ARMENIA AND TURKEY ARE NEIGHBOURS

They cannot force out each other from the region.

To the questions on the recent Armenian-Turkish developments, answers the director of the A.D.Sakharov Armenian Human Rights Centre LEVON NERSISYAN. 

- Do the protocols signed in Zurich correspond to our national interests or that is the vice verse, and they are a threat for the Armenian identity and the National security of Armenia as the new and old opposition claim? 

- I would not put the question that way. Diplomacy is not a match with a known result: diplomacy is a game, where each player strives to bring his losses to the minimum and take the maximum of the game. This means, it’s not that we signed the protocols and that is all, we can wash our hands and stand aside. It’s never put that way in diplomacy. 

After one or another phase of the negotiations, maybe that is possible to summarize the balance of losses and achievements and state whether we have won in this certain phase or weather we can state any success or not. But to say that signing these protocols Armenia has won, or the contrary, it has lost, I think that would be wrong. 

In the long run, Armenia and Turkey are neighbors. Neither we can eject them from the region, nor can they cast us out. Therefore, we need to work out certain rules for co-existence, which would allow creating a field for relationships and pursuing realization of our national aspirations and purposes. 

What about the Zurich protocols, it is apparent that regardless of what is written in the papers, each of the parties will interpret the documents in their way: even in the everyday life, the same expression is understood differently by different people. As the saying goes - “due to their own extent of literacy”.

The same is in diplomacy. This or another formulation in the protocols can be adapted to one’s own interests insisting that “this is written this way but something else needs to be understood under these words”. All the more, when it is about the relationships between two, to say the least, non-friendly states as are Armenia and Turkey. In this regard, that is natural that the protocols would generate serious discontent and concerns within the society. 

- What did give us the “internal discussion” following the August 31? Did the ardent debate evolved release or deepen the concerns of people regarding the pitfalls of Armenian-Turkish “approach”? 

- I gained an impression that the major part of our critiques has not read the protocols. And how can they make comments and give assessments to a document they do not know by sight? If people do that just for reminding people they are alive, for sake of God, let them say what they wish. But that is done to confuse and disorient the nation for some group, party, corporative interests, which is unacceptable for me. 

Anyway, those who although having certain suspicions and concerns approved those documents were less emotional in their statements and more pragmatic in their arguments, than the opposite side.

Unfortunately, everyone wishes to be a general, but nobody wants to fight. At last, we have a President, Minister of Foreign affairs and there are state bodies, which officially are called to protect our interests in those negotiations and to solve the problems standing before the State. And it is not necessary at all to cry at the top of the voice, get immersed in populism and teach everybody what they should be doing. With this regard, I don’t think that the discussion served its purposes. 

- What comments do you have regarding the protocols themselves? What dangers and challenges do you see?

- I think it this way: signing of the protocols itself has brought certain tension in the Armenian-Turkish relationships. I consider this already to be a positive thing. If we manage to keep this tension and deepen the disagreement, we would have made an additional step in the direction of solving the Karabagh issue. 

There are concerns expressed with regard to the sub-commission that will work with the historical background. But who said that creating the sub-commission we put the question of Armenian Genocide under suspicion. What is the matter? Don’t we have other questions to discuss the Turkish party? Can’t we discuss the various questions connected with our cultural and historical heritage and give solutions to them?

Even if it will come to the study of the historical documents and archives about the Genocide, don’t we have something to do here? Throughout many years, we have shown our archives to the world as well as the historical documents taken from archives of different countries and called the world community to see and make sure that the Osmanian Turkey had committed Genocide of Armenians. If we can render the information available in the Turkish archives too, won’t we gain from the ongoing process this way?

There is a huge field for work, and if we do an effective job, we can solve many questions. It is another question - are our specialists, historians, diplomats, lawyers, politics and sociologists, ready for that work?

Unfortunately, currently we see “individual players” in the field, who pull the blanket to their side promoting their personal or group interests. Here is where my concerns start, as during the history we have always lost because of putting our “ego”, the family, group and clannish interests over the national interests. And we will lose until we refuse to see something beyond our nose.

