and sometimes contradictory information about the
Ottoman rule of the islands. For instance, while Nicolas Vatin states that after the
Ottoman seizure, the islands turned into a province as ordinary as any other of the
empire due to the cutting of any bonds with Europe and to the incompetence of the
policy makers,>® Cemalettin Taskiran states that with the Ottoman dominance in the
Aegean, a vivid commercial life and a steady economic development started due to the
islanders’ novel right to undertake agriculture in western Anatolia in addition to
receiving support from the Ottoman state both for the sponge-diving off Symi Island and
for the export of sponge products to Europe.*® Likewise, Turkish authors regard the tax
exemption the islanders enjoyed, in addition to the much debated “tolerance” regime of
the Ottomans with regard to the free practice of the Orthodox religion and schooling in
the Greek language, as the reasons for the development of and the peace on the islands.*’

Greek authors and the activists who sought to unite the islands with Greece

during the interwar years tend to qualify the period as one of “barbaric rule,” yet better

% Vatin, p.358.
% Taskiran, Oniki Ada’min Diinii ve Bugiinii, p.62.
 1bid., p.59., and Oreng, p.555.
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than the Italian one, owing to the relative autonomy that the Ottomans provided.>® As
can be anticipated, such evaluations can be multiplied in every aspect of the Ottoman
period on the islands and chiefly vary according to the ideological orientation of the
author. Whatever the characteristics of this reign were, it was a reality that a kind of
stability prevailed on the islands, at least with regard to the unchanging sovereignty
within a long time as compared to previous epochs summarized briefly above. But, the
nineteenth century represents a peculiarity in this long stable rule of the Ottomans in the
region.

The nineteenth century is a divergent period in the Ottoman history. The empire
was going through a political and economic transformation simultaneously with the
speed-up of the decay in its international politics, not being these two processes
mutually exclusive. First of all, as an empire, one of the most important characteristics
of which was territorial expansion, the Ottomans had already been trying to cope with
the territorial losses as a result of the wars, especially with Austria or the Tsarist Russia
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. In the nineteenth century, this state of
affairs had become more complicated owing to ideologies like the nationalism that the
French Revolution introduced to the world. As Erik Jan Ziircher states, “during the
nineteenth century, the growth of nationalism, first in the Balkans and later also in the
Asiatic provinces, was to prove the most important factor in the destruction of the
Ottoman state.”®
The Ottoman Empire experienced a political transformation at the same time

with these national uprisings and territorial losses, as stated above. This process started

% See Demetrius Caclamanos, “The Dodecanese: Past and Future,” Contemporary Review 160
(July-December 1941), pp.14-44.
> Erik Jan Ziircher, Turkey, A Modern History (London; New York: I.B. Tauris, 2004), p.27.
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with the modernization of the military in order to deal with the aforementioned territorial
shrink, and step by step evolved into a political transformation; in other words, the
modernization process of the state apparatus, with both the interaction with and the
interference of European powers.” It should be added that all of these developments
were affected by and also affected the economic transition within the empire, the
economic infrastructure of which coalesced into the capitalist world economy during the
same century.® When all these factors are kept in mind, the nineteenth century seems
really to have been the “longest” one for the history of the empire as Ortayli calls.®?

It is possible to observe this transformation process also in the Dodecanese
Islands, as in other provinces of the empire.®® But, the reflections of the nineteenth
century on the Dodecanese especially with regard to the aforementioned issues of
nationalism and nationalist uprisings seem to have been more significant than the
influences of the state modernization in the region, particularly for the topic of this
dissertation. That is to say, those islands were not an exception in the empire swept by
nationalist uprisings, but participated in the spirit of the time, putting the Ottoman rule
on the islands in a fragile position.

The riot in the Dodecanese was not an event in itself; on the contrary, it occurred

as a part of the Greek rebellion that broke out in 1821. Obviously, when the nature of the

% For more information about the nineteenth century Ottoman modernization process, see Erik
Jan Zircher, Turkey, A Modern History; and Niyazi Berkes, The Development of Secularism in
Turkey (Montreal: Mcgill University Press, 1964).

*1 For more information about the nineteenth centruy Ottoman economy, see Sevket Pamuk,
Osmanli Ekonomisinde Bagimlilik ve Biiyiime (1820-1913) (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Ekonomi ve
Toplumsal Vakfi, 1994); and Donald Quataert, The Ottoman Empire 1700-1922 (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2000).

® {lber Ortayly, Imparatorlugun En Uzun Yiizyili (istanbul: Hil Yaym, 1983).

% In order to see the pieces of the nineteenth century Ottoman modernization process in the
Dodecanese, see Oren(;.
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rebellion and the demographic features of the islands are kept in mind, it is not
surprising to see the spread of the riot down to the southeastern part of the Aegean.®* In
this respect, the local Orthodox population of the islands joined the Greek rebellion and
in a short span of time, the majority of the Aegean Islands had declared their
independence. In addition to the participation of the islands in the uprising, in order to be
able to gain their independence, the islanders also sent soldiers to the Greek mainland to
help their “motherland.”

In this sense, it is not a coincidence that the historians of Greece emphasize the
substantial role that the islands played during the Greek independence process.®® Yet,
despite their declaration of independence and the role that they played during the
rebellion, the Dodecanese Islands did not become a part of the Greek Kingdom founded
after the war. Almost all the powers that were important for the European balance of
power of the time had been involved in the Greek War of Independence. The use of the
army of Mehmet Ali Pasha of Egypt, the support of Russia and Britain for the Greeks,
and eventually the war between Russia and the Ottoman Empire had led to the
internationalization of the problem. In this respect, the Great Powers also had
determined the abovementioned fate of the Dodecanese, in terms of their not being a part

of independent Greece.

% For example, according to the 1831 population census results, in Rhodes total number of men
was 10,552, Only 3100 people were Muslim. The majority of the population was non-Muslim,
specifically Orthodox Greek, but there were also small numbers of Jews. These numbers are
taken from Oreng, pp.201-203.

% For example, Nicholas Doumanis, A History of Greece (New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2010), p.176; and Ronald John Lagoe, Greece and the Great Powers: The Question of the
Aegean Islands, 1912-1914 (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of Microfilms, 1976), p.20.
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On 16 November 1828, Britain, France, and Russia declared to the Sublime Porte
that they had taken Morea, the Cyclades, and the Dodecanese under their auspices and
that their future would have been decided in the subsequent days.® It was true that
Britain and France had supported Greece, but they had drawn the Greek borders
according to the political and military developments of the time. That is to say, after the
Turkish-Russian War of 1829, the British had feared from the ambition of Russia in the
Middle East and the power of the Tsar on Greece. The British concerns about the
possibility of Russian dominance over Athens led to a smaller Greece than the one
expected,”’ leaving the Dodecanese outside of the borders of modern Greece.

It is necessary to emphasize that even if the London Protocol of 1830 had already
set forth the restoration of the islands to the Ottoman Empire as a result of the British
strategy vis-a-vis Russia, some authors also assert that it was Greece that exchanged the
Dodecanese Islands, which were supposed to be under Greek sovereignty according to
the European plans, with Euboea due to its proximity to the Greek mainland.®® Whether
it was the decision of the European powers, especially the British understanding, or the
result of an exchange process, when Greece gained its independence, the Dodecanese
remained a part of the Ottoman Empire.The islands were, however, bestowed special
consular offices in several European cities.®® Even if Istanbul would challenge this
privileged position of the islands in the subsequent periods, like the one of the

Committee of Union and Progress, the status of the Dodecanese would remain more or
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less same until the total loss of the region.” This loss, on the other hand, would be one
of the most important turning points of the Dodecanesian history that would come with
the Tripolitanian War between the Ottoman Empire and Italy which broke out in 1911.

As stated above, the Ottomans dealt with nationalist uprisings throughout the
nineteenth century. Yet, internal uprisings were not the sole pattern for losing territory.
The colonial competition among the European powers also had direct influences for the
Ottoman state in a way that in addition to their direct involvement in the rebellions,
these powers did not abstain from occupying Turkish territories. The second half of the
nineteenth century, also had become a scene of the bargaining process for these colonial
ambitions with which the European states tried to reach an agreement for the partition of
the territories specifically including the ones of the Ottoman Empire, despite the fact that
its territorial integrity had been guaranteed in the Paris Conference of 1856. These were
the decades leading to the First World War that saw the formation of the Triple Alliance
and Entente based on territorial interests.

In this atmosphere, Italy, which had completed its national unity as a latecomer,
occupied a particular place because on the one hand it was regarded as one of the Great
Powers of Europe, yet on the other, it was inferior to the other states of this group in
terms of its military power, economic strength, and colonial possessions.”* Therefore, it
was no coincidence that Italy began to formulate colonial targets in order to gain a “real”
great power status. This was one of the reasons for the war over Tripoli. In this respect,
although the first choice of Italy was Tunisia, instead of Libya, because of its proximity

to Italy and suitable destination for emigration with which Italy had intense economic
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and commercial linkages,’® Tunis became a French protectorate in 1881, which had
greatly disappointed Italy. Thereafter, other European powers tried to direct the colonial
ambitions of Italy towards Libya. Actually, they both accepted the French action in
Tunisia and encouraged Italy to seize Libya at the same time, in order not to alienate
Rome in an environment where the fragile inter-European balance was important.

Thus, in September 1911, after a brief period of diplomacy, Italy landed troops in
Tripoli and Benghazi, declaring war on the Ottoman Empire. However, the dreams of
the Italians in terms of absolute victory in a short span failed. On the contrary, the
resistance of the locals together with the volunteer officers of the Ottoman army was so
strong that after a couple of months, Italy sought a remedy to the Libyan War, which had
actually turned into a defense rather than an offense for them.”® The available solution to
Italy was to spread the war to the Eastern Mediterranean, and specifically to the Aegean
Sea, although this meant the further internationalization of the issue due to the possible
intervention of the European states to whom the Italians had promised not to expand the
war to other fronts before their attack to Tripoli.”* Indeed, similar to the worries of the
Europeans, the concern of the Ottomans beginning from the first month of the clash was
also the expansion of war to the Aegean,” due to the connection of this sea with the

Straits, in other words, with Istanbul.
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Although the first action of the Italians outside Tripoli came with the
bombardment of Beirut, which brought about protests from other European powers,’® the
preparations of an Aegean campaign led to broader concerns due to the existing plans of
the Sublime Porte, which declared that it would close the Straits to foreign ships, expel
Italian citizens from the Ottoman soil, and lay mines in the Dardanelles in case of an
attack.”” As a result of these diplomatic and military steps that Turks were prepared to
take, Britain tried to persuade the other powers to dissuade Italy from an Aegean
campaign targeting the Dardanelles and the islands,® despite the fact that Italian
government emphasized its rights about the freedom of action in the region.”

In this diplomatically complicated situation, Italy finally decided to take action
against the Dardanelles and some of the Aegean Islands in April 1912. The day that the
Dardanelles was being attacked, the Sublime Porte was also communicating the Italian
offensive to the Samos (Sisam) Island.® Together with those attacks, Italy also
destroyed the telegraph cables in the Aegean that provided communication between Asia
Minor and the islands.? For this reason, the course of events, especially in terms of the
fate of the islands, reached the Ottoman state late throughout the Aegean campaign,
sometimes coming from other countries via their consular representatives.

During the first days of the campaign, it became obvious that the Ottoman navy

was stuck in the Dardanelles while the Italians became the sole dominant power in the
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Aegean. The Italian strategy was to occupy certain islands primarily based on their
geographic and military values. For instance, one of the first occupied islands of the
Dodecanese was Astropalia (Stampalia), since it had important harbors that not only
constituted a natural base for the navy, but also permitted an efficient action for the
repression of the contraband of war.?? Likewise, although the island of Lemnos in the
northern part of the Aegean was not totally occupied, the strategic bay of Mudros was
seized over in order to be used for further action.®®

With these military bases, the Italian navy consolidated its dominant position in
the Aegean from the south to the north and directed the bombardments in the region. It is
necessary to emphasize that all the Western shores of Anatolia were vulnerable to the
Italian attacks that were directed from the sea. While the areas like Ayvalik, Cesme, and
Marmaris had already been attacked, the threat of an offensive against the important
Western cities like Izmir was also being discussed.®* The Italian press was not
exaggerating while it was emphasizing the panic in the Aegean towns.® The situation in
the Aegean coasts in 1912 constitutes a good example of how these little islands had
threatened the security of the mainland.

After the first days of the campaign, which predominantly dealt with the northern
Aegean, the occupation of the Dodecanese began. The capture of these islands had the
same logic with the Dardanelles bombardment, which had aimed at forcing Istanbul to
sign a peace treaty that would cede Tripoli to Italy. Italy completed the occupation of all

Dodecanese without encountering a resistance with the exception of Rhodes apart from
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which a considerable Ottoman land force did not exist in the region.® In addition to the
lack of land armies to defend the Dodecanese, the Ottoman navy was unable to sail in
the Aegean as well, due to its imprisonment in the Dardanelles in May 1912. The
islands were left to their own destiny without any concrete help.

During the occupation, the Ottoman officials were taken as prisoners of war,®’
and the Italian flag was hoisted above the public buildings. As stated above, news of a
great majority of these developments reached Istanbul very late due to the disrupted
communication, either through surveillance carried out from the Anatolian shores® or
through the diplomatic missions. However, despite the delay, the results of the news
were so influential that the whole Europe began to discuss the issue at the first minute.
That is to say, the Aegean issue on the basis of the Dodecanese entered a novel phase
during which international meetings, secret agreements, and diplomatic dilemmas

dominated the agenda, as they would until the Lausanne Treaty in 1923.

Occupied Temporarily or Gained Permanently? The Vague Status
of the Dodecanese Islands until the End of the First World War

In May 1912, the Dodecanese Islands were important for three reasons. First, they were
important for the security of Anatolia and the Dardanelles, as they had always been and
always would be, although the Ottoman Empire did not have any ability to take them
back in that year. Second, they were significant for the future of Italy in Libya since they

were regarded as a diplomatic trump card for the settlement of the region in favor of
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Rome. Last, they were influential for European politics because, as Britain stated, the
geographic position of these islands enabled their sovereign powers to control the Asia
Minor, Dardanelles, and even the Black Sea as well as to pose threat to the Eastern
Mediterranean, specifically to Egypt.*

Therefore, especially for Britain, hoping to continue its eastern hegemony, and
for France, competing with the naval power of Italy in the Mediterranean, the status-quo
in the Aegean in terms of the sovereignty of a power comparatively weaker was the best
option. The only power that explicitly supported the actions of Italy throughout the
process was Russia,®® both due to the traditional enmity with the Ottomans and the
competition with other European powers. Therefore, when the Austrians stated that
Italian seizure of the islands would complicate the international situation with regard to
the stance of the European powers,** they were partly right because the issue had
confused European politics indeed, yet without leading to a major crash among the
states.

Obviously, the initial declarations of Italy in terms of the impermanency of its
occupation,? as well as the efforts of the British officials not to alienate either Rome or
Istanbul prevented, or at least postponed, any direct intervention into issue until the end
of the war,® with only one exception. This exception had come with the rumors about a
possible Italian occupation of the northern Aegean Islands against which the Ottomans

declared to whole world that it would reclose the Straits to all powers in such an
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occasion.” Only after this threat the powers intervened into the situation on behalf of the
Ottomans® in order not to be exposed to a commercial loss owing to the closure of the
Straits. However, regardless of the position or the involvement of the Great Powers, it is
possible to argue that every single player of the European arena was concerned with the
future of the Aegean Sea. Further developments in the Balkans made the situation more
complicated in this geography.

Peace negotiations to end the Tripolitanian War had been attempted several times
between the Ottomans and Italians beginning from July 1912 without much success.
But, in September, it was obvious that the Ottomans had to accelerate the process owing
to the fact that Balkan states were mobilizing their troops in order to be used against the
Ottoman territory. Even in the first days of October, in which the Balkan Wars began,
the negotiations between the sides still continued in a way that the Italians were
threatening the Ottomans with sending the navy to the Aegean again since Turkish
officials refused the Italian terms.*®

Yet, since the situation in the Balkans necessitated an urgent peace, ten days after
the outbreak of the Balkan Wars, Turkey reluctantly concluded the peace with Italy,
which is known as Ouchy or the First Lausanne Treaty. According to the second article
of this treaty, Italy promised to withdraw its troops from the Dodecanese Islands
immediately following departure of the Ottoman civil and military officials and troops
from Tripoli and Cyrenaica.®’ In addition, on 16 October, the Sublime Porte announced

a decree according to which an administrative and judicial reforms had been promised to
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the islands that would be implemented regardless of religion and sect.”® The Italians,
though not in a written from, promised that they would not disturb the Ottoman navy in
the southern Aegean.*®

By the time the Ouchy Treaty was signed, it was not thought that Italy had an
intention of holding the islands, based on the commitments, like the conditional
withdrawal. However, in a short span of time, it became obvious that not only the
temporary nature of the Italian occupation in the Dodecanese, but also the situation in
the Aegean Sea were far from certain. The outburst of the Balkan Wars complicated the
situation further. In the first phase of the war, the Ottomans were defeated in all fronts to
an extent that Balkan armies came to the doors of the capital city after occupying the
former capital Edirne, substantially due to the lack of efficient military power as well as
to the problems in the army.*®

The situation in the Aegean was not different. Since the most powerful navy
among the Balkan countries belonged to Greece in terms of its quality and quantity at
the time of the battle,'®* this navy was given the important duty of imposing a blockade
at the mouth of the Dardanelles, and on the shores of Asia Minor in order to impede the
Ottoman army from sending help and war supplies from the Izmir region to the Thracian
shores.®? To achieve this aim, Greece began to land armies on certain northern Aegean
islands one by one with the beginning of the war. The Greek navy had already made the

necessary explorations around the islands at nights several months earlier and had seen
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the military weakness of the region.'®® Therefore, it was not surprising to see that by the
first months of the war, the Greeks had captured majority of the strategic islands in the
northern Aegean, such as Bozcaada (Tenedos), Gokceada (Imroz), Semadirek
(Samothraki), Tasoz (Tasos), Limni (Lemnos), Midilli (Lesvos), and Sakiz (Chios).
With the seizure of these islands, the Greeks had reached at their ends, especially with
the possession of Limni, Bozcaada, and Gokgeada; the Ottoman navy could not cleave
the blockade in the Dardanelles throughout the war.***

With the Balkan Wars, the situation in the Aegean had become much more
troublesome, because while the Dodecanese was under Italian occupation, Greece was
controlling the northern Aegean islands although the western Anatolian coast was under
the sovereignty of the Ottoman Empire.This period initiated a new epoch, especially in
terms of the problematic island-mainland relations that would last the recent day, based
on the separate sovereignties in the Aegean islands and in Asia Minor.

It was evident that the European Powers, which were interested in the region,
discussed the new dynamics of the Aegean Sea. Therefore, not only during the
Ambassador’s Conferences in London, in which Britain, France, Germany, Russia,
Austria-Hungary participated between 1912 and 1913, but also at other