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Abstract:

Recently the basis of 1987 Resolution of the Parliament that accepted the genocide
allegations committed towards the Ottoman Armenians in 1915, Vandemeulebroucke
Report, illegally came to the agenda of the General Council although rejected with the
votes of Political Committee. This report was later approved there through intimida-
tion of those parliamentarians opposing the report and the draft of resolution. The
resolution is a political maneuver of those politicians who want to slander and exclude
Turkey from Europe, by making it a condition for the full membership of Turkey to the
European Union. Turkey should maintain that genocide is a legal concept and should
stress the impossibility of declaring somebody of being a criminal before the decision
of the competent court. In doing that, Turkey should bring the issue to the agenda of
Turkey-European Parliament Joint Parliamentary Commission and defend her views
there in order to state that there is no legal way for some suspects to be accused of com-
mitting the crime of genocide.
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Oz

1915 yiinda Osmanls Ermenilerine karsi soykirim wygulandigina dair, 1987
yilinda Avrupa Parlamentosu (AP) tarafindan alman karara dayanak olusturan
Vandemeulebroucke raporu AP Siyasi Komitesi tarafindan oylanarak reddedilmes-
ine ragmen, usulsiiz olarak AP Genel Kurul giindemine alinmas ve orada rapora ve
karar taslagina kars: olan parlamenterler tehdit edilerek kabul ettirilmistiv. Alinan
karar Tiirkiyeyi karalamak ve soykiriminin kabuliinii iilkemizin Avrupa Birligine
tam diyeliginin kosulu haline getirerek Tiirkiye'yi Avrupadan dislamak isteyen siya-
setgilerin bir siyasal manevrasidyr. Tiirkiye soykiriminin hukuksal bir tevim oldugunu
belirterek, bir hukuk devletinde, herhangi bir zanlinin yetkili yarg: organi tarafindan
yargilamadan suglu ilan edilemeyecegini vurgulayarak, kimi zanlilarin soykirim: sucu
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isledigini tanimasina hukuken olanak bulunmadigini belirtmek amacryla konuyu
Tiirkiye Avrupa Parlamentosu Karma Parlamento Komisyonunun giindemine ge-
tirmeli ve orada goriiglerini savunmalidsr.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Avrupa Parlamentosu, Soykirim: Sozlesmesi, Ermeni
Diasporast, Osmanlt Ermenileri, Fransa, Ermeni leririi

was appointed as the Permanent Representative of Turkey to the European

Union in November 1984. During my three-year service, each month, I

spent one week in Strasbourg, except for the months of August when the
European Parliament (EP) did not convene. I participated in the EP meetings
and discussed several issues with the members of the EP. In that period, Turkey
was brought to the agenda of nearly all of the EP meetings; many reports were
written and many resolutions were adopted regarding Turkey and in almost all of
them Turkey was criticized and condemned.

After my appointment, the first problem about the relations with the EP was
the initiative of the French members of the Parliament in order to make the EP
adopted a resolution recognizing the claim of the ‘Armenian genocide committed
by the Ottoman Empire in 1915’

I went to the EP and met with its President, Pflimlin, in December 1984. At
the beginning of our conversation, he asked me why Turkey had not accepted the
so-called ‘genocide’. His discourse resembled a discourse used in a conversation
between an employer and employee or between the strong and the weak. Dur-
ing my three and a half year embassy in Indonesia, I was treated quite well by
the Indonesian political elite because of their admiration towards Turkey and its
founder, Atatiirk. Before, I had experienced multilateral diplomacy in the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency for nine years. Such a style, which I had never
witnessed, disturbed me seriously. Later, I would perceive that the diplomacy
of European integration developed a sui generis style regarding the communica-
tion of the European Communities’ institutions with the member and candidate
states. It was necessary to use this style as soon as possible. But, let me turn to my
first meeting with President Pflimlin.

I thought that I had to stay calm against the disturbing style of the President
towards a partner state’s ambassador, which was not in accordance with the dip-
lomatic customs, while I should not give up my firm stance. He was a lawyer,
thus I should bring the issue to that field. I told him that the concept of ‘geno-
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cide’ emerged with the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, and it should not be used so carelessly.
I added that without any deci-

sion by a competent court or :The discourse of the European Par-
any other judicial authorit: ~{liament President resembled the
one could not be accused of - ana y1sed in a conversation between

any crime; and this was a rule :
not only in Turkey bur also in :@N €Mployer and employee or be-

France. I also said that the Eu- :tween the strong and the weak.
ropean Communities had es-

tablished a judicial framework and it was expected from the President of EP not
to act contrary to international law. I added that Turkey had accepted the 1948
Convention and transformed it as a part of internal law, thus it was impossible to
breach our internal laws. What is more, I said that many Turkish diplomats had
been victims of Armenian terror and this conversation — according to me - was
carried out under the shadow of these awful murders. My remarks disturbed him
and said that he also condemned terrorism, he loved the Turks and he had many
Turkish friends. Then he tried to bring the conversation to the political field, and
said that accepting the so-called genocide would only glorify Turkey while Turkey
could not be held responsible for the events occurred prior to its foundation. I
told him I believed that it was unfair to voice the atrocities suffered solely by the
non-Muslims residing within the multicultural Ottoman society while overlook-
ing the Muslim Ottomans that were killed. He stated that the French society
was very sensitive with respect to this issue. I replied by stating that I knew this
subject quite well, and added that in the 1920’s, Armenians were sent to war at
Cukurova having been dressed up in French uniform, and that previously Otto-
man Armenians were dressed up in Tsarist Russian uniform. I told him that the
Armenian representative participating in the Sevres negotiations, Bogos Nubar,
stated that they were the belligerent party and that when France was retreating
from Cukurova he brought a part of the ‘Anatolian Armenian soldiers’ to France.
I told him that there existed at cemeteries in France memorial graves for ‘the Ar-
menians that perished for the French’, and that for this reason I was not surprised
that he felt close to Armenians. I added that I was against a one-sided review of
history, that my aim was not to remind him of certain passages of history he may
not want to read or the existence of which he may not know of. I said that I just
wanted to make a courtesy visit to the President of the European Parliament and
added that if he wanted more detailed information on this topic, I was ready to
provide for it in the future.
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During this visit, the French openly put forth how they were resolute about
bringing the Armenian question before the European Parliament. Their first
initiative was made in 1981, with French Parliamentarian Jacquet’s draft enti-
tled “The Condition of the Armenian People™. Thereafter, a draft carrying the
signature of French Parliamentarian Miss Duport and Belgium Parliamentarian
Glinne was presented on behalf of the Socialist Group.” On behalf of the new
EP’s Socialist Group elected as of June 1984, French Parliamentarian Saby and
his friends renewed the Armenian draft.

At the beginning of 1984, Israel, the French Parliamentarian who was ap-
pointed to write a report on the Armenian issue, resigned from this assignment.
I believe that the Jewish lobby, which did not want to share the characteristic of
being victims of genocide with the Armenians, influenced him. Upon Monsieur
Israel’s refusal, this time an agreement was made with Belgian Parliamentarian
Mr. Vandemeulebroucke who, at that time, was a member of the Vlamski Block
party known for being extreme-rightist, nationalist and racist. I invited Vande-
meulebroucke for lunch in the days following his appointment as a reporter in
January 1985. I stressed that we were prepared to submit all the information and
documents he wanted on the topic he was to write a report, and stated that he
could meet with all pertinent individuals and officials including the Armenian
community by coming to Turkey and that he could conduct research in our ar-
chives. I told him that we expected him to be objective and include allegations
as well as counter-arguments in his report. I added that we expected his prospec-
tive report would help heal the deep wound inflicted on the Turkish and world
public’s conscience as a result of the bloody activities carried out by terrorist
groups voicing that they acted on behalf of the Armenians. I told him that this
report carried the prospect of aiding in the creation of an atmosphere of mutual
dialogue and understanding between the Armenians and Turks. I stated —~upon
his question- that we do not expect anybody to suppress his memory or disregard
tragic events of the past. I added that the report also needed to include passages of
history that certain historians and politicians denied, and that I desired all pages
of history and the causes of events to be evaluated together. Otherwise, people
would be constrained to read history for personal satisfaction or to reinforce their
prejudices. Furthermore, I explained the basic elements of the Genocide Con-
vention, and pointed out to my counterpart that he was not a competent judge,
prosecutor, nor lawyer. I added that the European Parliament was not a court

1 Doc. No. 1782/81
2 Doc. No. 1-735/83
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and stated that genocide was a legal term. I also said that this crime could be car-
ried out by individuals; therefore, it was not in line with justice for a politician
to write a report on a legal matter as if it were handing down a sentence without
listening to the pleas of the defendants none of whom are alive today. Upon my
counterpart stating how he heard that the massacres inflicted upon the Arme-
nians went unpunished and that he wanted to analyze this matter, I explained
how approximately 1300 Ottoman leaders were tried for wrongdoings during the
relocation, a big portion of which was tried by the Courts set up during the Com-
mittee for Unity and Progress period, some of which was executed, and some of
which were deported to Malta but set free due to the lack of evidence. During this
first meeting, my counterpart accepted our invitation stated that he would come
to Turkey, and wanted us to be sure that he would be objective.

However, The Belgian Parliamentarian never came to our country, nor ex-
plained why he did so. As time passed, it became more apparent that the re-
porter was acting on behalf of the diaspora. He did not accept to meet me in his
room and during our discussions carried out in the Parliament’s canteen there
was always a “party commissar” accompanying him, who listened to our conver-
sations without uttering a word. I told the reporter that he took upon himself
an important duty, since his prospective report could serve to bring the Turks
and Armenians together. I insistently requested for the report to contribute to a
culture of peace, not to a culture rancor and revenge, and gave him books and
documents to be put to use in his report. As time passed, information started to
reach us through indirect ways regarding the points that he elaborated in his re-
port. Among this information there existed documents, the fraudulence of which
were ascertained, and factitious assertions such as the genocide claim that was
accepted by The United Nations Economic and Social Council, Human Rights
Sub-Committee. We analyzed all of this material and prepared counter docu-
ments approximately 200 pages in length. We distributed these documents to the
Belgian reporter and also to the other parliamentarians. We observed a group of
parliamentarians throw away the documents they retrieved from their post boxes
without having read them in a big trash box next to the document distribution
section, as the parliamentarians did not have the time to read those documents
that did not fall within their own areas of priority. Everyday they received a heavy
load of letters and documents. Also, during that period, a group of European
parliamentarians came to Strasbourg on Mondays, signed the attendance reg-
istry, and then returned. They came again on Fridays to sign the registry again,
and they took their daily payments as if they were present the whole week. This
resulted in the overflow of their post-boxes.
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Those elected to the European Parliament that term, with the exception of
50-60 of them, were second class politicians who could not be elected to their
national parliaments. Due to these observations we made, we figured out that it
would be of greater use to send the information and documents we wanted to
deliver not to the parliamentarians themselves, but to their political assistants
and in fact to the advisors of the political groups they were affiliated with, both
of which we got in touch with as well. During that period, I discussed this issue
with approximately 100 European parliamentarians face to face. During these
discussions, excluding the French parliamentarians, they stated that they under-
stood our views but that the subject matter was a problem having top priority
amongst the French members of the European Parliament. They stated that the
Greeks supported the French and that the reciprocal concessions granted and
balances formed in Parliament left no possibility of going against this demand of
the French. As a matter of fact, this subject carried no priority for the other Euro-
pean parliamentarians. Furthermore, they pointed out how there existed a wide
spread conviction among Europe that in 1915 the Armenians were subjected to
a grave massacre and that we should not pay much attention to political resolu-
tions taken by the European Parliament that was not binding such as the one in
question. The main justification of those who were opposing the matter being
taken up by the EP, stemmed from how the parliament was not a place to try his-
tory, and from how they were against distorting the past for political motives.
Those in opposition displayed resistance towards the matter not as a result of its
essence but out of procedure. They either were unaware or did not attribute much
importance to the sufferings of the Ottoman Muslims who encountered the same
hardships during that period, such as the Van massacre in April 1915 inflicted by
Armenian armed units. French parliamentarians adopted a highly unreliable at-
titude, and were voicing how this issue was a domestic political problem, and that
it did not target Turkey. Their prejudices on this matter were deeply entrenched;
they did not even want to hear any counter arguments.

I should point out that during that period, I meticulously analyzed social-
psychology books on opinion formation and alteration techniques, and benefited
greatly from this inquiry. Due to our profession also entailing the persuasion of
one’s counterpart, I believe it would be highly useful to teach social psychology
to all young diplomats.

Let us return to our topic. To my mind, the Vandemeulebroucke report has
been drafted by the Armenian diaspora. The report was full of biased and erro-
neous information. The report was presented to the Political Committee of the
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European Parliament. At the Committee’s meeting held in The Hague, the main
justification that the EU was not a historical institution and was not competent
to try history took over and the report was rejected by a single vote. In fact, as
I personally listened to the

mee:“gl’: fec}ffdi‘;lgs’ II) }II?YC | said that many Turkish diplomats had
no- doubt that the TOlU~ haan victims of Armenian terror and

cal Committee’s Chairman @~ . . .
(Iralian) Formigoni, held :tNIS conversation with the President

the voting twice -to avoid — according to me - was carried out un-
any mistakes- and that the :der the shadow of these awful murders.

outcome of both was rejec-

tion. The recordings of the meeting were presented to us on the same day by an
official present at the room where the meeting was held. According to the proce-
dural by-law, the rejection of a report in a Committee through voting necessitated
that it be dropped from the agenda and that the matter would not be dealt with
again. Actually the Chairman of the Committee had drawn attention to this fact
before the matter was subjected to a vote. However, when so desired, issues were
not taken up in a fashion falling in line with law at the European Parliament, al-
leged to be a legal institution. It was a political arena and all kinds of maneuvers
were deemed legitimate. Due to the Turkish parliamentarians not being members
of the European Parliament our adversaries had an advantage. Pressure was ex-
erted upon the Committee’s Chairman for the report to be reassessed. However,
the Chairman Formigoni resisted such pressures towards this end and stated that
the report was put to a vote and that this case is closed. This time, they waited for
Formigoni’s tenure to come to an end. He was replaced by another Italian, Ercini.
I knew Ercini as well, he was unreliable, would smile in your face but carry out
deeds of a contrary nature behind your back. We overheard that the report was
brought to the agenda of the Political Committee once again - as if it were a fresh
issue- by the new Chairman. Fellow parliamentarians wanted to bring the issue to
the By-law Committee. The By-law Committee rejected this appeal.

On the other hand, the Political Committee’s new Chairman Ercini once again
brought the Vandemeulebroucke report to the fore. As a result of the efforts of
German Klaus Haensch -a member of the Political Committee and who thereaf-
ter was the President of the European Parliament- references made to the geno-
cide were removed from the draft resolution pertaining to the report. The French
initially opposed this. Subsequently, when the General Assembly convened, they
conceded to the changes made at the Committee, presuming that they could in-
sert whatever wordings they desired through various motions for amendment. A
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group of members of the Political Committee who had voted against the report
at the first meeting came to me and stated that they were being threatened, and
added that they would not take part in the meeting where the votes would be
cast and what was being carried out went against all the rules. The report and
draft resolution were passed from the Political Committee and were brought to
the General Assembly. On 18 July
1987 the European parliament was

The Vandemeulebroucke report: , , ,

. ¢ encircled by Armenians, coming
has been drafted by the Ar_mem-; from various locations. One evening
an diaspora. It W?S full of _blased i the groups of Armenians who went
and erroneous information. : down town placed up notices at the

corner of every street. The French
police took no measures. Very few parliamentarians had participated in the ses-
sion. During the Parliament’s session, the French parliamentarians who ascended
a platform that was placed outside, explained what was going on inside to those
demonstrators waiting under the rain. They applauded those who supported
the Armenian thesis and heckled those who did not. The terrorists that seeped
into Parliament threatened certain parliamentarians, for example when German
Wedekind had the floor he disclosed that he had been threatened with a gun, that
this was a scandal and stated that under these conditions this matter could not be
dealt with. French parliamentarian and member of the Socialist Group Miss Pery,
who was deliberately chosen to hold the presidential chair of that session, turned
a deaf ear on these developments. The very same person, during a lunch break,

acting in contravention of the rules of the procedural by-law, and despite all ob-

jections, passed a resolution in the General Assembly at where approximately 40
people were present, denouncing the military operation carried out by Turkey to-
wards the PKK terrorists. To sum up, everything unraveled according to the sce-
nario construed by the French parliamentarians who were taking directives from
the Armenian diaspora. Almost all of the strict amendments proposed during the
session of General Assembly regarding Vandemeulebroucke report entitled “A
Political Solution to the Armenian Question” and the pertinent draft resolution
were adopted and in this fashion the resolution was accepted by the European
Parliament. For me and for those who are aware of the realities I explained above,
this resolution is a shame for the European Parliament and is of less worth than a
piece of a dirty tissue paper.

Now let me try to summarize and curtly evaluate the points incorporated in
the resolution endorsed by the European Parliament. This exercise shall help us
understand the expectations and stance against Turkey of those who prepared
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the draft resolution and of those who made alterations to it of a stricter nature.
As additions were made to the draft resolution during the General Assembly the
final text is of a highly complex nature. The ensuing analysis deals with the same
topic, yet I brought together various articles which do not succeed one another in

the text and added sub-headings.
Genocide and Consequences of Its Recognition

The Armenian side regards these events as planned genocide within the mean-
ing of the 1948 UN Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime
of Genocide

The Turkish State rejects the charge of genocide as unfounded.

(In the first text, perceptions of two sides were given separately in these two para-
graphs, thus a balance was provided. With the inclusion of the following paragraph
to the resolution of the European Parliament, it was shown that the events had been
believed to be genocide.)

[European Parliament] believes that the tragic events in 1915-1917 involving
the Armenians living in the territory of the Ottoman Empire constitute genocide
within the meaning of the convention on the prevention and the punishment
of the crime of genocide adopted by the UN General Assembly on 9 December
1948; Recognizes, however, that the present Turkey cannot be held responsible
for the tragedy experienced by the Armenians of the Ottoman Empire and stresses
that neither political nor legal or material claims against present-day Turkey can
be derived from the recognition of this historical event as an act of genocide.

(The expression of ... neither political nor legal or material claims against present-
day Turkey can be derived from the recognition of this historical event as an act of
genocide” implies that the consequences of recognition is not material. However, the
representatives of the Armenian organizations state that the recognition of genocide
would have consequences regarding compensation and the Turkish governments must
be held responsible for the payment of it. In the meetings that I attended after the
adoption of the resolution, there were parliaments, which tried to attract my atten-
tion that only the verb ‘believe, instead of ‘recognize’ was used in the resolution; they
claimed that they could succeed to prevent recognition by this usage.

In my opinion, European Parliament interpreted the 1948 Convention wrong and
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acted contrary to it. Because, only a competent court, not a political body such as
the European Parliament could decide whether there is the crime of genocide. If this
wrong interpretation was to be done by one of the governments, which was a party
to the Convention, other parties to the Convention would have the right to apply to

the International Court of Justice with the legal ground that there was a mistake of
procedure if not substance.)

The historically proven Armenian genocide has so far neither been the object
of political condemnation nor received due compensation.

(With this paragraph, the concept of genocide, which is a legal concept, is excluded
from the legal framework and put into a historical and political structure. By stating
that the genocide is historically proven, the arguments of some historians recognizing
the 1915-16 events as genocide was accepted as evidence, while opposite views were
simply disregarded. Today the same approach continues. For example, those scholars
who argue that these events can not be accepted as genocide (such as Justin McCarthy,
Bernard Lewis, and Stanford Shaw) are accused of being Turkish agents; their works
are denied; they are not invited to the scientific (1) conferences that the other side or-
ganize; even expression of their views are feared. Moreover the expression of due com-
pensation’ simply contradicts with the former paragraph articulating that “... neither
political nor legal or material claims against present-day Turkey can be derived from
the recognition of this historical event as an act of genocide”. Those who demanded
compensation are tried to be satisfied with the due compensation’)

The Turkish Government, by refusing to recognize the genocide of 1915, con-
tinues to deprive the Armenian people of the right to their own history.

(With this paragraph Turkey was demanded to take some steps to cure the ‘psy-
chological crises’ of the Armenians. In the former paragraphs the years 1915-1917°
are stated, whereas here only 1915’ is written. The claim of the Armenian Diaspora
that Turkey is responsible for all the problems of Armenians is reflected here as well.
Otherwise it is impossible for a state to deprive another state to read, understand and
evaluate its own history.)

The recognition of the Armenian genocide by Turkey must therefore be viewed
as a profoundly humane act of moral rehabilitation towards the Armenians, which

can only bring honor to the Turkish Government

[European Parliament] calls on the Council to obtain from the present Turkish
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Government as acknowledgment of the genocide perpetrated against the Armeni-
ans in 1915-1917 and promote the establishment of a political dialogue between
Turkey and the representatives of the Armenians.

(Here again the period of genocide is expressed as the years 1915-1917, thus the
massacres committed by the Armenians much later, particularly during the War of
Liberation, is  excluded.
However, the Van Massacre

of April 1915 is fongotten as gThe rgprgsentatives of the Armeniap
well since the blame is ied ro  OYganizations state that the recogni-
be put on the Russian army, : tion of genocide would have conse-
commanded by Armenians :quences regarding compensation and
who were former deputies ithe Turkish governments must be

of the Ottoman Parliament. . .
The Council, on the other : held responsible for the payment of it.

hand, did not act in accord-

ance with the EP’s demand and there was no initiative on this issue towards Turkey.
The expression of ‘representatives of Armenians, implies not the Republic of Armenia,
which had not been an independent state at that time, but the Armenian Diaspora.
Some of them openly supported the Armenian terror both financially and morally.)

Armenian Terrorist Activities: Establishment of Jewish-Armenian Connec-
tion

[European Parliament] profoundly regrets and condemns the mindless terror-
ism by groups of Armenians who were responsible between 1973 and 1986 of
several attacks causing death or injury to innocent victims and deplored by an
overwhelming majority of the Armenian people.

[European Parliament] condemns strongly any violence and any form of ter-
rorism carried out by isolated groupings unrepresentative of the Armenian peo-
ple, and calls for reconciliation between Armenians and Turks.

The obdurate stance of every Turkish Government towards the Armenian
question has in no way helped to reduce the tension.

[European Parliament] calls on the Community Member States to dedicate a
day to the memory of the genocide and crimes against humanity perpetrated in
the 20th century, specifically against the Armenians and Jews.
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(These four paragraphs reflect the balance within the European Parliament. In the
[first of them, Armenian terrorism is condemned, while this condemnation is somehow
moderated with the expression that these events are individual acts. In the third para-
graph, it is implied that these acts of terror have a reason. The attitude of European
televisions, radios and press right after the Armenian terror was not much different.
They perceived these events as an opportunity to reflect Armenian allegations. Those
European parliamentarians, whom I met, argued that this was a text of compromise

and it was aimed to satisfy the French and the Greek; and they ‘laughed)
Package Paragraphs Condemning Turkey

The refusal by the present Turkish Government to acknowledge the genocide
against the Armenian people committed by the Young Turk government, its re-
luctance to apply the principles of international law to its differences of opinion
with Greece, the maintenance of Turkish occupation forces in Cyprus and the
denial of existence of the Kurdish question, together with the lack of true parlia-
mentary democracy and the failure to respect individual and collective freedoms,
in particular freedom of religion, in that country are insurmountable obstacles to
consideration of the possibility of Turkey's accession to the Community.

(This paragraph is a package paragraph. The European Parliament filled whatever
it founded about Turkey into this package. Moreover, it reflects the negative attitude
towards Tiurkish application for membership to the European Communities in April
1987. The interesting thing is that the European Parliament mentions ‘insurmount-
able obstacles’)

Conscious of those past misfortunes, [European Parliament] supports its desire
for the development of a specific identity, the securing of its minority rights and
the unrestricted exercise of its people's human and civil rights as defined in the
European Convention of Human Rights and its five protocols.

(This is also a package paragraph in which ‘civilizing’ mission of Europe is re-

flected.)

The Rights of the Non-Muslim Minorities in Turkey and Their Cultural Herit-
age

[European Parliament] calls on Turkey in this connection to abide faithfully
by the provisions for the protection of the non-Muslim minorities as stipulated
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in Articles 37 to 45 of the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne which, moreover, was signed
by most Member States of the Community.

(Whenever a report, a draft or a question regarding Turkey came to the agenda of
the European Parliament, anti-Turkish Greek parliamentarians perceived this as an
opportunity to denigrate Turkey. This paragraph was put into the text as a result of the
Greek demands.)

[European Parliament] calls for fair treatment of the Armenian minority in
Turkey as regards their identity, language, religion, culture and school system,
and makes an emphatic plea for improvements in the care of monuments and
for the maintenance and conservation of the Armenian religious architectural
heritage in Turkey and invites the Community to examine how it could make an
appropriate contribution.

[European Parliament] considers that the protection of monuments and the
maintenance and conservation of the Armenian religious architectural heritage
in Turkey must be regarded as part of a wider policy designed to preserve the
cultural heritage of all civilizations which have developed over the centuries on
present-day Turkish territory and, in particular, that of the Christian minorities
that formed part of the Ottoman Empire.

[European Parliament] calls therefore on the Community to extend the Asso-
ciation Agreement with Turkey to the cultural field so that the remains of Chris-
tian or other civilizations such as the ancient classical, Hittite, Ottoman, etc., in
that country are preserved and made generally accessible.

(These three paragraphs are taken from different parts of the resolution. In prepar-
ing the first paragraph, the views of the Armenian community in Turkey was not
addressed. This paragraph only reflects the demands of the Armenian Diaspora. In
this respect, the advices of the representatives of Armenian community in Turkey were
disregarded both by the reporter and the European Parliament. Greek parliamentar-
ians who were discontent of the reference to the Armenian cultural heritage in Turkey,
and other parliamentarians who supported them, tried to transform the question into
a question of Christian heritage by adding a reference to the whole Christian herit-

age.)
Armenians in Iran and Soviet Union

[European Parliament] condemns the violations of individual freedoms com-
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mitted in the Soviet Union against the Armenian population.

[European Parliament] expresses its concern at the difficulties currently being
experienced by the Armenian community in Iran with respect to the Armenian
language and their own education in accordance with the rules of their own re-
ligion.

(These paragraphs were included by the demand of the Armenian Diaspora)
Final Provisions

[European Parliament] instructs its President to forward this resolution to the
Commission, the European Council, the Foreign Ministers meeting in political
cooperation, the EEC/Turkey Association Council and the Turkish, Iranian and
Soviet Governments and the UN Secretary General.

(European Communities did not take any action in line with this paragraph. The
issue was brought to the agenda of the European Parliament several times. Political
authorities of the Republic of Armenia think that Turkey could not be a full member
of the European Union without recognizing the Armenian genocide. It is argued that
some French Parliamentarians and Patrick Deveciyan, a French Minister, assured
them about that. Within this context French and German newspapers wrote that
during the meeting of French Interior Minister, Nicholas Sarkosy, and the leader of
German CDU party, Angela Merkel, on the prevention of Turkish full membership,
Armenian question came to the agenda and German recognition of the Armenian
genocide was in line with this policy.)

Conclusion

In the resolution adopted on September 2005, European Parliament stated
that recognition of 1915 events as genocide is a precondition for Turkish full
membership to the European Union. Although it is argued that the resolutions
of the European Parliament are not binding, in the final stage, European Parlia-
ment will approve Turkish membership and before that it will bring these resolu-
tions to the agenda. In order to reduce tension, Turkey should seek an immedi-
ate dialogue with the European Parliament. In addition to our discourse which
stipulates that the archives should be opened, the Armenian question should be
left to the historians and a joint commission should be established; Turkey should
explain why 1915 events can not legally be accepted as genocide.
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The attitude of the Turkish governments and the majority of the Turkish peo-
ple are still perceived by the Europeans as a ‘denial’. However, the legal, psycho-
logical and historical reasons of this attitude can not be explained well. On the

other hand, Turkish media

argued that the resolution

adopted by the German : With this paragraph, the concept of gen-
Parliament recognized Ar- :OCid€, Which is a legal concept, is ex-
menian genocide; while :Cluded fromthe legalframework and put
German Parliament espe- :into a historical and political structure.
cially avoided using the

term ‘recognition of genocide’. Although not approving this resolution, I think
that this was a significant detail, because if the claim of genocide could be drawn
out of the equation, it would be possible that these events would be examined
more objectively by those who had developed an opinion on this matter. At least,
they could accept that other interpretations are possible.

The institution that Turkey could initiate a dialogue with the European Par-
liament and other parliaments is the Turkish Grand National Assembly and its
EP-Turkey Joint Parliamentary Commission. Within this framework following
themes should be stressed:

* The concept of genocide is a legal concept,

* It is impossible to try the suspects of these events, all of whom are not alive,
without their presence and to declare that they committed the crime of geno-
cide,

*The elements of the crime of genocide and the authority to decide on this
matter is defined in the 1948 Convention

*This Convention should be examined carefully

*Those parliaments, which had acted contrary to the Convention, might be
complained to the International Court of Justice.

*1915 events were a tragedy both for Armenians and the Muslim population,
and this reality is undeniable

* Necessary precautions should be taken to prevent similar events in the future
and education should be given primacy

* However, regarding a subject of international and internal criminal issue, a
government can not be forced to adopt a political decision. This is contrary to the
basic premises of the international law such as equity.

* Even if such a decision is adopted, it can not be accepted by the Turkish na-
tion
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* Regarding ethical and moral responsibility, every individual or group can
form an opinion based on historical data, and they should be free to express this
opinion.

* One can not expect to erase the memory of a group of people

* However, historical data should not be gathered selectively.

* [t is impossible to force others to accept the established dogmas and insist-
ence on that matter will create new conflicts.
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