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ARMENIAN GENOCIDE: MODERN PROBLEMS

armenian-turkish relations and

MUTUAL PERCEPTIONS (SOCIOLOGICAL SURVEY)
DR. FERHAT KENTEL. DR. GEVORG POGHOSYAN

The debates surrounding historical relations between
Armenians and Turks or the “ Armenian question,” have become an
important issue in various European countries and the USA in
recent years. This increasing international attention to the question
of Armenian-Turkish relations has made it clear that the sound dis-
cussion of this issue in Turkey and Armenia is both necessary and
obligatory.

In Turkey, the “Armenian question” has generated the
demand for greater transparency by some segments of Turkish soci-
ety. Among intellectuals, this demand has spurred initiatives for a
re-evaluation of Turkey’s accepted history, as well as adrive to fos-
ter dialogue between Turkish and Armenian communities. In
Armenia the discussion of relations between the two countries is
limited by the expectation that the current government of Turkey
discuss and acknowledge as genacide the killing of Armenians in
Ottoman Turkey in 1915.

The end if the bi-polar world order, symbolized by the fall of
the Berlin Wall in 1989, led to massive restructuring in Eastern
Europe and the republics of the former Soviet Union. The ensuing
period of reconstruction and reformation had created effects that
reverberated well beyond the former communist countries. Placing
the Turkish-Armenian question within the larger context of geopo-
litical and economic transition reveals the complexity and muilti-
dimensionality of the issues at stake.

Armenia’s economic transition and the Karabagh conflict
between Armenians and neighboring Azeris intersect with Turkey's
domestic and international problems and policies. As Turkish soci-
ety continues to struggle with issues of national identity and social
memory, the question of geo-strategic balance in the region con-
tributes to the myriad obstacles to the development of friendship,
trust and trade between Turkey and Armenia.

In line with the goal of increased understanding explained
above, and as an initiative coming from Turkish and Armenian
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researchers, we carried out this exploratory project focusing specifically on
mutual perceptions in Turkey and Armenia.

We know that the findings of our research are far from giving a complete
image of these perceptions. The results of this study do not point to any answers;
the information we gathered may not be pleasing to all readers or easy to incor-
porate into political discussions of the issue. But in doing this research we have
remained true to the principles of science and trust that the results will more fully
inform the ongoing dialogue between the people of Turkey and Armenia.

METHODOLOGY

Data collection have been achieved by quantitative (face-to-face inter-
view mediated through a questionnaire) method.

The questionnaire study have been carried out throughout Turkey and
Armenia. In order to allow for comparison, the survey included the same ques-
tions (adapted to local context), as well as different questions designed to reflect
local issues.

The infrastructure of the research (design and publishing of the ques-
tionnaires, the interviews and the quantitative analysis using SPSS) were carried
out by S.AM. Research & Consulting Center in Turkey and by HASA
(Sociological and Marketing Research Center) in Armenia.

In Turkey, asample of 1200 respondents were selected through a method
of multi-stage stratified random sampling. The sample represents Turkey’s urban
population at or above 18 years of age. Field work was conducted through 34
provinces and 68 districts. Final verification at the SAM head office resulted in
the approval of 1219 interviews for analysis.

In Armenia the sociological survey was done using ramdomized territo-
rial proportional sample, based on official datas of 2001 Census. National sam-
ple for Armenia includes all 10 marzes (districts) plus Yerevan-marz,
Respondents were selected through a multi-stage stratification sampling design.
Armenia was stratified by region urban residence. There were eleven primary
sampling areas, distributing the 1000 interviews proportional to the distribution
of the population in every marz.

KNOWLEDGE

This chapter addresses the awareness of Turkish and Armenian respon-
dents about each other’s countries in general terms, mainly meaning the respon-
dents’ knowledge of basic geography, political order, foreign relations as well as
the achievements of the neighboring country.

Table and charts below demonstrate respondents’ estimates of territory
and population of the countries.



Armenian-Turicish Relations and Mutual Perceptions 30

Table 1. How would you describe contemporary Turkey/Armenia in terms
of territory?

Turkey Armenia
It is alarge country 524, 72
It is asmall country 42 398
Itis neither alarge . 410 mm4 185
nor asmall country - b "
24 A5

Do not know
As Table 1 shows, majority of Armenian respondents (52,4%) view
Turkey as alarge countiy, and in the opinion of 41% ofthe respondents it is nei-
ther large nor small. While a big number of Turkish respondents (34,5% ) had
difficulty to express any opinion regarding the territoiy of contemporary
Armenia, majority of the remaining 65,5% think of Armenia as a small country.
One could expect such estimate, since, when answering to this question, respon-
dents have more likely used the territory oftheir own country as a basis for com-
parison.
Both Armenian and Turkish respondents have a very vague idea about
population of each other’s countries. Thus, even though most of the answers of
Armenian respondents regarding population of Turkey are concentrated around
the correct interval of 40-60 million, the dispersion is still very big. At the same
time, majority of Turkish respondents (51,3%) had difficulty to give any approx-
imate estimate to population of Armenia and only 11,6% gave the correct
answer.

Respondents’ lack of knowledge of each other’s countries is reflected in a
number of questions that have been addressed during the survey.

Thus, although overwhelming majority of Armenian respondents (95,9%)
know, that Turkey has access to seas, however minor percent o f them could cor-
rectly name all those seas.

As we see, very small percent of Armenian respondents know that Turkey
has access to Aegean and Marmara seas (accordingly 21,9% and 1,3%). The
tables show that Turkish respondents have even less information: 40,3% of them
does not know whether Armenia has a sea border, and approximately each sixth
Turkish respondent is sure Armenia has an access to either Black or Caspian Sea.

Chart 1. Who dominates the government in Armenia?

O President
m Prime minister
44.8%
0O Communist Party
O Clergy
m Other

0 Do not know
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As we see, nearly halfofthe Turkish respondents are not aware of the type
of Armenian government. At the same time, majority from the respondents who
answered this question have given the correct answer (17,8%). It is interesting
that second biggest group of respondents (13,5%) is sure that Armenian govern-
ment is still dominated by the Communist Party, meanwhile it is not even repre-
sented in the National Assembly. Such result was however predictable, consid-
ering the lasting influence of the Soviet era on the image of former Soviet
republics.

Chart 2. Who dominates the government in Turkey?

O President

H Prime minister
0O Sultan

O Islamlc clergy

m Do not know

According to the survey results, Armenian respondents also have no pre-
cise knowledge about political order in Turkey: majority of the respondents
(63%), as Chart 2 shows, think that President is dominates the government in
Turkey.

30,6% of Turkish respondents with higher education have answered the
guestion correctly, whereas the percentage of correct answer of respondents with
primary, middle or high school education turns around 16-17%. The percentage
of respondents who have no idea about the political order in Armenia reaches
62,2% in the group of people without formal education.

Analysis of relationships has shown that Armenian respondents’ knowl-
edge of this issue does not strongly depend on the level of their education.

Compared to the other spheres touched by the survey, respondents have
been most confident in terms of their knowledge of each other’s religious affili-
ation.

Table 2. What is the religious affiliation of the majority of
Turks/Armenians?

Turks Armenians
Buddhism 0,0 12
Christianity 0,0 546
Islam 99,2 13
Judaism 00 168
Cther 00 255

Do not know 038 0,6
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As we see, majority of respondents in both Turkey and Armenia have
given correct answers to the question. (It is however interesting, that approxi-
mately each sixth Turkish respondent believes that the religious affiliation of
Armenians is Judaism.)

In contrast, respondents in both countries have failed to answer correctly
whether the neighboring country has an official religion or not. Majority of the
respondents in Armenia (68,5%) and 40,4% of respondents in Turkey have, in
fact, stated their beliefthat the neighboring country is not secular. Turkey has a
much more “religious” image among Armenian respondents than Armenia in the
eyes of Turkish respondents.

It is interesting that the higher the level of respondents’ education is, the
more they tend to give the wrong answer: 70,5% of Armenian respondents with
higher education and 67,1% of those with secondary education, think Turkey has
an official religion.

It is possible to observe a quite similar tendency in Turkey, but the ratios
are much more inferior. In Turkey the percentage of those who believe Armenia
has an official religion among the secondary education is 47%, and 46,5%
among the respondents of higher eductaion. 22,9% of Turkish respondents with
higher education gave the correct answer. Should be add that those who don’t
know whether Armenia is secular or not reaches 64,9% among the respondents
with low level education in Turkey.

The respondents who gave positive answers to the above-mentioned ques-
tion were then requested to specify the religion. The answers have mostly repeat-
ed those already mentioned.

Overwhelming majority of Armenian respondents (94,6%) are sure
Armenians have been first to appear on the historical scene, whereas majority of
Turkish respondents (60,4%) claim Turks to be more ancient nation. At the same
time, quite high percent of Turkish respondents (28,6%) has been more neutral
in this question stating that both Armenians and the Turks are ancient peoples.

Table 3. Which one, the Armenians or the Turks, appeared on the histori-
cal scene first?

Armenia Turkey
LﬁL’[\?—rlﬂfléLLIﬂﬂLlJﬂﬂﬂLl_lBlvm‘FlLlJﬂQﬂ_u, LA LLLIST
Turks m 604

aHTIVITLIJFII/IMHI/ILIJI-O

Such outcome, in our opinion, was conditioned by at least two factors: a)
objective - that is, different views on world histoiy, reflected in public educa-
tion, and b) subjective —that is, tendency of people to perceive and transmit cer-
tain facts in a manner that is most favorable to them.
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Table 4. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?

Agree Disagree Don’t know

Armen  Turkey Arme Turke Armeni Tur
ia nia y a key
Turkish and 74,2 42,7 224 39,7 34 17,6
Armenian peoples
have common
elements of
culture such as
music, folklore
and gastronomy.
There was no 0,6 377 977 44 17 280
conflict between
the Turks and the
Armenians until
the early 20
century.
Patsofnowadays 97,3 61,3 05 153 2,2 234
Turkey (Anatolia)
were inhabited by
the Armenians
before the Turks
arrived.
Armenians who 04 03 90 41 . 16- 296
now live in
Turkey cameto
Turkey after
dissolution of the
Soviet Union.
During World g9 475 13 278 08 247
War |, much of
the Armenian
population living
in
Turkey (Anatolia)
was forced to
migrate to other
places.
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Annen Turkey Arme Turke Armeni  Tur
ja nia y a key
In thesecond half 999 N/A 00 N/A 01 N/A
of 1910s,
hundreds of

thousands
Armenianswere \

killed in nowedays

Turkey (Anatolia)

and deported out

of country MBaHHHHBHH AOLr. AnPuB*

Inthe second half  N/A 721  N/A 116 NA 16.1
of 1910s, the

dashesin

Anatolia claimed

many Armenian

and-Tuririab lIVES.

There are 974 80,3 1,1 6,2 15 135

Armenian

churches and

works of art in r:?
several places in

Analysis of data obtained from Table 6 shows that Armenian respondents
have been much more consolidated regarding the historical relations between the
two nations, while Turkish respondents seem to take a rather more neutral stand
vis a vis the issue.

Based upon Table 6, the following conclusions can be drawn:

a) Majority of Armenian and Turkish respondents believe that Turkish and
Armenian peoples have common elements of culture such as music, folklore and
gastronomy. At the same time, quite a big percent of Turkish respondents
(39,7%) disagrees with the statement.

b) Overwhelming majority of Armenian respondents (97,7%) disagrees
with the statement that there was no conflict between the Turks and the Armeni-
ans until the early 20hcentuiy. Only one third of the Turkish respondents disag-
ree with the statement, while 28% does not have a clear idea about the subject.

c) Majority of respondents in both countries agree that parts of nowadays
Turkey (Anatolia) were inhabited by the Armenians before the Turks arrived and
disagrees with the statement that Armenians who now live in Turkey came to
Turkey after dissolution of the Soviet Union.

d) Armenian respondents are absolutelly convinced that during World War
I, much of the Armenian population living in nowadays Turkey (Anatolia) was
forced to migrate to other places. Nearly half of the Turkish respondents also
agree with the statement, while more than one fourth of them reject the idea.

€) Almost all the Armenian respondents agree that “in the second half of
1910s, hundreds of thousands Armenians were kitled in nowadays Turkey
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(Anatolia) and deported out of country.”

As for the Turkish respondents (although the statement was formulated
differently in Armenian and Turkish versions of the questionnaire), the picture
seems to be different: Majority of them think that the clashes during the said
period in Anatolia claimed many Armenian and Turkish lives from both commu-
nities.

f) Both parties agree that there are Armenian churches and works of art in
several places in Turkey.

Foreign relations

In order to reveal the respondents’ perceptions about basic foreign rela-
tions of the neighboring country we have requested to characterize the relations
of Turkey/Armenia with several countries using the scale of bad-neutral-good.

Table 5. How would you describe Turkey’s/Armenia’s relations with the
following countries?

Bad relations  Neither good, Good Don’t know
nor bad relations

Turkey Arme Turkey Arme Tur Arme Turkey Ar

nia na key nia me

nia

Amenia 88 NA 153 NA 03 NA 16 NA

Azebaja 14 B3 33 ™G B0 1S 03 H/S
n .
Bugaia 190 70 382 196 208 286 220 448

Fance 454 39 343 105 99 491 104 365
Georga 21 w73 203 177 643 210 43 40
Gemany 50 59 314 138 516 414 120 389
Geece 486 57 274 109 98 465 142 368
Iran 280 275 352 165 278 129 90 432
Israel 131 113 384 130 B2 347 153 409
Russa 164 79 628 144 166 404 42 373
Tukey NA 401 NA 422 NA 115 NA 62
USA 54 7 123 12 787 474 36 34

According to Armenian respondents, Turkey has the worst relations with
Armenia, Greece and France, mostly neutral relations - with Russia, Israel and
Bulgaria, and best relations - with Azerbaijan, USA and Georgia.

According to Turkish respondents, Armenia is in worst relations with
Azerbaijan and Iran, in neutral relations - with Bulgaria and Georgia, and in best
relations - with France, USA and Greece. One should note, that nearly equal per-
cent of Turkish respondents characterize Armenian’s relations with Turkey as
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bad and neutral (40,1% and 42,2% accordingly). It is also worth mentioning that
according to the Turkish respondents, Armenia's relations with Turkey are worse

than with Azerbaijan. _ _ _ N
In our opinion, answers to this question were dictated not by the respon-

dents’ actual knowledge of foreign relation ofthe neighboring country but rather
bv a) their knowledge of foreign relations of their own country and b) their
mutual prejudice. The former (a) means that the respondents tend to think the
better relations of a certain country are with Turkey the worse they are with
Armenia and vice versa. The latter (b) mainly refers to respondents’ belief that
the religious belonging is the most decisive factor in foreign policy. Turkish
respondents have shown an obvious manifestation of this form of prejudice
believing Armenian-Iranian relations to be nearly as bad as Armenian-
Azerbaijani relations. Despite the fact that among other neighboring counmes
Armenia is in best relations exactly with Iran, each fourth Turkish respondent

thinks the relations are bad.

ATTITUDES

This chapter generally addresses mutual perceptions and attitudes of
Armenian and Turkish citizens. Answers to a number of direct and indirect ques-
tions help uncovering the opinion of the respondents about past, present and
future state of Armenian-Turkish relations, as well as revealing the images and
stereotypes that Armenians and Turks have of each other.

Table 6. How would you describe contemporary Armenian-Turkish rela-

Very bad Bad Neither good Good Very good Difficult to
nor bad answer

CAm Turk Amic Tk Ame Turkk A Turk Ame Tukk A Turk
89 66 604 308 179 45,4 05 109 00 02 23 . 62

tions in general?

As the table shows, majority of Armenian respondents characterize
Armenian-Turkish relations as bad, while nearly half of the Turkish respondents
think the relations as neither good nor bad. One should also note that only 5 out
of 1000 of Armenian respondents have evaluated the relations between Armenia
and Turkey as good and none of them - as veiy good. At the same time, in the
opinion of each fifth Armenian respondent, the relations are veiy bad, while each
tenth Turkish respondent believes they are good.

It is interesting that majority of female respondents in Armenian survey
have been supportive ofthe idea that the Turks generally dislike Armenians, and
in contrast, higher percent of male respondents tend to agree that prejudice is an
obstacle on the way of improvement of Armenian-Turkish relations.

We also have to note that in the two cuntries the older respondents are
more inclined to agree that dislike best describes relations between Armenians
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and Turks. But should be noted also that the respondents above 45 in Turkey
think more than the others that Armenians get along well with Turkish people.
Whereas in Armenia 32,2%, and in Turkey 28,7% of respondents aged 18-29
think it is prejudice that is characteristic of the relations.

Among the Turkish respondents, the most significant relationship can be
found in relation with the level of education. The percentage of respondents
thinking that Armenians dislike Turks is 16,7% among the people with lower
education, whereas this percentage decreases to 9,7% among the university
graduates. There is also a drastical difference concerning the opinion “ prejudice
prevents the improvement of relations” . 46,5% of the university graduates share
this opinion.

Opinion of Armenian and Turkish respondents coincides also in terms of
evaluation of the Armenian-Turkish state relations.

Table 7. Which of the following statements in your opinion best describes
the relations between contemporary Armenian and Turkish states?

Turkey/Armenia considers Armenia/Turkey 04 127
as afriendly neighboring state.

Turkey/Armenia is a bordering country, with 36,0 235
which Armenia/Turkey has no diplomatic

relations.

Turkey/Armenia is a potential danger for 27,6 20,6
Armenia/Turkey.

Turkey/Armenia is a country hostile to 336 234
Armenia/Turkey.

Difficult to answer. 24 198

As the table shows, the main difference between Armenian and Turkish
respondents lies in the fact that among Turkish respondents there is a non-neg-
ligeable percentage of people who think that “ Armenia considers Turkey as a
friendly neighboring state” (12,7%); but also another important percentage of
people who has not a clear idea about the question (19,8%).

Besides this, two opinions, supported by respondents come to the fore in
both Armenia and Turkey: a) Turkey and Armenia are bordering countries with
no diplomatic relations and b) Turkey and Armenia are countries hostile to each
other. But it has to be mentioned that Armenian respondents evaluate Turkey as
“acountry hostile to Armenia” (33,6%) more than Turkish respondents do recip-
rocally (23,4%).

In Armenia, a relationship between the answers of the respondents and
their gender, age and occupation is similar to the one presented above with
respect to relations between Armenian and Turkish peoples. Thus, male respon-
dents are more inclined to the neutral position, while female respondents tend to
have a little bit aggressive approach. Depending on their age, respondents have
been more or less inclined to think Turkey is a country hostile to Armenia:
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36 4% of respondents aged 60 and above think the statement is most suitable,
while only 25,1% of those aged 18-29 do so. It is interesting that in this question
aswell, quite similar to the previous one, state employees, pensioners and house-
wives tend to have a negative, while academicians and teachers - rather neutral
position. ) ] ]
In Turkey, the case of state relations present a different reflexion as for the
gender. Even if male respondents are more inclined to the neutral position com-
paring female respondents, especially for the third option (“Armenia is a coun-
try hostile to Turkey”) male respondents stressed more importance (25,9%)
comparing to female respondents (20,7%). But we have also to notice that
amona female respondents, the proportion of those who have no idea about the
issue is very high (25,4%).

As for the age groups, among the older respondents the proportion of
those who are more inclined to think “ Armenia is a country hostile to Turkey” is
higher: 28% of those aged 45-59 and 41,1% of respondents aged 60 and above
agree with this statement. Only 20,9% of those aged 18-29 share this idea while
they mostly opt for the relatively neutral position (26,6%). In Turkey pensioners
(34,7%), workers (26,9%), housewives (21,5%) chose to think “Armenia is a
country hostile to Turkey” . As in the previous observation, majority of students
(41,9%) and a slight higher percentage of shopkeepers (27,3%) have opted for
the neutral position. In the Turkish case, when we are looking at the level of edu-
cation, it seems that there is a quite significant difference between the attitudes
towards the Armenian people and state. For example the attitude of the univer-
sity graduates who were clearly more .positive towards the Armenian people,
becomes more uncertain about the Armenian state. These respondents think that
“ Armenia is a potential danger for Turkey” more (31,9%) than the others, but also
think that “ Armenia is a country hostile to Turkey” less (17,4%) than the others.

Finally we can add that there is one detail worth mentioning. Judging
from the percentage of Turkish respondents, who chose the first options (posi-
tive attitude) of the answers to both of the questions, it appears that they have
been more tolerant in their evaluation than Armenian respondents have, especial-
ly concerning the attitude towards the Armenian people. On the contrary, the
Turkish respondents’ lack of trust vis-i-vis the Armenian state is seen from the
chart below. Overwhelming majority of Turkish respondents think that' given an
opportunity Armenia would press for territorial claims from Turkey.

Chart 3. Do you feel that, given an opportunity today, Armenia would
press for territorial claims from Turkey? (Question was asked only to
Turkish respondents.)

10.8%

10.5
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The respondents’ opinion concerning past and future of Armenian
-Turkish state relations is quite interesting. Majority of Armenian respondents
think the relations remained unchanged in the last 10 years and will remain
unchanged in the next 10 years. In contrast, Turkish respondents tend to think
the relations have changed for the worse and will remain unchanged in the
future.

However, with a more detailed glance on the distribution of the answers
other interesting facts are revealed. It'appears that while Armenian respondents
are to acertain degree more satisfied with the past progress of Armenian-Turkish
relations, Turkish respondents are to the same degree more optimistic about the
future of these relations.

Answers of the respondents to the following question help explain the
above-mentioned difference of opinions.

Chart 4. Do you feel that there is an important obstacle preventing the
normalization of relations between Armenia and Turkey?

O Armenia
m Turkey

As we see, overwhelming majority of Armenian respondents is sure there
is an important obstacle on the way of improvement of Armenian-Turkish rela-
tions, whereas Turkish respondents remain quite undecided with this respect.
Still one should note that less than 40% of the Turkish respondents believe that
there is an important obstacle preventing the normalization of relations between
the two countries.

It is now quite clear that Turkish respondents have been more optimistic
about the future of Armenian-Turkish relations and why Armenians believe no
change will occur. The fact that a part of Armenian respondents thinks the rela-
tions have improved can also be explained in this frames: some improvement
(most probably speaking of economic cooperation) has been achieved.

To the request to name the most important obstacle preventing the
improvement of Armenian-Turkish relations the following answers were given
by Armenian respondents:

a) Armenian Question/Genocide - 81, 7%
b) Armenian/Azerbaijani relationships/Problem of Artsakh - 9,8%
c) Different religions - 2,8%
d) Aggressive Pan-Turkism - 1,4%
€) Other- 3, 7%

f) Don’t know/diff. to answer - 0,6%
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According to the Turkish respondents those obstacles are:

a) “Genaocide” claims on the Armenian side - 19%
12.1%
b Land- 11.2%
¢) Religious difference - i
. 9,4 %
d) History - 7'8 o
e) Foreign powers 6 0
f) Armenia’s territorial claims from Azerbaijan %
g) Poalitics - 5,1%
4,5%

h) Prejudice -

(Note: The questions have been formulated in multi-reponse form in
Turkey; so the sum of the answers is higher than 100%.)

Images and stereotypes
Respondents have been asked to describe their feeling or opinion about each

other using the following five-grade scale: very negative (l), negative (2), neu-
tral (3), positive (4), very positive (5).

Calculating the mean estimate, it appears that Armenian respondents’ opinion
about the Turks in general is rather negative (1,96), whereas Turkish respon-

dents’ attitude is close to neutral (2,73).

Table 7. Your opinion about
the Turks/Armenians

Mean
Ar[]:en_la -b- M me V-CW-. » 1’%' :
Turkey 2,73

Table 8. Their opinion about you

Mean

Turkey 2,33

Such results, as subsequent reverse question revealed, did not match the
expectations of the respondents of each other's attitudes. Thus, Armenian
respondents think Turks in general have negative opinion about Armenians (1,73
on the same five-grade scale) and the Turkish respondents believe Armenians’
attitude towards the Turks is somewhat better than it is (2,33).

We have to emphasize, that answers to this question as well, vary depend-
ing on the respondents’ occupation. Thus, according to mean estimates, in
Armenia, state employees and pensioners have the worst, while professionals,
teachers, and intellectuals have the better attitude towards the Turks. Whereas in
Turkey, comparing to housewifes and workers, students, pensioners and shop-
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keepers have better attitudes towards Armenians.

Table 9. If you were asked to characterize the Turkish people in one word,
what would it be?

Negative characteristics 68,7
- Blood-thirsty 64
- Enemies 101
- Barbarians 91
- Killers 6,4
- Invaders 2,6
- Savage 36
-other I ABAAHHHHHAHHHH 30,5
Posttive characteristics 6,0
Neutral characteristics 95
Do not know 158

10. If you were asked to characterize the Armenian people in oi

1 what would it be?

Negative characteristics A3

Eneny 78

Negative prejudices 72

Evil 7,0
Egoaist, selfish, prejudiced 45
Cther 78
Positive characteristics 10,8
Good person 42
Friendly nation 14
Diligent, hard working 12
Very intelligent 09
Other 31
Neutral characteristics 136
Human 57
Christian 20
Armenian 16
Other 43
Do not know 41,0

It is worth mentioning that respondents of age 18-29 in Armenia have
most frequently ascribed negative characteristics to Turks (70,9% of the respon-
dents of the given age group), whereas age group 30-44 was the one to chose
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neutral and positive nits mors aaa +e other age groups (18.3% of the respon-
dents mentioned neutra; c¢: positive c.:£.rac:efistic).

The most sigr.ificar.t characteristic about this question for Turkish respon-
dents lies in the vkct that an important pan of young generations couldn't answer
it. Whereas 46,6% of 18-2; age didn't express an opinion, only 28.8% of the
respondents above 60 years faiied to answer. This “awareness” of older respon-
dents has been reflected in their answer and they were those who attributed most
negative (41,1%), positive (12,3%) and neutral (17,8%) traits to Armenians. It
should be add also that the respondents of age 18-29. comparing to the other age
groups, attributec negative characteWstics to Armenians (32,5%) to a lesser
extent.

In order to get a clearer understanding of the attitudes of respondents
towards each other, we have requested them to describe their attitude to several

possible situations.

Table 11. What would your attitude be to the following?

Negative Neutral Positive Don't
know
Arm.  Turk. Arm. Turk. Arm.  Turk. Ar  Tur
m k

Findingoutthata 37,1 197 529 559 84 207 16 37
Turkish/Armenian

family settled in

your city

A Turk/Armenian 44,8 264 460 504 81 202 11 30
living in your

apartment bloc or

neighborhood

ATuk/Armenian 439 258 470 497 78 199 13 45
working in your

workplace

A 66,9 29 28 464 61 272 42 35
Turkish/Armenian

doctor attending to

youin hospital

Your son 929 636 46 197 12 03 13 0D
marrying a

Turk/Armenian

Your daughter sl 61 36 w4 11 86 12 59

TwJ1/Amenian

As the table shows, primarily we can say that both Turkish and Armenian
respondents have mostly neutral attitude to the fact of possible, somewhat dis-
tant presence in their lives of people of the other’s nationality. However, per-
spective of a closer relationship attracts neither Armenians nor Turks, especial-
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ly for the children marrying a Turk or an Armenian. It could to be stated that
Turkish respondents have less prejudice than Armenian respondents. This can be
seen for the case of a “doctor attending”; majority of Armenian respondents
(66,9%) would negatively react to the fact of being attended by a Turkish doc-
tor in the hospital, while 73,6 % of Turkish respondents would show neutral or
positive attitude in case Armenian doctor takes care of their health.

The survey shows that overwhelming majority of Armenian respondents
approve establishment of diplomatic relations between Armenia and Turkey,
whereas on the Turkish side, the approvals are diminishing, reflecting an impor-
tant rate of undecided respondents.

The respondents also support opening border entries between Armenia
and Turkey and development of economic cooperation between our countries.

In the opinion of majority of Armenian and Turkish respondents, diplo-
matic relations between Armenia and Turkey should be most emphasized in
order to develop relations between the countries.

Table 12. Which one of the following should be most emphasized for
developing relations between Armenia and Turkey to the advantage of
both countries?

Armenia Turkey
Diplomatic relations between the 748 318
States
Academic relations / relations among 14 30
universities
Commercial relations - among 6.1 135
businessmen
NGO relations 0,2 73
Relations between the 21 31
parliamentarians
Tourist relations between peoples of 6,0 77
the two countries
Fair solution ofthe Armenian question 6,0 -

According to the distribution of answers, issue of second importance is
development of commercial relations. Respondents in both countries have also
emphasized the necessity to develop tourism. One can also note that, unlike
Armenian respondents, Turkish respondents believe development of NGO rela-
tions to be an important tool, while a certain percent of Armenian respondents
claim fair resolution of the Armenian question is to be most emphasized.
Respondents in both countries think that relations between parliamentarians and
academic relations are least important for the improvement of Armenian-Turkish
relations.
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To conclude, what should definitely be emphasized and makes this
research all the more meaningful is that it is afirst experience. On the one hand,
it represents an attempt to unrave, mutual perceptions in Turkey and Armenia
and on the other, it creates the knowledge which came out of an initiative and

collective work of Turkish and Armenian researchers.
By all means, other comparative researches also will be shown that low

level o f knowledge o f Turkish society is not particular to Armenia .

Neighbourhood country, Ermenistan is an unknown country. The analysis
of interviews reveals the fact that, Turkish participants’ have a very low level of
knowledge;

Moreover there are also participants who believe that religious affilia-
tion of Armenians is Judaism and Armenia is still lead by Communist Party,
meanwhile the party that is not represented in National Assembly. In other
words, eveiyday language covers maldefinitions and adjectives which reminds
bad situations, for Armenians. The adjectives of “Armenian”, “Jewish” and
“communist” can be counted as examples for this. In other words lack of knowl-
edge becomes more apparent as a source of fear and hatred.

The research also shows that Armenian/Turkish Question is perceived in
a different manner; for Armenian citizens the conflict can be resolved only if it
is recognized as historically rooted problem and for Turkish citizens Armenians
are “other and “alien”.

One of the relative important findings of the research is correlation
between level of knowledge and level of prejudice in Turkey. Lack of knowl-
edge, lowers the level of prejudice, and makes it more unstable. It is certain that
different perspectives on historical events of 1915 have been handled in terms of
state policy is very effective for the above mentioned finding. In other words, as
Armenian national identity has been constructed on the axis of “genocide”, all
generations socialize within the given framework, in Turkey however
Armenianess has been constructed as “ otherness”, and “ 1915 has remained as
a stigmatized issue till today; caused lack of knowledge about historical events
and being neutral about the issue.

For instance as if Turkey have a good relationship with a particular
country then Armenia have a bad one and vice versa.

In both countries, religion is accounted as a critical factor for other coun-
try. Religious differences between two countries plays an important role in cre-
ation of prejudices. National identity and ideology have been mostly fed by
dimension of religion

Turkish citizens are aware of their lack of knowledge which leads a con-
fused image of Armenians. On the contrary Armenian citizens’ knowledge on
Turkey is more definite. Their knowledge comes from the information about
Ataturk, Talat Pasha, Sultan Hamid, Young Turks as “enemies of Armenians”
and leads formation of “ historical and national conciousness” .

The research shows that mutual perceptions have “similarities”. As for
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Armenian citizens there is no doubt that Turkish citizens have negative image of
Armenians, Turkish citizens believe that Armenians do not think in a negative
way about Turkish citizens. Armenians and Turkish citizens misunderstood
eachother in a sense; Armenian citizens do not know the level of positivity of
Turkish citizens and Turkish citizens do not know the level of negativity. High
educated segments of Turkish citizens seems in more positive mood to Armenian
citizens.

The research also shows that high educated segments of Turkish citizens
seperate Armenian state from Armenian society clearly. The negative or at least
hands off attitude over state may not be transfered to attitudes over society.

Certain findings of the research give the motivation of dreaming a
potential pozitive future. In both country there is a room of pschological sub-
structure for communication with other, even it derives from different motiva-
tions. Undoubtfully, the most sensitive issue between two country is evaluation
o f*1915'.. According to respondents the main problem between Armenia and
Turkey is Armenian Question/Genocide, with a proportion of 82% in Armenia,
and 19% in Turkey.

As far as the differences between the levels of prejudices and the impor-
tant role o f* 1915’ and ‘otherness’ in the construction of national identities are
concerned, the possibility of an attempt from Turkey seems more realistic. The
reason for that lies in the fact Armenians have experienced 1915 as a deep root-
ed historical trauma and hence would expect Turks to make the first steps to
respect this memory and provide psychological empathy. Additionally, despite
the negativity of the data, there are also signals of potential dialogue.

In other words, Turkish can take the first step but Armenians also have
ability oftaking step. That is to say, for Armenians there is a historically experi-
enced suffering which can not be forgotten and at least deserve respect of
Turkey. Otherwise Armenian Question is never ended. However Armenians tak-
ing step for solving the problem at least in their minds.

The way of an alternative communication between two countries can be
open by some kind of “pluralization of knowledge”.
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(83%) -
(19%) ,

Pes3tome
APMSHO-TypeLK/E OTHOLLEHVS 1 B3aUMHOE BOCTIUSTTVE

®.KeHren, I".INorocsH

Crarbal NpeAcTaB/AeT pesyssTar Meproro 1 noka €aMHCTBEHHOTO 1 Crioem
porie COLMOMNOTMYECKOE WICCTIEA0BaHMS, MPpOMesiellioe COBMECTHO apMSHCKMA 1
TypPeLKMMA COLWIO/Oramiv Mo eyHOM MporpamMvie U METOAYKE K o6erx HaLLMX CTpa-
Hax. OHO MPec/IefoBaVIO [MABHYIO LEMb - MbIACHUTB KaK VMOCTPUHAMAION HacerieH s
COCeMIHVIX CTPaH ApYr Apyra, Kakme CyLLECTBYIOT CTEPEOTUNBI, KaKOMbI M3aUVHbE
OLIEHKM, YTO SIB/IAETCA [TIAVHBIM NPEMNSATCTBYEM L, PA3HATN 8PMSIHO-TYPELIKHX OTHO-
LLEHVIIA W FOTOHbI /1M HACEMIEHS HALLMX CTPaH K WX PasHTUM.

HecmoTpst Ha MHOTOUMCTIEHHbIE TPYAHOCTY, BO3HUKLLIME BO HPeMs MoAro-
TOBKM Y NPOBEAEHWA UCCNEA0BaHA, COLMOIoraM 06emx CTpaH YAa/ioch 3aBepLUTL
[paBOTY W MPOBECTV aHAT3 PE3Y/IbTATOB.

Kak BbIACHWIOCH B pesy/isTare UCCen0BaHNsA, apMsAHCKOe HacereHvie nvie-
€T Bonee MO/HbIE M TOUHbIE CBEMIEHVS O CBOEM 3araiHOM COCEAE, YeM OMnpOLLEHHOE
HaceneHvie Typumn - 06 ApMEHN 1 apMsHaX. YyMCTHYETCA HEQOCTATOK AOCTOBEP-
HOI MHGOOPMALWN Y TYPELIKOTO HACe/IEHS O COBPEMEHHOI HE3ABVICVIMOIA pecryari-
Ke ApMEeHMM.

Hapsagay ¢ 3m1m, OBLLEC OTHOLLEHME TYPOK K apvsiHam Banee BnarocknoHHo,
Yem OTHOLLEHVIE apMsH K TypKkam W.TypLyK. 3TO, B OCHOBHOM, OBBLSCHAETCA TsXke-
nein Hacneayiem reHoumaa apvsH B 1915 roay B Typuun. Mo MHeHWn BornbsLLvHeTBa
OMpPOLLIEHHbIX B ApMeHN (83%6) 11 MOYTY MATOM YacTV BCEX OMPOLLEHHBIX B TypLmm
(19%) wMeHHO BOMPOC reHouMpa apMsH SB/MSETCA KaMHEM MPETKHOBEHMA B
PasBUTUN aPMSIHO-TYPELIKHX OTHOLLEHWIA HA COBPEMEHHOM 3JTare.

OTveTMM TaloKe, YTO KaK CBINETENLCTBYUT Pe3y/bTarbl COLMOMONHUCEKOrO
VICCMIEA0BaHVSA, HaCereH e Kak MAPMEHW, Tak 1 B TypLMM H LIENOM HACTPOEHO Ha
Y/yulleHe OTHOLLEHWA W pasBuTVie COTPYOHMHCETMA MEXOY COCEOHUMM Tocy-
AapcTeavm 1 iByMA HAPOJAMA.





