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On Yarg1 ve Ayrimcilik Baglaminda islamofobi:

Dini-Sosyal Kimlikler Arasi Iliskilerde Degisim ve
Siireklilik

Asim YAPICI
Feyza YAPICT*

Ozet

Sosyal psikolojik bakis acisindan hareket eden bu calismanin konusu degisim ve
siireklilik baglaminda Islamofobidir. Bu nedenle &n yargi, stereotip ve ayrimcilik kavramlar
{izerinden ele alinan Islamofobi olgusu tarihsel ve aktiiel boyutlariyla incelenmektedir.
Kuramsal temelleri itibariyle sosyal kimlik ve gercek¢i catisma teorilerine dayanan bu
arastirma yontem itibariyle nitel olup anlayici gelenege baglidir. Literatiir {izerinde yapilan
analizler gostermektedir ki Miisliimanlara yonelik 6n yargilar Islam dininin ilk yayilis
doéneminde baslamis, Hagli Seferleri ile zirveye ulasmistir. Glintimiizde ise 6zellikle 11 Eyliil
terér saldirisindan sonra yeni bir boyut kazanan tarihsel 6n yargilar, “teror” ile “Islam” ve
“Miisliiman” kelimelerinin neredeyse es anlamli kullanilmasina neden olmustur. Farkli
sosyal psikolojik nedenlerden beslenen bu durum tarihten tevariis eden 6n yargilarin siirekli
giincellenerek yeniden {iretildigini gostermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Stereotip, On yargi, Ayrimcilik, Islamofobi

Islamophobia in the Context of Prejudice and
Discrimination:

Changing and Continuity in Relations among
Religious-Social Identities

Abstract

This study, which is based on a social psychological perspective, discusses
Islamophobia in the context of change and continuity. For this reason, the phenomenon of
Islamophobia which is discussed through the concepts of prejudice, stereotype and
discrimination, is examined with its historical and actual dimensions. This research, which is
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based on social identity and realistic conflict theories by theoretical grounds, is qualitative in
terms of method and depends on the tradition of understanding. Analyzes made on the
literature show that the prejudices towards Muslims began at the time of the first spread of
the Islam and came to a head with the Crusades. Today, historical prejudices, which have
gained a new dimension especially after the September 11th terrorist attack, have leaded to
almost synonymous use of the words “terror” and “Islam” and “Muslim”. This situation,
which is fed from different psychosocial reasons, demonstrates that the prejudices that
inherit from history are constantly updated and reproduced.

Keywords: Stereotype, Prejudice, Discrimination, Islamophobia

Giris

Bu calismanin konusu 6n yargilar baglaminda Islamofobi ve anti-Islam
temelli tutum ve davramslari sosyal psikolojik bir perspektifle tartismaktan
ibarettir. Calismanin hareket noktasini stereotip, n yarg: ve ayrimcilik kavramlari
olusturmaktadir. Buradan hareketle Islamofobinin gruplar arasi diizeyde nasil
tartisilmas1 gerektigi, dahasi bu siireci besleyen bilissel (cognitive) ve giidiisel
(motivational) faktorlerin  neler  oldugu, soz  konusu  faktorlerin
mesrulastirilmasinda tarihsel ve aktiiel siirecin nasil bir katki sagladigi hususu
analiz edilmeye c¢alisilacaktir.

Calismada cevap aranan sorular:

a) On yargi ve ayrmcilik igeren Islamofobi neden ve nasil ortaya
¢gikmaktadir?
b) Batili zihnin iirettigi Islamofobi onlarin sadece Miisliimanlara
yonelik 6n yargilarindan mi1 beslenmektedir?
c) Tarihsel Islam ve Miisliman 6n yargilariyla giiniimiizdeki
Islamofobi arasindaki benzerlik ve farkliliklar nelerdir?
d) Islamofobinin mutlak anlamda ortadan kaldirilmas: miimkiin
miidiir?
Nitel bir calisma olan bu arastirmada anlayic1 gelenege bagli yorumlayic bir
yontem izlenmistir.
Veriler ilgili literatiiriin taranmasiyla elde edilmis, sosyal kimlik kuramimin
temel varsayimlarindan hareketle yorumlanmaistir.

Temel Kavramlar
Stereotip

Tiirkce'ye “kalip yarg1” ve “tek tiplestirme” olarak gevrilen stereotip kelimesi
sozliikk anlami itibariyle “sert karakter” demektir. Bu kavram ilk zamanlar
matbaacilik dilinde “stereotipi” seklinde kullamilmistir. S6z konusu anlamiyla
"stereotipi” denince, metinlerin metal kliselerle bir defa olusturulduktan sonra
istenildigi kadar basilmasini saglayan, bir kez yazildiktan sonra metnin biitiinii
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bozulmadan ilgili parca {izerinde diizeltme ve degistirme yapilamayan bir tiir kalip
akla gelmektedir (Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 22; Yzerbeyt & Schadron,
1994: 130; Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 103).

Lippmann’a (1998) gore yaris1 sosyal gevre, diger yaris: ise kisinin kendisi
tarafindan olusturulmus “kafamizdaki resimler” olarak tamimlayabilecegimiz
stereotipler, Onceden var olan kiiltiirel temsillerden siiziilerek meydana
gelmektedir. Buradan hareketle stereotipler, dis sosyal gercekligin basitlestirilerek
algilanmasim kolaylastiran ve biz istesek de istemesek de zorunlu olarak devreye giren eksik
sematik temsiller olarak tanimlanabilir (Amossy & Pierrot, 1997: 32; Leyens, Yzerbyt
& Schadron, 1996: 22; Vinsonneau, 1997: 156). Ciinkii gercek ¢evre ¢ok biiyiik, son
derece karmagik ve dogrudan bir gézlemle tanimlanamayacak kadar hizlidir. Insan,
s0z konusu bu g¢ok karmasik cevreyle bas edebilecek donamimda degildir. Bu
sebeple insanlar dis sosyal gercekligi anlayabilmek, taniyabilmek ve onunla bas
edebilmek igin zihinlerinde diinyanin 06znel bir haritasina sahip olmak
zorundadirlar. Bu anlamda stereotipler insanlarin sosyal gercekligin dolambagh
yollarindaki seyahat programlarini netlestiren, algilar1 ve bilgileri basitlestirip
karikatiirize etmelerini saglayan ya da bu tiir bir fonksiyon icra eden haritalar
olarak degerlendirilebilir (Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 22). Bununla birlikte
bireylerin algilama ve yargilamalarina kolaylik ve destek saglayan stereotipler
zaman zaman yanlis ve istenmedik durumlara yol acabilmektedir.

Lippmann’a (1998) gore zihnimizde stereotipik imgeler olustuktan sonra
gercekligin sahiden ne oldugunun hicbir 6nemi yoktur. Bu noktada asil énemli
olan, bizim ona dair varsayimlarimizdir. Beklentilerimizi, {imitlerimizi,
¢abalarimiz1 yalmizca bu varsayimlar belirlemektedir. Fakat bunlar da kendi
icerisinde reel olduklar1 i¢in umulmadik bir sekilde gercek sonuglar dogururlar
(Noelle-Neumann, 1995: 172). Bu durumu su sekilde de izah edebiliriz: Cevremizde
gordiigtimiiz seyleri kiiltiiriimiiz bizim i¢in 6nceden anlamlandirmistir. Dolayisiyla
birey Once goriip sonra gordiigii seyi tanimlamaz, zaten tanimlanmis olan seyi
tanimlandig1 sekliyle algilar. Zira algilarin bilissel yapida var olan kolektif imajlar
tarafindan yonlendirilmesi soz konusudur (Amossy & Pierrot, 1997: 37; Leyens,
Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 23). Bu baglamda kismen sosyal gevreden kismen de
kendi biligsel yapimizdan kaynaklanan bu imajlarin asli gergeklikleri iginde degil,
olmasini istedigimiz veya olduguna inandigimiz bir tarzda yapilandiginm
sOyleyebiliriz. Ciinkii muhtevasim biiyiik 6l¢iide toplumsal yap: igerisinde kazanan
stereotipler, aktiiel durumun kognitif ac¢idan mesrulastirilmasina hizmet
etmektedir. Sosyal gercekligi aktif olarak gozlemleyen insanlar, bir yandan ¢evre
tarafindan bigimlendirilirken, 6te yandan sosyal gevrelerini zihinlerinde yeniden
sekillendirmektedirler. Bu da, oteki hakkinda hiikiim verilirken, 6n kabullerden
kaynaklanan sahte gerceklikle hareket edildigi anlamina gelmektedir (Leyens,
Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 14-15; Noelle-Neumann, 1995: 172-173; Yapici, 2004: 10-
11).
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Beklentilerimizi ve davramislarimizi belirleyen, boylece muayyen olaylari,
kisileri ve gruplart1 nasil ve ne bigcimde gozlemleyecegimize ve
anlamlandiracagimiza kilavuzluk eden stereotipler, dis diinyadaki objektif
gercekligi filtre etmemize imkan vermektedir. Buradan hareketle Maisonneuve
(1985: 135) stereotipleri gerceklik ile algilarimiz arasina giren ve gergekligi nesnel
olarak algilamamizi engelleyen zihinsel tasavvurlar olarak tanimlamaktadir. Bu da
insanlarin genellikle olaylari, kisileri ve nesneleri yargilarken zihinlerinde 6nceden
olusmus bulunan semalarla ve temsillerle hareket ettigi anlamina gelmektedir.
Oyleyse diinya ile bizim aramiza siirekli olarak kliselerin ve stereotiplerin girdigini
ve sosyal ¢evremizi tanimaya ve anlamaya calisirken sik sik bunlar1 kullanmak
zorunda oldugumuzu sdylemek durumundayiz. Bununla birlikte hem eksik ve
yanh bilgiler icerdigi, hem de bireyin kendi konumunu mesrulastirmaya hizmet
ettigi icin sosyal gercekligin nesnel olarak algilanmasinda yetersiz kalan
stereotipler; oteki hakkinda yapilacak objektif degerlendirmeleri engelleyen kor
noktalar olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Esasen bundan dolay: son derece katidirlar,
hatta yeni bilgi saglayan egitim programlar1 uygulansa veya mevcut stereotiplere
olumsuz elestiriler getirilse bile, yine de degisime direng gosterirler (Harlak, 2000:
43; Yapici, 2004: 12).

Kafamizdaki imgelerden yeni gerceklikler olusunca bundan da “kendini
gerceklestiren kehanet” diye bilinen bir durum ortaya cikar, yani insanin siibjektif
beklentileri kendini dogrulamaya baslar. Baska bir deyisle yanlis varsayimlardan
hareketle gerceklestirilen eylemler hi¢ beklenmedik, ama yadirganmayacak
gerceklikler dogurur. Bu siirecte ¢evremizdeki kisi ve gruplart bir yandan
stereotiplerle algilarken, ote yandan segici bir alg1 ile beklentilerimizin
dogrulanmasi s6z konusu olur. Boylece stereotiplerle beklentiler arasinda sebep-
sonug zinciri olusur (Bourhis & Gagnon, 1994: 725; Pelletier &Vallerand, 1994: 253-
255; Hilton & Hippel, 1996: 244). Neticede insan beklentilerini gormeye,
gordiiklerini de beklemeye baslar. Esasen onlarin biiyiik olciide degisime kapalilik
ve slireklilik gostermesinin temel sebeplerinden birisi de budur. Beklentileri ve
davraruslar belirleyen, boylece muayyen olaylarin, kisilerin ve gruplarin nasil ve
ne sekilde gozlemlenip anlamlandiracagina kilavuzluk eden stereotipler, dis
diinyadaki objektif gercekligi filtre etme islevi iistlenmektedir (Leyens, Yzerbyt &
Schadron, 1996: 22-23; Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1994: 130; 1996: 103).

lgili calismalar gostermektedir ki stereotipler, insanin kendi grubu (aidiyet
hissiyle bagh oldugu grup/ic grup) veya diger gruplara (aidiyet hissetmedigi
gruplar/dis grup) yonelik ortiik kisilik teorileridir (Leyens, 1983: 67; Bourhis &
Gagnon, 1994: 717; Vinsonneau, 1997: 163). Bu tamimin iki 6énemli yonii vardir:
Birincisi stereotipler dteki hakkinda olusturulan naif teorilerdir. Ikincisi ise onlar
gruptaki biitiin tyelerin kisilik vasiflartyla ilgili atiflar ve aciklamalar igerir
(Arkonag, 1998: 87). Oyleyse onlar1 bir sosyal grup hakkinda asir1 genellestirme ve
abartiya dayali kanaatler seklinde ifade etmek miimkiindiir (Hilton & Hippel, 1996:
240). Kuskusuz stereotipler olumlu ya da olumsuz olabilir. Burada bizi asil
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ilgilendiren onlarin olumsuz tarafidir. Bu yoniiyle kat1 ve dogmatik bir zihinsel
yapmin iriinii olan stereotipler, yanlis kanaatler iizerine kurulu asagilayict ve
kiictimseyici (pejoratif) etiketler olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Yzerbyt & Schadron,
1996: 103). Buradan hareketle stereotip denince birbirini tamamlayan iki temel
vurgunun On plana ¢iktigini soyleyebiliriz: Birincisi; bir grubun bir baska grup
hakkinda paylastigr inamislar, ikincisi ise bir grubun adi duyuldugu zaman
zihinlerde cagrisim yapan nitelikler (Yapici, 2004: 13). Bu noktada Islamofobinin
stereotiplerden beslenen bir boyutunun oldugunu sdylemeliyiz. Ciinkii gerek
Hiristiyanlarin gerekse diger din mensuplarinin Islam dinine ve Miisliimanlara
yonelik her tiirlii olumsuz alg1 ve degerlendirmeleri bu kapsamda ele alinabilir.
Bunun da 6tesinde gayr-i miislim bir kisinin bir Miisliimanla karsilasildigl zaman,
onu bireysel kimligiyle degil de ait oldugu sosyal kimligiyle degerlendirmesi de
yine stereotip kavrami igindedir.

On Yarg

Koken itibariyle “delil ve ispata dayanmadan verilen pesin hiikiim” (prejudice)
anlamina gelen 6n yargi, sosyal psikolojide “bir grubun {iyelerine sirf o gruba ait
olmalarindan dolay: olumsuz duygular beslemek, olumsuz yakistirmalar yapmak,
hatta olumsuz tutum ve davranislar gostermek” anlaminda kullanilmaktadir
(Billig, 1984: 450; Allport, 1954: 6-7; Capozzo & Volpato,1994: 14). “Literatiirde 6n
yargr deyince genellikle grup on yargist kastedilmektedir” diyen Serif ve Serif'e gore
(1996: 649) bir grubun {iyelerinin bir bagka gruba veya grup iiyesine kars1 yerlesmis
normlardan kaynaklanan olumsuz tutumlari ©n yargl olarak karsimiza
¢ikmaktadir!. Bu ifadeler gostermektedir ki on yargi, bireysel farkliliklara dikkat
etmeksizin bir grubun biitiin iiyelerine ayni olumsuz tutumun genellenmesi
hadisesidir. Kugskusuz kisisel 6n yargi ile grup 6n yargisi birbirinden farklidir.
Ciinkii kisisel 6n yargi bireysel anlamda bir bagkasindan hoslanip hoslanmama
halidir. Bu tiir bir tercih, tamamen sahsidir. Hoslanilmayan kisinin aidiyetleri ve
kimligi bu hususta etkili degildir. Grup 6n yargisinda ise otekinden hoslanip
hoslanmama durumu dogrudan dogruya aidiyetlerle, yani kimlikle iliskilidir.
Bununla birlikte bireyin dis gruplara yonelik 6n yargilar1 zamanla onun benlik
(ego) sisteminin Oyle bir parcasi haline gelir ki o, bu tavrini kisisel bir tercih olarak
algilayabilir (Serif & Serif, 1996: 649). Baska bir deyisle “bu benim sahsi
kanaatimdir” diyen pek c¢ok kisi ¢ogu zaman grup oOn yargilarini tamamen
i¢sellestirmis, ancak bunun farkina varmamis olabilir. Bu noktada su hususun altini
cizmek gerekir ki, bir kisiyi sirf Miisliiman oldugu i¢in olumsuz géormek ve ondan

! Burada su hususu hatirlatmak gerekir: Stereotip ile 6n yargi kavramlari zaman zaman birbirine
karistirllmaktadir. Bu iki kavram birbirinden farklidir ancak aralarinda siki bir iliski vardir. Bu sebeple
arastirmacilar bunlarin birbirinden ayrilmaz bir biitiinliik olusturdugunu israrla vurgulamaktadir (Rose,
1951: 29; Avigdor, 1979: 87). Hatta 6n yarg ile stereotip bir paranin iki yiizii gibi degerlendirilmektedir.
Ancak stereotiplerin biligsel, 6n yargilarin ise duyussal bir karakter arz ettigi ileri siiriilmektedir (De La
Haye, 1998: 10).
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nefret etmek &n yargi kaynakli Islamofobi olarak kargimiza ¢cikmaktadir. Hatta “ben
onu Miisliiman oldugu i¢in degil birey olarak sevmiyorum” dese de bu ifadenin
arkasinda grup n yargisi bulunabilir.

Ayrimcilik

Stereotipler ve 0n yargilar sadece bireylerin alg1 ve yargilarini etkileyen
zihinsel tasavvurlar ve duygusal tepkilerden ibaret degildir. Bununla birlikte onlar
ayrimcilik  (discrimination) gibi bir takim davranigsal sonuglari beraberinde
getirebilmektedirler (Pelletier & Vallerand, 1994: 210). Esasen stereotipler ve 6n
yargilar ayrimciligl, ayrimcilik da stereotipler ve 6n yargilari siirekli beslemektedir.
Nitekim yapilan calismalarda otekine yonelik olumsuz alg1 ve yargilarin davranisa
doniisme ihtimalinin sosyo-Kkiiltiirel ve dini sebepler basta olmak {izere, ideolojik ve
ekonomik nedenler, ortamsal etkenler, bireyin kisilik yapisi, beklentiler, korkular,
cevreye birakilmak istenilen imaj, arkadas gruplar vs. pek ¢ok faktoriin etkisiyle
belirlendigi tespit edilmistir (Azzi & Klein, 1998: 33-34; Billig, 1984: 450-453; Yapicy,
2004: 19).

Ayrimalik bir dis grubun i¢ gruba yaklasmasii imkansiz kilacak sekilde
otede/disarda birakilmasi ve bunun az-¢ok formel bir yapr kazanmas: ya da aym
konuda farkli sosyal grup iiyelerine esit muamelede bulunulmamasidir (Bilgin,
1996: 98). Buna gore insanlara sadece belli bir sosyal kimlige aidiyetlerinden dolay1
fakli davraniliyorsa, bunlarin tamami ayrimcilik baslhigr altinda toplanabilir
(Capozza & Volpato, 1994: 14). Ancak bunun sadece farkli sosyal grup
mensuplarini diglamak ve onlara olumsuz davranmak seklinde degil, bununla
birlikte i¢ grup tarafgirligi yapmak, yani kisinin kendi grubunu haksiz yere
desteklemesi bigiminde de ortaya ciktigini sdylemek durumundayiz (Hortagsu,
1998: 229). Ayrica ayrimciligin etnosantrizm, grup kapanmas: ve kaynak dagitimindan
kaynaklanan sikintilar esliginde tezahiir ettigini vurgulamak gerekir. Buna gore bir
sosyal grubun kendini merkeze alarak hareket etmesi, baska gruplarla etkilesimde
bulunmamasi ve mevcut imkanlar1 sadece grup icinde boliismeleri ayrimecilik
kapsamindadir (Giddens, 2000: 229-230).

Allport (1954: 14-15) ayrimcr davranislari en hafifinden en siddetlisine dogru
su sekilde siralayabiliriz:

1) Kars1 olmay: ifade etme: Bu asamada birey belli gruplara yonelik olarak
kendisi gibi diistinen kisilerle konusur; antipatisini, diismanca duygularini,
stereotiplerini, kisaca o gruba yonelik olumsuz tepkilerini agikca belirtir.

2) Uzak durma: Eger hedef gruba yonelik kars: olma duygusu kuvvetli ise bu
durum beraberinde onlardan uzak durmay:r getirmektedir. Boylece birey
hoslanmadig, olumsuz stereotiplerle yargiladig1 ve mahktm ettigi kisi ve gruplarla
bir arada olmaktan kaginmaya calisir.
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3) Ayrimcilik: Kars: olmayi ifade etme ve uzak durma genellikle dis gruplara
pek fazla zarar verici degildir. Ancak isin igine fiili ayrimcilik karigtigi andan
itibaren, mesele artik kisisel bir tercih olmaktan ¢ikmistir. Ciinkii bu stireg, ¢ok
ciddi sosyolojik sonuglara gebedir. Oyle ki i¢ grup iiyeleri olumsuz tutumlar
besledikleri ¢esitli dis grup {iiyelerinin is, konut, egitim, saghk gibi hizmetlerden
yararlanmasina, politik haklarini kullanmasina karsidir. Bazen bu durumun
kurumsallagmasi bile s6z konusu olabilir.

4) Fiziksel saldiri: Ayrimcilik bazen ¢ok degisik sebeplerle de birleserek hedef
gruba yonelik siddet ve saldirganlik iceren bir boyut kazanabilir. Bu noktada artik
acik ya da gizli ayrimcaligin yavas yavas siddete doniistiigii goriiliir. Hatta bu
siirecte hem hedefteki grubun tiyelerine hem de onlarin evlerine, isyerlerine, ibadet
yerlerine vs. gesitli saldirilar yapilabilir. Kuskusuz fiziksel saldirilar basladig:
andan itibaren problem artik stereotipler ya da olumsuz antipatik tutumlarin
Otesine gecerek patolojik bir hal almaya baslamistir. Bu asamada 6zellikle siyasi,
ekonomik, kiiltiirel, dini vs. pek ¢ok faktor devreye girer.

5) Yok etme, ling ve toplu knyim: Burada ise ufak tefek fiziksel saldirilarin da
Otesine gecilerek hedef gruplari topluca yok etme, ling, katliam ve soykirim
tiiriinden faaliyetlerin ortaya ¢ikmasi s6z konusudur. Is bu noktaya geldikten sonra
bazen biitiin kotiiliiklerin asil sebebi, bazen gelismenin ve ilerlemenin tek engeli,
bazen de yenilginin asil sorumlusu olarak kabul edilen sosyal gruplara yonelik
biiylik ¢apli saldirilar baglar. Ge¢mis donemlerde Hagli ordularinin Miisliiman
halka yonelik giristigi katliamlar, daha yakin tarihsel periyotta ise Almanya’da
Yahudilere, Cezayir ve Bosna’da Miisliimanlara yonelik gerceklestirilen toplu imha
hareketlerini bu kapsamdadir. Vanbeselaere’in da (1999: 1) belirttigi gibi bu siirecte
sivil halk, hatta bebekler bile sirf vyanlis gruba ait olduklarindan dolay:
oldiirtilmektedir.

Gruplar arasi1 siirtiismelerde stereotiplerden ayrimciliga, buradan da
saldirganliga, siddete ve nihayet savaslara kadar pek cok form gozlenebilir.
Goriiniirde ilk ortaya ¢ikacak olan kalip yargilardir. Ancak Serif ve Serif'in (1996)
deneylerinde de tespit edildigi gibi stereotipler ¢ok basit gerekgcelerle her an fiill
saldirganliklara doniisebilmektedir. Bununla birlikte ayrimciligin hemen hemen
her seklinde gruplarin birbirlerine yonelik politik, siyasi ve ekonomik giic elde
etme arzularinin 6n plana ¢iktigini soyleyebiliriz. Dini gruplar arasi ¢atismalarda
da bu durum s6z konusudur. Ancak onu digerlerinden ayiran dini 6zelligi, cogu
kere, catismaya goreceli olarak yiicelik ve ulvilik kazandirmaktadir? (Rose, 1951: 14-

2 Bu noktada su hususu belirtmekte fayda vardir: Yapilan ampirik ¢alismalardan ¢ikan genel temayiile
gore dini davranis Olgekleri ile 6n yargi ve ayrimcilik Olgekleri arasinda oldukca tutarhi bir iliski
mevcuttur (Argyle ve Beit-Hallahmi, 1975; Beit-Hallahmi ve Argyle, 1997; Yapici, 2004). Bu durum
Loewenthal'm da (2017: 146) belirttigi {izere biiyiik bir paradokstur: Ciinkii daha dindar olanlar
genellikle daha 6n yargili olma ve ayrimalik yapma egilimi gostermektedir. Ger¢i bu ¢alismalarda
“dindarlik” olgusunun daha ziyade “kurumsal dindarlik” ile yakindan iliskili oldugunu sdylemek
durumundayiz. Ciinkii Allport (1966), Allport ve Ross (1967) i¢ giidiimlii /olgunlasmis dindarlik olarak
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15; Yapici, 2004: 23). Bu da tarih boyunca gerceklesen din savaslarinin son derece
kanli olmasina zemin hazirlayan en énemli sebeplerdendir. Giiniimiizde Islamofobi
Miisliimanlar1 temel hak ve hiirriyetlerinde kisitlama, imkanlar1 paylasma
hususunda dezavantajli kilma, hatta filli saldirilara maruz birakma sekline
birtinmiistiir. Miislimanlar Bosna ve Arakan basta olmak {izere Filistin,
Cecgenistan ve Dogu Tiirkistan’da ¢ok cesitli sekillerde ayrimcilik ve siddete maruz
birakilmistir. Dahast Kita Avrupasi, Ingiltere, dzellikle de ABD’de hem Miisliiman
bireylere hem de onlarin mabetlerine, is yerlerine ve evlerine yonelik sozlii ve fiili
saldirilar yapilmaktadir. Bu tiir durumlar Islamofobinin 6n yargilar1 asarak siddet
iceren bir forma doniistiigiinii gostermektedir.

Kuramsal Cerceve

Bir kisiyi mensup oldugu grup kimliginden dolay1 ayiplayan, kinayan,
asagilayan tutum ve davranislarin, kisaca otekiyle kurulan olumsuz iligkilerin
nedenlerinin arastirildigl ¢alismalarda farkli teorik yaklasimlar takip edilmistir.
Bunlar “birey temelli kuramlar” ile “grup-ici ve gruplar arasi iliskileri onceleyen
kuramlar” olmak tizere iki temel baglik altinda toplanabilir.

Birey Temelli Kuramlar

1960’1ara kadar on yargi, stereotip ve ayrimcilik olgular: psikolog tarafindan
“sosyal Ogrenme”, “engellenme-saldirganlik”, “glinah  kegisi  arayis1”,
“yetkeci/otoriter kisilik”, “dogmatik kisilik” gibi birey-ici psikolojik siireglerle
aciklanmistir. Bu tiir yaklagimlar 6znel ihtiyag ve isteklerle birlikte bireylerin kisilik
yapilarinin iginde yetistikleri toplumda yaygin olarak bulunan 6n yargilar ve
ayrima tutumlan kabule hazir hale getirdigini vurgulamaktadir (Allport, 1954;
Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996; Yapici, 2004).

Grup-i¢i ve Gruplar Arasi iliskileri Onceleyen Kuramlar

Stereotip, On yargt ve ayrimciligi acgiklamada bireyselci yaklagimlarin
yetersizligi yeni arayislari beraberinde getirmis, son tahlilde s6z konusu olgulari
“grup” diizeyinde ¢Oziimlenme cabalarin1 6n plana ¢ikaran iki farkli kuramsal
yaklasim filizlenmistir.

kategorize ettigi dindarlik yonelimine sahip olanlarin daha az 6n yargih oldugu, dolayisiyla daha az
ayrimc davranis sergiledigini tespit etmistir. S6z konusu galismalarin genel bir degerlendirmesini yapan
Gorsuch (1988), dindarliklar1 icten ve ylizeysel olanlarin 6n yargi ve ayrimciik diizeylerinin
farklilastigini belirtmektedir. Bu baglamda samimi dindarlarin daha az 6n yargili ve daha az ayrimci
oldugu soylenebilir. Bu da, ferdin i¢ diinyasina niifuz eden dini inang ve ibadetlerin, o kisi de hosgoriilii
tutum ve davranuslarin gelismesine biiyiik bir destek sagladigi anlamina gelmektedir.
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Birincisi Gergek¢i Catisma Teorisidir. Serif ve Serif (1996) tarafindan gelistirilen
bu kurama gore gruplar kit kaynaklara ulasma hususunda rekabet halindedir. Bu
rekabet On yargi, ayrimcilik ve siddeti beraberinde getirmektedir. Teorisini
“Magara Hirsizlar1” deneyiyle destekleyen Serif ve Serif'e (1996: 283-284) gore
gruplar aras: iligskileri ve bu baglamda ortaya ¢ikan stereotipleri, 6én yargilari,
diismanliklari, ayrimci davranislari, siddet ve saldirganlik igeren fiilleri, bireyin
ruhsal ve zihinsel diinyasinda cereyan eden hadiselerle, yani birey-ici siireglerle
agiklamak yetersizdir. Ciinkii grup, bireylerin sadece ve basit¢e sayisal
toplamindan ve onlarin bireysel psikolojileri ile bir araya gelmelerinden ibaret
degildir. Kuskusuz gruplarin olusmasinda psikolojik faktorler de 6nemli bir yer
tutar. Fakat grup bir kere olustuktan sonra, orada cereyan eden hadiseleri sirf psisik
siireglerle izah etmeye calismak hatali bir tutum olacaktir. Gergek¢i Catisma
Teorisini dini gruplar iizerinde deneysel bir c¢alismaya konu edinen Struch ve
Schwartz'in (1989) bulgular1 iki hususu 6n plana ¢ikarmustir: Birincisi, ¢ikar
catismasinin algilanmasiyla birlikte dis grup iiyelerine karsi sert ve diismanca
tutumlar tezahiir etmektedir. Ikincisi ise dini gruplariyla ve kimlikleriyle
Ozdeglesmeleri kuvvetli olanlar diger grup iiyelerine gore Ozellikle kendi
¢ikarlarina yonelik bir tehdit algiladiklar1 zaman dis gruplari daha olumsuz
degerlendirmekte ve onlara karsi daha saldirgan olma egilimi gostermektedirler.
Bu arastirma gerek dinler (iist dini kimlikler), gerekse mezhepler (alt dini kimlikler)
aras1 On yarg1 ve stereotiplerin ortaya ¢ikmasinda ¢ikar catismalarinin ¢ok 6nemli
bir role sahip oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Hindistan ve Banglades’te Hindularla
Miisliimanlar, Balkanlarda ve Endonezya’da Hiristiyanlarla Miisliimanlar,
Filistin’de Yahudilerle Miislimanlar, Arakan’da Budistlerle Miislimanlar
arasindaki stereotipler, 6n yargilar ve catismalar bu baglamda degerlendirilebilir
(Yapici, 2004: 47).

Gruplar arasi iligkileri grup diizeyinde ¢6ziimlemek isteyen ikinci kuramsal
yaklasim Tajfel (1972) ve Turner (1979) tarafindan gelistirilen Sosyal Kimlik
Teorisidir. Bu teoriye gore i¢ grup tarafgirliginin, dis gruplara yonelik ayrimciligin
ve stereotiplerin ortaya ¢ikmasindan sorumlu olan temel stireg sosyal kategorizasyon
yani gruplamadir. Kategorizasyon, birbirine denk veya benzer olaylari, objeleri ve
kisileri baz1 ortak niteliklerinden hareketle siniflama anlamina gelmektedir. Buna
gore kategorizasyon deyince bireyin zihninde gevresini diizene sokmasina imkan
veren psikolojik stirecler kastedilmektedir. Bu siireclerin en énemli fonksiyonu ise
bireyin zihninde fiziksel ve sosyal g¢evresini sistemlestirmesidir. Kategorizasyon
siireciyle birey, bir yandan ¢evreye uyum saglarken, 6te yandan c¢evreden aldig:
enformasyonu kendisinde onceden var olan kategori sistemine uydurur ve ona
gore yorumlar (Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 179; Tajfel, 1972: 275). Bu
noktada belirtmek gerekir ki kategorizasyon siireci yansiz (notr) degildir, temelde
bir degerlendirme ve yarg: igerir (Deschamps & Devos, 1999: 155). Bu ise sosyal
cevrenin sadece gruplandirilmadifi, ayni zamanda onun anlamlandirildigini
gostermektedir. Ciinkii bu siirecte Bar-Tal’in (1999: 45) “grubun inanglarini olusturan
unsurlar” olarak tamimladig1 degerler, normlar, amaglar, beklentiler, ideolojiler vs. isin
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icine karismakta; bunlar da bireyin mensup oldugu ve olmadig1 gruplar arasindaki
simir ¢izgilerini belirlemektedir. “Biz” ve “onlar” seklinde ortaya ¢ikan sosyal
kategorizasyonda “biz” olumlu ve iyi, “onlar” ise olumsuz ve asagilayic
niteliklerle degerlendirilir. Iste burada grup kimliginin sundugu 6zsaygiy1 artici bir
islev {iistlenen motivasyonel temel karsimiza c¢ikmaktadir. Buna gore sosyal
kategorizasyon sadece sosyal diinyanin basitlestirilerek sistemlestirilmesi demek
degildir. Bunun da 6tesinde o, bireyin kendilik tanimi i¢in bir uygun oryantasyon
sistemi {iretmekte, boylece onun toplumdaki yerini tanimlamaktadir. Bu sekilde
cereyan eden siirecle birlikte gruplar iiyelerine sosyal bir kimlik edinme imkam
sunmaktadir. Bu ise biiyiik Olgiide dteki ile sosyal iliskilere ve kendilerini olumlu
gorme ve degerlendirme arzusuyla gerceklestirilen sosyal kiyaslamalara dayalidir.
Iste bu siirecte bireyin kendi kimligini diger grup kimlikleriyle karsilagtirarak inga
ettigini gormekteyiz (Tajfel, 1972: 296; Turner, 1979: 154; Leyens, Yzerbyt &
Schadron, 1996: 89). Ciinkii bireyler kendilerini bagkalariyla kiyaslama
yapmaksizin degerlendirmeleri miimkiin degildir. Buradan hareketle her grubun
baska bir grup karsisinda, baska bir gruba ragmen ve bagka bir grupla birlikte var oldugu,
insamn kimliginin de sadece bir grup icerisinde sekillenmedigi sOylenebilir. Ayrica bir
grup tek basima var olmadir gibi grup aidiyetinden kaynaklanan sosyal kimlik de sirf bir
grup icerisindeki iliskilere gore bicimlenmez. Esasen o, bagkalarwyla kiyaslanmak suretiyle
olusmaktadir (Bilgin, 1996: 86). Ancak iki grup arasinda gergeklestirilen kiyaslamalar
da kimligin olusumu igin yeterli degildir. Mesela; bir kisiyi “Miisliiman” olarak
kategorize etme olgusu o kisinin sadece “Hiristiyan” kategorisiyle kiyaslanmasi
sonucu ortaya ¢ikmaz. Zira burada davranissal muhteva ile birlikte bireyin kimlik
degerlerini olusturan sosyal grubun inanglar1 da devreye girmektedir. Sonra
burada yapilan kiyaslamalarin grup ve birey icin hayati dneme sahip konularda
meydana geldigini hatirlatmamiz gerekir. Zira birey olumlu bir sosyal kimligi
hayati konularda yapilan kiyaslamalarla edinmektedir. Bu da kisiyi kendi grubunu
olumlu stereotiplerle degerlendirmeye gotiiriir (Bourhis & Gagnon, 1994: 748;
Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 89). Su halde sosyal kiyaslama, aym zamanda,
sosyal farklilasmay1 da beraberinde getirmektedir, yani sosyal cevre igerisinde bir
grup “oteki”, “baskas1”, “onlar” vs. seklinde algilanmiyorsa, digerlerinden yeteri
kadar farklilasmadigi icin, kendine has karakteri ile farkli bir grup olarak
degerlendirilmeyecektir (Tajfel, 1972: 295; Turner, 1979: 153). Burada s6z konusu
edilen sosyal kiyaslamaya dayali sosyal farklilasma birey agisindan istenen ve
arzulanan bir durumdur. Ciinkii Tajfel'in de (1972: 293) belirttigi gibi, herkes
yasadig1 sosyal gevre igerisinde ya mevcut olan olumlu sosyal kimligini siirdiirmek
veya kendisine sayginlik saglayacak olan olumlu bir sosyal kimlige sahip olmak
arzusuyla hareket etmektedir. Islamofobi olgusunda da bu hususu gozlemek
miimkiindiir. Ozellikle Hiristiyanlar, Yahudiler ve Budistlerin stereotipler ve 6n
yargilarla mahkim ettikleri Miisliimanlar1 kendilerine gore degersiz ve agag: bir
sosyal kategoriye yerlestirdiklerini, kendi sosyal kimliklerini ise evrensel degerleri
olusturan ve tagtyan bir statiiye yerlestirerek yticelttiklerini gérmekteyiz.
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Teoriden Pratige
Fobi ve islamofobi

Yunan mitolojisinde Dehset Tanrisi'nin adi olan Phobos’dan tiiretilen fobi,
kisinin yasamini olumsuz etkileyecek sekilde herhangi bir seye karsi duyulan
tedirginlik ve olagan dis1 korkuyu ifade etmektedir. Bireye fazlaca rahatsizlik
vermeye baslayan herhangi bir korku anksiyeteye doniisiirse fobi adini almaktadir.
Ciinkii fobiler belli bir nesnenin durumun veya etkinligin yarattig1 akildisi, asiri,
yogun ve inat¢t bir duygudur. Dahas1 bu korkuyu yasayan kisi fobik uyaricidan
kaginmak igin siddetlice arzu hisseder. Kaginmak miimkiin olmadigi zaman da
kayg1 ve panik tepkisi alevlenir (Budak, 2009: 292). Tam da bu noktada su ayrimi
yapmak gerekir: normal korku insani tehlikeye karsi uyaran ve 6nlem almaya iten
saglikli bir tepki iken fobik korku insan i¢im tehlike olusturmayan nesne ya da
durumlar karsisinda yasadig1 anlamsiz, gercege uymayan, abartili ve bilingdist bir
korkudur (Bakircioglu, 2012: 364).

Islamofobi kavrami Tiirkge'ye Islam karsithgi olarak ¢evrilmektedir, ancak bu
basitce bir Islam karsithgr degildir. Irkcilik, yabanci diigmanligl, &n yargi ve
ayrimcilik gibi pek ¢ok dislayic tutumu icermektedir (Karsli, 2013: 80-81). Espozito
(URLY), Yeni Safak Gazetesi'nde yayimlanan bir roportajinda soyle demektedir:
“Kanaatimce temel anlamda fslamofobi, Miisliimanlarin ~ din  hiirriyetini, ~ sivil
ozgiirliiklerini ve insan haklarini ihlal eden ve siklikla da ayrimciliga, 6n yargilara ve nefret
suclarina ya yol acan ya da bunlarin olusmasim tahrik eden séz ve eylemlerdir.” Cilinkii
Islamofobi, Islam dinine ve bu dinin mensuplarina karsi kendi varliklarini tehdit
ettikleri gerekgesiyle tedirginlik duyma ve korku yasama anlamindadr.

Islamofobinin Tarihsel Kokenleri

Islamofobinin tarihini ilk vahyin gelis ddnemine kadar gotiirmek
miimkiindiir. Zira ilk vahiyle birlikte “biz”, yani “Allah’a inananlar” ile “onlar”,
yani “putperestler” ayrimi sekillenmeye baglamistir. Biligsel ve duyussal anlamda
muhtevas:t vahiyle doldurulan bu ayrimla birlikte nev-i sahsina miinhasir
Miisliiman kimliginin olusmaya baslamistir. Allah, insan ve toplum algisi itibariyle
Mekke doneminde Mekkeli miisriklerden farkhiliklar vurgulanirken, Medine
doneminde oOnce Yahudilerden daha sonra da Hiristiyanlardan ayrisma ve
farklilasma gerceklesmis, netice de spesifik bir Miisliiman kimligi ortaya ¢ikmistir
(Yapici, 2004: 104-105). Bu noktada su hususun altin1 6nemle ¢izmek gerekir ki
kimlik sadece grubun kendisini nasil algiladig1 ile olugsmaz. Bununla birlikte diger
gruplarin onlar1 nasil algiladigr da onemlidir. Ciinki{i kimlik karsilikli etkilesim
icinde olusur. Siireci, Islamiyetin tarihsel gelisimi ve Miisliman kimliginin
olusumu agisindan degerlendirecek olursak, hem Mekke hem de Medine
doneminin “biz” ve “onlar” baglaminda dini-sosyal kimlikler arasi gerilim ve



On Yargi ve Ayrimalik Baglaminda Islamofobi 12

catismalarin psiko-sosyal, siyasal, ekonomik ve teolojik alt yapisini olusturdugunu
sOyleyebiliriz.

Islam ile edindikleri kimligin kendilerine kazandirdig1 yiiksek moral ve
siirekli basarinin dogurdugu giivenle fetih hareketlerine girisen Miisliimanlar
(Parry, 1988: 399), basta Kudiis ve Filistin olmak {izere Anadolu ve Ispanya’y1, yani
Hiristiyanlarin topraklarimi ele gegirince, bu gelismeleri kimliklerine yonelik agir
bir tehdit olarak algilayan Hiristiyanlar, “dinsiz” ve “barbar” diye nitelendirdikleri
Miisliimanlara karst Hacgli Seferleri diizenleyerek miicadeleye girismislerdir?
(Cosar, 2000: 51). Misliimanlar Hiristiyan devletlere karsi zafer kazandikca
Hiristiyan diinyasinda Islam’mn “siddete dayali” ve “sapik” bir din, Miisliimanlarin
da “zalim” ve “barbar” oldugu yoniindeki 6n yargili kanaatler, 6zellikle papazlarin
da kigkirtmasiyla son derece sertlesmis ve on birinci yiizyillda Hagli Seferleri ile
zirveye ulasmistir (Miles, 2000: 31). Milton-Edwards da (2002: 33) Islamofobi
kavramini Hagli Seferleri ile baslayan tarihsel bir siireklilik baglaminda
degerlendirmekte ve bu siirekliligin bugiin de devam ettigini vurgulamaktadir.

“Birakin” diyor Papa II. Urban, “ézel hayatlarinda iman sahiplerine kars: habisce
savasmak aliskanli§imda olanlar simdi kdfirlere karsi savassim. Birakin! Onceleri haydut
olanlar simdi diismana karsi asker olsun. Birakin! Onceleri birbiriyle cekisenler simdi
barbarlara kars: miicadele etsin”. Bu konusmada “kdfir”, “diisman” ve “barbar” olarak
nitelendirilen Misliimanlar da, aym sekilde, Hiristiyanlar1 “kdfir” olarak itham
etmektedir. Clinkii Lewis’in de (1996: 19) vurguladig: gibi: “Miisliimanlarn goziinde
gerek Hiristiyanlar gerekse Yahudiler, dinleri eksik ve bozulmus oldugu halde, kendilerine
sunulan en son ve en miikemmel dini bile bile ve aptalca reddeden kimselerdir”. Kuskusuz
“biz”in tstlinliigiinii vurgulayan etnosantrik tutumlar her dini grupta mevcuttur.
Zira Watt'in da (2002: 84) belirttigi {izere, hi¢bir kisi hakikatin 6ziinii temsil ettigine
inanmadig1 bir dine mensup olmaz. Bununla birlikte su hususun altin1 cizmek
gerekir ki, her ne kadar kafir olarak algilansalar da, gerek Yahudiler gerekse
Hiristiyanlar “cizyelerini vermek sartiyla” (9/Tevbe, 29) inang ve ibadet hiirriyeti
kazanarak Islam toplumu igerisinde dislanma ve fiili saldirilara maruz kalmadan
hayatlarin rahatlikla siirdiirmiislerdir. Bu durumu Lewis (1996: 17-18): “Miisliiman
yonetimi altindaki Yahudi ve Hiristiyanlar imanlart ugruna gsehit olmak zorunda
birakilmanus ve onlar, Ispanya’da Miisliiman ve Yahudilere yapildigi gibi siirgiin, din
degistirme ve 6liim arasinda bir tercihe mecbur edilmemistir” seklinde 6zetlemektedir.

Martin Luther'in Islim’a ve Kur'an-1 Kerim’'e yonelik ithamlari
Hiristiyanlarin Miisliimanlara bakisinin tarihsel koklerini gosterir mahiyettedir:
“Kur’an” diyor Luther “ne kadar Tanri belasi, ne kadar bozuk, ne kadar umutsuz,
yalanlarla ve uydurma efsanelerle dolu bir kitaptir” Kendi ifadesiyle o, Kur'an'in

3 fslam'mn ilk ortaya ¢iktig1 yillarda her ne kadar heretik kabul edilse de Hiristiyanligin sapik bir mezhebi
olarak degerlendirilmeyen, dolayisiyla mensuplarimin aforoz edilemedigi Islam dini (Cosar, 2000: 50-51)
ozellikle Samli Yuhanna ile baglayan siirecte farkli ve kendine 6zgii bir dini gelenek olarak degil
Arianizm gibi Hiristiyanligin iginde zuhur etmis heretik bir Hiristiyan mezhebi olarak nitelendirilmis ve
bu tiir sdylemler ¢ok cesitli sebeplerle de birleserek iyice yayginlasmistir (Aydin, 2001: 37-40).
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sahteligini Hiristiyanlara gostererek hem Muhammed’e ve Tiirklere zarar vermek
hem de Hiristiyanlarin moral motivasyonlarini yiikseltmek istemektedir (Hidir,
2007: 154). Luther’in Islam dini ve onun birinci kaynagi Kur’an’a yénelik bu
tutumu, teolojik olmaktan ziyade Osmanli Devleti'nin Viyana kapilarna
ulasmasiyla yakindan iligkilidir, yani sosyo-politiktir. Esasen “Tiirklere kars:
savagmak istiyorsak simdi onlarin en az oldugu yer olan buradan [Viyana'dan] baglayalim”
demesi de bu baglamda dikkat ¢ekicidir (Hidir, 2007: 166). Dolayisiyla onun 6n
yargilarinin olusmasinda donemin siyasal olaylarindan miilhem Islam’a yonelik
negatif atmosferin belirleyici oldugu sdylenebilir.

[k olusumundan sonra sosyal grenme siireciyle nesilden nesle aktarilan 6n
yargilar, toplumlarin kolektif suurlarinda sosyal temsiller olarak varligini devam
ettirir. Buglin Hiristiyanlarin Miisliimanlara bakis acilarinda bdyle bir durumu
gozleyebilmek miimkiindiir. Islim’t ve Hz. Muhammed’i anlamada Batih
Hiristiyanlar igin gesitli sikintilar oldugundan bahseden Watt (1988: 45) bunun
sebebini Hiristiyanlarin Orta Cag’daki atalarindan tevariis eden 6n yargilardan
kendilerini kurtaramamis olmalarina baglar. Ona gore, Hagli Seferlerinin acilar1 ve
Miisliimanlarla yapilan diger savaglar Hiristiyanlarin Miisliimanlari, 6zellikle de
Hz. Muhammed’i tiim kétiiliiklerin tecessiim etmis hali (kotiiliiklerin anasi) olarak
gormelerine sebebiyet vermistir. O donemdeki propagandalarin etkisinin bugiin
hala Batililarin Islam’a yénelik tasavvurlarini etkilemeye devam ettigini sdyleyen
Watt (1988: 45), glintimiizde Hiristiyan diinyada Budizm hakkinda konusacak
giizel seyler bulmanin, Islam hakkinda giizel seyler bulmaktan daha yaygmn ve
kolay bir tavir oldugundan bahsetmektedir.

Miles (2000: 30-31) Avrupa’da Islam'a bagh olarak belirlenen 6teki imgesinin
“barbar”, “yoz”, “kotii” ve "zalim" olarak tamimlandigini, [slam'in “sahte” ve
“sapik bir din” seklinde degerlendirildigini, Hz. Muhammed’in de siddeti ve
cinselligi 6n plana cikaran sahte bir peygamber ve Isa’'ya diisman bir seytan
bigiminde tasvir edildigini belirtmektedir. Hiristiyanlar Islam dinini kendileri gibi
Tanr1'ya inananlarin dini olarak degil, ya Hiristiyanliktan sapmis bir akim, heretik
bir mezhep ya da Hiristiyanlardan intikam almak igin Isa’nin can diisman Seytan
tarafindan Muhammed’e kurdurulmus sahte bir din olarak gormiislerdir. Hz.
Peygamber’in yalanci ve sahtekar olarak degerlendirildigi bu siiregte Kur’an-1
Kerim de “igreng ve seytani bir niyetin {iriinii, yalan yanlis ve zararli” bir kitap
olarak tanimlanmaya baslamistir (Watt, 1991; Aydin, 2001; Adam, 2002; Yapic &
Albayrak, 2002). Aydin'in da (2001: 42) belirttigi {izere Hiristiyanlarin éncelikle Hz.
Muhammed’e ve Kur’an’a yonelik 6n yargilarin ve stereotiplerin temelinde, hem
askeri, hem siyasi, hem de cografi olarak Miisliimanlarin Hiristiyanlarin (Dogu
Roma/Bizans'mn) aleyhine ilerlemelerini &nleme arzusu yatmaktadir. Zira ok
sayida Bizansh Hristiyan'in Miisliimanligi kabul etmesini engellemek i¢in nesnel
bilgiye dayali olmayan ama Hiristiyan kimligini korumay1 hedefleyen asagilayici
On yargilarin ve stereotiplerin {iretilmesi, yani Hz. Muhammed’in sahte ve yalanci
bir peygamber oldugu fikrinin Hiristiyanlar arasinda yayilmas: ilk planda hem
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gecerli, hem de etkili bir ¢6ziim olarak goriilmiistiir. Nitekim gelismeler bu yonde
devam etmis, hatta daha sonraki devirlerde onlarin 6n yargilari ve diismanliklari
edebiyat ve sanat eserlerine de yansimistir. Mesela Schimmel; Dante’nin ‘Ilahi
Komedya’sinda Hz. Muhammed ile Hz. Ali'nin cehennemin en alt tabakasinda
tasvir edilmesinin, diinyada Hiristiyanliktan sonra evrensel iddialara sahip ve
kitleleri pesinden siiriikleyen biiyiik bir dinin (Islam) ortaya gikisin1 onaylamayan
Hiristiyan ¢ogunlugun fikirlerini yansittigini soylemektedir (akt. Aydin, 2001: 43-
44). Miles’e (2000: 31) gore Hiristiyanlarin zihnine var olan bu tasvirler, sadece Hz.
Muhammed ile ilgili kisisel nitelendirmeler degildir. Miislimanlar da aymn
Muhammed gibi siddet ve cinsellik yanlisi, barbar ve sapik inangli kisiler olarak
algilanmistir. Islam dini ok eslilige, escinsellige ve genel bir cinsel gevseklige izin
veren, hatta bu tiir koti fiilleri siirekli tesvik eden sahte bir inang sistemi olarak
tanimlanmistir. “Saldirganlik” ve “savas” {izerine kurulu Islam’da Miisliiman
olmayan herkesin vahsice oOldiiriilecegi veya kolelestirilecegi bir “kutsal savas”
(cihat) inancinin oldugu, bu sebeple Miisliimanlarin her tirli kotiligi
yapabilecekleri iddia edilmistir (Yapici, 2004: 123; Yapic & Albayrak, 2002: 39).
Kanaatimizce bugiin Hiristiyanlar tarafindan Islam’'m siddete dayali, fanatik,
hosgoriisiiz, demokratik olmayan ve kaderci bir din (Ogiitgii, 1997) olarak
algilanmasinda ilk donemlerde olusan bu tiir 6n yargilarin biiyiik bir hissesi vardir.
Su halde diger dini gruplara yonelik tasavvurlar bir kere olustuktan sonra, onlar
kolay kolay degismeden siiriip gitme egilimi gostermektedir. Ancak su hususu da
onemle vurgulamak gerekir ki, gruplar arasi iliskilerin niteliginin dostca ya da
diismanca olmas: da stereotiplerin muhtevasinin olumlu ya da olumsuz olmasini
etkileyebilmektedir. Zira dini gruplar arasindaki hasmane tutumlar, olumsuz ve
antipatik degerlendirmeler, sadece dini etnosantrizm ve olumlu bir sosyal kimlik
ihtiyac ile gilidiilenmis degildir. Bununla birlikte dini gruplar aras: iligkilerin
dogas1 da bu hususta ¢ok 6nemli bir rol oynamaktadir.

Miisliimanlara Yonelik Tarihsel On Yargilardan islamofobiye

Hiristiyanlarin Miisliimanlara yénelik tarihsel 6n yargilari Islamofobinin ilk
temellerini olusturmaktadir. Ancak giiniimiizdeki Islamofobiyi sadece ortacagdan
tevariis eden stereotipik algilar ile 6n yargili tutum ve davranglar {izerinden izah
etmek yeterli degildir. Bu noktada sosyal kimlik teorisinin temel ongoriilerinden
olan “yeterli neden” ile “gerekli nedenler” arasmi ayirarak yiiriimek gerekir.
Kusgkusuz yeterli neden “biz” ve “onlar” algisidir. Igerigi kiiltiirle doldurulan bu
algi, sosyal kimlik agisindan insanlari basitce Hiristiyan ve Miisliiman olarak
siniflamak demek degildir. Bu noktada sosyal evrimcilige dayanan Batili zihnin
calisma bicimine dikkat etmek gerekir. Evrimini tamamladigini diisiinen Hiristiyan
Batili zihne gore “biz” ve “onlar” insanlar ve insamimsilar, evrimini tamamlamis
olanlar ve tamamlamamuislar, beyni gelismis olanlar ve olmayanlar, efendiler ve
koleler, Avrupalilar ve otekiler, medeniler ve vahsiler, dolayisiyla medeniyet
kuranlar ve medeniyet yikanlar seklinde kesin hatlarla birbirinden ayrilan ikili
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siniflama icermektedir (Goka, 2016). Ornegin hiimanist ve bireysel ahlakg1 bir yazar
ve diisliniir olan André Gide gibi bir sahsiyet bile 1914’te Istanbul’a geldiginde
soyle der: “Konstantiniyye (Istanbul) biitin én yargilarum dogruluyor... Tiirklerin
kiyafetleri diinyanin en cirkin kiyafeti. Zaten Tiirkler de bu cirkin kiyafeti hak eden bir
millet. Bat1 medeniyeti sadece giizel deil, ayni zamanda tek medeniyettir” (akt. Kalin,
2016: 245).

Islamofobinin anlasilmasinda Batinin kolektif biling disin1 mutlaka hesaba
katmak durumundayiz. Bu baglamda Hiristiyanlarin XVI. yiizyila kadar
Miisliimanlar karsisinda stiirekli gerilemelerinin beraberinde getirdigi agir bir
travma ile kars: karsiya olduklar: bilinen bir gercektir (Goka, 2016: 102; Kirman,
2010: 25-26). Bu kaygt hala yok olmamus, kolektif biling disina stipiiriilmiistiir.
Bilindigi tizere kolektif biling dis1 tutumlar1 ve davranislari etkilemeye devam eder.
Nitekim Oyle de olmaktadir. Bununla birlikte 6zellikle cografi kesifler ve sanayi
devrimi Batililarda somiirgecilik ahlakini beraberinde getirmistir. Ronesans ile
birlikte yeniden Roma ahlakina dénen Avrupa (Esed, 2011) bu diinyanin insasinda
insan-metafizik iligskisini reddederek rant ve diinyevi haz merkezli insan-insan
iliskisine gecis yapmistir. Bu durum somdiirgeci mantikla birlesince zaten evrimini
tamamlamamis olan Amerika, Afrika ve Asya halklarin1 "medeni hale getirme"
adina kolelestirme ve o topraklardaki zenginlikleri fiitursuzca kullanma noktasina
gotiirmiistiir. Avrupalilar gerek somiirgecilik siirecinde gerekse diinya
savaslarinda yaptiklar: zuliimleri biling dislarina itmislerdir. Dahast somiirgecilik
ve iki biiylik diinya savasinda ortaya c¢ikan vahsetin travmalariyla da
ylizlesmemis/yiizlesememislerdir. Hatta kendi aralarindaki gerilimi bastirarak
ortak bir diisman yaratma (giinah kegisi) arayigina girismislerdir. Iste bu siirecte en
iyi giinah kegisi Islam dini ve Miisliimanlardir (Goka, 2016: 103-104).

ABD ve Avrupa basta olmak iizere Hristiyanlar Islam’a ve Miisliimanlara
yonelik tarihsel on yargilar1 ile somiirgeci politikalar1 ve diinya savaslari dahil
insanliga yasattiklar1 vahsetleri once inkar etme mekanizmasiyla yok saymuislar
daha sonra yansitma ile kendi sugluluklarin1 Miisliimanlara aktarmiglardir (Goka,
2016; Kirman, 2010). Aktiiel durum da onlar1 bu hususta desteklemistir. Ciinkii
kiiresellesmeyle beraber Miisliimanlar bugiin diinyanin dort bir yaninda
yasamaktadirlar. Ozellikle Avrupa’da Hiristiyanlardan sonra en biiyiik dini grubu
Miisliimanlar olusturmaktadir. Bu arada Avrupa’daki Miisliimanlarin biiyiik bir
cogunlugunun Asya, Kuzey Afrika ve Ortadogu kokenli oldugu bilinmektedir.
Ayrica Avrupa’daki Miisliiman halkin yasadigl topluma uyumu tilkeden {ilkeye
farklilik gostermektedir (Kirman, 2010).

Avrupa ve ABD o6nce ilimh Islam, daha sonra Euro-islam kavramlarin
gelistirmis, Islam'1 adeta kendi istedikleri sekilde ehlilestirmek istemistir. Anlasilan
bu projeler basarili olmayimnca Miisliimanlara yonelik otekilestirme hizlanmigtir.
Zira Avrupalilara gore Islami degerler Batili demokrasi ve insan haklar ile
uyusmamaktadir. Bu noktada bir i¢ elestiri yapmamiz da kaginilmazdir.
Miisliimanlara yonelik olumsuz imajin, 6n yargi ve stereotiplerin ortaya
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cikmasinda bizzat Miisliimanlarin da katkist vardir. Ozellikle bazi Miisliiman
topluluklarda kadin haklarimin sinirlaniyor olmasi, islenen namus ve tore
cinayetleri de bu olumsuz algilar1 destekleyici mahiyettedir (UHIM, 2005). Iste bu
noktada Batililardaki temel korkunun, kendi kurduklar: diinyada 6zellikle sayilar:
hizla artma egilimi gosteren Miisliimanlarin Batili degerlere tam bir uyum
gostermemesi, hatta bunlara diisman olarak algilanmasi oldugunu soylemek
miimkiindiir. “Avrupa’da Yiikselen Ayrimcilik Nefret, Islamofobi ve Irkgilik”
(UHIM, 2005) aragtirmasina gore Miisliimanlarin 1950'1i yillarda Avrupa’da 800 bin
Miisliiman mevcutken, bugiin rakam 23 milyonu agkindir. Bu haliyle Miisliimanlar
Avrupa’nin %4,5’lik kesimini olusturmaktadir. Her y1l bir milyon kadar Miisliiman
Avrupa’ya gog etmektedir. Avrupa’da Miisliimanlarin dogum oranlari, Miisliiman
olmayanlara gore 3 kat daha fazladir. Tahminlere gore 2050 yilinda Miisliimanlarin
Avrupa’daki niifus oram1 %20 civarinda olacaktir. Bu durum Dbasitce
Miisliimanlarin sayisinin artmast degil, bunun da Otesinde Avrupa’nin niifus
olarak kalabaliklasmas1 demektir. Dolayisiyla bir yandan var olan Miisliiman
niifusun, diger yandan miihtedilerin (baska bir dinden Islamiyet'e gecen kimseler)
artmasiyla, Avrupalilarda Islamofobinin yiikselise gecmesi arasinda yakin iligki var
gibi goriiniiyor (UHIM, 2005; PEW FORUM, 2010). Bahsettigimiz cok gesitli
sebeplerle 20. ytizyilin ikinci yarisindan itibaren Miisliimanlar, Yahudilerden sonra
Avrupa’nin yeni Stekileri olmuslardir. Bati antisemitizmden Islamofobiye dogru
evrilmektedir.

Tarihin Sonu mu, Medeniyetler Catismas1 mi1?

Ozellikle XIX. ve XX. Yiizyillar Miisliimanlarin bilimsel, siyasal, askeri ve
toplumsal planda geriledigi ve tarihe yon veren aktorliik ozelligini kaybettigi
donemler olarak karsimiza g¢ikmaktadir. Bu siiregte Batililar somiirgelestirilme
faaliyetlerini (petrol, dogal kaynaklar ve is giicli) olanca hiziyla devam
ettirmislerdir. Miisliimanlar soguk savas yillarinda SSCB’ye kars1 uygun ve elverisli
bir koz ve silahl1 kuvvet olarak kullanilmistir. ABD merkezli liberal kapitalizmin
tim diinyaya hakimiyetini ilan etmesi, yani SSCB tehdidinin ortadan kalkmasz,
adeta ideolojilerin iflasin1 ve Fukuyama'nin (2016) ifadesiyle tarihin sonunu ilan
etmistir. Yeni kurulan bu sisteme kuvvetli bir 6teki bulma ihtiyact hasil olunca
Islam ve Miisliimanlar devreye sokulmustur. Medeniyetler gatismasi tezi de bu
anlamda dikkate degerdir (Huntington, 2014). Aslinda burada catistirilan baska
medeniyetler degil, dogrudan dogruya Islam ile Hiristiyanliktir. Bati, yeniden
drettigi “biz” ve “onlar” iizerinden kendini tanimlamaya baslamis, bu siiregte
kolektif biling diglarinda tortulasmis bulunan tarihsel korkularimi yeniden
giincellemis, boylece giiglii bir 6teki yaratarak kendi sosyal kimligini yiiceltme
yoluna gitmistir. Kanaatimizce Batililar, su anda olmayan ancak olmamas: igin
olacakmis gibi miicadele ettikleri bir diisman insa etmislerdir. Kendilerine alternatif
gordiikleri Islam medeniyetinin yeniden insasina karst kuvvetli bir miicadele ile
yogun tedbirler almaktadirlar.
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Medeniyetler catismasi baglaminda diisiiniilecek olursa 11 Eyliil hadisesi
Islamofobinin yiikselisinde merkezi 6neme sahiptir. Ancak bu tarih, Batililarin
zihninde hi¢ olmayan Islamofobinin ortaya ¢ikisina degil, zaten var olan Islam
karsithginin  yeniden giincellenerek tiim diinyaya servis edilmesine isaret
etmektedir (Kirman, 2010: 24). Ornegin 1997 yilinda yayinlanan “Islamophobia: A
Challenge For Us All” (Islamofobi: Hepimize Kargi Bir Meydan Okuma) baglikl
rapor, Islamofobinin sadece 11 Eyliil'{in {iriinii olmadigini, tarihsel olarak daha eski
zamanlardan beri var oldugunu teyit edicidir. Bu rapora gore Islam korkusu ve
karsitlig1 Batili insanin bilincinde yiizyillardir mevcuttur, ancak bunun tehlikeli
boyutlara ulagmasi son yirmi yilda gergeklesmistir. “Islamofobi” kavraminin teknik
anlamda ilk kez kullanildig1 bu raporda, séylem analizi yontemiyle Batili zihnin
Islam algis1 su sekilde tasvir edilmistir:

1) Islam’in yeknesak (monolitik) bir yapisi vardir. Bu nedenle hem diger
dinlerden farkli hem de degisime kapalidir.

2) Islam, diger Kkiiltiirlerle ortak degerleri olmayan apayri bir dindir, bu
anlamda o, tam bir “6teki”dir.

3) IslAm, Bati nazarinda “asag1”, “bayag1”, “barbar”, “irrasyonel”, “ilkel” ve
“cinsiyet ayrimcilig1” yapan bir dindir.

4) islam; “diisman”, “acimasiz”’, “saldirgan”, “siddet igeren”, “terdrizme
destek veren”, “medeniyetleri gatistiran” bir dindir.

5) Islam, dini inanglarin siyasi ve askeri cikarlar i¢in kullanilan manipiilatif
bir siyasi ideolojidir.

6) Miisliimanlar tarafindan Bati kiiltiiriiyle ilgili yapilan elestiriler higbir
deger tasimaz, aninda reddedilir.

7) Islam, ana akim (Siinnilik) disinda kalan Miisliimanlari da disladigi igin
ayrimal ve otekilestirici bir dindir.

8) Tiim bu nedenlerden dolay1 Islam kargithg dogal ve normaldir (akt.
Kirman, 2010: 24)

S6z konusu raporda Islam dini ve Miisliimanlar igin kullanilan olumsuz ve
asagilayict On yargilarin tarihsel siirecte olusan ve giiniimiize aktarilan o6n
yargilarla Ortiismesi, stereotipik algilardaki stirekliligi gostermesi bakimindan
dikkat gekicidir.

Cesitli raporlarda 11 Eyliil sonrasinda Avrupa ve ABD’de Islamofobinin
goriiniir hale geldigi ifade edilmektedir. Ornegin Almanya’da Miisliimanlar, Cuma
namaz1 ¢ikisinda taciz noktasimna varircasina kitle kontrol operasyonuna tabi
tutmustur. Yapilan calismalarda Hiristiyanlarin Avrupa’da yasayan Miisliiman
gocmenleri potansiyel tehdit olarak algiladiklari ve istemedikleri tespit edilmistir
(Open Society Institute, 2009). Londra’da yasayan Miisliimanlar da benzer
durumlardan mustariptir (Open Society Foundations, 2012) Miisliimanlarin
islamofobi nedeniyle karsi karsiya kaldiklari ayrimciligin boyutlarmi ele alan
calismalardan biri de 2005 yilinda “Uluslar Arast Helsinki Insan Haklan
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Federasyonu” tarafindan yaymlanan rapordur. On bir farkli iilkeden alinan
sonuglara gore Miisliimanlar, “igimizdeki diisman” gibi goriilmekte, Islam’a
yonelik hakaretler artmakta, dahast Arapca isme sahip her 5 kisiden birine is kapisi
kapatilmaktadir (Canatan, 2007: 38). Benzer sekilde Wilhelm Heitmeyer'in
Islamofobi ile ilgili yapmis oldugu bir aragtirmaya gore Almanlarn %28,5'i
Miisliimanlarin Almanya’ya gogiiniin yasaklanmasini talep etmektedir. Bu oran 4
yil iginde %4,5 oraninda artmistir. Yine Almanlarin %80'i Islam kelimesini
“fanatizm” ve “kadina baski” ile ozdeslestirmektedir (Yavuzcan, 2007: 316).
“Muslim’s Right Belgium” platformu Belgika’da da durumun ¢ok farkli olmadigini
belirten bir rapor hazirlamistir. Bu raporda Miisliimanlara yonelik bir yilda 713
ayrimcilik vakast listelenmistir. Bununla birlikte ORIV (2014) tarafindan “Fransizca
Konusulan Avrupali Ulkelerde Islamofobi ve Irkcilik Uzerine Hazirlanan Rapor”da
Miisliman karsiti eylemlerin hangi diizeyde oldugunun hala tam olarak
bilinmedigi, mevcut istatistiklerin yetersiz oldugu, pek cok sikayetin kayitlara
gecmedigi belirtilmektedir. ABD merkezli “The Pew Research Center’s Forum on
Religion and Public Life” isimli sivil toplum Orgiitii tarafindan yayimlanan
“Medyada Din: 2010” baslikli arastirma sonuglarina gore, 2010 yilinda Amerikan
medyasinda ¢ikan din konulu haberlerde en fazla Islam ve Miisliimanlik ele
alinmakta, dahas1 Miisliimanlara yonelik haberlerin igerigi diger inang sistemlerine
kiyasla daha fazla siddet unsuru igerecek sekilde verilmektedir. Ayrica ABD’de
insanlarin %351 Islam dini ve Miisliimanlar hakkinda olumsuz nitelendirmelerde
bulunmaktadir (IKV Degerlendirme Notu, 2012).

Tiim bu veriler gostermektedir ki Islim’a duyulan karsitlik ile birlikte
Miisliimanlarin potansiyel tehdit olarak algilanmasi her gecen giin artmaktadir.
Buradan hareketle tarihsel 6n yargilarin yeni sartlarla giincellenerek stireklilik
kazandig1 sdylenebilir.

Miisliimanlar islamofobinin Neresinde?

Batililar Islam’t ve Miisliimanlar: yargilarken algida segicilik yapmakta,
olumsuz Ornekleri tiim Miisliimanlara genellemektedirler. Sevmedikleri ve diigman
olarak gordiikleri i¢in Miisliimanlari, Avrupa ve ABD’de, yani Hiristiyan kiiltiiriin
hakim oldugu bolgelerde istememektedirler. Son donemlerde Arakan’da yasanan
hadiseler, Budistlerin de Islamofobiye teslim oldugunu gosterir mahiyettedir.
Ozellikle basin-yaym, TV ve internet Miisliimanlara yonelik enformatik cehaleti
(Avci, 1990) artiricr bir fonksiyon iistlenmektedir. Mevcut durum analiz edildiginde
siyasal, sosyal, ekonomik ve psikolojik faktorlerden beslenen Islamofobinin
Ozellikle Hiristiyanlar1 iyice sardigi, hatta onlarin duyussal ve diisiinsel anlamda
hastalikl1 (fobik) bir goriintii ¢izdigi rahatlikla sdylenebilir. Tam da bu noktada
sormak gerekir: Acaba Miisliimanlar Islamofobinin gelisip yayillmasinda
Hiristiyanlarin eline bol miktarda malzeme vermekte midir? Maalesef bu soruya;
“Evet” demek durumundayiz. Buradan hareketle sunu soyleyebiliriz: Batili zihnin
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iirettigi Islamofobi ve onun istenmeyen sonuglari mutlaka elestirilmeli, ancak
Ozellikle glintimiizde bu siirece Miisliimanlarin farkinda olarak ya da olmayarak
verdigi olumsuz katkilar da g6z ardi edilmemelidir. Sadece Batililar1 suglamak,
[slam diinyasmnin bunalimlarini gérmemek, deger ve medeniyet iireten bir din ve
dindarliktan deger ve medeniyet tiiketen bir yapiya dogru kosar adim ilerlemenin
farkinda olmamak Miisliimanlar i¢in ciddi bir handikaptir (Yapicy, 2009). Kuskusuz
bu durum sosyal degisme ve modernlesme konusuyla da yakindan iliskilidir. Zira
bireyin kimlik sisteminin biitiiniiyle sarsinti gecirdigi kiiresellesme siirecinde
aidiyet hissini saglayan kiiltiirel ve dini anlam kodlar1 siirekli miiphemlesmektedir
(Sayar, 2003). Bu da beraberinde yabancilasma, asimilasyon, deger yitimi ve deger
erozyonu olarak da adlandirilan durumlari beraberinde getirmektedir. Oyle ki
siyasal, ekonomik, kiiltiirel, teolojik ve etik bakimdan ya tamamen Batili tarzda
modernlesme (disa acilma) ya da tamamen gelenege tutunma (ice kapanma)
seklinde birbirini dislayan iki farkli egilim goriilmektedir. Luckmann’a (2003: 34)
dayanarak soyleyecek olursak, bu siirecte, hayat1 bir biitiin olarak kusatan inanclar
ve degerler, artik kusatic1 degil, adeta part-time normlara doniismektedir. Dahas1
bu siirecte bir yandan dini-sosyal kimlikler flu bir hal alirken bir yandan da
kendilerini baski altinda hissedenler kiiresel emperyalizme doniisen post
moderniteye karsi fiili direnislere basvurmaktadir. Bu direnisler ¢cogu kere siddet
iceren eylemlerle birlikte ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Diger bir ifadeyle Miisliimanlar cesitli
cografyalarda siddet ve terdr iceren eylemlerle Batili kiiltiire ve emperyalistlere
meydan okumaktadirlar. Fakat bu meydan okuma bicimi bilim, ilahiyat, felsefe,
sanat ve edebiyat alaninda gerceklesmedigi, sadece siddet iceren sozel ya da filli
tepkilerden beslendigi icin Islamofobiyi daha da artirict olmaktadir. Yine
Miisliiman {ilkelerin birlikte yasama, demokrasi ve insan haklar1 gibi konularda
geri kalmishiklarindan beslenen zafiyetlerini de burada hatirlamak gerekir. Zira
modern diinyanin zorunlu sart1 olarak kabul edilen bu degerlerin ihlali, zaten var
olan Islamofobiye yeni bir kanit olarak eklenmektedir. Bu noktada Islamofobiyle
miicadelenin sadece Hiristiyan Batililara yonelik: “Siz yanlis distiniiyorsunuz!”
elestirisiyle degil, “Biz bu isin neresindeyiz?” sorusuyla birlikte ele alinmasinin
elzem oldugu kanaatindeyiz.

Sonuc ve Oneriler
Calismanin basinda cevap aranan sorulara gore sunlar1 sdyleyebiliriz:

On yarg: ve ayrimcilik igeren Islamofobi Islam’in Hiristiyanliga galip geldigi
ve Hiristiyan kimligini tehdit ettigi donemlere kadar uzanmaktadir. Hagli seferleri
Islamofobinin o dénemde zirveye ulasmis seklidir. Bununla birlikte giiniimiizde 11
Eyliil hadisesi Islamofobinin yeniden {iretilmesinde basat bir rol oynamustir. Gergi
11 Eyliil hadisesi Islamofobinin gériinen yiiziidiir. Uzun zaman biling diginda
mayalanan korku ve nefretin sadece 6n plana ¢tkmasina zemin hazirlamistir.
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Batili zihnin iirettigi Islamofobi sadece Miisliimanlara yonelik 6n yargilardan
ibaret degildir. Bunlar asagilama, horlama, dislama, ayrimcilik, yasam hakki
vermeme, kisaca Miisliimanlar1 biitiiniiyle diisman goérmeyi icermektedir. Zira
Islam ve Miisliimanlar o6zellikle Hiristiyanlik ve Hiristiyanlar i¢in yasamsal bir
tehdit olarak algilanmaktadir.

Kuskusuz tarihsel agidan Islam ve Miisliimanlara yoénelik 6n yargilarla
giiniimiizdeki Islamofobi arasinda ciddi benzerlikler vardir. Dahasi tarihsel
tortulara giincel 6n yargilar ve korkular eklenerek Islam ve Miisliiman diismanlig
yeniden insa edilmektedir. Miisliimanlar ekonomi, siyaset, sanat ve askerl alanda
giicliiyken igten ige hayranlikla birlikte nefret sarmalinda ortaya cikan Islamofobi
Miisliiman diinyanin eski giiclinii kaybetmesiyle birlikte hayranliktan arindirilmis
sadece nefrete dogru evrilmistir. Bu da Batili insanin kendisini ve kurdugu
medeniyeti egsiz, biricik ve mutlak olarak algilamasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu
medeniyete gerekli olan 6teki, gercekten de icinde alternatiflik potansiyelini tagiyan
Islam’dur.

Mevcut durumda Islamofobinin mutlak anlamda ortadan kaldirilmast
miimkiin degildir. Ciinkii 6n yargi ve ayrimcilik baglaminda islamofobiyi
olusturan, besleyip biiyiiten, kemiklestiren ve kolay kolay kirilmaz bir hal almasina
neden olan pek ¢ok faktor vardir. Bunlar tarihsel faktorler, kiiltiirel gelenekler, aile,
egitim, ders kitaplari, Ogretmenler, din adamlari, dini Ogretiler, basim-yayin,
medya, siyasetgiler, i¢ ve dis politikalar vs. olarak siralanabilir. Tiim bu faktorlerle
miicadele edebilmek i¢in Miisliimanlarin yeniden agk, adalet ve hosgdrii iizerine
kurulu Islam medeniyetini inga edebilmek igin var giiciiyle calismast gerekir. Buna
ulasmak i¢in bilim ve teknik, sanat ve edebiyat, ilahiyat ve felsefe alaninda giiglii
olmak zaruridir. Batiy1 dislamadan bilgiyi yerellestirmek elzemdir. Merdiven alt1
ve giiniimiize hitap etmeyen din egitiminden uzak durmak hayati 6neme sahiptir.
Islam’in getirdigi vahdet temelli insan ve toplum modelini hayata gegirmek Islam
medeniyetinin olmazsa olmazidir. Bu baglamda akil-kalp, madde-mana, ruh-
beden, fizik-metafizik, ilim-din, diinya-ahiret, sekil-6z vahdetini saglamak i¢in tiim
kurumlar ve kuruluglar seferber edilmelidir. Siyaset ve ekonomide giiclii olmak
Bati karsisinda yasanan komplekslerden kurtulmayi saglayacaktir. Zira
komplekslerle hastalikl bir zihnin medeniyet inga etmesi miimkiin degildir.
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On Yargi ve Ayrimcailik Baglaminda islamofobi:

Dini-Sosyal Kimlikler Aras iliskilerde Degisim ve
Siireklilik

Ozet

Sosyal psikolojik bakis agisindan hareket eden bu calismanin konusu degisim ve
siireklilik baglaminda Islamofobidir. Bu nedenle 6n yarg;, stereotip ve ayrimcilik kavramlari
tizerinden ele alinan Islamofobi olgusu tarihsel ve aktiiel boyutlariyla incelenmektedir.
Kuramsal temelleri itibariyle sosyal kimlik ve gercekci catisma teorilerine dayanan bu
arastirma yontem itibariyle nitel olup anlayici gelenege baglidir. Literatiir iizerinde yapilan
analizler gostermektedir ki Miisliimanlara yonelik 6n yargilar Islam dininin ilk yayilis
doneminde baglamis, Hagli Seferleri ile zirveye ulagsmistir. Giintimiizde ise 6zellikle 11 Eyliil
terdr saldirisindan sonra yeni bir boyut kazanan tarihsel 6n yargilar, “terdr” ile “Islam” ve
“Miisliiman” kelimelerinin neredeyse es anlamli kullanilmasina neden olmustur. Farkli
sosyal psikolojik nedenlerden beslenen bu durum tarihten tevariis eden 6n yargilarin stirekli
giincellenerek yeniden {iretildigini gostermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Stereotip, On yargi, Ayrimcilik, Islamofobi

Introduction

The subject matter of this study is to discuss Islamophobia, from a
sociopsychological point of view, together with anti-Islamic attributes and
behaviors. The baseline of the study are the concepts of stereotype, prejudice and
discrimination. Moving forward, the key points of analysis will be how
Islamophobia should be discussed between groups, the cognitive and motivational
factors that feed this process and how historical and actual processes contribute to
the justification of the factors in question.

The questions addressed in this study include:

a) Why and in what ways does Islamophobia, which is characterized
by prejudice and discrimination, occur?
b) As a product of Western thinking, does Islamophobia only feed on
Western prejudice against Muslims?
¢) What are the similarities and differences between historical
prejudice against Islam and Muslims, and Islamophobia today?
d) It is actually possible to completely eradicate Islamophobia?
This study is of a qualitative nature and it employs an interpretivist method
that is based on the tradition of understanding.
Data was acquired by scanning the related literature and then interpreted
based on fundamental assumptions of social identity theory.
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Fundamental Concepts
Stereotype

A stereotype is explained as a “judgment model” or “standardization” and it
literally means “a stern character”. This concept was first used in printing industry
as “stereotypy”. When used in this meaning, "stereotypy" refers to a mold which
enables re-printing pages of text that is molded between metal lines and does not
permit any text editing without ruining the page’s integrity (Leyens, Yzerbyt &
Schadron, 1996: 22; Yzerbeyt & Schadron, 1994: 130; Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 103).

According to Lippmann (1998), stereotypes, of which half is made up of one's
social circles, and the other half by the person itself and which we can define as
“images in our minds", are the current images of pre-existing cultural
representations. Moving forward from this point, stereotypes can be defined as
incomplete schematic representations which facilitate the perception of an external social
reality by simplifying it to exist in our minds independently of our will (Amossy &
Pierrot, 1997: 32; Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 22; Vinsonneau, 1997: 156). As
reality is highly complex and too quick to perceive and define with direct
observation, a human being is not equipped to deal with such a sophisticated
environment. Therefore human beings have to have a subjective map of the world
in their minds in order to comprehend, recognize and cope with the external social
reality. In this sense, stereotypes can be construed as maps which clarify a human
being's travel routes through the meandering ways of social reality, simplify their
perceptions and knowledge of them so they can caricature these perceptions and
knowledge, or directly create such caricatures (Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996:
22). However, stereotypes which help an individual's perception and judgment can
sometimes lead to incorrect and unwanted situations as well.

According to Lippmann (1998), once we build up a stereotypical image in our
mind, from that point onwards reality does not matter. At this point, what really
counts are our assumptions of reality. Our expectations, hopes and efforts are all
governed by these assumptions only. However, since these are real in the context of
their own, they lead to unexpectedly real outcomes (Noelle-Neumann, 1995: 172).
We can explain this in these words as well: Our culture has already defined
everything that we see in our environment for us. Therefore a person does not see
and then describe a phenomena; rather they perceive it the way that is has been
already described. This is because perceptions are directed by the collective images
which reside in the cognitive structure (Amossy & Pierrot, 1997: 37; Leyens, Yzerbyt
& Schadron, 1996: 23). In this context, we can say that these images, which are
partly constructed by the social environment and partly by our own cognitive
structure, are perceived in a way that we want or believe them to exist, rather than
as how they actually are. Because stereotypes are mostly defined within the public
structure of perception, they serve to cognitively justify the actual situation.
Actively observing social reality, human beings are formed by their environment,



Islamophobia in Context of Prejudice and Discrimination

while they reshape their social environment in their minds. This means that while
judging the “other”, the person acts on a fake reality that is the outcome of
preliminary acceptances (Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 14-15; Noelle-
Neumann, 1995: 172-173; Yapici, 2004: 10-11).

Stereotypes, which define our expectations and behaviors and by doing so
guide us in how to observe and make sense of specific events, persons and groups,
allow us to filter objective reality in the external world. Moving forward from this
point, Maisonneuve (1985: 135) defines stereotypes as mental contemplations which
come between reality and our perception, and prevent us from objectively
perceiving reality. This means that while judging events, other people and objects,
human beings act on the previously defined schemes and representations in their
minds. Therefore we need to say that these "metal lines" and stereotypes always
come between the world and us, and we often need to use them while trying to get
to know and describe our social environment. Stereotypes also contain incomplete
and biased information, and serve to justify one's perspective, therefore remain
insufficient in helping a person to objectively perceive social reality; therefore they
become blind spots which prevent any objective evaluation about the "other". In
fact, they are very "strict" for this reason and they resist change even if education
programs which provide new information were implemented or there is negative
criticism towards stereotypes (Harlak, 2000: 43; Yapici, 2004: 12).

When we form new realities based on the images in our minds, a situation
called "self-fulfilling prophecy” occurs, which can be explained as subjective
expectations verifying themselves. In other words, actions based on incorrect
assumptions give way to very unexpected, and at the same time natural, realities.
In this process, we perceive the individuals and groups in our social circle through
stereotypes, while at the same time verifying our expectations in our selective
perception. Therefore a cause-and-effect relationship is formed between stereotypes
and expectations (Bourhis & Gagnon, 1994: 725; Pelletier &Vallerand, 1994: 253-255;
Hilton & Hippel, 1996: 244). As a result, the human being starts to see what they
expect, and expect what they see. This is also the main reason how human beings
can continuously remain indifferent to change. Stereotypes, which define
expectations and behaviors and by doing so guide people in how to observe and
make sense of specific events, persons and groups, allow us to filter an objective
reality in the external world (Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 22-23; Yzerbyt &
Schadron, 1994: 130; 1996: 103).

Related studies demonstrate that stereotypes are implicit personality theories
of an individual regarding their own group (a so called "own group" which one
feels a part of) or other groups ("other groups" which one doesn't feel a part of)
(Leyens, 1983: 67; Bourhis & Gagnon, 1994: 717; Vinsonneau, 1997: 163). There are
two important aspects of this definition: The first aspect involves stereotypes being
naive theories regarding other people. The second aspect is that stereotypes contain
references and explanations regarding personal traits of all the members in a group
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(Arkonag, 1998: 87). Therefore we can define stereotypes as opinions based on over-
generalization and exaggeration regarding a group (Hilton & Hippel, 1996: 240).
Undoubtedly, stereotypes may be positive or negative. What really concerns us
though, are the negative aspects of stereotypes. By these aspects, stereotypes are
products of a rigid and dogmatic mentality, and they manifest as derogatory and
pejorative labels based on incorrect opinions (Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 103).
Based on this, we can say that a stereotype includes two fundamental emphases
which are complementary to one another: The first is the beliefs that a group shares
regarding another group, and the second is qualities evoked in mind when the
name of a group is heard (Yapici, 2004: 13). At this point, we need to point out that
Islamophobia has a dimension which is fed by stereotypes. This is due to all of the
negative perceptions and evaluations by Christians and members of other religions
of and towards Islam and Muslims, can be considered within this context. Beyond
this, a case where a non-Muslim individual encounters a Muslim individual and
evaluates them based on their social identity, rather than their individual identity,
is within the realm of stereotype.

Prejudice

Prejudice originally means “a preconception which is not based on evidence and
justification” and in social psychology, it means "feeling negative, ascribing negative
traits and even demonstrating negative attitude and behaviors towards members of
a group merely because they are members of that group" (Billig, 1984: 450; Allport,
1954: 6-7; Capozzo & Volpato,1994: 14). According to Serif and Serif’s study (1996:
649) where it was pointed out that "Prejudice in literature generally means a prejudice
against a group”, the negative attitude of a group's members towards another group
of a member of another group, based on settled norms, can be qualified as
prejudice!. It is understood from these expressions that prejudice is the
generalization of a standard attitude towards all members of a group, regardless of
individual differences. Definitely, individual prejudice and group prejudice are
different from each other, because individual prejudice is about liking or disliking
another individual. This is a preference and it is completely of a personal nature.
The affiliations and identity of a disliked person are not determining factors in this
sense. However, group prejudice connects like or dislike towards a person directly
to that person's affiliation, that is, their identity. Moreover, people’s prejudices
regarding external groups become a part of their ego system, which can be
perceived as a personal preference (Serif & Serif, 1996: 649). In other words, many

1 The following point should be noted here: The concepts of stereotype and prejudice are sometimes
confused. They are different terms despite having a strict relationship. For this reason, researchers are
insistent to point out that these concepts are integral parts of an overall whole (Rose, 1951: 29; Avigdor,
1979: 87). Moreover, prejudice and stereotype are regarded as two sides of the same coin. However,
there are also arguments proposing that stereotypes are of a cognitive nature, and prejudices are of an
affective nature (De La Haye, 1998: 10).
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people saying “this is my personal view” may often internalize group prejudices
totally but may not realize the details of the case. It should be noted that hating or
approaching a person negatively just because that person is Muslim is actually a
form of Islamophobia based on prejudice. Even if that person says “My dislike is
not related to their Muslim characteristics”, considerations based on group
prejudices may be the reason in this regard.

Discrimination

Stereotypes and prejudices are not just mental projections and emotional
reactions that affect an individual's perception and judgment. They can also bring
about certain behavioral results such as discrimination (Pelletier & Vallerand, 1994:
210). In fact, stereotypes and prejudices feed discrimination; and discrimination
continuously feeds stereotypes and prejudices. Hence, studies demonstrated that
the likelihood of negative perception and judgments against "others" to transform
into behaviors are largely affected by socio-cultural and religious factors, which is
followed by many factors such as ideological and economic factors, environmental
factors, individual personality, expectations, fears, and the image one intends to
project to their social circles, friend groups, etc. (Azzi & Klein, 1998: 33-34; Billig,
1984: 450-453; Yapici, 2004: 19).

Discrimination is the exclusion shown toward an external group to prevent it
from approaching the internal group, assigning a formal structure to this action, or
failure in displaying equal treatment to the members of different social groups on
an issue (Bilgin, 1996: 98). Accordingly, if people are treated differently based on a
certain social identity, this act can be classified under the title of discrimination
(Capozza & Volpato, 1994: 14). However, it should also be noted that
discrimination shows itself not only as excluding the members of different social
groups and treating them negatively, but also as supporting the internal group or
defending the self-group unfairly (Hortagsu, 1998: 229). In addition, we need to
emphasize that discrimination manifests itself in the distress arising from
ethnocentrism, group closure and resource distribution. According to this, the acts of a
social group arising from a belief that they are the decision-making clique,
abstaining that social group from interacting with other social groups and
restricting distribution of available resources only within that social group can also
be classified as discrimination (Giddens, 2000: 229-230).

Allport (1954: 14-15) We can sort discriminatory behaviors from the mildest
to the most severe as follows:

1) Expressing objection In this stage an individual makes conversations with
other individuals who share the same opinions regarding certain social groups,
openly expressing their disaffection, hostile stance and stereotypes about them.
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2) Awvoidance If the urge to oppose the target group is strong, this leads to
avoiding any contact with that group. Hence the individual avoids sharing the
same space with individuals and groups whom they dislike, judge and condemn
through negative stereotypes.

3) Discrimination: Expressing objection and avoidance does not generally
result in any harm to external groups. However, as soon as there is physical
discrimination involved, the approach is no more a personal choice, as it could lead
to very critical sociological consequences. So much so that members of the internal
group will object to external group members' utilization of their rights to working,
housing, education, health and political vote. Sometimes this approach is
institutionalized.

4) Physical assault Discrimination can be merged with various other factors to
develop an aspect of violence directed against the targeted social group. At this
point, overt or implied discrimination can slowly turn into physical violence. This
can manifest in attacks to the very members of the targeted group, their homes,
business places, or prayer locations, etc. Undoubtedly, once physical assaults start,
the problem in question has long transitioned from being about stereotypes or
dislike, into a pathological phenomena. At this stage, many factors led by political,
economic, cultural and religious factors come into play.

5) Eradication, lynching and massacre In this scenario the actions are beyond
small scale physical assault, and are at the scale of mass eradication, lynching,
massacre and genocide against targeted groups. At this point there are large-scale
attacks to social groups, whom by now are regarded as the fundamental reason for
every unfavorable event, or the only obstacle barring the development of a nation,
or are solely responsible for any defeat. The Crusaders' massacre of Muslim nations
in the past, and in the more recent history, mass murdering of Jewish people in
Germany and Muslim people in Algeria and Bosnia, are examples of such
massacres. As expressed in the Vanbeselaere (1999: 1) study, such processes create
targets from civil society and even infant members, just because they re members of the
wrong group.

Friction between groups can manifest in many forms such as stereotypes and
discrimination leading to physical aggression, violence or even wars. The first
apparent proof of this is subjective judgment. However, as determined in the
experiments of the Serif and Serif (1996) study, stereotypes can very easily turn into
physical assaults with very simple reasons. However, we can say that
discrimination, in all possible forms, results from a group’s desire for political and
economic power. This is also true for conflicts between religious groups. However,
the religious aspect that is the differentiating factor often brings a glorious and
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divine aspect to a conflict 2 (Rose, 1951: 14-15; Yapici, 2004: 23). This is among the
most critical reasons which led to the bloodbaths of the religious wars throughout
history. Today, Islamophobia has transformed into the acts of restricting Muslims'
fundamental rights and freedom, putting Muslims at a disadvantage in terms of
opportunities, and even subjecting them to physical attacks. Muslims were
subjected to many forms of discrimination and violence in Bosnia, Myanmar,
Palestine, Chechnya and East Turkestan. What's more, Muslims living in
Continental Europe, especially England and also the USA, are subject to verbal and
actual assaults to their persons, prayer locations, business places and homes. Such
events show that Islamophobia has now transitioned from being a prejudice, into
violence.

Theoretical Framework

In studies which focus on the reasons for the attitudes and behaviors of
condemning, reprimanding and humiliating another person due to their social
group, which can shortly be expressed as the reasons of "negative relations with the
other”, various theoretical approaches were followed. These approaches can be
gathered under two basic categories, namely “individual-based theories” and "theories
prioritizing intra-group and inter-group relations”.

Individual-Based Theories

Until the 1960s, the phenomena of prejudice, stereotype and discrimination
had been explained by psychologists with intraindividual psychological processes
such as "social learning", "inhibition-aggression", "the search for a scapegoat",
"authoritarian personality” and "dogmatic personality”. These approaches
emphasize that subjective needs and desires, coupled with the personalities of an
individual, make way for easy acceptance of prejudices and discriminating

2 At this point we need to point out: According to the general tendency determined in empirical studies,
there is a very consistent relation between measures of religious behaviors and measures of prejudice
and discrimination (Argyle and Beit-Hallahmi, 1975; Beit-Hallahmi and Argyle, 1997; Yapici, 2004). As
explained in the Loewenthal (2017: 146) study, this is a huge paradox: Because the more devout a person,
the more they tend to be prejudiced and demonstrate acts of discrimination. Although, we need to point
out that in these studies that the phenomenon of "devoutness" is rather more closely related with
"institutional devoutness". The studies of Allport (1966) and Allport and Ross (1967) determined that
people with intrinsic/fully matured devoutness are less prejudiced, and therefore, more rarely tend to
demonstrate discriminating actions. In a general evaluation of these studies, the Gorsuch (1988) study
points out that prejudice and discrimination behaviors differ largely, based on whether a person's
devoutness is sincere or superficial. In this context, it can be said that sincerely devout people are less
discriminatory. This also means that religious beliefs and prayers, which more deeply penetrate the
inner nature of an individual, become a major factor in developing a tolerant attitude and tolerant
behaviors in a person.
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attitudes which are commonly found in the society where they were raised (Allport,
1954; Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996; Yapici, 2004).

Theories Prioritizing Intra-Group and Inter-Group Relations

The inadequacy of personalist approaches in explaining the concepts of
stereotype, prejudice and discrimination resulted in the search for new methods,
and two different theoretical approaches highlighting the efforts to undertake
analysis on a group level were developed.

The first of these approaches is the Realistic Conflict Theory. According to this
theory developed by Serif and Serif (1996), groups compete with one another to
reach scarce resources. This competition results in prejudices, discrimination and
violence. According to this theory, which is backed up with the "Cave Robbers"
experiment (Serif and Serif, 1996:283-284), using individual processes, that is, the
processes which an individual goes through in their spiritual and mental world to
explain intra-group relations and the stereotypes, prejudices, hostilities,
discriminatory behaviors, actions of violence and aggression that occur in this
context, is insufficient. Accordingly, explaining actions including inter-group
relationships, relevant stereotypes, prejudices, oppositions, discriminatory
behaviors, violence and aggressiveness with only spiritual and ideological actions
of people, i.e. their intraindividual processes, is insufficient. A group is not simply a
mathematical number of individuals which make a whole which consists of their
total psychologies. Definitely, psychological factors play major roles in the
formation of social groups. However, it would be wrong to explain the events
happening in a group using psychic processes, once a group is formed. The
findings of Struch and Schwartz (1989), who carried out an experimental survey of
the Realistic Conflict Theory on religious groups demonstrated two major findings:
Firstly, upon perception of a conflict of interest, harsh and hostile approaches are
taken towards members of external groups. Secondly, individuals who strongly
identify with their religious groups and identities, when they perceive a threat
directed to their own benefits, take up a more negative and hostile approach
towards external groups, compared to other members of their own group. This
study firmly established that conflicts of interest played a major role in the
occurrence of prejudices and stereotypes between religions (upper religious
identities) and sects (sub religious identities). Stereotypes between Hindus and
Muslims in India and Bangladesh, between Christians and Muslims in Indonesia,
between Jewish and Muslims in Palestine and between Buddhists and the Muslims
in Myanmar can be evaluated in this context (Yapici, 2004: 47).

The second theoretical approach which intends to deconstruct inter-group
relations at group level is the Theory of Social Identity suggested by Tajfel (1972) and
Turner (1979). According to this theory, the fundamental process which is
responsible for the occurrence of internal group prejudice is social categorization, that
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is, grouping. Categorization means to classify equivalent or similar events, objects
or people based on shared attributes. According to this, categorization means the
psychological processes of an individual's mind which enable the person to
regulate their perception of their environment. The most important function of
these processes is that the individual can systematize their physical and social
environment in their mind. Categorization enables the individual to adjust to their
environment and attune the information acquired from their environment to their
previous knowledge to interpret it (Leyens, Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 179; Tajfel,
1972: 275). At this point, we need to point out that the categorization process is not
at all unbiased; it is built on an evaluation and the consequent judgment
(Deschamps & Devos, 1999: 155). This indicates that the social environment is not
only classified, but also ascribes meanings. Because this process also involves
values, norms, objectives, expectations, ideologies etc. which the Bar-Tal (1999:45) study
defines as "the elements which constitute a group’s beliefs” which define the borderline
between groups which the individual is a member of or not. In a typical social
categorization which would occur as "us and them", with "us" as positive and good,
and "them" as negative and derogatory. Here, the motivational basis occurs which
works to boost the self-respect presented by the group identity. According to this,
social categorization is not merely a simplification and systematization of the social
world. It is more; it generates an orientation system adjusted to an individual's
definition of their "selfdom", therefore enabling that individual's place in society.
Such a process enables groups to offer their members an opportunity to assume an
identity. This largely depends on social relationships with the other and social
comparisons aiming to see and self-evaluate positively. In this very process, we can
see that the individual constructs their own identity through comparisons with
other group identities (Tajfel, 1972: 296; Turner, 1979: 154; Leyens, Yzerbyt &
Schadron, 1996: 89). This is because individuals cannot evaluate themselves without
comparing themselves to others. From this point, it can be said that every group
exists in contrast to, despite of and together with another group, and a person’s identity
does not take form in one group. Furthermore, just like how a group cannot exist as an
only group, a social identity based on belonging to a group cannot take form according to
relations in only one group. In fact, this identity is formed through the comparisons with
others (Bilgin, 1996: 86). However, the comparisons between two groups are not
enough for the formation of identity either. For instance, categorizing one as a
“Muslim” does not arise from comparing one with the category of “Christian”
because the beliefs of the social group forming the identity-based values, along
with the behavioral contents also play a role in this regard. Moreover, it should be
noted that the comparisons made here consist of the topics that are critical for
groups and the people. People acquire a positive social identity through
comparisons made in relation to critical topics, which causes people to assess their
own groups through positive stereotypes (Bourhis & Gagnon, 1994: 748; Leyens,
Yzerbyt & Schadron, 1996: 89). Accordingly, social comparison results in social
differentiation. In other words, if a group within a social environment is not
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perceived as the “others”, “the others”, “them” etc., this group will not be regarded
as a different formation with specific characteristics as it does not differ much from
the others (Tajfel, 1972: 295; Turner, 1979: 153). The social differentiation based on
the aforementioned social comparison is a desired and demanded concept for the
people. As noted by Tajfel (1972: 293), everybody acts with the desire of
maintaining their positive social identity within their social environment or
achieving a positive social identity that will grant them prestige, which can be
observed within the concept of Islamophobia. It is known that Christians, Jews and
Buddhists position Muslims, who suffer from stereotypes and prejudice by these
people, as being in a less valuable and lower category than theirs, and that they
glorify their own social identities in a social status constituting and carrying
universal values.

From Theory to Practice
Phobia and Islamophobia

The term “phobia”, derived from the name of Phobos—the God of Fear in
Greek mythology —indicates extraordinary concerns and fears felt toward anything
in a way that adversely affects one’s life. Any fears which extremely concerning for
someone and turn into the source of anxiety become a phobia, because phobias are
the irrational, extreme, intense and persistent emotions arising from a certain object,
state or activity. Moreover, people experiencing such fears feel extreme desire to
avoid phobic stimulants. The reactions related to concerns and panic are triggered
when avoidance is not possible (Budak, 2009: 292). However, it should be noted
that normal fears are healthy reactions warning people against threats and drive
them to take precautions, however phobic fears indicate the meaningless, unreal,
exaggerated and subliminal fears felt toward objects, or do not actually threaten in
cases (Bakircioglu, 2012: 364).

Islamophobia is translated into Turkish as Islam Karsithi§i, meaning
opposition or antagonism toward Islam, but the Islamophobia concept is not simply
an antagonism. Racism consists of many exclusionary attitudes and concepts such
as xenophobia, prejudice and discrimination (Karsli, 2013: 80-81). Espozito (URL?)
makes the following statement in an interview published in Yeni Safak Newspaper.
“Islamophobia basically consists of statements and actions which violate Muslims’ religious
and civil freedoms or human rights, often resulting in discrimination, prejudice and hate
crimes or triggers the idea of committing such violations.” Islamophobia essentially
reflects the feeling of concerns and fears toward Islam and Muslims, stating that
they represent a threat.
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Historical Background of Islamophobia

Islamophobia can be dated back to the period when the first verses were
revealed. Upon the first instances of revelation, the separation started as “us” or
“believers of Allah” and “them” or “idolaters”. The Muslim identity in particular
was formed upon this discrimination that cognitively and affectively consists of
revelations. The differences from the disbelievers of Mecca in regard to the
perceptions toward Allah, humans and society were stressed, but separation and
differentiation from the Jews and Christians, respectively, occurred before the
Madinah period, and a specific Muslim identity emerged as a result (Yapici, 2004:
104-105). It should be particularly noted that an identity is not formed through how
a person or group perceive themselves. However, how other people or groups
perceive the aforementioned person or group is also important because identity is
formed within mutual interaction. If the process is to be reviewed from the
perspective of Islam’s historical development and formation of Muslim identity,
both Mecca and Madinah periods formed the psycho-social, political, economic and
theological background of the tension and conflicts between the religious-social
identities in the scope of the differentiation as “us” and “them”.

Muslims who conducted conquests with self-confidence, high morale
achieved continued success through Islam (Parry, 1988: 399) and captured Christian
lands such as Jerusalem, Palestine, Anatolia and Spain. Upon such conquests,
Christians organized Crusades against the Muslims who they called “disbelievers”
and “barbaric” as they regarded these actions as a threat to their identities® (Cosar,
2000: 51). As Muslims achieved victories against the Christian states, the prejudiced
considerations of Islam being a “war-ridden” and “deviant” religion and that
Muslims are “oppressive” and “barbaric” became quite severe upon the
provocations of priests and peaked after the Crusades in the 11% century (Miles,
2000: 31). Milton-Edwards (2002: 33) explains the concept of Islamophobia in the
context of a historical continuity that started with the Crusades, and he stresses that
such continuity is also present in the modern times.

“Let them, let the people fighting against the believers malevolently in their personal
lives fight against the disbelievers now. Let them! Let the bandits of the past be soldiers
against the enemy. Let them! Let those conflicting with one another conflict with the
barbaric people.” says Pope Urban II. Muslims reflected as “disbelievers”, “the enemy”
and “barbaric” in this conversation, similarly call Christians “disbelievers”. As noted
by Lewis (1996: 19): Both Christians and Jewish are the people rejecting the latest and
most perfect religion stupidly, although their religions are deficient and distorted for

Muslims.” The ethnocentric attitudes stressing the superiority of “us” are present in

3 Islam, the religion which was not considered as a deviant branch of Christianity and whose followers
could not be banned accordingly although Islam was accepted as heresy, in the years it was revealed
(Cosar, 2000: 50-51), Islam was qualified as a heretical sect of Christianity like Arianism, instead of being
reflected as a different or particular religious tradition in the period that started with John of Damascus,
and these discourses were united and generalized for various reasons (Aydin, 2001: 37-40).
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every religious group because as noted by Watt (2002: 84), nobody believes in a
religion which does not represent the essence of reality for them. However, it
should be noted that both Jews and Christians comfortably lived in Islamic lands by
maintaining their theological freedoms and practices without suffering from
exclusion or actual attacks on the condition that “they paid their jizya” taxes (at-
Tawbah 9/29) although they were perceived as disbelievers. Lewis (1996: 17-18)
briefly explains the case as follows: “Jews and Christians under the authority of
Muslims were not forced to be martyred for their beliefs, or to have a preference between
exile, religious conversion or death like how Muslims and Jews in Spain were obliged to do.

Martin Luther’s accusations toward Islam and the Quran reflect the historical
roots of Christians’ perception toward Muslims: “The Quran is a book full of damned,
distorted, desperate, dishonest and false myths. By indicating the falsehood of the Quran
(in his words) to Christians, he aimed to blemish both Muhammad and Turks, to
raise the mood and motivations of Christians (Hidir, 2007: 154). Luther’s such
attitude toward Islam and the Quran, Islam’s first source, is not theological. Instead,
it is sociopolitical and closely related to the Siege of Vienna by the Ottoman Empire.
His statement “If we aim to fight against the Turks, we should start from this place
(Vienna) where their number is the lowest” is interesting in this regard (Hidir, 2007:
166). Accordingly, it is fair to state that due to the negative atmosphere towards
Islam, the religion was affected by the political incidents of the era, and influenced
his prejudice.

Following the first formational period, prejudice is transferred from one
generation to another, through the social learning period continuing to exist as
social representations in the social collective senses. Such a case can be observed in
the Christian perspectives of Muslims. Stating that there are different problems for
the Western Christians in understanding Islam and Muhammad, Watt (1988:45)
believes that the relevant reason arises from Christians’ failure to extinguish the
influence of prejudices conveyed to them from their ancestors in Medieval Times.
Accordingly, sufferings from the Crusades and other fights against Muslims caused
Christians to perceive Muslims, particularly the Prophet Muhammad, as the
reflection of all evil actions or as the root of evil. Stating that the propaganda from
that time still influences considerations of modern Westerners toward Islam, Watt
(1988: 45) explains that it is easier and more common to find positive or pleasant
regards toward Buddhism than Islam in the modern Christian world.

Miles (2000: 30-31) noted that the Islamic image of the “other” in Europe is
defined as “barbaric”, “corrupted”, “evil” and “cruel”, that Islam is assessed as a
“false” and “deviant” religion, and that Prophet Muhammad is a false prophet
stressing violence and sexuality and is a devil that opposes Jesus. Christians
considered Islam as a trend that deviated from Christianity, a heretical sect or a
false movement established by Muhammad upon the order of devil, the main
enemy of Jesus, instead of accepting Islam as a religion followed by people obeying

God. The Quran was defined as a “false, wrong and harmful product of a horrible
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and evil intention” in the period when the Prophet was regarded as a liar and crook
(Watt, 1991; Aydin, 2001; Adam, 2002; Yapici & Albayrak, 2002). As noted by Aydin
(2001: 42), the basis of Christians’ prejudices and stereotypes toward Muhammad
and the Quran consists of Christians’ plans to prevent Muslims’ military, political
and geographical advancements to the detriment of Christians (Eastern
Rome/Byzantine Empire). A generation of insulting prejudices and stereotypes that
are not based on objective information that aim to protect the Christian identity, or
in other words, spread the idea that Muhammad is a false and liar prophet among
Christians was first regarded as a valid and effective solution to prevent many
Byzantium Christians from accepting Islam. Accordingly, the case evolved in this
direction, and Christians’ prejudices and hostility were reflected into the literary
and artistic works in later periods. For instance, Schimmel states that Muhammad
and Ali were depicted to have a place in the lowest layer of the hell in the Divine
Comedy by Dante, and this depiction reflects the ideology of the Christian majority
disapproving of the emergence of a great religion (Islam) with universal claims and
numerous followers (conv. Aydin, 2001: 43-44). According to Miles (2000: 31), these
depictions in Christians” minds are not the only personal considerations regarding
the Prophet Muhammad. To them, Muslims were violent and sexuality-ridden,
barbaric and deviant people, just like Muhammad. Islam was defined as a
theological system permitting or even promoting polygamy, homosexuality and a
general sexual frivolity. Their claim was that Islam had a “sacred war” (jihad)
ideology where every non-Muslim would be cruelly killed or made a slave in this
religious system based on “aggressiveness” and “wars”, and that Muslims could do
any form of malevolent acts (Yapici, 2004: 123; Yapici & Albayrak, 2002: 39). We
believe that such prejudices from the early times have a great influence over the
modern Christian perception toward Islam as a violent, fanatic, intolerant,
undemocratic and fatalist religion (Ogiitcii, 1997). Accordingly, depictions toward
other religious groups are inclined to continue without easily changing following
their emergence. However, it should be particularly stressed that the friendly or
hostile quality of the relationships between certain groups may be affected by the
positive or negative quality of the stereotypical content in stereotypes as hostile
attitudes and negative assessments between religious groups are not solely related
to religious ethnocentrism and the need for a positive social identity. However, the
nature of relationships between the religious groups play a key role in this regard.

From Historical Prejudice Towards Muslims to Islamophobia

The historical prejudices of Christians toward Muslims formed the first
grounds for Islamophobia. However, Islamophobia cannot be solely explained
through the stereotypical perceptions from the Medieval Times and prejudiced
attitudes and behaviors. The “adequate reasons” and “necessary reasons”, which
are among the basic assumptions and concepts of social identity theory, should be
separated here. It is without doubt that the sufficient reason is the perception of
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“us” and “them”. This perception with cultural content does not mean categorizing
humans simply as Christian or Muslim. The working methods of Western ideology
are based on social evolutionism. According to the Christian Western ideology
stressing that it has completed its evolution, “us” and “them” has dual
classifications with exact lines such as humans or human-like creatures, evolved or
not evolved, those with developed brains or undeveloped brains, masters or slaves,
Europeans or others, modern or uncivilized, and therefore civilization establishers
or civilization destroyers (Goka, 2016). For example, even André Gide, a humanist,
personalist and moralist author and philosopher, made the following statement
when he came to Istanbul in 1914: “Constantinople (Istanbul) confirms all of my
prejudices... The clothes of Turks are the ugliest in the world. Turks deserve such ugly
clothes though. Western civilization is not only beautiful but also the one and only
civilization (conv. Kalin, 2016: 245).

The collective unconscious of the West should be considered when
understanding Islamophobia. Accordingly, it is a well-known fact that Christians
faced severe trauma upon having constant regression against the advancements of
Muslims until the 16" century (Goka, 2016: 102; Kirman, 2010: 25-26). This concern
existed for some time and was pushed beyond the collective consciousness. As
known to all, such a concern generally continues to influence collective unconscious
states and behaviors, which is the case in this regard. Moreover, particularly when
geographical discoveries and the Industrial Revolution resulted in colonialist
morals among Westerners. Following the Renaissance, Europe returned back to the
Romans’ ethics (Esed, 2011), rejected the relationship between humans and
metaphysics in the construction of such a world, and adopted a human to human
relationship based on interests and mortal pleasures. When this approach was
combined with the colonialist logic, the US, whose evolution did not yet end began
to colonize the people of Africa and Asia, and to use resources on these lands under
the excuse of “modernization”. Europeans pushed the torments applied both in the
colonialization process and in the world wars outside the borders of consciousness.
Moreover, they did not/could not face the traumas of the barbarity that emerged
during the colonialism period and the two great world wars. They even made
efforts to suppress their internal tensions and create a common enemy (scape goat),
which was Islam and Muslims (Goka, 2016: 103-104).

Christians, particularly those from the US and Europe, first disregarded or
rejected their violent incidents including their historical prejudices and colonialist
policies and world wars toward Islam and Muslims, then they transferred or
reflected their guilt onto Muslims (Goka, 2016; Kirman, 2010). The actual case
supported them in this regard because following globalization, Muslims started to
live all around the globe. The greatest religious group after Christians consists of
Muslims in Europe. It is a fact that majority of Muslims in Europe have their origins
from Asia, Northern Africa and Middle East. In addition, the social adaptation
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process experienced by the Muslim people in Europe differs by country (Kirman,
2010).

The concepts of modest Islam and euro-Islam was developed first in Europe
and the US, with the aim of taming Islam in a plainer manner. It is clear that
criticism towards Muslims increased as these aims resulted in failure because
according to Europeans, Islamic values do not suit Western democracy and human
rights. In this case, it is inevitable to direct criticism. Muslims themselves have a
role in the formation of the image, prejudice and stereotypes against them. The fact
that certain rights of females are limited in certain Muslim societies and honor
killings committed there support these negative perceptions (UHIM, 2005).
Accordingly, the main fears of Westerners are related to the failure of Muslims,
whose numbers swiftly increase in their own world, to fully adapt to Western
values, or have a perception of them as enemies. According to the research entitled
“Avrupa’da Yiikselen Ayrimcilik Nefret, Islamofobi ve Irkgilik” (UHIM, 2005), the
population of Muslims was 800,000 in Europe in the 1950s and is more than 23
million today, constituting 4.5% of the European population. Approximately a
million Muslims migrate to Europe every year. The birthrate of Muslims in Europe
is three times higher than that of non-Muslims. According to estimations, the
Muslim population rate in Europe will be approximately 20% by the year 2050,
which simply indicates the case that is more than just the increase of Muslim
population. Instead, it is the increase in the rate of the European population. Thus,
the increase of Muslims and those people who converted to Islam seems closely
related to the rise of Islamophobia in Europe (UHiM, 2005; PEW FORUM, 2010).
With the aforementioned reasons, Muslims have been the new ‘others’ of Europe,
after Jews, since the second half of the 20t century. Western anti-Semitism has
evolved into Islamophobia.

End of History or Clash of Civilizations

The 19% and 20% centuries were the years when Muslims regressed
scientifically, politically, militarily and socially, and lost their characteristics
determining history. Westerners accelerated their colonialist activities (search for
petroleum, natural resources and manpower) as much as possible in this period.
Muslims were used as an appropriate armed power against the USSR during the
Cold War years. A declaration of dominance to the entire globe by the US-based
liberal capitalism, or the termination of the USSR threat resulted in the failure of
ideologies and end of history in Fukuyama’s words (2016). As the need to find a
powerful “other” against this newly-founded system emerged, Islam and Muslims
were employed. The thesis regarding the clash of civilizations is significant in this
regard (Huntington, 2014). In fact, the civilizations clashing here are nothing but
Islam and Christianity. The West began to define itself over the concepts of “us”
and “them”, upgraded its historical outdated fears regarding the collective
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conscious, and made efforts to glorify its own social identity. According to us,
Westerners have been making efforts to create an enemy that is not present now but
that is regarded to be present in the future, and therefore making efforts
accordingly. The West takes intense precautions against the reformation of an
Islamic civilization, which is an alternative to Westerners.

The 9/11 attack has a particular importance for the rise of Islamophobia in the
case of the clash of civilizations. However, this incident does not stress the
emergence of Islamophobia, which was not even present in Westerners’ minds.
Instead, it reflects the update and service of the Islamophobia to the entire world
(Kirman, 2010: 24). For example, the report entitled “Islamophobia: A Challenge For
Us All” published in 1997, confirms that Islamophobia is not solely a product of
9/11 and that it has been present for a long time. Accordingly, Islamophobia and
anti-Islamism have been present in the consciousness of Western people for
centuries, however this phobia has reached dangerous dimensions in the last
twenty years. The Western perception towards Islam was depicted in the following
report where the concept of Islamophobia was first technically used as follows:

1) Islam has a monolithic structure. Thus, it is both different to other
religions and is closed to change.

2) Islam is a totally separate religion with no common values with other
religions, meaning it is totally the “other”.

3) It is “low”, “banal”’, “barbaric”, “irrational”, “primitive”, and
“discriminatory toward genders” for Westerners.

4) Islam is a religion that is “hostile”, “cruel”, “aggressive”, “violent” and a
“terrorism supporter” that “causes clashes among civilizations”.

5) Islam is a political and manipulative ideology where religious beliefs are
used for political and military purposes.

6) The criticism made by Muslims in regard to Western culture carry no
values and are rejected immediately.

7) Islam is a discriminatory and marginalizing religion as it excludes all
Muslims except Sunnis.

8) Therefore, anti-Islamism is natural and normal (conv. Kirman, 2010: 24).

The fact that the negative and insulting prejudice towards Islam and
Muslims in the report match the prejudices formed in the past and is conveyed to
the present time is interesting as it shows the continuity of stereotypical
perceptions.

Different reports indicate that Islamophobia became visible in Europe and
the US following the 9/11 incident. For instance, Muslims in Germany suffered from
checks or even harassment following the Friday prayer. Studies indicated that
Christians regarded Muslims in Europe as potential threats and that they did want
to coexist with them (Open Society Institute, 2009). Muslims in London suffer from
a same case (Open Society Foundations, 2012). One of the studies examining the
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sufferings of Muslims from Islamophobia is the report published by International
Helsinki Federation for Human Rights in 2005. According to the results from eleven
different countries, Muslims are regarded as the “internal enemies, and insults
toward Islam have increased, and every one in five people with an Arabic name is
not employed deliberately (Canatan, 2007: 38). Similarly, according to a study on
Islamophobia conducted by Wilhelm Heitmeyer, 28.5% of Germans demand that
Muslim migration to Europe be banned. This rate has increased by 4.5% in four
years. Moreover, 80% of Germans associate Islam with “fanaticism” and
“oppression of females” (Yavuzcan, 2007: 316). The platform called “Muslim’s
Right Belgium” prepared a report reflecting that the case is not so different in
Belgium. The same report listed 713 discrimination reports on Muslims in a year.
The report entitled “The Report on Islamophobia and Racism in French-speaking
European Countries” and published by ORIV (2014) notes that the level of anti-
Muslim actions is not known exactly, that the current statistics are not adequate,
and that many complaints have not been recorded. According to the results of
research entitled "Religion in Media: 2010" and published by the US-based non-
governmental organization called “The Pew Research Center’s Forum on Religion
and Public Life”, Islam and Muslims were reviewed the most in the religious news
of US media in 2010. Moreover, the content of the news regarding Muslims contains
more violence than other news regarding other religions. Another interesting result
is that 35% of the people in US have negative considerations toward Islam and
Muslims (IKV Degerlendirme Notu, 2012).

This statistical evidence indicates that along with the increasing opposition to
Islam, Muslims have been regarded as a threat more and more in recent years.
Accordingly, it can be stated that the historical prejudices have continued following
updates under new conditions.

Where are Muslims Located within Islamophobia?

Westerners display perceptual selectivity in judging Islam and Muslims, and
they generalize negative examples across all Muslims. They do not want Muslims
in Europe and US, where Christian culture is dominant, as they do not like Muslims
and consider them as enemies. The incidents that have occurred in Myanmar
recently indicate that Buddhists have also succumbed to Islamophobia. In
particular the media, TV and Internet have undertaken a function to increase the
informational ignorance (Avci, 1990) toward Muslims. An analysis of the current state
indicates that Islamophobia, supported by political, social, financial and
psychological factors has been thoroughly embraced by Christians and that people
with Islamophobia reflect cognitively and ideologically, phobic characteristics. This
question should be asked at this point: Do Muslims provide the necessary content
supporting the development and spread of Islamophobia among Christians? This
question is, unfortunately, answered as “Yes”. The following can be stated
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accordingly: Islamophobia, generated by the Western ideology and its undesired
results, should be definitely criticized, but the deliberate or accidental negative
influences of Muslims on this period should not be disregarded either. Solely
blaming the Westerners, neglecting the chaotic states of Islamic world, and failing
to realize the transformation from a religion and religiousness generating values
and civilizations, to a structure consuming values and civilizations, are serious
handicaps for Muslims (Yapici, 2009). This is, without doubt, closely related to
social changes and modernization. The cultural and religious meaning codes
constantly become indefinite in the globalization period where the identity system
of people is totally shaken (Sayar, 2003), which results in alienation, assimilation,
loss of values and erosion of values. Accordingly, two different orientations of total
modernization in Western style from political, financial, cultural, theological and
ethical aspects (exteriorization) or total conservation of traditions (interiorization)
occur. According to Luckmann (2003: 34), the beliefs and values embracing life as a
whole are now part-time norms. Moreover, religious-social identities have become
blurred and people who feel oppressed apply actual resistance to post-modernity
that transformed into global imperialism. This resistance emerges with actions
which often include violence. In other words, Muslims challenge Western culture
and imperialists through the violent and terrorist actions on different geographies.
However, this challenge increases Islamophobia as it is only supported by verbal or
actual reactions and as it is not conducted in science, theology, philosophy, art or
literature. Moreover, the weaknesses of Muslim countries supported by their
outdated qualities in terms of coexistence, democracy and human rights should be
noted here. The violation of these values, accepted as the obligatory conditions of
the modern world, adds new evidence to the currently-present Islamophobia. This
study suggests that the fight against Islamophobia should be conducted with the
question "What is our role in this regard?" instead of the following criticism to
Christians: “You are wrong!”

Conclusion and Recommendations

The following can be stated based on the questions to be answered in this
study:

The concept of Islamophobia, including prejudice and discrimination, dates
back to the periods when Islam beat Christianity and threatened the Christian
identity. The Crusades reflected the top level of Islamophobia in this period.
However, the 9/11 incident had a primary role in the reformation of Islamophobia.
In fact, this incident is the visible side of Islamophobia. It only paved the way to
highlight the fear that was developing in the sub-conscious for a long time.

Islamophobia, a product of Western thinking, does not only consist of the
prejudice against Muslims. This concept also consists of insulting, despising,
excluding, discriminating, preventing the right to live or totally considering
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Muslims as enemies. Islam and Muslims are regarded as critical threats against
Christianity and Christians.

There are certainly serious similarities between the historical prejudice
towards Islam and Muslims, and the modern concept of Islamophobia. Moreover,
the historical antagonism toward Islam and Muslims is reformed with the addition
of modern prejudice and fears. Islamophobia emerged from the hatred and secret
admiration toward Muslims when they were financially, politically, artistically and
militarily powerful, but it evolved into a pure hatred as the Muslim world lost its
old power, which arises from the Western perception that Western civilizations are
unique and absolute. What is necessary for this civilization is the ‘other’ or Islam
which actually contains the potential of being the alternative.

It is actually possible to completely eradicate Islamophobia because there are
many factors forming, supporting and consolidating Islamophobia to make it
unbreakable in terms of prejudice and discrimination towards Islam. These factors
include historical elements, cultural traditions, family, education, books, teachers,
religious authorities, religious teachings, publication, media, politicians, and
internal and external policies. To fight against these factors, Muslims should work
hard to reform the Islamic civilization based on love, justice and tolerance. It is
obligatory to be competent in science, technology, art, literature, theology and
philosophy in this regard. It is also a must to localize information without
excluding the West. Staying away from the outdated religious education is highly
critical. Fulfilling the unity-based human and society model introduced by Islam is
a primary aim for the Islamic societies. Accordingly, all institutions and
organizations should be activated to ensure unity between the mind and heart,
material and essence, spirit and body, physics and metaphysics, science and
religion, world and eternal life, and form and internal quality. Being politically and
financially strong will ensure terminating the internal complicated issues in this
regard. It should be noted that a problematic ideology with complexes cannot form
a civilization.
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On Yargi ve Ayrimcilik Baglaminda islamofobi:
Dini-Sosyal Kimlikler Arasi Iliskilerde Degisim ve Siireklilik
Ozet

Sosyal psikolojik bakis agisindan hareket eden bu ¢alismanin konusu degisim
ve siireklilik baglaminda Islamofobidir. Bu nedenle 6n yargy, stereotip ve ayrimeilik
kavramlari {izerinden ele alinan Islamofobi olgusu tarihsel ve aktiiel boyutlariyla
incelenmektedir. Kuramsal temelleri itibariyle sosyal kimlik ve gercek¢i catisma
teorilerine dayanan bu arastirma yontem itibariyle nitel olup anlayici gelenege
baghdir. Literatiir iizerinde yapilan analizler gostermektedir ki Miisliimanlara
yonehk on yargilar Islam dininin ilk yayilis doneminde baslamis, Hagh Seferleri ile
zirveye ulasmustir. Glintimiizde ise 6zellikle 11 Eylul teror saldirisindan sonra yeni
bir boyut kazanan tarihsel 6n yargilar, “teror” ile “Islam” ve “Miisliiman”
kelimelerinin neredeyse es anlaml kullamlmasina neden olmustur. Farkli sosyal
psikolojik nedenlerden beslenen bu durum tarihten tevariis eden 6n yargilarin
stirekli glincellenerek yeniden iiretildigini gostermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Stereotip, On yargi, Ayrimcilik, Islamofobi
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Islamophobia in the Context of Prejudice and Discrimination:

Changing and Continuity in Relations among Religious-
Social Identities

Abstract

This study, which is based on a social psychological perspective, discusses
Islamophobia in the context of change and continuity. For this reason, the
phenomenon of Islamophobia which is discussed through the concepts of prejudice,
stereotype and discrimination, is examined with its historical and actual
dimensions. This research, which is based on social identity and realistic conflict
theories by theoretical grounds, is qualitative in terms of method and depends on
the tradition of understanding. Analyzes made on the literature show that the
prejudices towards Muslims began at the time of the first spread of the Islam and
came to a head with the Crusades. Today, historical prejudices, which have gained
anew dimension especially after the September 11th terrorist attack, have leaded to
almost synonymous use of the words “terror” and “Islam” and “Muslim”. This
situation, which is fed from different psychosocial reasons, demonstrates that the
prejudices that inherit from history are constantly updated and reproduced.

Keywords: Stereotype, Prejudice, Discrimination, Islamophobia
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