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Introduction

The Lausanne Convention for the Exchange of Greek-Turkish Popula-
tions represents a turning point in the modern history not only of Greece and
Turkey, but also of Southeast Europe and the Near East as a whole. This
compulsory exchange, which was primarily based on the criterion of religion
rather than language or ethnicity, brought a dramatic and unprecedented
change to the anthropogeography of the region. Hundreds of thousands of
people were forced to leave their homelands, whereas even more were denied
the right to return to their birthplaces from where they were expelled in the
most violent, inhuman, and abrupt way.

This essay, based primarily on research in Greek archives (both state
and private), examines the reasons that led to the conclusion of the Lausanne
Convention, its most important provisions, and the problems in Greek-Turkish
relations as a result of its implementation. In this context, special attention will
also be paid to Greek-Turkish negotiations on bilateral disputes leading up to
the Convention of Ankara (10 June 1930), which definitively solved the prob-
lems connected with the implementation of the Lausanne Convention.
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The Lausanne Convention for the Exchange of Greek-Turkish Populations
(30 January 1923)

In September 1922, after three years of war in Asia Minor, the
Nationalist Turkish forces led by Mustafa Kemal finally defeated the Greek
Army. The panicky retreat and evacuation of the Greek Army, however, was
not as disastrous as the fate that befell the Christian populations of Asia Minor.
The ensuing atrocities on the part of the Turkish armed forces against the
Christians of Asia Minor resulted in the death of hundreds of thousands of
people,' as well as the destruction of much Christian property. Furthermore,
hundreds of thousands of Greeks from Asia Minor, Pontus, and Eastern
Thrace were forced to leave their birthplaces and fled to Greece in order to
protect themselves from the advancing Nationalist army of Mustafa Kemal and
find a safe shelter.?

The shocking consequences of the violent uprooting of the Greek
Orthodox populations of the Near East resulted in the intervention of the
League of Nations. Indeed, in September 1922 the Assembly and the Council
of the League decided to appoint the famous Norwegian explorer Dr. Fridtjof
Nansen as high commissioner for the refugees and entrust him with the dif-
ficult question of relief for them.> From the first days of his appointment,
Nansen tried to establish contact with the governments of Ankara and Athens,
and on 12 and 14 October sent a memorandum and a letter to Hamid Bey, the
diplomatic representative of Mustafa Kemal in Istanbul, in which he set forth
the various questions with which he wished to deal and “particularly that of an
exchange of populations between Greece and Turkey.” Nansen’s proposal was
accepted rather favorably by all the major Allied powers, namely, Great
Britain, France, Italy, and ]apan." At the same time, Eleftherios Venizelos, the
diplomatic representative of the Greek government in London and later presi-
dent of the Greek delegation at the Peace Conference of Lausanne, sent a letter
to Nansen proposing the idea of a mutual exchange of Greek and Turkish pop-
ulations. Assuming that the Kemalist authorities had decided not to allow
Greeks on Turkish soil, Venizelos pointed out that the urgent problem of
housing the refugees could be better facilitated only if the 350,000 Turks living
in Greece were to be transported to Turkey independently of the forthcoming
peace negotiations.” Some days later, the Turkish government informed
Nansen that they accepted the idea of an exchange of populations, excluding
Western Thrace.®

On 20 November 1922 the Lausanne Peace Conference officially
convened, and the problem of the refugees and the proposed exchange of
populations was further discussed. On 1 December, Lord Curzon, president
of the conference and foreign minister of Great Britain, announced at the
meeting of the Territorial and Military Commission that the four Great Allied
Powers favored the proposal of an exchange of populations, believing

that to unmix the populations of the Near East will tend to secure the true
pacification of the Near East and because they believe an exchange of
populations is the quickest and most efficacious way of dealing with the grave
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economic results which must result from the great movement of populations
which has already occurred.’

Thus, the road for the official conclusion of the final Greek-Turkish agreement
on the exchange of populations already was paved.

The Convention for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations
was finally signed by Greek and Turkish government representatives in
Lausanne on 30 January 1923°—six months before the conclusion of the
Peace Treaty, which was signed on 24 July of the same year.” According to
the first article of the convention, Turkish nationals of the Greek Orthodox reli-
gion established in Turkish territory and Greek nationals of the Muslim re-
ligion established in Greek territory were to be exchanged as of 1 May 1923.
What is more, these persons did not have the right to return to live in Turkey
or Greece without the authorization of the respective governments. It was also
agreed that the compulsory exchange would apply to those Greeks and
Muslims who had since 18 October 1912 (the date that the First Balkan War
broke out) left the territories included in the exchange (Article 3).

On the other hand, Article 2 defined the persons who were exempted
from the exchange. These were, on the one hand, the Greek inhabitants of
Istanbul who had already been living prior to 30 October 1918 within the ar-
eas under the Prefecture of the city of Istanbul (as this was defined by the law
of 1912), and, on the other hand, the Muslim inhabitants of Western Thrace
living in the region east of the frontier line laid down by the Peace Treaty of
Bucharest (10 August 1913)." At the same time, Article 16 explicitly stipu-
lated that no obstacle should be placed by the two contracting parties to pre-
vent persons exempted from the exchange from exercising their right to remain
in or return to the exempted districts and from enjoying to the full their liber-
ties and rights of property.

The idea of a mutual exchange of populations was not entirely new. In
1914 the Greek government under Venizelos, trying to protect the Greeks liv-
ing in the Ottoman Empire from the persecutions of the Young Turkish
regime, had accepted a proposal of the Sublime Porte to exchange the Greek
populations of Thrace and the vilayet of Smyrna with the Muslims of Epirus
and Macedonia.'' But implementation of the agreement was suspended, be-
cause in November 1914 the Ottoman Empire entered World War I. In com-
parison to the Lausanne Convention, the 1914 Agreement had a major differ-
ence: in 1914 the exchange would have the form of a voluntary emigration,
whereas Article 1 of the Lausanne Convention established a compulsory
exchange. This difference came, of course, as a result of the tragic reality,
since for the majority of the Christian inhabitants of Asia Minor, Pontus, and
Eastern Thrace, the “exchange” was a fait accompli as a result of the Turkish
ethnic cleansing policy long before the conclusion of the Lausanne Conven-
tion. On the contrary, most of the Muslim inhabitants of Greece who were
included in the exchange were still living in their birthplaces and were finally
forced to emigrate, not because of military operations or any other kind of
persecutions against them, but in peacetime and in a methodical fashion
following the guidelines set by the Lausanne Convention."”” However, under
the extremely unfavorable circumstances for the Greek side because of the Asia
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Minor Disaster, the exchange of populations served the Greek government's
urgent need to house the hundreds of thousands of Greek refugees in the aban-
doned Muslim premises."

For the supervision and facilitation of the exchange, the Lausanne
Convention provided for the creation of a Mixed Commission consisting of
four Greeks, four Turks, and three neutral members chosen by the Council of
the League of Nations from among the nationals of countries, which had not
taken part in World War I. These neutral members were also to exercise in
turn the Presidency of the Commission (Article 11)." The convention granted
the Mixed Commission extremely broad powers (Article 12) to take all meas-
ures necessary for the implementation of the convention’s articles and to de-
cide, by a simple majority of its members, all questions relating to thereto.

The commission was also the only competent body for carrying out
the liquidation of the movable and immovable property of the persons sub-
jected to the exchange (Article 12), since the rights of property and monetary
assets of the latter were not to be prejudiced by the exchange (Articles 5, 8, 9,
and 10). In order to serve this purpose, the commission had the right, after
hearing the opinions of the interested parties, to determine the valuation of the
movable and immovable property which was to be liquidated (Article 13).
According to the procedure stipulated by Article 14, the commission was
obliged to transmit to the owners in question a declaration stating their com-
pensation for the properties of which they have been dispossessed. According
to the same article, the total sums due on the total of these declarations would
constitute a government debt from the country where the liquidation had taken
place to the government of the country to which the emigrant belonged. Con-
sequently, when the liquidation was completed, if the total sums were not bal-
anced, the government in debt would have to pay the difference in cash. Fi-
nally, the persons subject to the exchange were in principle entitled to receive
in the country to which they immigrated properties equal in value and of the
same nature as those they had left behind.

In relation to property issues, the Greek delegation in Lausanne signed
on 24 July 1923 a special Declaration as to the Muslim Properties in Greece.
According to this declaration, which became known as the Ninth Declaration,
the property rights of Muslims who were not included in the provisions of the
Convention for the Exchange of Populations and who had left Greece (includ-
ing the island of Crete) before 18 October 1912, or who had always resided
outside Greece, were not to be prejudiced. Furthermore, these persons were
to have the right to dispose of their properties, whereas the Greek government
undertook the responsibility to cancel all exceptional measures against these
properties as well as to return to their owners any revenues collected in the
meantime. The declaration was made on condition of reciprocity in favor of
Greek proprietors who had left Turkey before 12 October 1912 or who had
always resided outside Turkey.
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Problems Resulting from Implementation of the Lausanne Convention

Even though the Lausanne Convention tried to cover all aspects of the
exchange of Greek-Turkish populations, a number of more or less serious
problems relating to its implementation appeared almost immediately after its
signing. Among these unresolved matters, the interpretation of Article 2, re-
lating to persons exempted from the exchange, provided perhaps the most po-
tent source of conflict between Athens and Ankara. Obviously wishing to
reduce to the minimum the number of non-exchangeable Greeks, the Turkish
delegation to the Mixed Commission maintained that the term “established”
(“établis” in the original French text of the Lausanne Convention) could only
apply to Greeks registered as citizens of Istanbul on the record books of the
municipality under the 1914 Ottoman law of domicile. Despite the fact, how-
ever, that the Turkish demand appeared to be logical, in reality it was destined
to lead to an extremely narrow interpretation of Article 2, thereby increasing
the number of persons included in the exchange, since in the pre-1923 period
only a small number of Greeks were actually registered on the Ottoman record
books, preferring to register instead with the Ecumenical Patriarchate of
Constantinople (Istanbul).”

A similar problem to that of the établis was the question of about thirty
to forty thousand non-exchangeable Greeks who had left Istanbul during the
panic of September-October 1922, using different kind of passports (Ottoman,
Greek, other European, etc.) or no official papers at all. Despite the fact,
however, that according to Article 16 of the convention these persons were
free to return to their domiciles, the Turkish government proclaimed that they
were enemies of the Kemalist regime and consequently “undesirables,” and so
refused to consent to their return unless they possessed passports issued by the
Turkish Republic. The prohibition of the return of such a great number of
Greeks constituted a severe blow to the Greek community of Istanbul, since
many of them were part of the city’s social, economic, and spiritual elites. At
the same time, the Turkish authorities started to confiscate and later sell the
abandoned properties of the absent Greeks.'®

The third—and perhaps most important—of the problems derived
from the implementation of the Lausanne Convention was that of exchange-
able property. Even though the convention stipulated the method of appraisal
of these properties, it soon became obvious that this procedure was rather
complicated and extremely slow. Greece and Turkey had, of course, great ex-
perience in similar matters, since in every territorial expansion of the Greek
state at the expense of the Ottoman Empire there were cases of Muslim estates
which had to be appraised, liquidated, etc. However, the circumstances after
1922 were extremely different, not only because the size of the properties and
the number of persons involved was far greater than in the past, but also be-
cause there were claims from both sides, since the Lausanne Convention
affected both Greeks of Turkey as well as Muslims of Greece. In addition, the
situation was further complicated by the fact that most of the Greeks of
Anatolia were swept away violently from their homelands and, as a result, the



88 Antonis Klapsis

stipulations of the convention had little or no practical effect as far as their
properties were concerned.

One of the most striking examples of the difficulty of solving problems
related to the liquidation of exchangeable properties was that of movable
property, since even the definition of the term appearing in the convention
became a matter of great dispute between the Greek and Turkish delegations to
the Mixed Commission. Were unharvested crops, for example, or the material
of bumed buildings, the motor of a mill, or even tombstones to be considered
as movable or immovable properties? In an attempt to solve the problem, the
Mixed Commission defined as movable property “all things movable by their
nature, regardless of the laws, usages, or customs according to which such
things might be deemed . . . by reason of their destination, immovable.”” Tt
was, however, evident that no definition could cover the wide range of cases
that had to be examined from time to time.

For the Greek side, the question of movable property was of great im-
portance, not only because of the estimated greater value of Greek movable
properties in comparison to the Muslim ones, but also because of the ex-
tremely anomalous conditions under which the migration of the vast majority
of Anatolian Greeks had been forced to leave their premises. As a result, many
of the provisions of the Lausanne Convention were actually destined to remain
a dead letter: Article 8 of the convention, for example, stipulated that any per-
sons included in the exchange who were not able to take away all or part of
their movable properties could leave them behind, and in that event the local
authorities were required to draw up an inventory and valuation of the prop-
erty left by them. Given the fact, however, that the convention was signed al-
most five months after the Asia Minor Disaster and the massive exodus of the
Greek populations that followed it, it was almost impossible for any of these
refugees to have proof of their abandoned movable properties. On the con-
trary, things were better for the Muslims of Greece and a few Greeks of Turkey
who had emigrated regularly after the conclusion of the Lausanne Convention
and under the auspices of the Mixed Commission'®,

To make matters worse, problems also arose in relation to the ap-
praisal and consequent liquidation of immovable property. From the very first
stages of the function of the Mixed Commission, it became evident that the
work of appraisal was far more difficult than anyone had originally imagined.
Reliable data that could be used as a basis for any attempt at a just appraisal
were only rarely available. Furthermore, the reliability of the emigrants’ own
declarations of their immovable property was often questioned, and it became
obvious that any attempt to base any appraisal and final liquidation on these
declarations was destined to create new and far more complicated problems.

Unsuccessful Attempts to Solve the Problems: The Agreements of Ankara
(21 June 1925) and Athens (1 December 1926)

Realizing the urgent need to overcome these obstacles, the Greek and
Turkish governments started negotiations. Thus, in January 1924 the sides
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agreed to put into force Articles 65 and 66 of the Lausanne Peace Treaty
(which were related to property issues) as well as the Declaration on Muslim
Properties, regardless of the fact that the treaty had not yet come into effect.®
According to this agreement, the two governments undertook the responsibility
to restore mutually to the Turkish nationals in Greece and to the Greek nation-
als in Turkey their immovable properties which had become the subject of
exceptional measures since the outbreak of World War L* However, imple-
mentation of the agreement met with great difficulties, mainly because of the
inability of the Greek government to restore many of the properties to their
owners, since these properties already had been distributed to refugees and
rural tenants.*! As a result, the Turkish government resorted in April 1924 to
reprisals, ceasing to restore properties to Greek nationals in Asia Minor.?

Bilateral negotiations resumed in June 1924, and in the beginning of
the following month the two sides reached a new agreement, according to
which the Greek government secured the right to acquire, upon payment,
landed properties occupied by refugees or farmers and which were indispen-
sable for the settlement of refugees. On the contrary, Greece undertook the
responsibility to restore all other properties to their owners, whereas at the
same time the Turkish government was obliged to restore the properties of
Greek nationals which had been confiscated by the Turkish authorities. Last
but not least, the preparation of a draft resolution to be taken by the Mixed
Commission in relation to the execution of Article 16 of the Lausanne Con-
vention seemed to pave the way for the return of the absent Greeks of Istanbul
to their premises and the subsequent restoration of their property rights.** De-
spite the fact, however, that the agreement was approved by the Greek gov-
ernment, which had already shown its intention to remove approximately fo
thousand of the total one hundred thousand refugees from Western Thrace,”
new problems surfaced as a result of the publication of the new Turkish law
for travels, as the latter posed g;reat obstacles to the return of the absent
Istanbul Greeks to their premises.”

In reality, most of the disagreements between the two sides were re-
lated to the interpretation of the much-disputed term “établis” of Article 2 of
the Lausanne Convention.”® Thus, despite the fact that on 4 September 1924,
the neutral members of the Mixed Commission decided unanimously in favor
of the Greek view, the prolonged negotiations between Athens and Ankara
would come to a dead end.* Two months later, Turkish prime minister Ismet
Pasha made clear that he wished to sign an agreement with the Greek gov-
ernment for the restoration of properties of Greek and Turkish nationals,
leaving at the same time the question of implementation of Article 16 of the
Lausanne Convention to the decision of the Mixed Commission. Naturally,
the Greek government refused to consent to the separation of the two issues.”
thus leaving little hope that any kind of compromise could be reached in the
near future.

The tension in Greek-Turkish relations reached its peak in January
1925, when the Turkish government decided to expel from Turkey the newly
elected ecumenical patriarch Constantine VI, suggesting that he was exchange-
able according to Article 2 of the Lausanne Convention, despite the fact that
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the Mixed Commission—the only competent body under the convention—had
not decided on the subject of his exchangeability. The reaction in Greece
was vigorous.” Constantine was received in Thessaloniki by thousands of
people who demanded vengeance on the Turks, and similar demonstrations
took place in Athens.”® Nevertheless, the Greek government under Andreas
Michalakopoulos was not willing to push things to the limit and resorting to
war, as some members of the opposition and part of the public opinion
wanted. On the contrary, Athens decided to bring the matter to the Council of
the League of Nations,” which in turn 1'e%uested from the Permanent Court of
International Justice an advisory opinion.”

The decision of the Greek government to internationalize the issue of
the expulsion of the ecumenical patriarch would soon prove fruitful. Negotia-
tions between Athens and Ankara resumed, and in May 1925 the two sides
reached an agreement, according to which Constantine was forced to resign
from his throne in return for explicit recognition by the Turkish government of
the non-exchangeability of all the other members of the Holy Synod. Conse-
quently, the Greek government withdrew its appeal to the League of Nations,
and Basil III was elected ecumenical patriarch, succeeding Constantine.*

The solution to the question of the patriarch paved the way for a
Greek-Turkish agreement in relation to all the problems which resulted from
the implementation of the Lausanne Convention for the Exchange of Pop-
ulations. Indeed, on 21 June 1925, the heads of the Greek and the Turkish
delegations to the Mixed Commission, Georgios Exindaris and Hamdi Bey,
respectively, signed the Agreement of Ankara. In reality, the Agreement of
Ankara did not modify greatly the conditions which had been agreed a year
earlier, with one significant exemption: whereas according to the old draft the
Turkish government was bound to restore all the properties of Greek nationals
in Turkey, according to the new agreement the Turkish government had the
power to purchase these properties for the same reasons and under the same
conditions as those provided for the purchase of Muslim properties by the
Greek government.™

Furthermore, the agreement included a draft of a decision, to be
adopted by the Mixed Commission, concerning the interpretation of Articles 2
and 16 of the Lausanne Convention. According to this draft, all non-
exchangeable persons who were present in Istanbul and Western Thrace were
to be recognized as établis by the Turkish and Greek governments, respec-
tively; subsequently, these persons were to have full property rights. However,
according to Article 4 of the draft, the two governments had the right to refuse
the return to their domiciles of persons who had departed without using regu-
lar passports. Even though Article 4 was based on reciprocity, it was obvious
that in fact it concerned mainly the thirty to forty thousand non-exchangeable
Greeks of Istanbul who had left the city and who did not have regular pass-
ports of the Turkish Republic.*

However, the Agreement of Ankara—which, according to Venizelos,
was for the Greek side “the next best after the Lausanne Convention™—was
never actually put into effect. A few days after its conclusion, the neutral
members of the Mixed Commission informed the Greek and Turkish gov-
ernments that they were unable to vote for the draft decision, since its
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provisions, and especially those relating to implementation of Article 16 of the
Lausanne Convention, were in fact in disagreement with the letter of the
convention itself. At the same period of time, the Greek government under
Michalakopoulos was overthrown by General Theodoros Pangalos, who im-
posed his dictatorship in Greece. Pangalos, in view of the heavy protests of
the Greeks from Istanbul who appealed to the League of Nations, hesitated to
implement the Agreement of Ankara.®® In fact, the Greek dictator was in favor
of a tougher policy toward Turkey, as he had never abandoned his dreams for
recapturing Eastern Thrace and possibly a part of Asia Minor itself. As a re-
sult, Greek-Turkish relations deteriorated, and the Agreement of Ankara re-
mained a dead letter.

In order to find a way out of the deadlock, the ministers of foreign af-
fairs of Greece and Turkey, Konstantinos Rentis and Tevfik Riistii Bey, respec-
tively, met in Geneva and agreed on the need for certain modifications of some
aspects of the Ankara Agreement.” As a result, a new round of bilateral nego-
tiations began which, in fact, tended to revise the Agreement of Ankara. How-
ever, the two sides found it difficult to reach a new agreement. Even so, the
fall of Pangalos's dictatorship in August speeded up the process, which re-
sulted in the conclusion of the Agreement of Athens on 1 December 1926.

According to Article 1 of the Agreement of Athens, the Greek govern-
ment acquired the right to buy all immovable properties necessary for the
setlement of refugees and rural tenants which belonged to Muslim
beneficiaries of the so called Ninth Declaration (that is, the Declaration as to
the Muslim Properties in Greece) and to Turkish nationals, with the exception
of properties located in Western Thrace. Correspondingly, the Turkish gov-
ernment had the right to acquire all Greek properties in Asia Minor and
Eastern Thrace (but not in Istanbul) belonging to Greek beneficiaries of the
Ninth Declaration up to the value of the properties which the Greek gov-
ernment was to acquire (Article 2). The Agreement of Athens provided for the
establishment of a system of appraising the properties which were about to be
acquired by the two governments. After the end of the appraisal, the value of
these properties were to be balanced and, in case the Greek government
should be found a debtor, it would have to pay the debt in cash to the Turkish
government, using for this reason the surplus of the revenues controlled by the
International Financial Commission, not to exceed the total amount of
£500,000 (Articles 5 and 6)."" Finally, the two contracting parties agreed that
all the provisions of the Agreement of Ankara relating to the execution of Arti-
cles 2 and 16 of the Lausanne Convention were to be submitted to the Mixed
Commission in order to take the form of a decision by the commission (Article
III of the adjunct Declaration).

Obviously, the Agreement of Athens was much more favorable to
Turkey—and much less favorable to Greece—than the Agreement of Ankara.
In the eighteen months that lapsed between the conclusion of the two agree-
ments, Greece had to make significant concessions, which to a great extent
reflected the difficult negotiating position in which Greek diplomacy found
itself as a result of the extremely unsuccessful foreign policy of the Pangalos
dictatorship.*’  Given these unfavorable circumstances, it was clear that by
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signing the Agreement of Athens, Greece, in fact, made special sacrifices in
order to secure the maintenance of the Agreement of Ankara, which in reality
had remained a dead letter, mainly because of the reluctance of Pangalos’s re-
gime to implement it.

As a result of the decision of both governments to solve the problems
relating to the implementation of the Lausanne Convention, the Agreement of
Athens was soon ratified by both the Greek Parliament (25 February 1927)
and the Turkish National Assembly (5 March 1927).** Despite, however, the
initial goodwill of both governments to implement the Agreement of Athens,
new problems soon arose. The Greek government refused to restore the prop-
erties to some of the 119 Muslim beneficiaries of the Ninth Declaration who
according to tangible proof were not lawful claimants under the declaration,
since they were Greek citizens and should thus be regarded as exchangeable
(for example, one had been a candidate for the Greek Parliament, and another
had been a mufti in Greece after 1913).*> As expected, in retaliation the Turk-
ish government not only ceased restoring properties in Istanbul belonging to
non-exchangeable Greeks or Greek nationals, but also resorted once again to
illegal confiscations of Greek property in the former Ottoman capital city.* At
the same time, the Turks tried to pose new obstacles to the procedure of rec-
ognition of the status of établis for many Greek residents of Istanbul.*

Thus, the vicious circle of reprisals and counter-reprisals was once
again resumed, as a result of an obvious lack of mutual confidence. Athens
and Ankara did not trust each other and seemed unwilling to implement the
agreement, uncertain of the other’s intention to do so. The two governments
often blamed each other for failure or unwillingness to comply with the
agreement, but it was obvious that in reality both sides were to blame. In this
context, the Greek-Turkish negotiations that resumed in December 1927
would not reach a new agreement, despite the fact that in the early months of
1928 Ttalian diplomacy under the personal guidance of Italian prime minister
Benito Mussolini tried to act as a mediator between Greece and Turkey.*’

Final Settlement: The Convention of Ankara (10 June 1930)

In the summer of 1928, Venizelos became prime minister of Greece,
an event that was to prove crucial in the prolonged but thus far unsuccessful
Greek-Turkish negotiations. One of Venizelos’s main interests was to change
the course of Greek foreign policy, and in this context he was determined to
pursue a Greek-Turkish rapprochement.” Indeed, on 30 August 1930, only
eleven days after his victory in the Greek elections,® Venizelos sent two similar
letters to Turkish prime minister Ismet Pasha and to minister of foreign affairs
Tevfik Riistii Bey, in which he suggested that a Greek-Turkish rapprochement
was actually possible if the two governments could find a mutually acceptable
solution to the abeyances related to the implementation of the Lausanne Con-
vention.”” Reacting favorably to Venizelos’s suggestions, the Turkish side an-
swered that they were ready to resume negotiations.*
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At that time, the Greek government seemed to be convinced that a new
agreement with Turkey could be reached only if the two sides accepted in
principle the lump set-off of Greek and Turkish properties provided by the
Agreement of Athens.” At the same time, however, the Greek side was not
ready to accept such a method unless the Turks recognized at least all the pre-
sent Greek inhabitants of Istanbul as établis.®® It was obvious that the Greek
government was ready to make significant concessions in order to secure a fi-
nal and mutually acceptable settlement of all the abeyances related to the ex-
change of populations. Despite the fact, however, that Greece was still in a
weaker negotiating position than Turkey, Athens was not prepared to accept
every single demand on the part of Ankara.

Despite the initial optimism, however, in the spring of 1929 Greek-
Turkish negotiations seemed to have reached a deadlock. The Greeks were
disappointed by the fact that during the negotiations, the Turkish authorities
continued to confiscate Greek properties in Istanbul. Trying to find a way
out of the impasse, the two governments asked the neutral members of the
Mixed Commission to submit proposals for the solution of the problems that
remained unresolved. Indeed, the neutrals went to Ankara, where the negotia-
tions continued with little success, and submitted their proposals, which were
articulated around four main points: (1) the two governments would keep
most of the properties which were already in their hands; (2) the Turkish gov-
ernment would have to return to their owners all the seized properties in
Istanbul which belonged to Greek nationals; (3) the Greek government would
have to pay an amount of money which, according to what the neutrals had
told the Greek ambassador in Ankara, loannis Papas, would not exceed
£400,000; and (4) all persons present in Istanbul and Western Thrace would
be immediately recognized as établis.™

Even though the neutrals” proposals seemed to offer the basis for a
general Greek-Turkish compromise, the conclusion of a new agreement was in
reality a far more difficult task than it appeared to be. The Turks insisted that
all Greek inhabitants of Istanbul who had left the city without using passports
issued by the Turkish Republic should not be allowed to return to their domi-
ciles,” thus trying to exclude from the return even those persons who had de-
parted from Istanbul with regular Ottoman passports. As it should have been
expected, this Turkish demand brought new tension in the relations between
the two governments. Furthermore, the situation was exacerbated by contin-
ued seizure of Greek properties by the Turkish authorities, both in Istanbul
and in Asia Minor.®® Thus, in the last days of July 1929 negotiations came to
an end, and the problems remained unresolved.

Despite the disappointment from the course of Greek-Turkish negotia-
tions, Venizelos insisted on the need to reach an agreement on all pending is-
sues related to the Lausanne Convention. Indeed, a new round of negotia-
tions began in November 1929 immediately after the appointment of Spyridon
Polychroniades as the new Greek ambassador to Ankara. According to the
instructions given to Polychroniades by the Greek government, it was clear
that the latter believed that only through mutual concessions could all the
pending questions be settled.” '
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Polychroniades” appointment was about to prove crucial and a real
turning point in the course of Greek-Turkish negotiations. Working systemati-
cally, Polychroniades gained the trust of the Turkish government and, in a
relatively short period of time, managed to find so]ut:ons to most of the prob-
lems—including that of the Ottoman passports®™—that a few months earlier
had led the bilateral negotiations to an impasse. Polychroniades also skillfully
used the Italian mediation as a means of overcoming the last obstacles that
were created because of the not infrequent inconsistency of the Turkish gov-
ernment and, at the same time, managed to eliminate any second thoughts on
the part of the Greek government about the need for compromise.” As a re-
sult, on 10 June 1930 Polychroniades and Tevfik Riistii Bey finally signed the
Ankara Convention, which sought not only to resolve all pending issues, but
also to avoid as much as possible those questions of interpretation which in
the immediate past had prevented the implementation of prior agreements.

According to the Convention of Ankara, the immovable and movable
property left by Muslim and Greek exchangeable persons in Greece and
Turkey would be transferred in complete ownership to the Greek and Turkish
government, respectively. Furthermore, according to Articles 5 and 6, the two
governments acquired full ownership of the properties that belonged to ben-
eficiaries of the Ninth Declaration, that is, to persons who had left Greece and
Turkey before 18 October 1912 and as a result were non-exchangeable. In the
same context, immovable properties of Turkish nationals in Greece—with the
exception of immovable properties which had already been restored to their
owners—passed to the full ownership of the Greek government, while immov-
able properties belonging to Greek nationals in Turkey—with the exception of
those immovable properties which were situated within the zone of Istanbul
that had been excluded from the exchange—passed to the full ownership of the
Turkish government. Subsequently, the Greek and Turkish governments also
acquired the movable property of Turkish and Greek nationals, respectively,
which had been seized and liquidated after the Lausanne Peace Treaty went
into effect (Articles 7 and 8).

The Ankara Convention also dealt with the thorny issue of the établis
of Istanbul and Western Thrace and their rights and properties. Thus, accord-
ing to Articles 10 and 14 of the convention, all persons who were actually pre-
sent in the non-exchangeable zones of Istanbul and Western Thrace, regardless
of the date of their arrival there or their place of birth, were recognized as
établis and consequently excluded from the exchange. What is more, all per-
sons exempt from the exchange who had left Istanbul and Western Thrace us-
ing passports issued by the Greek and Turkish Republics, respectively, were
also recognized as établis. The wives, minor children of both genders, and
unmarried adult daughters whose fdmlly head was recognized as établis had
the right to join the latter in Istanbul or Western Thrace. The same rule ap-
plied to widowed mothers whose underage sons were recognized as établis.
Moreover, the wives, minor children, and unmarried adult daughters recog-
nized as établis whose family head was present in Istanbul or Western Thrace
were not bound to quit their domiciles. At the same time, the two govern-
ments undertook the responsibility to repeal all measures which had prevented
the exercise of rights of all persons recognized as établis, including the right to
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get married, acquire and sell property, and move freely (Articles 11 and 15).
As an exception, however, to this general rule, the Greek and Turkish govern-
ments acquired in complete ownership (1) the immovable and movable prop-
erty belonging to persons who, even though they were non-exchangeable, had
left Western Thrace and Istanbul without using passports of the Greek and
Turkish Republics, respectively; and (2) all immovable and movable property
situated outside the non-exchangeable zones of Western Thrace or Istanbul,
respectively, which belonged to present Muslim or Greek établis or to persons
who had the right to return to their domiciles (Articles 12 and 16).

Within a month of the coming into effect of the Ankara Convention,
the Greek government was obliged to place at the disposal of the Mixed Com-
mission a sum of £425,000, from which £150,000 was to be used to indem-
nify Greeks established at Istanbul for properties situated outside the non-
exchangeable zone of the former Ottoman capital which were transferred to
the ownership of the Turkish government, £150,000 to indemnify Muslims
established in Western Thrace for their properties transferred to the ownership
of the Greek government, and finally £125,000 to be remitted by the Mixed
Commission to the Turkish government in three installments (Article 20). The
Greek government also undertook the responsibility to place at the disposal of
the Mixed Commission another £15,000 to indemnify Muslims established in
Western Thrace whose properties were not to be restored to their owners by
the Greek authorities (Article 22). Thus, the amount of money owed by
Greece was raised to a total of £440,000, which was to be covered by the
£500,000 deposited by the Greek government as a security to the Turkish gov-
ernment according to Article 6 of the Agreement of Athens (Article 21).

Unlike the Agreements of Ankara (21 June 1925) and Athens (1
December 1926), the Convention of Ankara was actually implemented, thus
offering a solid basis for the final settlement of all major disputes related to the
Lausanne Convention for the Exchange of Greek-Turkish populations. In
reality, the Ankara Convention did nothing more than confirm all the faits ac-
complis of the past. From this point of view it can be argued that the conven-
tion was more favorable to Turkey than Greece, since it was evident that the
properties of the Greeks who had left Turkey at various times were of much
higher value than the properties of the Muslims who had left Greece, the
former being three times as many as the latter. This obvious disequilibrium
caused severe reactions in Greece, especially among the Greek refugees from
Asia Minor, Pontus, and Eastern Thrace.” However, as Venizelos repeatedly
stated, Greece had to sign the convention in order to clear up the differences
with Turkey, even if Athens was to pay much of the cost, since that was the
only possible way, on the one hand, of securing the Greek population of
Istanbul who had suffered so much due to the tension in Greek-Turkish rela-
tions and, on the other, of paving the way for a political rapprochement be-
tween Greece and Turkey.”’

Venizelos was right in predicting that the solution of the bilateral prob-
lems relating to the implementation of the Lausanne Convention for the Ex-
change of Populations would facilitate Greek-Turkish rapprochement. In the
last days of October 1930 (less than four months after the conclusion of the
Ankara Convention) Venizelos, accompanied by Minister of Foreign Affairs
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Andreas Michalakopoulos, paid an official visit to Turkey. On 30 October
1930 a Greek-Turkish Pact of Friendship was signed in Ankara,® establishing
the official basis of an entente cordiale which served as the foundation of
Greek foreign policy in the following decade.

Conclusion

“The year 1930,” declared British ambassador in Athens Patrick
Ramsay in his annual report,

marks the conclusion of over five centuries of hostility between Greeks and
Turks. This remarkable achievement is almost entirely due to the moral cour-
age of M. Venizelos in accepting the responsibility for sacrificing the claims of
the Greek refugees, without which no solution of the financial disputes be-
tween the two countries could have been found, In this he was really sacrific-
ing nothing more substantial than illusory hopes, because nobody supposed
that the Turks could ever he brought to pay, whatever the rights of the refu-
gees to compensation under the Treaty of Lausanne. But it was only the
dominating personality of M. Venizelos and the overwhelming strength of his
Government’s position in Parliament which enabled the long negotiations to
be brought to a successful conclusion, and ensured the ratification of the
agreements signed at [Ankara] on the [30"] October [1930].%

It was a fair judgment. The Convention of Ankara brought a definite end to a
series of ill-fated negotiations and agreements. Even though the compromise
seems to have been much more painful for Greece, it is doubtful whether the
full implementation of the Lausanne Convention, which was indeed much
more favorable to Greek interests, was actually possible, since, on the one
hand, the Turkish government was not willing to execute the provisions which
were not to its benefit, and, on the other, Greece found it difficult for practical
reasons to fulfill some of its obligations resultant from the Lausanne Conven-
tion and the Declaration as to the Muslim Properties (the Ninth Declaration).
Furthermore, in Venizelos's view, the settlement of Greek-Turkish disputes
was not the final goal, but rather the means to effect the much broader goal of
establishing a cooperation between Athens and Ankara that would serve as the
basis for Greek foreign policy in the years to come. Only through this prism is
it possible to understand fully the reasons why Venizelos was ready to make
financial concessions in order to achieve diplomatic benefits, not to mention
his desire to secure the future of the Greek minority of Istanbul.

The new spirit of Greek-Turkish conciliation very soon proved to be
quite effective. Thus, despite the initial hostility of the Greek opposition and,
most importantly, the refugees, toward the June 1930 Convention, gradually it
became obvious that Venizelos’s policy was gaining supporters. The cordial
reception accorded by the Greek people (including most of the refugees) to
Turkish prime minister Ismet Pasha and minister of foreign affairs Tevfik
Riistii Bey when they visited Athens in October 1931 (just a year after the con-
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clusion of the Friendship Pact) proved that the policy of Greek-Turkish coop-
eration was becoming popular with Greek public opinion and accepted as the
fundamental basis of Greek diplomacy by all the successive anti-Venizelist
Greek governments throughout the 1930s. The conclusion of two more po-
litical agreements in September 1933 and April 1938 further expanded Greek-
Turkish cooperation. In this context, Greece and Turkey formed quite a solid
diplomatic relationship until the outbreak of World War II, as Turkey re-
frained from honoring its obligations toward Greece when the latter was at-
tacked and subsequently invaded by the armed forces of the Axis. Instead of
helping Greece, Turkey preferred to play the role of the “evasive neutral.”*
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