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SOVIET-TURKISH RELATIONS IN THE NEWSPAPER IZVESTIYA
DURING THE 1920s and 1930s

Annotation. This article explores the evolution of diplomatic relations between
Soviet Russia and the Turkish Republic through the lens of the Soviet newspaper
«lzvestia». By analyzing a wide range of articles published in «lzvestia» from the early
1920s to the late 1930s, the study provides insights into the official Soviet perspective
on its diplomatic engagement with Turkiye. The research highlights significant events
that shaped bilateral relations, including the Treaty of Moscow (1921), the Treaty of
Kars (1921), and mutual diplomatic efforts during the period of Ataturk's reforms in
Turkiye and the New Economic Policy (NEP) in Soviet Russia. The study also
examines the influence of international developments, such as the rise of fascism in
Europe and the approach of World War 11, on the dynamics between the two countries.
By scrutinizing the portrayal of these events in «lzvestia», the article sheds light on the
strategic interests, ideological underpinnings, and geopolitical considerations that
influenced the Soviet-Turkish relationship. Furthermore, it assesses the role of media in
shaping public opinion and foreign policy during this pivotal era in international
relations. The research paper highlights the importance of historical archives and
sources in understanding the complexities of international diplomacy and contemporary
geopolitical issues.

Keywords: Soviet Russia; Turkish Republic; diplomatic relations; izvestia;
treaty of Moscow; treaty of Kars; Ataturk's reforms; new economic policy; Turkic-
speaking countries; international developments.

Introduction
The diplomatic relations between Soviet Russia and the Turkish Republic from
1919 to 1922 provide a crucial perspective on the early years of Turkey’s Republic and
the newly established Soviet government following the 1917 Russian Revolution.
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According to Girayalp Karakus’s 2023 study, this period was marked by evolving
relations, fluctuating tensions, and strategic actions as both nations navigated the
aftermath of World War | while trying to assert their roles on the global stage [1, p.1-
17].

During these formative years, Turkey and Soviet Russia shared certain interests,
though these were tempered by mutual skepticism. Both countries faced significant
internal and external challenges. Turkey, emerging from the dissolution of the Ottoman
Empire, was engaged in a struggle for independence and sovereignty. Meanwhile,
Soviet Russia was focused on solidifying its revolutionary gains and establishing itself
as a new socialist power amidst a predominantly hostile international landscape.
Karakus’s study identifies several key elements of the bilateral relationship. A notable
example includes the military and financial aid provided by Soviet Russia to Turkey.
This assistance, including weapons and funds, was instrumental in Turkey’s efforts to
defend its territory and independence. Additionally, the Soviet Union’s push for the
establishment of a Soviet-style regime in Turkey aligned with its broader ideological
goals, though these efforts were met with limited success.

Despite these collaborative efforts, the relationship was not without its
challenges. A significant point of contention was Soviet Russia’s position on the
Armenian question, particularly the demands made by Soviet Foreign Commissioner
Chicherin for Turkey to surrender territories like Van and Bitlis. These demands,
coupled with the generally pro-Armenian stance of Soviet Russia, fueled distrust
between Ankara and Moscow. This skepticism became evident when Hasan Fehmi Bey,
the deputy of Gumushane, voiced concerns during a secret parliamentary session,
drawing comparisons between Soviet Russia’s ambitions and the territorial objectives of
the former Tsarist regime.

Nevertheless, despite these disagreements, the period was also characterized by
pragmatic cooperation based on mutual strategic interests. Both countries recognized
the necessity of collaboration, understanding that permanent alliances or enmities were
not guaranteed. This pragmatic approach to diplomacy can be seen as a form of
realpolitik that shaped their bilateral relations.

Izvestia, as one of the Soviet Union’s leading newspapers, played a key role in
reflecting Soviet foreign policy and public sentiment during this period. Established in
1917, shortly after the Bolshevik Revolution, lzvestia became a critical tool for the
Soviet government to communicate its views, disseminate political decisions, and shape
public perception of international events. The newspaper’s coverage of diplomatic
developments, global conflicts, and bilateral engagements provided important insights
into the official stance of the Soviet regime on international relations. Furthermore,
Izvestia’s editorials and reporting style also conveyed the public opinion the Soviet
government aimed to project, offering researchers a window into the complex
relationship between Soviet propaganda, public sentiment, and international diplomacy.
As such, lzvestia remains a vital resource for scholars investigating Soviet foreign
policy, its impact on international relations, and public perception within the USSR.

Research Methodology

The research methodology is designed to provide a comprehensive analysis of

Soviet-Turkish diplomatic relations, combining a dual approach that integrates
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qualitative content analysis of Izvestia articles with a review of recent scholarly works
on the subject. The selection of lzvestia articles spans a significant period, from the
early 1920s to the late 1930s, chosen for its pivotal role in the development of Soviet-
Turkish relations and the occurrence of key historical events during this time. This
primary source analysis is complemented by an examination of contemporary scholarly
literature, which offers additional perspectives, interpretations, and findings regarding
Soviet-Turkish relations.

The criteria for selecting recent publications include their relevance to the topic,
the novelty of the research, and their contribution to a deeper understanding of the
diplomatic dynamics between the two countries. This methodology not only focuses on
identifying themes and assessing the tone of lzvestia articles but also evaluates how
modern scholars have interpreted these diplomatic events. This includes examining the
portrayal of key figures and understanding the influence of broader international politics
on Soviet-Turkish relations.

By combining historical media representations with current academic discourse,
this multi-dimensional approach allows for a more nuanced and thorough analysis of the
complexities that shaped Soviet-Turkish diplomatic interactions.

Discussion

The diplomatic relations between Soviet Russia and the Turkish Republic from
1919 to 1922 were marked by a delicate balance between cooperation and distrust. This
period laid the groundwork for the future trajectory of Turkish-Soviet and, later,
Turkish-Russian relations. It highlighted the priority of strategic interests over
ideological alignment, a theme that has continued to resonate through the decades in the
complex and multifaceted relationship between Turkey and Russia.

The article by Mallinson, W., Kanevskiy, P., and Petasis, A. provides a critical
examination of the geopolitical dynamics in the Eastern Mediterranean, focusing on the
roles of Greece and Cyprus amid the shifting power relations between the West, Russia,
and Turkey. While the study primarily addresses contemporary strategic and geo-
economic issues, it also offers valuable insights into the broader historical context of
diplomatic relations, especially between Soviet Russia and the Turkish Republic. The
study highlights how these historical relations continue to influence the current
geopolitical landscape [2, p. 306-332].

Historically, the Eastern Mediterranean has been a region of significant strategic
importance, serving as a crossroads between continents and a focal point for
international rivalry and cooperation. The dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, the rise of
the Turkish Republic, and the establishment of the Soviet Union were pivotal events
that reshaped the geopolitical contours of the region. These changes laid the foundation
for complex relations characterized by fluctuating alliances, tensions, and diplomatic
negotiations, which continue to impact the region's stability and alignment today.

The diplomatic ties between Soviet Russia and the Turkish Republic, initiated in
the early 20th century, have played a crucial role in shaping the politics of the Eastern
Mediterranean. Initially forged on the basis of shared interests in opposing Western
imperialism, these relations have evolved through multiple phases, reflecting broader
shifts in global geopolitical dynamics. The legacy of these interactions continues to
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influence present-day diplomatic ties between Russia and Turkey, impacting security
dynamics and alliance structures in the region.

The importance of understanding the historical context of Soviet-Russian and
Turkish relations becomes especially clear when considering the contemporary
challenges in the Eastern Mediterranean. Despite NATO's and the European Union's
efforts to expand and integrate new nations into the Western sphere, the region has not
seen the stability and peace that many had expected. Rather, it remains a hotspot for
geopolitical tensions, with Greece and Cyprus caught between competing interests. The
growing influence of Russia and Turkey in the Eastern Mediterranean highlights the
evolving power dynamics, demonstrating the limitations of traditional Western alliances
like NATO and the EU in shaping regional outcomes. These developments echo
historical patterns of rivalry and cooperation, while presenting new diplomatic
challenges and opportunities in the region.

The work of Mallinson, W., Kanevskiy, P., and Petasis, A. illustrates the difficult
situation faced by Greece and Cyprus, which are under pressure both from internal
issues and external geopolitical forces. The shifting power balance, influenced by the
historical relations between major players such as Russia and Turkey, underscores the
importance of a sophisticated diplomatic approach and strategic engagement by all
parties in the Eastern Mediterranean. In conclusion, understanding the historical context
of Soviet-Turkish diplomatic relations is vital for interpreting the current complexities
of the Eastern Mediterranean's geopolitics. The lasting effects of these relations, amid
evolving alliances and the strategic priorities of regional and global powers, continue to
shape diplomatic outcomes, offering both challenges and prospects for regional stability
and integration [3]. The study of Soviet-Turkish
relations, particularly through the lens of Izvestia, provides a unique viewpoint on the
broader narrative of international diplomacy and the tangled web of alliances and
conflicts that defined the early 20th century. Izvestia's coverage of the November 20,
1919, article from L'Humanité on American diplomat W. Bullitt's disclosures and the
subsequent shifts in British policy regarding the Russian Civil War offers key insights
into the changing international dynamics and the complexities of global relations at the
time . As a leading Soviet publication, lzvestia was instrumental in broadcasting the
Soviet perspective on global issues, and its coverage of these events reveals the nuanced
positions and diplomatic currents of the era. The newspaper's decision to feature
Bullitt's revelations about the failed peace efforts and his mission in Moscow highlights
the significance of these developments in the context of Soviet foreign policy and their
impact on Soviet-Turkish relations [4].

The focus on the response of British Prime
Minister David Lloyd George, as reported by lzvestia, regarding Soviet proposals and
his remarks in the House of Commons about Britain's new stance on the Russian Civil
War, marks a pivotal moment in international diplomacy. Lloyd George's recognition of
the untenable nature of continuing support for the Russian Civil War, along with the
decision to withdraw financial and moral backing from Denikin and Kolchak, signaled a
major shift in British foreign policy. This change, highlighted by Izvestia, not only
influenced the course of the Russian Civil War but also had broader implications for the
geopolitical environment in which Soviet-Turkish relations unfolded.
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Moreover, the placement of
these articles in Izvestia alongside Lloyd George's new approach towards the civil war
in Russia underscores the interconnectedness of these international events. The Soviet
government's awareness of these shifts and its strategic response reflect the significance
of understanding and adapting to the evolving policies of Western powers.

In analyzing the evolution of Soviet-Turkish relations through «lzvestia's»
coverage, it becomes evident that the diplomatic interactions between Soviet Russia and
the Turkish Republic were deeply influenced by the broader international context.

The changing attitudes of key Western powers, such as Great Britain, towards
the civil war in Russia and their diplomatic maneuvers played a critical role in shaping
the environment within which Soviet-Turkish relations evolved. Thus, the insights
provided by «lzvestia» into the diplomatic exchanges, international perceptions, and
strategic shifts of the early 20th century offer a valuable lens through which to
understand the complexities of Soviet-Turkish relations. The coverage of these pivotal
moments in international diplomacy by «lzvestia» not only reflects the Soviet
perspective on these developments but also underscores the interconnected nature of
global political dynamics and their impact on bilateral relations between nations.

The analysis of key events as portrayed in «lzvestia» that significantly shaped
Soviet-Turkish relations during the second half of the 1950s, as highlighted in S.
Karimova's study, reveals a complex interplay of international dynamics, regional
conflicts, and bilateral initiatives aimed at navigating the geopolitical landscape of the
Cold War era. The period witnessed heightened tensions between the USSR and
Turkiye, largely influenced by broader international conflicts in the Middle East and the
strategic maneuvers by Western powers—namely the United States, England, and
France to counter perceived Soviet threats and extend their influence in the region,
particularly in Syria. «lzvestia» reflecting the Soviet perspective, covered the Syrian
crisis and its repercussions on USSR-Turkiye relations, highlighting the competition
between the USA and the USSR for influence in the Middle East. The newspaper
detailed Turkiye's submission of a memorandum to its Western allies, outlining what
Ankara perceived as the primary goals of Soviet policy in the Middle East. Despite
these tensions, and against the backdrop of the USSR's disregard for the Kurdish and
Armenian factors as potential leverage in the region, Soviet heads of state called for
normalization of relations with Turkiye during the 1950s and 1960s, a move that was
met with skepticism due to the ongoing Cold War dynamics and the involvement in the
Baghdad Pact [5].

«lzvestia» notably covered Soviet Russia's overtures towards political and
economic cooperation with Turkiye throughout 1956-1957, marking a significant
attempt to thaw relations. On March 16, 1956, coinciding with the 35th anniversary of
the 1921 treaty between the two nations, both "Pravda” and "lzvestia" published articles
commemorating the history of friendship between Turkiye and the USSR. These articles
articulated the mutual benefits of restoring friendly relations for both countries and
underscored the potential for contributing to peace in the Middle East. Significantly,
these publications asserted for the first time that Turkiye's membership in NATO was
not seen as an insurmountable barrier to re-establishing closer Turkiye-Soviet Union
relations. Through its coverage, «lzvestia» played a critical role in shaping the narrative
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around Soviet-Turkish relations, portraying the Soviet Union's efforts to mend ties and
propose a framework for cooperation that transcended the existing Cold War polarities.
This portrayal not only reflects the Soviet Union's strategic interest in mitigating
tensions with Turkiye but also highlights the complexities of international diplomacy in
a region fraught with competing interests and alliances [6].

The Treaty of Moscow (1921) and the Treaty of Kars (1921) are landmark
agreements that significantly altered the geopolitical landscape of the Transcaucasus
region and the fate of Nakhijevan, amidst the broader context of post-World War |
transformations and the Russian Revolution.

Signed on March 18, 1921, between Turkiye and Soviet Russia, the Treaty of
Moscow came at a critical juncture in the aftermath of Turkish military aggression led
by Mustafa Kemal (Atatirk) against the territories previously held by the defeated
Ottoman Empire. Notably, the treaty excluded the participation of the newly Sovietized
republics of Armenia, Georgia, and Azerbaijan, a decision that underscored the
predominant influence of Turkiye and Soviet Russia in determining the region's political
restructuring. Article 111 of the treaty notably designated Nakhijevan as an «autonomous
territory under the protectorate of Azerbaijan», explicitly stipulating that this
protectorate could not be transferred to a third state. This provision effectively placed
Nakhijevan within the Soviet sphere of influence while simultaneously satisfying
Turkish concerns over the region's status and alignment. The Treaty of Moscow thus not
only delineated spheres of influence between Turkiye and Soviet Russia but also
reshaped bilateral relations by acknowledging mutual interests in the stability and
political configuration of the Transcaucasus [7].

Building upon the precedents set by the Treaty of Moscow, the Treaty of Kars,
signed on October 13, 1921, further solidified the status of Nakhijevan alongside other
territorial adjustments in the region. This treaty, which included Turkiye, Armenia, and
Azerbaijan among its signatories, explicitly affirmed that Nakhijevan would form «an
autonomous territory under the protection of Azerbaijan». Article 5 of the Treaty of
Kars institutionalized the arrangements made in Moscow, thereby ensuring that
Nakhijevan's autonomy within the Azerbaijani protectorate was recognized by a broader
set of regional stakeholders. The significance of the Treaty of Kars in regional
geopolitics cannot be overstated, as it not only confirmed the reshaping of territorial
boundaries and sovereignties following the Turkish invasion but also laid the
groundwork for the future political dynamics of the South Caucasus. By codifying the
status of Nakhijevan and other territories, the Treaty of Kars played a pivotal role in
defining the inter-state relations and national boundaries that continue to influence the
region's geopolitical landscape to this day [8].

Therefore, the Treaties of Moscow and Kars in 1921 were instrumental in
redefining the geopolitical contours of the Transcaucasus region. They facilitated the
transition of Nakhijevan into an autonomous entity under Azerbaijani protection,
reflecting the complex interplay of national ambitions, regional stability, and the
strategic interests of both Turkiye and Soviet Russia. These treaties underscored the
impact of diplomatic agreements in shaping the destinies of nations and regions, with
lasting implications for bilateral and regional geopolitics.

134



WAMp

{3
A8
PN BKY Xa6apuubicbi
ESS Becram 3KY 3(99) — 2025

Atatlrk's reforms in Turkiye, aiming at the modernization and secularization of
the state, found an intriguing reception in Soviet Russia, reflecting a complex interplay
of ideological affinity and geopolitical strategy. The 1925 Turkish-Soviet Treaty of
Friendship and Neutrality, signed just after the League of Nations awarded Mosul to
Iraq, symbolized the close ties between the two nations during a period marked by
Turkiye's profound transformation under Atatlrk's leadership. This treaty, alongside
Turkiye's cautious approach to joining the League of Nations in 1932 with explicit
reservations against participating in any future anti-Soviet alliance, underscores
Ankara's strategic positioning of the USSR as a counterbalance to Western powers.
Soviet Russia, for its part, seemed to view positively Turkiye's sweeping reforms as they
resonated with the Soviet emphasis on secularization and modernization, albeit from a
different ideological standpoint. However, this relationship was not without its
complexities, as internal political opposition within Turkiye and shifts in foreign policy
directions underscored the dynamic nature of Turkiye-Soviet relations. The nuanced
engagement between the two countries during this era reflects a mutual recognition of
the benefits derived from their relationship, set against the backdrop of Ataturk’s
transformative agenda and the evolving geopolitical landscape of the early 20th century

[9].

The New Economic Policy (NEP), introduced by Lenin in 1921, marked a
strategic retreat from the War Communism policies, aiming to rebuild the Soviet
economy by reintroducing limited market mechanisms within the socialist framework.
This policy had profound implications for Soviet foreign relations, as it signaled to the
international community, including Turkiye, the Soviet government's willingness to
engage with capitalist economies and stabilize its internal socio-economic situation. The
NEP's implementation not only facilitated the Soviet Union's integration into the global
economy but also served as a diplomatic tool, indicating a temporary moderation of
revolutionary zeal that made the Soviet state a more palatable partner on the
international stage [10].

Izvestia, a prominent Soviet newspaper, was instrumental in communicating the
USSR's foreign policy stance and ideological positions to both domestic and global
audiences. Its coverage of international events, especially the rise of fascism in Europe
and the increasing tensions that led to World War 11, was shaped by the Soviet Union's
strategic interests and ideological goals, reflecting broader geopolitical concerns.
Through lzvestia, the Soviet government expressed its opposition to the growing fascist
movements across Europe, positioning itself as a defender against fascism—this stance
had notable implications for its relations with Turkey and other nations navigating the
turbulent political environment of the interwar period.

The emergence of fascism was a major concern for the Soviet Union, as it posed
a direct threat to the international communist movement and challenged the USSR's
security. Consequently, lzvestia's coverage of these events emphasized the Soviet
commitment to anti-fascist solidarity, focusing on the importance of forming alliances
and fostering cooperation with countries that shared its concern about the growing
fascist threat. This period witnessed a delicate balance between ideological principles
and pragmatic foreign policy strategies as the Soviet Union worked to combat fascism
while simultaneously securing its borders and national interests [11].
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In the context of Soviet-Turkish relations, the ideological positions and strategic
interests outlined in lzvestia reveal the complexity of this bilateral relationship. As
fascism spread in Europe, the Soviet Union viewed Turkey as a strategically important
neighbor, whose policies could significantly influence regional power dynamics and
contribute to the broader fight against fascism. The years following the implementation
of the New Economic Policy (NEP) and leading up to World War Il were marked by
Soviet efforts to navigate its relationship with Turkey through a blend of shared
ideological opposition to common threats and pragmatic strategies aimed at
strengthening the security and interests of both nations. In essence, the NEP and
Izvestia's coverage of global events highlight the nuanced dynamics of Soviet foreign
relations during a pivotal moment in history. The strategic priorities, ideological
commitments, and geopolitical concerns reflected in the newspaper's reporting
demonstrate how the Soviet Union sought to balance revolutionary ideals with practical
foreign policy goals, shaping its interactions with Turkey and other nations as fascism
gained ground and World War 11 approached.

Results

The analysis of lzvestia articles provides an in-depth understanding of the
evolution of Soviet-Turkish diplomatic relations, revealing a relationship that was
heavily influenced by both domestic policies and international events. This examination
highlights the dynamic interaction between Soviet domestic reforms, such as the NEP,
and pivotal global occurrences, including the rise of fascism in Europe, which directly
affected the trajectory of Soviet-Turkish relations. The findings underscore how the
USSR attempted to align its ideological objectives with practical diplomatic efforts,
with Turkey emerging as a key strategic partner in the face of changing geopolitical
circumstances. Izvestia, in this regard, played a crucial role not only in disseminating
the official Soviet perspective on these relations but also in shaping public opinion to
align with the government's foreign policy goals [12]. Through its coverage, lzvestia
effectively conveyed the Soviet Union's diplomatic positions, ideological unity against
shared threats, and its efforts to foster a stable and mutually beneficial relationship with
Turkey. This analysis highlights lzvestia's critical role in supporting Soviet foreign
policy, bridging the government's diplomatic goals with the public's perception of
Turkey's importance in Soviet international strategy.

For instance, the examination of
diplomatic records and newspaper archives offers valuable insights into how these
relations evolved over time. One significant event that sheds light on early Soviet-
Turkish interactions is the meeting documented in lzvestia No. 21 from 1918. This
meeting, which focused on the treatment of Turkish prisoners of war, highlights the
early humanitarian concerns and tensions between the two nations [13].

The peace negotiations and treaties between Russia and Turkey, as documented
in lzvestia, offer valuable insights into the diplomatic dynamics of the time. For
example, the peace treaty between Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Turkey on one side,
and Russia on the other, outlined the conditions for the withdrawal of Russian troops
from Eastern Anatolia and the restoration of territories to Turkey [14] relations of the
era, underscoring the strategic interests and territorial disputes that influenced Soviet-
Turkish relations. Furthermore, diplomatic correspondences and ambassadorial
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activities reported in Izvestia provide a closer look at the ongoing diplomatic exchanges
between the two nations. For instance, reports about the Turkish ambassador's
interactions with the Russian government reveal efforts to address issues such as
propaganda directed against the Turkish government [15]. In the explanation of Soviet-
Turkish relations, it is important to consider the broader historical context, including
regional conflicts and power struggles. The portrayal of Turkey in Soviet media, such as
Izvestia, reflects not only diplomatic exchanges but also ideological perspectives and
geopolitical aspirations. Understanding how Turkey's geopolitical moves were presented
in Soviet media can offer valuable insights into Soviet perceptions of Turkey's role in
international politics. Viewing Soviet-Turkish diplomatic relations through the lens of
Izvestia offers a compelling narrative of historical intricacies and geopolitical shifts.
This analysis, focusing on transcripts, peace treaties, and diplomatic exchanges
published in the prominent newspaper, delves into the nuanced relations between the
two nations during the key year of 1918. From discussions on the treatment of prisoners
to peace negotiations and territorial disputes, lzvestia provides a window into the
complexities of Soviet-Turkish relations amid World War | and the aftermath of the
Russian Revolution. Each article and editorial reveals the evolving dynamics of
alliances and discord in the turbulent political landscape of early 20th-century
geopolitics. This study not only clarifies historical events but also offers important
insights into the broader themes of power, ideology, and diplomacy that continue to
influence global relations today [16].

In conclusion, the examination of Izvestia newspaper archives offers a valuable
resource for analyzing Soviet-Turkish diplomatic relations. By exploring reports on
diplomatic meetings, peace treaties, and ambassadorial activities published in lzvestia,
researchers can gain a more profound understanding of the historical developments and
the evolving complexities that have shaped the relationship between the Soviet Union
and Turkey.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the investigation of Soviet-Turkish diplomatic relations through
the lens of lzvestia offers a detailed exploration of historical events and geopolitical
intricacies. By analyzing articles, transcripts, and reports published during the crucial
year of 1918, this study has illuminated the complex interactions between the two
nations at a time of considerable political upheaval. From discussions about the
treatment of prisoners to peace talks and territorial disputes, lzvestia provides a
thorough account of the diplomatic exchanges between Moscow and Ankara in the
aftermath of World War | and the Russian Revolution. This analysis has enhanced our
understanding of the multifaceted dynamics that shaped Soviet-Turkish relations at this
pivotal moment in history. Additionally, this study emphasizes the lasting importance of
historical archives and primary sources in revealing the complexities of international
diplomacy and their ongoing relevance in understanding current geopolitical issues.
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I'. BarbipOexkkbi3bl, K. Bazapoaes, M.Kesem
1920-1930 XKBbIJITIAPOAYFBI «<U3BECTHUS» TASETIHAEI'I KEHEC-
TYPIK KATBIHACTAPBI

Anparna. Makanana Kenecrik Peceli men Typkust PecryOnukacel apachIHAarsl
JMTUTOMATHSUTBIK KapbhIM-KAaThIHACTAp KE3SHJIEPiH, KeHECTIK 0achutbiM «lI3BecTrs» ra3eTiHiH
Marepuanaapsl Heriziae kapacteipansl. 1920 sxpuiaeiH 6ackman 1930 sxpuimapabiH asFblHA
neiin «l3BecTus» OachUIBIMBIHA >KapUsUTAHFAH aKMapaTTaplblH KeH ayKbIMBIH Talaait
OTBIPBIIL 3CPTTEY, TYpKI/IHMeH JUITTIOMAaTUSIIBIK KapbIM-KATbIHACKA KATHICTBI PCCMHA KeHeCTiK

138



WAMp ,

2%

=)
a"ﬁ?nsﬂa

BKY Xa6apuubicbl
BecTtHuk 3KY

3(99) - 2025
KO3KapacThl TYCIHyre MYMKIHAIK Oepenmi. 3epTrey eHOEriHAe eKDKAaKThl KapbIM-
KaTbIHACTAp/Ibl KAIBIITACTHIPFAH MaHBI3bl OKWFAJIap, COHBIH imriHze Mackey Kericimi
(1921), Kapc xemicimi (1921) sxone Ararypiktin Typkusaars! peopmanapsl MeH KenecTik
Peceiineri »xaHa skoHoMuKaNbIK cascat (JKOC) KkeseHiHIeri e3apa IUIUIOMATHSIIBIK
OaifmaHbICTapblH  alKBIHIAMIBI. 3epTTey JKYMBICBIHIA COHBbIMEH Karap Eypomanarsl
¢damm3MHIH ~Kymeoi JkoHe EKIHIN  AYHHMEXKY3UTK COFBICTBIH OeNeH alybl CHUSIKTBI
XaJIBIKApaJIbIK OKUFAJIAP/IBIH €Ki €1 apachIHaFbl KaphIM-KATIHACTHIH J1aMy JMHAMUKAChIHA
BIKITAT 3CEPiH 3epTTeiii. «M3BecTus» ra3eTiHAeri OChl OKUFAIap/IbIH OasHIATYbIH 3epaeieit
OTBIPBIN, KEHEC-TYpPIK KapbIM-KAaTbIHACBIHA 9CEpP €TKEH CTPaTervsuIbIK  MYJZeIep,
UJICOJIOTHSUTBIK TOCUIIEp MEH Te0casic OMIapIbIH MaHbI3IbUIBIFG OasHaanaasl. CoHbIMEH
Oipre, XaJbIKapaJlbIK KaThIHACTAP/ABIH OChl MaHBI3Ibl KE3CeHIHIAEC OyKapalblK akrapar
KYPaIJapbIHBIH KOFAMIBIK IKIP MEH CBIPTKBI CascaTThl KalbIITACTHIPYIAaFbl MAaHBI3bI
OarayaHajpl. 3epTTey >KYMBICHI TapHXHU MyparaTTap MEH JEPEKKe3IEpIiH XaJbIKapablK
JWTUIOMATHSIHBIH ~ KYPHOCTUINIH — KOHE  Kasipri Treocasich  Mocenenepial  TYCIHyZeri
MaHBI3IBUTLIFBIH KOPCETE/I.

Kint ce3nep: Kenecrik Peceit; Typkus PecryOnukachkl; IMITIOMATHSIIBIK
KareiHacTap; b3ectus; Mackey mmaptel; Kape kenmicimi; Atarypik pedopmainapsl; skaHa
SKOHOMUKAJIBIK casicat; TypKi TUIIec MeMIICKETTED; XaJIbIKapaJIbIK OKUFasIap.

I'. bareipOekkni3bl, K.bazap6aes, M.Kesaem
COBETCKO-TYPEIKUE OTHOIIEHMUS B I'ABETE «U3BECTHUSA»
B 1920-1930 rr.

AHHOTaumus. B cratbe paccMarpuBaercsi  3BOMIOLUS  JUIUIOMATHYECKUX
otHorenuit mexxay Coserckodi Poccueit m Typenkoit PecryOmukoli uepe3 mpusmy
COBETCKOI1 razeTsl «M3BecTus». AHANNM3UPYS IUPOKUI CIIEKTP CTaTe, OIMyOJIMKOBAaHHBIX B
«M3Bectmsix» ¢ Hauvanma 1920-x 1o xonma 1930-X romoB, wHccCrenOBaHME JIAeT
npesacTaBieHre 00 OQHIMATbHOW COBETCKOM TOYKE 3peHHs Ha JUIIIOMAaTHYECKOEe
B3anmojiericteue ¢ Typuueil. B nccinenoBanny OCBEIIAIOTCS BaKHBIE COOBITHS, KOTOPbIC
copMHpOBaIKM JABYCTOPOHHHME OTHOIICHUS, BKIO4as MockoBckuii jgorosop (1921 r.),
Kapcckuit gorosop (1921 r.) u B3auMHBIC TUIUIOMATHYECKUE YCUIHS B TIEPHOI pehopm
ArtaTtiopka B Typrmu u HoBo# skoHOMHYecko# monutrku (HOII) B CoBerckoit Poccuu. B
MCCIICZIOBAaHUN TAKKE PACCMaTPHBACTCS BIMSHHE MEXKIYHAPOJHBIX COOBITHH, TaKMX Kak
poct ¢Qammsma B EBpore um mpubmmkeHne BrTopoil MHpOBOIl BOWHBI, Ha IUHAMHKY
OTHOILICHUI MEXIy NBYMs CTpaHaMmd. TIIATeNbHO M3ydas W300pa’keHUE ITUX COOBITHI B
«M3BecTHsAX», CTaThsi MPOJMBACT CBET HA CTPATETMUECKUE HHTEPECHI, HICOJIOTHYECKHE
OCHOBBI M TEONOJUTHYECKHE COOOPAKEHHUS, KOTOpPbIE MOBJIMSIIM HAa COBETCKO-TYpELKHE
otHomenus. Kpome Toro, B Hem onenuBaercs poibs CMU B (dopmupoBannn
OOILIIECTBEHHOTO MHEHHUsI M BHEIIHEW TMOJUTHKA B JTy TIOBOPOTHYIO OJIIOXYy B
MEX/TyHapOJHBIX OTHOILICHUSAX. B ncciuenoBarensckoil paboTe moauepKUBaeTCsl BAXKHOCTh
MCTOPUYECKHX AapXMBOB W HCTOYHMKOB B MOHHUMAHHMHU CIIOXKHOCTEH MEXIyHapOIHOU
JUTUIOMATUH M COBPEMEHHBIX I€ONOJIMTUYECKUX TIPOOIIEM.

KroueBble cioBa: Coserckas Poccust; Typenkas Pecrybnmka; numiomatnyeckue
otHomeHust; «M3Bectus»; MockoBckuii  noroBop;, Kapcckuit  morosop; pedopmbl
ATaTiopka; HOBas 3KOHOMHYECKasl MOJMTHKA, TIOPKOS3BIYHBIC CTPaHbI, MEKIyHAPOIHbIC
COOBITHSL.
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