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Should we continue expand-
ing our resources to pursue world-
wide recognition of the Armenian
Genocide or should our priorities
change?

The drive behind the campaign
for the recognition of the Genocide is
an understandable reflex, especially
given the still dominant official posi-
tion of the Turkish state, the denial of
the Genocide. But we should realize
that we are now engaged in a tug of
war with that state: we push, and as a
reaction they push; they push, and
then we push harder.

While engaged in this battle, we
should think, indeed, if this is the best
and only way to proceed in the future.
We have a tendency to confuse our
collective and existential needs to
press in this campaign with strategic
thinking. We also have a tendency to
forget that just as the Armenian Ques-
tion before the WWI, when we enter
the international arena with our cam-
paign, it is not us who determine the
character and use of that campaign,
or even the outcome; rather, it is
those from whom we beg that they
recognize our genocide.

On a personal level, I must con-
fess that I am repulsed by the situa-
tion in which we find ourselves: we
were the victims, and now we are the
beggars, constantly placing ourselves
in the role of the victim, constantly at
the mercy of forces and games be-
yond our control, constantly raising
our hopes and being frustrated, de-
pendent on the use of one word by a
president or a prime minister or a
committee or a commission. We act
as if we don’t have any other value
outside the role of the victim, which
must be consecrated by someone else,
while that someone else has his/her
own agenda. We don’t seem to have
an autonomous thought process.

I would not want to translate my
personal feelings into policy but I
would also not want to see commu-
nity policy on reflexive reactions. With
all my respect and support for Presi-
dent Obama, should I care about what
he says and should my whole commu-
nity life and agenda be based on
whether he uses the word Genocide
or not? Should I design my plans on
where to place my energies and re-
sources around the annual battle,
which seems to repeat itself, like a
musical tune with many variations?

Is it wise and productive to
build identity around the theme of
victimization and a self-image that
depends on what others think of
us? Is that a good agenda for healthy
Diaspora communities? Is that
enough to give to our new genera-
tions?

Was what we did 40, 30 or 20
years ago right? And if it was, is it still
wise to continue doing the same thing
now? The same way?  Under what
circumstances should we change tac-
tics or stratefy?

I would not offer any conclu-
sions here, but I would make one
recommendation: there has to be a
serious public and rational discussion

on this question, and the opportunity
costs related to it, especially among
those who take this approach of Geno-
cide recognition campaign as the ba-
sic strategic path for granted and,
after some 40 years, have never ques-
tioned or assessed it properly. Finally,
I do not know and I have not seen
reliable studies as to how much these
efforts cost us, in terms of financial,
human and other resources nor, for
that matter, have I seen any serious
discussion of any of the negative side
effects of such campaigns, and I can
think of a few.

The last 15 years, at least, have
indicated for those who wish to see it,
that there are other strategies avail-
able that could be used instead of, or
in tandem with, the current one. But
for that to happen, we must have
leaders of organizations who are will-
ing to be self-critical and see beyond
the confines of their organizational
interests.

Should our primary concern
be Armenia or the welfare of the
Diaspora and the future genera-
tions?

It does not seem to me that we
need to counterpoise one to the other.
It is clear that with an independent
Armenia we have a different kind of
Diaspora than without it. I have stated
before, and still believe, that what
Armenia has given us is much more
than we can repay in any form. The
new generation of Armenians now
has a direct and a more wholesome
sense of its identity, a more dynamic
one, than they did without it.

The two entities are different—
and the Diaspora itself represents a
whole spectrum of units and should
not be seen as a single one—but are
mutually dependent in a number of
ways. We must recognize and respect
the differences as well as the depen-
dencies.

There are, of course, those in
the Diaspora who want to care about
Armenia from a distance and prefer to
focus on Diaspora institutions. And
they should be left alone to do so. But
it is clear that even they and their
institutions, regardless of their pref-
erences and approaches, are and will
be affected by whatever happens in
and to Armenia, by the degree of
support it gets from the other ele-
ments in the Diaspora, and the place
the homeland has in the minds and

hearts of these other elements.
What are the limits of the

Diaspora’s involvement in shaping
Armenia’s policy?

The short answer to your ques-
tion is a question: Which Diaspora do
you have in mind?

Otherwise, there are severe lim-
its, obviously.

The first is a structural one:
While Armenia has a leader who can,
at least formally, speak in the name of
Armenia and can certainly implement
policy in the name of the country, the
Diaspora has a thousand leaders and
there is no single person or institution
that can speak on behalf of a Diaspora.

I remember a day when I was
working in Armenia, when represen-
tatives of a number of Diasporan
groups met with president Ter-
Petrossian, separately, and each urged
a certain policy on a particular issue.
Each spoke in the name of the whole
Diaspora, each thought they best
embodied the goals and values and
concerns of that Diaspora. And, of
course, what one had to say was in
conflict with what the next group
recommended. At the end, Ter-
Petrossian conveyed the following
logic to these groups: when the
Diaspora has a leader who can sit
across the president of Armenia and
say with confidence that he or she
represents the Diaspora without be-
ing contradicted by another because
that person has been selected through
a process or can impose its will on the
others, then it is possible to think of a
Diaspora opinion which the president
of Armenia would have to consider, at
the least.

What, for example, is the posi-
tion of the Diaspora, taken as a single
unit, regarding the Protocols Armenia
signed with Turkey last year? A num-
ber of organizations, some with mass
membership, supported it. Others op-
posed it. So which one represents the
position of the Diaspora? It is obvi-
ously not all that clear that all mem-
bers of all the organizations that sup-
ported the protocols agreed with their
leadership; it is equally questionable
that all members of those who op-
posed the protocols agreed with their
leadership.

The second limitation is of an
organic nature: the three traditional
Armenian political parties have estab-
lished themselves in Armenia, not
without much success or popular
support, I would say, and have be-
come parties in Armenia, taking their
basic agendas with them while keep-
ing their diasporan structures intact.
In addition, major organizations such
as the Armenian General Benevolent
Union, the Armenian Assembly of
America, and the Armenian Mission-
ary Association have been function-
ing in Armenia for a long time and, in
some respects, have acquired strong
sensibilities for the realities in Arme-
nia. What should we consider these
parties and organizations at this point,
after 20 years: strictly diasporan?

On the other hand, we have a
large number of citizens of Armenia

who have become diasporans but have
not integrated in the traditional
diasporan organizations, and who have
and act on very different sensibilities
and perspectives. Should we consider
these large groups part  of  the
Diaspora? And, which Diaspora?

I can go on with other limita-
tions—political, cultural—but the
above should give you some idea.

What do these characteristics
say about the Diaspora and what are
the implications of this analysis? The
answers to these questions are com-
plex and disconcerting, but this is not
the place to develop them.

What would the effects of a
weak and depopulated Armenia be
on Armenians and the Diaspora?

Since this is the 95th anniversary
of the Genocide, I find it only proper
to raise a question that all of us, but
especially those who want to speak in
the name of the Armenian people in
Armenia or in the Diaspora, should
consider, a question that is almost an
answer to your question.

How was the Genocide in 1915
possible, technically speaking?

We discuss the horrors of the
Genocide, we discuss the immorality
and illegality of the Genocide, we
have even started looking at the his-
torical reasons for the Genocide be-
yond the useless and dangerous—
though for some simple and comfort-
ing—notion that Turks were placed
on earth to kill Armenians and Arme-
nians were there to be killed by Turks.

You simply cannot kill a people
just because you want to and you find
yourself a good reason to do so. You
must also have the capability to do it.
Being a government gives you an ad-
vantage but it is not sufficient. If you
represent a certain number on your
land, you can resist and make it harder
or impossible for a government to
eliminate you. And eliminate you as
radically as the CUP did in 1915-
1917.

There were spots where we re-
sisted, sometimes with good results.
Imagine if we had five million Arme-
nians in Western Armenia instead of
the two or so million by the best
estimates, including Armenians in
some other parts of the Ottoman
Empire.

Don’t you think that the chances
of successfully resisting such a policy
by the government would have been
far greater?

More importantly, don’t you
think that the CUP government might
have thought twice before determin-
ing that the solution to the Armenian
Question is the effective elimination
of the Armenian element from Anatolia
or the Eastern provinces or Western
Armenia, whatever you want to call
the region?

The population of Armenia dur-
ing the Bagratuni period was esti-
mated to be around one million people,
mostly Armenian and mostly in what
would become Western Armenia. And
why is it that England or other parts
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The rules of the games have
now been changing for close to twenty
years. The two most important fac-
tors that increase the potential for
such opportunities are the existence
of Armenia and the evolution of the
Internet.

The government of Armenia has
unprecedented historical potentialities.
I will not repeat what is already evi-
dent. However, these potentialities can
only turn into opportunities and valid
strategic options if the Government
of Armenia starts sowing the right
seeds in the Diaspora, mainly to nur-
ture it, to strengthen it and to support
the right processes in the Diaspora
itself. The reason is, because it will
return to Armenia manifold and over
the longer term.

We only reap what we sow. Or
as put even better by Toumanian,
“Ø³ñ¹ ÇÝã ³ÝÇ, Çñ³Ý Ï'³ÝÇ“

”/Mart eench ani, eeran gani
(whatever one does, one does only to
oneself).

As for the Internet, it is also
self-evident and I will not elaborate
on these points for the lack of time.
The only statement is simple. The
monopoly of the traditional organiza-
tional media is finished and buried
forever. And that is a good thing.

Here are some concrete projects
designed to exploit the brave new
technologically interconnected world,
while allowing the Diaspora to learn
the concept of global mobilization
around specific ideas. These projects
also allow to do so at all levels, from
grassroots all the way into the cre-
ation of transnational entities that
could experiment with notions of de-
mocracy, representation and legiti-
macy. Finally, they address all the
five crises, by creating a solid back-
ground material of accessible critical
thinking as well as the long-term pro-
duction of grey matter output.

1. The Global Time capsule
project is designed to capture the
imagination of all the Diaspora to
preserve what every single Armenian
believes needs to be preserved for the
century following the 100th anniver-
sary of the Genocide. The idea is to
have millions of time capsules literally
across the globe, buried in backyards,
in walls, in public spaces, in personal
spaces, in bank vaults etc. The sec-
ond idea is to record information about
these time capsules thus forcing the
participants to engage in a thinking
process which they will transmit
across generations. The third idea is

to use the generated funds from the
sale of standardized time capsules to
fund initiatives that will ensure that
there is someone to open those time
capsules a century from now. The
Global time capsule project can only
succeed if it becomes a grassroots
effort in which all Armenians would
want to participate.

2. The Armenian Genius fund
operates on a similar model as the
McCarthur foundation grants. It re-
quires an endowment of about $15M
and assumes an annual return of about
$1M. It selects every year 10 young
Armenians (between the ages of 20 to
30) in various fields of human intel-
lectual output (e.g. 5 in sciences 5 in
the arts) and grants them $100k each.
No questions asked. The selection
criteria are very stringent and use
very high calibre international juries.
The selection is objective, peer re-
viewed, and again modeled after ex-
isting proven approaches. The idea is
to create a generation of people who
can produce intellectual output at the
global level and will become the
shapers of global public opinion.

3. The Global Genocide Centen-
nial Commemorative Stamp Project is
a series of experiments in global mo-
bilization, which can work from the
classroom level all the way to a full
scale international cooperation project.
It focuses on the opportunity that
several Post Office authorities of the
Western world, including the USA,
Canada, Great Britain, Germany,
France, Australia and likely others
now allow the production of person-
alized postage stamps. The idea can
be started at a simple website level
that provides tools, templates, links
and written arguments to create Geno-
cide commemoration stamps, for ex-
ample by creating stamps of all the
Genocide victims of one’s family with
photos, or of the hundreds of mur-
dered Armenian intellectuals, or with
simple photos birthday and killing day
as 24 April 1915. A second level legal
team can stand behind the project and
can respond to any challenges by
postal authorities. Particular success
can be accomplished by focusing on
the countries that have already recog-
nized the Genocide, other communi-
ties can be mobilized around the con-
cept such as the Jewish, Rwandan,
Cambodian etc. and joint efforts can
be created. In the end, the idea is that
millions of Genocide commemoration
stamps start circulating around the
world for 2015 and onwards. The
global cooperation opportunities on
this one are literally only limited by
one’s imagination.

4. The Save Western Armenian
is precisely such a joint project. It
assumes that all Armenians will real-
ize that Western Armenian is a trea-
sure that belongs to them all and can

only be saved by mobilizing all Arme-
nians. Another related project would
be subprojects l ike Save the
Mekhitarians, Save the communities
in India, Save our Heritage in Jerusa-
lem. The idea is simple, the Diaspora
faces global challenges, and therefore
the response must also be to mobilize
globally. The Diaspora must be saved
if we want Armenia to survive, for a
simple reason; because we cannot
say which end of a boat is worth
saving. Either the boat sinks or it
stays afloat.

5. The Ministry of the Diaspora
is a reality today, but it needs to have
the right budget and the right staff. Its
main purpose must be to create
mechanisms of tracking Diasporan
community evolution using modern
tools, such as social theory, demo-
graphics, statistics, databases etc. and
to propose joint partnership projects
that can have positive impact on such
communities (such projects can be at
community/Armenia level, or can be
at country to country level). The idea
is to change the dynamic of the
Diaspora from being the cash cow of
benefactor projects to becoming a
full fledged partner which can also
receive from the relationship. The
Ministry of the Diaspora can be a
significant player in the organization
of the above projects and in providing
state-level support with international
institutions. It can also become the
interface point for the studying and
cooperation opportunities with the
official Diasporan Ministries or re-
lated bodies of other countries to
focus on best practices. It could
become the main learning tool and
the door opener between Armenia
and the world. In fact, there is noth-
ing stopping it from aiming to be-

come world center of excellence on
such topics. Once again, only if it
wants to.

6. The Diasporan Global Repre-
sentative body would be a focused
response to the crisis of the “Proto-
cols”. The real challenge is to have
the existing organizations accept such
an umbrella structure. The hope is
that there is enough goodwill left in
them that they will give up control
for the common good. The hope is
also that right-minded individuals
within those organizations will want
to make a difference.

No matter how dominant those
organizations may be, or rather think
they are, in their respective geogra-
phies. This has already been demon-
strated in the All Armenia Fund. This
can be done whenever there is a
sincere will to do so. On the other
hand, much has been said recently
on this topic and many ideas are
being floated around.

Since some of these ideas have
been around for a while and some are
more serious than others, let me state
my position on this matter. I do not
think that there is any hope for suc-
cess on this front, unless this new
global governance structure is about
a very specific project around which
the numerously fractured Diasporas
can unite. Grand schemes for creat-
ing a representational legitimacy ad-
vocating general platitudes like help-
ing Armenia and preserving identity
have no chance of survival because
that policy space is today occupied
by virtually every single Armenian
organization. The Diasporas need
successful experiments in global mo-
bilization and global democratic prac-
tices. They need to learn a lot before
they can claim their seat at the table.

Moving Forward or Aside?

Last Chance for Directionless Diasporas
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of the world that had roughly the
same population in the same century,
ended up with many, many millions
more but not Western Armenia. There
were massacres, sure, during the
Seljuk and Mongol periods; there were
also conversions. But for the most
part things had settled down by the
17th century. Western Armenia prob-
ably lost more Armenians after that
date and before the Genocide.

The reason for the diminished
population was emigration due to eco-
nomic conditions, the occasionally
insecure environment, and the appeal
of other places, which were imagined
as providing better answers to these
problems. In many respects this last
phenomenon was somewhat univer-
sal. But while other countries and
peoples may have been able to afford
the loss of population without losing
much strategically, we were not in
that position: we could not afford it.

We need to look at two factors
when considering this history: The
focus of the Armenian political par-
ties—first the Hnchakians and then
the Dashnaktsutyune—during their
founding days until WWI on the thin-

ning of the Armenian population and
the dangers they saw in that process.
Second, anyone interested in this sub-
ject should read Fuat Dundar’s book
that will be released this month on the
importance of the absolute and rela-
tive numbers of Armenians in the
region in the thinking of Ottoman and
Young Turk leaders.

A weak Armenia is most vulner-
able, of course, in more ways than
one; particularly if that Armenia has
not settled its problems with all its
neighbors. A depopulated Armenia
would have difficulty being a viable
country. You can have a viable coun-
try with a vibrant society that pre-
serves the best of its past and is
capable of participating in progress
and development and knows how to
handle change; or, an Armenia that can
serve as a theme park for visitors from
the Diaspora. There is a relationship
between numbers and security, num-
bers and development, numbers and
quality, numbers and the tax base. In
this respect, the failure to resolve
Armenia’s problems with its neigh-
bors remains, in my mind, the main
reason for the large scale emigration,
and large scale emigration is the great-
est threat to Armenia’s future.
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