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1. Introduction

Armenian-Turkish rapprochement is ongoing and it is far

from clear what its results could be. As the political process

unfolds, efforts to understand it show certain trends. However,

in Armenia and Turkey, the rapprochement is often analyzed by

actors with a political motivation or agenda, so that the opinion

of a specific actor concerning Armenian-Turkish rapprochement

often says more about that actor than about the rapprochement.

As to experts from other countries, they often have insufficient

knowledge of the underlying issues.

This paper aims to fill the gap in understanding Armenian-

Turkish relations with less focus on recent years’ developments,

which have been extensively reported and discussed, and more

focus on factors that impact on the process as a whole, includ-

ing political, social, psychological and historical factors and the

frequently unobvious interplay between them.

The main goal of the paper is to identify the basic para-

meters and trends of Armenian-Turkish relations regardless of

whether the rapprochement will actually lead to diplomatic nor-

malization and opening of borders between Armenia and Turkey

in short- or medium-term. The history of Armenian-Turkish

relations is centuries long. Their present stage is perceived by

external observers as absolutely unique just because the current



political situation placed Armenian-Turkish rapprochement in

the media spotlight and attracted the attention of leading world

powers. However, in domestic perceptions in Armenia and

Turkey, the rapprochement neatly fits into the centuries-long

paradigm of mutual relations, extending even to the roles played

by external actors, whether regional or international. In this

paper, we will try to show that while historical and psychologi-

cal inertia does indeed have significant impact on the unfolding

of Armenian-Turkish rapprochement and its perception, the cur-

rent stage is in fact unique by a whole range of parameters.
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2. Armenian-Turkish
Relations in 1991-2009

2.1. Static Relations: December 1991 – May 2008
The modern history of Armenian-Turkish relations started in

1991 with the disintegration of the USSR and the creation of

independent Armenia. On December 16, 1991, Turkey recog-

nized the newly formed independent Republic of Armenia.

First contacts between public officials began in April 1992,

when Turkey’s Ambassador to Russia Volkan Vural visited

Yerevan and met with President Ter-Petrossyan to discuss

prospects for a bilateral agreement establishing good neighbor-

ly relations. Later that year, President Ter-Petrossyan attend-

ed the founding meeting of the Organization of the Black Sea

Economic Cooperation (BSEC), and Armenia became one of

its founding members. In November 1992, when Azerbaijan

blocked land communication to Armenia with the start of the

conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh, up to 100,000 tons of wheat

was shipped to Armenia via Turkey; Turkey also began sup-

plying electric energy to Armenia. Azerbaijan protested, and in

December 1992 Turkey cut short the energy supply to Arme-

nia. In April 1993, at the height of armed hostilities in

Nagorno-Karabakh, Turkey sealed its border with Armenia,



thus siding with Azerbaijan in the conflict.1

Ever since, Armenia and Turkey have not had any diplo-

matic ties, the borders have remained sealed, and trade

between the two countries goes through third countries. Until

the start of what later became known as “football diplomacy,”

Turkey had been putting forward a number of preconditions

for normalization of mutual ties with Armenia, which con-

cerned the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh, the recognition

of mutual borders, and the activities of the Armenian Diaspo-

ra aimed at the international recognition of the Genocide.

However, apart from the Genocide which is the most

sensitive issue for Turkey in the context of Armenian-Turkish

relations, Turkey’s other preconditions did not have very high

priority for the Turkish government or society. It can be said

that by sealing its eastern border and having no diplomatic ties

to its eastern neighbor, Turkey was making its regional policy

with regard to Armenia (and the entire South Caucasus)

dependent on the stance of another player, i.e. Azerbaijan.

As a result, Armenian-Turkish relations remained static

for almost 15 years (1993 – 2008): Turkey sealed its border,

thus placing Armenia in a semi-blockade and trying to use this

as a means to pressurize Armenia into concessions on the

Genocide recognition issue and on the conflict over Nagorno-

Karabakh, whereas Armenia tried to put indirect pressure on

Ankara via Brussels and Washington in order to induce it to

change its stance and open the border. The only important

exception from the overall trend was the Turkish-Armenian

Reconciliation Commission, active in 2001-2004; at that time,
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some Turkish experts began to voice opinions about the need

to open the border and normalize bilateral ties with Armenia.

Turkish-Armenian relations were also influenced by

regional developments: by the deterioration of Turkish-Amer-

ican relations as a result of Turkey’s refusal to allow U.S.

troops an entrance into northern Iraq through its territory dur-

ing the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq, by negotiations between

Ankara and Brussels on Turkey’s EU accession, and by the

ongoing rapprochement between Russia and Turkey.

This had been the general background of Armenian-

Turkish relations until early in 2008 when a U-turn became

possible due to a combination of external factors and the

changed geopolitical context in the South Caucasus and in the

entire region.

2.2. Acceleration: May 2008 - April 2009
In February 2008, Serzh Sargsyan was elected Armenia’s new

president; one of the first congratulations on his election came

from his Turkish counterpart Abdullah Gül and Turkey’s

Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan. With the change of

leadership in Armenia, and with Turkish experts pointing

increasingly often to the political meaninglessness of blockad-

ing Armenia, it became possible to start a new round of efforts

to normalize bilateral relations. Of course, Yerevan and

Ankara were unable to start from scratch because of the his-

torical burden, the complexity of problems faced by both sides,

the inertia of one-sided action and the profound mutual mis-

trust.

The initiative to start the rapprochement came from

Armenia. In May 2008, at a meeting with activists of the

Armenian Diaspora in Russia, President Sargsyan announced

Armenian-Turkish Relations in 1991-2009 9



that he was inviting President Gül to Yerevan to watch a foot-

ball match between Armenia and Turkey on September 6. The

invitation was made public in Moscow for a reason: it was

meant to celebrate a change of Russia’s policy with regard to

Armenia-Turkey relations. Armenian leaders managed to con-

vince the Kremlin that rapprochement between Yerevan and

Ankara would not cause any detriment to Russian-Armenian

relations in the military and political spheres. In fact, Russia

didn’t just refrain from interfering with the Armenian-Turkish

dialogue but actually started promoting it. According to media

reports, the prospect for normalization of Armenia-Turkey

relations was one of the topics discussed during Russian For-

eign Minister Sergey Lavrov’s visit to Turkey in June 2008,

shortly after Sargsyan announced his invitation to Gül.
However, the rapprochement between Armenia and

Turkey initiated by Yerevan (later nicknamed “football diplo-

macy”) really sped up after the August 2008 Russia-Georgia

confrontation. Known as the Five Day War, it started on

August 8, 2008 and changed the entire regional context, cre-

ating a new status quo in the South Caucasus.2 Turkey also

tried to play a hand in the crisis, thereby securing a new place

for itself in regional politics. It thus initially refused to allow

U.S. warships to sail to the Georgian coast via Turkish Black

Sea straits. It also advertized a change in its political priorities

by coming up with an ad hoc regional initiative, the Cauca-

sus Stability and Cooperation Platform, first made public with

Moscow’s consent by Prime Minister Erdoðan during his visit

to Moscow on August 12, 2008.

On the whole, the Five Day War caused a reactivation or

10 Acceleration: May 2008 - April 2009
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even a reanimation of Turkey’s policies in the Caucasus. It was

this war that stimulated Turkish leaders to make the political

decision to accept Armenia’s invitation for President Gül to
visit Yerevan. Developments in August-September 2008 once

again showed that the issue of Nagorno-Karabakh was purely

instrumental for Ankara and considerably lower down the list

of its priorities than the recognition of the Genocide or nor-

malization with Armenia in the context of Turkey’s ambitions

for EU accession.

2.3. The Road Map and the Protocols:
April – October 2009
After the Russia-Georgia war, President Gül’s visit to Yerevan

and the election of Barak Obama (who publicly acknowledged

the 1915 Genocide of Armenians while still a senator), a new

situation emerged in the region. With Turkey wanting to play

a more active role, the odds were in favor of a breakthrough

in Armenian-Turkish relations. Although secret Swiss-mediat-

ed negotiations had been ongoing for a few years, it was only

in the early 2009 that they brought the first results.

On April 22, 2009 the Foreign Ministers of Armenia,

Turkey and Switzerland issued a joint statement, according to

which the two neighbors agreed on a “Road Map” of concrete

steps towards normalization of bilateral relations without precon-

ditions. The statement was welcomed by officials in Washington,

Brussels and even in Moscow but lead to the deepest ever crisis

in Turkey-Azerbaijan relations. Baku’s strong nervous reaction

was apparently unexpected by Ankara, causing it to come up with

excuses: Prime Minister Erdoðan thus made a speech at the Par-

liament of Azerbaijan in which he tied normalization with Arme-

nia to the settlement of the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh.
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The announcement of the Road Map also triggered contro-

versial reactions in Turkey, Armenia and Armenian Diaspora com-

munities. It even caused one of Armenia’s ruling parties, Dash-

naktsutyun, to step out of the coalition in late April 2009.

In summer 2009, reacting to numerous statements made

by Turkish public officials tying Armenian-Turkish rapproche-

ment to the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh, Armenian lead-

ers also toughened their stance. President Sargsyan declared

that he would only attend the return leg of the World Cup

qualifying game between Armenia and Turkey in October 2009

provided the border would be already opened or at least in the

process of being so. On August 31, 2009, the Foreign Minis-

ters of Armenia, Turkey and Switzerland pre-signed the texts

of two Protocols on the establishment of diplomatic ties and

the opening of mutual borders. Interestingly, this time Turkey

probably learnt from its April 2009 experience and dispatched

a group of its top diplomats to Azerbaijan in advance of the

signing, in late August, to inform President Ilham Aliev of the

forthcoming publication of the Armenian-Turkish Protocols.

The publication of the Protocols and the ensuing public

debate in Turkey, Armenia and Armenian Diaspora communi-

ties (which the President of Armenia visited in early October)

revealed considerable opposition to the Protocols. Despite the

widespread public antagonism, the governments of the two

countries showed some political will and signed the Protocols

on October 10, 2009 at the University of Zurich. Alongside the

signatories – the Foreign Ministers of Armenia, Turkey and

Switzerland – a number of top international officials were pre-

sent at the ceremony, including the U.S. Secretary of State

Hillary Clinton and the Foreign Ministers of Russia and sev-

eral European states. However, the actual signing remained

insecure until the very last moment, as the Foreign Minister

12 The Road Map and the Protocols: April – October 2009



of Turkey had been planning to follow the signing with a

speech the content of which would have been unacceptable for

Armenia. His Armenian counterpart threatened to retaliate by

making a speech containing statements concerning the Geno-

cide. The signing ceremony was delayed by several hours and

it was only through the mediation of the U.S. Secretary of

State that the sides finally agreed to sign the Protocols with-

out making any speeches.

As stipulated by the Protocols, they will only come into

legal force following ratification by both countries’ parlia-

ments. At this as at every earlier stage, the rapprochement pre-

dictably faced very grave challenges. Turkey once again tried

to tie normalization with Armenia to the conflict over

Nagorno-Karabakh despite the lack of any mention thereof in

the Protocols. Though in public speeches only, this connection

was made by Turkey’s top public officials who said that Turk-

ish parliament would not ratify the Protocols unless the settle-

ment of the Karabakh issue moved forward.

Armenia reacted once again; this time, Armenia’s Presi-

dent Sargsyan said in a December 2009 speech that should

Turkey fail to ratify the Protocols “in a reasonable amount of

time” and continue procrastinating, Armenia would revoke its

signature under the Protocols. Meanwhile Armenia went ahead

with preparing the Protocols for ratification and submitted

them to the Constitutional Court, which reviewed the Proto-

cols on January 12, 2010 and judged them to be in accord with

the Constitution.

Armenian-Turkish Relations in 1991-2009 13
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3. Constraints

3.1. Armenia: Domestic Stereotypes and Apprehensions
Since Armenia’s independence, hardly any foreign policy issue

(except the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh) has had such a res-

onance in Armenian society and Diaspora as the Armenian-Turk-

ish rapprochement. Attitudes varied from strong disapproval to

great optimism. In the public discourse, negative attitudes were

more prominent: a considerable part of Armenian society (and an

even greater one, of the Diaspora) and some segments of the polit-

ical elite regarded the Protocols as “betrayal of national interests.”

Even the most moderate critics accused the Armenian government

of making too many concessions to Turkey. Criticism mainly

stemmed from entrenched negative stereotypes and mistrust of

Turkey.

Up to 2008, two main factors affected attitudes to Turkey in

Armenia. The first was the historical memory of the 1915 Geno-

cide, made bitterer by Turkey’s denial. The second factor was that

Turkey had supported Azerbaijan in the conflict over Nagorno-

Karabakh and therefore sealed its border with Armenia. Both fac-

tors enhanced the already existing mistrust of Turkey and the

Turks. With the borders sealed and almost no communication pos-

sible, an average citizen of Armenia perceived Turkey as a hostile

country from the history schoolbooks: the Ottoman Empire of a



hundred years ago, not an actual neighbor. Suddenly, it became

clear that Armenia-Turkey relations may have a future, with 3-mil-

lion strong Armenia suddenly finding itself next to a 70-million

strong country with a growing economy and a population that

many Armenians perceive as hostile.

Swiss-mediated Armenian-Turkish talks were kept secret for

quite a while. The publication of their first results caused agitation

and shock in Armenian society; one of the ruling parties, Dash-

naktsutyun, even left the coalition in protest against the rap-

prochement after Armenian and Turkish officials announced the

Armenian-Turkish Road Map in April 2009. The Armenian-Turk-

ish Protocols led to a new and even stronger wave of criticism in

the media and amongst the general public. Meanwhile, the prima-

ry motives for the adverse public reaction were not directly related

to the content of the Armenian-Turkish agreements.

The first and strongest motive was conservatism: over two

decades, Armenians have become used to the regional political lay-

out and are afraid of any changes.

The second motive was the overall lack of trust towards

Turkey. Many people in Armenia suspected Turkey of being insin-

cere in its negotiations with Armenia (a suspicion fortified by

numerous contradictory statements made by Turkish leaders); there

were widespread fears that the issue of Nagorno-Karabakh was

included in the Armenian-Turkish agreements in some clandestine

way. These fears were to some extent dispelled by Turkish Prime

Minister Erdoðan when he publicly stated during a visit to Wash-

ington that the Protocols contained no reference to Nagorno-

Karabakh. He said the Turkish parliament would not ratify the

Protocols unless some progress were made in negotiations over

Nagorno-Karabakh but admitted the Protocols did not stipulate

anything of the kind.

The third motive resulted from lack of perception. Armenian
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society does not realize that Turkey’s move to normalize relations

with Armenia and open the border largely pursues political gains in

its relationship with the EU and the USA. Armenians are general-

ly not aware that Turkey is making concessions in the East with a

view to gaining dividends in the West, and that Turkey is hoping

to reimburse any political costs of concessions in its relationship

with Armenia by improving its political image in Brussels and

Washington.

The public perception of Russian-Turkish relations in Arme-

nia is also permeated with stereotypes and phobias. The fact that

Armenian-Turkish rapprochement coincided with a revitalization

of Russian-Turkish relations raised some concerns amongst

Armenian elites and society. Some actors voiced apprehensions

that Russia and Turkey may agree on some regional projects

behind Yerevan’s back that could jeopardize Armenia’s interests,

quoting, as historical precedents, the 1920s Russian-Turkish agree-

ments which were detrimental to Armenia, and the March 16,

1921 Moscow Treaty between Bolshevik Russia and Kemalist

Turkey.

However, these and similar apprehensions do not take

account of the new political context in the South Caucasus fol-

lowing the 2008 Russia-Georgia Five Day War. While Turkey’s

and Russia’s tactics make them embrace joint initiatives in the

South Caucasus, including those directed against Washington and

some directed against Brussels, they remain “competing allies” in

a strategic perspective. Both Russia and Turkey are wary of the

other country strengthening its standing in the region, as “both

countries have converging and conflicting interests in neighboring

regions.”3 Meanwhile, the normalization of Armenian-Turkish

Constraints 17
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relations is the unique project in the former USSR in which the

interests of the United States, Russia and the EU coincide. Russia

keeps insisting that Armenian-Turkish rapprochement be dealt with

separately from the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh; Russia’s

Prime-Minister Putin reiterated this approach during his Moscow

meeting with Prime-Minister Erdogan on January 13, 2010.

Yet another factor that affects the perception of Armen-

ian-Turkish relations is political infantilism widespread in

Armenian society which manifests as lack of faith in one’s

country and fear of playing grown-up “great games” in region-

al politics. In an extreme form, this attitude is manifest as a

notion of an “international conspiracy” against Armenia, of

which the current Armenian-Turkish rapprochement is sup-

posedly a component. This vision, adhered to by some Armen-

ian elite actors and members of the general public, is almost

impossible to argue against using formal logic. Arguments

brought forth by proponents of rapprochement (such as “since

Azerbaijan, which is de facto at war with Armenia, resents it

so much, the Armenian-Turkish rapprochement must be a

good thing for Armenia”) are not perceived as relevant. One

of the reasons is possibly that relations with Turkey are tradi-

tionally perceived in Armenian society in emotional terms, not

as an issue that can be realistically and critically assessed in

terms of political expedience.

Although many public apprehensions may appear irra-

tional, clearly the burden of historical legacies continues to

affect Armenians’ attitudes to relations with Turkey. This is

only natural for a nation which had no statehood for centuries

and was heavily traumatized as a result of the 1915 Genocide

and heavy losses in the early 20th century.

However, despite some antagonism inside the society and

the Diaspora, and public criticism by the media and the oppo-
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sition, the Armenian government adheres to its preparedness

to implement agreements with Turkey to “normalize relations

and open borders without preconditions of any kind.” There

are no survey data to corroborate this, but it appears that

antagonism to rapprochement with Turkey exists chiefly

amongst intellectuals, nationalistic groups, opposition actors,

journalists and youth activists. Most probably, the majority of

Armenia’s population is not opposed to rapprochement, as

protest rallies in 2009 only brought together a few thousand

people, which is not much for Armenia with its strong tradi-

tion of street protests. This makes Armenia very different from

Turkey where some of the protest originated in the adminis-

tration and ruling party as well as within opposition groups.

3.2. The Factor of the Armenian Diaspora
The Armenian Diaspora plays a unique role in the develop-

ment of modern Armenia and has significant impact on its

political life.4 Given its structure and modus operandi, the

Diaspora has ways of influencing the political, social and eco-

nomic life of Armenia varying from political advocacy in

countries with large (or not so large) Armenian communities

to money transfers from ordinary citizens and donations from

large-scale benefactors that attain billions of U.S. dollars and

constitute a significant part of the budgets of both Armenia

and Nagorno-Karabakh. In the early 1990s, political parties

which had existed in the Diaspora for over a century came to

Armenia and became active there. These parties, of which

Dashnaktsutyun is the most powerful, maintain ties with the

Constraints 19
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Diaspora and have access to financial and political support

and human resources from Armenian communities worldwide.

The majority of Diaspora Armenians are opposed to rap-

prochement with Turkey. The main reason is that Armenian

Diaspora communities outside the former USSR, primarily those

in Western countries, Lebanon and Syria, are the direct conse-

quence of the massacres and deportations perpetrated in Turkey

in the early 20th century. These communities consist of direct

descendants of Genocide survivors, so that the memory of the

Genocide is central to their identity. As assimilation trends pre-

vail in many Armenian Diaspora communities, with Armenian

language, culture and religion losing their importance, the mem-

ory of the Genocide remains the pillar of Diaspora identity,

making third- and even fourth-generation descendants of Geno-

cide survivors extremely distrustful of Turkey.

Moreover, studies of the involvement of Diaspora com-

munities in the political lives of their historical homeland (as

in the case of Jewish, Irish, Polish, Sikh, Tamil and other

Diasporas) have shown that Diaspora actors tend to be much

more radical with regard to their homeland’s foreign policy

and ethnopolitical conflicts than people who actually live

there.5 Attitudes of the Armenian Diaspora to reconciliation

with Turkey follow this trend, with Armenians abroad more

motivated, consolidated and radical with regard to this issue

than most people in Armenia.

The Diaspora factor is not just about Diaspora bodies

and political parties using lobbying to influence the political

stance of their home countries with regard to Armenia-Turkey

20 The Factor of the Armenian Diaspora
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relations. The leverage of the Diaspora is not limited to lob-

bying; its political impact is quite significant, especially in

U.S., Canada, France, Lebanon and some Latin American

states, because Armenians in those countries form an impor-

tant segment of the society and a significant body of voters.

Their influence is strongest in countries whose governance sys-

tem allows for strong involvement of societal groups in domes-

tic and foreign policy decision-making (primarily in the Unit-

ed States and France). Armenian communities in France and

the U.S. have been most successful in advocating internation-

al recognition of the 1915 Genocide, securing political and

financial aid to Nagorno-Karabakh etc.

The publication of the Protocols caused an agitation in

the Diaspora. In a move to advocate the position of Armenia

with regard to rapprochement, President Sargsyan toured the

world’s largest Armenian communities, visiting Beirut, Paris,

New York, Los Angeles and Rostov-on-Don. In many com-

munities, the president got a very chilly welcome. Sargsyan’s

visit to Paris even led to public unrest; on October 3, 2009

French police had to use force to disperse French Armenians

rallying against Armenia’s rapprochement with Turkey. Large

rallies were also held in Los Angeles and Beirut.

Regardless of any new developments, the attitude of the

Armenian Diaspora to Armenia’s policy with regard to Turkey

will certainly remain controversial and will continue to impact

the rapprochement process.

3.3. Turkey: the “Sevres Syndrome” and the “Deep State”
Turkey’s political system has peculiarities in its functioning and

structures that strongly affect the country’s foreign policy. Turk-

ish military have heavy presence in politics, sometimes leading
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to military coups d’état, or threats thereof. Moreover, Turkey

has what is known as a “deep state” phenomenon. This term is

used to describe an informal cluster of social ties (or a social

stratum, or caste) that exists within the country’s military, eco-

nomic and religious elite, is prepared to accept responsibility for

the fate of the country and perceives itself as the main safeguard

of national security. In principle, some forms of “deep states”

exist in many countries; in Turkey, the “deep state” (called derin

devlet in Turkish) has a long tradition.

Since Turkey is a classical model of catch-up modern-

ization, its “deep state” is linked to Turkey’s Westernization

and modernization trends of the last 150 years at the least,

starting from the late 19th century or even the Tanzimat. The

notion of a “deep state” was manifest in the ideology of the

Young Turks (activists of the I
.
ttihat ve Terakki Cemiyeti, the

Committee of Union and Progress), later transformed and

adapted by the Kemalist regime. Experts point out that this

type of ideology still exists in Turkey’s political culture in the

form of ultra-nationalism, strong military involvement in pol-

itics, and justification of extra-judicial punishment of political

opponents and members of ethnic or religious minorities by

state bodies and secret services in the name of “protecting the

motherland.” 6

Today’s supporters of the Young Turks’ ideas are the

main social base for recruitment into the “deep state,” and

this affects foreign policy decision-making. The idée fixe

shared by proponents of the “deep state” amongst politicians

(both in the ruling party and in the opposition), army officers

and public officials is the preservation of the status-quo inside
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Turkey and all along its borders. In modern Turkey, the “deep

state” phenomenon is enhanced by the fact that the whole

country is permeated by secret services that play a special role

in Turkey’s political system and ideology.

In terms of ideology, the approaches of “deep state” pro-

ponents naturally flow into what is known as the Sèvres Syn-

drome: a fear deeply rooted amongst the Turks that neighbor-

ing states and world powers are scheming to dissect their

country and divide it between themselves. Even now, the per-

ception of an external menace and fear of territorial loss is

symbolized in Turkish domestic discourses by the 1920 Sèvres
Treaty, imposed on Turkey by the victorious Allies and pre-

scribing the division of the Ottoman Empire between neigh-

boring countries and the Entente Powers. Although the Sèvres
Treaty, signed by the Ottoman government and unrecognized

by Kemalists, was never implemented, it continues to symbol-

ize the threat of losing land and sovereignty – a threat still

perceived as meaningful by the elite and population of the 70-

million strong Turkish Republic.

Should relations with Armenia become normal, the psy-

chological and physical divide between Turks and Armenians

will disappear or at least decrease, and many Armenians will

start moving about in Turkey; this cannot fail to make Turks

better informed about the 1915 events. As many Kemalists and

“deep state” proponents fear, this may deal a new blow to the

already tottering ideological foundation of Kemalism.

3.4. Azerbaijan and the Instrumentalization of the
Karabakh Factor by Turkey
Ever since the 1994 cease-fire in Nagorno-Karabakh, Azerbaijan

has hoped that its huge oil revenues would enable it to win the
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arms race and take Nagorno-Karabakh back by force. It also

expected that the economic blockade would compel Yerevan and

Stepanakert to make unilateral concessions. The idea of “suffo-

cating” Armenia’s economy by means of a double blockade – on

the side of Turkey as well as Azerbaijan – has been the corner-

stone of Azerbaijan’s strategy in the conflict, despite the fact that

it failed to prove its efficiency over the years. Armenia’s econo-

my was growing fast despite the blockades; for several years up

to the start of the global economic recession in 2008, Armenia

boasted two-digit economic growth.7 Nevertheless, until recent-

ly Baku continued to bargain on the blockade as a means of set-

tling the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh.

The situation remained static until the 2008 Russia-Geor-

gia War that changed the political layout in the South Caucasus

in general and with regard to the conflict over Nagorno-

Karabakh in particular. The breakthrough in Armenian-Turkish

relations, which was to a large extent the consequence of the

Russia-Georgia War, became a decisive factor in the new status

quo with regard to Nagorno-Karabakh. Should the border to

Turkey open, Armenia will get access to new communication

routes, making Baku’s blockade strategy meaningless.

This was why Azerbaijan reacted to the Armenian-Turk-

ish rapprochement, starting from April 2009, with panic and

seemingly out of proportion. A series of crises in Turkey-Azer-

baijan relations ensued, the worst in post-Soviet history.

Indeed, in zero-sum-game and realpolitik logic, whatever

strengthens Armenia automatically weakens Azerbaijan to the

same extent. Armenia clearly wins by the opening of borders

and normalization of bilateral ties with Turkey. This is the
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logic used in Azerbaijan, which is only natural for a country

frustrated by losing a war.

Originally, starting in late April 2009, Azerbaijan did not

just sharply criticize Turkey’s policy with regard to Armenia

but even made a few gestures such as banning broadcasts in

Turkish by its TV stations, threatening to stop selling gas to

Turkey and expressing readiness to discuss the option to sell

all its gas to Russia. President Aliev’s visit to Moscow and his

meeting with President Medvedev in mid-April 2009 were

vivid illustrations of Baku’s stance. However, bullying with the

“Russian factor” failed to induce Turkey to review its policy

with regard to Armenia, and Moscow did not agree to alter its

approach to the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh in exchange

for Azerbaijani gas.

This made Baku tone down its reaction by early May

2009, with its media publications and official statements

expressing more moderate views. Baku probably realized that

further deterioration of relations with Turkey would reduce

Ankara’s support to Baku, thus weakening Baku’s stand in the

international community and in negotiations over Nagorno-

Karabakh. However, even subsequent friendly gestures

exchanged by Baku and Ankara failed to obliterate the nega-

tive aftertaste in bilateral relations and societal perceptions.

The crisis in Ankara-Baku relations did not just extend to the

governments; the reaction of Azerbaijani society to Turkey’s

“treachery” was in fact more acute than that of the establish-

ment. In Turkey, experts began to debate the issue whether the

political interests of Baku and Ankara in fact coincide.8
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It is, however, obvious that although the conflict over

Nagorno-Karabakh has been formally excluded from the gener-

al format of Armenian-Turkish rapprochement, Ankara’s posi-

tion in this conflict can hardly be expected to change in the fore-

seeable future, and the conflict is certain to remain on Turkey’s

foreign policy agenda and in the domestic policy discourse. The

framework signed in Switzerland was heavily criticized by Turk-

ish opposition forces, and Turkish officials started making state-

ments linking rapprochement with Armenia to the settlement of

the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh. Neither the statement con-

cerning the Road Map nor the Protocols mention Nagorno-

Karabakh, yet Turkish leaders regularly affirm that the link

exists. For example, Turkey’s Prime Minister Erdogan made

some strong statements concerning the conflict over Nagorno-

Karabakh during his visit to Azerbaijan in May 2009. According

to Turkish expert Bülent Aras, “the attempts for normalization

with Armenia triggered a nationalist Azeri response and this

response found support in Turkey in a form of allegation that the

Turkish government is selling out Azerbaijan. Preventing this

kind of negative input should be on the agenda in relation to

Turkey’s increasing activism in regional policy.”9

However, it is not only foreign policy that compels

Ankara to take a pro-Azerbaijani stand on the conflict over

Nagorno-Karabakh. Turkey is also using the Azerbaijani factor

in its policy with regard to Armenia in order to distract atten-

tion from an issue which is much more sensitive for Turkish

society and elites: the 1915 Genocide of Armenians in

Ottoman Turkey. However, as long as the borders remain

sealed and diplomatic ties with Yerevan have not been estab-
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lished, linking rapprochement to the conflict over Nagorno-

Karabakh heavily restricts Ankara’s ability to implement its

policies in the South Caucasus. As Turkish expert Aybars

Görgülü points out, “the lack of diplomatic ties between

Turkey and Armenia jeopardizes Turkey’s efforts to become a

regional leader and also its attempts at mediation for the

region’s protracted conflicts. The Nagorno-Karabakh dispute

is a good example in that sense. Turkey’s involvement in this

conflict as a party rather than a mediator and its uncondition-

al support for Azerbaijan motivated by factors both strategic –

oil-rich Azerbaijan’s importance for Turkey – and domestic –

Azerbaijan’s status as a kin-state to Turkey – has limited

Turkey’s potential role as a mediator.”10

Turkey is trying to handle its problems by regularly assur-

ing Azerbaijan that rapprochement with Armenia will be to

some degree dependent on the settlement of the conflict over

Nagorno-Karabakh to Azerbaijan’s best advantage. However,

this pushes the whole process into a deadlock. An analogy

would be for Armenia to make normalization with Turkey

dependent on the resolution of the Cyprus conflict. The prob-

lem is not just that Azerbaijan is another country but that this

approach rules out successfully normalization. Had Armenia

been prepared to make concessions over Nagorno-Karabakh in

order to improve relations with Turkey, this would have been

done years ago. Progress in Karabakh settlement is certainly

badly needed but its format is very different from that of

Armenian-Turkish relations, and tying the two together means

sacrificing realistic prospects to vague ones.11
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Even after the signing of Protocols in Zurich, Ankara is

left in a predicament: it is impossible to gratify both Armenia

and Azerbaijan as whatever is acceptable for one is unaccept-

able for the other. This moves Turkey back into the position

of Azerbaijan’s hostage in the region and prevents it from

becoming an independent player in relations with Armenia as

long as each step towards normalization with Armenia leads to

a new crisis in its relations with Azerbaijan. This was exactly

what happened after the Protocols were signed and President

Sargsyan returned a visit to Turkey for the October 14 football

match. Baku reacted by taking down Turkish flags that hung

in front of Turkish company offices and by the monument to

Ottoman soldiers killed during a siege of the city in 1918.

Although throughout 2009, Azerbaijan and Turkey made

mutually reconciling statements after every tension in their

bilateral relations caused by the Armenian-Turkish rapproche-

ment, the “one nation, two states” concept that had been the

motto of Turkey-Azerbaijan relations since the early 1990s was

now perceptibly failing.

Meanwhile the zero-sum game is by no means the only

model that can work in the Armenia-Azerbaijan-Turkey trian-

gle. Azerbaijan cannot jeopardize its relationship with Turkey

because this would leave it less room for maneuver in its rela-

tions with Russia, potentially causing undesirable conse-

quences, including those for the Karabakh issue. The Baku-

Tbilisi-Ceyhan and Baku-Erzurum communication and fuel

transportation projects that took so long to prepare and imple-

ment cannot be stopped overnight; they make Azerbaijan and

Turkey mutually dependent. Most importantly, the opening of

the Armenian-Turkish border could mitigate the overall situa-

tion in the region and eventually benefit all the regional play-

ers in a 21st-century rather than a 19th-century spirit. After all,
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Azerbaijan does sustain good neighborly relations with Russia

which has a military base in Armenia, is allied to Armenia in

the Collective Security Treaty Organization and gives it mili-

tary assistance.

Some hurt feelings on Azerbaijan’s part will be inevitable

but they are already there as a result of “football diplomacy”

and the potential failure of Baku’s plans to suffocate Armenia

by means of a double blockade. However, Azerbaijan cannot

risk to damage its relations with Turkey.
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4. Context

4.1. The Genocide as a Factor
The issue of the Genocide is very sensitive for Armenians in

Armenia and in the Diaspora; for moral reasons, neither are

prepared to discuss whether the Genocide did take place.12

Meanwhile, starting in the late 1990s Armenia began to imple-

ment a policy in which Genocide recognition claims became

an unconventional weapon used for exerting political pressure

on Ankara.13 The way Turkey used the conflict over Nagorno-

Karabakh as a resource for pressurizing Armenia, Yerevan

made the Genocide instrumental for its policy. Given Yere-

van’s limited leverage over Ankara, Armenia is actively using

Turkey’s sensitivity in the Genocide issue. Every time Turkey

brings up the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh as a precondi-

tion for normalizing relations with Armenia, the latter tough-

ens its stand on Genocide recognition, with the pressure exert-

12 See: Alexander Iskandarian. “Cogˆrafyanýn Birleþtirip Tarihin Ayýrdýgˆ IÝki
Ülke: Ermenistan ve Türkiye.” Ermenisorunu tartýþýlýrken... /”Armenien und
die Türkei: Geographisch verbunden – durch die Geschichte getrennt.” Wenn
Man Die Armenierfrage Diskutiert... Istanbul: Heinrich Böll Stiftung Derneði,
Mart 2006.

13 Ruben Safrastyan. “The Recognition of the Genocide in Armenia’s Foreign
Policy: Multi-Level Analysis.” 21st Century Journal (Russian Edition). Yere-
van. No 1, 2005, p. 3.



ed by the Diaspora on Western governments becoming a

resource for pushing Ankara towards concessions in the rec-

onciliation process. After his visit to Washington in early

December 2009, Prime Minister Erdoðan made a public state-

ment tying Armenian-Turkish normalization to the conflict

over Nagorno-Karabakh, and Turkish media reported Barack

Obama as telling Erdoðan that unless Turkey ratifies the Pro-

tocols and opens its border with Armenia, the Congress will be

very likely to pass a resolution recognizing the Genocide by

April 24, 2010 (the day when Armenians worldwide commem-

orate the Genocide).

Turkish policy-makers are, of course, aware that ratifica-

tion of the Protocols will not cause Armenia and especially the

Diaspora to stop advocating recognition of the Genocide.

Turkish Foreign Minister Davutoðlu once told Turkish jour-

nalists he did not believe the Armenians would ever renounce

Genocide claims. The opening of borders and normalization of

relations can slow the process down but not stop it, since it is

from the Diaspora and not from the Armenian government

that this initiative originates. Campaigns for international

recognition of the Genocide began before modern Armenia

was created; the European Parliament passed its Resolution on

the Genocide back in 1987 when no one could so much as

imagine that Armenia would become an independent state four

years later.

The Diaspora will continue to lobby for Genocide recog-

nition, and Armenia will continue to use this as a lever (its

efficiency openly admitted by Turkish experts and officials)

until Armenia and Turkey normalize relations. Turkey will

continue to invest considerable resources into trying to offset

the activities of the Armenian Diaspora rather than focus on

its own foreign policy agenda. According to Osman Bengur, a
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Turkish-American expert and former Congress nominee, “By

some accounts, approximately 70 percent of the Turkish

Embassy’s time in Washington is spent trying to persuade

leading Americans to support the Turkish position on the

Armenian question.”14 While trying to prevent Genocide

recognition, Turkey has to face strong Armenian organizations

in the U.S. which represent a segment of American voters and

taxpayers, making Ankara’s task extremely difficult. The situ-

ation in other countries with large Armenian Diasporas, espe-

cially France, is very similar.

4.2. Domestic Liberalization in Turkey, Pro-European
Trends and the Role of the International Community
In late 2008-early 2009, a unique situation arose where West-

ern policies with regard to Turkey are concerned. With the

election of President Obama, some Turkish experts consider

the U.S. to have the most pro-Armenian administration in his-

tory, with Joe Biden as Vice President and Hillary Clinton as

Secretary of State.15 With new obstacles to its EU accession

and new domestic efforts to review its foreign policy priorities,

Turkey has become more vulnerable to pressure from Western

states, especially the U.S., in matters of normalizing relations

with Armenia.

Meanwhile, profound societal change is underway in

Turkey, reflecting a crisis of Kemalist politics and national
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ideology. Growing pro-European trends, mostly in Istanbul

and Western Turkey, combined with overall liberalization,

have affected the perception of the Armenian question by

Turkish elites and general public. In Turkey’s pro-European

circles, normalization with Armenia began to be perceived as

one of the symbols of democratic and liberal change in Turk-

ish society and governance. In fact, support for Turkey-Arme-

nia rapprochement somehow merged with pro-European

trends, becoming part of the domestic discourse in various

spheres of Turkey’s social, political and cultural life.

Unsettled relations with Yerevan expose Turkey to pres-

sure from leading world players such as the U.S. and the EU.

Some actors in Brussels and Washington use the Armenian

question as a tool for pressurizing Ankara in a range of issues

from EU membership to the status of Iraq’s Kurdish-populated

Northern provinces. This is a growing concern for Turkish polit-

ical elite and society. According to a joint report written by

Armenian, Turkish and European experts, “A growing number

of Turks have realised that their country’s international position

on the Armenian question has only generated tension with

important allies, while utterly failing to persuade them... So long

as Turkey’s political leaders and opinion makers continue to

stoke fears of loss of territory and reparations Turkey will con-

tinue to respond defensively. By continuing to treat every men-

tion of the ‘g-word’ as attack on national honour, Turkey’s for-

eign policy has become hostage to events beyond its control,

particularly when dealing with the Caucasus.”16

Turkey’s relations with Armenia have in fact become part

of its relations with the West. In terms of civilization and pol-
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itics, Armenia is an extension of the Western world, and

Armenian-Turkish relations are a component of Ankara’s rela-

tions with Brussels and Washington with the Russian factor

also coming into the picture. External players, especially the

U.S., are in many cases both the subject and the object of the

“Armenian factor” in U.S. policies with regard to Turkey.

While Armenia and Armenian Diaspora employ their advoca-

cy resources in the United States and Western Europe in order

to exert pressure on Turkey, Washington and Brussels also use

the issue of the 1915 Genocide and the need to open Armen-

ian-Turkish borders as means for criticizing and containing

Ankara when the need arises (for example, in issues such as

Turkey’s accession to the EU or policies in the Middle East).

The Turkish domestic dimension is also important with

regard to the Genocide issue. The murder of Armenian-Turk-

ish journalist Hrant Dink, the murders of Christian missionar-

ies in Trabzon and Malatya and the Ergenekon Case all point

to the existence of entrenched nationalistic, anti-Armenian

and anti-Western sentiment in Turkish society.17 The current

state of affairs has been under criticism from moderate politi-

cal actors and part of Turkey’s civil society and elite. Acute

problems experienced by the Armenian minority in Turkey,

combined with the historical legacy, make some Turkish pub-

lic activists and officials call for a change of Ankara’s policy

towards Armenia.

In other words, the growing discourse about the past and

present of the Armenian minority in Turkey is affecting the

political perception of Armenian-Turkish interstate relations

and is creating a more favorable background for rapproche-
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ment. Unthinkable just a few years ago, it is now a fact that a

segment of Turkish civil society is urging Turkish authorities

to accelerate normalization with Armenia and even to stop

tying it to the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh.

4.3. Economic and Communication Stimuli
The consequences of the 2008 Russia-Georgia War served to

accelerate rapprochement between Yerevan and Ankara. The

war exposed the vulnerability of communication routes via

Georgia, creating a new incentive for Turkey to open its bor-

der with Armenia in order to build alternative communication

(and potentially also energy transportation) routes in the South

Caucasus. When all communication and energy transportation

via Georgia was disrupted during the war, a number of Turk-

ish experts and public officials, including even Foreign Minis-

ter Ali Babajan, expressed the view that Armenia could poten-

tially become an alternative terrain for a gas pipeline from the

Caspian to the West, since transit via Georgia has become

insecure as a result of the Russian intervention.18

Since the Five-Day War, Armenia has had to face new

regional challenges. Ironically, the post-war strengthening of

Russia’s positions and influence in the South Caucasus also

served to increase the distance between Russia and Armenia.

First of all, the war interrupted land communication between

the two countries, including the transportation of supplies to

the Russian base deployed in Armenia. Russia’s right to use

the transit route via Georgian territory for transporting sup-
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plies to Russian troops in Armenia was stipulated by the 2005

agreements between Moscow and Tbilisi under which Russia

withdrew it military bases from the territory of Georgia. Obvi-

ously, Russian military transit via Georgia has become impos-

sible after the war and will not resume in the foreseeable

future. Non-military transit from Russia to Armenia via Geor-

gian territory is also problematic.

Russian military transit to Armenia via Azerbaijan, Iran

or Turkey is not out of the question yet it involves political

complications and restrictions at an even higher level. At the

moment, most supplies are carried to the Russian military base

in Armenia by air. It is a unique situation in the framework of

the unresolved conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh, taking into

account that land communication between Armenia and Azer-

baijan was cut off by Baku back in 1990. Whatever new solu-

tions are found, it is a fact that the Five-Day War moved Rus-

sia further away from Armenia, both literally and figuratively

speaking. This could not fail to affect Yerevan’s bilateral rela-

tions with Tbilisi and Ankara.

Now that it has lost Abkhazia and South Ossetia in the

mid-term perspective at the least, Georgia has nothing left to

lose or to concede in territorial terms. Therefore, since August

2008 the Georgian society and political elites have strongly

resented any political developments that can in any way affect

the country’s regional standing. For example, it is obvious that

the settlement of the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh, or any

positive dynamics therein, would lessen the regional impor-

tance of Georgia, depriving it of the economic and political

benefits that normally reach Tbilisi for as long as its two

neighbors in the South Caucasus are in a state of conflict.

Many people in Georgia are concerned that even a tiny change

of the general background in the conflict over Nagorno-

Context 37



Karabakh could undermine Georgia’s exclusive regional status.

As Georgian experts point out, there is also a feeling in Geor-

gia that should Armenian-Turkish rapprochement lead to

unblocking of borders and communications between Armenia

and Turkey, this would cause Tbilisi to lose its privileged posi-

tion in regional transit and economic projects. According to

Georgian political scientist Gia Nodia, “For the South Cau-

casus and Georgia in particular, the Turkish-Armenian recon-

ciliation, if it takes place, will constitute a genuine and impor-

tant change. Some analysts consider Georgia a potential loser

from this development.” However, Nodia also points out that

the opening of the Armenian-Turkish border would serve to

reduce Russian military and political presence in Armenia and

in the entire South Caucasus, which would be beneficial for

Georgia.19

Social and economic stimuli are also important. Ever

since the 350-km long Turkish-Armenian border was sealed

back in 1993, the only direct connection between Armenia and

Turkey has been by air. The Istanbul-Yerevan passenger flight

was opened in 1996 but goods from the two countries (chiefly

Turkish imports into Armenia) are mostly shipped by land via

Georgia. According to Kaan Soyak, the Head of the Turkish-

Armenian Business Development Council, the trade turnover

between Armenia and Turkey reaches at least 100-120 million

dollars per annum. According to research done by the U.S.

Embassy to Armenia, Turkey is Armenia’s seventh largest trade

partner. Due to the lack of official ties, either Russia or Geor-

gia is marked as the destination on Turkish goods intended for

Armenia; alternately, businesses deal via companies registered
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in other countries, chiefly Switzerland, and Turkey is not

marked on the goods as the place of manufacture.

Should the border open and communication routes begin

to function, the trade turnover can rise drastically. Local offi-

cials from the struggling Eastern parts of Turkey have on many

occasions expressed their enthusiasm about the potential open-

ing of the border and beginning of trade and cooperation with

Armenian businesses. Poverty levels in the regions of Turkey

that border on Armenia are several times higher than in better

developed Western Turkey to say nothing of Istanbul. Local

residents are looking forward to an open border with Armenia

that they hope can give them a chance to improve their eco-

nomic plight.

In Armenia, some businesspeople have voiced fears that

open borders may leave Armenian producers unable to com-

pete against cheap imports from Turkey and make Armenian

trade too dependent on the Turkish route. However, most

experts believe the economic benefits of the opening of bor-

ders will outmatch any potential damages. Business actors who

welcome the opening hope to export their products to inter-

national markets at much smaller costs than presently.

4.4. Turkey’s New Role and Asymmetric Perceptions
Since the end of the Cold War and the demise of the bipolar

world order in the early 1990s, Turkey has been looking for a

new niche in regional politics. On one hand, Ankara lost its

importance in the Larger Near East as soon as it stopped play-

ing the part of a major anti-Communist beachhead of the

NATO and the U.S. On the other hand, the demise of the

USSR offered Turkey new opportunities to become involved in

the post-Soviet space, especially where energy projects were
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concerned. However, in recent years Turkey has been increas-

ingly burdened by pressing policy issues, both outside its bor-

ders (the Cyprus problem and the Kurdish issue in Iraq) and

inside the country (the Kurdish problem, developments

around the 20th-century genocides of Armenians and Greeks,

and the current situation of Christian minorities in Turkey).

When the Justice and Development Party (AKP, Adalet

ve Kalkýnma Partisi) ascended to power in Turkey, it pledged

to quickly resolve all those pending issues. Domestically, it

made some steps towards liberalizing policies with regard to

the Kurdish problem, and started reviewing attitudes with

regard to Turkish citizens of Armenian descent. In foreign pol-

icy, Turkey started making efforts to normalize relations with

all its neighbors. The new foreign policy doctrine, elaborated

and promoted by Turkey’s Foreign Minister Ahmet Davu-

toðlu, has become known as “zero problems with neighbors.”

Indeed, in recent years Turkey has succeeded in improving

relations with some of its neighbors – Syria, Iran and to some

extent also Greece. However, three very acute issues remain

unresolved: those of Cyprus and of the Kurdish and Armenian

minorities in Turkey. Of these, the Cyprus problem and the

Kurdish issue are the most sensitive for Turkish society. Nei-

ther of the two lends itself to resolution in the short-term; they

will continue to hinder Turkey’s domestic development and

prevent it from fully implementing its new foreign policy doc-

trine. The extreme complexity of the Kurdish problem was

once again exposed when Prime Minister Erdoðan’s “Kurdish

initiative” was cut short or at least strongly deterred by a ban

imposed by Turkey’s Constitutional Court on the activity of

the pro-Kurdish Democratic Society Party. The intricacy of

the Cyprus problem is in many ways similar. On one hand,

those two unresolved problems make Turkey more vulnerable
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to external pressures in the Armenian question. On the other

hand, Turkey-Armenia normalization can potentially become

the only success story in Turkish foreign policy in the last few

years and thus serve to improve Turkey’s staggering interna-

tional image.

Turkey-Armenia relations are also affected by the fact

that perceptions of these relations in Armenia and Turkey are

quite asymmetric. Whereas relations with Turkey are a nation-

al security issue from the perspective of Armenia and Armen-

ian Diaspora, for Turkey the Armenian question is potentially

an issue of historical liability that affects its international image

and relations with its main allies in the West. The fact that

relations with Armenia are a headache for 70-million-strong

Turkey while for Armenia they are an issue of prime impor-

tance makes Armenia more consolidated and focused in its atti-

tude to rapprochement with Turkey. Turkey matters more to

Armenia than Armenia does to Turkey. Yet Ankara can afford

to make more progress in its relations with Yerevan in order to

receive major political dividends at international level. By

showing that it can be an unbiased and open partner – a coun-

try that settles its relations with its neighbors and is open to

compromises and constructive dialogue on the most controver-

sial issues – Turkey can hope to improve its image in the Mus-

lim world as well as in Europe and the US. A new constructive

image will be conductive to Turkey’s Soft Power, especially

bearing in mind the new discourse that has recently become

popular in Turkish society and the new role that Turkey hopes

to play in the management of regional conflicts should it suc-

ceed in becoming perceived as a neutral neighbor.20
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By opening its border in the East, Turkey can count on

dividends in the West, primarily in its dialogue with the EU,

whereas Armenia will benefit in terms of security and com-

munication, and get new opportunities for development.21

Potential benefits for the two countries thus lie in very differ-

ent spheres, affecting the perception of normalization by soci-

eties and politicians.

4.5. Foreign Policy Stimuli for Armenia
Starting from the mid-1990s, since the ceasefire in Nagorno-

Karabakh, the Armenian leadership has been making it clear that

Armenia is ready to build its foreign policy and engage in region-

al and global integration regardless of the situation in the conflict,

despite all the political and economic costs that this entails.

Given the current status quo in the conflict over Nagorno-

Karabakh, one cannot expect a settlement of relations with Azer-

baijan in the short-term or even in the medium-term. Accord-

ingly, Armenia has to reconcile with this prospect, and avoid peg-

ging its relations with other countries of the region, internation-

al organizations or leading world powers on the Karabakh factor.

Armenia proceeds on the assumption that improved conditions

for regional integration and the creation of an environment con-

ductive to mutual trust will one day pave the way for rapproche-

ment with Azerbaijan. It also sees the ongoing rapprochement

between Armenia and Turkey as a step in this direction.

The Five-Day War considerably reduced military risks in

the zone of the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh by demon-
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strating the inefficiency of violent unilateral attempts at reso-

lution. It also served to solidify the status quo in the zone of

conflict for years to come, and ruled out prospects for settle-

ment in the short-term.

The political environment of the conflict over Nagorno-

Karabakh has also been developing in a direction which is

favorable for Armenia, because the double blockade of Arme-

nia has been one of the main components of Azerbaijan’s pol-

icy in its confrontation with Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh,

whereas the opening of the Armenia-Turkey border can poten-

tially nullify the effect of the blockade. Armenia’s active par-

ticipation in the Armenian-Turkish rapprochement, with

Moscow’s tacit consent and the hearty approval of the USA

and the EU, has been beneficial for Armenia’s image and

weight in the region. One can even say that the Turkish ini-

tiative enabled Armenia to break out of the narrow limits of

the South Caucasus political environment and secure an inde-

pendent niche in the Great Game by relying on the indirect

resources of the EU, the USA and Russia in its negotiations

with Turkey. All this serves to enhance Armenia’s motivation

to achieve reconciliation with Turkey.
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5. Prospects

5.1. Ratification Prospects
The Armenian-Turkish Protocols are the result of many com-

promises achieved during lengthy negotiations. It would be

naïve to expect them to fully correspond to the interests of

both countries as some sort of middle ground had to be found

in an effort to reconcile the two nations. The path to ratifica-

tion and implementation may also prove thorny.

At the time of writing in early 2010, the regional and inter-

national circumstances remain conducive to Armenian-Turkish

rapprochement. Not only do the U.S. and the EU support this

project but Russia’s attitude has also become more favorable as a

result of the Five-Day War. However, domestic procrastination

can create serious impediments to rapprochement in both coun-

tries. Lack of progress visibly frustrates stakeholders in Turkey and

Armenia, including political actors and the wide public, and

makes them gradually lose faith in the process. There is growing

insecurity and mistrust on both sides of the border; there are also

rising doubts that a clear normalization plan actually exists and

that there is room for compromise between Armenia and Turkey.

This sentiment leads to speculations and creates domestic prob-

lems for public officials in both countries. With one of the two

countries trying to tie the ratification to additional parameters not



stipulated by the Protocols, the other may start coming up with

new preconditions, leading the whole process into a deadlock.

In Armenia, lack of progress in the rapprochement re-

activates historical phobias, leading to rejection of the rap-

prochement by the society and further aggravating the appre-

hensions existing in Armenian Diaspora communities world-

wide. Similar issues arise in Turkey, especially with the ruling

party and its Prime Minister losing popularity, with approach-

ing parliamentary elections and growing criticism of the

Armenian-Turkish rapprochement by opposition groups.

Should ratification be postponed, stalling the rapproche-

ment, frustration can overwhelm the process and make its

continuation extremely difficult. As a result, the situation in

Armenian-Turkish relations may end up worse than it had

been prior to the start of “football diplomacy,” especially in

view of the approaching Genocide commemoration day. How-

ever, the continuation of Armenian-Turkish rapprochement is

still on the two governments’ list of priorities, and there is still

a chance that the Protocols may be ratified in the short-term.

5.2. Potential Problems
At the time of writing in January 2010, there is still some

probability that the Protocols may be ratified and the border

opened. Although one can find fault with the text of the Pro-

tocols, it is crucial that the Protocols prescribe a procedure for

normalizing bilateral relations and opening borders. They are,

in fact, a “road map.” However, one cannot rule out that even

in the event that parliaments do ratify the Protocols, their

implementation would be delayed and hampered by various

technical challenges, consciously or unconsciously brought

forward by either of the two sides.
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It is important to bear in mind that the opening of bor-

ders will not eliminate or even mitigate existing problems:

although the problems will certainly transform, they will also

very probably escalate. Open borders will allow hundreds of

thousands of people to visit the neighboring country about

which they know absolutely nothing. Armenians will get the

chance to visit those regions of Turkey that form a part of

Armenian history and in which the ancestors of many con-

temporary Armenians were born and lived. Armenian tourists

will certainly be appalled by the sad state of Armenian histor-

ical heritage in those regions. Amongst the Turks, visitors from

Armenia may evoke memories of the Genocide. On one hand,

this may provoke a negative reaction from some people. On

the other, this may expose the already existing discourse about

“crypto-Armenians,” i.e. Turkish citizens having some form of

Armenian identity who are direct descendants of those Arme-

nians who adopted Turkish identities during the Genocide and

thus avoided deportation. Moreover, according to some data,

up to a third of the population of the Turkish regions that bor-

der on Armenia are Azeri, i.e. people having some aspects of

Azerbaijani identity.

All of this put together will probably lead to a surge of

intolerance and nationalism immediately after the opening of

borders. With the border crossable, nationalist ideologies will

no longer rely solely on historical references but also on every-

day problems and conflicts that do not happen now simply

because the two nations do not interact.
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