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Abstract: As long as conflict does not involve violence, it is viewed as natural, and non-violent
conflicts and disputes within the ordinary flow of life can even encourage development. The
evolution of disagreements into violence and the emergence of the understanding that the
solution to problems can be achieved through violence mean that a completely different stage
has been reached. Especially the occurrence of organized violence within the state or between
states produces destructive and deadly effects. In this study, it is shown that wars—although
not understandable and natural—have always existed, but their form has largely changed in
recent years. Therefore, the increasing activity of non-state actors or terrorism required new
measures to be taken by governments, and official measures were diversified in this context.
From time to time, abnormal measures and reactions enlarged the spiral of violence. Within the
study, the necessity of negotiation for the parties to the conflict was put forward, and the
importance of making concessions and meeting at common points under minimum conditions
beyond the distinction of right and wrong was justified for a peaceful atmosphere. So much so
that in the process of peacebuilding, the relationship of punishment, forgiveness, or forgetting
with justice was opened to discussion. Its effect on peace processes was revealed. It was
uncovered that when the peace stage is reached in conflict processes, it is important for all
possible formal and informal dynamics to take initiative in non-conflict.
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1. Introduction

Not only should doing nothing while people die of hunger or struggle relentlessly
with treatable diseases be considered “inhumane”; it should also be remembered that
remaining indifferent to people’s attainment of certain levels of welfare as human
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beings means failing to respect them.? The effects of violent conflicts and their
consequences are frequently visible in exposure to all these negative conditions.
Within this framework, understanding violent conflicts and peace processes, and being
sensitive to the world’s problems in this regard, should be among the primary concerns
of our planet.

Violence appears as a matter of everyday events. In this form, it is marginal in
relation to philosophy’s more enduring fields of interest, and philosophers’ interest in
it is understandably temporary. Yet without assuming that violence is “worthless,” it
must be taken into broad consideration because it plays an active role in the
understanding of international politics.® The issue that contributes greatly to the
normalization of violence appears, at the formal level, as the idea of waging war.
Indeed, the most striking example of conduct that would never be acceptable under
other circumstances being tolerated is that a person can kill another person under the
identity of a “soldier.”*

Peace is the absence or reduction of all forms of violence. This definition is
violence-oriented. Peace does not contain violence and is realized through the creative
transformation of conflict. This definition, in turn, is conflict-oriented.®> Alongside the
fact that non-violence is an important part of peace studies, the literature also
contains views that favor less violent conditions and argue, as a shared discourse, that
this should also be part of political science.®

In both the past and the present, we witness that security concerns continually
produce violent conflicts. States, like human beings, perceive threats for similar
reasons and apply violence when they consider it necessary. States are concerned
when other states appear assertive and carry threat potential. These are counted
among the important elements that constitute the causes of conflict.

Narratives are advanced suggesting that the commercial and political relations
states establish with one another, either directly or through international institutions
and regimes, will create interdependence and suppress security concerns in an
“anarchic” environment. It may be assumed that these perspectives emerged in the

2 Terry Nardin, “International Political Theory and the Question of Justice”, International Affairs 82 (2006),
462, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2346.2006.00544 x.

3 Terry Nardin, “Philosophy and International Violence”, The American Political Science Review 70, no. 3
(September 1976), 952, https://doi.org/10.2307/1959878.

4 Rafael Moses, “Siddet Nerede Basliyor?”, Cogito, no. 6-7 (Winter-Spring 1996), 24.

5 Johan Galtung, Peace by Peaceful Means: Peace and Conflict, Development and Civilization, (London: SAGE
Publications, 1996), 9, https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446221631.

6 Johan Galtung, “Nonviolence and Deep Culture: Some Hidden Obstacles”, Peace Research, The Canadian
Journal of Peace and Conflict Studies 27, no. 3 (1995), 34.
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name of the search for peace. In addition, wars between states are also understood
through interpretations based on human nature.

The debate over whether “human beings are essentially good or evil” in fact
resembles a vicious circle. Yet relations between countries frequently resemble
relations among human beings. Even if a state’s foreign policy is determined through
the necessary diplomatic filters, it still reminds us of the behavior of an ordinary
individual. From past to present, distinctions between rich and poor or strong and
weak have existed among countries. The poor country’s search for wealth and the
weak country’s desire to become strong have revealed the potential for conflict. This
differentiation produces a categorization in terms of core and peripheral countries.
The designations developed and underdeveloped countries are also made in this
direction. Methodologically, a developing “peripheral” country’s appearance on the
stage in the international “conflict equation” and its ability to gain a place in the global
arena depend on correctly reading the conjuncture and implementing necessary
moves to the extent required. It also depends on maintaining a balance in relations
with the hegemonic powers that dominate the era and largely avoiding an
environment of hot conflict. Because every unnecessary conflict, large or small, only
causes countries to lose power. Possible timing mistakes made while determining
foreign policy strategy may also cause lasting damage to the future of countries.

According to Kant, the state of peace among human beings is not a natural state.
Even if there is not always an outbreak of hostility, a constant state of threat exists.
Since the absence of hostility is not yet a guaranteed condition, peace must be
established. Unless one neighbor provides this secure condition to another—which
can occur only within a legal order—everyone may treat one another with hostility
and compel the other to do the same.”

2. The War of States

States wage war for many reasons. Yet the factors that produce wars have
remained fundamentally the same for centuries. Whether or not it involves violence,
conflict essentially arises as a result of competition and conflicts of interest pursued in
line with certain objectives. These disagreements may turn into a venue in which war
occurs and produce deadly consequences, or they may be brought under control
through negotiations.

Theoretical theses have been produced on the claim that there is no hierarchy
among states and that, therefore, anarchy naturally exists. Although the anarchic
structure is presented as an “unavoidable” result, the seeds of conflict continue to be
nourished by elements such as prioritizing the nation, nationalism, and glorifying the

7 Immanuel Kant, Ebedi Baris Uzerine Felsefi Bir Tasari, translated by Celal Yesilgayir, (Ankara: Fol Kitap,
2020), 39.
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state, thereby further reinforcing the anarchic environment. Contrary to the claim of
globalization established in the crucible of liberalism, the shrinking of the state cannot
be achieved; instead, introversion, the foregrounding of national identity, and national
sovereignty are further promoted, preparing the ground for violent behavior.

In the international system, the absence of a superstructure that holds the
monopoly of “legitimate violence” specific to the state—borrowing from Weber—and
that is also respected by all international actors forces every state to fend for itself.
The responsibility for controlling this chaos, or what is referred to in the literature as
the “anarchic structure,” has been entrusted from past to present either to hegemonic
states and empires or, as has been partially effective in the last century, to
international institutions. Yet, as in the past, the global chaotic structure has not been
fully brought under control by any power today. Indeed, even formulas for a “world
government” aimed at this purpose have been voiced.

States feel alone in the international system; in the absence of a hierarchical order,
because they cannot be certain of the actions of other states, they may display
aggressive behavior under the responsibility of ensuring the security of their own
citizens. National actors may sometimes act selfishly in order to maintain their
existence and ensure border security. In an environment in which no one trusts
anyone else, states that must act rationally want to keep themselves constantly
prepared for every possibility. The Machiavellian mentality and the Hobbesian
philosophy that “man is wolf to man” melt humanitarian and cultural values in the
crucible of pragmatism. The instinct of realpolitik forces our world into an environment
in which not the rightful are strong, but the strong are right. On our planet, where
moralpolitik has been pushed aside and the pursuit of wealth and power is regarded
as a duty, states don the armor of nationalism and almost come to enjoy entering war.?

Every state produces “others” for the welfare and happiness of its own citizens,
and the reflex of protecting and safeguarding its citizens is internalized
transcendentally by governments. For this reason, tens of thousands of refugees left
to die at border gates on the grounds that they would pose a security risk to its own
citizens are ignored. Since states set their own security as a supreme objective and
design their expectations according to the worst-case scenario, arms races continue
uninterrupted. This perception of threat continually triggers the potential for conflict.

War is the name given to violence applied between parties for the sake of an
objective. That objective consists of real or constructed needs. In fact, like human

8 Among political actors and decision-makers, we live in a period in which wars can be decided quickly and
easily, while the cost imposed on nations can be confined to statistics more than in previous centuries. While
developments in communication and mass media increase every day, ironically, through habituation and
acceptance, deaths, human losses, migrations, and similar real consequences of conflicts can become
nothing more than numbers.
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beings, states also have limited basic needs. Security, including the need for shelter,
and nutrition are among the primary basic needs. Today, these needs have been
replaced by the ambition to win and the search for wealth, and unlimited needs have
been artificially produced. It has been forgotten that food is the most basic human
need, and an insatiable ambition to win and appetite for capital accumulation have
taken precedence over everything. Even the demand for security can at times turn into
a manipulation of perception aimed at softening states’ desire for enrichment.

History is full of stories of great powers that sold weapons to two warring sides at
the same time. The spread of firearms in Europe gave rise to geographical discoveries
that opened the way to enrichment. Geographical discoveries, the construction of
railways, and colonization fed wars. Wars triggered technological developments in
arms production and caused wars of greater destruction. Thus arms trade increased,
and the destruction of war created a new demand economy. Technology increased the
efficiency of capitalism, but it did not eliminate exploitation. The world’s becoming a
small village did not produce a more peaceful century; on the contrary, it increased
the toll of war.

The Marxist claim that “the modern state determines policy in line with capital
requirements” largely proved accurate. States’ ethical values were defeated by
political concerns. Today, the elements produced by insecurity have been reinforced
by the ambition for gain. States” ambition to win is such that even when they speak of
peace, it is thought that they overshadow their foreign policy strategy with ornate
sentences. The belief that the earth’s resources are limited drives states to arm
themselves aggressively. The limitation of resources defines a world of zero-sum
relations among countries. Although technological developments can increase limited
resources to a certain extent through efficiency, this does not reduce the potential for
conflict; on the contrary, it directs states’ appetite for wealth toward relatively small
states, and exploitation thus continues. For these reasons, wars continue without
interruption. The main element that can restrain wars and violent conflicts is the
negotiations likely to take place between the parties.

It is noted that international relations texts often overlook the element of
negotiation. These studies focus on explanations of war. Negotiation is giving
something in order to obtain something. When one side “wins” and the other also
gains something, the balance between the two sides is resolved through negotiations.
Thus, the transfer of negotiation skills begins inductively by transforming findings from
best practices into concepts and regular effects, and then proceeds deductively by
applying these concepts to other cases and revising them when necessary.®

2 I. William Zartman, “Negotiation Pedagogy: International Relations”, International Negotiation 15 (2010),
230.
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The sense of violence within a country emerges when the necessary reasons occur.
Although political, social, and cultural causes are effective, one of the most important
factors producing wars today is economic grounds. Even if different causes appear on
the surface, people rebel when they experience economic hardship; when they cannot
meet needs such as shelter and nutrition, they take up arms. Yet when they obtain the
opportunity to live at a certain standard, they can internalize the existing order and
continue their lives. The United States of America, one of the most diverse countries
in terms of the origins of its citizens, offers the best example of this. Many ethnic
elements have lived together in the country for centuries, yet long-term destructive
chaos and violent conflict do not occur within its borders.’® When the standards of
people in modern societies are kept at a certain level, the seeds of conflict in that
society are generally prevented. Europeans, who had fought among themselves for
centuries, established the European Coal and Steel Community in 1951, the foundation
of today’s EU, by transferring part of their sovereignty to a supranational institution of
their own will for the first time in world history.

3. World Wars

The way violent conflicts or wars are perceived in the world changed completely
with the war defined as the First World War, which entered the literature as a total
loss. In previous wars, victorious parties could be satisfied with palliative gains and
count them as profit; therefore, a rational whole capable of producing an institutional
arrangement for peace could not be established. Although efforts in this direction had
appeared in the past, a pejorative reason was able to dominate the international
system until the “war without a winner,” namely the First World War.

The war in which millions of people were lost opened new horizons in rational
minds. For the First World War had barely ended when the world—and even the
victorious great powers—understood that no one had emerged victorious from such
total war. Yet war could not turn into “absolute war” and should have remained only
a “temporary instrument of politics,” but it did not.

The aforementioned problem of the world was not new, and it was larger than
assumed. From the day we moved into social life until today, organized violence has
always occupied a place as a failing grade on humanity’s report card. Nevertheless, the
magnitude of the destruction of the First World War activated pragmatic reason. The

10 Among the reasons for this may be added the fact that it is a country that experienced civil wars for many
years—such as the Thirty Years’ War and the Hundred Years’ War in Europe. Having intensely experienced
organized violence in its historical past appears in some sense to have been the price of a “peace
environment”; this acquired experience appears as a reason for the peace environment secured “within the
country.”
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understanding that all actors would be jointly harmed in a major war as a result of the
mutual interaction of states imposed a necessary responsibility on everyone.

The discipline of International Relations, which emerged after the First World War
with wishes of “good will,” also encouraged the emergence of many different
international organizations for peace. Despite everything, however, only twenty years
later, the outbreak of the Second World War—a great destruction involving far greater
human losses—could not be prevented. Nevertheless, institutional efforts on the path
to peace continued.

Although the efforts of the international community in this direction could slightly
open signals of good intentions for the future, the fact that the benefit written to the
account of peace remains minimal when the great technological and industrial
development achieved in the positive sciences over centuries is compared with the
shallow progress obtained in “human development” continues to damage hopes.

Because violence is often thought of as the antithesis of rule-governed human
activity, the idea that its initiation and conduct can be subject to legal regulation
appears self-contradictory to many people. Yet the air of paradox created in this way
partly dissipates when certain military practices and the legal rules that help define
and regulate them are brought into focus. Accordingly, even if there is very little
agreement on specific rules, their applicability, validity, or effectiveness raises little
doubt that the rules being discussed do exist.

Today there is constant pressure to expand existing legal criteria in ways that
would legitimize almost any use of force that states and other potential combatants
might wish to undertake. However, the ongoing legal process in United Nations
debates, diplomatic negotiations and correspondence, judicial proceedings, and legal
scholarship is designed precisely to overcome this problem. The criterion of armed
attack is seen as an attempt to limit states’ freedom to interpret the meaning of the
much more flexible term “aggression.” Similarly, over the years, a relatively narrow
understanding of self-defense has developed in order to distinguish this defense from
the much broader justifications implied by concepts such as self-preservation, self-
help, and necessity. Unlike traditional just war criteria, which require the
determination of moral agreement and intentions, the initiation of armed attacks and
the determination of acts of self-defense against them can be seen as easier to define
within an agreed framework.!

4. The War of Non-State Actors

Violence by non-state actors has now become both a more frequent and more
accepted type of violence in international politics. Proceeding from the assumption

11 Nardin, “Philosophy and International Violence...”, 953.
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that sovereign states can always be held responsible for the violence they apply, it may
be thought that they are subject to pressures that will push them toward restraint.?
Non-state actors, however, mostly remain outside the scope of such measures.* This
may mean remaining almost entirely beyond the control of the international system.
Therefore, non-state actors obtain the possibility of acting in a more multidimensional,
unlimited, and free manner. Precisely in this respect, all international actors have
begun to feel compelled in some way to struggle against these elements of terror and
threat.

Especially in the recent period, international actors have tended to become heavily
involved against this form of violence and have also carried out mediation activities.
Although the intervention of a third party can offer positive and constructive
contributions, in some conflict areas the further internationalization and globalization
of the situation may not produce a peaceful outcome. In this respect, in some conflict
zones, the production of local and narrowly regional solutions, and the mediation of
regional actors when needed, can contribute more to lasting peace.'

Non-state actors often generate terror. Terrorism, in Latin, carries meanings such
as great fear, dread, alarm, and panic. As a verb, it is defined as filling with fear,
spreading fear, and frightening. 1*> At the same time, definitions of terrorism can also
be formulated as violence, coercion, and intimidation designed to enable a particular
group to achieve its social and political objectives.®

Although terrorism signifies a threat outside the international system and for
everyone, it does not contain actors without purpose, target, or predictability. It is
emphasized that, in order to address some “legitimate concerns,” the tendency to
reduce terrorists to villains seen in films and other media is wrong and unhelpful.’
Rather, by looking at the causes of terrorism, a conscious tendency to struggle against
this form of violence should be encouraged. Although it is noted that Schreiber’s
definition of terrorism needs to be changed in some respects, it also contributes to

12 Because of the anarchic structure of the international system, this limitation must be understood at a
certain level.

13 Ward Thomas, The New Dogs of War: Nonstate Actor Violence in International Politics, (Ithaca-London:
Cornell University Press, 2021), 106, https://doi.org/10.7591/cornell/9781501758898.001.0001.

14 Since regional actors—persons or institutions—are closer to the cultural and social dynamics of the parties
to the conflict, the possibility of speaking the same language will arise, and constructive dialogues can be
achieved relatively more easily.

15 Anna M. Wittmann, Talking Conflict: The Loaded Language of Genocide, Political Violence, Terrorism, and
Warfare, (California: ABC-CLIO, 2016), 325.

16 Wittmann, Talking Conflict, 326.

17 Chris E. Stout and Grace Wang, “Conclusion”, in Terrorism, Political Violence, and Extremism: New

Psychology to Understand, Face, and Defuse the Threat, edited by Chris E. Stout, (California: ABC-CLIO, 2017),
331.
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explanation: terrorism is defined as “political action committed by an organized group,
outside war, involving death and the danger of death for people.” 8 It also seems
possible to define terrorist practices as a set of behaviors through which non-state
actors, especially in the asymmetric condition they experience and feel in terms of
power, can spread fear without feeling a “necessity of being legitimate and legal.”

The assumption that terrorists are psychopaths will bring with it the inference that
talking to them is meaningless and inappropriate. Louise Richardson, one of the
experts working on this subject, says, “Terrorists, in general, are in no way insane.”
There are observations about the inconsistency of speaking with governments that use
horrific violence against their own people while refusing to speak with armed groups
that do the same.?®

Like conflicts, terrorism also has different forms. Views that evaluate terrorism
with a homogeneous understanding share the same view as those who argue that “all
forms of terror are the same.” According to this superficial perspective,
countermeasures through military intervention should be applied to all terrorists.
Thus, it proceeds through a narrative that there is no need to negotiate or hold talks
with terrorists and those who support them.?°

Political governments generally define terrorism characteristically as something
that only their opponents can commit and only as something that those seeking to
change policies or attack a particular political system or status quo can undertake. This
biased attitude may also turn into the illusion that governments can terrorize in order
to pacify their opponents. Consequently, this perspective may bring with it the
understanding that “states can display terror and use soldiers, aircraft, and tanks to
do so.” In this respect, it becomes important to remember the understanding that
terror should not be reduced to the distinction between non-state action and state
action. It must be emphasized that this is necessary for a peaceful atmosphere.
Accordingly, it is important to include official violence among violent practices such as
murder and aggression. Criticisms of evaluating war and other forms of official
violence on the scale of state legitimacy continue.?!??

International law concerning terrorism is itself developing day by day. As currently
formulated, the existing situation appears highly partial in favor of states and against

18 C. A. J. Coady, “Ter6riin Ahlaki”, Cogito, no. 6-7 (Winter-Spring 1996), 263-264.

19 Jonathan Powell, Teréristlerle Konusmak, translated by Nuray Onoglu, (istanbul: Aykiri Yayincilik, 2016),
47. Original work published in 2014.

20 Virginia Held, How Terrorism Is Wrong: Morality and Political Violence, (New York: Oxford University Press,
2008), 13, https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780195329599.001.0001.

21 Held, How Terrorism Is Wrong, 16.

2 pane Archer and Rosemary Gartner, “Baris Dénemi Kayiplari: Savasa Katilmayanlarin Siddet iceren
Davranislarinda Savaslarin Etkisi”, Cogito, no. 6-7 (Winter-Spring 1996), 237.
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non-state groups. This may be a bias we must accept in a dangerous world, especially
in terms of interactions among states; however, if what is at stake is taking moral
issues into account, it is certainly important that further regulations are also needed.?®

Governments try to portray terrorist groups as persons who cause violence that
would not normally exist and to present their own efforts to suppress this violence, no
matter how severe, as a justified response to provocation. Although being a state
places on governments the responsibility of providing order and ensuring security, and
although the enforcement of laws is understandable in the modern world, the
perspective of identifying the problems that produce conflict and producing lasting
solutions, proceeding from the fact that terrorism emerges for a purpose, will
contribute more to becoming a peaceful society.?

Democratic governments do not want terrorism to be seen as working. Zartman
even supports this view with the words, “Itis irresponsible to allow terrorists to obtain
political decisions through civilian deaths; rewarding their blackmail will only lead
others to do the same.” Politicians think that talking to terrorists will mean making
concessions. Resolving and managing this dilemma through pragmatic moves aimed
at obtaining results will be sufficient to remind us how true the motto “making peace
is harder than making war” is.?

Today, when new types of conflict methods and wars are being experienced, both
states and international institutions are trying to struggle against these violent
movements. Yet in the writing of world history, which for centuries witnessed the wars
of regular units, it has become clear that a new form of violence has been
encountered. Research on how democratic states fight unusual enemies (insurgencies
and terrorism) has also revealed the extent to which these deep-rooted institutions
violate the rules of war (the Geneva Convention) and the peacetime criminal justice
process on the grounds that they must control insurgency and prevent terrorist
attacks. In the new world order, politically motivated, excessive, and misinformed
fears have been produced as a result of exaggerating the strength and intelligence of
insurgents, as well as the vulnerability of an open society to secrecy and deception;
this has led to excessive security measures, excessive restrictions on civil liberties, and
the misallocation of resources.?®

2 Held, How Terrorism Is Wrong, 18.
2 Held, How Terrorism Is Wrong, 21.
% powell, Talking to Terrorists, 45.

26 Anthony Oberschall, “How Democracies Fight Insurgents and Terrorists”, Dynamics of Asymmetric Conflict
1, no. 2 (July 2008), 107-108, https://doi.org/10.1080/17467580802578147.
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5. Peace and Justice

When peace is not seen solely in relation to war and is not reduced merely to
opposition to war, its relationship with justice can be established. In this respect, peace
can be understood as a process model needed by the international system.
Theoretically, this model needs to be formulated as reducing violence and increasing
social justice.

There is a tendency in the nature of international law to see peace as a command.
Although this appears politically correct, it spreads a negative atmosphere because it
emerges in a coercive direction. Thus, the risk of deviating from a role that provides
social justice arises. The point underlined in this context concerns international law
and obligations. It is especially important in this direction to ask whether the
situation’s being stated legally can in fact be sufficient to secure peace that establishes
justice.?” In essence, it must be underlined that law and justice are inseparable. 28 Yet
in establishing lasting peace, alongside the necessity of obtaining these two
phenomena, it should also be remembered that dynamics of fairness and expectations
of justice that need to spread throughout society, beyond formal and official
expectations, are important.

Peace can be considered the healing of a post-conflict society and the securing of
quests for justice. Yet it is also necessary to understand that this cannot be achieved
without the complementary efforts of various persons and institutions within social
life and without including possible stakeholders in public life in the process. Even when
war is not being experienced hotly and when a negative peace environment exists, the
development of peaceful behavior should be expected as a basic need. If a postwar
peace process is being discussed, all possible parties should be included in the process.
In this way, conflicts can be carried beyond negative peace, and significant
contributions can be obtained in securing justice. For this purpose, the source and
causes of the relevant conflicts and cases of violence must first be determined. With
the correct identification of independent variables, solution-oriented proposals will
emerge. In this respect, understanding the socio-historical context in conflict regions
is important. In subsequent stages, dialogue between the parties will become
important in a manner that will ensure lasting peace, healing, and justice, and the
stage of resolving the conflict will be reached.?

27 Ernst-Otto Czempiel, “Recht und Friede: Ein Beitrag zur Diskussion zwischen Vélkerrecht und
Friedensforschung”, Die Friedens-Warte 58, no. 1/2 (1975), 58.

28 Czempiel, “Recht und Friede”, 64.

2 Fidelis Peter Thomas Duri, Ngonidzashe Marongwe, and Munyaradzi Mawere, “The Prospects of
Reconciliation, Healing, Justice and Peace in 21st Century Africa: Concluding Remarks”, in Violence, Peace
and Everyday Modes of Justice and Healing in Post-Colonial Africa, edited by Fidelis Peter Thomas Duri,
Ngonidzashe Marongwe, and Munyaradzi Mawere, (Cameroon: Langaa RPCIG, 2019), 345.
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Parties engaged in a negotiation process in a conflict must reach agreement on the
concept of justice while sharing the issues in dispute. Otherwise, negotiations may not
reach a result. Individual concepts of justice function as a fundamental veto over
agreement; this framework must be coordinated and accepted as the first stage of
negotiation. This concept of justice creates a formula on the basis of which the parties
later reach a detailed decision. At the core of this argument, it is accepted that power
alone cannot produce or explain agreement and cannot replace commitment to justice
in the negotiation process.

According to Kelman, conflict resolution, including post-conflict healing and
reconciliation, cannot occur without opportunities for dialogue. The interactive
problem-solving approach he developed has been addressed through the “human
needs” perspective first articulated in conflict by Burton. The basic assumption here
concerns examining the psychological needs that lead to conflict in the process of
people being threatened. The content of the approach concerns focusing on these
threatened needs: security, belonging, identity, and recognition.3!

Peace processes mean reconciliation between the parties under minimum
conditions or at a higher level. Yet reconciliation is a slippery concept. Criminal
prosecution, which is seen as an integral part of any post-conflict settlement, must be
evaluated together with the term reconciliation. In peace negotiations, the demands
of those who want to exempt themselves from terrible crimes for a kind of “forgive”
and “forget” must be evaluated together with the scales of justice. Here, the
institutional abilities of governments and international organizations to stage and
manage emotional and psychosocial processes that must take place at the level of
individuals, families, and neighborhoods in order to be effective are very important.
Distrust of these qualities may cause new concerns.? For example, initiatives
developed to meet victims’ demands and secure justice may harm peace processes, or
a possible flexible understanding or limited punishment in criminal prosecution may
be seen as insufficient by victims and may thereby undermine peace processes.
Peace processes do not consist of stages that are risk-free and capable of producing

30|, William Zartman, “Conflict and Order: Justice in Negotiation”, International Political Science Review 18,
no. 2 (April 1997), 123, https://doi.org/10.1177/019251297018002001.

31 Donna Hicks, “Dignity Dialogues: An Educational Approach to Healing and Reconciling Relationships in
Conflict”, in Peacebuilding Through Dialogue: Education, Human Transformation, and Conflict Resolution,
edited by Peter N. Stearns, (Fairfax, VA: George Mason University Press, 2018), 93.

32 Naomi Roht-Arriaza, “Justice and Reconciliation after Conflict: The Case of Sierra Leone”, in Human Rights
and Conflict Resolution in Context: Colombia, Sierra Leone, and Northern Ireland, edited by Eileen F. Babbitt
and Ellen L. Lutz, (New York: Syracuse University Press, 2009), 150.

3|t is also stated that peace and justice are not compatible in this respect, and that the possibility of peace
may arise when justice is not fully implemented. In this context, the concept of reconciliation becomes more
important.
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rapid results. This should not be expected by the parties either. For resolving the peace
and justice dilemma, the credibility of institutions and their commitment to the desire
for peace, together with the support of as many elements as possible, will help the
process pass with the least possible damage.

Burton believed in the necessity of a more conciliatory approach to conflict
resolution. This approach is based on “changing the attitudes and perceptions” of the
parties to the conflict. In this way, the idea emerges that the parties “can come
together on the basis of this reduced hostility and tension to conduct serious and
productive negotiations.” Instead of trying to explain the world as it is and acting by
accepting the existing situation, as in Realism in general, it is emphasized that peaceful
environments can be developed by focusing, with an interventionist understanding as
in Burton, on producing more knowledge and developing strategies that have an
emancipatory function capable of reducing injustice and inequality.3

Models of justice in a post-conflict transition environment are divided into three
categories: retributive, deterrent, and restorative. Retributive justice argues that
perpetrators should be punished, held accountable, and given what they supposedly
“deserve.” It is also stated that retributive justice is necessary for states to adhere to
international legal conventions. The deterrent view of justice concerns not only the
idea that punishment is deserved by perpetrators, but also that a convicted
perpetrator should be helped to be deterred from committing another crime through
fear of punishment. It is also underlined that existing and potential criminals should
be deterred from continuing or initiating crimes in order to avoid punishment.

Finally, the understanding of restorative justice differs from retributive or
deterrent models by accepting that punishment alone is insufficient. Punishing
offenders is necessary, but processes should be facilitated in a way that enables
perpetrators and victims to rebuild their relationships; for example, ensuring that
perpetrators pay compensation to victims may contribute to repairing fragmented
relationships.®

The realization of all three stages may not fully meet the justice expectations of
perpetrators and victims, the government, and public opinion. Even if the full
expectations of all these parties cannot be met at the peace stage, it must be
remembered that concessions are necessary in such difficult processes, and the
obligation to act with this awareness together with a ceasefire must be accepted from
the beginning.

34 Tim Murithi, The Ethics of Peacebuilding, (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2009), 30-31,
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780748630493.

35 Phil Clark, The Gacaca Courts: Post-Genocide Justice and Reconciliation in Rwanda: Justice Without
Lawyers, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 38, https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511761584.
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On the other hand, justice methods can also be evaluated under two broad
categories: formal and negotiated. In the formal interpretation, post-conflict
institutions reach justice through predetermined laws and procedures. In the
negotiated interpretation, institutions obtain evidence concerning mass crimes
predominantly through social discussions. The role of society in these discussions is
very important. These two methods of justice do not exclude one another. In theory,
an institution can rely on very broad legal legislation that allows substantial social
negotiation within these formal boundaries. At the theoretical level, formal and
negotiated methods can also lead to a combination of retributive, deterrent, and
restorative outcomes.3®

When Galtung discusses existing practices of justice, he states that, within the
mission assigned to it by law, justice is an area in which only the rightful and wrongful
parties are determined. He puts forward the idea that these processes of
determination are based on legal texts, but that these texts alone are not sufficient to
secure justice. According to Galtung, who argues that justice cannot be built solely on
determining the rightful party, the demands of all parties must be evaluated in
resolving problems in order for justice to be secured. Reference is also made to the
necessity for the parties to meet at least on common ground. He adds that caution is
also needed regarding all legal proceedings ending absolutely in victory for one party.
For the moment described as victory for one party points to defeat for the other. In
this situation, justice will take on a quality that increases the opposing side’s feeling of
hatred, in addition to the mere impulse to determine who is right and who is wrong.

Galtung proposes the “transcend” method in order to overcome the apparent
opposition between justice and reconciliation in securing peace. While the transcend
method does not regard justice as a necessary argument for ensuring coexistence, it
focuses directly on solving the problem without ignoring the culture of reconciliation.?’
In Galtung, the idea of justice is built on the idea of securing social justice; that is, it is
associated with a structuralist attitude.3® According to Galtung, attention to societies’
structural issues should be increased and efforts should be made in this direction. The
desire to become a peaceful society should become permanent, and there should be
a tendency toward strengthening it as spread throughout society as a whole.3°

While it is emphasized that peace and justice may not always operate
simultaneously and together, and that managing this dilemma is difficult, the

36 Clark, The Gacaca Courts, 39.

37 Melih Cosgun, Adil Bir Barisin imkdnsizligi Uzerine: Johan Galtung vs Chantal Mouffe, (Cizgi Kitabevi, 2022),
170.

38 Cosgun, On the Impossibility of a Just Peace, 173.

39 Johan Galtung and S. P. Udayakumar, More Than a Curriculum: Education for Peace and Development,
(Charlotte: Information Age Publishing, 2013), 3.
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distinctions between “just peace” and “just war” are also included in the discussions.
That is, does the idea of pursuing a just peace now also legitimize (just) wars? In this
respect, different theoretical discussions are conducted through perspectives such as
“winners will see a just war, losers will see an unjust war, victors will see a just peace,
and losers will see an unjust peace.”*°

6. Peacebuilding

In addition to inferences about whether peace and justice can be achieved at the
same time, we witness that a significant portion of peace agreements made in the
recent past have not been able to end wars. When a ceasefire is achieved in wars
within any country or between states, the conditions imposed by the victorious side
allow for a ceasefire also called “negative peace.” Yet lasting and just peace occurs
only when an agreement is formed with provisions to which all parties can truly
consent. A conflict or war ends when the strong side understands that it cannot obtain
additional gains from continuing the war and the weak side understands that it can no
longer endure; thus a ceasefire is achieved.

The “ripe moment” focuses on the perception of a Mutually Hurting Stalemate
(MHS), best associated with a catastrophe that has occurred or has recently been
prevented. This concept is based on the idea that when the parties find themselves
locked in a conflict in which they cannot achieve victory, they understand that this
stalemate is painful for both of them, although not equally or for the same reasons. At
this stage, the parties seek an alternative policy or a way out. This catastrophe appears
as a deadline or lesson indicating that, if something is not done, the pain may increase
sharply. Using different analogies, Zartman calls the stalemate a flat and endless
Plateau, and the catastrophe the Precipice, the point at which things suddenly and
predictably become worse.*!

Some peace agreements may be considered a maneuver by parties that are merely
waiting for the right time and are eager for war in order to gain time. After wars,
especially when the victorious party does not show a genuine will for peace,
agreements imposing very harsh conditions come onto the agenda, and the defeated
side is forced to sign them. Over time, the side on which harsh conditions are imposed
rebels against them, and a new war occurs. Lasting peace can occur only through a
genuine demand for peace by all parties involved in the war.

After the Cold War, peacebuilding interventions were implemented, new theories
concerning conflict transformation and prevention were used, and the logic of conflict

40 Michael von der Schulenburg, On Building Peace: Rescuing the Nation-State and Saving the United Nations,
(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2017), 49, https://doi.org/10.1515/9789048534906.

411, William Zartman, “The Timing of Peace Initiatives: Hurting Stalemates and Ripe Moments”, The Global
Review of Ethnopolitics 1, no. 1 (September 2001), 8, https://doi.org/10.1080/14718800108405087.
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management was radically expanded. An ambition to create liberal peace and a state
was put forward without the consent of peoples, factions, and even elites in conflict
regions. Many developments experienced here perhaps should have been seen as part
of counterinsurgency measures at the global level. The problem is that such
“integrated” approaches, while trying to establish order, threaten or destabilize local
and international power structures, challenge national sovereignty, push the capacity
of the international community to its limits, test its determination, and reveal
hegemonic interests. For this reason, in some approaches, the normative claims of
peacebuilding are opposed precisely from this angle on historical, ideological, and
cultural grounds.*

The aims and tasks of peacebuilding can be understood in different ways.
Peacebuilding can be considered in terms of its positive and negative tasks. In this
respect, post-conflict peacebuilding consists of negative tasks that prevent a return to
open violence and positive tasks that assist national healing and accelerate the
ultimate elimination of the underlying causes of violent internal conflict. Peacebuilding
is understood as aiming first to establish and maintain negative peace through the
negotiation of political trade-offs or the implementation of mutual ceasefire, and then
to build long-term positive peace through reconstruction, institution-building, justice,
and reconciliation.*?

In the context of theoretical gains, the peacebuilding targeted by peace
approaches can be identified with building structural and cultural peace or
transformation. It is especially emphasized that, for this result, there is a need for the
ability to identify structural conflicts that cannot be voiced throughout society. Rather
than trying to solve all of them, becoming aware of them is seen as a very important
step toward positive transformation. This also means identifying groups that are too
close to be comfortable with one another or too distant to interact symbiotically
(horizontal structural violence), as well as exploitation, oppression, and othering
(vertical structural violence). In this respect, it is considered important to aim to make
the vertical more horizontal and the horizontal more optimal.**

One of the main debates in post-conflict societies concerns which of the
preferences between “confrontation, revenge” and “forgetting” can bring about a
more peaceful environment. Practices such as confrontation and punishment, seen as
conditions for securing justice, may not always contribute to peace. It is also observed

42 Oliver P. Richmond, “Peace During and After the Age of Intervention”, International Peacekeeping 21, no.
4 (2014), 510-511, https://doi.org/10.1080/13533312.2014.950887.

4 Jacob Bercovitch and Richard Jackson, Yirmi Birinci Yiizyilda Catisma Céziimii: ilkeler, Yéntemler ve
Yaklasimlar, translated by Hayrettin Ozler, (Ankara: Adres Yayinlari, 2020), 310. Original work published in
2009.

4 Galtung, Peace by Peaceful Means..., 271.
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here that those who did not actively participate in the war may experience increases
in the feelings of inflicting severe pain, causing harm, and taking revenge under the
influence of the conflicts experienced. It is also argued that punishment backfires and
generally increases aggressive behavior; in other words, that the benefits of using the
catharsis technique to prevent human violence have been exaggerated.*

Three components of peace studies are emphasized. First, the study of the
conditions of peace by peaceful means; second, the study of the conditions of peace
from a global perspective; and third, the study of the conditions of peace with a holistic
approach. Although Galtung accepts that all three definitions are problematic, he
states that the word “global” was added to eliminate any prejudice that any country,
civilization, or region should have a kind of monopoly over how peace is
conceptualized and rendered dysfunctional. The word “holistic” performs the same
function in the intellectual field: it is especially emphasized that no discipline has a
monopoly over conceptualizing or discovering peace. In Galtung’s thought, all these
boundaries should be dismantled; the approach should be not only international but
also transnational, not only interdisciplinary but also transdisciplinary. According to
him, the approach should be global and holistic.

Politically, it is important to present the problem of violence fundamentally
through “a general reluctance to treat violence as a phenomenon in its own right.” It
is stated that violence is nothing more than the most conspicuous manifestation of
power. C. Wright Mills says that “all politics is a struggle for power; the ultimate form
of power is violence.” In his definition of the state, Max Weber describes it as “the
domination of human beings over human beings through the means of legitimate, that
is, allegedly legitimate, violence.” In other words, political power stands before us as
the organized form of violence. Therefore, peacebuilding can be achieved after
violence is correctly defined and prevented, through an opposition to violence
“without buts,” no matter who it comes from.#’

Galtung states that, from a humanitarian perspective, although it is better for the
majority to be right than for the slogan “might is always right” to prevail, both slogans
are ultimately and mostly the same.“® It is thought that the practice of democracy does
not in some way produce a peaceful environment in practical life and that violence
continues. In the post-Second World War period, while numerous studies were
conducted on how to control aggression—such as arms control and disarmament

4 Archer and Gartner, “Peacetime Casualties”, 250.
46 Galtung and Udayakumar, More Than a Curriculum, 148.

47 Hannah Arendt, Siddet Uzerine, translated by Biilent Peker, (istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2016), 45-46.
Original work published in 1970.

%8 Johan Galtung, Strukturelle Gewalt: Beitrdge zur Friedens- und Konfliktforschung, translated by Hedda
Wagner, (Hamburg: Rowohlt Taschenbuch Verlag GmbH, 1975), 109.
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efforts—relatively little research was conducted on the root problem of aggression.*®
According to Galtung, for the starting point in peace studies, it is important to clarify
violence or pain with the following questions: “What is the cause of violence? What
are the effects of violence? Furthermore, what is the cause of peace? What is the
effect of peace?”*? In this respect, it is emphasized that, far beyond victory or defeat,
those killed and wounded, losses, and material damage, a separate and distinct theory
is needed concerning the consequences of violence in general and war in particular.>!

Galtung compares recognizing the culture of other societies on the path toward
creating a peaceful world to learning a foreign language. In his writings, he underlines
that just as we learn a foreign language “as it is,” when learning other cultures it is
necessary to learn the main culture that exists “as it is.” Rather than the form we see
from our own subjective window, it is emphasized that, whoever’s culture is in
question, it must be learned “as they show it.” Here, it is stressed that whoever
teaches us a foreign language “with its accent,” foreign cultures should be learned with
the same transparency, and in this way the process of recognition takes place and the
alienation that sows the seeds of war can be eliminated. While adding that the same
is true for religions, Galtung conveys that the aim should be not to find and state what
is good or bad, but rather to try to understand and open the way for multiculturalism.
The basic issue concerns whether one truly understands or not. If the best way to learn
a foreign language is to speak and communicate, then contact with other cultures,*
trying to understand others, accepting them as they are, and not displaying reflexes of
transformation are accepted as an effective beginning for the construction of a
peaceful atmosphere.

At this stage, it is emphasized that governments also lack sufficient knowledge and
experiential equipment concerning how violence should be addressed while peace
efforts are pursued in conflict zones. Despite everything, compared with anarchy in a
state, the victory of insurgents, or repression, these violations by democracies are
lesser evils; nevertheless, they are still evils and should be kept to a minimum. Because
every form of violence applied to bring violence under control within a country causes
new impasses, and the spiral continues in this way. In this respect, it is essential that
official authorities also benefit from the methods of peace studies and the literature
on conflict management.>?

4 Johan Galtung, “A Structural Theory of Aggression”, Journal of Peace Research 1, no. 2 (1964), 95,
https://doi.org/10.1177/002234336400100203.

50 Galtung, Peace by Peaceful Means..., 30.
51 Galtung, “Nonviolence and Deep Culture...”, 33.

52 Johan Galtung, “A Multicultural Global Culture: Not a Question of When, But How: Some Roads to Cultural
Integration for Peace”, University of Hawai’i Press 22, no. 1 (Winter 1999), 110-111.

53 Oberschall, “How Democracies Fight Insurgents and Terrorists”, 109-110.
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7. Conclusion

Although it is known that wars have occurred in every period, we continue to live
in an era in which the effect of the stage reached in human development on bringing
global violence under control is limited. While human beings have made great progress
for centuries in many areas such as technology and industry, they have also not
stopped killing one another. As in the past, thinkers today continue to ponder the
causes of wars and try to develop solutions for peace.

The resolution of wars or violent conflicts is essentially the name of the process
that seeks agreement in conflict. It aims to repair relations between parties that have
in some way entered into conflict in a conflictual environment. This process should be
described in a way that is not “judgmental.” It is important that concern and respect
be shown equally to the parties. In the stage of solving common problems, the aim is
to reach outcomes in which everyone’s needs are met rather than one side gaining
superiority over the other. It is a process in which there are no winners or losers—at
least theoretically. As a result, the value of cooperation rather than one side
dominating the other is foregrounded here. In this direction, in a peace process that
can be managed sensitively, harmony between justice and peace can find a broader
ground without any party to the conflict needing to seek superiority, and the possibility
of lasting peace can be obtained.>*

Stubbornness between the parties and feelings of revenge for past experiences
may prevent problems from being truly resolved. Remembering the need for peace
only in environments of conflict and war, negligence in developing peaceful behaviors
that must spread to the base of society, and similar factors also appear as elements
that produce the peace and justice dilemma. Galtung, who approaches today’s text-
based understanding of justice critically in this context, emphasizes that this kind of
thinking about justice cannot be used as a tool for resolving conflicts. An
understanding aimed at making people pay for what happened in the past is not
preferred here. For this reason, Galtung regards even the near coexistence of peace
and justice as almost impossible. Therefore, instead of a just peace, Galtung draws
inferences about how the duration of peace can be extended. It is also stated by
Galtung that justice, which he tries to detach from a purely legal foundation, is not
fully possible either.>>

Bringing violence in our world under control will be possible only by devoting more
energy to peace efforts, by seeing conflict as a natural process while also developing
the peace literature, by foregrounding dialogue and negotiation methods, by not being

54 Diana Francis, From Pacification to Peacebuilding: A Call to Global Transformation, (London: Pluto Press,
2010), 11.

55 Cosgun, Adil Bir Barisin imkdansiziigi Uzerine, 168-169.
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content with achieving a ceasefire but prioritizing lasting and positive peace, and by
being able to manage the harmony—or disharmony—between justice and peace at a
peaceful level.
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Oz: Catisma, siddet icermedigi miiddetce dogal gériilmekte, hayatin olagan akisi icerisinde
siddet icermeyen c¢atismalar ve uyusmazlklar gelismeyi dahi tesvik edebilmektedir.
Anlasmazliklarin ~ siddete evirilmesi ve sorunlarin  ¢6zimilnin siddet sayesinde
gerceklesebilecegi anlayisinin ortaya ¢ikmasi bambaska bir safhaya gecildigi anlamina
gelmektedir. Ozellikle organize siddetin devlet icinde veya devletlerarasinda meydana gelmesi
yok edici ve oldiriict etkiler dogurmaktadir. Bu galismada, savaslarin —anlasilir ve dogal
olmamakla birlikte- hep var oldugu, fakat son yillar icerisinde formunun biiyiik oranda degistigi
gosterilmistir. Dolayisiyla devlet disi aktorler veya terdrizmin etkinliginin artmasi hiikimetler
nezdinde de yeni tedbirlerin alinmasini gerektirdi, resmi 6nlemler bu baglamda gesitlendirildi.
Zaman zaman anormal 6nlem ve tepkiler siddet sarmalini biyitti. Calisma igerisinde ¢atismanin
taraflari igcin miizakerenin gerekliligi ortaya konuldu, hakli-haksiz ayriminin 6tesinde taviz verme
ve asgari kosullarda ortak noktalarda bulusmanin o6nemi barisgil bir atmosfer icin
gerekgelendirildi. Oyle ki baris insasi siirecinde cezalandirmanin, affetmenin veya unutmanin
adalet ile iligkisi tartismaya acildi. Bunun baris siireglerine etkisi ortaya konuldu. Catisma
sureclerinde baris asamasina gegcildiginde mimkin olan resmi ve resmi olmayan tim
dinamiklerin gatismasizlikta inisiyatif almalarinin 6nemi agiga cikarildi.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Savas, Baris insasi, Catisma, Adalet.

1. Giris

Sadece insanlar agliktan olirken veya tedavi edilebilir hastaliklarla amansizca
bogusurken higcbir sey yapmamak “insanlik dis1” gériilmemeli; ayni zamanda insanlarin
insan olarak belirli refah seviyelerine ulasilmasina kayitsiz kalinmasinin da onlara saygi
duyulmadigi anlamina gelecegi akilda tutulmalidir.?Tim bu olumsuz durumlara maruz
kalinmasinda siddetli ¢atismalarin ve sonuglarinin etkisi ekseriyetle gorulir. Bu
dusiince gergevesinde siddetli catismalari ve baris slireglerini anlamak, diinyanin bu

1 Hakan Calisir'in gazete makalelerinden ve “Baris Yaklasimlari Uzerinden Afrika ve Avrupa’daki Catisma
Orneklerinin Karsilastirmali incelenmesi: ispanya Bask-Kuzey irlanda-Ruanda-Somali” baslkli doktora
tezinden faydalaniimistir.
* Doktora Adayi., Bagimsiz Arastirmaci,

ORCID: 0000-0002-8533-1508, r E-mail: hakancalisir@yahoo.com, & #

2 Terry Nardin, “International Political Theory and the Question of Justice”, International Affairs 82 (2006),
462, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2346.2006.00544 x.
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dogrultudaki sorunlarina duyarli olmak gezegenimizin o6ncelikli meselelerinden
olmalidir.

Siddet giindelik olaylarin bir meselesi gorinimindedir. Bu haliyle felsefenin daha
kalici ilgi alanlar kargisinda marjinaldir ve filozoflarin ona olan ilgisi anlasilir sekilde
gecicidir. Oysa siddetin “degersiz” oldugunu duslinmeksizin uluslararasi politika
anlayisinda etkin bir rol oynamasi dolayisiyla genis ¢apta dikkate alinmasi
gerekir.3Siddetin kaniksanmisligina fazlaca katki sunan mesele ise formel diizeyde
savasma anlayisi olarak yiizeydedir. Oyle ki baska sartlar altinda kabul edilmesi asla
mimkin olmayan bir davranisin hosgoru ile karsilandigi en garpici 6rnek bir insanin
“asker” kimligi altinda bir baska insani éldirebilmesidir.*

Barig, her tirli siddetin yoklugu veya azaltilmasidir. Buradaki tanimlama siddet
odaklidir. Baris, siddet icermez ve yaratici sekilde ¢atismanin déntsimd ile gerceklesir.
Bu tanim ise ¢catisma odaklidir.’Siddetsizligin baris calismalarinin énemli bir parcasinin
olmasinin yani sira daha az siddet iceren ve ortak sdylem olarak da bunun siyaset
biliminin de bir parcasi olmasi gerektigini diistinen fikirler literatiirde yer almaktadir.®

Gegmiste ve glinimizde glvenlik kaygilarinin strekli siddetli catismalari meydana
getirdigine sahit oluyoruz. Devletler de insanlar gibi benzeri sebeplerden tehditler
algilar ve kendince ihtiyag gordiigiinde siddet uygular. Devletler diger devletlerin
iddiali gozikmesinden ve tehdit potansiyeli tasimasindan endise ederler. Bunlar
catisma sebeplerini olusturan énemli unsurlardan sayilmaktadir.

Devletlerin dogrudan ya da uluslararasi kurum ve rejimler araciligiyla birbirleri ile
kurduklari ticari ve siyasi iliskilerin karsilikh bagimhlik olusturarak “anarsik” ortamdaki
givenlik kaygilarini bastiracagi anlatilari ortaya konulmaktadir. Bu bakis acilarinin baris
arayislari adina ortaya ciktiklari varsayilabilir. Ayrica devletlerin birbirleriyle savaslari
insan dogasi tzerinden yapilan yorumlarla da anlasiimaya c¢alisilmaktadir.

“Insan 6zlinde iyidir ya da kétlidiir” tartismasi esasinda bir kisir déngiiyli andirir.
Fakat Ulkelerin birbirleriyle olan iliskileri ekseriyetle insanlar arasindaki iliskilere de
benzer. Bir devletin dis politikasi gerekli diplomatik slizgeglerden gegirilerek belirlense
bile yine de normal bir bireyin davranisini bize animsatir. Gegmisten bugtline Ulkeler
acisindan zengin fakir ya da giicli gligstiz ayrimlari olagelmistir. Gelir seviyesi diisik
olanin zenginlik arayisi, gligstiziin gicli olma istegi catisma potansiyelini aciga

3Terry Nardin, “Philosophy and International Violence”, The American Political Science Review 70, no. 3 (Eylul
1976), 952, https://doi.org/10.2307/1959878.

4 Rafael Moses, “Siddet Nerede Basliyor?”, Cogito, no. 6-7 (Kis-Bahar 1996), 24.

> Johan Galtung, Peace by Peaceful Means: Peace and Conflict, Development and Civilization, (London: SAGE
Publications, 1996), 9, https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446221631.

6 Johan Galtung, “Nonviolence and Deep Culture: Some Hidden Obstacles”, Peace Research, The Canadian
Journal of Peace and Conflict Studies 27, no. 3 (1995), 34.
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cikarmistir. S6z konusu ayristirma merkez cevre llkeler seklinde kategorizasyonu
ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Ayrica gelismis ve az gelismis tilkeler nitelemesi de bu dogrultuda
yapilmaktadir. Gelismekte olan “gevre” bir lilkenin uluslararasi “catisma denklemi”’nde
sahneye cikarak kiresel arenada yer edinmesi metodolojik olarak konjonktiirii dogru
okumasina, gerekli hamleleri lizumu olglsiinde hayata gecirmesine baglidir. Devri
domine eden hegemonik guglerle iliskileri bir dengede tutarak sicak ¢atisma
ortamindan biyiik oranda kaginabilmesine baglidir. Clinkd lGzumsuz irili ufakli her
catisma Ulkelere sadece gii¢ kaybettirir. Dis politika stratejisi belirlenirken yapilan
muhtemel zamanlama hatalari tlkelerin gelecegine de kalici zararlar verebilir.

Kant’a gore insanlarin arasindaki baris durumu, dogal bir durum degildir. Her
zaman bir dismanlik salgini olmasa da stirekli bir tehdit durumu ortada bulunmaktadir.
Diasmanhk yapilmamasi durumu heniz garanti altina alinmis bir durum olmadigindan,
barisin insa edilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu glivenli durumu komsulardan biri digerine
saglamadigi sirece (ki bu durum ancak hukuk dizeni icinde gerceklesebilir) herkes
birbirine dismanca muamelede bulunabilir ve étekini de buna mecbur kilabilir.”

2. Devletlerin Savasi

Devletler bircok sebepten savasir. Fakat savaslari doguran etkenler temelde
asirlardir ayni kalmistir. Catisma, siddet igersin ya da icermesin temelde belirli hedefler
dogrultusunda yasanan rekabet ve ¢ikar uyusmazliginin sonucunda meydana gelir. Bu
anlasmazliklar savasin yasandigi bir mecraya dontsip 6limcil sonuglar dogurabilecegi
gibi miizakerelerle de kontrol altina alinabilir.

Devletlerarasinda hiyerarsinin olmadigi ve dolayisiyla dogal olarak anarsinin
mevcut oldugu Gzerine kuramsal tezler uretilmistir. “Engel olunamaz” bir sonug olarak
anarsik yapi ortaya konulsa da ulusu 6nceleme, milliyetgilik, devleti ylceltme gibi
unsurlarla da ¢atisma tohumlari siirekli beslenmeye devam edilmekte, anarsik ortam
daha da percginlenmektedir. Liberalizm potasinda ihdasi saglanan kiresellesmenin
iddiasinda oldugu lizere devleti kiigliltme gerceklestirilememekte, aksine ice doniklik,
ulus kimligini 6ne g¢ikartma, ulusal egemenlik daha fazla pompalanarak siddetli
davranislarin ortaya ¢ikmasina imkan hazirlanmaktadir.

Uluslararasi sistemde Weber’den iktibasla devlete has “mesru siddet” tekelini
elinde bulunduran ve ayni zamanda tim uluslararasi aktorlerin itibar ettigi bir Ust
yapinin yoklugu her devleti kendi basinin ¢aresine bakmaya zorlamaktadir. Bu kaosu
ya da literatlirde gectigi Uzere “anarsik yapi”yi kontrol altina alma sorumlulugu
tarihten bugline ya hegemon devletlere ve imparatorluklara ya da son yizyilda da
kismen etkili oldugu lzere uluslararasi kurumlara tevdi edilmistir. Fakat diin oldugu
gibi bugiin de kiresel kaotik yap! hic bir gli¢ tarafindan tam anlamiyla kontrol altina

7 Immanuel Kant, Ebedi Baris Uzerine Felsefi Bir Tasari, gev. Celal Yesilcayir, (Ankara: Fol Kitap, 2020), 39.
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alinamamistir. Oyle ki bu amaca matuf “diinya hikimeti” formilleri dahi
dillendirilmistir.

Devletler uluslararasi sistemde kendilerini yalniz hissetmekte, hiyerarsik diizenin
yoklugunda diger devletlerin hareketlerinden emin olamadiklarindan kendi
vatandaslarinin  glvenligini  saglama sorumlulugu ile agresif davranislar
sergileyebilmektedirler. Ulusal aktorler, varliklarini idame ettirebilmek ve sinir
givenliklerini saglamak icin bazen bencilce hareketler yapabilmektedirler. Kimsenin
kimseye gilivenmedigi bir ortamda rasyonel davranmak zorunda kalan devletler her
ihtimale karsi kendilerini strekli hazir tutmak istemektedirler. Makyavelist zihniyet ve
Hobbescu “insan insanin kurdudur” felsefesi insani ve kiltirel degerleri pragmatizm
potasinda eritmektedir. Realpolitik insiyaki, diinyamizi ‘haklinin giiglii oldugu degil
giclinln hakli oldugu’ bir ortama gevirmeye zorlamaktadir. Moralpolitigin bir kdseye
atildigi, zenginlik ve glic pesinde kosmanin gorev addedildigi gezegenimizde devletler
milliyetgilik zirhini da kusanip savasa girmekten adeta zevk alir hale gelmektedirler.®

Her devlet kendi vatandasinin refah icerisinde yasayabilmesi ve mutlulugu icin
“Oteki”ler Gretmekte, kendi vatandaslarini koruma ve kollama refleksi hikiimetler
nezdinde askin sekilde igsellestiriimektedir. Bu sebeple, kendi vatandasina gilivenlik
riski olusturacagi gerekgesiyle sinir kapilarinda élime terk edilen on binlerce miulteci
gormezden gelinmektedir. Devletler kendi guvenliklerini Ustel hedef belirleyip,
beklentilerini en kotl senaryoya gore tasarladiklarindan silahlanma vyarislari da
araliksiz stirdiirilmektedir. Bu tehdit algisi catisma potansiyelini stirekli tetikler hale
gelmektedir.

Savas, taraflar arasinda bir hedef ugruna uygulanan siddetin adidir. O hedef gergek
veyahut Uretilmis ihtiyaclardir. Esasinda insanlarin oldugu gibi devletlerin de temel
ihtiyaclari sinirhidir. Barinma gereksiniminin de icinde oldugu giivenlik ve beslenme
temel ihtiyaglarin basinda gelir. Bugiin bu ihtiyaglarin yerini kazanma hirsi ve zenginlik
arayisl almis, suni sekilde sinirsiz intiyaglar Gretilmistir. Gida gereksiniminin insanin en
temel ihtiyaci oldugu unutulmus, doyumsuz kazanma hirsi ve sermaye birikimi istahi
her seyin oniline gegmistir. Glvenlik talebi bile zaman zaman devletlerin zenginlesme
arzularini yumusatmaya yonelik algi manipilasyonuna doniisebilmektedir.

Tarih, savasan iki tarafa ayni anda silah satan biyiik devletlerin hikayeleri ile
doludur. Avrupa’da atesli silahlarin yayginlasmasi zenginlesmenin yolunu a¢an cografi
kesifleri dogurdu. Cografi kesifler, demiryollarinin yapilmasi ve sémirgelestirmeler
savaslari besledi. Savaslar silah yapimi olarak teknolojik gelismeleri tetikledigi gibi daha

8 Politik aktérler ve karar alicilar tarafindan savaslara hizli ve kolay karar verilebilen bir ddnemde yasanirken
milletlere 6detilen bedel asirlar 6ncesine gore daha fazla istatistiklere hapsedilebilmektedir. Haberlesme ve
kitle iletisim araglarindaki gelisme her gegen giin daha fazla artarken ironik sekilde kaniksama ve kabullenme
sayesinde 6limler, insan kayiplari, gégler vb. ¢atismalarin gergek sonuglari sadece rakamlardan ibaret hale
gelebilmektedir.
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biyuk yikimli savaslara neden oldu. Boylelikle silah ticareti artti, savasin yikimi yeni
talep ekonomisini meydana getirdi. Teknoloji kapitalizmin verimliligini artirdi, fakat
somurlyl de ortadan kaldirmadi. Dinyanin kiglk bir kdy haline gelmesi daha barisgil
bir yuzyill meydana getirmedi, aksine savasin bilangosunu artirdi.

‘Modern devlet sermaye ihtiyaglari dogrultusunda politika belirler’ seklindeki
Marksist iddia bliylik oranda tuttu. Devletlerin etik degerleri politik kaygilara maglup
oldu. Buglin giivensizligin dogurdugu unsurlar kazang hirsiyla perginlenmistir.
Devletlerin kazanma hirsi dyle bir boyuttadir ki baristan soz ettiklerinde bile dis politika
stratejisini sisli ciimlelerle golgeledikleri diisinilir. Yerytziindeki kaynaklarin sinirh
oldugu inanci devletleri agresif sekilde silahlanmaya sevk eder. Kaynaklarin sinirh
olmasi sifir toplamli Glkeler arasi iliskilerin oldugu bir diinyayl tanimlar. Teknolojik
gelismeler sinirh kaynaklari belirli 6lctide verimlilikle artirabilse de bu durum gatisma
potansiyelini azaltmaz, aksine devletlerin zenginlik istahini géreceli kiiciik devletlere
yonlendirir, boylece sémiri devam eder. Bu sebeplerden de savaslar araliksiz siirer.
Savaslari ve siddetli ¢atismalari dizginleyecek temel unsur ise taraflar arasindaki
gerceklesmesi muhtemel miizakereler olmaktadir.

Uluslararasi iliskiler metinlerinin ekseriyetle mizakere unsurunu atladig
belirtiimektedir. Bu calismalarda savas acgiklamalarina odaklanilir. Mizakere bir sey
elde etmek igin bir sey vermektir. Miizakerelerde biri “kazanir”, digeri de bir seyler
kazandiginda, iki taraf arasindaki denge mizakerelerle ¢ozllir. Boylece mizakere
becerilerinin aktarimi, en iyi uygulamalardan bulgularin kavramlara ve dizenli etkilere
donustirtlmesiyle timevarimsal olarak baslar ve daha sonra bu kavramlar diger
vakalara uygulamak icin tiimdengelimli olarak ilerleyerek gerektiginde revize edilir.®

Bir llke igerisindeki siddet duygusu gerekli nedenler vuku buldugunda ortaya
cikiyor. Siyasi, sosyal ve kiltirel sebepler etkin olsa da savaslari doguran en énemli
etkenlerden birisi gliniimizde ekonomik gerekgelerdir. Yuzeyde farkh sebepler
goziikse de insanlar ekonomik sikinti ¢ektiginde isyan ediyor; barinma, beslenme vb.
ihtiyaclarini gideremediginde eline silahi aliyor. Fakat belirli bir standartta yasama
imkani elde ettiklerinde mevcut dizeni i¢sellestirerek yasamlarini devam ettirebiliyor.
Bunun en iyi 6rnegini vatandaslarinin kdkeni itibariyle en gesitli Glkelerden birisi olan
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri sunuyor. Ulkede birgok etnik unsur asirlardir birlikte
yasiyor, fakat uzun sdreli yikici bir kaos ve siddetli ¢catisma Ulke sinirlari igerisinde
meydana gelmiyor.’®Modern toplumlarda insanlarin standartlarinin belirli bir diizeyde

1. William Zartman, “Negotiation Pedagogy: International Relations”, International Negotiation 15 (2010),
230.

10 Bunun nedenleri igerisine uzun yillar i¢ savas yasamis —Avrupa’da yasanan Otuz Yil Savaslari ve Yuzyil
Savaslari gibi- bir tilke olmasi da eklenebilir. Tarihi gegmisinde 6rgitli siddeti yogun bir sekilde yasamis olmak
“barig ortami”nin bir sekilde bedeli olmus gértiniyor, satin alinan tecriibe “Ulke igerisinde” saglanan baris
ortaminin sebebi olarak karsimiza ¢ikiyor.
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tutulmasi saglandiginda o toplumda ¢atisma tohumlari ekseriyetle engellenmis oluyor.
Asirlardir kendi iglerinde savasan Avrupalilar 1951 yilinda diinya tarihinde ilk defa
kendi iradeleri ile egemenliklerinin bir kismini ulus Gstl bir kuruma devrederek bugiin
AB’nin de temeli olan Avrupa Kémir ve Celik Toplulugu’nu kurmustu.

3. Diinya Savaslari

Siddetli catisma veyahut savaslarin diinyadaki algilanis bicimi, topyek(n bir kayip
olarak literatiire gegen ve ilk diinya savasi olarak tanimlanmis savas ile hepten
degismistir. Daha Onceki savaslarda galip olan taraflar palyatif getirilerle tatminkar
olabilmis, bunu bir kazang sayabilmis ve dolayisiyla barisa yoénelik kurumsal
diizenlemeyi ortaya cikaracak bir rasyonel butiinlik tesis edilememisti. Bu yondeki
cabalar kendini gecmiste gosterse de “kazanani olmayan” savasa, yani Birinci Diinya
Savasi’na kadar pejoratif akil uluslararasi sistemi domine edebilmisti.

Milyonlarca insanin kaybedildigi savas, rasyonel zihinlerde yeni ufuklar agmisti.
ClinkQ Birinci Dinya Savasl heniiz bitmisti ki diinya ve hatta galip blyuk devletler
boylesine topyek(in harpten zaferle gikan hi¢ kimsenin olmadigini anlamislardi. Oysa
savas, “mutlak savas”a donlisemezdi ve sadece “politikanin gegici bir aracl” olarak
kalmaliydi, fakat dyle olmadi.

Diunyanin bahsi gegen problemi yeni degildi ve sanilandan biyukti. Toplumsal
hayata gectigimiz glinden bugiine insanin karnesinde kirik bir not olarak organize
siddet hep yer etmisti. Buna ragmen Birinci Dinya Savasi yikiminin buyukligi
pragmatik akli devreye soktu. Devletlerin karsilikli etkilesiminin sonucu olarak biyiik
bir savasta tim aktorlerin miteselsilen zarar gérecegi anlayisi zorunlu bir sorumlulugu
herkese ylikliyordu.

Birinci Dlinya Savagsl sonrasi “iyi niyet” temennileriyle ortaya ¢ikan Uluslararasi
iliskiler disiplini baris icin bircok farkl uluslararasi organizasyonun ortaya ¢ikmasini da
tesvik etti. Fakat her seye ragmen sadece yirmi yil sonra ¢ok daha fazla insan kaybinin
meydana geldigi biyiik yikim olan ikinci Diinya Savasi’nin cikisi engellenemedi. Buna
ragmen baris yolundaki kurumsal ¢cabalar stirdtralda.

Uluslararasi toplumun bu yondeki gayretleri gelecege yonelik iyi niyet
temennilerinin sinyallerini bir nebze olsun aralayabilse de pozitif bilimlerdeki asirlardir
saglanan buyilk teknolojik ve sinai gelisme ile “insani gelisme”de elde edilen sig
ilerlemenin karsilastiriimasindaki barisin hanesine yazilan faydanin asgari diizeyde
kalmasi Gimitlerin zedelenmesine neden olmaya devam etmektedir.

Siddet ¢ogu zaman kurallara tabi insan faaliyetinin antitezi olarak
disltintldiginden, bunun baslatiimasi ve yiritiilmesinin yasal dizenlemeye tabi
tutulabilecegi fikri bircok insana kendisiyle celiskili gelir. Ancak bu sekilde yaratilan
paradoks havasi, belirli askeri uygulamalar ve bunlarin tanimlanmasina ve
diizenlenmesine yardimci olan hukuk kurallarinin odak noktasina getirilmesiyle kismen
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dagilir. O halde belirli kurallar konusunda ¢ok az mutabakat olsa da uygulanabilirligi,
gecerliligi veya etkililigi, tartisilan kurallarin var olduguna dair ¢ok az sliphe uyandirir.

GunUmuzde mevcut yasal kriterlerin, devletlerin ve diger potansiyel savascilarin
Gstlenmek isteyebilecekleri neredeyse her tirli gii¢ kullanimini mesrulastiracak
sekilde genisletilmesi yonlinde sirekli bir baski olmaktadir. Ancak Birlesmis Milletler
tartismalarinda, diplomatik mizakerelerde ve yazismalarda, adli islemlerde ve hukuk
biliminde devam eden hukuki sire¢ tam da bu sorunun Ustesinden gelmek igin
tasarlanmigtir. Silahli saldirinin kriteri, devletlerin ¢ok daha esnek bir ifade olan
“saldir”nin anlamini yorumlama 6zgurlGgind sinirlama girisimi olarak goériilmektedir.
Benzer sekilde yillar gectikge bu savunmayi kendini koruma, kendi kendine yardim ve
zorunluluk gibi kavramlarin ima ettigi cok daha kapsamli gerekcelerden ayirmak igin
nispeten dar bir mesru muidafaa anlayisi gelisti. Ahlaki anlasma ve niyetlerin
belirlenmesini gerektiren geleneksel hakh savas kriterlerinin aksine, silahl saldirilarin
baslatiimasi ve bunlara karsi mesru midafaa eylemlerinin belirlenmesi ve lzerinde
anlagmaya varilan bir cercevede tanimlanmasi daha kolay olarak gériilebilir. '

4. Devlet digi aktorlerin savagsi

Devlet disi aktorlerin siddeti, uluslararasi politikanin artik hem daha sik goriilen
hem de daha kabul géren bir siddet tiiri 6zelligi haline gelmistir. Egemen devletlerin
uyguladiklar siddetten her zaman sorumlu tutulabilecegi varsayimindan hareketle
onlari kisitlamaya sevk edecek baskilara tabi tutulduklari disiindilebilir. 12 Fakat devlet
disi aktdrler cogunlukla bu tiir tedbirlerin kapsami disinda kalmaktadir.*®> Bu durum
uluslararasi sistemin neredeyse tamamen kontroliniin disinda kalmak anlamina
gelebilir. Dolayisiyla devlet disi aktorler daha ¢ok boyutlu, sinirsiz ve 6zgiir hareket
etme imkani elde ederler. Tam da bu agidan tiim uluslararasi aktorler, bir sekilde bu
teror ve tehdit unsurlariyla kendilerini micadele etmek zorunda hissetmeye
baslamiglardir.

Ozellikle son dénemde siddetin bu bicimine karsi uluslararasi aktérler fazlaca
midahil olma egiliminde olmakta ve arabuluculuk faaliyetleri de yiriitmektedirler.
Uglincii bir tarafin miidahalesi olumlu ve yapici katkilar sunabilmekle birlikte bazi
¢atisma alanlarinda durumun daha fazla uluslararasilagmasi, kiiresellesmesi bariscil bir
sonu¢ meydana getiremeyebiliyor. Bu agidan bazi ¢catisma bolgelerinde lokal ve dar

11 Nardin, “Philosophy and International Violence...”, 953.
12 Uluslararasi sistemin anarsik yapisi geregi bu sinirlandirmayi belirli bir seviyede anlamak gerekir.

13 Ward Thomas, The New Dogs of War: Nonstate Actor Violence in International Politics, (Ithaca-London:
Cornell University Press, 2021), 106, https://doi.org/10.7591/cornell/9781501758898.001.0001.
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capta bolgesel c¢oziimlerin Uretilmesi, ihtiyac oldugunda bdlgesel aktorlerin
arabuluculugu kalici barisa daha fazla katki sunabiliyor.

Devlet disi aktorler ekseriyetle terér olusturmaktadir. Terdrizm, Latince buyik
korku, dehset, alarm, panik gibi anlamlara gelir. Bir fiil olarak ise korkuyla doldurmak,
korku yaymak ve korkutmak olarak tanimlanmaktadir.> Ayni zamanda terérizm
tanimlari, siddet, zorlama ve belirli bir grubun sosyal ve politik hedeflerine ulagabilmesi
icin tasarlanmig gézdag olarak da formiile edilebilmektedir.®

Terorizm, uluslararasi sistemin disinda ve herkes igin tehdit anlamina gelse de
amagsiz, hedefsiz, ne yapacagl belirsiz aktorler barindirmaz. Bazi “hakli kaygilarn”
gidermek amaciyla, terdristleri filmlerde ve diger medya organlarinda gorilen kot
adamlara indirgeme egiliminin yanhs ve yararsizt” oldugu vurgulanmaktadir. Bundan
ziyade terérizmin sebeplerine bakilarak siddetin bu bicimiyle bilingli miicadele etme
egilimi tesvik edilmelidir. Bazi yonleriyle degistiriimesi gerektigi belirtilse de
Schreiber’in terérizm tanimi da agiklayiciliga katki sunmaktadir: Terérizm, ‘organize bir
grup tarafindan islenen, savasin disindaki insanlar i¢in 6lim ve 6lum tehlikesi iceren
politik eylem’ olarak tanimlanir.2® Terér uygulamalarini, 6zellikle devlet digi aktérlerin
gic baglaminda yasadiklari ve hissettikleri asimetrik durumu “mesru ve hukuki olma
zorunlulugu” da hissetmeden korku yaymak icin kullanabildigi davraniglar batini
olarak tanimlamak da miimkin gézikmektedir.

Teroristlerin psikopat oldugu varsayimi, onlarla konusmanin anlamsiz ve yersiz
oldugu cikarimini beraberinde getirecektir. Bu konuda ¢alisan uzmanlardan Louise
Richardson, “Teroristler, genel olarak, hicbir sekilde deli degildirler” demektedir.
Dehset verici siddeti kendi insanlarina karsi kullanan hiikimetlerle konusulurken, ayni
seyi yapan silahli gruplarla konusmayi reddetmenin tutarsizigi*®hakkinda tespitler
bulunmaktadir.

Catismalar gibi terdérizmin de farkh bigimleri bulunmaktadir. Terérizmi homojen bir
anlayisla degerlendiren gorisler, ‘teroriin her tirliisi aynidir’ fikrini savunanlarla ayni

14 Bolgesel aktorler —kisi ya da kurum- gatismanin taraflarina kiltirel ve toplumsal dinamikleri olarak daha
fazla yakinda olduklarindan ayni dili konusma imkani dogacak, yapici diyaloglar nispeten daha kolay
saglanabilecektir.

15 Anna M. Wittmann, Talking Conflict: The Loaded Language of Genocide, Political Violence, Terrorism, and
Warfare, (California: ABC-CLIO, 2016), 325.

16 Wittmann, Talking Conflict, 326.

17 Chris E. Stout ve Grace Wang, “Conclusion”, icinde Terrorism, Political Violence, and Extremism: New
Psychology to Understand, Face, and Defuse the Threat, derleyen Chris E. Stout, (California: ABC-CLIO, 2017),
331.

18 C. A. ). Coady, “Terériin Ahlaki”, Cogito, no. 6-7 (Kis-Bahar 1996), 263-264.

19 Jonathan Powell, Teréristlerle Konusmak, gev. Nuray Onoglu, (istanbul: Aykiri Yayincilik, 2016), 47. Orijinal
¢alisma basim tarihi 2014.
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dusinceye sahiptir. Bu ylzeysel bakis agisina gore, askeri miidahale ile karsi nlemlerin
tim terdristlere uygulanmasi gerektigi ifade edilir. Dolayisiyla terdristlerle ve onlar
destekleyenlerle miizakere ve goérlisme yapillmasina da gerek olmadigl anlatisi
tizerinden hareket edilir.?°

Genelde siyasi hiukimetler, karakteristik olarak terdrizmi yalnizca rakiplerinin
gerceklestirebilecegi bir sey olarak ve yalnizca politikalari degistirmeye veya belirli bir
siyasi sisteme veya statikoya saldirmaya calisanlarin girisebilecegi bir sey olarak
tanimlar. Bu onyargili tutum, hikimetlerin rakiplerini pasifize etmek igin terorize
olabilecegi gibi bir yanilsamaya da donisebilir. Sonug olarak bu bakis agisi, “devletler
teror sergileyebilir ve bunu yapmak icin askerleri, ugaklari ve tanklari kullanabilir”
anlayisini getirebilir. Bu agidan teror, devlet disi eylem ile devlet eylemi arasindaki
farka indirgenmemeli?!anlayisini hatirlamak dnemli hale gelir. Bunun bariscil bir
atmosfer icin gerekli oldugunu vurgulamak gerekir. Bu dogrultuda cinayet ve
saldirganlik gibi siddet iceren uygulamalara resmi siddetin de dahil edilmesi dnemli
olmaktadir. Savas ve diger resmi siddet bigimlerinin devlet mesrulugu olgeginde
degerlendirilmesine yonelik elestiriler siirmektedir. 22

Terorizm hakkinda uluslararasi hukukun kendisi de glinden gline gelismektedir. Su
anda formiile edildigi sekliyle mevcut durum, devletlerin lehine ve devlet disi gruplara
karsi da oldukga taraf bir gorlinim sergilemektedir. Bu, 6zellikle devletlerarasindaki
etkilesimler agisindan tehlikeli bir diinyada kabul etmemiz gereken bir dnyargi olabilir,
ancak s6z konusu olan ahlaki meseleleri dikkate almaksa kesinlikle daha bagkaca
diizenlemelere de ihtiyacin oldugu®*6nem arz etmektedir.

Hiklmetler, terorist gruplari normalde var olmayacak siddete neden olan kisiler
olarak gostermeye ve ne kadar siddetli olursa olsun bu siddeti bastirmaya yonelik
kendi  c¢abalarini,  provokasyona  hakli  bir tepki olarak  goOstermeye
calismaktadirlar.?*Devlet olmak, diizen saglama sorumlulugunu ve giivenligi temin
etmeyi hiikiimetlerin Gzerine yiklese de ve kanunlarin uygulanmasi modern diinyada
anlasilir olsa da terdrizmin bir amaca matuf olarak ortaya ciktigindan hareketle
catismayi doguran sorunlarin tespit edilerek kalici ¢éziimlerin Uretilmesi bakis agisi
bariscil toplum olma yolunda daha fazla katki sunacaktir.

Demokratik hikimetler, terérizmin ise yaradiginin gorilmesine izin vermek
istememektedir. Hatta Zartman, “Teréristlerin sivil 6limler araciligiyla siyasi kararlar

20 Virginia Held, How Terrorism Is Wrong: Morality and Political Violence, (New York: Oxford University Press,
2008), 13, https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780195329599.001.0001.

2! Held, How Terrorism Is Wrong, 16.

22 Dane Archer ve Rosemary Gartner, “Baris Ddénemi Kayiplari: Savasa Katilmayanlarin Siddet igeren
Davranislarinda Savaslarin Etkisi”, Cogito, no. 6-7 (Kis-Bahar 1996), 237.

23 Held, How Terrorism Is Wrong, 18.
24 Held, How Terrorism Is Wrong, 21.
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alinmasini saglamasina izin vermek sorumsuzluktur; santajlarini 6dillendirmek
yalnizca baskalarinin da ayni seyi yapmasina yol agacaktir” sozleriyle bu disiinceyi
destekler. Politikacilar ise teroristlerle gérismenin 6din vermek anlamina gelecegini
diisiinmektedirler.°Bu ikilemi sonu¢ almaya yénelik pragmatik hamlelerle ¢dziime
kavusturmak ve yonetmek, “baris yapmak savas yapmaktan daha zordur” mottosunun
ne kadar dogru oldugunu hatirlamamiza sebep olarak yeterli olacaktir.

Yeni tip ¢atisma yontemlerinin ve savaslarin yasandigi ginimuzde gerek devletler
gerekse uluslararasi kurumlar bu siddet hareketleriyle miicadele etmeye
calismaktadirlar. Fakat asirlardir dizenli birliklerin savaslarina sahitlik edilen diinya
tarihi yaziminda yeni bir siddet formuyla karsi karsiya kalindigi net sekilde goraldi.
Demokratik devletlerin alisimamis diismanlarla (isyanlar ve terérizm) nasil miicadele
edildigine iliskin arastirmalar, bu kokli kurumlarin isyani kontrol altina almayi ve
terorist saldinlari engellemeleri gerekgesiyle savas kurallarini (Cenevre Sozlesmesi) ve
baris zamani ceza adaleti siirecini bir dereceye kadar nasil ihlal ettiklerini de ortaya
ctkarmis oldu. isyancilarin giiciinii ve zekasini, ayrica agik bir toplumun gizlilik ve
aldatmaya karsl savunmasizligini abartma sonucunda siyasi gidimlQ asiri ve yanlis
bilgilendirilmis korkular ortaya cikartilmis, bu da asiri giivenlik 6nlemlerine, sivil
ozgurliklerin asir kisitlanmasina ve kaynaklarin yanlis tahsisine yol actigi yeni diinya
diizeninde gérilmiis oldu?®.

5. Baris ve adalet

Baris, sadece savasa dair olarak gorilmediginde, salt savas karsithgina
indirgenmediginde adalet ile iliskisi tesis edilebilir. Bu yonuyle baris, uluslararasi
sistemin ihtiyag hissettigi bir stire¢c modeli olarak anlasilabilir. Bu modelin ise siddeti
azaltmak ve sosyal adaleti artirmak seklinde formiile edilmesine teorik olarak ihtiyag
vardir.

Uluslararasi hukukun dogasinda barisi bir emir olarak gérme egilimi bulunmaktadir.
Bu siyasi acidan dogru gorinmekle birlikte zorlayici bir yonde ortaya cikarmis
olacagindan negatif bir atmosfer yayar. Boylece sosyal adaleti saglayici bir rolden
sapma riski meydana gelir. Bu baglamda alti ¢izilen husus uluslararasi hukuk ve
yukamluliklerle ilgilidir. Durumun hukuki olarak belirtildigi ve adaleti tesis edici barisin
saglanmasinda gercekte yeterli olup olamayacagi sorusunun sorulmasi bu dogrultuda
dzellikle dnem arz eder.?” Esasinda hukuk ve adaletin ayrilmaz oldugunun altinin

25 powell, Teréristlerle Konusmak, 45.

26 Anthony Oberschall, “How Democracies Fight Insurgents and Terrorists”, Dynamics of Asymmetric Conflict
1, no. 2 (Temmuz 2008), 107-108, https://doi.org/10.1080/17467580802578147.

27 Ernst-Otto Czempiel, “Recht und Friede: Ein Beitrag zur Diskussion zwischen Vélkerrecht und
Friedensforschung”, Die Friedens-Warte 58, no. 1/2 (1975), 58.
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cizilmesi gerekir.® Fakat kalici barisin tesisinde bu iki olgunun muhakkak elde
edilmesinin gerekliliginin yaninda, formel ve resmi beklentilerin haricinde toplumun
geneline yayilmasi gereken hakkaniyet dinamikleri ve adalet beklentisinin de 6nemi
ayrica hatirlanmasi gerekir.

Baris, ¢catisma sonrasi toplumun iyilestiriimesi ve adalet arayislarinin saglanmasi
olarak diigtiniilebilir. Fakat sosyal hayatin igindeki gesitli kisi ve kurumlarin tamamlayici
¢abalar olmadan, kamusal hayattaki muhtemel paydaglar sirece dahil etmeden
basarilamayacagini da anlamak gerekiyor. Savas sicak sekilde yasanmadiginda ve
negatif baris ortaminda bulunuldugu zamanlarda bile barigsgil davraniglarin
gelistiriimesi temel ihtiyag niteliginde beklenmeli, savas sonrasi bir baris stirecinden
bahsediliyorsa eger miimkin olan tim taraflarin siirece dahil olmasi saglanmali. Bu
sayede catismalar negatif baristan daha o6teye gotirilebilecek, adaleti saglama
noktasinda 6nemli katkilar elde edilecektir. Bu amaca yonelik 6ncelikle s6z konusu
¢atismalarin ve siddet vakalarinin kaynagi ve nedeninin belirlenmesi gerekiyor.
Bagimsiz degiskenlerin dogru tespitiyle birlikte ¢ozim odakli dneriler ortaya gikacaktir.
Bu yonuyle ¢atisma bolgelerindeki sosyo-tarihsel baglamin anlagilmasi énem arz eder.
Sonraki asamalarda ise kalici barisi, iyilesmeyi ve adaleti saglayacak sekilde taraflar
arasinda diyalog énemli hale gelecek ve catismayi ¢dzme asamasina gegilecektir.?®

Bir catismada mizakere siirecinde bulunan taraflar, ihtilaf konusu olan hususlari
paylasirken adalet kavrami Gizerine anlagsmaya varmalidirlar. Aksi takdirde miizakereler
bir sonuca ulagamayabilir. Bireysel adalet kavramlari anlagma Uizerinde esasli bir veto
gorevi gorir, bu ¢erceve, miizakerenin ilk asamasi olarak koordine edilmeli ve kabul
edilmelidir. Bu adalet kavrami, taraflarin daha sonra ayrintili karara varmalarini temel
alan bir formdl olusturur. Bu argimanin 6zlinde, gliclin tek basina anlasma
liretemeyecegi veya aciklamayacagi ve miizakere siirecinde adalet kararliliginin yerini
alamayacagi kabul edilmektedir.3°

Kelman’a gore, catisma sonrasi iyilesme ve uzlasma da dahil olmak (izere
catismanin ¢ézlimlenmesi diyalog firsatlari olmadan gerceklesemeyecektir. Gelistirdigi
etkilesimli problem ¢6zme yaklasimi, Burton tarafindan catismada ilk olarak dile
getirilen “insan ihtiyaglari” perspektifinden ele alinmaya calisilmistir. Burada temel
varsayim, insanlarin tehdit edilmesi slirecinde ¢atismaya yol agan psikolojik ihtiyaclari

28 Czempiel, “Recht und Friede”, 64.

29 Fidelis Peter Thomas Duri, Ngonidzashe Marongwe ve Munyaradzi Mawere, “The Prospects of
Reconciliation, Healing, Justice and Peace in 21st Century Africa: Concluding Remarks”, icinde Violence,
Peace and Everyday Modes of Justice and Healing in Post-Colonial Africa, derleyen Fidelis Peter Thomas Duri,
Ngonidzashe Marongwe ve Munyaradzi Mawere, (Cameroon: Langaa RPCIG, 2019), 345.

30|, William Zartman, “Conflict and Order: Justice in Negotiation”, International Political Science Review 18,
no. 2 (Nisan 1997), 123, https://doi.org/10.1177/019251297018002001.
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tetkik etmekle ilgilidir. Yaklasimin muhteviyati ise bu tehdit altindaki ihtiyaclara
(glivenlik, ait olma, kimlik ve taninma) odaklanmayla ilgilidir.3!

Baris siregleri, asgari kosullarda veya daha st diizeyde taraflar arasinda bir
uzlagma anlamina gelmektedir. Fakat uzlagma, kaygan bir kavramdir. Herhangi bir
¢atisma sonrasi ¢6zlimiin ayrilmaz bir pargasi olarak goriilen cezai kovusturmayi
uzlagma terimi ile birlikte degerlendirmek gerekir. Baris muzakerelerinde korkung
suglardan kendilerini muaf tutmak isteyenlerin bir tir “affet” ve “unut” taleplerini
adalet terazisiyle birlikte degerlendirmek gerekiyor. Burada hikimetlerin ve
uluslararasi kuruluslarin, etkili olabilmesi igin bireyler, aileler ve komsuluklar
dizeyinde gerceklesmesi gereken duygusal ve psikososyal siiregleri sahneye koyma ve
yonetme konusundaki kurumsal yetenekleri ¢gok 6nemlidir. Bu niteliklere glivensizlik
ise yeni kaygilara neden olabilecektir.3? Ornegin magdurlarin talebini karsilamaya ve
adaleti saglamaya yonelik gelistirilen inisiyatifler baris siireglerine zarar verebilir
veyahut cezai kovusturmadaki olasi esnek anlayis veya sinirli cezalandirma magdurlar
tarafindan yetersiz gorilebilir ve boylece baris sireclerinin baltalanmasina neden
olunabilir.3® Baris siiregleri, riskleri olmayan ve hizli sekilde sonuclar alinabilen
asamalardan mitesekkil degildir. Bu durum taraflar nezdinde de beklenmemelidir.
Baris ve adalet ikileminin ¢6zimu igin kurumlarin givenilirligi ile baris istegine
baghhklari, olabildigince fazla sayida unsurun buna destek vermesi siireci en az zayiatla
gecirilmesine katki yapacaktir.

Burton, catisma ¢6zimiinde daha uzlasmaci bir yaklasimin gerekliligine inaniyordu.
Bu vyaklasim, c¢atismanin taraflarinin  ‘tavirlarini  ve algilarini degistirmeye’
dayanmaktadir. Bu sayede taraflar, ‘bu azaltilmis diismanlik ve gerilim temelinde ciddi
ve verimli miizakereler gergeklestirmek lizere bir araya gelebilirler’ diisiincesi ortaya
cikmaktadir. Genel olarak Realizmdeki gibi diinyayi oldugu gibi agiklamaya ¢alismak ve
mevcut durumu kabullenerek hareket etmek yerine miidahaleci anlayisla Burton’da
oldugu gibi adaletsizligi ve esitsizligi azaltacak 6zgiirlestirici bir islevi olan daha fazla
bilgi Gretmeye, strateji gelistirmeye odaklanilarak bariscil ortamlarin gelistirilebilecegi
vurgulanmaktadir3.

31 Donna Hicks, “Dignity Dialogues: An Educational Approach to Healing and Reconciling Relationships in
Conflict”, icinde Peacebuilding Through Dialogue: Education, Human Transformation, and Conflict
Resolution, derleyen Peter N. Stearns, (Fairfax, VA: George Mason University Press, 2018), 93.

32 Naomi Roht-Arriaza, “Justice and Reconciliation after Conflict: The Case of Sierra Leone”, icinde Human
Rights and Conflict Resolution in Context: Colombia, Sierra Leone, and Northern Ireland, derleyen Eileen F.
Babbitt ve Ellen L. Lutz, (New York: Syracuse University Press, 2009), 150.

33 Baris ve adaletin bu agidan uyumlu olmadigi, adaletin tam uygulanamadiginda baris imkaninin ortaya
cikabildigi de aktariimaktadir. Bu baglamda uzlasma kavrami daha énemli hale geliyor.

34 Tim Murithi, The Ethics of Peacebuilding, (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2009), 30-31,
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780748630493.
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Catisma sonrasi gecis ortamindaki adalet modelleri cezalandirici, caydirici ve
onarici olarak ¢ kategoriye ayrilmaktadir. Cezalandirici adalet, faillerin
cezalandirilmasi, onlardan hesap sorulmasi ve sézde ‘hak ettiklerinin’ onlara verilmesi
gerektigini savunur. Cezalandirici adaletin, devletlerin uluslararasi hukuk
sozlesmelerine bagli kalmasi icin de gerekli oldugu aktarilir. Adaletin caydirici gorisi
ise, cezanin sadece faillerin hak ettigi icin degil, hikiim giymis bir failin ceza alma
korkusuyla bir daha baska sug islemekten caydiriimasina yardimci olunmasi gerektigi
ile ilgilidir. Bununla birlikte mevcut ve potansiyel suglulari, ceza almamalari igin suglari
sirdirmekten veya baslatmaktan caydirmanin da alti gizilmektedir.

Son olarak, onarici adalet anlayisi cezalandirici veya caydirici modellerden cezanin
tek basina yetersiz oldugunu kabul etmesiyle ayrilir. Suglularin cezalandiriimasi
gereklidir, fakat faillerin ve magdurlarin iliskilerini yeniden kurmalarina olanak
saglayacak sekilde sirecler kolaylastiriimalidir; 6rnegin faillerin magdurlara tazminat
ddenmesi saglanarak parcalanmis iliskilerin onarilmasina katkida bulunulabilir.3

Bu lic asamanin da gergeklestirilmesi fail ve magdurlarin, hikiimet ve kamuoyunun
adalet beklentilerini tam olarak karsilamayabilir. Baris asamasinda s6z konusu tim
taraflarin tam beklentileri karsilanamasa da boylesine zor sireglerde tavizlerin
verilmesi gerekliligi hatirlanmali, ateskesle birlikte bu bilingle hareket edilmesi
zorunlulugu bastan kabul edilmis olunmalidir.

Diger taraftan adalet yontemleri resmi ve mizakere edilmis olarak iki genis
kategoride de degerlendirilebilir. Resmi yorumda, ¢atisma sonrasi kurumlar adalete
onceden belirlenmis kanunlar ve prosedirler yoluyla ulasirlar. Miizakere edilen
yorumda ise, kurumlar adaleti agirlikli olarak kitlesel suglarla ilgili delilleri toplumsal
tartismalar yoluyla elde ederler. Bu tartismalarda toplumun roli ¢ok &nemli
olmaktadir. Bu iki adalet yontemi birbirini dislamamaktadir. Bir kurum teorik olarak,
bu resmi sinirlar dahilinde blyuk 6l¢lide toplumsal miizakereye izin veren ¢ok genis
yasal mevzuata glivenebilir. Teorik diizeyde resmi ve miizakere edilmis yontemler
cezalandirici, caydirici ve onarici sonuglarin  bir kombinasyonuna da yol
acabilmektedir.3®

Galtung, mevcut adalet uygulamalarindan bahsederken vyasalarca kendisine
ylklenen misyon dahilinde sadece hakli ve haksiz taraflarin belirlendigi bir alan
oldugunu belirtmektedir. Bu belirleme siireglerinin ise hukuki metinlere dayandigi ve
fakat bu metinlerin tek baslarina adaletin saglanmasinda yeterli olmadigi fikrini ortaya
koymaktadir. Adaletin tek basina hakli tarafin belirlenmesi (zerine insa
edilemeyecegini savunan Galtung’a gore adaletin saglanabilmesi icin sorunlarin

35 Phil Clark, The Gacaca Courts: Post-Genocide Justice and Reconciliation in Rwanda: Justice Without
Lawyers, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 38, https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511761584.

36 Clark, The Gacaca Courts, 39.
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¢oziimiinde tim taraflarin taleplerinin degerlendirilmesi gerekir. Ayrica taraflarin en
azindan ortak bir zeminde bulugmasi gerekliligine atif yapilir. Tim dava siireglerinin
mutlak bir bicimde bir taraf icin zafer ile sonuglanmasi konusunda da dikkat edilmesi
gerektigini eklemektedir. Zira bir taraf icin zafer olarak nitelendirilen an karsi taraf igin
bir yenilgiye isaret etmektedir. Bu durumdaki adalet, salt hakliyi haksizi belirleme
gidusiinlin yani sira karsi tarafin nefret hissini artiracak nitelige biriinecektir.

Galtung barisin saglanmasi icin adaletin ve uzlasinin zit gérintisinin Gstesinden
gelmek icin ‘agsmaci’ yontemi dnerir. Asmaci yéntem, bir yandan birlikte yasamanin
saglanmasi icin adaleti zorunlu bir argliman olarak degerlendirmezken, diger yandan
uzlasma kiiltiirtini géz ardi etmeden dogrudan sorunun ¢éziimiine odaklanmaktadir.’
Galtung’da adalet dustincesi toplumsal adaleti saglama fikri Gzerine insa edilmektedir,
yani yapisalci bir tavirla iliskilidir.3® Galtung’a gére, toplumlarin yapisal meselelerine
egilim artirlmali, bu yénde caba gosterilmeli. Barisgil toplum olma yolundaki istek
kalici hale gelmeli ve toplumun geneline yayillmis sekliyle giiglendirme egilimi
icerisinde olunmahdir.®

Baris ve adaletin her zaman ayni anda ve birlikte galisamayacagi, bu ikilemi
yonetmenin zorlugu vurgulanirken “adil baris” ve “adil savas” ayrimlari da tartismalara
dahil edilmektedir. Soyle ki, adil bir barisin pesinden kosma fikri artik (adil) savaslari da
megrulastirlyor mu? Bu minvalde ‘kazananlar adil bir savas gorecek, kaybedenler
adaletsiz bir savas gorecek, galipler adil bir baris gérecek, kaybedenler ise adil olmayan
bir baris gérecek’ bakis agilari lizerinden farkl teorik tartismalar yapilmaktadir.®

6. Baris ingasi

Baris ile adaletin ayni anda saglanip saglanamadigi cikarimlarinin yani sira yakin
gecmiste yapilan baris antlasmalarinin 6nemli bir kisminin savaslara da son
veremedigine sahit oluyoruz. Herhangi bir tilke icerisinde ya da devletlerarasinda gikan
savaslarda ateskes saglandiginda galip olan tarafin dayatmis oldugu kosullar “negatif
barig” olarak da adlandirilan ateskese imkan verir. Oysa kalici ve adil barig, ancak tim
taraflarin gergekten razi olabilecegi maddelerle anlasma tesekkdil ettig§inde meydana
gelir. Bir catisma ya da savas; glglinin savasin devam ettiriimesinden ilave kazang
elde edemeyecegini, zayif olan tarafin ise daha fazla dayanamayacagini anladigl anda
sona erer, boylelikle ateskes saglanir.

37 Melih Cosgun, Adil Bir Barisin imkdnsizligi Uzerine: Johan Galtung vs Chantal Mouffe, (Cizgi Kitabevi, 2022),
170.

38 Cosgun, Adil Bir Barisin imkdansizligi Uzerine, 173.

39 Johan Galtung ve S. P. Udayakumar, More Than a Curriculum: Education for Peace and Development,
(Charlotte: Information Age Publishing, 2013), 3.

40 Michael von der Schulenburg, On Building Peace: Rescuing the Nation-State and Saving the United Nations,
(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2017), 49, https://doi.org/10.1515/9789048534906.

Journal of International Peace Studies 1 (2024) 10.5281/zen0do0.20287178

36


https://doi.org/10.1515/9789048534906

Hakan Galigir

“Olgunluk an1” ge¢mis ya da yakin zamanda 6nlenmis olan bir felaketle en iyi
sekilde iliskilendirilen Karsilikh Zarar Veren Cikmaz (MHS, Mutually Hurting Stalemate)
algisina odaklanir. Bu kavram, taraflarin kendilerini zafere ulasamayacaklari bir
¢atismanin iginde kilitli bulduklarinda ve bu gikmazin her ikisi igin de aci verici oldugunu
(her ne kadar esit derecede veya ayni nedenlerle olmasa da) anladiklari fikrine
dayanmaktadir. Bu asamada taraflar alternatif bir politika ya da bir ¢ikis yolu ararlar.
Bu katastrophe, eger bir seyler yapilmazsa, acinin keskin bir sekilde artabilecegini
gosteren bir son tarih veya ders niteligi goriinimiindedir. Zartman tarafindan farkl
benzetmeler kullanilarak ¢ikmaza diiz ve sonu olmayan Plato, felakete ise islerin
aniden ve tahmin edilebilecegi gibi daha da koétliye gittigi nokta olan Ugurum adi
verilmistir.%!

Bazi baris antlagsmalari taraflar icin sadece dogru zamani bekleyen ve savas arzusu
icerisinde olan taraflarin zaman kazanmaya yonelik yapmis olduklari bir manevra
olarak da disinulebilir. Savaslar sonucunda 6zellikle galip gelen tarafin gercek baris
iradesi gostermemesi ¢ok agir kosullarin dayatildigi antlagmalari glindeme getirir,
yenilen taraf bunu imzalamaya mecbur edilir. Zaman igerisinde agir kosullarin
dayatildigi taraf buna isyan eder ve yeni bir savas meydana gelir. Kalici baris ise savasa
dahil olan tim taraflarin gercek bir baris talebiyle ancak gergeklesebilir.

Soguk Savag’'tan sonra baris insasi midahaleleri hayata gegirilmis, c¢atisma
donisiimi ve 6nlenmesine iliskin yeni teorilerden yararlanilmis, catisma yénetiminin
mantigl kokten genisletilmistir. Catisma bolgelerindeki halklarin, hiziplerin ve hatta
elitlerin bile rizasi olmadan liberal bir baris ve devlet yaratma hirsi ortaya konulmustur.
Burada yasanan bircok gelisme belki de kiiresel diizeyde isyan karsiti énlemlerin bir
parcasi olarak gorinmeliydi. Sorun ise bu tir ‘bltinlesik’ yaklasimlarin diizen
saglamaya calisirken vyerel ve uluslararasi glic yapilarini tehdit etmesi veya
istikrarsizlastirmasi, ulusal egemenlige meydan okumasi, uluslararasi toplumun
kapasitesini sinirlarina kadar zorlamasi, kararliligini test etmesi ve hegemonik gikarlari
aciga cikarmasidir. Bu sebeple bazi yaklasimlarda baris insasinin normatif iddialarina
tam da bu agidan tarihi, ideolojik ve kiiltiirel gerekgelerle karsi ¢ikilmaktadir.*?

Baris insasinin amac ve gorevleri farkl sekillerde anlasilabilir. Baris insasi pozitif ve
negatif gorevleri agisindan ele alinabilir. Bu agidan gatisma sonrasi baris insasi, agik
siddete gerisin geri diismeyi engelleyici negatif gorevlerden ve ulusal iyilesmeye
yardim edici ve siddetli i¢ ¢catismanin dipte yatan sebeplerini nihai olarak ortadan
kaldirmayi hizlandirici pozitif gérevlerden olusmaktadir. Baris insasi ile ilk basta siyasi
odinlesmelerin muizakeresi veya karsilikli ateskesin uygulanmasi yoluyla negatif bir

411, William Zartman, “The Timing of Peace Initiatives: Hurting Stalemates and Ripe Moments”, The Global
Review of Ethnopolitics 1, no. 1 (Eylil 2001), 8, https://doi.org/10.1080/14718800108405087.

42 Oliver P. Richmond, “Peace During and After the Age of Intervention”, International Peacekeeping 21, no.
4 (2014), 510-511, https://doi.org/10.1080/13533312.2014.950887.
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barisin saglanmasi ve sirdiriilmesi, ardindan yeniden yapilandirma, kurumsal insa,
adalet ve uzlastirma yoluyla uzun dénemli bir pozitif barisin insasinin amaglandigi
kastedilmektedir.*®

Teorik kazanimlar baglaminda baris yaklasimlarinin hedefledigi baris insasi, yapisal
ve kiltirel barisi veyahut dontsimu insa etmekle 6zdeslestirilebilmektedir. Bu sonuca
yonelik olarak toplumun genelinde dile getirilemeyen yapisal catismalari tanimlama
becerisine ihtiya¢g oldugu o6zellikle vurgulanmaktadir. Bunlarin hepsini ¢dzmeye
calismaktan ziyade farkina varmak, olumlu doniisime dogru ¢ok 6nemli bir adim
olarak gorulmektedir. Bu durum sémiri, baski ve otekilestirmenin (dikey yapisal
siddet) yani sira birbirleriyle rahat olamayacak kadar yakin veya simbiyotik etkilesimde
bulunamayacak kadar uzak (yatay yapisal siddet) gruplarin tanimlanmasi anlamina da
gelmektedir. Bu agidan dikey olanin daha yatay, yatay olanin ise daha optimal hale
getirilmesinin amaclanmasi 6nemli gérilmektedir.*

Catisma sonrasi toplumlardaki temel tartismalardan bir tanesi de “yizlesme, 6¢
alma” ile “unutma” arasindaki tercihlerden hangisinin daha bariscll ortami
getirebilecegi Uzerine yapilmaktadir. Adaleti saglamanin kosulu olarak gorilen
ylizlesme, cezalandirma gibi uygulamalar her zaman barisa katki sunamayabiliyor.
Burada ayrica savasa aktif katilmayanlarin yasanan gatismalarin etkisiyle siddetli aci
cektirme, zarar verme ve intikam duygularinda artislar da gozlemlenebilmektedir.
Cezalandirmanin geri teptigi, saldirgan davranislari genel olarak artirdigl, yani insan
siddetini 6nlemede duygubosalimi tekniginin kullanilmasinin yararlarinin abartildigi da
iddia edilmektedir.*

Baris ¢alismalarinin {i¢ bileseni 6ne g¢ikarilmaktadir. Birinci olarak bariscil yollarla
baris kosullarinin arastirilmasi, ikinci olarak kiiresel perspektifle baris kosullarinin
arastiriimasi ve Gglnci olarak bitlinsel bir yaklasimla baris kosullarinin arastirilmasi.
Galtung bu t¢ tanimlamanin da sorunlu oldugunu kabul etmekle birlikte herhangi bir
Glkenin, herhangi bir uygarligin veya bdlgenin barisin nasil kavramsallastirilacagi ve
islevsizlestirilecegi konusunda bir tiir tekele sahip olmasi gerektigi yonindeki her tlrli
onyarglyl ortadan kaldirmak igin “kiiresel” kelimesinin eklendigini aktarmaktadir. Ve
“bitinsel” kelimesi de entelektiiel alanda ayni islevi gorir: Barisi kavramsallastirma
veya kesfetmenin higbir disiplinin tekelinde olmadigi vurgusu 6zellikle yapilmaktadir.
Galtung duslincesinde biitlin bu sinirlar yikilmali, yaklasim sadece uluslararasi degil,

43 Jacob Bercovitch ve Richard Jackson, Yirmi Birinci Yiizyilda Catisma Céziimii: flkeler, Yéntemler ve
Yaklasimlar, gev. Hayrettin Ozler, (Ankara: Adres Yayinlari, 2020), 310. Orijinal calisma basim tarihi 2009.

44 Galtung, Peace by Peaceful Means..., 271.
45 Archer ve Gartner, “Baris Dénemi Kayiplar”, 250.
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ulus otesi de olmali; sadece disiplinler arasi degil ayni zamanda disiplinler Gsti olmali.
Ona gore yaklasim kiiresel ve bitiinsel olmali.*®

Siyasal anlamda temelde siddet sorunsalini ‘siddetin kendi basina bir fenomen
olarak ele alinma konusundaki genel bir isteksizlikle’ ortaya koymak onemlidir.
Siddetin, iktidarin en ¢ok gbze batan disavurumundan daha fazla bir sey olmadigi
aktarilir. C. Wright Mills. “tiim siyaset, iktidar miicadelesinden ibarettir; iktidarin nihai
bigimi siddettir” demektedir. Max Weber devlet taniminda, “insanin insan lzerinde
megru, yani megru oldugu iddia edilen siddet araglari yoluyla egemenlik kurmasi”
tarifine yer verir. Yani siyasal iktidar, siddetin oOrgilitlenmis sekliyle karsimizda
durmaktadir.*’Dolayisiyla baris insasi da siddetin dogru tanimlanmasi sonrasinda
engellenmesiyle, kimden gelirse gelsin “ama olmaksizin” bir siddet karsithigi ile elde
edilebilecektir.

Galtung, insani bakis agisina goére “glgli her zaman haklidir” sloganinin yerine
¢ogunlugun hakh olmasinin daha iyi oldugunu belirtmekle birlikte her iki sloganin
sonug itibariyle ve cogunlukla ayni oldugunu vurgular.*® Demokrasinin uygulanmasinin
pratik hayatta bir sekilde bariscil bir ortam meydana getirmedigi ve siddetin slirdigi
dusinidlmektedir. Il. Diinya Savasl sonrasi donemde saldirganhgin nasil kontrol
edilecegine iliskin —silahlarin kontrold, silahsizlanmaya yonelik ¢abalar gibi- cok sayida
arastirma yapilirken saldirganli§in koken sorununa iliskin nispeten az arastirma
yapilmistir.*® Galtung’a gére baris calismalarindaki baslangic noktasina yénelik olarak
siddet veya aciyi su sorularla agikhga kavusturmak énemli olacaktir: “Siddetin nedeni
nedir? Siddetin etkileri nelerdir? Ayrica barisin nedeni nedir? Barisin etkisi nedir?”>° Bu
acidan zafer ya da yenilginin, oldirilen ve yaralananlarin, kayiplarin ve maddi hasarin
cok otesinde, genel olarak siddetin ve 6zel olarak savasin sonuglarina iliskin ayri ve
belirgin bir teoriye ihtiyac oldugu vurgulanmaktadir.!

Galtung, barisgil bir diinya olusturma yolunda baska toplumlarin kiltirini
tanimayi ayni yabanci dili 6grenmeye benzetir. Yazilarinda, nasil yabanci dili 6grenirken
“oldugu gibi” 6greniyorsak diger kilturleri de 6grenirken “oldugu gibi” mevcut olan
ana kiltird 6grenmenin gerekli oldugunun altini gizmektedir. Bizim kendi 6znel
penceremizden gérdigimiz sekilden ziyade s6z konusu olan kimin kiltlriyse “onlarin

46 Galtung ve Udayakumar, More Than a Curriculum, 148.

47 Hannah Arendt, Siddet Uzerine, cev. Biilent Peker, (istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2016), 45-46. Orijinal ¢alisma
basim tarihi 1970.

48 Johan Galtung, Strukturelle Gewalt: Beitrdge zur Friedens- und Konfliktforschung, ¢ev. Hedda Wagner,
(Hamburg: Rowohlt Taschenbuch Verlag GmbH, 1975), 109.

49 Johan Galtung, “A Structural Theory of Aggression”, Journal of Peace Research 1, no. 2 (1964), 95,
https://doi.org/10.1177/002234336400100203.

%0 Galtung, Peace by Peaceful Means..., 30.
! Galtung, “Nonviolence and Deep Culture...”, 33.
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gosterdigi sekilde” 6grenmenin gerekliligi vurgulanir. Burada yabanci bir dili bize
“aksaniyla” kim 6gretiyorsa yabanci kiiltiirleri de ayni seffafligiyla 6greniyor olmanin
gerekliligi ve 6nemi vurgulanmakta, bu yoniyle taninma siireci gerceklesmekte ve
savas tohumlarini eken yabancilasma ortadan kalkabilmektedir. Galtung, bunun dinler
icin de ayni sekilde oldugunu eklerken durumun iyi ya da kotliyl bulup séylemekten
ziyade anlamaya ¢alismanin ve ¢ok kulturlGligin yolunu agmanin hedeflenmesi
gerektigini aktarmaktadir. Temel mesele gergekten anlayip anlamamakla ilgilidir.
Yabanci bir dili 6grenmenin en iyi yolu konusmak ve iletisime gecmekse,> diger
kilturler ile temasin, bagkalarini anlamaya ¢alismanin, oldugu gibi onlari kabul
etmenin, dondstirme reflekslerini gdostermemenin bariscil bir atmosferin insasi igin
etkin bir baslangi¢ oldugu kabul edilmektedir.

Bu asamada catisma bolgelerinde baris gabalari strdirilirken siddetle nasil
miicadele edilmesi gerektigi hakkinda yeterli bilgi ve tecriibi donanimin hikimetler
nezdinde de olmadigl vurgulanmaktadir. Her seye ragmen bir devletteki anarsiyle,
isyancilarin zaferiyle veya baskiyla karsilastirildiginda demokrasilerin bu ihlalleri daha
az koétidir, ancak yine de kétidirler ve minimumda tutulmalidirlar.>3Ciinki tlke
icerisinde siddeti kontrol altina almaya yoénelik uygulanacak her tirli siddet yeni
¢ikmazlara neden olmakta, sarmal bu sekliyle devam etmektedir. Bu agidan resmi
otoritelerin de baris ¢alismalari yontemlerinden, gatisma yonetimi literatliriinden
faydalanmasi elzemdir.

7. Sonug

Savasglarin her dénemde vyasandigi bilinmekle birlikte insani gelismislikteki
kaydedilen asamanin kiresel siddetin kontrol altina alinmasindaki etkisinin sinirli
oldugu bir dénemde yasamaya devam ediyoruz. insanlar teknoloji, sanayi vb. bircok
alanda asirlardir blyldk gelisme kaydederken birbirlerini oOldiirmekten de
vazgecmiyorlar. Din oldugu gibi bugiin de dislinlrler savaslarin sebeplerine kafa
yorup baris i¢in ¢6ziim Onerileri gelistirmeye ¢alisiyorlar.

Savaslarin ya da siddetli ¢atismalarin ¢6zimi 6ziinde, ¢atismadaki anlasmayi
arayan siirecin adidir. Catismali ortamda c¢atismaya bir sekilde girismis olan taraflar
arasindaki iliskileri onarma amaci gudulir. Bu sireg, “yargilayic” olmayacak sekilde
tarif edilmelidir. ilgi ve sayginin taraflara esit sekilde gdsterilmesi dnem arz eder. Ortak
problemleri ¢ozme asamasinda bir tarafin diger tarafa Ustiinliik saglamasindan ziyade
herkesin ihtiyaglarinin karsilandigi sonuglara ulasma hedeflenmektedir. Kazananin ve
kaybedenin olmadigl —en azindan teorik olarak- bir stiregten bahsedilir. Sonug olarak
bir tarafin diger tarafi domine etmesinden ziyade isbirliginin degeri burada 6ne

52 Johan Galtung, “A Multicultural Global Culture: Not a Question of When, But How: Some Roads to Cultural
Integration for Peace”, University of Hawai’i Press 22, no. 1 (Kig 1999), 110-111.

3 Oberschall, “How Democracies Fight Insurgents and Terrorists”, 109-110.
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cikariimaktadir.>*Bu dogrultuda hassas sekilde yénetilebilen baris siirecinde,
¢atismanin taraflarindan herhangi birinin GstUnliik arayisina gereksinim duymasina
gerek kalmadan adalet ve barig uyumu daha genis zeminde karsilik bulabilir, kalici baris
imkani elde edilebilir.

Taraflar arasindaki inatlasmalar ve ge¢misteki yasanmishklardan intikam alma
duygulari sorunlarin gercekte ¢6ziilmesini engelleyebilir. Sadece catisma ve savas
ortamlarinda baris ihtiyacini hatirlama, toplumun tabanina yayilmasi gereken barisgil
davranislar gelistirmede gosterilen ihmalkarliklar ve benzerleri baris ve adalet
ikilemini meydana getiren unsurlar olarak da karsimiza cikmaktadir. Metinsel
temellere bagli ginimiz adalet anlayisina bu baglamda elestirel bir sekilde yaklasan
Galtung, bu tarz adalet disincesinin g¢atismalarin ¢ézimiine dair bir arag olarak
kullanilamayacagina vurgu yapar. Gegmisteki yasananlarin bedelini 6detmeye yonelik
anlayis burada tercih edilmemektedir. Galtung bu yiizden baris ve adaletin neredeyse
bir arada olmasini bile imkansiz olarak gérmektedir. Bu sebeple adil bir baris yerine
barig suresinin nasil uzatilacagl Uzerine Galtung tarafindan gikarimlar yapilmistir.
Ayrica Galtung tarafindan salt hukuki temelden koparilmaya ¢alisilan adaletin de tam
anlamiyla miimkin olmadigi ifade edilmektedir.>

Siddetin diinyamizda kontrol altina alinmasi baris ¢abalarina daha fazla eneriji
harcamakla, ¢atismay! dogal bir siire¢ olarak gérmenin yaninda baris literatrini
gelistirmekle, diyalog ve miizakere yontemini 6ne gikarmakla, ateskes saglamakla
yetinmeyip kalici ve pozitif barisi dncelemekle, adalet ve baris arasindaki uyumu —
uyumsuzlugu- bariscil diizeyde yonetebilmekle ancak saglanabilecektir.
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