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Abstract: The author examines the demonstrations carried out by university students in Istanbul
on December 4, 1945 and the raid on the printing operations of the pro-Soviet 7an newspaper, known
as the Tan Raid, in light of U.S. State Department documents, namely the related files in National
Archives Records Administration. The influence of the Tan Raid on Turkey’s international relations
is discussed in the context of Turkish-American and Turkish-Soviet relations. The Raid is regarded as
a significant incident since it coincides with the post WW2 period when Turkey’s relations with the
Soviet Union had already deteriorated due to Moscow’s demands to revise the Montreux Convention
by 19" of March 1945. Furthermore, Turkish-American diplomatic contacts in the aftermath of the Raid
show Washington’s perspective on policy towards Soviet Union, as U.S. officials advised a moderate
line to their Turkish counterparts. On the other hand, preparations for the Raid seem highly controversial
since Turkish government officials did not strongly condemn the event and the police did not intervene
against the protestors despite of their violent actions towards 7an and some left leaning bookstores.
The slogans during the demonstration show its anti-Soviet character, which Ankara denied in order to de-
crease tensions with the Soviets by arguing that it was 7an’s owner, the Sertel couple to whom the anger
was directed, not the Soviet Union. The intelligence obtained by diplomats at the U.S. Embassy in Anka-
ra, the meetings they conducted with Turkish politicians, their conclusions regarding the process leading
up to the raid, and their opinions on Turkish-Soviet relations provide the background for the analysis.
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AHHOTauMs: B crarthe Ha OCHOBE BBEJICHUS B HAYYHBII 000POT apXHUBHBIX IOKYMEHTOB, B TOM
yucne u3 (onzaa roccexperapsi CILIA, uccneayercs HCTOpHs AEMOHCTPAIMH CTyAeHTOB CTaMOYIIbCKOTO
yHUBepcuteTa 4 nexadpst 1945 rnu CBSI3aHHOTO ¢ 9TUM TOrPOMa PelakiMu Ta3eTbl « TaH», H3BECTHOrO
kak «Tan Peil». ABTOpOM aHAIM3UPYETCsl BIUSHUE JAHHOTO MHLUAEHTA HA BHEIIHIOK MOJIUTHKY
Typuuu B KOHTEKCTE TYPELKO-COBETCKUX U TYypPELIKO-aMEPUKAHCKUX OTHOILEHUH MOCIE OKOHYAHUS
Bropoii MupoBoii BoiiHbl, korga nporuBoctosHre Mexy CCCP u Typuumeil 3aMeTHO yCHIMIIOCH.
C mpuBJeYeHNEM HOBBIX HCTOPHYECKUX MATEPUAIIOB aBTOP pacKpbiBaeT BHENTHIO momuTHKy CLIA B
otHomennu CCCP B 3ToT nepros 1 BRIABISET pekomenaannu Bammarrona Typuuu, HanpaBieHHbIE HA
CHM)KEHHE HaPSHKEHHOCTH B €e OTHoLeHusX ¢ Kpemsem. XoTst HHIMAEHT n3BecTeH Kak «TaH peilny,
OH ObLJ1 HaIPaBJIEH TAKXXE IIPOTHB HECKOJILKUX KHIDKHBIX Mara3uHOB U U3/aTeIbCTB (KpOME TUIOrpa-
¢ razersl «Tan»), B KOTOPBIX BBIXOMIIA JINTEPATypa JIEBOM HANPaBIEHHOCTH. B uucie arakoBaHHbBIX
OKa3aJicsl TAkKe OJMH M3 KHIKHBIX MarasuHOB, Tyie OM3HEC-MEHEIKEePOM ObLT COBETCKHI TPpaskIaHNH.
[ToHecenHble (hMHAHCOBBIE IMOTEPH CTAH IPEAMETOM OOMEHA JUIIIOMAaTHYECKUMH HOTAMH MEXITY
Typuueit 1 CCCP mo Bompocy o KOMIEHCAIUsIX COBETCKOH cropone. Kak mokasasno mccrnenoBaHue,
y aMEepPUKaHCKON AUTJIOMaTHYECKOH MUCCHU B AHKape CI0XKMIOCH BIIEUaTICHHE, YTO TypeLKue opuIu-
aJIbHBIE KPYTU He ObUIN pa304apoBaHbl HACWILCTBEHHBIMU JICHCTBUSMH, COBEPLICHHBIMY B OTHOILICHUH
JIEBBIX U3JIAHUM, a CKOpee PACLIEHUIH JaHHbII HHIUIEHT KaK €CTECTBEHHbIH, 00YyCIOBIEHHbIA POCTOM
B CTpaHe MOCIIe BOIHBI aHTUCOBETCKUX HACTPOSHUH. ABTOPOM OBLIH MPOaHATN3UPOBAHBI MOIYICHHBIE
aMEepUKaHCKUMU JMIUIOMaTaMy B AHKape CBEICHHUS 00 MHIMACHTE, XapaKTep COCTOSBIIHMXCS BCTpeY,
KOTOpbIE€ OHH MPOBEJHU B T€ THU C TYPELKUMH IOJUTHKAMH, U BBIBOJIbI aMEPUKAHCKOM CTOPOHBI O BIIHU-
STHUW JAaHHOI'O MHIUACHTA Ha COCTOSIHHUE TYPCIKO-COBETCKUX OTHOIIICHHH.

KiroueBble CJ10Ba: TypelKO-COBETCKUE OTHOIICHHUS, TYyPELKO-aMEPUKAHCKUE OTHOLIECHHUS,
BHEIIHAA NoauTuka Typuuy, BHemHs nonuTuka Amepuky, Tan Peiin, Tan npouciiecTBus

Ja nutupoBanus: Cusui J. [Torpom B peaxkuun Typenkoi razetsl « Tan» B 1945 1. u ero
BJIMSIHUE HA COCTOSIHHE COBETCKO-TYPELKMX M aMEPHKAHO-TYPELKHX OTHOLICHWH B IOCIEBOCHHBIN
nepuoy // Becrnuk Poccuiickoro ynuepcurera apyx0bl HaponoB. Cepusi: Mcropust Poccun. 2020.
T. 19. Ne 1. C. 197-213. https://doi.org/10.22363/2312-8674-2020-19-1-197-213

Introduction

The Tan Raid is commonly seen as an important benchmark in Turkish political
history, which played role in shaping the republic’s position in its international relations
in the wake of the Second World War. The raid coincided with a period when Turkish —
Soviet relations had deteriorated, as a consequence of several incidents starting from
the beginning of the war. In March 1945, signals of Russia’s intention to change the
Montreux Regime became apparent. The Montreux Convention of 1936, which gave
Ankara full sovereignty over the Bosphorus and Dardanelles Straits in peace time and
right to militarize them, which had been ruled by an international commission since the
1923 Lausanne Conference. Following WWII, the Soviet Union started to put pressure
on Turkey to share its sovereignty rights, but Ankara argued that this was an “inter-
national matter’?, knowing that U.S. and Britain would contest Soviets’ gaining this
privilege if it came to an international convention. On the other hand, in 1944, Britain
was moderate in allowing free passage of Russian warships through the Straits.* How-

2 “Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers, 1945, The Near East and Africa,” Of-
fice of the Historian, accessed December 3, 2019, https:/history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1945v08/d1182.
> “Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers, Conferences at Malta and Yalta,” Of-
fice of the Historian, December 3, 2019, https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1945Malta/d227.
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ever, the Kremlin’s demands also included having bases in the region and defending
the Straits together with Turkey.

The incident that took place in Istanbul at the end of 1945 arose from the protests
that targeted the 7an newspaper and several bookstores that apparently had leftist lea-
nings. The university students who damaged the bookstores and the printing office of
the 7an shouted slogans attacking Zekeriya Sertel, the owner of 7an, and his wife Sabiha
Sertel, who was a columnist for the paper. Besides the two journalists, who followed
a pro-Soviet line, Communism was a target of the slogans as well. Although there is no
written proof, testimonies of eyewitnesses suggest that the protests had been organized by
the ruling Republican People’s Party, or at least ignored by it. The incident coincided with
a critical period in Turkish diplomacy relations with the Soviet Union had deteriorated.
This article covers the course of events that led to the Tan Raid and its records in U.S.
archival documents, namely the remarks of American diplomats about the incident and
Turkish — Soviet relations. Turkey faced several demands from the Soviet Union in 1939,
before WW?2 broke out. While Turkey’s Foreign Minister at the time, Siikrii Saragoglu,
arrived Moscow at 25" of September 1939 for negotiations to include Soviet Union to the
potential Tripartite Treaty between Turkey, Britain and France, he faced unexpected de-
mands, such as revising Montreux Convention in favor of the Kremlin.* In a similar way,
on 19 March 1945 Soviet Commissar of Foreign Affairs Molotov announced the termi-
nation of the Soviet —Turkish Treaty of Friendship and Non-Aggression, which had been
signed on 17 December 1925, declaring “The Soviets considers it necessary to assert that
owing to deep changes which have taken place particularly in course of second world war,
this treaty no longer corresponds to the new situation and requires serious improvement”.’
The Kremlin’s step was regarded as a signal for demanding a revision in Montreux by the
Turkish side. Moreover, Japan was one of the signatories of the Convention. Since Japan
was on the losing side of WW2, Ankara believed that by revision, the Soviets wanted
to exclude Japan from Montreux.* However soon, it became apparent that Soviets were
following a policy that would provide opportunities to exert strong political pressure on
Turkey.” From a historical perspective, the Treaty of Hunkar Iskelesi, signed among Rus-
sia and the Ottoman State in 1833, opened the Straits to Russian warships freely and
Ottomans could close the Straits to any warships in case of war. However, during WW1
Turkey let the German battleships Goeben and Breslau pass, which violated the Straits
regime. As a consequence of Lausanne, Soviets demands were left out and freedom of
passage was established for merchant ships during peace or war, and warships were given
passage only in peace time. In the interwar years, the Soviets were attacked twice through
the Straits. Montreux recognized Turkish sovereignty and granted complete freedom of
passage to commercial ships in peacetime and limited freedom to warships with certain

4 Bang Ertem, “Tiirkiye Uzerindeki Sovyet Talepleri ve Tiirk-Sovyet iliskileri (1939-1947),”
Uluslararasi Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi 3, no. 11 (2010): 252, 253.

5 “Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers, 1945, The Near East and Afri-
ca,” Office of the Historian, accessed December 2, 2019, https:/history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/
frus1945v08/d1183.

¢ Ibid.

7 Ibid.
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tonnages limitations. In war time, different conditions would regulate when Turkey was
determinant. However, the Soviets were not satisfied with the Montreux Convention since
it still gave the opportunity to foreign warships to navigate Black Sea and imposed li-
mitations on the size of vessels that the Soviet Union could send into the Mediterranean.
Moreover, Montreux did not give Soviet Union direct control over Straits.® As a matter
of fact, at the Yalta Conference in February 1945, Josef Stalin argued that “a small state
like Turkey could keep a hand on the throat of a large country like Russia”. Accordingly,
Russia should not have to beg Turkey to give passage to its ships through the Straits, and
anew regime like that for the Suez Canal should be established. Although the British kept
a moderate stance in response to Russia’s intention, London was confused when it heard
the Soviet demands on 7 June.’

On 7 June 1945, the Soviets put forward four demands from Ankara government:
i) Kars and Ardahan, on the Soviet border in northeast Turkey, which was occupied
by Russia during WW1, should remain Soviet. ii) The Soviets should gain naval and
military bases in the Bosphorus and Dardanelles. iii) The Montreux Convention should
be revised. iv) the Thracian border should be changed in favor of communist Bulgaria.
These demands were supported by Moscow’s shifting troops towards Thrace, and a war
of nerves it conducted with Bulgaria via media outlets that directly targeted Turkey’s
government at the time." Due to the its perception of the threat, Turkey sought diplo-
matic support from U.S. and Britain, although the former refrained from giving explicit
support due since this would harm its relations with Kremlin while Britain support-
ed Turkey." Considering Turkey’s efforts to balance Moscow’s war of nerves towards
Turkey, the Tan Raid holds a considerable significance since it coincided with one of
Ankara’s major foreign policy struggles.

On November 1, 1945, Turkey’s President Ismet Inonu openly declared that “the only
thing missing in Turkey is an opposition party”'? , but by the end of 1945 opposition
circles had surfaced when it became apparent that Turkey would turn to multi-party
politics. The change became evident in pro-Soviet publications towards the end of 1945,
with the expansion of the strict censorship that was enforced during the war years.”
In the process, a group of left-leaning intellectuals published a journal titled Gériisler
(Opinions™). The journal was named after a column in the 7an newspaper by Sabiha
Sertel, who was well-known for her left-wing orientation.™ It was hoped that publish-

8 Gokay Biilent, “Soviet Eastern Policy and Turkey, 1920-1991,” in Soviet Foreign Policy, Tur-
key and Communism (London, New York: Routledge, 2006), 61.

° A.L. Macfie, “The Turkish straits in the second world war, 1939-1945.” Middle Eastern Studies
25, no. 2 (1989): 245-246.

19 Bagc1 Hiiseyin, Bal Idris, “Turkish Foreign Policy in Post Cold War Era: New Problems and
Opportunities,” in Turkish Foreign Policy in Post Cold War Era (Floria: Brown Walker Press, 2004), 97.

" H. George, Troubled Alliance-Turkish American Problems in Historical Perspective, 1945—
1971 (Washington DC: American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 1972), 16-19.

12 Tiirk Devrim Tarihi Enstitiisii, /nonii 'niin Soylev ve Demegleri-I 1919—1946 (Istanbul: Milli
Egitim Basimevi Publ., 1946), 397.

13 B. Lewis, Modern Tiirkiye 'nin Dogusu (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1993), 308.

14 Ali Ulvi Ozdemir, “Ikinci Diinya Savasi Yillarinda Serteller ve Tan Gazetesi (1939-1945),”
Ankara Universitesi Tiirk Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii Atatiirk Yolu Dergisi 49, no. 3 (2012): 179-216.
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ing the proposed journal would be instrumental in triggering Turkey’s democratization.
Goriisler, owned by the Sertel couple, was similar in content and editorial policies to
their newspaper, 7an, which essentially claimed to be a Soviet sympathizer, and de-
fended anti-fascism, the transition to a democratic and liberal order, the abolition of
anti-democratic laws, and the termination of the one-party regime.'

The contributors to Goriisler were announced on the cover of the first issue, which
was published on December 1, 1945. The prominent opponents of one-party rule Celal
Bayar, Fuat Kopriilii, Adnan Menderes, Tesvik Riistii Aras were on the initial list of
contributors along with leftist intellectuals such as Zekeriya and Sabiha Sertel, Niyazi
Berkes, Sabahattin Ali, and Aziz Nesin. However, only the first issue appeared, since the
weekly was unable to continue publication due to violent acts that erupted subsequently.
This study discusses intelligence obtained by diplomats serving in the U.S. Embassy in
Turkey during the period leading up to the Tan Raid, their meetings with Turkish poli-
ticians, their comments and conclusions. In addition, based on information available
in documents from archival documents, the impact of the Tan Raid on Turkish-Soviet
relations is examined from American perspective.

The Tan Raid was studied in a number of publications within the context of
Turkish-Soviet relations. However, to explain the course of events and to understand
the U.S. reaction, the American archival documents were not used. Vural underlines that
in 1945’s fall, both in Greece and Iran, internal turmoil connected to the Soviet Union
was lasting and Turkey’s threat perception from Soviet Union led to a rapprochement
between U.S. and Turkey. Accordingly Turkey’s international relations and 7an’s sup-
porting publication to opposition groups in Turkey’s domestic politics made the psycho-
logical atmosphere suitable for the Tan Raid.'s Ozdemir claims that the Tan Raid was
a message by Turkish government to the world in its search to position itself in the new
international order.” Turkey apparently aimed at being a member of the Western world
following WW2.

The Background of the Raid

In an atmosphere where Turkey’s threat perception of the Soviet Union was high,
Turkey’s left-wing intellectuals prone to a moderate stance towards Moscow’s aspirations
were confronted by official circles and the media under its control. Within this context,
Turkey’s international relations had an impact on domestic politics when publication of
Gortisler triggered hostility against the leftist movements and mobilized Turkish youth
groups to conduct act of violence towards the left-wing media organs and bookstores.

When the first copy of Goriisler was published, the initial letter of its Turkish
name (“G”), was found to resemble a sickle. The sickle and hammer were the two
symbols of Communism. The resemblance to this symbol created the perception that

15 Hiilya Oztekin, “Tiirkiye’de Cok Partili Hayata Gegis Siirecinde Muhalif Bir Dergi: Goriisler,”
Iletisim Kuram ve Arastirma Dergisi, no. 41 (2015): 178.

16 Mithat Kadri Vural, “II. Diinya Savas1 Tiirkiyesi’nde Bir Muhalefet Ornegi Olarak “Tan” Gaze-
tesi,” CTTAD 8, no. 16-17 (2008): 391.

17 Ali Ulvi Ozdemir, “Ikinci Diinya Savasi Yillarinda Serteller ve Tan Gazetesi (1939-1945),”
Ankara Universitesi Tiirk Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii Atatiirk Yolu Dergisi, no. 49 (2012): 181.
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the journal would lead to a violent communist revolution, or at least support such a rev-
olution in Turkey. According to Sabiha Sertel, the deliberate association of the letter ‘G’
with a sickle during the publication of the journal was beyond its control and had been
an attempt at sabotage. According to Sertel, Sabahattin Ali, also a left-leaning writer,
had a similar experience. Ali had requested that flags of all countries be placed around
the logo depicting the world, which appeared in the advertisements of the Yeni Diinya
Newspaper (New World), which he owned. He had asked that the Turkish flag be given
prominence, however, in the printing process the flags were replaced and the Soviet
flag was prominently positioned, which suggested that the newspaper was pro-Soviet.'s

Following publication of the first issue of Gdériisler, Celal Bayar declared that he
had no connection with the journal. He argued that he was in no way associated with any
ideology other than Kemalism, indicating that his new political party would be founded
soon. Sabiha Sertel, the publisher of Gériisler, wrote in her memoirs that she had obtained
the necessary permission from Bayar and other founders of the Democratic Party (DP).
According to Sertel, on behalf of the founders of the DP, the former Minister of Foreign
Affairs, Tevfik Riistii Aras had explained that they gave up writing for the journal after
the negative reaction from official circles in Ankara following the publication of the first
issue. In fact, Celal Bayar had promised to give an interview, not an article, to the journal.
Sertel, however, wrote Bayar’s name on the cover of the journal, at the top of the section
presenting those who had promised to write for the journal, even though Bayar had in-
dicated that he could only give an interview. It is likely that this was a manifestation of
Sabiha Sertel’s attempt to create the perception that the journal was effective by taking
advantage of Celal Bayar’s popularity. Sertel, on the other hand, claimed that Bayar had
offered to cover the expenses related to the journal’s issue, but Sertel had refused. In other
words, Bayar supported the journal to some degree at its founding stage.”

DP’s founding staff initially pledged financial assistance, articles and interviews
to Goriisler, but backed down due to the reactions to the first issue. It can be argued
that such collaboration was based on mutual interests. There was a strong possibility
that the left-wing intellectual group comprising Zekeriya Sertel, Sabiha Sertel, Tevfik
Riistii Aras, Cami Baykurt and others sought to use their own ideologies to influence
the new opposition party to be established.”’ However, the Tan Raid, which took place
on December 4, 1945, led to a break between the DP and other opposition elements.?
In one view, the Tan incident served as a warning to the DP as it was in the process of
coming to power, and it ceased its collaboration with left-leaning opposition groups.?
With the process that started with the Tan Raid, the DP and the ruling Republican Peo-
ple’s Party (RPP) adopted a joint stance against left-wing tendencies, which signaled the
beginning of a period when left-wing parties and unions stopped operating.**

18 S, Sertel, Roman Gibi (Istanbul: Belge Yaymlar1 Publ., 1987), 298-299.

1 Ibid., 296-303.

20 Timur Taner, Tiirkiye 'de Cok Partili Hayata Gegis (Ankara: imge Kitabevi Publ., 2003), 112-113.

21 Gologlu Mahmut, Demokrasiye Gegis 1946-1950 (istanbul: Kaynak Yaymlar1 Publ., 1982), 130.

2 A, Gevgilili, Yiikselis ve Diisiis (Istanbul: Baglam Yayinlari Publ., 1987), 41.

2 Kiigiik Yalgm, Tiirkiye Uzerine Tezler (Istambul: Tiirkiye Uzerine Tezler Publ., 2006), 459.

*  Ensar Yilmaz, “Tiirkiye’de Siyaset Alanimin Yeniden Tanziminde Tki Onemli Olay: Tan Gaze-
tesi Baskini ve Maresal Fevzi Cakmak’m Oliimii,” Bartin Universitesi Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi
Dergisi, no. 1 (2016): 66.
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It is possible that the Sertels might have thought that the people who were in the
process of forming a party, especially Celal Bayar, would have brought added value to
Goriigler. However, on the eve of forming a new party, some individuals may have de-
sired to be heard via the press, even if it was left-leaning. As a matter of fact, the strict
press censorship of the single-party era seemed to have loosened, but the vast majority
of the media was still controlled by the government.

After the first issue of Gériisler was published, columnists close to the government
embarked on an intensive smear campaign against the journal. Sabiha Sertel’s harsh
style in the first issue of Gériisler might also have played a role in this development.>

On the second page of the first issue of Gériisler, there was a call for the abolition
of the anti-democratic laws of the one-party regime in an article published under the
signature of Zekeriya Sertel. It argued that such changes could be made not by the RPP
and the current parliament, but by a government that would come to power through free
elections. Under the heading “Diinya Sola Gidiyor” (The World Is Going Left), it noted
that socialist regimes had been introduced in countries such as England, France and
Belgium.>* The most obvious reaction in the Turkish press regarding these articles came
from Hiiseyin Cahit Yalgin, who was famous for opposing the left. Yal¢in referred to
the demands of the Russians for bases on the lands in Eastern Anatolia and the Straits,
and stated that the struggle had begun, with words and articles as the means. Accor-
dingly, journalists and citizens had to carry out the fight. It was not the government’s
job to silence these people.”

The articles published in the Turkish press against Goriigler stirred up the youth
and brought thousands of students together in a demonstration. Another view contends,
however, that the students were organized by the RPP’s Istanbul Provincial Organization
itself. According to Sabiha Sertel, some of the youth groups that attacked Tan’s printing
offices had been organized beforehand by the People’s Party and Prime Minister Siikrii
Saracoglu. Sertel argued that the Tan’s printing press was destroyed according to their
instructions .2 Similarly, Sevket Siireyya Aydemir argued that the RPP played a role in
organizing the Tan incident®, not to mention that then Prime Minister, Siikrii Saragoglu,
had criticized Tan and Vatan newspapers without naming them at a press conference
about three months before the raid, and complained about their “impropriety.”*

The reason for the demonstration against the printing offices of 7an was that it
also published Goriisler. As a matter of fact, both media organs belonged to the Sertels.
In the early hours of December 4, 1945, about 20,000 university and high school stu-
dents with slogans walked from the Beyazit Campus of Istanbul University to the buil-
ding where Tan was located. Even though the demonstrators were on the premises of 7an,

% Burcu Biger Ertuna, Erken Cumhuriyet Donemi Aydini Sabiha Zekeriya Sertel 'in Fikir Yazilarinda
Modernlesme Baglaminda Kadin, Toplum ve Siyaset (Marmara: Marmara Universitesi Publ., 2008), 341.

2% Hiilya Oztekin, “Tiirkiye’de Cok Partili Hayata Gegis Siirecinde Muhalif Bir Dergi: Gériisler,”
Iletisim Kuram ve Arastirma Dergisi, no. 41 (2015): 178-179.

¥ Hiuseyin Cabhit Yal¢in, “Kalkin Ey... Ehli Vatan!...”, Tanin, December 3, 1945.

2 S, Sertel, Roman Gibi.., 308.

»  Aydemir Siireyya Sevket, Tkinci Adam (1938-1950) (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi Publ., 2005), 285.

30 Us Asim, Atatiirk, Inonii, Tkinci Diinya Harbi Ve Demokrasi Rejimine Giris Devri Hatiralari,
1930-1950 (istanbul: Vakit Matbaas1 Publ., 1966), 646.
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the police did not intervene. Some of the marchers, with axes in their hands, attacked the
building, smashing the windows and printing presses inside. The press thrown out the
window, and the paper rolls of newsprint were plundered. According to eyewitnesses,
“Kahrolsun Komiinizm, Kahrolsun Serteller” (Damn Communism, Damn the Sertels)
were the slogans heard during the demonstration.*' In their fury, the crowd went so far
as to strip the Sertels naked after finding them and painted them red.*

After the demonstrators removed the 7an’s sign and replaced it with a portrait of
Atatiirk, they arrived at Beyoglu singing the national anthem, after passing through Sirke-
ci to leave flowers at the Republic Monument in Taksim. The Yeni Diinya and La Turquie
newspapers, and the Berrak Bookstore, which sold left-leaning books, were along the
marchers’ route, and were also damaged. Demonstrators attacked the ABC Bookstore on
Ankara Street on the way back, after placing their wreath. The crowd then proceeded
to the Provincial Hall and the RPP’s Provincial Organization Center and dispersed after
shouting slogans. Although there was no evidence that the demonstration against 7an was
instigated by the one-party regime itself, there appear to be various indications in this di-
rection. It is noteworthy that the police did not intervene despite witnessing the attacks by
the demonstrators, and despite the fact that the demonstrators caused damage and open-
ly committed crimes. The police took no legal action and no government official made
a statement condemning the incident. While it was reluctantly agreed that the demonstra-
tions were unfortunate, the pro-government media generally praised them.** Meanwhile,
the police had not taken any precautions during the events, which lasted until 3 pm and
took place in a region very close to police headquarters in Istanbul.*

Ali Thsan Gogiis, who was detained for organizing the events, argued that the articles
written by Sabiha Sertel were responsible for the Tan Raid.” Kazim Aldg, the martial law
prosecutor at the time, was surprised that the RPP inspector, Alaaddin Tiritoglu, came to visit
the seven people who organized the events while they were in custody. According to Aldg,
the RPP inspector offered cigarettes to the defendants and asked them how they were doing.*

Edwin C. Wilson, the U.S. Ambassador to Ankara, informed the State Depart-
ment on December 4, 1945 about the demonstrations and quoted the first eyewitness
accounts from Istanbul that thousands of university students had damaged the work-
places of Tan and La Turquie newspapers. Wilson noted that both media organs were
pro-Soviet and that a Soviet bookshop had been damaged. Also, all the buildings on the
main street were forced to display a Turkish flag. The demonstrators used chalk to write
‘damn communism’ on the walls and cars as they passed by. Wilson also mentioned that
the crowd sought to reach the Soviet Consulate building but was blocked by the police.”

31 Mumcu Ugur, 40 larin Cadi Kazani (Ankara: Um:ag Vakfi Yayinlari Publ., 2002), 74-75.

32 Erduran Refik, Sabiha (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi Publ., 2004), 140.

¥ Necmeddin Sadak, “Tirk Gengliginin Heyecanli Gosterisine Diinya Hayran Kalmustir,” Aksam,
December 7, 1945.

¥ Yetkin Cetin, Tiirkive de Tek Parti Yonetimi (1930—1945) (Istanbul: Altin Kitaplar Publ., 1983), 220.

35 Gogiis Ali Thsan, Hep Ismet Pasa ’nin Yaninda (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi Publ., 2008), 55.

36 Kazim Albg, “Ifsa Ediyorum,” Yeni Gazete, April 12-26, 1967.

37 U.S. National Archives, 867.00/12-44.
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The U.S. Ambassador sent another telegram to Washington on the same day indi-
cating six reasons for the demonstrations:*

1) A strong anti-Russian sentiment emerged in Turkish society. This feeling was
mainly revived after the Soviet demand for land in the Eastern regions, as well as for
bases in the Straits, and the events in Iran.

2) La Turquie and Tan, published by the Sertels, were influential. According to
Wilson, pro-Soviet policies pursued by the two press organs had become more evident
in recent months.

3) In the last few days, two pro-Soviet press organs had emerged. These were
the Yeni Diinya newspaper and the Goériisler magazine. Yeni Diinya was published by
the owner of the La Turquie newspaper. The publisher of Goriisler was the Sertels.
The names of reputable dissidents were used without permission in the advertisements
of Goriigler. One of them, Celal Bayar, said he had no connections to Gériisler.

4) The broadcasts by Moscow Radio in Turkish since the end of November had
been hostile to the Turkish government and its leaders.

5) Hiiseyin Cabhit Yal¢in of 7anin newspaper, Falih Rifki Atay of Ulus and some
writers from Tasvir had recently accused Ahmet Emin Yalman and the Sertels of being
Soviet agents.

6) The quality of education received by Turkish youth and university students
was very patriotic.

The telegrams sent by American diplomats show that U.S. had paid close atten-
tion to the course of anti-Soviet sentiments among the Turkish population following
Moscow’s demands for Turkey’s territories and the Straits region. The deterioration of
Turkish-Soviet relations accelerated the diplomatic activities between Turkey and U.S.
as Ankara asked for Washington’s support to stand against the demands.

The Meeting between Wilson and the Secretary General of
the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs

The archival documents show that after the Tan Raid, several meetings took place
between Turkish officials and the U.S. Ambassador to Ankara about the incident and
the deterioration of Turkish — Soviet relations. Within this context, the ambassador held
a private meeting with Secretary General Feridun Cemal Erkin of the Turkish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs. According to Erkin, in recent months, there had been a build-up
of anger among university students towards the Sertels and La Turquie’s publications.
The situation gained momentum after the publication of the first issue of Goriisler
during the period leading up to the raid. According to Erkin, Goriigler had declared that
it would be a literary journal with no political content. Celal Bayar wanted to wait until
the publication of the first issue to indicate his support the journal. However, this was
not the case, and when the first issue Bayar was listed as one of the main authors he
reacted angrily. The sequence of events that Erkin conveyed to the American diplomat
followed Sabiha Sertel’s account.

¥ NARA, 867.00/12-44.
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In Secretary General Erkin’s view, the fact that Bayar’s name was put on the cover
of the journal was the last straw, which provoked and motivated the students’ actions.
According to Erkin, the demonstrators carried banners with the slogans “Cok yasa Tiir-
kiye,” “biz fagist degiliz,” “Tiirk toprag:1 Tiirk kalacak” (“Long live Turkey,” “We are
not fascists,” and “Turkish territory will remain Turkish”). Erkin informed Wilson that
there had been no action against the Soviet Consulate General. In the view of the U.S.
Ambassador, however, this did not reflect reality.

Erkin argued that the demonstration was not against the Soviets, but against the
“traitors” inside. In his meeting with Wilson, Erkin also addressed the way the Russians
perceived the issue. It appears that on the evening of December 4, 1945 the Turkish Press
General Manager learned that Turkey’s representative of the Soviet official news agency,
TASS, had exaggerated the events in reporting to Moscow. The TASS representative con-
veyed to Moscow that slogans such as “Ruslara 6liim,” “Kahrolsun komiinizm” (“Death
to the Russians” and “Damn communism”) were shouted. He argued that this action was
against the Soviet Union. The Turkish Press director then contacted the TASS represen-
tative and stated that his statements did not correspond with the facts. He suggested that
the Russian journalist had altered the text sent to Moscow. The Russian responded that he
would report to his government if even a single word of his text had been changed or was
blocked from contacting the Soviet Union. The director then ensured that the message was
sent to Moscow without any change. He invited representatives of the international press
to Istanbul on the evening of the incident and distributed the news texts that he had pre-
pared about the events to the press representatives invited. Erkin informed the American
ambassador that all factual information had been conveyed to the Turkish ambassadors
abroad and he expected the Soviet Union to complain about the issue. According to Erkin,
it would likely distort what happened on December 4th. During the meeting, which took
place in Erkin’s office, Wilson witnessed a call from the Russian Consul General in Istan-
bul. As the archival documents state, the Soviet diplomat had sent a letter of protest to the
Governor of Istanbul just before the phone call.*

The meeting suggests that Turkey made an effort to argue that it was not aiming
at increasing tension with the Soviet Union. In a similar way, on the eve of Cold War the
U.S. was following a moderate policy towards Soviet Union. However, Washington’s
hopes to cooperate with Soviet Union were frustrated when Moscow resisted removing
its troops from Iran as promised. The moderate tone that Washington Turkey to adopt
turned more aggressive when President Truman wrote that there was “no doubt that
Soviets intend to attack Turkey.” Unless the Soviets were to face “an iron fist and strong
language, another war was in the making.” In his Army Day Speech, the president now
publicly warned Moscow that the sovereignty and integrity of countries in the Near and
Middle East must not be threatened by coercion or penetration. To show Washington’s
support to Turkey, he sent the battleship USS Missouri to Istanbul on 5 of April 1946,
ostensibly to carry the remains of the late Turkish Ambassador Miinir Ertegiin.*

¥ NARA, 867.00/12-545.
4 H. George, Troubled Alliance- Turkish American Problems in Historical Perspective, 1945—-1971
(Washington DC: American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 1972), 19-20.
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The Meeting between Wilson and Prime Minister Saracoglu

The meetings between Turkish officials and American diplomats then focused on
the Tan Raid. The Ambassador Wilson’s impressions of the meeting with the Turkish
Prime Minister were transmitted to Washington, which concluded that Turkish authori-
ties saw the raid favoursbly

As is evident from the archival documents, Prime Minister Saragoglu also reported
the events as described by Feridun Cemal Erkin. According to Saragoglu, it was the pro-
Soviet and anti-Turkish behavior of certain newspapers that had provoked university stu-
dents. Saragoglu told Wilson that the Turkish government had nothing to do with what
happened. According to Saracoglu, the demonstrations were masterfully organized by the
students, and the events broke out suddenly. The Turkish authorities were not aware of the
developments before to the incident and the attacks against 7an had begun before the police
could intervene. The Prime Minister also argued that the fact that the students organized their
actions in the narrow streets of Istanbul made it difficult to intervene. The police prevented
the demonstrators from crossing into Pera and closed the Golden Horn bridges. However,
in the meantime, some of the crowd had already entered Pera partly by boat. Those who
reached Pera broke the police line-up, looted La Turquie’s office and two leftist bookstores.
The archives also show that, during his meeting with Saragoglu, Wilson, got the impression
that he confirmed the actions of the demonstrators. According to the ambassador, the Turkish
Prime Minister seemed to think that the demonstrators were provoked and that their reac-
tions were understandable and did not disapprove of their actions.*

The Meeting between Wilson and Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs

The Tan Raid resulted in a Soviet diplomatic to Turkey demanding compensation
of the damage caused to the bookstore, which was run by a Soviet citizen. Since the
19% of March 1945, when the Soviet Union informed Turkey that it would not renew
the Non-Aggression Pact under current circumstances, relations had already begun to
deteriorate, and the Tan Raid only further worsened matters.

The American archival documents show that Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs
Hasan Saka informed Wilson of the Soviet move. Accordingly, on December 8, 1945,
the Soviet ambassador requested an appointment with the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs by telephone to convey his country’s protest notes about the events of December 4.
Saka received the Russian ambassador only half an hour after the call. The minister went
on to show Wilson the text of the note he had received, and the ambassador passed its con-
tents onto Washington. The note stated that hostile statements against the USSR had been
made during the December 4 Istanbul demonstrations. It added that they had been shouted
by the crowd, and that two bookstores selling Russian publications and Soviet books were
destroyed. These facts were meant to give the demonstration an anti-Soviet character. Ac-
cording to the note, the Turkish police, despite all this hostile behavior, did not stop the
demonstrators and in fact protected them. It concluded that the Soviet government would not
tolerate such a provocative incident and blamed the Turkish government for the incident.*

4 NARA, 867.00/12-545.
2 NARA, 867.00/12-845.
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According to the American archival documents, the Turkish minister of foreign
affairs immediately responded to the Soviet Ambassador to Ankara, Sergei A. Vinogra-
dov. He argued that Soviet government had relied on incorrect information and added
that the crowd had not expressed any hostility gainst the Soviet Union. He argued that
the demonstrations were against the communism in Turkey, not against the USSR,
stressing that communism was illegal in Turkey. At the same time, the police had not
protected the demonstrators, but rather tried to protect the booksellers. The fact that
the police were injured in clashes with the demonstrators proved it.

The Turkish Minister informed the Soviet ambassador that the owners of the book-
stores had legal rights to cover their losses. On the other hand, he stated that the infor-
mation obtained by the Soviet Government was the same as that provided to the TASS
correspondent. He stressed that Turkish authorities had warned TASS about the errors, but
that its correspondent insisted on passing the news in its current form. Saka underscored
that the December 4 demonstrations had nothing to do with any foreign country and ar-
gued that the demonstrations were all about Turkey’s domestic issues. He informed the
Russians they would receive his government’s report on the subject after its completion.
The minister also pointed out that government officials listened to Moscow Radio’s broadcasts
of every evening and were aware that they attacked Turkish institutions and individuals.

According to Saka, those broadcasts were far more hostile than in the events in
Istanbul. Regardless, the Turkish government would not react in anger to such words.
In a private meeting with Ambassador Wilson, Saka stated that he had expected the
Soviets to react in this way. According to Saka, for the Russians this opportunity was
too good to miss. The Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs also shared with Wilson his
belief that when the Russians had achieved their goal in Iran, it would be Turkey’s turn,
and they would use the events of December 4 in addition to other accusations. On De-
cember 13, 1945, the U.S. State Department thanked its embassy in Ankara for its report
on the 7an incident and instructed it to issue a call for moderation to Turkish authorities,
asking them to refrain from anything that could be interpreted as provocative before
the United Nations would become fully operational.#

The Exchange of Diplomatic Notes
between Turks and Russians through the Eyes of Americans

Wilson sent a telegram to Washington on December 11, 1945 to assess the exchan-
ge of notes between the Turks and Russians in relation to the events of December 4.
The Secretary General of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Feridun Cemal Er-
kin, had accordingly contacted Wilson on the morning on December 11, 1945 to give
him a copy of the note responding to the Soviet Ambassador’s protest of December 8.
The Turks had replied to the Soviets an hour later, at 6 o’clock in the evening. Erkin sta-
ted that the Turkish government tried to be conciliatory in preparing its note, explaining
that the December 4 demonstrations were related to Turkey’s domestic affairs. It added
that there was no hostility to the USSR. Erkin had received news that U.S. Secretary of
State James F. Byrnes would leave for Moscow in one or two days and predicted that

“ NARA, 867.00/12-845.
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the Soviets would inform him of the issue. He, therefore, he asked that the Turkish re-
sponse note be shared with the American before his visit to Moscow. According to Er-
kin, the Russians would have told the Byrnes that what happened was provocative and
fascist.* The Turkish diplomat’s effort, therefore, sought to prevent the American from
being convinced by the Soviets.

The Turkish response stated that the investigation into the events of December 4
had been completed and concluded that they were based entirely on domestic factors.
It added that the Turkish press was completely free. However, as in other countries,
it struggled to publish opposing ideologies. The December 4 incidents were partly a re-
action by some of the Turkish public against the political views of certain Turkish jour-
nalists. This finding was evident both in official reports and in those written by reporters
for the international press. Therefore, it was wrong to link the incidents with the Soviets.
Despite the fact that the TASS correspondent had been warned, the note argued that he had
sent completely false information to Moscow, causing a dispute between Ankara. How-
ever, the note also added that the investigation had sought to determine whether provo-
cateurs played a role in the deteriorating relations between the two countries, and found
no evidence that the actions had been directed at any country. The report also stated that
a Soviet citizen had been identified as one of people who had suffered financial losses,
and that he should apply for legal redress, much as some Turkish citizens had already
done. However, the Turkish government had no responsibility in the events and that
the police were not negligent. Furthermore, there was no hostility against the USSR.*

The archives show that Wilson and Saka met at for dinner on December 12, 1945.
During the meal, the Turkish minister informed the American ambassador of his gov-
ernment’s offer to the Soviets to make their exchange of notes public. In response,
the Vinogradov stated that he would ask the Soviet government about the matter. Secre-
tary General of the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs Feridun Cemal Erkin continued
to keep Wilson informed about these developments. The Soviet ambassador responded
two days later December 14, 1945, that they could make the mutual notes public if
the Turkish government. However, the Soviets regarded the Turkish note as unsatisfac-
tory and a denial of the reality.

Hasan Saka thanked the Soviet ambassador and informed him that they would
publish the notes on December 15. Nevertheless, he objected to Vinogradov’s assess-
ment of the Turkish note and argued that it was based on confirmed facts. The Soviets
published the texts of the notes on the evening of December 14, 1945, the day before
the agreed date, without informing the Turkish government. Feridun Cemal Erkin said
to Wilson that the move was unexpected and surprising, and announced that the Turkish
government would publish the full text of the notes at noon on December 15.# The U.S.
ambassador duly informed Washington.

Wilson had contacted Erkin twice since the events of December 4 and suggested
that the Turks remain calm. He expressed his hope that the necessary steps would be
taken to prevent a further escalation of the events. The secretary general explained that

“ NARA, 867.00/12-1145.
4 Tbid.
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the situation was calm and that things would not get any worse. He also mentioned that
a newspaper in Izmir was receiving threats similar to the attacks against 7an. The po-
lice were immediately instructed to investigate the incident and provided the necessary
protection. In dispach to Washington, Wilson argued that protests against pro-Soviet
sympathizers were unlikely to continue, since they had been thoroughly cowed. “Our
danger,” Wilson concluded “was the possibility the Soviets would in fact launch a cam-
paign of provocation.” ¥

In his telegram of December 17, 1945, the American ambassador referred to the
student demonstrations in the Bursa, Izmir and Catalca regions. More students had pro-
tested there than in Istanbul on December 4. He referred to Ulus, saying the demonstra-
tions were held to protest the recent articles in favor of communism. Students marched
to Anitkabir, the tomb of Atatiirk in Ankara, placed a wreath, and destroyed copies of
Goriisler. The booksellers who refused to sell left-wing publications were applauded.
According to the U.S. Embassy, the demonstrators had been orderly, and had not da-
maged any buildings or caused personal injuries.*

Wilson said the Turkish government did not approve of the demonstration. Indeed,
two ministers had come to the demonstration personally to urge the students to return to
their classrooms, Moreover, the police arrested a number of student leaders. According
to Wilson, these were indications that the government did not approve of the gathe-
ring.* Wilson concluded that after the Tan Raid Turkey’s stance towards anti-Soviet
movements became relatively more moderate than when compared to 4" of December
incidents.

The Journalist Zekeriya Sertel’s Search for Asylum in the United States

In his telegram dated December 10, 1945, Wilson informed Washington that he
had had received an asylum application from the Sertels and mentioned that he had
rejected the request. On the morning of December 9, the U.S. Ambassador received
a message from the U.S. Consul General in Istanbul, MacAtee. The American press
representative called the American Consul General on the night of December 8 and
informed him that the Sertels had invited him to their home. The Sertels argued that
they had been terrorized and sought asylum and protection from the American consul.
MacAtee responded to the Sertels that he had no such authority but promised he would
bring the matter to Ambassador Wilson’s attention, which he did.

According to the American press representative, the Sertels had not cited any
developments after the December 4 incident as the basis for their request. Wilson told
Washington that Consul General MacAtee had asked him for instructions on the matter.
Wilson replied that the U.S. consulate in Istanbul had extraterritorial status but under-
lined that there must be an urgent risk of death for asylum to be granted. Furthermore,
there had to be no other safe zone where those making the request could take refuge.
Wilson added that the Sertels’ status did not appear to meet these criteria. The American
ambassador notified Erkin of this development, suggesting that the Turkish government

47 NARA, 867.00/12-1745.
8 Tbid.
4 NARA, 867.00/1-746.
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might consider protecting the Sertels. After thanking Wilson, Erkin expressed his confi-
dence that the Sertels were not in danger, but added that he would immediately instruct
the security forces to ensure adequate protection.®

The Sertels were not the only ones who contacted the Americans about their search
for asylum. Frank O’Brien, Zekeriya Sertel’s stepson, sent a letter to Wilson on Decem-
ber 26, 1945. O’Brien, who had been the Associated Press’s corresponded in Bucharest,
asked that his stepfather’s application for asylum to the United States be accepted. Wil-
son forwarded both the text of O’Brian’s letter and his response to Loy W. Henderson,
Director of the Office for the Near East and Africa at the U.S. State Department on
January 7, 1946. The last paragraph of O’Brien’s letter stated that Zekeriya Sertel might
also be an asset to the United States were he to settle there. Wilson noted that the reasons
why Sertel could not be employed by the U.S. Government should be clearly stated if
Sertel were nevertheless allowed to go to the United States. On the other hand, he noted
that he did not know Sertel well, having met him only twice, and having had a long con-
versation once. According to the information from people whose judgment he trusted,
Sertel was a weak individual devoid of influence or intelligence. Sincere in his liberal
ideas, Sertel probably didn’t realize he had been used by the Soviets. Wilson also noted
that he was under the influence of his vehemently pro-Soviet wife, Sabiha.

Henderson replied the same day confirming that Wilson had made the right
decision by not granting Zekeriya Sertel asylum, and that the State Department fully
approved. Henderson stated that Sertel’s plan to come to the United States should be
postponed until he had served his imprisonment in Turkey. He also suggested that Ser-
tel could become a Soviet propagandist if he came to the United States. According to
Henderson, the best way to deal with the issue was as described in Wilson’s reply letter
to O’Brien. The U.S. Consulate General in Istanbul should have considered Sertel’s
visa application independently and without prejudice, according to its merit. Hender-
son emphasized the ministry’s interest in the Sertels and asked them to be informed of
the developments.”!

Zekeriya Sertel also sent a letter to the embassy himself, which its clerk, a Mr Hor-
ner, received on December 12, 1945. Although Wilson noted that the credibility of
the Turkish source who delivered the letter was questionable, he forwarded the contents
of the letter, which argued that Sertel and his wife were threatened after the Decem-
ber 4 incidents.*

The incident (the December 4 incidents) that happened was organized and con-
ducted by the secret police. After this distressing event, my wife and I don’t feel safe
in this country. Every day and every night, we’re threatened by the agents of the secret
police. That’s why we want to apply for asylum to the U.S. Consulate General. We’d
like to be sent to the United States if possible. Would you please send these wishes of
us to the ambassador and let us know the result by phone? My phone number is 60387.
Yours sincerely, Zekeriya Sertel.

% NARA, 867.00/12-1045.
51 NARA, 867.00/1-746.
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According to Wilson’s instructions to Horner, who accepted the letter, the embas-
sy’s position on Sertel’s asylum application was negative.*

Conclusion

The Tan Raid that took place on December 4, 1945 was an important episode in
Turkish-Soviet relations that consisted of demonstrations by university students against
the Tan newspaper, owned by Zekeriya and Sabiha Sertel, a left-leaning pro-Soviet cou-
ple who criticized the one-party regime. According to witnesses, thousands of students
engaged in acts of violence against the paper’s printing press, causing damage. During
the demonstrations, a left-leaning bookstore operated by a Soviet citizen was also dam-
aged. The demonstrations had a negative impact on the already strained Turkish-Soviet
relations of the period.

This study examined the correspondence of the U.S. embassy about the event.
It discussed the views of American diplomats regarding the Tan Raid. The U.S. Embassy
took into consideration the intelligence it had obtained and concluded that the Turkish
government had avoided ordering the police to stop the demonstration. It also reported
that the Soviet Union had claimed compensation from Turkey for the damage to the
bookshop owned by one of its citizens. Turkey did not accept the Soviet Union’s claim
for compensation, and instead explained how the relevant individual could seek redress
through the courts. Moreover, the documents indicate that the U.S. tried to decrease the
tension between Turkey and Soviet Union. The American government followed a mod-
erate policy at the time, and asked Turkish officials to be calm, in an effort to avoid an
escalation of tensions Between Ankara and Moscow.

Washington’s policies ultimately shifted when Russians did not withdraw from
Iran as they promised. Truman signaled a harder line by sending the USS Missouri to
Turkey in April 1946. Meanwhile, the archives also reveal that although Zekeriya Ser-
tel, publisher of 7an and Gériisler, followed a pro-Soviet line, he applied for asylum to
the United States following the Tan Raid, but was not successful.
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