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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the research paper is to analyse the reasons behind Romania’s support
for Turkey at the Montreux Conference, by looking at diplomatic documents and
correspondence kept by the Romanian Ministry for Foreign Affairs; to compare the
advantages and disadvantages between the two doctrines concerning the legal status of
waterways; to compare the provisions of the two conventions.

The novelty of the research paper is based on documentation and content analysis of
emblematical conventions and doctrines, of archival and historiographic material, and of
secondary bibliography concerning the issue of the Straits, in contrast with observation,
analysis, and synthesis of recent, publicly circulated information, relating to the Straits and the
Black Sea’s status within the wartime context in Ukraine.

Conclusions. The ongoing war in Ukraine has reopened, at least at diplomatic and
international relations levels, discussions concerning Black Sea geopolitics, especially on the
status of the Bosphorus and the Dardanelles. The Regime of the Straits is what ultimately
determines the opening or closing of the Black Sea, especially in exceptional circumstances,
such as those generated by military conflicts within its basin. The current legal status of the
Straits has been established since the interwar period, because of evolving international law
in this matter, but also as a necessary measure in establishing an international regime for
them, one that Russia would have to respect.

Through the Lausanne Convention relating to the Regime of the Straits (July 24, 1923),
the Black Sea was opened to all ships in peacetime, and under certain conditions in wartime, if
Turkey would be neutral. The Lausanne Convention also established an International
Commission meant to oversee the keeping of the international regime of the Straits. A
Romanian representative was present within this body, until its dissolution in November
1936. The Lausanne Convention was a triumph of the legal doctrine regarding the
international nature of waterways, which provided for the supervision of freedom and
equality in treatment for all flags, through international commissions of littoral states and
representatives of major powers.

Evidently, Lausanne hurt Turkey’s interests as riparian, and the country sought all possible
means to restore its full authority over the Straits. It achieved this through the new
International Convention on the Regime of the Straits (Montreux - July 20t, 1936), by which it
was given full rights, by following the legal doctrine of the right of littoral states to their own
territory (opposed to the Lausanne doctrine). In reaching this objective, Turkey needed
international support, and found one if its biggest collaborators in Romania, even though
Bucharest had more advantages from the Lausanne provisions.

Keywords: Black Sea, status of the Straits, Lausanne Convention, Romanian-Turkish
diplomatic relations, Montreux Convention
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AHOTALIA

Memoto 0ocaiddceHHs1 € aHanmi3 NPUYMH MiATPpUMKH Pywmyniero TypedunHu Ha
koH¢epeHIil B MOHTpe LIISIXOM BUBYEHHS JUIIJIOMAaTUYHUX JOKYMEHTIB i IMCTYBaHHS, 110
36epiratoTbes y MiHicTepcTBi 3akop/JoHHUX cripaB PyMyHil; mopiBHSHHSA nepeBar i HeJoJIiKiB
JBOX JOKTPHUH IOJAO NPAaBOBOrO CTaTyCy BOJHHUX IUJIAXIB; NMOPIBHAHHA IOJIOXKEHb JABOX
KOHBEHIIi M.

Hoeu3Ha po6omu 3acHOBaHA Ha aHaJi3i JoOKyMeHTaLii Ta 3MiCTy KOHBEHILiH i JOKTpUH,
apxiBHUX Ta icTopiorpadiyHux MartepianiB i BTopuHHOI 6i6siorpadii, mo crocyTbCA
NIUTAaHHA NPOTOK, HA BiJMiHy BiJ CIIOCTEpeXeHHs, aHaJli3y Ta CUHTEe3y HelloJaBHbOI
ny6JiyHO momupeHoi iHdopMalii, o CTOCyeETbCS NMPOTOK i craTycy YopHoro Mops y
KOHTEKCTI BOEHHOTO 4acy B YKpaiHi.

BucHoeku. BiliHa B YKpaiHi NpyHalMHI Ha JUIJIOMAaTUYHOMY Ta MiXXHAapOAHOMY PiBHAX
BiHOBU/IA AMCKycii mogo reomoJiTiku YopHoro mops, ocobsnBo cratycy Bocdopy Ta
JappaHes. PeXXMM MpoOTOK - Ie Te, 10 y KiHIEBOMY MiJICYMKy BU3HA4a€ BiJKPUTTSA abo
3akpuTT YopHOTO MOps, OCOGJHMBO y BUHSATKOBHUX OOCTaBUHAX, TAaKUX $IK BHUKJMKaHI
BilicbkOBUMM KOHOJIIKTaMU y Horo 6aceiiHi. [IoTOUHMH NpaBOBHUU CTaTyC NPOTOK GYB
BCTAHOBJIEHUH 3 MIXKBOEHHOIO IepioAy 4depe3 pPO3BUTOK MIXXHApPOJAHOIrO NpaBa B LIbOMY
MHUTAaHHI, @ TAKOX K HEOOXiJHUM 3axij A/l BCTAHOBJIEHHS] MiI>)KHApOJHOTO PEXHUMY, IKOTO
Pocist noBUHHA JOTPUMYyBaTUCH.

3a Jlo3aHHCBKOI0 KOHBEHIIEIO PO pexuM npoTok (24 sunHsa 1923 p.) Yopue mMope 6ysio
BiAKpUTO BCiM CyZjHAaM Y MUPHUM Yac i 32 IEBHUX YMOB Y BOEHHUM Yac, Ko TypeyunHa 6ye
HeUTpaJbHOW0. JIO3aHHCbKA KOHBEHIl TaKOX 3amno4yaTkKyBaja MiKHapoJHY KOMicio,
MOKJIMKaHy KOHTPOJIIOBAaTU AOTPUMaHHA MDKHapOJHOTO PEXUMY NPOTOK. Y LIbOMYy OpraHi
O6yB NPHUCYTHiN npeacTaBHUK PymyHil fo Horo po3mycky y Jjucronafi 1936 p. JlosaHHCbKa
KOHBeHIis1 6ysia TpiyMdoM MpaBoBOi AOKTPUHHU LI0/I0 MiXKHAPOJAHOTO XapaKTepy BOAHHUX
LJISAXIB, sIKa Nepejbavasia HarJsj 3a CBOOO/OI Ta piBHICTIO y 3a3HAYEHOMY NMHUTAHHSA AJIs
BCiX Ipanopis.

OueBupHO, 10 Jlo3aHHa 3aBjaJja WKoAM iHTepecaM TypeyunHU sIK TPUOEPEKHOT KpaiHU i
KpaiHa IIyKasa BCi MOXJIHMBI 3aco6u JJjs1 BiJHOBJIEHHS CBOrO MOBHOI'O KOHTPOJIIO Haj
npoTokaMu. BoHa gocsirsia 11b0ro 3a JJ0oMoroxw HoBoi Mi>kHapoAHOI KOHBEHLII PO peXuM
npoTtok (MonTpe - 20 siuntHda 1936 p.), 3a siKoI0 il OyJIM HaZaHi MOBHI MpaBa, JJOTPUMYYHChH
MpaBoOBOi JOKTPHUHM IpaBa NMPUOEPEXHUX Jep)KaB Ha BJIACHY TEpUTOpil0 (Ha BiAMiHY Bij
JokTpuHu JlozaHHu). [l pocsirHeHHs L€l MeTu TypeyunHa motpebyBajia MidXKHApOAHOI
NiJTPUMKH Ta 3HaHIIa y PyMyHii ogHoro i3 cBoix HaWGiIbLIIMX COpAaTHHUKIB, Xoua ByxapecT
MaB OiJIbIlle ITepeBar Bif moJioXkeHb JIo3aHHM.

Kawuosi caoea: YopHe Mope, cTtaTyc NpoTOK, Jlo3aHHCbKa KOHBEHIi, PYMYHCBKO-
TypeLbKi AunaoMaTU4Hi BifHocHHHU, KonBeH1is MoHTpe
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INTRODUCTION

Throughout time, the status of the Bosphorus and Dardanelles straits has been a
sensitive subject to any state that, in one way or another, has shown interests in the Black
Sea area. The opening of the Straits connected the Black Sea to the flow of goods from the
Mediterranean and, from there, to the international trade circuit. From a historical point
of view, trade in the Black Sea has known two periods of maximum flourishing: between
the 13t and 14th centuries, when ‘the Black Sea became the turning plate of international
trade’l, and after 1829, when the need for grain in the West reopened the Black Sea to the
international trade circuit. Evidently, there are other causes that can be brought into
discussion, even important ones, but these two periods of maximum commercial
flourishing of the Black Sea begin principally from territorial authorities losing their
hegemonic control over the Straits: the Byzantine Empire, affected by the consequences
of the Fourth Crusade in 12042; respectively, the Ottoman Empire, forced to relinquish its
monopoly over the Black Sea amid military decline and the dissolution of its universe-
economy into the Western universe-economy3.

The modern re-opening of the Black Sea to the international circuit of goods took
place against the backdrop of geopolitical changes in the Pontic region and the Balkans,
the decline of the Ottoman Empire, leading to the rise of the Austrian Empire and,
above all, the rise of Tsarist Russia, both powers advancing towards the Straits, from
different directions. After the Treaty of Kuciuk-Kainargi (1774), which ensured its exit
to the Black Sea and through the Straits, Russia showed more consistency and vivacity
in seeking to impose its control, or at least a status of the Straits that would give it an
advantage over the other great (but non-littoral) powers. At the same time, over the
250 years passed since Kuciuk-Kainargi, the Pontic basin has become the stage of a real
geopolitical game, in which Russia - either in its Tsarist, Soviet Communist, or current
Federation form - has acted and continues to act in a manner to remain the dominant
power in the Black Sea, a favourable status of the Straits being vital in this context.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Throughout history, the Black Sea has always been a bridge between Europe and
Asia, between the West and the East, and its connection to the Mediterranean Sea,
through the Straits, has been an advantage and a vulnerability at the same time.
Evidently, the preoccupation of peoples and, later, of researchers towards the Black
Sea were directly proportional to its political and economic importance. Our study
particularly traces the creation and evolution of a legal regime of the Straits, which
ultimately opened or closed up the Black Sea, both in matters of navigation and trade
as in matters of regional and international political influence. In this direction,
extensive research has been carried out by: Christos L. Rozakis and Petros N. Stagos?;

1 See: Brdtianu G.I. Marea Neagra. De la origini pana la cucerirea otomana. Vol. I-II. Bucharest: Meridiane,
1988.

2 For more details, see: Tulus A.V. Dundrea de Jos. Scurt istoric / The Lower Danube. A Brief History.
Braila: Istros, 2018. P. 25-28, 89-92.

3 For more details, see: Braudel F. Timpul lumii. Vol. I-Il. Bucharest: Meridiane, 1989. Braudel believed
that three distinct universe-economies coexisted in Europe the 16th-18th centuries: the Western
universe-economy, the Russian universe-economy, and the Ottoman universe-economy, the latter ending
somewhere around the 1800s/1830s.

4 Rozakis C.L., Stagos P.N. The Turkish Straits (International Straits of the World. Vol. 9). Dordrecht:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1987.
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Siileyman Seydis, Nihan Unliié, and Zeynep Yiicel” - which offer the perspective of
Turkey, especially; Nicolae Dascovici8, Paul Gogeanu?, Ilie Seftiuc and Iulian Cartanalo,
Grigore G. Florescu!t, Liliana Boscan and Radu Constantin Calin!2 - which express the
point of view of Romanian historiography. The arguments supported by Romanian
diplomacy around and during the Conferences of Lausanne (1923) and Montreux
(1936) also emerge from the research of original document funds kept by the
Romanian Military Archives, by the Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
Romania, or from the correspondence and the (posthumously published) memoirs of
Nicolae Titulescu!3, the Romanian foreign minister between 1932-1936.

For the initial stage, preceding the internationalization of the issue of the Straits at
the end of the First World War, we appealed to research published by Ronald
Bobroffl4, A.L.Macfie!5, Vernon John Puryear!é, Nicolae Ciachir!?, in which the
geopolitics of the Black Sea is described through the lens of the expansion and
interests of Tsarist Russia. Finally, current challenges and, above all, the war started
by the Russian Federation on Ukraine have generated a new wave of studies
concerning the need to update the regime of the Black Sea Straits, among which we
can mention those of Teodor Melescanu!8, Cezar Cucos!?, Hugo Caminos and Vincent
Cogliati-Bantz?20.

THE STATUS OF THE BLACK SEA AND OF THE STRAITS UNTIL THE END OF FIRST WORLD WAR

To start, we must admit that Tsarist Russia’s imperial ambitions unlocked the
Straits and re-opened commercial navigation in the Black Sea for all flags. Russia’s
success at Kuciuk-Kainargi was counterbalanced by the Ottoman Empire awarding

5 Seydi S. The Turkish Straits and the Great Powers. From the Montreux Convention to the Early Cold
War, 1936-1947. Istanbul: The Isis Press, 2010.

6 Unlii N. The Legal Regime of the Turkish Straits. Brill, 2002.

7 Yiicel Z. The Turkish Straits. Treaties and Conventions. London: [JOPEC Publication, 2023.

8 Dascovici N. Regimul Dunadrii si al stramtorilor in ultimele doua decenii (cu o anexa documentara). lasi:
Tipografia Terek, 1943.

9 Gogeanu P. Stramtorile Marii Negre de-a lungul istoriei. Bucharest: Editura Politica, 1966.

10 Seftiuc I, Cartdnd I. Romania si problema Stramtorilor. Bucharest: Editura Stiintifica, 1974.

11 Florescu G.G. Navigatia In Marea Neagrd, prin stramtori si pe Dundre. Contributii la studiul dreptului
riveranilor. Bucharest: Editura Academiei, 1975.

12 Boscan L., Radu C.C. Activitatea diplomatiei romane in Comisia Internationala a Stramtorilor, 1924-
1933. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Argonaut, 2021.

13 Titulescu N. Discursuri. Bucharest: Editura Stiintifica, 1967; Titulescu N. Documente diplomatice.
Bucharest: Editura Politica, 1967; Titulescu N. Politica externd a Romaniei (1937). Bucharest: Editura
Enciclopedica, 1994.

14 Bobroff R. Behind the Balkan Wars: Russian Policy toward Bulgaria and the Turkish Straits, 1912-13 //
Russian Review. 2000. Ne 59 (1). P.76-95; BobroffR. Roads to Glory. Late Imperial Russia and the
Turkish Straits. London: I.B. Tauris, 2006.

15 Macfie A.L. The Straits Question, 1908-1914 // Balkan Studies. 1981. Ne 22 (2). P. 321-332.

16 Puryear V.J. England, Russia, and the Straits Question 1844-1856. Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1931. P. 427-433.

17 Ciachir N. The Adrianople Treaty (1829) and Its European Implications // Revue des études sud-est
européennes. 1979. Ne 17 (4). P. 695-713.

18 Melescanu T. Regimul Stramtorilor Mdrii Negre // Monitor Strategic. 2012. Ne 1-2. P. 5-8.

19 Cucos C. Chestiunea stramtorilor Bosfor si Dardanele // Gandirea militara romaneasca. 2023. Ne 1.
P.100-125.

20 Caminos H,, Cogliati-Bantz V. The Legal Regime of the Straits: Contemporary Challenges and Solutions.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014.
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the same rights (freedom of navigation and passage through the Straits) to
commercial ships under the pavilion of other powers: Austria (1784), England
(1799), France (1802), Prussia (1806), Sardinia (1823), Sicily, Denmark, Sweden and
Norway (1827)2L. The Treaty of Adrianople in 1829 eliminated any discrimination,
ensuring freedom of passage through the Black Sea and the Straits for commercial
ships belonging to all powers at peace with the Sublime Porte (art. 7)22.

More suggestive are the negotiations and agreements regarding warships. In 1804, a
Russo-Turkish agreement forbade the passage of any warship through the Bosphorus
and Dardanelles. In 1809, a similar agreement between Turkey and England blocked
the passage of Russian warships through the Straits and into the Mediterranean. The
secret Russo-Turkish treaty of Hiinkar-iskelesi (1833) repeated the older agreement of
1804, prohibiting warships from crossing the Straits and entering the Black Sea. All
these bilateral agreements, between the Ottoman Empire and Russia, and between the
Ottoman Empire and England respectively, or any other power not bordering the
Pontic basin, would create discontent on one side or the other, and eventually lead to
the conclusion of the London Straits Convention in 1841, which decided, as a principle
of international law, to prohibit the passage of warships through the Straits23.

The Straits regime established in 1841 remained unchanged until the end of the
First World War, even if the Black Sea basin continued to experience military conflicts
and tense situations, because each great power interpreted the provisions of the
Convention in their own interest: Russia obtained the ban of entry into the Black Sea
for other warships; for England, it was important to ban Russian warships from
entering the Mediterranean through Bosphorus and Dardanelles. Each party evaded
the provisions of the Convention when the situation allowed it. The Crimean War
(1853-1856), resulting in the defeat of Russia, allowed an allied war fleet to enter the
Black Sea, but the Paris Peace Treaty (March 18th/30th, 1856) reiterated the right of
the Ottoman Empire to block the access of warships through the Straits24. The Treaty
of London (1871) confirmed the principle of keeping them closed, but also introduced
a clause by which, in peacetime and with the accord of the Sultan, warships could
transit the Straits “in order to secure the execution of the stipulations of the Treaty of
Paris” (of 1856). Although London tried to give even more power to the Sultan to
decide on the transit of warships in peacetime, Russia’s opposition determined that
the text of the Treaty of Berlin (July 1st/13th, 1878) kept unchanged the provisions
stipulated in Paris (1856) and London (1871)25.

The geopolitics of the Black Sea became even more complicated in the second half
of the 19th century, with the emergence of national states along its basin. The Treaty
of Berlin (1878) recognised Romania’s independence and its access to the sea (by the
annexation of Dobruja and the Danube Delta), therefore Bucharest became directly
interested in any diplomatic endeavour concerning the juridical status of the Black
Sea and the Straits.

21 Rozakis C.L., Stagos P.N. The Turkish Straits... P. 83.

22 The Treaty of Edirne (Adrianople; September 2nd/14th, 1829) ended the Russo-Turkish war of 1828-
1829. For further details, see: Ciachir N. The Adrianople Treaty... P. 695-713.

23 Rozakis C.L., Stagos P.N. The Turkish Straits... P. 84-85; Also, see: Cucos C. Chestiunea stramtorilor...
P.103-105.

24 For further details, see: Puryear V.J. England, Russia, and the Straits Question... P. 427-433; Yiicel Z. The
Turkish Straits... P. 22-29.

25 Rozakis C.L., Stagos P.N. The Turkish Straits... P. 85-88.
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The need to establish a new juridical regime for the Straits appeared because of
conflicts involving Turkey, firstly regional, then the First World War, as well as a
series of wrong decisions made by the Turkish authorities regarding transit through
the Straits. Specifically, the 1911 war between Italy and Turkey and the two Balkan
wars of 1912-1913 reduced the power and the territory of the Turkish State; then the
final blow was delivered by Turkey’s decision to join the Central Powers, an act that
put the existing regime of the Straits back into question2é. Initially, in August 1914,
Turkey proclaimed its neutrality towards the conflict, but in October the same year it
allowed the German ships Breslau and Goeben to take refuge in the Straits, then enter
the Black Sea. Once there, the two ships were involved in the bombing of Russian
ports in Crimea. The incident was confusing, but it was enough for the Entente to
declare war on Turkey in early November 1914. During the First World War, Russia
was very close to obtaining its desired control over the Straits, managing to convince
the Allied powers that, in a future peace treaty, they should grant it the Western
banks of the Bosphorus, the Marmara Sea (including the islands), and the
Dardanelles, a deal which broke after the Bolshevik revolution and the collapse of
Tsarist Russia??.

INTERNATIONALIZATION OF THE BLACK SEA STRAITS REGIME - THE LAUSANNE CONVENTION
RELATING TO THE REGIME OF THE STRAITS (192 3)

The regional and international context at the end of the Great War was favourable
to the internationalization of the Straits. Turkey was defeated and, by the armistice
signed at Mudros on October 30th, 1918, it accepted to cede control over the Straits
and to open them to warships belonging to the Entente. Moreover, experts that
analysed the legal regime of the Straits established that it went through 3 phases up
to the Montreux Convention of 1936: (1) under the total control of the Ottoman
Empire, until the Kuciuk-Kainargi Treaty of 1774; (2) under the notional control of
the Ottoman Empire, but with the involvement of the Great Powers in decision-
making, between 1774 and 1918; (3) under the international control of the victorious
Great Powers at first, then the League of Nations, between 1918 and 193628,

Prior to the outbreak of the First World War, two states opposed, for different
reasons, the internationalization of the legal regime of the Straits. The first was the
Ottoman Empire / Turkey, that could not easily overcome its imperial past, nor the
mentality of the era, in which sovereignty primarily meant control over one’s own
territory. The other, Russia, preferred a sea closed off through military force, so as to
control it more easily in the absence of competition. At the end of the World War,
both Turkey and Russia (the Soviet Union from 1922) focused on policies of state
coagulation, leaving the diplomacy of the Straits as a secondary interest. At the same
time, in the matter of internationalization of the Straits, we mustn’t neglect the
contribution of American President Woodrow Wilson to the completion of peace. His
document, the 14 Points, represented just as many principles for the reorganization of
the world after the war. Points 2, 3, and 14 related to the new statute of the Straits,
established at Lausanne on July 24th, 1923, providing for freedom and equality of
navigation on seas for all flags in times of peace, and in times of war for the

26 Macfie A.L. The Straits Question... P. 321-332; Bobroff R. Behind the Balkan Wars... P. 76-95.
27 Rozakis C.L., Stagos P.N. The Turkish Straits... P. 89-90.
28 Seydi S. The Turkish Straits and the Great Powers... P. 25.



282 EMIHAK

supervision of international conventions by the League of Nations, a newly created
international organization based on the principle of collective security and the
equality of its members2°,

The Treaty of Sevrés of August 10ty, 1920, which was never implemented,
provided for all types of ships, both in peacetime and wartime, a regime of nearly
unrestricted passage through the Straits. It also mentioned that the passage of
warships was to be regulated by a Commission (which would take over control from
territorial authorities) consisting of nine states: England, France, Italy, Japan, the
United States (if they chose to participate), Bulgaria, Greece, Romania, and Turkey.
The first five were entitled to two votes each in any proceedings of the Commission,
while the last four had only one vote each3o.

Turkey’s restoration under Mustafa Kemal quickly rendered the peace of Sevrés
ineffective and led to the reopening of the Lausanne negotiations. The Lausanne
Peace Conference took place in two stages, at first between November 20th, 1922, and
February 4t, 1923, then between April 23rd and July 24t, 1923. It resulted in the
signing of the Peace Treaty with Turkey, which replaced the Treaty of Sevrés, and the
signing of an international convention on the regime of the Straits. Through Art. 23,
the Treaty of Lausanne referred to the principle of freedom of passage and navigation
by sea and air, in times of peace and war alike, in the Dardanelles, the Sea of Marmara,
and the Bosphorus. Even so, the Convention was still a document distinct to the
Treaty. The separation of the two was dictated by legal considerations, but also by the
states participating in negotiations. In the first case, any revision of the Treaty had no
legal consequences for the Convention and vice versa. In the second, the non-littoral
powers acting in the Black Sea basin (Great Britain, France, Italy), but also Turkey,
were interested in keeping the Soviet Union and Bulgaria away from negotiations on
the Treaty, only allowing them to discuss the provisions on establishing the regime of
the Straits31.

In the Lausanne negotiations, the Turkish delegation did not take the position of a
defeated state. On the contrary, Mustafa ismet Inénii, the head of the delegation,
participated in negotiations and strongly supported Turkey’s cause. Compared to
Sevrés, Turkey recovered in the eastern Mediterranean all East Thrace, the region
around Smyrna, and the islands of Imbros and Tenedos, thus strengthening its
authority over the area bordering the Straits. Regarding their regime, Turkey
oscillated between intransigence and conciliation3?, being forced to choose between
two diametrically opposed points of view. On the one hand, Great Britain, France, and

29 For details regarding the impact of Woodrow Wilson’s politics on reshaping the World at the end of
the Great War, see: Wolf L. Woodrow Wilson and the reimagining of Eastern Europe. California: Stanford
University Press, 2020; Graebner N.A., Bennett E.M. The Versailles Treaty and Its Legacy. The Failure of
the Wilsonian Vision. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011; Thompson J.A. Woodrow Wilson.
Pearson Education Limited, 2002.

30 Treaty of Sevrés, see Sectionll. Straits (articles37-61). For full text of treaty, see:
https://www.dipublico.org/100760/the-treaty-of-sevres-1920-the-treaty-of-peace-between-the-allied-
and-associated-powers-and-turkey-signed-at-sevres-august-10-1920/

31 Rozakis C.L., Stagos P.N. The Turkish Straits... P. 93-94. In the Lausanne negotiations took part Great
Britain, France, Italy, Greece, Romania, Yugoslavia, Turkey, Japan, the United States (as observant). For
debates on particular issues, including that of the Straits, other states were invited: Bulgaria, Albania,
Holland, Spain, Portugal, Norway, Sweden, the Soviet Union.

32 Ibid. P. 93.
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Italy supported the principle of an international regime of the Straits, as stated in the
Treaty of Sevrés (a point of view also supported by Romania). This option displeased
the Turkish side, which considered it a violation of sovereignty over its own territory.
On the other hand, the Soviet Union resumed the old Tsarist thesis of closing the
Straits to all warships. Invoking riparian rights, it demanded the restoration of full
sovereignty over Bosphorus and Dardanelles to the Turkish state. Apparently, the
Soviet position was favourable to Turkey, but in reality it was nothing more than a
formula for returning Black Sea geopolitics to the realities of Hiinkar-iskelesi in 1833.
Moreover, this situation would have been devoid of any international guarantee and
based solely on Moscow’s ‘good intentions’ towards Ankara. For this reason, during
negotiations, the Soviet delegation proved more hostile to the internationalization of
the Straits than the Turkish side, even resorting to subterfuges. Only obtaining simple
concessions, the most important being that no state could send a military naval force
to the Black Sea that would exceed the fleet capacity of the most powerful littoral
country, the Soviet Union withdrew its delegation from the negotiations. After the
Convention for the Straits was signed on July 24th, 1923, by the other participants
(Great Britain, France, Italy, Japan, Bulgaria, Greece, Romania, Yugoslavia, Turkey)
and became a reality, Moscow decided not to remain outside of international
arrangements and rallied to the new Straits regime on August 14th, 1923. However,
the Soviet Union never ratified the document3s.

Regarding Romania’s position, its delegation pursued and achieved three major
objectives: the establishment of a lasting peace; a demilitarized region between
Turkey and Bulgaria; a regime of the Straits that was as free as possible. In the matter
of the Straits, I.G. Duca, an important Romanian politician, expressed most clearly the
Romanian interests regarding the two theses confronted at Lausanne: on the one
hand, the Soviet vision, coinciding with the former position of Tsarist Russia and
seeking to close the Straits, turning the Black Sea into an enclosed sea; on the other
hand, general interests, i.e. the concept of freedom of the Straits, to guarantee the
commercial interests of all countries, especially those of littoral states, in times of
peace and war alike34.

The international convention regarding the regime of the Straits was signed on the
same day as the Treaty of Lausanne, July 24th, 1923. Essentially, its main provisions
were:

» Full freedom for navigation through the Straits in peacetime, for all
commercial and war ships. In the event of a war, if Turkey remained neutral, the
conditions remained the same. If Turkey was in a state of belligerence, it did not have
the right to stop the passage of vessels of a neutral state, under the conditions that the
latter did not support its enemies, did not carry contraband goods or enemy troops (a
provision which therefore gave Ankara the right to control the ships that transited
the Straits). The only restriction — applied only in times of peace - was that the
maximum force that a country was allowed to pass through the Straits into the Black

33 [bid. P. 93-94; Also, see: Seydi S. The Turkish Straits and the Great Powers... P. 30-31.
34 Arhivele Militare Romane (AMR) [Romanian Military Archives]. Marele Stat Major. Biroul Atasati
Militari 1896-1941 [Great Staff. Military Attachés Bureau 1896-1941]. Fund 5418. P.8; Also, see:
Cojocarul. De la razboiul greco-turc la conferintele de la Lausanne si Montreux. URL:
https://ionutcojocaru.ro/2010/02/19/de-la-razboiul-greco-turc-la-conferintele-de-la-lausanne-si-

montreux/
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Sea was not to exceed the strongest fleet belonging to any of the littoral states and
that was stationed within the Sea at the time. Furthermore, it was forbidden to
station warships in the Straits or to commit hostile acts, and submarines could only
cross the Straits on the surface. Rules applicable to airspace were similar to the
maritime rules.

» Demilitarization of the Straits on an extensive area, which covered both the
Turkish-Bulgarian and Turkish-Greek borders. These clauses displeased the Turkish
state the most, because, beyond the violation of the principle of national sovereignty,
the perceived vulnerability of the Straits in case of a surprise attack marked Turkey’s
foreign policy after Lausanne. To counterbalance the lack of security and to
discourage any foreign attack, the signatories, and especially the greater powers of
France, Britain, Italy, and Japan, took it upon themselves, as international guarantors,
to defend the sovereign rights of the Turkish state over the Straits.

»  The establishment of an international Commission of the Straits, placed under the
authority of the League of Nations, to oversee the fulfilment of the Convention provisions.
It included representatives of the great guarantor powers (Great Britain, France, Italy,
Japan), of states bordering the Black Sea (Turkey, Bulgaria, Romania, the Soviet Union),
and of other states directly interested in the matter (Greece, Yugoslavia)35.

TURKEY, ROMANIA, AND THE INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT BETWEEN 1923 AND 1936

At Lausanne, in the matter of the Straits, Turkey had to accept the conditions
imposed by the great victorious powers, who also assumed the role of security
guarantors, but the Turkish authorities did not agree with the idea of demilitarization
especially, seeing it as a violation of state sovereignty and international prestige. In the
next decade (approximately), the Kemalist elite concerned with transforming Turkey
into a nation-state based on the application of Western models, and oscillated, in its
foreign policy, between the Soviet Union and the West. Rapprochement with Moscow
was generated by Turkey’s dispute with Britain over the Mosul area. Soviet diplomacy
sought to take advantage of the situation by pressuring the Turks to accept a deal
whereby Ankara would close the Straits to all warships in the event the Soviet Union
would be a belligerent party, an agreement presented as a common defence measure,
but which concealed a clear violation of the Lausanne Convention. Turkey avoided the
trap of Soviet diplomacy, and sought an improvement in relations with its neighbours
and with Western states in the late 1920s and early 1930s. Good results soon came:
agreements with France and Italy (1928); normalized relations with Greece (1930) and
agreements with neighbouring states in Europe and Asia; entry into the League of
Nations in 1932; improved relations with Great Britain (especially after 1934 and the
appointment of Percy Loraine as British ambassador to Ankara); signing of the Balkan
Pact on February 9th, 1934, between Yugoslavia, Romania, Greece, and Turkey3s.

Going into the fourth decade of the last century, Ankara’s anxiety regarding the
security of the Straits intensified, as generated by: a deteriorating international
situation, as revisionism developed and the League of Nations proved unable to

35 Gheorghe G. Tratatele internationale ale Romdniei 1921-1939. Bucharest: Editura Stiintifica si
Enciclopedica, 1980. P.43-45; Yiicel Z. The Turkish Straits... P. 45-60; The Lausanne Convention’s full
text can be read on the website of Turkey’s Ministry for Foreign Affairs. URL:
https://www.mfa.gov.tr/ii -convention-relating-to-the-regime-of-the-straits.en.mfa
36 Seydi S. The Turkish Straits and the Great Powers... P. 33-38.
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counterbalance it; repeated violations of the Versailles system, especially of
restrictions on rearmament; worsening relations between the international
guarantors of the Straits, which questioned the functionality of the guarantee itself,
after Japan’s aggression against Manchuria and China, which also generated its
withdrawal from the League of Nations in 1934, or Italy’s aggression against Ethiopia
in 1935. Turkey will therefore take any occasion to demand at least the
remilitarization of the Straits, as it did in 1933 during the Geneva disarmament talks,
and in April 1935 within the Council of the League of Nations, following the Stresa
Conference resolution3?.

Ankara’s demands oscillated between support from the Soviet Union and
opposition from Great Britain. However, in August 1935 London began to show signs
that it was willing to accept a reconsideration of the Straits regime, and Turkey
started to prepare for an international conference in this regard3s.

On April 10th, 1936, the Turkish government addressed the states that attended
the 1923 Lausanne Conference, as well as the League of Nations Secretariat,
requesting a new Convention of the Straits, considering the international context and
the imminent danger hovering the Straits after their demilitarization. Reactions were
generally positive, but motivated by the interests of each individual state. The Soviet
Union, for the reasons stated above, considered it an opportunity to change the
regime of the Straits. France, after the remilitarization of Rhineland by Germany
(March 1936), was directly exposed to Nazi aggression and, after having signed a pact
of mutual assistance with the Soviet Union in May 1935, sought to get even closer to
Moscow. Britain could not oppose new negotiations, considering the legitimate way
the Turkish Government convened a Conference, but wished to preserve its position
in the future arrangement. In exchange for his participation, Mussolini tried at first to
force Turkey to abandon its alignment with the League of Nations sanctions imposed
on Italy because of its aggression against Ethiopia, and ultimately refused to
participate, believing that the militarization of the Straits would harm his interests in
the eastern Mediterranean and the Black Sea. On the other hand, Japan, although it
had initially declined the invitation, on grounds that it would he held under the
auspices of the League of Nations, eventually agreed to send a delegation, officially
claiming that Ankara’s demands were legitimate. Bulgaria was revisionist, and
thought that if a decision to close the Black Sea was made at Montreux, then its own
claims for obtaining access to the Aegean Sea became more legitimate3°.

Romania, Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey had been active since February 1934
within the Balkan Pact. Although relations between them had become very good,
several minor dissensions still existed prior to the Montreux Conference. Bucharest,
especially, represented by Nicolae Titulescu, the foreign minister of Romania between
October 20t, 1932, and August 29th, 1936, and a major personality in interwar
European diplomacy#?, was dissatisfied with the fact that Ankara had sent out the

37 Rozakis C.L., Stagos P.N. The Turkish Straits... P. 39-42.

38 Seydi S. The Turkish Straits and the Great Powers... P. 39-40.

39 [bid. P. 41-44; Seftiuc I, Cartdnd I. Romania si problema Stramtorilor... P. 254-259.

40 Mamina I, Scurtu I. Guverne si guvernanti (1916-1938). Bucharest: Editura Silex, 1996. P. 148-149.
Titulescu was a remarkable political figure, jurist, and professor, one of the greatest diplomats in
Romanian history, a sharp advocate for collective security and Romania’s permanent representative at
the League of Nations from 1921 onwards (being elected as the president of this forum in two
consecutive years, 1930 and 1931).
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notice for revision of the Lausanne Convention before its discussion in the ordinary
session of the Balkan Entente, which was to take place in May of the same year
(1936), although this preliminary discussion between the members of the Balkan
Pact had been expressly requested through Eugen Filotti, the Romanian ambassador
to Turkey. For Romanian diplomacy, the major issue was the juridical consequences
of modifying the Convention of the Straits (in this sense a revisionist act), and
especially to what extent this could set a precedent for a future request to revise
Romania’s borders. Bucharest’s distress in the matter was not entirely unfounded,
since an article titled ‘From Vienna to the Dardanelles’ had already appeared in the
Hungarian press, which stated that the era of revisions had arrived. To express his
disappointment, Nicolae Titulescu conveyed to the Turkish authorities, through
Eugen Filotti, that Romania would not participate in the meeting of the Balkan Pact in
Belgrade on May 4th, 193641,

Numan Menemencioglu, Secretary General in the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, on behalf of the government led by Ismet inénii, and on behalf of the Foreign
Minister, Tevfik Riistli, was sent on itinerant visits to several European capitals -
Belgrade, Bucharest, Moscow, Berlin, Geneva, Paris - to prepare the proceedings of
the forthcoming Conference for the Straits. In Bucharest, where he visited between
April 24t and 27t, 1936, Menemencioglu managed to unlock Romania’s position
through talks with Nicolae Titulescu42. Negotiations ended in the form of a Romanian
note handed to the Turkish counterpart, which stated:

“Given that Turkey has not and will never question the territorial clauses held by
treaties that concern Romania;

Given that between Romania and Turkey there are the London Treaties of July 3rd-
4th, 1933, that forever prohibit aggression and, at the same time, give it a precise
definition, through rules that are the basis of international relations between the two
states;

Given that between Romania and Turkey there is a sense of trust, that no doubt
could overshadow, and an active friendship for maintaining peace, created through
the Balkan Pact signed on February 9th, 1934;

The Royal Government of Romania, considering the special circumstances that
characterize Turkish-Romanian relations, has the honour to communicate that,
appreciating the needs of Balkan security, it accepts to begin in the friendliest spirit
the negotiations dealt with in your note of April 10th, 1936”.

The answer of the Turkish government will close this dispute definitively: “Noting
with great pleasure that the government of the friendly and allied country rallies to
the thesis of my government relative to the question of the Straits and that it will not
fail to support it when necessary, I hasten to inform Your Excellency that my
government is in full agreement with the contents of your Excellency’s above-
mentioned note”43.

Titulescu made public the text of the note submitted to Ankara, to show that
Romania was not and would not be willing to negotiate border changes or other

41 Cojocaru I. De la razboiul greco-turc...

42 Arhiva Ministerului Afacerilor Externe al Romaniei (AMAER) [The Archives of the Ministry for Foreign
Affairs of Romania]. Fund 71 Turkey. Vol. 13. P. 214-215; Vol. 59. P. 207-208; Vol. 95. P. 5-6; Vol. 233.
P. 37-39.

43 Seftiuc 1, Cartdnd I. Romania si problema Stramtorilor... P. 273-276.
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revisionist acts contrary to its foreign policy. However, the text of the note and the
Romanian-Turkish discussions surrounding it raised a hostile reaction from the
Soviet Union, because it would interpret them as military guarantees that Ankara was
giving to Romania in the matter of borders#4.

Excepting the demilitarization of the Straits (which, given the deteriorating
international situation and a possible surprise attack4s, created a vulnerability not
only for Ankara, but also for Bucharest), the ease with which Romania accepted to
give up the provisions of Lausanne that benefited it is surprising at first sight. We
have shown that Romania had excellent diplomatic relations with Turkey and that it
did not doubt that Ankara, by changing the Convention, would be able to better
ensure the security of the Straits, and that it would also consider the interests of its
Black Sea allies in the future. Beyond all these aspects, however, other arguments
were also important for Bucharest in choosing to support Ankara in Montreux. First,
Nicolae Titulescu was in favour of strengthening Romania’s security through relations
with France, as a great power, but Paris at that time was looking for new guarantors
for its own security, instead of remaining a security provider. Specifically, France was
aiming for rapprochement with the Soviet Union, to form an anti-German bloc, an
objective that influenced its support of the Soviet point of view at Montreux, as well
as the foreign policies of the pro-French national states in Central and Eastern
Europe#s. Secondly, Romania had on its territory “its own Straits and an international
commission that administered them” (emphasis added), meaning the European
Commission of the Danube (or Commission Européenne du Danube, the C.E.D.), an
international body with executive powers over the navigable channel on maritime
Danube. In the interwar period, the C.E.D. convened representatives of France, Great
Britain, Italy, and Romania. Similar to Ankara’s point of view on the Bosphorus and
Dardanelles issue, the Romanian side considered that the interwar format of the
C.E.D. had become anachronistic and that its prolongation harmed the interests and
sovereignty of the Romanian state. Therefore, for Nicolae Titulescu a change in the
legal regime of the Straits was an additional reason for Romania to request and
subsequently obtain a change in the status of maritime Danube, in the sense that both
countries could fully recover sovereignty over their own territory+’.

THE RESTORATION OF TURKEY'S SOVEREIGNTY OVER THE STRAITS - THE MONTREUX
CONVENTION (1936) AND THE APPLICATION OF COASTAL LAW

The proceedings of the Montreux international conference took place between
June 22nd and July 20t, 1936, with delegations from all states involved, except for
Italy. During negotiations, four drafts / counter-drafts were discussed, starting from
the Turkish proposal, that was used as a basis. Turkey demanded immediate

44 AMAER. Fund 71 Turkey. Vol. 83. P. 267-2609.

45 During the time from Lausanne to Montreux, the fear of a concerted attack on the Straits, coming from
two directions (Italy and Bulgaria), persisted among the Turkish state officials.

46 For details concerning Romania’s foreign policy during Titulescu’s mandate as minister, see:
Titulescu N. Discursuri...; Titulescu N. Documente diplomatice...; Titulescu N. Politica externa a
Romaniei...; Also, see: Potra G.G. (Ed.). Pro si contra Titulescu. Vol. I-1Il. Bucharest: Fundatia Europeana
Titulescu, 2012.

47 See: Tulus A.V. Nicolae Titulescu’s position on the international regime of waterways. The
International Straits Commission versus the European Commission of the Danube // Danubius. 2017.
Ne 35.P.117-132.
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remilitarization of the Straits, renouncing of international guarantees, and abolition
of the Straits Commission. Lausanne clauses on freedom of passage and navigation
through the Straits remained unaltered only for commercial ships; restrictions on the
transit of warships were introduced, and it was proposed that the Straits be closed
entirely to submarines and aircrafts. Restrictions imposed on warships belonging to
states that didn’t border the Black Sea, in their transit through the Straits, referred to
the capacity of a ship (a maximum of 14,000 tons), combined tonnage (a maximum of
28,000 tons) and limited time of presence within the Black Sea (a maximum of
15 days). On the other hand - under pressure from Moscow - it was decided that
warships belonging to states bordering the Black Sea could transit the Straits if they
did not exceed a capacity of 25,000 tons each (crossing was done in line, one at a
time, not in convoy). Turkey retained the privilege of being able to unilaterally close
the Straits to foreign warships in case of belligerence or when it felt threatened.

A second project was supported by the Soviet delegation, but in fact it only
nuanced, in Russia’s own interest, certain aspects of Ankara’s proposals. For instance,
claiming rights belonging to littoral states, Moscow would have liked that transit of
the Straits not be limited for its warships. In the end, it would have been satisfied
with the exceptional situation in which the unlimited passage of its war fleet would
be conditioned by a decision of the League of Nations.

The British proposal was a counter-project in the real sense, because it moved
away from Ankara’s line of discourse and resumed the Lausanne principles regarding
the possibility of ensuring European balance by keeping the International Straits
Commission, which would have had more possibilities to block Soviet supremacy in
the Black Sea. London did not oppose the Turkish project regarding remilitarization
of the Straits and abolition of the international guarantee, but proposed greater
freedom of transit for warships, even in the form of a variable scale, that would
consider the evolution of the Soviet fleet in the Black Sea.

Finally, the Japanese delegation made some proposals regarding the possibility of
blocking Soviet warships from exiting the Black Sea, which could have otherwise
disturbed Japan’s expansion plans in the Pacific, as well as using the League of
Nations for any decision regarding the closure or opening of the Straits (whilst Japan
had withdrawn from the League in 1933)48.

Eventually, a form of agreement was reached, based on the Turkish project, but
also on a series of compromises made to the British delegation, mediated by the
representatives of France, Romania, and even the Soviet Union. From a legal point of
view, the validity of the new Straits agreement was questioned, seeing that Italy was
absent from discussions. Efforts were (unsuccessfully) made to bring it to
negotiations, even by easing sanctions imposed by the League of Nations after the
aggression on Ethiopia. The problem was somewhat solved through Article 27 of the
new Convention, which allowed any other power to accede to it after its signing?.

On July 20th, 1936, in Montreux, a small town in Switzerland, the new international
Convention regarding the regime of the Straits was signed by the representatives of
Turkey, Great Britain (the Commonwealth of Australia also being represented by a
delegate), France, Japan, the Soviet Union, Romania, Bulgaria, Greece, and Yugoslavia.
[ts main provisions were:

48 For details concerning the proceedings at Montreux, see: Rozakis C.L., Stagos P.N. The Turkish Straits...
P. 102-104; Seydi S. The Turkish Straits and the Great Powers... P. 44-53.
49 Seydi S. The Turkish Straits and the Great Powers... P. 52.

Eminak, 2024, 3 (47)



HOBA ICTOPIA 289

» The principle of freedom of passage and navigation through the Straits for all
commercial ships was reaffirmed. It applied indefinitely (day and night) in peacetime
or when Turkey maintained its neutrality (without feeling threatened), and was
subject to mandatory sanitary control performed by the Turkish authorities before
entrance to the Straits (from both the Aegean and the Black Sea). If Turkey became a
belligerent state, or it felt threatened by the possibility of an imminent war, only
commercial vessels of neutral states (that did not support the enemy) would be
admitted to pass through the Straits, but only during the day and on a route indicated
by the Turkish authorities (art. 1-7).

» The passage of warships was much more nuanced. In peacetime, light surface
vessels, small warships, and auxiliary vessels, regardless of flag, could pass through
the Straits only during the day, and only by respecting other conditions specified in
article 13 et seq. (art. 9-10). Generally, because there were some exceptions clearly
specified in articles 11 and 12, it was stipulated that the maximum total tonnage of a
war fleet, while in transit through the Straits, should not exceed 15,000 combined
tons and no more than 9 ships (ships that were damaged or visiting a port in the
Straits area were not included in this calculation) (art. 14). There were exceptions for
ships belonging to littoral states: they could exceed 15,000 tons each and could
transit the Straits one by one, accompanied by a maximum of 2 torpedo boats;
submarines that were returning to base, that had been built, bought, or were being
sent for repairs in another sea also had the right of passage (art. 11-12). Any passage
of a warship through the Straits required a preceding notice to the Turkish
government, presenting all the details of the ship/ships, submitted at least 8 days in
advance for littoral states and 15 days for non-littoral states (art. 13). The overall
tonnage that non-littoral powers could have in the Black Sea in peacetime was also
calculated in detail, following the British proposal regarding a variable scale that
considered the total tonnage of the most important war fleet present in the Black Sea
and belonging to a littoral state. However, regardless of the purpose of its presence,
such a fleet could not station for more than 21 consecutive days (art. 18).

» In the event of a military conflict in which Turkey was not belligerent, the
same provisions applied for transit as in peacetime, but it was still prohibited for
warships belonging to belligerent states to cross the Straits, except in cases when
passage followed the resolutions of the League of Nations or a mutual assistance pact
that obliged Turkey to provide aid to a victim state (art. 19).

» If Turkey was a belligerent party, or felt the imminent threat of a conflict, the
passage of warships was left entirely to the decision of its government (art. 20-21).

»  Other articles provided for quarantine cases, flight over the Straits by civil
aircrafts, conditions for the new Convention’s entry into force, or conditions
regarding its duration or denunciation>0.

The Straits Regime established at Montreux is still in force today, although there
have been several moments when its modification has been discussed. The Soviet
Union was not satisfied with the provisions of 1936, which clearly favoured it and
made it hegemon in the Black Sea. In February 1945, during the Yalta Conference,
Stalin brought up the need to amend the Montreux Convention, considering it

50 Yiicel Z. The Turkish Straits... P. 65-112; Cucos C. Chestiunea stramtorilor... P. 112-114. The full text of
the Montreux Convention can also be found on the website of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkey.
URL: https://www.mfa.gov.tr/implementation-of-the-montreux-convention.en.mfa
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intolerable that the Russians needed to ask Turkey for the right to send ships through
the Straits5l. Moreover, the tensions generated by Turkey’s refusal to allow the Soviet
Union free passage through the Straits would be one of the triggering factors for the
beginning of the Cold War, leading to Turkey’s accession to NATO in 195252,

CONCLUSIONS

The major changes that occurred in the political map of the extended Black Sea
basin after 1991, through the emergence of new littoral states (Georgia, Ukraine) and
the dissolution of some initial Montreux signatories (the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia),
created the premise of the legal necessity to update this international agreement
(rebus sic stantibus - a principle in civil law by which an obligation assumed by a
convention is conditioned by the maintenance of the situation existing at the time of
its conclusion). Those who propose the Straits Convention be updated also cite:
outdated technical data, which no longer correspond to reality, due to technological
progress in the naval and military fields; changes brought to the definition of war,
especially with regard to the fight against terrorism; the unilateral adoption by
Turkey of new rules for transit, from July 1st, 1994, because of the permanent increase
in traffic and, implicitly, of naval incidents and accidents in the Straits53. The latest
challenge was the war launched by the Russian Federation on Ukraine on
February 24t, 2022. Kiev demanded that Turkey close the Straits to Russian
warships, putting Ankara in the difficult position of deciding whether the ‘special
military operation’ (as the aggression committed against Ukraine is defined by
Russia) is equivalent to the classical notion of war. On February 28th, 2022, four days
after the start of the aggression, Turkey decided to activate the Montreux
Convention’s provisions on the state of war. But there are enough signals that the
Russian Federation has, since then, knowingly violated the spirit of Montreux by
using civilian ships in military purposes5+.

The war in Ukraine brought the Black Sea back to the attention of historians and
experts from various fields, and reopened at diplomatic levels, as well as from the
perspective of international relations, the issue of managing transit through the
Straits. In this context, there are voices bringing up the possibility of replacing the
Montreux Convention with the UN Maritime Law, a document signed on
December 10th, 1982, in Montego Bay (Jamaica), to which more than 150 states have
adhered, except for the United States and Turkey?5. It is obvious that any endeavour
regarding possible changes to the Montreux Convention will have to start from -and
be accepted by- Turkish authorities, as territorial authority.

51 Preston D. Opt zile la lalta. Cum au prefigurat Churchill, Roosevelt si Stalin lumea postbelica.
Bucharest: Editura Rao, 2021. P. 319-324.

52 For details regarding Soviet pressure during and immediately after World War II, as well as the Anglo-
American reaction, see: Seydi S. The Turkish Straits and the Great Powers... P. 181-242.

53 Cucos C. Chestiunea stramtorilor... P. 116-117; Melescanu T. Regimul Stramtorilor Marii Negre... P. 5-6;
Also, see: Caminos H.,, Cogliati-Bantz V., The Legal Regime of the Straits...

54 Copcea I. Cele 5 tipuri de nave civile folosite de rusi In scopuri militare. Cum incalcd Rusia Conventia de
la Montreux, 2022, May 19t. URL: https://www.defenseromania.ro/cele-5-tipuri-de-nave-civile-folosite-
de-rusi-in-scopuri-militare-cum-incalca-rusia-conventia-de-la-montreux 616493.html

55 Dungaciu D. (Ed.). Enciclopedia de diplomatie. Bucharest: Editura Rao, 2019. P. 160. For the updated
text and the signatories of the Montego Bay convention, see:
https://treaties.un.org/pages/ViewDetailslIL.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg no=XXI-

6&chapter=21&Temp=mtdsg3&clang= fr
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