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The United States and Turkey have had a joint military
relationship since 1947, However, there has been a growing
concern over this relationship since the mid-1960's. This
concern increased during the Cyprus conflict of 1974, and
the subsequent U.S. .embargo on arms shipments to Turkey.
This thesis explores the relationship from development to
the present, including the reasons why the relationship
developed, how it grew, the problems that have been encoun-
tered, and how each nation has modified its part of the
relationship. 1In spite of the trying situations which have
occurred, the research indicates that the military relation-
ship has been and will remain strong. Although the Turkish
nation will strive to become less dependent on U.S. arms,
through domestic production and purchases from other nations,
the close working relations between the military forces will
continue for the foreseeable future.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Since the announcement of the Truman Doctrine on
March 12, 1947 (1:9), there has been a close military rela-
tionship between the United States of America and the Republic
of Turkey. This relationship has evolved from the vital geo-
graphical proximity of Turkey to the Soviet Union, to the
vital oilfields in the Middle East, and to the nations of

Western Europe.

Problem Statement

A comprehensive account of the United States mili-
tary assistance to Turkey that has resulted from international
treaties and official agreements does not currently exist.
Several studies have been performed on various periods of
time, but there has been no effort as of yet to consolidate

this information into one source.

Justification

Through the Dardenelles and the Bosporus, which are
connected by the Sea of Marmara, Turkey monitors and controls
passage between the Black and Mediterranean Seas. This pas-
sage will be referred to as the Straits throughout this paper.
In case of hostilities, the control of the Straits would allow
Turkey to deny the Soviets access to the Mediterranean Sea.

1
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As Turkey is the only nation between Europe and the sources

of much of the Arab oil, it provides a strategic communication
and transportation link from sources of this increasingly
important commodity to its users. Additionally, as a member
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), Turkey pro-
vides (along with Greece) the first line of defense for NATO's
southern flank (48:2).

In spite of these strong military relationships, the
military ties between the U.S. and Turkey were severely tested
in the 1960's and 1970's. Several events occurred which began
to cause the Turkish Government to "rethink" its relationship
with the U.S. (48:5). The most significant of these incidents
were the 1974 Cyprus crisis and the subsequent arms embargo
imposed on Turkey by the U.S. Congress (11:21). While the
embargo has since been lifted, many questions still remain
concerning the ramifications that these actions have had on
the military relationship between the two nations. Given
Turkey's strategic geographical location, its membership in
NATO, its nearness to vital energy sources, and its increasing
importance in the modern world, it can be seen that there is a
need for the compilation of a continuous and complete narrative

concerning the U.S.-Turkey relationship.

Literature Review

A search for literature related to this area of con-

cern was made through the Defense Logistics Studies Information

Exchange and the Defense Technical Information Center. In each




case, several studies applied to U.S. military assistance to

Turkey. However, very few covered the period of time after
the imposition of the U.S. arms embargo, and none of the docu-
ments covered the military relationship with Turkey after
1978, when the embargo was lifted.

A literature search was also made of the Defense
Institute of Security Assistance Management and at Wright

State University. At these locations, factual documents such

as The Congressional Record, the U.S. Statutes at Large, the

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, the New York

Times, etc. were reviewed for information. Additionally,
numerous current periodical articles, and other sources which
dealt primarily with the history of our military relationship

were reviewed.

Research Objectives

Many changes have occurred in the military relation-
ship between the United States and Turkey since its inception
in 1947. Educators, planners, and policy-makers must have a
thorough understanding of what events have affected the U.S.
military relationship with Turkey, and the effect that this
relationship has on the military establishment of the Republic
of Turkey. This research brings together in one document the
pertinent, unclassified data concerning the U.S. military rela-

tionship with Turkey, and analyzes these data to determine

trends that appear to be evident at this time.




Scope and Limitations

The period of time and the events covered in this
research ranged from the announcement of the Truman Doctrine
in 1947 to March 1981. As the substantiating and background
information predominantly reports the U.S. viewpoint, this
research is structured in that manner, and reports the Turkish
perspective of an agreement/incident only when it has a direct
and significant impact on the inter-country relationship.

The information for this research is presented in an
historical manner. No judgmental evaluations are made in the
research as to the course of the U.S. policy in Turkey, and
no classified information is presented.

The research is limited to assimilating the relevant
information on U.S. military aid to the Republic of Turkey,
and does not cover all aspects of the U.S.-Turkey relation-

ships, in particular the economic and political.

Research Questions

The overall question which this research proposes to
answer is: What is the current military relationship between

the United States and Turkey? While answering this overall

question, several supplementary questions will also be answered.

These questions are:
1. What factors cause Turkey to be of military
importance to the United States?
2. How has the United States Security Assistance

Program affected Turkey's defense needs?

4




3. What factors/events over time have affected the
military relationship between the United States
and Turkey?

4. What are the pivotal issues today that will
determine the future of this military relation-

ship?

Procedures

For this research, the term "military relationship"
refers to any major bilateral or multilateral international
treaty or security assistance agreement between the U.S. and
Turkey. Examples of the bilateral and multilateral agreements
between the nations are the base rights agreements and the
NATO charter, respectively. The term military relationship
also includes any major unilateral policy made by one country
which affects the other. This type of policy is best exempli-
fied by the U.S. Arms Embargo of 1974 and the Turkish Govern-
ment's closure of U.S. military facilities in 1975.

The information necessary to answer the research
questions was available from two general sources. The first

source was documentary evidence: The Congressional Record,

the U.S. Statutes at Large, etc. provide factual data con-

cerning the terms and conditions of various international

agreements between Turkey and the U.S. The Congressional

Presentation Documents, the Foreign Military Sales and Military

Assistance Facts, and other documents available at the Defense

Institute of Security Assistance Management (DISAM) provide a

I
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record of security assistance given to Turkey, whether it was
through military sales or military assistance programs. Addi-
tional information available at DISAM included copies of
various international agreements which provide the text of the
formal military relationship. Copies of base rights agreements
were available from those individuals who dealt directly with
the Turkish affairs at both the Department of State and

Defense Security Assistance Agency (DSAA) country desks. Each
of these sources were used to identify other government docu-
ments which contributed to this research. Additional informa-

tion was available from the New York Times and other current

literature.

Personal interviews provided significant reliable
data from those personnel of the Departments of Defense and
State who dealt directly in this relationship. These sources
include: the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Policy; the Office of the Under Secretary
for Research and Engineering, Office of the Secretary of Defense;
the Europe/Africa Division of DSAA; and the DSAA Comptroller
Office. Also, interviews were held at the Department of State's
Bureau of European Affairs, Office of Southeastern European
Affairs. Other pertinent sources of information that were
identified during these interviews were investigated. The
Turkish Army Attaché, Embassy of the Republic of Turkey, was
interviewed to provide a Turkish perspective on the relation-

ship.




Plan of Presentation

Chapter I, Introduction: This chapter presents the
problem statement, the justification of this research, and a
brief review of current data and their sources. It also pro-
vides the objective of this research, establishes the research's
scope and limitations of the research questions, and describes
the procedures employed to answer these questions.

Chapter II summarizes the events in the U.S.-Turkey
relationship from 1947 to 1963.

Chapter III summarizes the events in the relationship
from 1964 to 1973.

Chapter IV summarizes the events in the relationship
from 1974 to 1978.

Chapter V summarizes the events in the relationship
from 1979 to the present and relates the data to the previous
periods of the relationship.

Chapter VI answers the research questions and identi-
fies areas which the authors believe offer fruitful fields

for future research.
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CHAPTER II

THE BEGINNING, 1947-1963

Initial Assistance

According to several sources, ""The Truman Doctrine
signified the formal emergence of the United States as Turkey's
chief support in the West [4:25].'" This desired support of
the West was a result of several factors. First was the con-
stant threat of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (U.S.S.R.)
to gain control of the Straits which was denied to them by the
Montreux Convention of 1936 (50:9). 1In addition was the desire
of the Turkish Republic to gain wealthy and powerful allies to
assist in building Turkey's economic and military structure.
Thus, with these constraints and in '"reaction to Communist
activities in Greece and the British announcement of their
intention to withdraw from the area [51:40]," the United States
was to become increasingly interested in that region of the
world.

In announcing his doctrine to a Joint Session of the
House and Senate on March 12, 1947, President Harry S. Truman
said:

One of the primary objectives of the Foreign Policy
of the United States is the creation of conditions in
which we and other nations will be able to work out a
way of life free from coercion.

I believe that it must be the Foreign Policy of the

United States to support free people who are resisting
attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside




pressures.

In addition to funds, I ask the Congress to authorize
the detail of American civilian and military personnel to
Greece and Turkey, at the request of those countries, to
assist in the tasks of reconstruction, and for the purpose
of supervising the use of such financial and material
assistance as may be furnished [32:1980-1981].

The President, in effect, stated to the world the end
of our "benevolent neutrality toward the spread of Soviet power
in the world [3:235-236]." 1In support of the Doctrine and
after lengthy Congressional debate, an aid agreement was approved
by both the U.S. Houce and Senate (93:1) and signed by Presi-
dent Truman on May 22, 1947 (20:103-10S5). This agreement was
referred to the Turks and was signed in Ankara on July 12,

1947 (see Appendix A). This agreement provided Turkey $152.5
million as military assistance (5:5).

In June 1947 the Marshall Plan, designed to provide
economic assistance in rebuilding Europe, was announced.
Turkey, although a participant in the Plan, did not suffer the
physical destruction felt by the rest of Europe. Consequently,
it was not originally scheduled to play a major role in receiv-
ing financial support. However, due to its position as an

outpost of the West against the U.S.S.R., Ankara pointed to

its heavy defense burden as justification for assistance.
Under the shadow of this argument, in March 1948 the U.S.
decided to extend $10 million in credits to Turkey (4:31-32).
This was put into law upon the signing of the Economic Coop-

eration Act on April 3, 1948 (21:137-158). As a follow-on

to these agreements, a U.S.-Turkey Mutual Defense Assistance

Act was signed on October 6, 1949 (22:714-721).

9
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Turkey in NATO

The treaty that united the U.S. and eleven other
nations in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was
signed in Washington D.C. on April 4, 1949 (12:244) (Appendix
B). Because it was not geographically located in the immediate
Atlantic area, Turkey was not invited to become a charter mem-
ber of the organization. This fact was not viewed with plea-
sure by the Turkish Government, for it was felt that its not
being a member of NATO could cause a reduction in the amount
of aid that would be received from the U.S. (4:35).

The Korean War provided Turkey its opportunity to i
join the organization. Turkey had joined the United Nations
(UN) on August 15, 1945 (12:43); on June 27, 1950 the UN
Security Council invited the organization's members to repel
the armed attack against the Republic of Korea, which was
aided and abetted by the Soviet Union. In response to this
request, the Turkish Government offered to send a mixed
brigade of 4,500 men to the conflict. This unit was the third
largest to participate in this action, after the American and
South Korean forces. As a result of their distinguished
actions, the Turks were highly praised by the other forces
(18:37).

To make use of the advantage that the actions of

their troops had given them, the Turkish Government made a
formal request to join NATO on August 1, 1950. The NATO
foreign ministers, not wishing at that time to openly antagon-
ize the Soviets by accepting members at their very border,

10




decided upon a compromise alternative. Turkey, along with
Greece, who had previously requested membership, were not
offered full membership status, but were invited to join in
the planning of the NATO military strategy for the Mediter-
ranean area. Both nations accepted this proposal, and in
October 1950 became '"partial' members of NATO. The following
September, both the U.S. and Britain proposed that they be
allowed to become full members. This proposal was accepted
by the organization, and on February 18, 1952, Turkey and

Greece became full members of NATO (4:41-44) (Appendix C).

Continuing Assistance

From the initial support begun by the Truman Doctrine,
the aid and assistance provided to Turkey by the U.S. continued
to grow and was seen to be beneficial to both parties. Each
following year, requests for aid were drafted and approved by
the U.S. Congress and the President. For example, $25 million
in a Mutual Support Agreement grant was authorized by Presi-
dent Truman on February 6, 1952 (68:1).

In 1954 two major bilateral agreements were approved
and signed by representatives of Turkey and the U.S. The
first was the Status of Forces Agreement in June, which pro-
vided privileges and immunities for nondiplomatic personnel
in the service of the U.S. Government (42:1465-1475). The
second, also completed in June, was the Military Facilities
Agreement. Like many of the agreements, this was a secret

accord that had been concluded with the Turkish Cabinet and

11




was not ratified by the Turkish Parliament (4:54).

Pact of Baghdad/CENTO

In 1953 Secretary of State John Foster Dulles laid
the groundwork for a new defense arrangement for the Middle
East sector of the globe. It was to be an alliance of nations
of the area, specifically Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, and Iraq.
After lengthy negotiations between the nations, the Pact of
Baghdad was signed on February 24, 1955 (12:254). This pact
was to include Great Britain, which had previously completed
a Treaty of Alliance with Iraq in 1930 (18:281). The U.S.,
although not a signatory, became a member of several important
committees (military, counter-s&bversion, and economic), and
later made individual bilateral defense agreements with the
members of the Pact (12:254). This Pact, in effect, extended
the defense lines of NATO to include the borders of three new
countries (Iran, Iraq, and Pakistan) (53:27). Turkey's
importance to the West and threat to the U.S.S.R. was greatly
increased, for as a member of both the Baghdad Pact and NATO,
it was to be the '"link between the two Alliances [12:254]."

The Pact of Baghdad, as originally formed, was short-
lived. In July 1958, the ruling family of Iraq was overthrown.
The new Iraqi Government labeled the Pact as "Imperialist,"
and later formally withdrew. On March 5, 1959 the Pact was
to be replaced by the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO)
(53:27). The U.S., not being a member of CENTO, signed bi-

lateral defense agreements with the CENTO nations on that same

12




day to strengthen their mutual military position (92:6).

The Crisis in Lebanon

On January 5, 1957, in a special address to Congress,
President Dwight D. Eisenhower stated:

The Middle East has abruptly reached a new and

critical stage in its long and important history....

The reason for Russia's interest in the Middle

East is solely that of power politics. Considering

her announced purpose of communizing the world, it

is easy to understand her hope of soon dominating the

Middle East.

The proposed legislation is primarily designed

to deal with the possibility of Communist aggression,

direct and indirect [33:224-227].
In his speech, the President requested that Congress authorize
a program for economic and military assistance. This assist-
ance was to include the use of U.S. military forces in the
support of countries included in this program. The program,
as voted on by a Joint Resolution of Congress on March 9,
1957 (23:5-6), originally known as the Resolution of the Middle
East, is commonly called the '"Eisenhower Doctrine.'" At the
outset, only the nations of Lebanon and Iraq formally accepted
this aid.

During the spring of 1958, strife inside Lebanon
brought the ruling government closer and closer to being over-
thrown in a revolutionary uprising. After receiving little
or no effective assistance from the UN or the Council of the
Arab League, the Lebanese Government, as required under the
Eisenhower Doctrine, sent a request to the U.S. for aid to
help end the crisis (18:284). Washington approved the request

and sent forces from units in Europe and the Sixth Fleet in
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mid-July 1958. Incirlik Air Base, near Adana, Turkey, was
used as a staging point for these forces.

This action was to place a strain upon the sturdy
U.S.-Turkey relationship. Due to the need for haste in pre-
paration of the force deployment, the Turkish authorities were
not able to be consulted on the action; they were notified
after the fact of what had occurred. This was viewed in some
sectors as a violation of Turkish sovereignty since the forces
had been ordered into the area not on the orders of Ankara,
but on those of Washington. From this situation arose the
question:

Was the alliance to be a coincidence of interests

of the broad scope that Ankara had sought up to that
time--and which the United States had agreed it should
be--or was the cooperation limited primarily to matters
directly involving the USSR [4:67]7

Another aspect of the ramifications of using the
Incirlik Air Base was the damage that was done to U.S. rela-
tions with the Turkish press. As the U.S. troops were flown
to the air base, they were accompanied by members of the
American and European press corps. These journalists received
relatively free access to the facility. Because the base was
home for the highly classified U-2 reconnaissance aircraft
stationed in Turkey, security and control were otherwise
extremely tight. Turkish reporters, on the other hand, did
not fare so well. As they drove to the installation, they
were stopped and refused entrance by the Turkish perimeter
security guards. These guards did not receive authorization

to permit the Turkish reporters on the base until after the
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activity had calmed down. Any information that was received
and printed in any of the Turkish papers had to be received
second-hand from American or European sources (4:67). Both
of these situations undermined pro-American feelings and
reinforced the belief of some Turks that a road of less
dependence on the U.S. should be sought.

The Lebanese conflict was the only time that the
Eisenhower Doctrine was employed. As mentioned previously,
the U.S. and Turkey, along with Iran and Pakistan, were to
sign bilateral assistance agreements on March 5, 1959. The
agreement between the U.S. and Turkey was to be simply called
"Cooperation." A major statement within the parameter of this
agreement concerned '"the determination of the parties 'to
resist aggression, direct or indirect' [43:320]." This phrase,
due to internal political problems and violence, was to be
given great importance by the Turkish Government during the
next year. It had been feared that the ruling government
would request, under auspices of the poorly defined "indirect”
phrase, U.S. troops to stifle and put down any political oppo-

sition to its party and policies (4:68-69).

The Military Takes Over

On May 27, 1960, in an attempt to restore democracy
and "to eliminate the repression of various social, economic
and internal political factors [51:58]," a military junta
overthrew the existing government of Turkey. This revolution,

"American leaders were pleased to know, was directed against
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neither NATO nor the United States [18:127]." As the junta
had
. . inherited an almost empty treasury, [it] took
steps the day after the takeover to ensure the U.S.
of continued Turkish support and commitment to NATO
[55:22].
The government was returned to civilian control in October
1961, when various polit.cal parties participated in open

parliamentary elections.

Cuban Missile Crisis

In October 1962 the world was (as it was thought
then) poised on the brink of destruction. This perilous situ-
ation was caused by the Cuban missile crisis between the U.S.
and the U.S.S.R. Turkey, not directly involved in the crisis,
was drawn into it by one of its NATO commitments. In 1957, a
decision had been made by the NATO ministers to deploy medium-
range, atomic warheaded missiles to the territories of various
member nations. Only Italy, the United Kingdom, and Turkey
accepted this responsibility. The actual installation of
these missiles began in Turkey in 1959, and was completed in
July 1962, when the missiles were considered to be operational.
These missiles, the "Jupiter'" class, were already considered
to be obsolete by the time their installation in Turkey was
completed.

In April 1961, President John F. Kennedy had requested
that the State Department negotiate with the Turkish Government
to have these missiles removed. The reason for this request
was that, as stated, the missiles themselves were considered
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obsolete, and their basic mission of deterrence against the
U.S.S.R. would be better served by the Polaris missile sub-
marines that were then available. However, because of the
Turkish Government's reluctance to have their defenses reduced
by the missile removal, they were still in place when the
Cuban missile crisis began (4:90-92).

In the first of two lgtters sent to President Kennedy
on October 26, Soviet Premier Khrushchev admitted the presence
of the missiles in Cuba. He promised they would be removed
in exchange for guarantees that the U.S. naval quarantine of
Cuba would be lifted, and that U.S. forces would not invade
the island. The second letter equated the missiles in Cuba
to those in Turkey, and stated that the Cuban missiles would
be removed in exchange for removal of the Turkish missiles.

In his reply to Premier Khrushchev on October 27,
President Kennedy ignored the second message. In accepting
the course of action stated in the first letter, he ended
the Cuban missile crisis.

The Turkish missiles were eventually removed in early
1963. The action of removing the missiles was to cause trouble
in the Turkish-American relationship, for it appeared that
the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. had made some sort of secret deal

that directly affected the security and defense of the

Turkish nation without their (Turkey's) being made a part of
it (18:128-129).
This factor of apparent '"unilateral decisions'" and

the strategy of '"flexible response" in which the U.S. would
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not automatically launch an attack in '"massive retaliation"
of an attack upon one of its allies caused the Turkish Govern-
ment and people to begin a reappraisal of its commitments to

NATO and its relationship with the U.S. (51:77).
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CHAPTER III

FROM CRISIS TO CRISIS, 1963-1973

Cyprus 1963

After a long and turbulent period of political and
national unrest, the independent Republic of Cyprus had been
formed on August 16, 1960. One of the major causes of the
unrest was the desire of the island's pro-Greek majority to
unite with Greece and not remain a separate entity. This pro- :>
gram, which was called "enosis," was in direct opposition to
the desire of the island's Turkish minority for '"taksim," or

partition. The Turkish Cypriots did not, in any manner, wish

their island republic to form a union with the Greek nation
(12:250-251).

In late 1963, this issue reached the point where the
island was split by civil war. The conflict was going badly

for the outnumbered Turkish Cypriots, and there was a great

fear that they would be overrun by the Greek Cypriot forces.
Turkey attempted to put an end to the fighting by appealing
to both Greece and Great Britain to intervene (56:26). The
three countries (Turkey, Greece and Great Britain) had signed
the London-Zurich Accords in 1959 with Cyprus. While granting
independence to Cyprus, they forbade partition or union with

another country. These Accords, called the Treaty of Guarantee,

prescribed certain percentages for majority and minority
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participation in the Cypriot Army and Civil Service, and re-
served the right for each signing nation to unilaterally
defend the treaty's provisions (47:14-15).

After the unsuccessful attempt of Greece and Great
Britain to negotiate a cessation of the hostilities, Turkey
took it upon herself to uphold the Accord's provisions. To
do so, on December 25, 1963, four Turkish aircraft made aerial
passes over the beleagured island, attacking the Greek Cypriot
positions (47:16). Turkey also ordered several of its naval
units to transit from the port of Istanbul to the port of
Mersin on the southwest Turkish coast. This would take the
force very close to Cyprus (4:107).

Since the aircraft that were flown on the Cyprus
mission had been given to the nation by the U.S. for support
of NATO, a controversy arose as to whether they had been used
in violation of the U.S. Aid Agreement of 1947. The Agreement
had stated that equipment furnished by the U.S. could not be
used "for any purpose other than for which the article.
is furnished" Gee Appendix A). The U.S., caught in a position
between the two adversaries and not wanting to alienate either
Greece or Turkey, did not display a firm stance on the problem.

The next major step of the crisis was made by the
United Kingdom. After a December 30th ceasefire agreement was
signed, the British provided armed troops to man a neutral
zone to separate the combatants. They did not desire to remain
the policemen of Cyprus, and called for a conference of the
concerned nations to take place in London in January 1964.
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This conference led to a unanimous UN resolution to place a
peace-keeping force on Cyprus. This force, the United
Nation's Peace-Keeping Force in Cyprus, first arrived on Cyprus
on March 14, 1964 (18:254). Even the use of these UN forces
did not contain the desire of the Turkish Army to invade the
island and aid their Cypriot brothers. Additionally, with
current popular sentiment in favor of supporting the Turkish
Cypriot cause, the Turkish Government was very concerned with
the approaching senatorial elections. In consideration of
the Army's desire, and not wishing to affect the elections'
outcome by the lack of a positive supportive action, approval
to prepare for the invasion of Cyprus was given.

President Lyndon B. Johnson and his advisors were so
concerned that ongoing events were bringing the two NATO
allies (Greece and Turkey) closer to open armed conflict that
the President sent a personal letter, drafted by U.S. Secretary
of State Dean Rusk, to the Turkish Prime Minister, Ismet Inénii
(49:28-29). This letter (see Appendix D), delivered on
June 5, 1964, was to be referred to as the "Johnson Letter,"
and would resurface time and time again to reflect the Turkish
beliefs in the value of the U.S. alliances.

In this letter, President Johnson pointed out to the
Turkish Government that its NATO obligations did not allow
one NATO country to wage war on another NATO country. Also
mentioned was the possibility that the U.S.S.R. could take
this opportunity of dissention in the ranks of NATO to become
involved in the conflict themselves. Specifically, the letter
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stated:

I hope you will understand that your NATO Allies
have not had a chance to consider whether they have an
obligation to protect Turkey against the Soviet Union
if Turkey takes a step which results in Soviet inter-
vention without the full consent and understanding of
its NATO Allies [18:130].

This statement, along with the restriction that ''the United
States cannot agree to the use of any United States supplied
military equipment for a Turkish intervention in Cyprus under
the present circumstances [18:130]," led to the abandonment
of the plan for a Turkish military intervention in Cyprus, as
requested by the President.

The severity with which President Johnson stated the
possible ramifications to the proposed Turkish actions,
"shocked the Turks deeply, and brought into question the entire
basis of their relationship with NATO and particularly with
the United States [48:5]." 1In a letter of reply dated June
14, 1964 (see Appendix E), Prime Minister Inénii, while stat-
ing that "We have, upon your request, postponed our decision
to exercise our right of unilateral action in Cyprus conferred
to us by the Treaty of Guarantee [18:131]," voiced his strong
objections to the possible alternative of not being provided
assistance in the case of aggressive action by the U.S.S.R.
Basically, the U.S. reaction to the Turkish preparations gave
the Turkish Government ''the impression that there exists bet-
ween us a wide divergence of the views as to the nature and
basic principles of the North Atlantic Alliance [18:131]."

The relationship which had been born with the Truman Doctrine,
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and had grown from that time, was never again to be based on
as much trust and so strong a foundation as before the Cyprus
Crisis of 1964.

At the end of June, Prime Minister Indnii paid an
official visit to Washington, D.C. to confer with President
Johnson. The talks between the two leaders produced two sig-
nificant outcomes. The first was that they appeared to remove
much of the confusion that was affecting the U.S.-Turkey
relationship. The second outcome was that the groundwork was
laid for Dean Acheson and UN mediator Sakari S. Toumioja to
attempt to achieve a solution to the Cyprus problem. The
Acheson Plan was to be a compromise concerning the possession
of military bases on Cyprus and sovereignty over various areas
of the island. Unfortunately, this plan was not successful.
However, due to actions taken by the Turkish Government in
supporting the Turkish Cypriots (air strikes modeled after
those used by the U.S. forces in Vietnam), an era of compara-

tive calm came to the island (4:118).

Change in Support

The military planning for a '"flexible response" in-
stead of '"massive retaliation'" implied that 'the ability of
all NATO states to absorb initial blows by heavily armored
Soviet bloc forces without surrendering large tracts of terri-
tory [4:153]" would have to be strengthened. In relation to
the Republic of Turkey, this would be interpreted to be an

increase in the mobility and support of the forces that would
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be sent to the country's defense lines. The level of support
and assistance that would be needed for this program would be
far superior to that provided to Turkey in the past. Unfor-
tunately, the Turks sought even greater assistance than the
U.S. Congress was willing to authorize to fulfill the program's
requirements.

In- February 1966, Assistant Secretary of Defense John
McNaughton traveled to Ankara in an attempt to lessen the
Turkish criticism of the U.S.'s reluctance to provide the
proper (at least in their eyes) military support for the
Republic. It was McNaughton's proposal that the Turks place
the majority of its modernization effort on its ground forces,
with little of the aid going to the Air Force and even less
to the Navy, It was promised that the U.S. Sixth Fleet and
U.S. aircraft squadrons would be tasked to deploy to Turkey
in the event of a crisis.

The Turkish military authorities made no secret of
their unhappiness with McNaughton's suggestions. There were
several areas that caused their authorities to cast doubt on
the appropriateness of this program for the Turkish Republic.
First was that in a time when the Turkish Government was form-
ulating plans to develop and implement a '"National Force,"
the contfol and actual employment of military resources in
the defense of the Republic would be left in the hands of an
external power. Additionally, while there were reports that
the U.S. was strengthening the Greek naval forces, there was
great dissatisfaction because the program did not build up
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the Turkish Navy. This Greek superiority, it was felt, could
have disastrous ramifications in the event of additional prob-
lems on Cyprus.

It was also felt that the amount of funds that was
to be provided under this plan ($134 million per year) would
not be in keeping with the greater sums that had been provided
in the past. Additionally, there was the concern that the
unequal allocation of funds between the service components
could lead to a disruption of close ties that had been formed
among the branches of the military. Finally, the doubt that
had been planted in the minds of the Turks by the '"Johnson
Letter' was brought to light again. This doubt generated con-
cern regarding the effectiveness of NATO in the event of con-
frontation with the Soviet Union. This proposal, which was
to entail "heavier reliance on NATO reinforcement for basic
defense, was likely to be exceedingly unpalatable to any
Turkish regime [4:154]."

In the face of Turkish insistance that the aid pro-
vided be allocated in a more even manner to its military
branches, and '"not wishing to foul the atmosphere for the
comprehensive renegotiation of all outstanding bilateral
accords which Ankara had requested in the spring of 1966,
Washington backed down somewhat [4:157]." In Washington's
"backing down,'" and in conjunction with NATO plans for a
"Naval On-Call Force" to be on hand in the Mediterranean and
the acquisition of surplus U.S. naval vessels, the Turkish
authorities were able to proceed with plans for a more balanced
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force (4:158-159).

Cyprus 1967

In mid-November 1967, the '"calm'" that had existed on
the island of Cyprus was shattered, and the Turkish Govern-
ment again prepared to use military intervention to protect
their interests on the island. Again caught in the middle
between two allies, President Johnson urgently dispatched
Cyrus R. Vance as a special envoy to Athens, Ankara, and
Nicosia (the Capital of Cyprus) in an attempt to alleviate
the situation (49:31-32). Former Under Secretary of Defense
Vance, through skillful diplomatic negotiations, succeeded in
preventing open conflict between Greece and Turkey. This was
accomplished without alienating the Turkish Government in the
manner that the Johnson Letter had. For his efforts, Vance
was to receive the publicly declared gratitude of Prime Mini-
ster In¥nl and the Turkish people. "The Vance mission .
had done much to salve the wounds of the past [4:123]."

Defense Cooperation Agreement
of 1969

In view of the changing world situation and the past
experiences of the Turkish Republic with the svpport of the
U.S., it was felt that it was time that the existing bilateral
agreements be brought up to date and the relationship between
the two nations be renegotiated. It was the Turkish desire to
reaffirm the Turkish sovereignty and 1o have control of the

U.S.-Turkey military relationship. 1In order to achieve their
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desires, there were certain requirements that were to be
placed in this overall agreement. Several of these are as
follows (4:162-163):

1. "The right to initiate negotiations looking
toward abrogation of the bilateral understanding "

2. The U.S. would not use the military facilities
(bases) as a '"'sovereign lessee,'" but on a shared basis with
Turkey '"for mutually benefit purposes”

3. Turkey would gain the "right to have full and

detailed knowledge before granting permission for any Ameri-

oy

can activity"
4. The Turkish Government '"desired categoric guar-

antees that the United States would support Turkey against

rrecmn e o

attack from any quarter for any reason."

The negotiations to complete this accord were started
in late 1966 and ended on July 3, 1969, when the Defense
Cooperation Agreement was signed. Upon the acceptance of this
document, various previously completed agreements were replaced.
Two of these replaced documents were the Status of Forces
Agreement of June 23, 1954, and the Duty Status Agreement of
September 24, 1968 (12:245).

Reduction of Personnel and
Facilities

In 1968 the U.S. military began a world-wide reduc-
tion of overseas military personnel.

The gradual decline in the numbers of U.S. officials
and their dependents, from a high of about 24,000 in
1967 to about 16,000 by the end of 1970, was accom-
panied by a reduction in activity and function [4:168].
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In 1968 "Site 23,'" an important complex situated
outside Ankara, was turned over to exclusive Turkish use, as
were other facilities in this reduction of personnel and

installations.

Turkish Sovereignty

There were two major incidents that were used by
the Turks to indicate to the U.S. and the world its desire to
display its sovereignty and to control the actions that took
place within its borders. In each case the U.S. was informed
that bases within Turkey could not be utilized as military
staging areas without the explicit permission of the Turkish
Government. The first was during the Arab-Israeli Six-Day
War in June 1967, when Turkey was eager to court Arab votes
in respect to Cyprus in the United Nations, and in view of
the possible ramifications within the UN, did not wish to
alienate any possibly friendly nations.

The second incident demonstrated Turkey's position
even clvcarer. During the Lebanon Crisis of October 1969,
then Prime Minister Suleyman Demirel felt it necessary to
announce that interference in the '"internal affairs" of
another country was not one of the purposes of the joint U.S.-
Turkey bases. In doing so, he stated that Turkey would not
let its territory be used for intervention in Lebanon. This

policy of non-interference was to remain in effect as long as

late 1970. At this time, it was necessary for the Turkish

Foreign Minister to publicly deny the rumors that Incirlik
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; Air Base was being used as a staging base for U.S. forces to

be used against Palestinian commandos in Jordan (4:166).

Civil Unrest

At the end of the 1960's and in the beginning of the
1970's, the feelings that the Turkish people had for the U.S.
took a turn for the worse. The effect of the Johnson Letter
and the lack of expected U.S. support of the Turkish Republic
] provided a broad base for a rise in anti-U.S. feelings. These
feelings led to open anti-American demonstrations in the
streets of Turkey and riots in Turkish ports. The most notable
of these incidents was referred to as "Bloody Sunday'" by the
Turkish press. This riot in February 1969 took place during
a visit of the U.S. Sixth Fleet to Istanbul. This clash of
right and leftist students resulted in several fatal stabbings,
and brought forth the question as to whether the visits of
U.S. warships were worth the troubles that ensued (4:170).

Due to the hostile reactions to fleet visits, the next U.S.

naval vessel to anchor at Istanbul was the U.S. destroyer
"Furse,'" on August 16, 1971 (106:3).

These riots and acts of violence were not solely

directed against the U.S. Navy. During 1971, in two separate
incidents, a total of five USAF personnel were kidnapped by
leftist extremists. Fortunately all five men were returned
alive and without the requested ransom of $400,000 being paid
(82:24). 1In addition to these acts, the violence took the

form of terrorist bombings of U.S. buildings and possessions




such as the U.S. Consulate and the Amer-Turkish Trading Bank

in March 1971 (69:11).

Move to Modernize

In March 1972, in a move to strengthen the U.S.-

Turkey relationship, Turkish Premier Nihat Erim paid an offi-

cial visit to President Richard M. Nixon and other state

officials (100:13). While in Washington, Premier Erim informed

U.S. Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird of the Turkish plans to
modernize, with U.S. help, the Turkish Army. This moderniza-

tion move was to include a reduction of force from 500,000 to

400,000 personnel with a matching increase in firepower by

the replacement of outdated weapon systems. In reply, Presi-

dent Nixon expressed the support of Turkey's efforts by the

U.S. and confirmed that the U.S. would continue to assist the %

Turkish defense program (88:10).
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CHAPTER IV

THE EMBARGO PERIOD, 1974-1978

The Cypriot Conflict

In the spring of 1974, word of an impending Greek
coup against President Makarios of Cyprus began to leak from
Athens to Washington. The rumors were allegedly confirmed on
June 20, when the extremist Greek General Iocannidas, Director
of the Greek Military Police, revealed the plans for a coup
to a CIA contact in order to test Washington's reaction.

The warnings the Greeks received from the U.S. were considered
"diplomatic window dressing [52:50]," and plans for the coup
were continued.

President Makarios also learned of the plot and
elected to counter the threat directly. On July 2 he wrote
a letter to the Greek President, accusing his military govern-
ment of conspiring to overthrow the Government of Cyprus.
Makarios demanded the recall of 650 Greek Army officers who
were serving as advisors to the Cyprus National Guard, which
was composed entirely of Greek Cypriots (13:64). On July 5,
details of the plot and the letter were published in a Nicosia
newspaper in hopes that international pressure would dissuade
the Greeks from action. These hopes were not to be met.

On July 15, 1974 the Cyprus National Guard began

action to take control of the island, By July 17, they had
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established a firm control. As Makarios fled for his life, a
radical right-wing newspaper publisher and former Greek Cypriot
terrorist execution squad leader, Nikos Sampson, was declared
President. In view of his previous anti-Turkish activity, he
was an unacceptable choice for both Turks and Turk Cypriots
(49:41).

The U.S. did not initially make any statements or
take any action to place responsibility for the coup with the
Greek junta, or to request withdrawal of the Greek officers
who had led the coup (52:52-53). This seemed to imply a tacit
approval of Sampson as the leader of Cyprus. Nor did the
Turks see any action being taken to restore the neutral govern-
ment of Makarios. In fact, all signs indicated that "enosis"

was about to become a reality. Their concern for the Turkish

community in Cyprus grew.

As emotions quickly built in Turkey, the nation's
Prime Minister, Mr. Ecevit, flew to London for emergency con-
sultations with the British co-guarantors of Cyprus independ-
ence. He warned that military action would be used if diplo-
matic measures did not quickly solve the problem (49:44). At
the same time, Turkish forces were massing on the Mediterranean
coast.

The American Ambassador to Greece took the threat of
a Turkish invasion very seriously, and requested the U.S,
Sixth Fleet be sent to the area of Cyprus. This idea was re-
jected by Secretary of State Kissinger as "hysterical" (57:13).

Although Under Secretary of State Sisco began a round

32




of shuttle diplomacy in an effort to resolve the crisis, it
appeared to be designed only to prevent war between Turkey
and Greece, not to resolve the problems or correct the viola-
tions of Cyprus' sovereignty. On 20 July, after an all-night
meeting with the Turkish Cabinet, Ecevit informed Sisco that
"We have done it your way for 10 years, now we are going to
do it our way [67:40]." That same day, 6000 Turkish troops
landed in Cyprus. Over the next two days, another 25,000
Turkish troops reinforced them. Although a UN-sponsored
ceasefire went into effect on July 22, the Turks continued

to land troops and consolidate their positions.

On July 23 the Greek junta collapsed after an
attempt to mobilize their nation against the Turks failed.
Control of the government was returned to the civilians. On
the same day, Sampson ceded the Presidency of Cyprus to the
President of the Cypriot House of Representatives, Glafcos
Clerides (49:47). In spite of the changes in leadership
in both Greece and Cyprus, international negotiations to pro-
vide a permanent solution to the Cyprus problem proved
fruitless. |

These talks broke down on August 14. Within hours,
the Turks began a three-day campaign that would leave them
in control of the northern 40 percent of the island. The next
ceasefire on July 27 began a brief period of relative calm in
the relations between the U.S. and Turkey.

From the time the U.S. originally heard rumcrs of
the proposed coup until the Turks invaded Cyprus on July 20,
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American policy either failed to provide sufficient warning
to the opposing parties concerning repercussions of their
actions, or found that their warnings were not heeded. In
other words, the situation could no longer be contained by
U.S. diplomacy as it had been in 1964 and 1967.

Even after the initial invasion on July 20, U.S.
statements appeared to be aimed at stopping the conflict, not
resolving the issues. Both Greece and Turkey were condemned
for their military action, but the Turks apparently interpreted
our policy statements as being sympathetic to their cause (49:
48). In fact, on 15 August Premier Ecevit told reporters that
Turkey was very happy with the frank and open policy of the
U.S. on Cyprus (47:29).

The United States, on the other hand, was deeply
embroiled in and preoccupied with the Watergate crisis. On
August 9, 1974, President Nixon submitted his resignation.

Not only was the nation in turmoil, but the Congress was

determined to reassert itself in foreign policy.

Development of the Embargo

The issue of a military aid embargo did not originate
with the Cyprus invasion. The idea had been proposed previous-
ly in the U.S. Congress as a way to put pressure on Turkey and
other nations to cut opium production (52:61). It was through

these actions that the idea of an embargo was planted.

On August 29, the New York Times reported on a strong

controversy surrounding the routine transfer of an amphibious
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' landing craft,"Westchester County,' to Turkey. The action,
which was to take place in Seattle, Washington, had prompted
Senator Henry Jackson (DEM-WA) to send a telegram to the
President urging the suspension of all economic and military
aid to Turkey until their forces withdrew from Cyprus (83:12).

In response to growing political pressures, including
extensive lobbying on the part of pro-Greek groups, certain
elements in Congress began to press the efforts to cut aid to
Turkey. They achieved their first success on September 19,
1974, Senator Eagleton (DEM-MO) introduced an amendment which
stated the Senate's position that the President should immedi-
ately stop all military aid to Turkey. The rationale for the
action was that Turkey had used weapons supplied by America
through foreign aid programs. This violated both Section
505(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (24:436) and
Chapter 1, Section 4 of the Foreign Military Sales Act of
1968 (25:1322-1323). Both Acts are worded much the same.

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 specifically stated that

Military assistance to any country shall be fur-
nished solely for internal security, for legitimate
self-defense, to permit the recipient country to par-

1 ticipate in regional or collective arrangements or
measures consistent with the Charter of the United
Nations, or otherwise to permit the recipient country

to participate in collective measures requested by

the United Nations for the purpose of maintaining

or restoring international peace and security [24:4362].

The House took action on September 24 to attach an
amendment to a normally routine continuing appropriations bill
(HJ Res 1131). The amendment called for a stop to all
military aid to Turkey '"until the President certified that
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substantial progress had been made regarding military forces
on Cyprus [52:64]."

These two points, the legality of the use of U.S.
arms and Presidential certification of progress in reaching
a Cyprus settlement, were key issues for Congress. President
Ford's Administration and key legislative leaders, countered
that any legislation imposing an aid cutoff to Turkey would
hinder Secretary of State Kissinger's efforts to negotiate a
solution.

From October 9 to October 17, Congress sent three
bills to Ford. Ford vetoed the first two (HJ Res 1131 and
HJ Res 1163), and Congress failed to override the vetoes. The
third resolution (HJ Res 1167) was reluctantly signed into
PL 93-448 by Ford only because it also provided emergency
funding for federal agencies and departments and the foreign ’
aid program (26:1363-1364). They had been without funding ﬂ
since the previous legislation had expired September 30 (2:
14-A). This law called for a ban on U.S. military assistance
to Turkey, effective December 10, 1974, until thé President
certified both that Turkey was in compliance with the U.S. H
laws and that '"substantial progress had been made toward .
agreement on military forces in Cyprvs [26:1363-1364]."

Although the law would not allow Turkey to ship U.S.-made

war materials such as tanks, planes, artillery and ammunition
to Cyprus, noncombat equipment such as trucks, medical supplies
and canteens were permitted. It required that Turkey honor

the ceasefire, and not increase its forces on Cyprus (84:1).
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In less than a month, Congress had voted 16 times on the
issue (52:68).

Since this legislation had been passed as a part of
a continuing appropriations resolution, it was only effective
to the end of the then current fiscal year. The vehicle which
would provide for a permanent embargo was the regular foreign
aid legislation which was passed by Congress on December 18
(27:1801-1802). In the process of compromising to ensure
passage of this legislation, the implementation of the embargo
was delayed until February 5, 1975.

In spite of the legislative battle being waged, U.S.
military assistance to Turkey had continued. A U.S. Defense
Department spokesman announced on 23 August that there had
been brief delays in the shipment of aircraft to Turkey dur-
ing the Cyprus fighting. He declined to comment on whether
the delays had been ordered to put pressure on Turkey to end
the fighting. He did indicate that the shipments were con-
tinuing "unabated" as of that date. It was clearly indicated
that the delays should not be interpreted as a threat to cut
aid, and that no decision had been made "on arms aid at any
time for the purpose of putting pressure on Turkey [73:4]."

On September 10, the DoD announced the signing of a
$225.8 million contract to McDonnell Douglas to produce F-4Es.
Most of these aircraft were believed to be destined for
Greece and Turkey (75:7). From July through the end of Sep-
tember 1974, $40.5 million worth of equipment, including F-4Es,
bombs, missiles, ammunition, and trucks were shipped to Turkey.
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In the three months preceding the invasion, the U.S. had deli-
vered to Turkey only $27.3 million worth of military equip-
ment (74:7).

The reaction of the Turkish Government to the embargo
debate showed remarkable restraint in the early stages of the
debate. It was clear to them that the Administration of Presi-
dent Ford was fighting the embargo, and that pro-Greek forces
in Congress were pressing the issue. On November 14, Turkey
announced the withdrawal of 5,000 of the approximately 40,000
troops they had in Cyprus, possibly as a concession to the
U.S. (96:10).

This was followed on January 15, 1975 by a U.S. De-
partment of Defense announcement of a $230 million aid package
for Turkey to provide kits to modernize 885 M-48 tanks.
Although the DoD claimed that there was no intention to circum-
vent the embargo, the move created considerable suspicion (72:
1).

As the date for imposition of the embargo drew near,
Turkey announced withdrawal of another 1,000 troops from
Cyprus. This left approximately 34,000 still in Cyprus. If
this was another attempt to placate Congress, it was considered
as tco little too late (94:6).

On February 5, 1975 there was still confusion over
whether the embargo went into effect beginning that day or the
next. As it turned out, U.S. ships were ordered to take cargos
bound for Turkey to other American depots beginning February 6
(76:13).
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The Turks indicated on February 5 that, although they
would not leave NATO, the embargo could put them in a position
where they could not fulfill their commitments to protect the
southeastern flank of Europe (99:5). Warnings that sanctions
might have to be taken against U.S. bases in Turkey had been
made previously, and were repeated at this time. This subject
would be raised many times over the next few months,

In April, newly-elected Prime Minister Demirel of
Turkey again pledged Turkish allegiance to NATO, but he de-
clared that they would be independent of U.S. weapons (86:36).

The imposition of the embargo deeply affected the
Turkish nation. The Congress had used the FAA of 1961 and
the FMS Act of 1968 as the basis for their contention that the
invasion used U.S.-supplied arms illegally. However, the
rhetoric which came from Washington prior to the second inva-
sion on August 14 appeared to be sympathetic to the Turkish
cause. On the one hand, the U.S. seemed to be saying that
the Turks had a just cause for invasion, while on the other
hand, we were saying that the use of U.S. arms was wrong.
Since the Turkish military was supplied with its military
equipment and supplies almost exclusively by the U.S., any
military action had to entail the use of military equipment
supplied by the U.S. Our "Invasion, Yes! Arms, No!'" logic
seemed truly ridiculous (56:28).

The Congressional backers of the embargo used several
arguments in their drive. The basic one was the illegality
of the Turkish acts. However, they were also trying to
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re-establish a Congressional role in foreign policy and de-
crease the power of Dr. Kissinger to establish policy as he
wished (52:92). Some members felt the embargo would force
Turkey to negotiate peacefully on the Cyprus issue. Other
arguments expressed the views that the U.S., could not back
down now that it had taken a stand on the issue.

The opponents of the legislation insisted the embargo
would decrease their power to carry on negotiations over
Cyprus because it would harden the Turkish position. 1In addi-

tion, they pointed out the danger of weakening NATO (2:14-A).

The Turkish Response

Turkey was now left without its primary source of
arms. However, President Ford, Secretary Kissinger, and
others were working almost continuously with Congress to re-
peal the embargo. Although Turkish resentment against the
cutoff was growing and threats to take action against the
U.S. installations were becoming more frequent, they continued
to trust in the Administration's ability to change the mood
of Congress.

The first concrete sign of change occurred on March
26, 1975 when Bill S846, permitting resumption of military aid
to Turkey, was considered by the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. It was sent to the full Senate, where it barely
passed (41-40) on May 19. The House version (HR 5918) was

introduced on April 14, but became bogged down by delaying
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The Turkish Government felt at this time that it had
been patient long enough. On June 15, Turkey indicated that
it would have to revise its military commitments. Accord-
ingly, the United States was requested to begin negotiations

within 30 days on the future of U.S. facilities in Turkey.

The Turks implied that base closures could be considered (101:

S). The official notice of the request was received in
Washington on June 17. This notice stated that unless the
embargo was lifted within 30 days, there would be a change
in status. At the same time, the Turkish Foreign Minister
expressed the hope that the embargo would not strain other
Turkish-American relationships (102:6).

The Administration's efforts to repeal the embargo
were accelerated, and some congressmen began to switch to the
Administration's position. On July 9, a compromise bill was
being worked which would release $51 million worth of equip-
ment which the Turks had already paid for. 1In addition, it
provided for $133 million in long-term loans for new sales.
Thus, there was some optimism when base renegotiations began
on July 17 (52:73).

These hopes for rapid settlement of this issue were
dashed on July 24, 1975 when the House of Representatives
voted 223-206 to leave the embargo in effect. Turkish frus-
tration had now risen to a point where it was felt that some
action had to be taken.

The next day, July 25, the government of Turkey
announced that:
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1. Turkey would take control of all 27 U.S. facili-
ties in Turkey, beginning July 26 (2:25-A).

2. Virtually all activity on all installations ex-
cept the Incirlik NATO base would cease. However, they did
allow the U.S. to run certain electronic equipment in a
stand-by mode. Because of the nature of some equipment, a
complete shutdown would have resulted in rapid deterioration
of components, which would have caused lengthy delays and
tremendous costs to repair once the facilities were reopened.

3. The 7,000 military personnel assigned to these
installations were free to stay or leave, as far as Turkey
was concerned (95:14).

By July 29, the takeover was complete. Turkey
announced that some of the bases would remain closed, even if
the embargo were lifted (87:1). These actions were defended
by a Turkish statement that the 1969 Defense Cooperation
Agreement between the two nations was no longer valid. This
agreement had been the basis for the operation of the American
facilities. In their view, the U.S. had "unilaterally"
renounced the pact (13:229).

In the United States, a final attempt was made to
lift the embargo on July 30 and 31. Although the bill was
passed by the Senate (47-46), the House was able to keep the
bill from coming to the floor. On August 1, Congress re-
cessed until September 9, with the bill still in committee in
the House,

Many of the thoughts of the Turks and the Ford
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Administration were summarized by these words from Secretary
of Defense Schlesinger: '"Turkey has been singled out with a
degree of stringency that previously was reserved for those
who were thought to be incorrigible enemies [78:5]."

At the time the President and Secretary Kissinger
were in Helsinki, Finland, at the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). Ford repeated an offer which
had been made three times since March to provide Turkey with
$50 million in emergency assistance. This could be made avail-
able under special Presidential authority without Congressional
approval. The Turkish Prime Minister Demirel turned him down,
stating there was '"something contradictory'" about a $50 mil-
lion offer for free aid while, at the same time, they were
prevented from buying U.S. equipment with their own money
(85:3).

The arms embargo was more than a '"slap in the face"
to the Turks. Since the Truman Doctrine had first brought the
two nations together, Turkey had looked to the United States
as the real strength in NATO. American military aid was re-
garded as an "indicator of their country's value to the
Western Alliance [13:278],'" and the embargo indicated a de-
crease in their strategic status.

The Turks also felt that they had shown they were
"true'" friends of the Americans beginning with their parti-
cipation in the Korean conflict. Now, all of the slights
which they had received throughout the 1960's, along with the
embargo, caused them to question whether we were truly their
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friends.

Impact of the Base Closures

The Incirlik installation, located in south-central
Turkey, provided the most forward deployed, land-based Ameri-
can aircraft in the eastern Mediterranean, capable of launch- ;
ing a tactical nuclear strike. American F-4 Phantom jets
were rotated to Incirlik from Spain on a regular basis (31:
41). The facility also provided a training base for these
fighters, and a refueling stop for aircraft flying to and
from the Middle East (65:62). This was the only U.S. facility
in Turkey which was not closed.

Other U.S. facilities in Turkey were also discussed
in a Library of Congress report to the House Committee on
International Relations in 1977 (31:39-47), portions of which
are paraphrased here. These facilities provided key intelli-
gence, communications, and ammunition and supply depots and
other support to American forces. The most important were
those associated with intelligence gathering. These facili-
ties were crucial links in monitoring Soviet compliance with
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) and Strategic Arms Limitations
Talks (SALT) Agreements, in addition to providing other infor-
mation on Soviet military activities and testing of missiles,

satellites, and nuclear weapons. Largest of these were Sinop,

on the coast of the Black Sea, and Karamursel Air Station on
the Sea of Marmara. Other important bases were Diyarbakir

Air Station in southeastern Turkey, and Balbasi Station near
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Ankara in central Turkey.

Approximately 25 percent of the data the U.S. ob-
tained on Soviet missile launches came from intelligence sites
in Turkey. Geographic location made surveillance of Russian

sites at Kapustin Yar (east of Volvograd) and Tyura Tam (near

the Aral Sea) especially convenient. The site at Tyura Tam
was the Soviet center for MIRV testing (see Fig. 1).
Although much of the information obtained was used
to confirm data obtained from other sources, the Library of
Congress study concl