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PAPER ABSTRACT

It has long been taken for granted that what happened to the Armenian population of the Ottoman Empire after 1915 was a case of genocide -- for some, it was clearly the first genocide in the twentieth century; for others, in view of this, it ushered in the modern period of what became an Age of Genocide; for yet others, it was the great precursor to the Holocaust, two decades later. The status of what happened to the Armenians is such a given (other than to successive Turkish governments and their supporters) that it has rarely been subjected to the same level of definitional scrutiny that scholars always require as a matter of necessity when allegations of genocide are raised in relation to the experiences of many other victim peoples – particularly when considering endangered peoples in the contemporary world. 


This paper attempts to redress that omission, by subjecting the Armenian experience to the rigors of the definition of genocide embodied in the United Nations Genocide Convention 1948. The purpose of this is not to enter into a semantic word-game regarding what should appear obvious to everyone, namely, that what happened to the Armenians was a clear case of genocide. Rather, its intention is to provide a means whereby scholars can henceforth discuss that experience within its  appropriate conceptual and legal framework.


It is anticipated that this paper will generate discussion from some who do not see a need for such abstract theoretical analysis. My argument is, however, that at a time in which the field of Genocide Studies is being placed under pressure from those who prefer to find moral equivalences in every instance of murder and destruction, it is more necessary than ever that we be absolutely clear regarding the terms we employ and the conceptual structures within which we employ them. Far from being redundant or unnecessary, it will be argued that reflections of this type should be required by all scholars of genocide if they are to deflect the accusations of those whose intention is less rooted in scholarship than in the infliction of harm. 

