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ABSTRACT

Migration exists from the beginning of human history. However, the concept of governance of
global migration can be seen as newly topic in global politics. The article aims to argue the history
of global migration governance as Betts and Kainz’s division of migration history because the
article needs this historical division to understand desirability and feasibility of global migration
governance and to evaluate the possibility of a World Migration Organisation. This division of
migration history is divided in four periods. First period is in between 1919-1989, that called as
early migration governance period. The second period is to take stock period in between 1990-
2007. The third period is in between 2007-2015. The fourth and last period is in between 2016-
2018 or it can be called as from 2016 to current developments. Then the article claims that global
migration governance is necessary and discusses the feasibility and desirability of global
migration governance. The article asserts that global migration governance is politically feasible
and normatively desirable. Finally, the article examines about discussions of global migration
governance in general. The research method of this article is the literature review of the concept
of global migration governance. With gathering and collecting the articles in global migration title
which this examining discovers that establishing a World Migration Organisation is possible with
global migration governance is politically feasible and normatively desirable.
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INTRODUCTION

‘International migration is a dynamic expanding phenomenon’ (Report of the GCIM, 2005: 788). World is
comprised of more than 6 billion people, approximately 214 million of them are international migrants and 740
million of them are internal migrants that means they change their place inside of their own country (Wihtol de
Wenden, 2012: 1). Therefore, in the current world, human mobility becomes the major global issue and global
governance of international migration are more visible in the political agenda (Newland, 2010; Wihtol de

Wenden, 2012; Castles et al., 2014).

Migration is today’s one of the critical topics of the world politics and as a fact of today’s life besides of terror
and human security (Wise, 2018). According to the United Nations (UN), more than people are on the move
now than ever. There are 258 million migrants, nearly 26 million of them refugees and asylum seekers who
escape from political instability and conflict and reasons of economic and social factors (the UN Data Booklet,

2017: 1).

In 1990s, the term of migration management was emerged for new regulation of migration globally. Then this
term transformed to migration governance for the new era of migration issue. Governance can be defined as
the ‘framework of accountability to users, stakeholders and the wider community, within which organisations
take decisions, and lead and control their functions, to achieve their objectives’ (Crepeau & Atak, 2016: 114).
The term of governance has two features; plurality and self-organisation. Being plural means that it includes all
actors of traditional and non-traditional actors such as nation states, NGOs, corporations. Being self-organising
means that to make connection themselves among all actors. There is no central authority which is in
government. Without central authority, relationship among actors are self-organising each other (Gamlen &

Marsh, 2011).

Global governance can be defined as ‘norms, rules, principles and decision-making procedures that regulate
the behaviour of states (and other transnational actors)’ (Betts, 2011: 4). Global migration governance is
described as sets of formal and informal institutions are the determining factors in regulating of policies and
behaviours of states and non-state actors in global migration. It includes a relationship among migration
countries, immigration countries and transit countries (Betts, 2011). Rosenau states that global governance is ‘a
system of rules at all levels of human activity’ but others define it as a cooperative network among states,

international organisations and civil society’ (Rosenau, 1995 cited in Panizzon & Riemsdijk, 2018: 8).

The focus of this article is to argue that global migration governance in detail. This article aims to evaluate
migration issue with all components and to focus on global migration governance in specifically. As using Betts
and Kainz’s division of global migration history is very useful to understand the aim of this article. With using
this division, it can be understood to evolution of global migration governance from past to current times. The
developments in this division can be effective to lead to a World Migration Organisation which global migration

governance is politically feasible and normatively desirable. The article asserts global migration governance is
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necessary, it is politically feasible and normatively desirable. Creating a World Migration Organisation is also
possible and beneficial to find a global solution to migration which has inclusive and binding effect with lots of
significant actors such as states, international organisations, civil society and non-governmental organisations

(NGOs).

In order to discuss these issues, this article is structured as three main parts. First includes the concept of
migration in a short part. Second includes the developments of global migration governance in the four
historical periods as Betts and Kainz divided (Betts & Kainz, 2017). Third includes the feasibility and desirability
of global migration governance. Fourth and last includes the general discussions about the necessity of global
migration governance and the creation of world migration organisation which is binding and inclusive

mechanism.
METHOD

The research method of this article is to literature review of global migration governance with gathering and
collecting the articles in global migration title. At the end of the literature review, possibility of World Migration
Organisation is much clear which the article believes and tries to prove that global migration governance is
necessary, it is politically feasible and normatively desirable. The publication ethics were complied with

throughout the article.

MIGRATION IN GENERAL

Migration is one of the main debate topics over the past years (Larik & Sahoo, 2018). Migration is transnational
and global fact of the current world system with migrating of more than 244 million of people. Migrant people
affect that their origin states, transit states and destination states. Migration is related to many other areas
such as development, trade, security, environment, health and human rights. In relation with globalisation,
migration is one of the great manifestations of globalisation. For this reason, migration needs multilateral
relations of states and other actors instead of only national policies of states and bilateral relations of national
states (Crepeau & Atak, 2016). For increasing role of other actors such as NGOs (non-governmental
organisations), there should be decreasing role of national states in multilateral decision-making processes
(Channac, 2007). For efficient global governance mechanism there should be also regional cooperations to find
common approaches and common burden sharing of responsibilities of global migration (Larik & Sahoo, 2018).
To conclude migration needs different actors rather than states such as multinational and regional actors to

find solution for global migration.

Why people migrate? What are the reasons behind them? It can be examined that there are many migration
drivers such as ‘poverty, underdevelopment, lack of opportunities, poor governance, environmental factors,
economic imbalances, environmental degradation, the absence of peace and security, violations of human
rights’ (Guild & Grant, 2017: 7). These are the general reasons of the migration. People migrated with these

different reasons. To govern these migration types, there should be a comprehensive governance mechanism
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at global level. Because only national or regional migration are not efficient actors to find more broader
migration problems which more than one state encounter. These different types of migration need a global

migration solution that unified in one huge organisation.

In relation with global migration, there are only a few works which are done by academics. Global migration
should be seen as an academic discipline. According to Hamada, international migration should be seen as an
academic discipline because in relation with global governance, international migration is seen a topic under
the global governance. But there is no coherent global governance policy for migration. With the globalisation,
for the global issues, global mechanisms are required (Hamada, 2011). The next chapter will examine global

migration governance in detail.
GLOBAL MIGRATION GOVERNANCE
The history and development of global migration governance

Betts and Kainz (2017) argue that the history of global migration governance into four historical periods. This
division is important to understand the developments of global migration governance. First period is early
migration governance between 1919-1989. In this period, regulations were under the League of Nations,
passport regime was recognized travel documents of people among nation states reciprocally. The first step of
the modern refugee system also established under the League of Nations as League of Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (LNHCR). In this historical period refugees seen as economic migrants and the

International Labour Organisation (ILO) played an important role about them (Betts & Kainz, 2017: 2).

The Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees-1950, 1951 Convention on the Status of
Refugees, the Provisional Intergovernmental Committee for the Movement of Migrants from Europe
(PICMME)-it became Intergovernmental Committee for Migration (ICM) in 1980 and then it became
International Organisation for Migration (IOM) in 1989- were the important developments about global
migration governance. After the end of Cold War, people have migrated increasingly, during the 1990s, role of

IOM and UNHCR were increased (Betts & Kainz, 2017: 2-3).

Second period is to take stock of the state of existing norms and institutions during 1990-2007. Important
developments in this period were International Convention on the rights of all migrant workers and their
families (ICRMW) of 1990 and the Cairo Conference on Population and Development of 1994 (Crepeau & Atak,
2016). Creation of Regional Consultative Process (RCPs) in this period, has accelerated common sharing of
information, practices and standards for all states in one region. During in the same period IOM played an

important role between states and RCPs (Betts & Kainz, 2017: 3-4).

The 1990 International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrants Workers and Members of

Their Families (UN Convention on Migrant Workers) is one of the important developments about human rights
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of migrants. It is about situations of migrant workers such as their wage, working hours, working in safe

conditions (Crepeau & Atak, 2016). It came into force in 2003 (Pecoud & Gucteneire, 2007).

Second period also had two important facts; Doyle Report and the 1% High-Level Dialogue on International
Migration and Development. Michael Doyle was appointed as Assistant Secretary General of UN Secretary Kofi
Annan. He published a report that called as ‘Doyle Report’ in 2002. It proposes a list of suggestions such as
creating a new agency, IOM should be under the UN framework and launching a global commission (Betts &

Kainz, 2017: 5).

In 2003, the Global Commission on International Migration (GCIM) was created to make recommendations
about migration. In 2006, the Global Migration Group (GMG) was also created for improving the cooperation
among actors about migration (Crepeau & Atak, 2016). In 2006, the 1t High-Level Dialogue on International
Migration was met, it has four important points; effect of migration on development, protect of all migrants’
human rights, multidimensional aspects of migration and development, creating a partnership between states

and other actors with establishing bilateral, regional and multilateral relations (Betts & Kainz, 2017: 5).

With all these developments and migration with increasing numbers than ever, Kathleen Newland expressed
that ‘suddenly migration was everywhere’ (Pecoud, 2015 cited in Betts & Kainz, 2017: 6). Nevertheless,
Aleinikoff called international legal norms on migration as ‘substance without architecture’ (Betts & Kainz,
2017: 6). As international legal norms on migration was inadequate and might not meet the needing of

increasing migration.

With these developments there was also a development about global civil society. It can be states that, the
global civil society organisation about migration was established in 2006 called as People’s Global Action on
Migration, Development and Human Rights. It comprises of civil society activists, migrant advocacy
organisations, individuals in relation with migration and other organisations (Alund & Schierup, 2018). Civil
society organisations may see as complementary of states and other NGOs in the global migration governance
system. This historical development illustrated us how civil society organisations are important as state and

other actors in global migration governance system.

The third period in global migration governance history is between 2007 and 2015. The Global Forum on
Migration and Development (GFMD) was created in 2007 as outside from the UN framework (Wee et al., 2018).
It meets every year. It is non-binding, informal, government-led meetings by states (Crepeau & Atak, 2016).
‘GFMD is the most visible and high-profile state-led global process on migration outside the UN framework’
(Betts & Kainz, 2017: 6). GFMD special rapporteur on the human rights of migrants Frangois Crepeau explains
that migration governance becomes more informal, ad-hoc, non-binding, state-led and outside of the UN (Betts

& Kainz, 2017: 7).
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Other important developments in the third period is the 2" High-Level Dialogue on International Migration and
Development in 2013. The conference focuses on eight points: ‘protecting the human rights of all migrants;
reducing the costs of labour migration; eliminating migrant exploitation, including human trafficking;
addressing the plight of stranded migrants; improving public perceptions of migrants; integration migration
into the development agenda; strengthening the migration evidence base; enhancing migration partnerships

and cooperation’ (Betts & Kainz, 2017: 8).

In the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the goals (5,8, 10-10.c and 10.7,16,17) of sustainable
development are related to migration specifically. Other sustainable developments goals are related to
individuality of a person for this reason they can also be related to individual migrants and refugees (Crepeau &
Atak, 2016: 8-9). The Agenda 2030 expresses that ‘international migration is multi-dimensional reality of major
relevance for the development of countries of origin, transit and destination, which requires coherent and

comprehensive responses’ (Agenda, 2030 cited in Betts & Kainz, 2017: 9).

One of the features of global governance of migration is being mini-multilateralism that shifted from
multilateralism. It can be explained as gathering smallest number of states for bigger problems to solve (Naim,
2009 cited in Betts & Kainz, 2017). There are two examples of this feature in this period: the Nansen Initiative-
2012 and the Migrants in Countries in Crisis Initiative (MICIC). The Nansen Initiative is about migration which
causes from disasters and climate change. In 2016, it changed its name to the Platform on Disaster
Displacement. The MICIC is also about migration that causes from conflict or natural disasters. Both initiatives
are state-led, comes from bottom-up, non-binding, consultative process for building consensus. But these
initiatives with limited number of actors can have negative impact on broader global migration governance
initiatives (Biermann et al., 2009 cited in Betts & Kainz, 2017). The Nansen Initiative and the MICIC may be
showed as two significant developments of the third period. At the same time, they can be good developments
for third period but also, they were not enough effective mechanism for broader issues. They can stay as

development factors of global migration governance. But not important part of the global system.

The fourth period is between 2016-2018; actually, it can be said for time is from 2016 to until the current
developments. Current world conflicts and other reasons make migration at the top of the world issues. In
2016, a UN Summit on Addressing Large Movements of Refugees and Migrants in New York. At the end of the
summit, the New York Declaration for Refugees and Migrants was declared (New York Declaration, 2016). The
declaration plans to meet in 2018 with an intergovernmental conference in international migration and the
plan of Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration will be built. The New York Declaration aims to
present the political will of the states about migration governance and to protect refugees and migrants
globally. The Declaration includes that protection of human rights of migrants, their education, health and
other social rights which is needed to maintain a life standard; protection of the status of migrant children,

protection migrants from racist movements and anti-immigration behaviours at global level, ensuring

713



IJOESS (issn: 2146-1961) JUNE 2020

humanitarian assistance to states who most affected ones, providing cooperation between the UN actors, civil

society actors and other actors with states (Betts & Kainz, 2017).

In 2017 Peter Sutherland published a report that called Sutherland Report who was the UN Special
Representative for International Migration. It listed a kind of recommendations about vulnerable migrants’
issues, labour mobility developments and return migrants. Sutherland also focuses on the role of local

authorities in global conferences (Betts & Kainz, 2017).

If we look at Global Compact as the last development in global migration governance, in detail, Global Compact
for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration was declared in 2018. Global Compact is called for making migration
work for all. ‘The Global Compact is a milestone in the history of the global dialogue and international
cooperation on migration’ (the Global Compact, 2018). It aims to response to huge movements of refugees and
migrants as a growing global phenomenon (Guild & Grant, 2017). It declares that same universal human rights
and fundamental freedoms to all refugees and migrants. It is non-binding and it builds international
cooperation among all actors not only states. It has some focuses such as ‘people-centred, international
cooperation, national sovereignty, rule of law and due process, sustainable development, human rights,
gender-responsive, child-sensitive, whole-of-government approach, whole-of-society approach’ (the Global
Compact, 2018). Its objectives are; collect data for policies, minimize adverse drivers for migration, provide
information, ensure for all migrants to have legal documents, enhance availability and flexibility of pathways,
reduce vulnerabilities, save lives, establish coordinated international effort, response to smuggling, prevent
trafficking, manage borders, provide access to basic services for migrants and so on (the Global Compact,
2018). The Global Compact has five components: plans, information centers, capacity building mechanism, the
UN network and review forums. Actors in the Global Compact are member states, the UN agencies (UNHCR,
UNDP, UNODC) and civil societies (Micinski, 2018). The Global Compact for safe, orderly and regular migration
can be seen as new fresh approach to international community in the topic of global migration governance. It
can be useful to unify in a common future which migration is safe, orderly and regular (the IOM Vision, 2017).
The Global Compact leaves no space behind for any migration issues. It addresses all related problems for
migration. It has a comprehensive mechanism but non-binding for states. The Global Compact is the most
important development to be global for all states and other actors in the world. But being nonbinding
mechanism of it makes it to be not effective on states to take decisions for migrating people for each state. This
kind of global mechanism should be binding for all actors to make beneficial its structure on global migration

title.

Independent from historical periods, it can be examined in detail the International Organisation for Migration
(IOM). It is outside of the UN framework and it established in 1951. In current world, it has ‘151 member states,
12 observer states and more than 7800 staff members in more than 470 locations’ (Crepeau & Atak, 2016:
134). Main aim and function of IOM is to regulate international migration in a line and humanitarian bases.

IOM helps to states as assistant for migration affairs. IOM propose a dialogue mechanism among actors in
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relation with migration. Smaller version of IOM is the International Centre for Migration Policy Development
(ICMPD). It is limited organisation with 15 states in compare with IOM and it has smaller effect than IOM. It is

advisory mechanism across Europe (Crepeau & Atak, 2016).

Other effective actors about migration are regional organisations and regional consultative processes (RCPs)
which are important parts of global migration governance mechanism. Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN), Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), The Southern Common Market (MERCOSUR),
and the European Union (EU) are the examples of these regional organisations who have made some
regulations about free movements of people within their regions. RCPs also provide information for states in
the region, they have informal mechanism, non-binding structure, flexible and sharing burden and
responsibilities in the region between states since 1985 (Gamlen & Marsh, 2011). But inside of the RCPs there
is power inequality among states for this reason which state is powerful have most words about region’s future
(Crepeau & Atak, 2016). The inequalities in the RCPS are not too much important if the issue is to gather all
information and ideas in one organisation. To be sceptic about inequality inside of the RCPs creates more

sceptic ideas because national interests start to play role in this thinking.

To sum up, four important periods of global migration governance, full of significant developments about
migration. With starting League of Nations and latter version is the UN, after the Cold War issues-1990
Convention, establishing of GCIM, GFMD and IOM are turning points in the history. All these developments
show us to global migration governance is possible. All gathering people and information with different parts of
the world and with different people who came from different ideological background makes people to
continue more open policy for migration issue that all actors face migrated, immigrated people. With these
developments, there is needed to argue the feasibility and desirability of global migration governance because

of how much its power is going on for the future.
The feasibility and desirability of global migration governance

According to Koser (2010), there are five arguments for global migration governance (Koser, 2010). First,
current formal institutions about migration are at the global level even though not being a single global unit
and not have totally enforcement power in every kind of migrations. International organisations interested in
some kind of migration such as refugees. And national states are the most important actors. It is the first
example of a global issue is mostly governed by national states but also has international governance. Second,
with being and getting more and more visible and effective in international arena, governance of migration
needs more broader vision than national politics of the states. Even states want to reach their national goals in
international migration, they also have to do this international cooperation with other actors. States cannot
move alone and international cooperation is essential and inevitable. Third, global migration governance is
needed because there are many migrants who are vulnerable, exploited, suffered from being a migrant and
need protection not only by their own states, in some cases their governments have not enough power to

protect, but also need protection by other states and international actors. For example, approximately 1 million
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people are the subjects of human trafficking especially women and children are more vulnerable. It is a kind of
today’s world slavery system (Obokata, 2010). Women are also exploited because of their gender (Beneria et
al.,, 2012) And many immigrants are forced to do illegal actions because most of criminal people threatened
them to do as a result of their irregularity of these immigrants. Migrants are also seen as cheap labour and
employees want to give less money than their citizens and they do not want to pay insurances for migrants
(Toksoz, 2018). Therefore, migrants are vulnerable and need extra protection than non-migrants in
international area. Fourth, developments in global economy have an important effect on international
migration. Developed states need and will need more international labour force due to their population ageing.
There are many high-skilled labour forces to work for a short term such as in health system in developed states.
And this is a reciprocal relation. Migration also has significant effects on global and national economic policies.
For instance, the remittances- that means money earn by immigrants and this money send back to their own
country- are being an important part of the GDP of some states. For instance, revenues of Mexico, is
approximately $16 billion to their GDP from its remittances (Munck, 2008). And fifth ‘momentum for change is
slowly developing’ (Koser, 2010: 301). It discussed that governments do not want to meet and negotiate about

international migration. However other global actors willing to meet and negotiate more than ever.

Global warming is an important contribution to create a global migration governance. Because the burdens and
benefits of climate change do not share equally by states. Fault of environmental policies of some states can be
caused negatively to the other states’ environment because of air, nature and environment has no borders and
affects independently from states. There are many disasters such as earthquake, floods and other reasons such
as rising sea levels, more erratic weather and drought (Warner, 2010). These kind of natural events force
people to emigrate. And also, effects of global warming in general is significantly negative element in
international migration regime. With having these kinds of global issues, not only climate change but also other
global issues such as terrorism, international trade, communicable disease, transitional crime, need of a global

migration governance is inevitable consequence (Betts, 2011).

Global migration governance must comprehend all kinds of migrants such as labour force, family reunification,
asylum seekers and refugees (Ghosh, 2005). The concept of ‘managing migration’ was developed by Bimal
Ghosh with the demand of the UN Commission on Global Governance and the Sweden government. This new
global migration governance regime should be proud and famous for its comprehensive capacity. It should
include all kinds of human mobility (Geiger & Pecoud, 2010). Alexander Aleinikoff describes that global
governance of migration as ‘substance without architecture’ has no unique institutional structure to enforce
norms on states and other international actors (Betts, 2011). Therefore, in today’s world, different agencies are
interested in different kinds of migration not as a whole. For instance, the UNIFEM is interested in women
migrants, the ILO is related to migrant workers, the OHCHR is interested in non-citizens, the UNICEF is
interested in child migrants and the UNDP is interested in migration in relations with undeveloped states and

sees that living in undeveloped states can be causes for migration (Grugel & Piper, 2011).
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According to Betts, global migration governance can be in three different ways. First is under the UN regime, a
World Migration Organisation can be created with the idea that belongs to Bhagwati. Second, outside of the
UN, informal network-based governance by the ideas of IOM. And final one which Betts finds it as an
alternative middle-way as coherent plurilateralism. It includes functions of global migration governance and it
should be examined within a collective interest. There are five functions of global migration governance:
‘normative oversight, forum for dialogue, service provision, political facilitation and knowledge capacity’ (Betts,

2011: 4).

Global migration governance is a topic of global politics so; ‘international migration is and has always has been
inherently political’ (Castles et al., 2014: 314). In the previous paragraphs, current mechanisms and past
initiatives for global cooperation indicate that global governance of international migration is politically feasible
(Betts, 2011; Rustamov, 2011). States and other international actors have tried, try and will try international
cooperation for migration. Even though it is stated that there are some ‘asymmetrical dominance between
states’ such as the North domination over the South, ‘international migration is essentially multidimensional
phenomenon’ as Ghosh said (Ghosh, 2000; Schierup et al., 2015). Munck mentioned that justly managing
migration is not possible because the global system has some dominant powers that dominate others so this
global governance is always in favour of a few affluent states not the global majority (Munck, 2008). But
multidimensional structure of the global migration requires different actors which have different levels not just
only states but also non-governmental organisations (NGOs), private sector actors such as multinational
companies are part of the processes as political actors in global governance (Betts, 2009). Rittberger also said
that ‘global governance is the output of non-hierarchical network of international and transnational

institutions’ (Rittberger, 2001: 2).

Existing international law provides the inalienable rights to the noncitizens (Martin, 2005). For managing
migration, human rights of the immigrants are protected under the UN Declaration as right to migrate. It
cannot be restricted (Munck, 2008). Thus, international law can be effective on states actions to their citizens’
human rights. It prevents violence of states over the people (Hidalgo, 2016). In the current world, there are
many developments and important processes are about rights of migrants and managing migration (Martin,

2005). Therefore, global migration governance is feasible.

Newland explains that global migration governance can be top-down or bottom-up (Newland, 2010). In the
top-down approach, national states should follow the global rules (Grugel & Piper, 2011). The global
mechanism has important effect on the local level. Newland argues that as alternative to it which is more
promising, the bottom-up approach is rapidly emerged in global governance of migration (Betts, 2008;
Newland, 2010; Betts, 2011). Bottom-up structure is about actions of states have significant contributions on
regional, international and global level of migration governance. The rules are under the decisions of states
own policies and their relations with other states and other actors in regional and international level. This

situation creates a system does not have enforcement mechanism over the states at the global level except the
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UNHCR and ILO (Rustamov, 2011). These two are the top-down examples of this which indicate global

migration governance can be feasible.

In related to desirability of global migration governance, according to Betts global migration governance is
highly normative. Normative basis of the global structure is based on four criteria: legitimacy, efficiency, equity,
and rights-based grounds. These are the necessary elements to clarify the global migration governance is

desirable (Betts, 2011).

First, legitimacy has a normative side. It is about having right to rule and is known that to have a right to rule.
At the national level, legitimacy is easier than to define at the global level. It includes public consent,
democratic institutions. But in global level, it is more complex because whose consent is not clear and meaning
of democracy has more dimensions. For Buchanan and Keohane, it includes state consent, democratic state
consent and global democracy which are not clear. They defined six main principles of global governance: it
should include reasonability of public basis, it should have power to prevent the legitimacy of unjust regimes,
the consent of the democratic states should be continued, it should encourage norms and values related to
democracy, it should have a fixed structure so it should open for new changes and negotiation processes, it
should cope with bureaucratic discretion and the understanding of which democracies ignore the legitimacy of

problematic states at the global level (Betts, 2009: 114; 2011: 27).

Second, efficiency can be explained in two different definitions. First is allocative efficiency means that
allocation of resources equally. It has a relation with Pareto optimality. Pareto optimality argues that one’s
good condition is only possible with other’s worse condition. If overall social utility is tried to provide then this
optimality arises. Second is productive efficiency is about when the output should be greater than input (Betts,

2009; 2011).

Third, equity is about sharing burden and benefits of migration equally. Unfortunately, there are injustices in
North-South divisions. The North countries are generally the determiners of the migration how they want to
take migrant and in which conditions. The South are as sending countries have to comply the decisions of the

North (Betts, 2009; 2011).

Fourth, rights do not only belong to states and but also belong to individuals. All migrants have human rights
because of being human. If human rights of a person are violated then there should be normative protection
internationally or globally when violations are done by their own state. This right-based grounds prevent

deficiencies of rights of migrants at the national, regional and multilateral level (Betts, 2011).

Normatively as a result of globalisation effects on migration there are more people are living in different places
from their homes, are learning other cultures from different people. It creates cultural pluralism in global cities
where people are living in mixed combination such as New York, Toronto, London and Istanbul (Castles et al.,

2014).

718



IJOESS (issn: 2146-1961) JUNE 2020

After summarising feasibility and desirability of global migration governance, the next chapter will include

general discussions about migration and the existence of global migration governance.
Discussions about global migration governance

According to Crepeau and Atak (2016), main objects of the global migration governance are ‘the refugee
regime, international labour standards and transnational criminal law regarding human trafficking’ (Crepeau &
Atak, 2016: 113). People need migration governance because it regulates the causes and consequences of
migration, and provides regulations for the benefit of origin, transit, destination states, and it helps migrants
from normative side (Crepeau & Atak, 2016: 115). Migration generally seen as a problem. According to Castles
(2010), it can be solved with social transformation approach which seen migrants can involve in the society of
destination (Castles, 2010). Migration should not be seen as a problem it should be seen as a chance to
transform society in different topics with different people that come across the world and they transform their

society which they live in.

Nevertheless, migration has faced some issues such as the sovereignty of nation states and the security of
border control of these states. Migrants cannot move independently; the obstacle is not only border control
but also regulations about immigrants of destination states. Nation politics of destination states can affect
these regulations for instance if the state has a trend such as anti-immigrant populist movements, then these
regulations change again with suitable this populist view. Migrants in these states cannot have healthy political
rights in terms of states’ view. The human rights of these migrants ought to be controlled under the umbrella
of the global institutions. According to Crepeau and Atak (2016), it ought to be focused on human rights of all
migrants if the desire is to make benefit from these migrants. For this reason, the establishment of global
organisation for migration governance is necessary to protect human rights of all migrants (Crepeau & Atak,
2016). The topic of human rights of migrants are also important problem for most states. Because mostly
immigrants seen as second-citizens that have less rights than citizens. A global migration organisation for

instance that can be a solution for protecting all people who have a bound any kinds of migration types.

As article mentions in previous chapter, Geiger and Pecoud (2014) and Kunz et al. (2011) examines that
migrants into three categories: migrant workers, refugees and asylum seekers, and economic migrants. ILO and
OHCHR are related with migrant workers. UNHCR controls refugees and asylum seekers. IOM controls
economic migrants who migrate in search of a better life (Geiger & Pecoud, 2014; Kunz et al., 2011 cited in
Likic-Brboric, 2018). But it should be one comprehensive integrated migration governance category. It can be
provided to established one World Migration Organisation. Then these migration branches are related with

related organisation such as ILO, UNHCR, IOM under this huge umbrella of global migration governance.

In today’s world, situations about migration is sounding alarm. Economic crises of 2014 and 2015 cause many
migrations across continents. At least a million migrants arrived in Europe in 2015. In September 2015, 168000

people crossed the Mediterranean. This is the highest number for a month ever recorded in history (Crepeau &
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Atak, 2016: 115). The continuing war in Syria from 2011 and other conflictual areas such as Afghanistan, Iraq,
Somalia, Eritrea cause millions of people leave their country. For instance, with Syrian war, approximately four
million refugees came to Turkey and with this Turkey becomes one of the most important refugees receiving
countries of the world (Schierup et al, 2018: 8). During these events, Germany had open borders policy but
Hungary has closing border policy. It means that Europe cannot answer a common approach to immigration to
continent of Europe (Crepeau & Atak, 2016). However, it is known that the EU has global approach to migration
and mobility (Hampshire, 2016). With all these developments for instance Turkey has also open policy for
Syrian people during Syrian civil war. But each nation states have different border policy, moreover, we need a
common answer to a migration problem. For instance, because Syrian migration problem not only effected to
Turkey, Lebanon or another one country or Europe. It effected to all the world. Because migrants travelled to
everywhere. We need common policy to protect the migrants and to continue their lives easily in another
country, also destination countries should have solutions for immigrants and their problems. All these solutions

should be under a World Migration Organisation to be really effective for all people.

If we examine the kinds of migrants, in relation with refugees, the refugee system is based on 1951 Convention
and 1967 Protocol. Since 2001, the UNHCR has important progress about protection of refugees, building
capacities, security problems about refugees (Crepeau & Atak, 2016). Refugees should be important part of
global institutions because in fact they do not want to leave their country. And they appear suddenly with
some kinds of events. They need urgent protection. For finding urgent solution, a global mechanism is

necessary.

The numbers of forced migration are increasing every day because of continuing conflicts and natural disasters.
Labour migration is another area which protect its importance during all history. International Labour
Organisation (ILO) is interested in migrant workers situations. There are eight ILO fundamental rights
conventions about protecting the rights of migrant workers (Crepeau & Atak, 2016). Labour migration is
another area that need common regulations for workers who live in destination countries. ILO can be good

examples but it is not enough to cover all problems that migrant workers face.

Global migration governance system has not given enough importance to human rights of migrants, it is the
problem which need to develop and solve. In the topic of irregular migration, the situation is getting worse.
Because in regular migration, their situation is at least minimum life standards. But in irregular migration,
which irregular migrants do not have a residence status in destination states (Bloch & Chimienti, 2011).
Irregular migrants seen as illegal labour force with lower wage than citizens of state. This situation increases
more irregular migration. With this issue, there are also economic, social and political problems that causes
irregular migration (Toksoz, 2018). In international migrant workers, 15 percent of them are irregular,
according to the ILO (Crepeau & Atak, 2016). Irregular migrants in fact seen as nothing. Because they have no
legal rights perhaps irregular migrant can be the most wanted groups who want to be protection under a world

migration organisation.
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Another important issue in global migration governance is human trafficking. In 2000, UN Convention against
Transnational Organised Crime (Trafficking Protocol) and in 2001, UN Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish
Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children are important agreements about protecting people from
human trafficking. But these regulations are not enough to protect people from trafficking, at least 20 million
people trafficked in today’s global world (Crepeau & Atak, 2016). Human trafficking cannot be prevented in
today. For this reason, with efficient binding mechanism a world migration organisation should be established

to protect these vulnerable people.

Moreover, global migration governance is not enough successful to regulate legal and normative framework
about refugees, migrant workers and trafficked people. Because there are not enough enforcement
mechanisms to protect people and these mechanisms also should be independent from politics (Crepeau &
Atak, 2016). As the article mentioned before, all different kinds of migrants, global migration governance is
normatively desirable to prevent all crimes against humanity. And it is politically feasible to establish a world

migration organisation to protect all migrants without any discrimination to them.

Even multilateralist features of global migration governance, old and traditional bilateral relations still have
importance about migration. About legal travel documents and border management between states are the
main topics of these bilateral relations. To have bilateral relations create more efficient policies between states

about migration governance (Crepeau & Atak, 2016).

Global migration governance should be based on human rights values. If human rights are not seen as
important subject in migration then global migration governance cannot be successful (Pecoud &
Guchteneire,2007). When giving rights to migrants, it also ought to be given to hear their own voice during
judging their status in destination states (Crepeau & Atak, 2016). Migrants should study against anti-racist
movements and should participate in politics with making their own voice heard. Governments also should
support their appearance in society to be more visual than ever before. If we came again human rights of
migrants in destination countries, global institutions should give power to migrants to loud their voice in

political arena to protect other migrants.

The failure of global migration governance causes failure of protecting human rights values of migrants
(Chimienti, 2018). For this reason, to protect migrants’ rights is important for society. Migrants seen as less
deserving than citizens for every right. They are seen as having inferior status than citizens. Because they came
from outside of the country. They cannot speak the language of the country with a good understanding, they
are foreigners for the country’s every routine events and even physical situations of the country. They cannot
understand and comprehend the legal and administrative situations of the country (Pecoud & Guchteneire,
2007). Conversely to all these things, citizens should respect and protect the rights of migrants. Citizens should

support each migrant to acquire them into society in a normal life standard.
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Migration policies should have normative outsight for understanding the problems of migrants clearly. With
normativity, there should be also mobility among actors in a society and at global level (Crepeau & Atak, 2016).
Open policies create more trust in one society and it make beneficial effect on their national politics at global

agenda. Their mobility at global level may in accordance with their national open policies about their migrants.

In where we can establish an organisation inside or outside of the UN? Creating a new organisation inside the
UN cannot hamper the regional and bilateral migration dialogue between states and other actors. With the role
of the UN and its agencies should be more effective in the global migration governance. IOM should participate
under the UN framework. With participating to UN, IOM may be leader of the global migration governance.
IOM already has impact on global migration with its branches and staff. The UN framework would give to IOM
to be more efficient, more accessible with the UN power. Regional and bilateral relations among actors also
should be continue to improve migration dialogue at these levels. Because efficient policies at these levels
would be beneficial for global migration governance (Crepeau & Atak, 2016). On the other hand, a new
institutional framework outside of the UN should also become. It would be far from prejudges against the UN.
For this reason, we need a world migration organisation outside of the UN. But of course, UN should be an

actor inside of this organisation.

States are still main actors in global migration governance today. Because in national borders states are the
only decision-maker about migrants. Territorial borders are important indicator of physical security barriers
(Gamlen & Marsh, 2011). But the article supports migration is a global problem requiring a global solution
(Ghosh 2000; Koser 2010; Martin et al., 2006 cited in Gamlen & Marsh, 2011). Cosmopolitans believe that
‘worldwide community of human beings’ should be decision-maker about migration with sharing
responsibilities, burdens and rights (Nussbaum, 1996: 4 cited in Gamlen & Marsh, 2011). Actually, the article
supports cosmopolitan view about migration. Because we really need solutions that can be cut with borders of
national states. States should be tolerance to World Migration Organisation which is hypothetic now, about
their immigrants’ issues. Each state should respect same tolerance to WMO then the problems of immigrants

can be easily solved.

If we examine international organisations, international organisations play an important role in global
migration governance (Korneev, 2017). Inside of international organisations, international migration narratives
(IMN) are existed and IMN consists of international reports and publications on migration and IMN examines
that what migration is and what it should be (Pecoud, 2013). International organisations and IMN stay as

important part of WMO.

The discussion of global migration governance is related with the question of whether a World Migration
Organization is necessary. Today’s world there is no binding and inclusive multilateral framework for global
migration governance (Delano,2011). The article agrees about creating a world migration organisation with
binding and inclusive multilateral mechanism. We understand this WMO is necessary, because global migration

governance is politically feasible and normatively desirable.
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CONCLUSION
To conclude, migration is a global problem, therefore migration needs a global solution.

Global migration governance can be divided in four historical periods. First is between 1919-1989 with
important developments such as 1951 Convention. Second is between 1990-2007 with important
developments such as 1990 Convention and the creating of GCIM. Third is between 2007 and 2015 with
important developments such as creating of GFMD. Fourth and last one is from 2016 to present with important
developments such as New York Declaration in 2016 and Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular
Migration in 2018. This Betts and Kainz division help to understand developments of global migration. For this
reason, we can infer from this historical developments, global initiatives which are done currently will be

effective in near future.

The article aims to argue the feasibility and desirability of global migration governance and the necessity of a
world migration organisation that ought to be comprehensive and inclusive and has a binding effect on all
actors. Global migration governance is necessary and politically feasible and normatively desirable and creating
world migration organisation even in theory which the article tries to analyse it with binding and inclusive
multilateral mechanism. Article tries to argue that needing of global migration governance and creating a world
migration organisation which is binding and inclusive multilateral mechanism with all significant actors such as
states, international organisations, civil society, NGOs. The article aims to contribute the literature of global

migration governance for future research even though its limits.
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KURESEL GOC YONETIiSIMININ UYGULANABILIRLIGI VE ARZU EDILEBILIRLiGi: BiR
DUNYA GOC ORGANIZASYONU KURMAK OLASI MIDIR?

0z

GO¢ olgusu insanlik tarihinin baslangicindan bu yana vardir. Bununla birlikte, kiresel gog
yonetisimi kavrami kiresel siyasette yeni bir konu olarak gorilmektedir. Bu makale, Betts ve
Kainz'in gog tarihindeki ayrim skalasini kullanarak kiiresel go¢ yonetisimini tartismayi, kiiresel gog
yonetisimini- kavraminin uygulanabilirligini ve arzu edilebilirligini anlamak- ve bir Dinya Goég
Organizasyonu kurulabilmesinin olanagini degerlendirmek i¢in amacglamaktadir. Gog tarihindeki
bu ayrim skalasi dort tarihsel doneme ayrilmaktadir. Birinci dénem, erken go¢ yonetisimi dénemi
olarak adlandirlan 1919-1989 arasi doénemdir. ikinci dénem, var olan durumun
degerlendirmesinin yapildigi 1990-2007 arasi dénemdir. Ugiinci dénem ise, 2007 ve 2015
arasindadir. Dordiinci ve son dénem ise 2016-2018 arasi ya da 2016’dan guniimiize olan
gelismelerin degerlendirildigi bir dénem olarak adlandirilabilir. Sonrasinda ise makale kiresel go¢
yonetisiminin gerekliligini iddia etmekte ve kiiresel gb¢ yonetisiminin uygulanabilirligini ve arzu
edilebilirligini tartismaktadir. Makale kiresel go¢ yonetisiminin siyasi olarak uygulanabilir ve
normatif olarak arzu edilebilir oldugunu savunmaktadir. Ve son olarak da makale, kiresel gog
yonetisimi tartismalarini siyasi ve normatif siniflamasindan bagimsiz ve genel olarak
incelemektedir. Bu makalenin arastirma yontemi kiresel gé¢ yonetisimi kavraminin literatiir
taramasidir. Yapilan incelemeler bir Kiresel Gog¢ Organizasyonu kurulmasinin, kiiresel gog
yonetisiminin siyaseten uygulanabilir ve normatif olarak arzu edilebilir oldugundan dolayi olasi
oldugunu, kiresel gd¢ basligi altindaki makalelerin toplanarak ve bir araya getirerek kesfetmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Uygulanabilirlik, arzu edilebilirlik, kiiresel gé¢ ydnetisimi, Diinya Gé¢ Orgiiti.
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‘Uluslararasi go¢ dinamik genisleyen bir olgudur’ (GCIM Raporu: 788). Diinya 6 milyardan fazla insandan
olusuyor, yaklasik 214 milyonu uluslararasi gégmen ve 740 milyonu i¢c gégmen, yani kendi tilkelerindeki yerlerini
degistiriyorlar (Wihtol de Wenden, 2012: 1). Bu nedenle, mevcut diinyada, insan hareketliligi baslica kiiresel bir
sorun haline gelir ve uluslararasi gogilin kiiresel yonetisimi siyasi glindemde daha belirgindir (Newland, 2010;

Wihtol de Wenden, 2012; Castles vd., 2014).

GOg¢, ginimizde diunya siyasetinin kritik konularindan biridir ve terér ve insan giivenligi gibi konularin yaninda
giinimiiz yasaminin bir gercegidir (Wise, 2018). Birlesmis Milletlere (BM) gére, insanlar artik her zamankinden
daha fazla hareket halindedir. 258 milyon gé¢gmen var, bunlarin yaklasik 26 milyonu milteci ve siginmaci, siyasi
istikrarsizlik ve gatismalardan ve ekonomik ve sosyal faktorlerin nedenlerinden kagiyor (BM Veri Kitapgigl,

2017:1).

1990’larda, kiresel olarak yeni go¢ diizenlemesi icin go¢ yonetimi terimi ortaya cikti. Daha sonra bu terim, yeni
gdc sorununu tanimlamak icin gog¢ yonetisimi kavramina donistl. Yonetisim, ‘amaclarina ulasmak igin
kuruluslarin karar aldigi ve islevlerini yonetip kontrol ettigi kullanicilara, paydaslara ve daha genis topluma
hesap verilebilirlik gercevesi’ olarak tanimlanabilir (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016: 114). Yonetisim kavraminin iki
ozelligi vardir; cogulluk ve kendi kendini 6rgitleme. Cogul olmak, ulus devletler, sivil toplum orgitleri (STK'lar),
sirketler gibi geleneksel ve geleneksel olmayan aktorler gibi tim aktorleri icerdigi anlamina gelir. Kendi kendini
organize etmek demek, tiim aktorler arasinda baglanti kurmak demektir. Yonetimde merkezi bir otorite yoktur.

Merkezi otorite olmadan, aktorler arasindaki iliski birbirini organize eder (Gamlen ve Marsh, 2011).

Kiresel yonetisim ‘devletlerin (ve diger ulus-6tesi aktorlerin) davranisini diizenleyen normlar, kurallar, ilkeler ve
karar verme prosedirleri’ olarak tanimlanabilir (Betts, 2011: 4). Kiiresel go¢ yonetisimi, kiiresel gocte
devletlerin ve devlet disi aktorlerin politika ve davraniglarinin diizenlenmesinde belirleyici faktorler olarak resmi
ve resmi olmayan kurumlar kiimeleri olarak tanimlanmaktadir. G6¢ alan Ulkeler, gé¢ veren Ulkeler ve transit
Ulkeler arasinda bir iliski bulunmaktadir (Betts, 2011). Rosenau, kiresel yonetisimin ‘insan faaliyetinin her
diizeyinde bir kurallar sistemi oldugunu’ belirtiyor, ancak digerleri bunu devletler, uluslararasi orgiitler ve sivil

toplum arasinda bir is birligi ag1 olarak tanimliyor (Rosenau, 1995 aktaran Panizzon ve Riemsdijk, 2018: 8).

Bu makalenin odak noktasi kiiresel gé¢ yonetisiminin ayrintili olarak tartisiimasidir. Bu makale, gb¢ sorununu
tiim bilesenleriyle degerlendirmeyi ve 6zellikle kiiresel go¢ yonetisimine odaklanmayi amaglamaktadir. Betts ve
Kainz'in kiiresel gog tarihi ayrim skalasini kullanmak, bu makalenin amacini anlamak igin ¢ok yararhdir. Bu skala
kullanilarak ge¢misten gilinlimiize kiiresel gé¢ yonetisiminin gelisimi anlasiimaktadir. Bu ayrimdaki gelismeler,
kiiresel gé¢ yénetisiminin siyasi olarak uygulanabilir ve normatif olarak arzulanan bir Diinya Gé¢ Orgiitii’ne yol
acmak icin etkili olabilir. Makale, kiiresel gé¢ yonetisiminin gerekli oldugunu, siyasi olarak uygulanabilir ve

normatif olarak arzu edilebilir oldugunu iddia ediyor. Bir Diinya Go¢ Orgiitii olusturmak, gocler icin devletler,
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uluslararasi orgiitler ve STK’lar gibi bircok 6nemli aktor ile kapsayici ve baglayici bir etkiye sahip kiresel bir

¢6zUm bulmak da mimkindir ve faydalidir.

Bu konulari tartisabilmek icin bu makale ti¢ ana bélimden olusmaktadir. Birincisi kisaca go¢ kavramini igerir.
ikincisi, Betts ve Kainz'in ayriminda dort tarihsel dénemde kiiresel gé¢ yonetisimindeki gelismeleri icerir (Betts
ve Kainz, 2017). Uglincisii, kiiresel géc ydnetisiminin uygulanabilirligini (fizibilitesini) ve arzu edilebilirligini
(istenilebilirligini) icerir. Dérdincisi ve sonuncusu, kiiresel gé¢ yonetisiminin gerekliligini ve baglayici ve
kapsayici bir mekanizma olan dinya go¢ organizasyonunun olusturulmasi hakkinda genel tartigmalar

icermektedir.
YONTEM

Bu makalenin arastirma yontemi, kiresel gé¢ bashgl altindaki makalelerin bir araya getirilip toplanmasiyla
kiiresel gd¢ ydnetisiminin literatiir taramasidir. Literatiir taramasinin sonunda, Diinya Goé¢ Orgiiti'niin
makalenin klresel gb¢ yonetisiminin gerekli olduguna inandigi ve kanitlamaya calistigi cok agiktir; politik olarak

uygulanabilir ve normatif olarak arzu edilebilirdir. Makalenin tamaminda yayin etigine uyulmustur.
GENEL OLARAK G('Z')C KAVRAMI

Gog, gectigimiz yillarin ana tartisma konularindan biridir (Larik ve Sahoo, 2018). Go¢, 244 milyondan fazla
insanin go¢ etmesi ile mevcut diinya sisteminin ulus-6tesi ve kiresel gercegidir. Gogmenler, geldikleri Glkeleri,
transit devletleri ve varis llkelerini etkiler. Gog; kalkinma, ticaret, glvenlik, cevre, saglik ve insan haklari gibi
diger bir¢ok alanla ilgilidir. Kiiresellesme ile ilgili olarak, go¢ kiiresellesmenin en biiyiik tezahirlerinden biridir.
Bu nedenle gog, yalnizca ulusal devlet politikalari ve ulusal devletlerin ikili iliskileri yerine devletlerin ve diger
aktorlerin ¢ok tarafl iliskilerine ihtiyag duymaktadir (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016). STK’lar gibi diger aktorlerin de
rolliniin artmasi igin, ¢ok tarafli karar alma siireglerinde ulusal devletlerin rolii azalmalidir (Channac, 2007).
Etkili kiiresel yonetisim mekanizmasi igin kiresel go¢ sorumluluklarinin ortak yaklasimlarini ve ortak yik
paylasimini bulmak icin bolgesel is birlikleri de olmalidir (Larik ve Sahoo, 2018). Sonug olarak kiiresel gog icin

¢6zUm bulmak amaciyla ¢ok uluslu ve bolgesel aktorler yerine devletlerden farkli aktorlere ihtiyag vardir.

insanlar neden go¢ ediyor? Arkasindaki nedenler nelerdir? Géce neden olan faktérler arasinda ‘yoksulluk, az
gelismislik, firsat yoksunlugu, kéti yénetim, cevresel faktorler, ekonomik dengesizlikler, cevresel bozulma, baris
ve glvenligin olmayisi, insan haklari ihlalleri’ bulunur (Guild ve Grant, 2017: 7). Bu gog tlrlerini idare etmek,
kiresel diizeyde kapsamli bir ydnetim mekanizmasi olmalidir. Clinki sadece ulusal ya da bolgesel gog, birden
fazla devletin karsilastigl daha genis go¢ problemlerini bulmak igin etkili aktorler degildir. Bu farkli gog tiirlerinin

biiylk bir organizasyonda birlesmis kiiresel bir gé¢ ¢c6ziime ihtiyaci vardir.

Kiresel gog ile ilgili olarak, akademisyenler tarafindan yazilmis sadece birkag eser bulunmaktadir. Kiiresel gog
akademik bir disiplin olarak gorilmelidir. Hamada’ya gore uluslararasi go¢ akademik bir disiplin olarak

gorilmelidir ¢inkl kiresel yonetisim ile ilgili olarak uluslararasi gog¢ kiiresel yonetisim altinda bir konu olarak
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goriilmektedir. Ancak gog icin tutarh bir kiiresel yonetisim politikasi yoktur. Kiiresellesmeyle birlikte, kiiresel
sorunlar igin kiresel mekanizmalar vardir ve gereklidir (Hamada, 2011). Bir sonraki bolimde kiresel gog

yonetisimi ayrintili olarak incelenecektir.
KURESEL GOC YONETiSiMi
Kiiresel Go¢ Yonetisiminin Tarihi ve Geligimi

Betts ve Kainz (2017) kiiresel gd¢ yonetisimi tarihinin dort tarihsel doneme ayrildigini savunmaktadir. Bu ayirim
kiiresel gég ybnetisimi gelismelerini anlamak icin &nemlidir. ilk dénem 1919-1989 arasindaki dénemdir. Bu
donemde diizenlemeler Milletler Cemiyeti (MC) altindaydi, pasaport rejimi ulus devletler arasindaki insanlarin
karsilikli seyahat belgeleri olarak kabul edildi. Modern miilteci sisteminin ilk adimi, MC altinda, Milletler
Cemiyeti Milteciler Yiksek Komiserligi (LNHCR) olarak kuruldu. Bu tarihsel donemde ekonomik gé¢cmenler

olarak gériilen miilteciler ve Uluslararasi Calisma Orgiitii (ILO) 6nemli bir rol oynadilar (Betts ve Kainz, 2017: 2).

Birlesmis Milletler Multeciler Yiksek Komiserligi-1950, 1951 Miiltecilerin Statlisii Konvansiyonu, Gé¢menlerin
Hareketi icin Gegici Hiikiimetler arasi Komite (PICMME) (1980 yilinda Hikimetler arasi Go¢ Komitesi (ICM)
oldu; 1989 yilinda ise Uluslararasi Gég Orgiitii (IOM) oldu) tiim bu gelismeler ilk dénemin énemli olaylarydi.
Soguk Savas’in sona ermesinden sonra, insanlarin gog orani oldukga artti ve 1990’larda IOM ve UNHCR’nin rolii

artti (Betts ve Kainz, 2017: 2-3).

ikinci ddnem 1990-2007 vyillari arasindaki mevcut normlarin ve kurumlarin durumunu degerlendirmektir. Bu
dénemdeki 6nemli gelismeler 1990 yilinda tim goég¢men isgilerin ve ailelerinin haklarina dair Uluslararasi
Sozlesme (ICRMW) ve 1994 Kahire Niifus ve Kalkinma Konferansidir (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016). Bu donemde
Bolgesel Dayanisma Sirecinin (RCP’ler) olusturulmasi, bir bolgedeki tiim devletler icin bilgi, uygulama ve
standartlarin ortak paylasimini hizlandirmistir. Ayni donemde IOM, devletler ve RCP’ler arasinda énemli bir rol

oynamistir (Betts ve Kainz, 2017: 3-4).

1990 Tiim Gogmen isgilerin ve Ailelerinin Haklarinin Korunmasina iliskin Uluslararasi Sézlesme (BM Gégmen
isciler S6zlesmesi) gd¢menlerin insan haklari ile ilgili 5nemli gelismelerden biridir. G6¢men isgilerin tcretleri,
calisma saatleri, guvenli kosullarda g¢alisma gibi durumlarla ilgilidir (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016). 2003 yilinda

yararlige girmistir (Pecoud ve Gucteneire, 2007).

ikinci dénemin iki nemli gercegi de vardir; Doyle Raporu ve 1. Uluslararasi Gég ve Kalkinma Yiiksek Diizey
Diyalogu. Michael Doyle, BM Sekreteri Kofi Annan’in Genel Sekreter Yardimcisi olarak atandi. 2002 yilinda
‘Doyle Raporu’ olarak adlandirilan bir rapor yayinladi. Yeni bir ajans olusturmak, IOM’un BM cercevesi altinda
girmesi ve kiiresel bir komisyon kurulmasini baslatmak gibi bir dizi 6neri listesi 6nermektedir (Betts ve Kainz,

2017:5).
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2003 yilinda, gogle ilgili onerilerde bulunmak icin Kiresel Go¢ Komisyonu (GCIM) kuruldu. 2006 yilinda, gog
konusunda aktoérler arasindaki is birligini gelistirmek icin Kiresel Gé¢ Grubu (GMG) da olusturulmustur
(Crepeau ve Atak, 2016). 2006 yilinda 1. Uluslararasi Gé¢ Ust Diizey Diyalogu toplanti ve dért dnemli nokta
Uzerinde durdu; goglin kalkinma Uzerindeki etkisi, tim goéc¢menlerin insan haklarinin korunmasi, gég¢ ve
kalkinmanin ¢ok boyutlu yonleri, devletler ve diger aktorler arasinda ikili, bolgesel ve ¢ok tarafl iligkiler tesis

eden bir ortaklik kurulmasi (Betts ve Kainz, 2017: 5).

Tim bu gelismeler ve gog sayisinin her zamankinden daha fazla olmasi ile Kathleen Newland, ‘g6é¢lin aniden her
yerde oldugunu’ ifa etti (Pecoud, 2015 aktaran Betts ve Kainz, 2017: 6). Bununla birlikte Aleinikoff, go¢
konusundaki uluslararasi yasal normlari ‘mimari olmayan yap!’ olarak adlandirdi (Betts ve Kainz, 2017: 6) Bu

durumda go¢ konusundaki uluslararasi yasal normlar yetersiz oldugundan artan gog ihtiyacini karsilamayabilir.

Bu gelismelerle birlikte kiiresel sivil toplum hakkinda da bir gelisme oldu. 2006 yilinda Halkin Gég, Kalkinma ve
insan Haklari Kiiresel Eylemi olarak adlandirilan bir kiiresel sivil toplum &rgiitii kuruldu. Bu &rgiit; sivil toplum
aktivistleri, gogcmenlerin savunuculugunu yapan orgiitler, gogle ilgili bireyler ve diger 6rgiitlerden olusmaktadir
(Alund ve Schierup, 2018). Sivil toplum kuruluslari, kiresel gég yonetisim sistemindeki devletleri ve diger
STK’lari tamamlayici olarak gorebilirler. Bu tarihsel gelismeler, bize sivil toplum kuruluslarinin kiresel gog

yonetisim sistemindeki devlet ve diger aktorler kadar 6nemli oldugunu gosterdi.

Kiresel go¢ yonetisim tarihindeki G¢linci donem 2007-2015 yillari arasindadir. Kiiresel Gog¢ ve Kalkinma Fonu
(GFMD), 2007 yilinda BM cgergevesinin disinda olusturulmustur (Wee vd., 2018). GFMD her vyil toplanir.
Devletler tarafindan baglayici olmayan, gayri resmi, hilkimet 6nderligindeki toplantilardir (Crepeau ve Atak,
2016). ‘GFMD, BM cercevesi disinda go¢ konusunda en goriiniir ve en yilksek profilli devletler tarafindan
yonetilen kiiresel sirectir’ (Betts ve Kainz, 2017: 6). GFMD’nin gég¢menlerin insan haklari konusundaki 6zel
raportori Francgois Crepeau, gd¢ yonetisiminin daha gayri resmi, ad hoc, baglayici olmayan, devlet 6nderliginde

ve BM disinda oldugunu acikliyor (Betts ve Kainz, 2017:7).

Ugiinci ddnemdeki diger bir énemli gelisme 2013 yilindaki 2. Uluslararasi Gég ve Kalkinma Ust Diizey
Diyalogudur. Konferans sekiz noktaya odaklanmaktadir: ‘tiim gdgmenlerin insan haklarinin korunmasi; isgi gogii
maliyetlerinin azaltiimasi; insan kacakgiligi da dahil olmak lizere gégmen sémiiriisiiniin ortadan kaldiriimasi;
mahsur gégmenlerin durumunun ele alinmasi; halkin gé¢gmen algilarinin iyilestirilmesi; kalkinma giindemindeki
entegrasyon gogl; gé¢ kaniti tabaninin giiglendirilmesi; gég¢ ortakhklarini ve isbirligini gelistirmek’ (Betts ve

Kainz, 2017: 8).

2030 Surdurulebilir Kalkinma Gindeminde, strdirilebilir kalkinma hedeflerinden bazilari (5,8, 10-10.c ve 10.7,
16, 17. Maddeleri) 6zellikle gog ile ilgilidir. Diger stirdirilebilir kalkinma hedefleri kisilerin bireyselligi ile ilgilidir,
bu nedenle bireysel gogmenler ve miiltecilerle de iliskilendirilebilirler (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016: 8-9). Giindem

2030, ‘uluslararasi goglin, tutarl ve kapsamh yanitlar gerektiren, gelis, transit ve varis llkelerinin gelisimi icin

731



IJOESS (issn: 2146-1961) JUNE 2020

blylk 6nem tasiyan ¢ok boyutlu bir gerceklik oldugunu ifade eder’ (Agenda 2030 aktaran Betts ve Kainz, 2017:
9).

Kiresel gog yonetisiminin ozelliklerinden biri de ¢ok tarafliliktan uzaklasan mini-gok tarafliliktir. Daha buyik
sorunlarin ¢ézilmesi icin en az sayida devleti toplamak olarak agiklanabilir (Naim, 2009 aktaran Betts ve Kainz,
2017). Bu dénemde mini-cok tarafliligin iki 6rnegi vardir: Nansen Girisimi-2012 ve Kriz Girisimindeki Ulkelerdeki
Gogmenler (MICIC). Nansen Girisimi, afetlerden ve iklim degisikliginden kaynaklanan gocle ilgilidir. 2016 yilinda
adini afet kaynakli yer degisim platformu olarak degistirdi. MICIC da ¢atisma veya dogal afetlerden kaynaklanan
gogle ilgilidir. Her iki girisim de devletler tarafindan yénetilir, asagidan yukariya, baglayici olmayan, konsensis
olusturmak icin danisma sirecinden olusur. Ancak sinirli sayida aktére sahip bu girisimlerin daha genis kiiresel
go¢ yonetisimi girisimleri tGzerinde olumsuz etkileri olabilir (Biermann vd., 2009 aktaran Betts ve Kainz, 2017).
Nansen Girisimi ve MICIC, tiglinci dénemin iki nemli gelismesi olarak gosterilebilir. Uglincii dénemin iki dnemli
iyi gelismesi olmakla birlikte, daha genis konular igin yeterli etkili birer mekanizma degillerdi. D6neminin 6nemli

gelismeleri olarak kalmakla birlikte kiresel sistemin 6nemli birer parcasi olamadilar.

Doérdiinct donem 2016 ile 2018 arasidir; aslinda 2016’dan gliniimiize kadar olan gelismelerden sz edilebilir.
Mevcut diinya ¢atismalari ve diger nedenler gocl diinya sorunlarinin zirvesine ¢ikarmaktadir. 2016 yilinda BM,
New York’ta ‘Bliylik Milteci ve Gocmen Hareketlerine Yonelik Bir Zirve’ topladi. Zirvenin sonunda, New York
Milteci ve Gocmenler Deklarasyonu agiklandi (New York Declaration, 2016). Deklarasyon, 2018 vyilinda
uluslararasi go¢ konulu hikiumetler arasi bir konferansla bulugmayi planliyor. Bu bulusmada ‘Givenli, Dlzgiin
ve Diizenli Gég icin Kiiresel ilkeler Sézlesmesi’ (Global Kompakt) plani olusturulacak. New York Deklarasyonu,
devletlerin go¢ yonetisimi konusundaki siyasi iradesini sunmayi ve mdltecileri ve gé¢cmenleri kiresel olarak
kurumayi amagliyor. Deklarasyon, gégmenlerin insan haklarinin, egitim, saglk ve yasam standartlarini korumak
icin gereken diger sosyal haklarin korunmasini; gégmen g¢ocuklarin durumunun korunmasi, gégmenlerin irkgi
hareketlerden ve gé¢men karsiti davranislardan kiresel diizeyde korunmasi, en ¢ok etkilenen devletlere insani
yardim saglanmasi, BM aktérleri, sivil toplum aktorleri ve devletle beraber diger aktorler arasinda is birligi

saglanmasi (Betts ve Kainz, 2017).

2017 yilinda Peter Sutherland- BM Uluslararasi Gog Ozel Temsilcisi ‘Sutherland Raporu’ adli bir rapor yayinladi.
Raporda savunmasiz gé¢cmenlerin sorunlari, emek hareketliligi ve gelismeleri ve geri donen gé¢cmenler hakkinda
bir tir oneri listesi sundu. Sutherland ayrica kiiresel konferanslarda yerel makamlarin/otoritelerin roliine

odaklanmaktadir (Betts ve Kainz, 2017).

Global Kompakta kiresel go¢ yonetisimindeki son gelisme olarak bakarsak, 2018 yilinda Guivenli, Diizgiin ve
Diizenli Gog icin Kiiresel ilkeler Sdzlesmesi olarak ilan edildi. Global Kompakt, géciin herkes icin esit olmasi
yoniinde bir cagri yapti. Kiiresel ilkeler Sézlesmesi, ‘kiiresel diyalog ve gd¢ konusunda uluslararasi is birligi
tarihinde bir doniim noktasidir’ (Global Compact, 2018). Biylyen kiiresel bir olay olarak buyik miulteci ve
gdocmen hareketlerine yanit vermeyi amaclamaktadir (Guild ve Grant, 2017). Dinyadaki tim milteci ve

gdécmenlere ayni evrensel insan haklarini ve temel 6zgirliklerini ilan etti. Bu kompakt baglayici bir mekanizma
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degildir ve sadece devletler degil tiim aktérler arasinda uluslararasi is birligi kurar. Uzerinde durdugu bazi temel
kavramlar vardir; ‘insan merkezli, uluslararasi is birligi, ulusal egemenlik, hukukun GstlinlGgi ve bu siirecte
gerekenler, strdirtlebilir kalkinma, insan haklari, cinsiyete duyarli, cocuklara duyarli, devletin tamamini iceren
bir yaklasim ve toplumun bitiniini iceren bir yaklasim’ (Global Compact, 2018). Amaglari; politikalar igin veri
toplamak, gog igin olumsuz faktorleri en aza indirmek, bilgi saglamak, tim gé¢cmenlerin yasal belgelere sahip
olmasini saglamak, yollarin kullanilabilirligini ve esnekligini artirmak, glvenlik aciklarini azaltmak, hayat
kurtarmak, koordine edilmis uluslararasi gaba olusturmak, kagakgiliga yanit vermek, insan ticaretini 6nlemek,
sinirlari yonetmek gogmenler ve benzerleri igin temel hizmetlere erisim saglar (Global Compact, 2018). Kiresel
ilkeler Sdzlesmesinin bes temel bileseni vardir: planlar, bilgi merkezleri, kapasite gelistirme mekanizmasi, BM
ag! ve inceleme forumlari. Kiiresel ilkeler Sézlesmesindeki aktérler; iye devletler, BM ajanslari (UNHCR, UNDP,
UNODC) ve sivil toplum kuruluslaridir (Micinski, 2018). Giivenli, diizgiin ve diizenli gég icin Kiresel ilkeler
Sozlesmesi, kiiresel gé¢ yonetisimi konusunda uluslararasi topluma yeni bir yaklasim olarak gorilebilir. Ortak
bir gelecekte goglin glvenli, dizgin ve dizenli oldugu kavramlarini birlestirmek faydal olabilir (IOM Vision,
2017). Kiresel ilkeler Sézlesmesi herhangi bir gé¢ sorunu icin herhangi bir agiga yer birakmamaktadir. Gég ile
ilgili olabilecek tiim sorunlari giderir. Szlesmenin kapsamli bir mekanizmasi vardir ancak devletler icin baglayici
degildir. Sozlesme kiiresel olan en 6nemli gelismedir diinyadaki tiim devletler ve diger aktorler icin. Ancak
bunun baglayici olmayan bir mekanizmaya sahip olmasi, devletlerin go¢ eden insanlar Gzerindeki karar alma
mekanizmalarinda ¢ok da etkili degildir. Bu tiir bir kiresel mekanizma, tim aktorlerin kiresel gé¢ unvani

Uzerindeki yapisina faydali olmak icin baglayici olmalidir.

Tarihsel dénemlerden bagimsiz olarak Uluslararasi Gég¢ Orgiitii (IOM) ayrintili olarak incelenebilir. BM
cercevesinin disindadir ve 1951 yilinda kurulmustur. Mevcut diinyada 470’den fazla yerde ‘151 {liye devlet, 12
gozlemci devlet ve 7800’den fazla personel bulunmaktadir’ (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016: 134). IOM’nin temel amaci
ve islevi, uluslararasi go¢li insani temeller (izerine bir siraya koyarak dizenlemektir. IOM, goég islerinde asistan
olarak devletlere yardim eder. 10M, gogle ilgili aktorler arasinda bir diyalog mekanizmasi énerir. IOM’nin daha
kuglik bir versiyonu Uluslararasi Gog Politikalari Gelistirme Merkezi'dir (ICMPD). IOM ile karsilastirildiginda 15
devlet ile sinirli bir organizasyondur ve IOM’den daha az bir etkiye sahiptir. Avrupa c¢apinda bir danismanlk

mekanizmasidir (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016).

Gogle ilgili diger etkili aktorler, kiiresel gdg yonetisim mekanizmasinin 6nemli pargalari olan bolgesel kuruluslar
ve bélgesel danisma siiregleridir (RCP’ler). Giineydogu Asya Ulkeleri Birligi (ASEAN), Bati Afrika Devletleri
Ekonomik Toplulugu (ECOWAS), Gliney Ortak Pazari (MERCOSUR), ve Avrupa Birligi (AB) her biri kendi bolgesi
icindeki serbest dolasimla ilgili bazi diizenlemeler yapan bu bdlgesel kuruluslara érnektir. Bolgesel danisma
siregleri ayni zamanda bolgedeki diger devletler igin bilgi saglar, 1985’ten bu yana devletler arasindaki
bolgedeki gayri resmi mekanizma, baglayici olmayan yapi, esnek ve paylasim yiki ve sorumluluklari vardir
(Gamlen ve Marsh, 2011). Ancak bolgesel danisma siireglerinin icinde devletler arasinda glig esitsizligi vardir, bu
nedenle devletin glgli oldugu bolgenin gelecegi hakkinda en ¢ok séyleyecek s6zi vardir (Crepeau ve Atak,

2016). Eger mesele tim bilgileri ve fikirleri tek bir kurulusta toplamaksa, bolgesel danisma sireclerindeki
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esitsizlikler cok 6nemli degildir. Bolgesel danisma siireglerindeki esitsizlik konusunda stipheci olmak daha

stpheci fikirler yaratir ¢inki ulusal gikarlar bu distincede rol oynamaya baslar.

Ozetlemek gerekirse, kiiresel gdg¢ ydnetisiminin dort dnemli dénemi gdcle ilgili bircok dnemli gelismelerle
doludur. Milletler Cemiyeti ile baslayan, son versiyonu BM ile devam eden ve Soguk Savas sonrasi gelismelerle
(1990 Sozlesmesi, GCIM, GFMD ve IOM’un kurulmasi) tarihte dnemli donim noktalari haline gelmistir. Tim bu
gelismeler bize kiresel go¢ yonetisiminin mimkiin oldugunu goésteriyor. Dinyanin farkli yerlerinde ve farkh
ideolojik arka planlardan toplanarak bir araya gelen insanlar ve tim go¢ alan ve veren devletler ve diger
aktorler olarak gbg sorunu ile direkt yuzlestikleri igin gog ile ilgili daha agik bir politika siirmelerini saglar. Bu
gelismelerle birlikte gelecek icin etkisini ne kadar strdirilebilecegini gormek amagli kiresel gog yonetisiminin

uygulanabilirligini ve arzu edilebilirligini tartismak gerekmektedir.
Kiiresel Gog Yonetisiminin Uygulanabilirligi ve Arzu Edilebilirligi

Koser’e gore (2010), kiiresel go¢ yonetisimi icin bes argiiman vardir (Koser, 2010). Birincisi, gogle ilgili mevcut
resmi kurumlar tek bir kiiresel birim olmasa da kiiresel diizeydedir ve her tiirli gogte tam bir yaptirim glicine
sahip degildir. Uluslararasi orgiitler milteciler gibi gog¢ turleriyle ilgilenen 6nemli aktdrlerdendir. Bununla
birlikte ulusal devletleri en 6nemli aktor olarak gorebiliriz. Kiresel bir konunun ilk 6rnegi ¢ogunlukla ulusal
devletler tarafindan yénetilir, fakat ayni zamanda uluslararasi ydnetisime sahiptir. ikincisi, uluslararasi alanda
olmak ve giderek daha gorinir ve etkili olmakla birlikte, gé¢ yonetisimi devletlerin ulusal siyasetinden daha
genis bir vizyona ihtiyag duymaktadir. Devletler uluslararasi gocte kendi ulusal hedeflerine ulagsmak isteseler de
bu uluslararasi is birligini diger aktorlerle de yapmak zorundadirlar. Devletler tek baslarina hareket edemezler
ve uluslararasi is birligi zorunlu ve kaginilmazdir. Uglincisii, kiresel gdc ydnetisimine ihtiyag vardir, ¢linkii
savunmasiz, somdirilen, gé¢cmen olmaktan muzdarip ve vyalnizca kendi devletleri tarafindan degil,
hikumetlerinin onlari korumak igin yeterli glice sahip olmadigi bazi durumlarda diger devletler ve uluslararasi
aktorler tarafindan da korunmaya ihtiyag duyan bircok gégmen vardir. Ornegin, yaklasik bir milyon insan, insan
kagakgiliginin 6znesidir, en savunmasiz olanlari da kadinlar ve gocuklardir. Bu, bugiliniin diinyasinin bir gesit
kolelik sistemidir (Obokata, 2010). Kadinlarin ¢ogu da toplumsal cinsiyetlerinden o6tiiri somirulmektedir
(Beneria vd., 2012). Bircok gogcmen de yasadisi eylemlerde bulunmaya zorlaniyor ¢inkd suclular gégcmenleri
dizensiz olmasiyla ilgili tehdit ederek sug islemeye zorluyorlar. Go¢cmenler ayni zamanda ucuz isglict olarak da
gorilmektedir. isverenler ayni isi yapan gd¢menlere calisan vatandaslarindan daha az para vermekte ve
gocmenler icin sigorta 6demek istememektedirler (Toksoz, 2018). Bu nedenle gé¢cmenler savunmasizdir ve
uluslararasi alandaki gogmen olmayan insanlardan daha fazla korunmaya ihtiyag duyarlar. Dordincusd, kiresel
ekonomideki gelismeler uluslararasi gog¢ lizerinde onemli bir etkiye sahiptir. Gelismis devletler niifuslarinin
yaslanmasi nedeniyle daha fazla uluslararasi isgiiciine ihtiya¢ duyarlar ve ileride de ihtiyag duymaya devam
edecekler. Gelismis devletlerde saglik sistemi gibi kisa vadede calisabilecek ¢ok sayida kalifiye is giict imkani
bulunmaktadir. Ve bu karsilikli bir iliskidir. Go¢lin kiiresel ve ulusal ekonomi politikalari lizerinde de 6nemli

etkileri vardir. Ornegin, gé¢cmenler tarafindan kazanilan ve kendi ilkelerine geri gdénderilen paralar, bu
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tlkelerdeki devletlerin GSYiH’sinin &nemli bir parcasi olmaktadir. Ornegin, Meksika’nin yurtdisindaki
vatandaslarindan Meksika’ya gelen bu paralar, Meksika’nin GSYiH’sina 16 milyar dolar katkida bulunmaktadir
(Munck, 2008). Ve besincisi, ‘degisim icin momentum yavas yavas gelisiyor’ (Koser, 2010: 301). Hikumetlerin
uluslararasi gogle ilgili bir araya gelmek ve mizakere etmek istemediklerini tartisti. Ancak diger aktorler her

zamankinden daha fazla gériismeye ve mizakere etmeye isteklilerdir.

Kiresel 1sinma, kiiresel bir go¢ yonetisimi olusturmak icin énemli bir konu olarak katki saglar. Clnki iklim
degisikliginin sorumluluklari ve yararlari devletler tarafindan esit olarak paylasiimamaktadir. Bazi devletlerin
cevre politikalarinda yaptiklari hatalar, hava, doga ve cevrenin herhangi bir sinirt olmadig ve devletlerin
sinirlarindan bagimsiz olarak etkilenmesi nedeniyle diger Ulkelerin gevresine olumsuz olarak etki edebilir.
Deprem, sel ve yiikselen deniz seviyesi, diizensiz hava kosullari ve kuraklik gibi bircok felaket tiri vardir
(Warner, 2010). Bu tlr dogal afetler insanlari gog etmeye zorlarlar. Ayrica kiiresel isinmanin etkileri uluslararasi
go¢ rejiminde 6nemli 6lgiide olumsuz bir unsurdur. Bu tir kiresel sorunlara sahip olmakla birlikte, sadece iklim
degisikligi degil, ayni zamanda terdrizm, uluslararasi ticaret, bulasici hastaliklar, llkelerarasi gecis slrecinde
islenen suclar gibi sorunlar nedeniyle kiiresel go¢ yonetisimine duyulan ihtiya¢ kaginilmaz bir sonug olarak

konumlanmaktadir (Betts, 2011).

Kiresel gog yonetisimi, isglicli, aile birlesimi, siginmacilar ve milteciler gibi her tirli gégmen tarind kavramak
zorundadir (Ghosh, 2005). Gé¢ yonetisimi kavraminin ilk hali olan ‘gé¢ yonetimi’ kavrami, BM Kiresel Yonetisim
Komisyonu ve isve¢ Hiikiimetinin talebi ile Bimal Ghosh tarafindan gelistirildi. Bu yeni kiiresel gé¢ yénetisimi
rejimi, kapsamli kapasitesi ile gurur duymali ve bu nedenle (ine sahip olmahdir. Ve her tiirli insan hareketliligini
icermelidir (Geiger ve Pecoud, 2010). Alexander Aleinikoff, kiiresel go¢lin ‘mimarisi olmayan yapl’ olarak
yonetilmesinin devletler ve diger uluslararasi aktorler tizerinde normlari uygulamak igin benzersiz bir kurumsal
yapilya sahip olmadigini agiklar (Betts, 2011). Bu nedenle, bugliniin dinyasinda farkli kurumlar farkli gog
turleriyle ayri ayri olarak ilgilenmektedir bir biitiin olarak degil. Ornegin, UNIFEM kadin gécmenlerle, ILO
goemen iscilerle, OHCHR vatandas olmayanlarla, UNICEF cocuk gégmenlerle ve UNDP gelismemis devletlerle
iliskilerdeki gog ile ve de gelismemis devletlerde yasamanin géglin nedenleri olabilecegi ile ilgileniyor (Grugel ve

Piper, 2011).

Betts’e gore kiresel gog yonetisimi Ug farkli sekilde olabilir. Birincisi BM yonetimi altinda, Bhagwati’ye ait bir
fikirle bir Diinya Goég Orgiitii olusturulabilir. ikincisi, BM disinda IOM’un fikirleriyle beraber resmi olmayan bir
iletisime dayanan bir yonetisim sekli olusturulabilir. Ve sonuncusunu Betts, alternatif bir orta yol olarak bulur.
Bu da tutarh ¢ogulculuk olarak bulunur. Kiiresel go¢ yonetisiminin islevlerini icerir ve ayni zamanda kolektif bir
cikar cercevesinde incelenmelidir. Klresel gé¢ yonetisiminin bes islevi vardir: ‘normatif gozetim, diyalog

forumu, hizmet sunumu, siyasi kolaylastirma ve bilgi kapasitesi’dir (Betts, 2011:4).

Kiresel gog yonetisimi kiiresel politikanin bir konusudur ve bu yiizden ‘uluslararasi go¢ her zaman dogasi geregi
politiktir’ (Castles vd., 2014: 314). Onceki paragraflarda, kiiresel is birligine ydnelik mevcut mekanizmalar ve

gecmisteki girisimler, uluslararasi gocln kiiresel ydnetisiminin politik olarak uygulanabilir oldugunu
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gostermektedir (Betts, 2011; Rustamov, 2011). Devletler ve diger uluslararasi aktorler gog icin uluslararasi is
birligini gegcmiste denemis, simdi denemekte ve ileride de denemeye devam edeceklerdir. Kuzeyin Gliney
Uzerindeki GstlnlUgl gibi bazi devletler arasindaki ‘asimetrik Gstlinlik’ oldugu soylenmesine ragmen Ghosh’un
soyledigi gibi ‘uluslararasi go¢ esasen ¢ok boyutlu bir olgudur’ (Ghosh, 2000; Schierup vd., 2015). Munck, gogiin
adil bir sekilde yonetilmesinin mimkiin olmadigini, ¢linki kiiresel sistemin digerlerine egemen olan bazi baskin
glclere sahip oldugunu, bu nedenle bu kiiresel yonetisimin kiiresel ¢cogunlugu degil birkag varlikh devleti
desteklediginden bahsetti (Munck, 2008). Ancak kiiresel goglin ¢ok boyutlu yapisi farkli seviyelerde farkh
aktorler olmasini gerektirir; sadece devletleri degil ayni zamanda sivil toplum orgitlerini de ve ¢ok uluslu
sirketler gibi 6zel sektor aktoérlerini de kiiresel yonetisimde siyasi aktorler olarak siireglerin bir pargasi haline
getirmektedir (Betts, 2009). Rittberger ayrica ‘kiiresel yonetisimin hiyerarsik olmayan uluslararasi ve ulus otesi

kurumlarin bir ¢iktisi’ oldugunu séylemektedir (Rittberger, 2001: 2).

Mevcut uluslararasi hukuk, vatandas olmayanlara devredilemez haklar vermektedir (Martin, 2005). Gogu
yonetmek icin gocmenlerin insan haklari, gé¢ hakki olarak BM Bildirgesi kapsaminda korunmaktadir. Bu durum
herhangi bir sekilde kisitlanamaz (Munck, 2008). Dolayisiyla, uluslararasi hukuk devletlerin vatandaslarinin
insan haklarina yonelik eylemleri Gizerinde etkili olabilir. Devletlerin halklari Gizerindeki siddetini 6nler (Hidalgo,
2016). Bugiiniin dinyasinda gé¢cmen haklar ve gbo¢ yonetimi ile ilgili bircok gelisme ve onemli siireg

bulunmaktadir (Martin, 2005). Bu nedenle, kiiresel gb¢ yonetisimi miimkin ve uygulanabilir bir konsepttir.

Newland, kiiresel go¢ yonetisiminin yukaridan asaglya veya asagidan yukariya olabilecegini agiklar (Newland,
2010). Yukaridan asagiya yaklasiminda ulusal devletler kiiresel kurallara uymahdir (Grugel ve Piper, 2011).
Kiresel mekanizmanin yerel diizeyde 6nemli bir etkisi vardir. Newland, daha umut verici olan alternatif olarak,
asagidan yukariya yaklasiminin kiiresel go¢ yonetisiminde hizla ortaya ciktigini savunmaktadir (Betts, 2008;
Newland, 2010; Betts, 2011). Asagidan yukariya yapilan yapi, devletlerin eylemlerinin bolgesel, uluslararasi ve
kiiresel go¢ yonetisimi diizeyinde 6nemli katkilari oldugu yénindedir. Kurallar, devletlerin kendi politikalarinin
ve bolgesel ve uluslararasi dizeydeki diger devletler ve diger aktorlerle iliskilerinin kararlari altindadir. Bu
durum, UNHCR ve ILO haricinde kiiresel diizeyde devletler tizerinde uygulama mekanizmasi olmayan bir sistem
olusturmaktadir (Rustamov, 2011). Bu iki harici ornek, kiresel go¢ yonetisiminin mimkiin ve uygulanabilir

olabilecegini gosteren yukaridan asagiya yaklasimina érneklerdir.

Kiresel go¢ yonetisiminin arzu edilebilirligi ile ilgili olarak, Betts’e gore kiiresel gb¢ yonetisimi oldukga normatif
bir kavramdir. Kiresel yapinin normatif temeli dort kritere dayanmaktadir: mesruiyet, verimlilik, esitlik ve hak
temelli gerekgeler. Bunlar kiiresel gé¢ yonetisiminin arzu edildigini agikliga kavusturmak igin gerekli unsurlardir

(Betts, 2011).

Birincisi, mesruiyetin normatif bir yoni vardir. Bu, yonetme hakkina sahip olmakla ilgilidir ve yénetme hakkina
sahip oldugu bilinmelidir. Ulusal diizeyde mesruiyet, kiresel diizeyde tanimlanmasindan daha kolaydir. Halkin
rizasini ve demokratik kurumlari igerir. Ancak kiiresel diizeyde daha karmasiktir, ¢linkl riza kavrami net degildir

ve demokrasinin anlami ¢ok daha fazla boyutlara sahiptir. Buchanan ve Keohane icgin kiresel diizey, devlet
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rizasi, demokratik devlet rizasi ve net olmayan kiiresel demokrasiyi icerir. Kiiresel yonetisimin alti ana ilkesini
tanimladilar: kamusal temele dayanabilirlik icermeli, haksiz rejimlerin mesruiyetini 6nleme giliciine sahip olmali,
demokratik devletlerin rizasi devam etmeli, demokrasi ile ilgili normlari ve degerleri tesvik etmeli, sabit bir
yapiya sahip olmali, boylece yeni degisikliklere ve miizakere sureglerine agik olmali, biirokratik takdir yetkisi ve
hangi demokrasilerin kiresel dizeyde sorunlu devletlerin mesruiyetini géz ardi ettigi anlayisi ile basa

cikilmalidir (Betts, 2009: 114; 2011: 27).

ikincisi, verimlilik iki farkli tanimla agiklanabilir. Birincisi, tahsis verimliligi, kaynaklarin esit olarak tahsis edilmesi
anlamina gelir. Bu durumun Pareto optimalligi ile bir iliskisi vardir. Pareto optimallik kisaca, birinin iyi
durumunun ancak digerinin daha k6t durumuyla mimkin oldugunu savunur. Eger genel sosyal fayda
saglamaya calisilirsa, bu optimallik ortaya cikar. ikincisi, Gretken verimliligin ciktinin girdiden biyik olmasi

gerektigidir (Betts, 2009; 2011).

Uclinciisi, esitlik, gdglin yiikiini ve faydalarini esit olarak paylasmakla ilgilidir. Maalesef bu konuda diinyanin
Kuzey ve Guney’i arasindaki blylk adaletsizlikler var. Kuzey (lkeleri genellikle géclin hangi kosullarda ve nasil
gocmenleri almak istedigine karar vermekle ilgili belirleyici konumdadir. Gliney (lkeleri de gog¢li gbnderen

Ulkeler olarak Kuzey’in kararlarina uymak zorunda olan bir konumdadir (Betts, 2009; 2011).

Dordincisi, haklar sadece devletlere ait degil ayni zamanda bireylere de aittir. Bitiin gogmenler sadece insan
olduklari icin insan haklarina sahiptir. Bir kisinin insan haklari eger kendi devleti tarafindan isgal edilirse bu birey
icin uluslararasi ve kiresel diizeyde normatif koruma saglanmalidir. Bu hak temelli gerekgeler, ulusal, bélgesel

ve ¢ok tarafli diizeydeki gogmenlerin haklarindaki eksiklikleri 6nler (Betts, 2011).

Normatif olarak kiresellesmenin go¢ Uzerindeki etkileri sonucunda evlerinden uzakta ¢ok daha fazla insan
yasiyor, farkl insanlardan baska kiiltiirler greniyorlar. Bu durum New York, Toronto, Londra ve istanbul gibi
insanlarin karma bir sekilde yasadigi biiyilk metropollerde yani kiiresel sehirlerde kiltirel ¢ogulculuk yaratir

(Castles vd., 2014).

Kiresel gog yonetisiminin arzu edilebilirligi ve uygulanabilirligini 6zetledikten sonra, bir sonraki bélim gog ve

kiiresel go¢ yonetisiminin varligi hakkinda genel tartismalari igerecektir.
Kiiresel Go¢ Yonetisimi ile ilgili Tartismalar

Crepeau ve Atak’a gore (2016), kiresel go¢ yonetisiminin temel objeleri ‘milteci rejimi, uluslararasi ¢alisma
standartlari ve insan ticareti ile ilgili ulus dtesi ceza hukuku’dur (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016: 113). insanlarin gég
yonetisimine ihtiyaclari vardir ¢linki goclin nedenleri ve sonuglarini diizenler ve gogli gonderen, transit ve alan
Ulkeler yararina dizenlemeler yapar ve gocmenlere normatif agidan yardimci olur (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016:
115). Gog genellikle bir sorun olarak goriilir. Castles’a gore (2010), gogmenlerin gog ettikleri Glkelerde toplum

icinde yer alabilecekleri sosyal doniisiim yaklasimi ile ¢6zilebilir (Castles, 2010). Go¢ esasen bir sorun olarak
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goriilmemeli, dinyadaki farkli insanlarla farkl konularda toplumlari donilstlirme sansi olarak goriilmeli ve

icinde yasadiklari toplumlarini donastirmeliler.

Bununla birlikte, go¢ ulus devletlerin egemenligi ve bu devletlerin sinir kontroliiniin givenligi gibi baz
sorunlarla karsi kargiya kalmistir. G6¢menler bagimsiz olarak gé¢ edemezler; engeller sadece sinirdaki kontroller
degil ayni zamanda vardiklari tlkelerin gégmenlerle ilgili yaptiklari diizenlemelerdir. Varig tlkelerinin ulusal
siyaseti bu dlizenlemeleri etkileyebilir, 6rnegin devletin gogmen karsiti poplilist hareketler gibi bir egilimi varsa,
bu diizenlemeler bu poplilist gorisle birlikte yeniden degisir. Bu devletlerdeki gé¢menlerin, bulunduklari
devletlerin gorislerine gore saghkl siyasi haklara sahip olamayabilirler. Bu gé¢menlerin insan haklari kiiresel
kurumlar gatisi altinda kontrol edilmelidir. Crepeau ve Atak’a gore (2016), eger arzu edilen, gdgmenlerden
fayda saglamak ise, o zaman tiim go¢cmenlerin insan haklarina odaklanilmalidir. Bu nedenle, tim gé¢menlerin
insan haklarini korumak igin, gé¢ yonetisimi konusunda kiiresel bir organizasyonun kurulmasi gerekmektedir
(Crepeau ve Atak, 2016). Gogmenlerin insan haklari konusu da ¢ogu devlet icin 6nemli bir sorundur. Clnki
cogunlukla gécmenler o devletin vatandaslarindan daha az hak sahibi olarak ikinci sinif vatandaslar olarak
goriltyorlar. Kiresel bir gog orgutinin varhgi, érnegin, gocin herhangi bir ¢esidinden etkilenmis olan tim

insanlari korumak igin bir ¢6zim yolu olarak gorulebilir.

Makalenin onceki bolimlerinde bahsedildigi gibi Geiger ve Pecoud (2014) ve Kunz vd. (2011), gé¢menleri Ug
kategoriye ayirmaktadir: gécmen isciler, milteciler ve siginmacilar ve ekonomik gogmenler. ILO ve OHCHR
gocmen iscilerle ilgilidir. UNHCR miilteci ve siginmacilari kontrol eder. IOM, daha iyi bir yasam arayisinda gog
eden ekonomik gégmenleri kontrol eder (Geiger ve Pecoud, 2014; Kunz vd., 2011 aktaran Likic-Brboric, 2018).
Ancak, kapsamli ve entegre olmus bir go¢ yonetisimi kategorisi olmalidir. Bunu saglamak i¢in bir Diinya Gog
Orgiitii olusturulabilir. Daha sonra gdgiin bu gesitli tiirleri 1LO, UNHCR, IOM gibi gesitli organizasyonlarla

iliskilendirilerek kiiresel gb¢ yonetisiminin bu dev semsiyesi altinda bir araya gelebilir.

Bugtliniin diinyasinda gogle ilgili durumlar alarm vermektedir. 2014 ve 2015 yillarindaki ekonomik krizler kitalar
arasinda bir¢ok goéce neden olmustur. 2015 yilinda Avrupa’ya en az bir milyon géocmen geldi. Eylil 2015’te
168.000 kisi Akdeniz’i gegti. Bu rakam tarihte bir ay boyunca kaydedilen en yiiksek sayidir (Crepeau ve Atak,
2016: 115). 2011 yihindan beri Suriye’de devam eden savas ve Afganistan, Irak, Somali ve Eritre gibi diger
catisma alanlari milyonlarca insanin iilkesini terk etmesine neden oluyor. Ornegin, Suriye savasi ile Tirkiye’ye
yaklagik dort milyon milteci geldi ve gelmeye devam etmekte, bu durumla birlikte, Turkiye diinyada en ¢ok
mdlteci kabul eden (lkelerinden biri haline geldi (Schierup vd.,2018: 8). Yine bu savas sirasinda Almanya’nin bir
sire agik sinir politikasi vardi fakat Macaristan ayni donemde kapal sinir politikasini devam ettiriyordu. Bu
durum Avrupa’nin genel olarak Avrupa kitasina gé¢ konusunda ortak bir yaklasimda cevap veremeyecegi
anlamina geliyordu (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016). Ancak, genel olarak AB’nin gb¢ hareketliligine karsi kiiresel bir
yaklasima sahip oldugu bilinmektedir (Hampshire, 2016). Tim bu gelismelerle birlikte Turkiye, bu esnada Suriye
halkina karsi agik bir sinir politikasina sahipti. Gorildiga gibi her ulus devletin farkl sinir politikalari vardir,

bununla birlikte bizim ihtiyacimiz olan gé¢ sorununa ortak bir cevaptir. Ornegin, Suriye gd¢ sorunu sadece
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Turkiye, Liibnan ya da baska bir tilke ya da Avrupa’yi etkilemedi. Aksine tim diinyay! etkisi altina aldi. Clinki
gocmenler her yere seyahat ettiler. Go6g¢menleri korumak ve hayatlarini gittikleri Ulkede kolayca
sirdirilebilmelerini saglamak igin ortak bir politikaya ihtiyacimiz var, ayrica gogmenleri kabul eden devlet de
goemenler ve sorunlari icin etkileyici ¢dziimlere sahip olmalidir. Tum bu ¢6ziimler, tim diinyadaki insanlar igin

gercekten etkili olabilmek adina bir Diinya Gé¢ Orgiitii catisinin altinda olmalidir.

Gogmenlik tirlerini inceleyerek multecilerle ilgili olarak gelismelere bakarsak, miilteci sistemi genel olarak 1951
Sozlesmesi ve 1967 Protokolii’'ne dayanmaktadir. UNHCR 2001 yilindan bu yana miiltecilerin korunmasi,
kapasite gelistirme ve multecilerle ilgili glivenlik sorunlari konusunda énemli ilerleme kaydetmistir (Crepeau ve
Atak, 2016). Milteciler kiiresel kurumlarin énemli birer pargasi olmalidirlar. Clinkii esasen Ulkelerinden
ayrilmay! gercekten istemiyorlar. Aniden bazi olaylar gelisiyor birgok durumun ortaya c¢ikmasiyla beraber
mdltecilerin acil korunmaya ihtiyag duyuyorlar. Bu acil korunma igin de acil ve hizli ¢dziimler bulmak gerekiyor.

Bu ¢oziimlerin isleyebilmesi icin de kiiresel bir mekanizma gereklidir.

Surekli catismalar ve dogal afetler nedeniyle zorunlu gég sayilari her gegen giin artmaktadir. isgiicti gdcii, tim
tarih boyunca 6nemini koruyan bir baska alandir. Uluslararasi Calisma Orgiitii (ILO) gé¢men iscilerin
durumlariyla ilgilenmektedir. ILO’da gdg¢men isgilerin haklarinin korunmasina iliskin sekiz temel haklar
sdzlesmesi bulunmaktadir (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016). isgiicli gbc, is icin gittikleri (ilkede yasayan isgiler icin ortak
diizenlemelere ihtiya¢ duyar. ILO bu anlamda iyi bir érnek olabilir, ancak gé¢men iscilerin karsilastigi tim

sorunlari kapsamak icin yeterli degildir.

Kiresel go¢ yonetisim sistemi gogmenlerin insan haklarina yeterince 6nem vermedi ve bu durum gelismesi ve
¢6zllmesi gereken bir sorun olarak kaldi. Diizensiz go¢ konusunda durum daha da kétliye gitmektedir. Clinki
diizenli go¢ konusunda, gégmenlerin durumlari en azindan minimum yasam standartlaridir. Ancak, diizensiz
gocmenler gittikleri tGlkelerde herhangi bir oturma statlsii olmayan bir durumdadir (Bloch ve Chimienti, 2011).
Dizensiz gogmenler o (lkenin kendi vatandaslarindan daha duislik Ucretli is¢i ya da yasadisi isglicii olarak
goriluyor. Bu durum diizensiz gog¢li daha da arttirmaktadir. Bu problemlerle birlikte diizensiz gbge neden olan
ekonomik, sosyal ve siyasi sorunlar da bulunmaktadir (Toksoz, 2018). ILO’ya gore uluslararasi gogmen isgilerin
%15'i diizensiz go¢menlerdir (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016). Aslinda diizensiz gégmenler herhangi bir sekilde degerli
olarak goérilmuiyorlar. Yasal haklarina sahip olmadiklari icin, belki de diizensiz go¢menler bir diinya go¢ orgliti

altinda korunmay! en ¢ok isteyen grup olabilir.

Kiresel go¢ yonetisimindeki diger bir 6nemli konu ise insan ticaretidir (insan kacakgiligr). 2000 yilinda BM Ulus
dtesi Organize Suclarla Miicadele Sézlesmesi (insan Ticareti Protokolii) ve 2001’de insanlarin, Ozellikle
Kadinlarin ve Cocuklarin insan Ticaretini Onleme BM Protokolii anlasmalari insan ticaretinden insanlari koruma
konusunda 6nemlidir. Ancak bu diizenlemeler insanlari korumak konusunda yeterli degildir, ginimuz kiresel
diinyasinda en az 20 milyon insan, insan ticaretinin dznesi olmustur (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016). insan ticareti su
an icin 6nlenemiyor gérinmektedir. Bu nedenle, bu savunmasiz insanlari korumak icin etkili ve baglayici bir

mekanizmaya sahip bir diinya go¢ 6rglti kurulmahdir.
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Ayrica, kiresel go¢ yonetisimi milteciler, go¢men isciler ve insan ticaretine maruz kalanlar ile ilgili yasal ve
normatif cerceveyi diizenlemek icin yeteri kadar basarili degildir. Cink{ insanlari korumak igin yeterli bir
uygulama mekanizmasi yoktur ve bu mekanizmalarin da siyaseten bagimsiz olmasi gerekir (Crepeau ve Atak,
2016). Daha 6ncede bahsedildigi gibi, her tlrli gogmen tlri igin, kiiresel gé¢ yonetisimi, insanhga karsi tim
suglari 6nlemek maksadiyla normatif olarak arzu edilmektedir. Ve tiim gog¢menleri herhangi bir ayrim

gozetmeksizin korumak icin bir diinya gég 6rgiitli kurmak siyaseten uygulanabilirdir.

Kiresel gog¢ yonetisiminin c¢ok taraflilk Ozelligine ragmen, eski ve geleneksel ikili iliskiler gd¢ yonetimi
konusunda halen 6nem tasimaktadir. Devletler arasindaki yasal seyahat belgeleri ve sinir yonetimi, bu ikili
iliskilerin ana konularini olusturmaktadir. ikili iliskilere sahip olma durumu devletler arasinda gég ydnetisimi

konusunda etkili ve verimli politikalar olusturmustur (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016).

Kiiresel gog yonetisimi insan haklari degerlerine dayanmalidir. Eger insan haklari gég icerisinde énemli bir konu
olarak gorilmezse, kiiresel gbg yonetisimi basarili olamaz (Pecoud ve Guchteneire, 2007). Gé¢gmenlere haklarini
verirken, bulunduklari tlkelerdeki statilerini degerlendirirken kendi seslerini duyurmalarina olanak taninmasi
ve kendileri ile ilgili kararlarda s6z sahibi olmalarina hak taninmasi gerekmektedir (Crepeau ve Atak, 2016).
Gogmenler irkgihk karsiti hareketlere karsi c¢alismali ve kendi seslerini duyurmak suretiyle siyasete
katilmalidirlar. Hukimetler ayrica gogmenlerin toplumda her zamankinden daha fazla goériiniir olmasi igin
desteklemelidir. Gogmenlerin bulunduklari Gilkelerdeki insan haklari konusuna tekrar gelirsek, kiiresel kurumlar
gocmenlere ve gogmenlerin sesleri duyurmak igin siyasi arenada seslerini yikseltmelerine olanak tanimali ve

onemli bir glic olarak destek olmalidir.

Kiresel go¢ yonetisiminin basarisiz olmasi, gégmenlerin insan haklarinin korunmasinda da basarisizliga neden
olmaktadir (Chimienti, 2018). Bu nedenle gdg¢menlerin insan haklarini korumak toplumlar igin énemlidir.
Gogmenlerin normal vatandaslara her hakki hak etme konusunda daha az hak sahibi olduklari géruliiyor. Yani
vatandaslardan daha dislik bir statliye sahip olduklari goriilmektedir. Clnki Ulkeye disaridan ve sonradan
geldiler. Ulkenin dilini iyi bir sekilde kavrama anlayisiyla konusamazlar, iilkenin rutin olaylarina ve ilkenin
fiziksel durumuna karsi yabancidirlar. Ulkenin yasal ve idari durumlarini yeterince anlayamiyorlar (Pecoud ve
Guchteneire, 2007). Butiin bu goértsin aksine, vatandaslar gocmenlerin haklarina saygli duymali ve onlari
korumalidir. Vatandaslar, her gé¢meni normal bir yasam standartlari kalibinda topluma kazandirmak igin

desteklemelidir.

Gog politikalari, gocmenlerin sorunlarini agik¢a anlamak icin normatif bir gériise sahip olmalidir. Normativite ile
beraber, bir toplumdaki ve kiresel diizeydeki aktorler arasinda da hareketlilik olmalidir (Crepeau ve Atak,
2016). Acik politikalar bir toplumda daha fazla giiven yaratir ve kiiresel glindemdeki ulusal politikalar izerinde
faydali bir etki yapar. Kiresel dizeydeki hareketlilikleri de o llkenin gé¢menlerle ilgili olan bu agik ulusal

politikalariyla uyum iginde olabilir.
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BM icinde veya BM’den bagimsiz nerede bir organizasyon kurabiliriz? BM icinde yeni bir 6rgit olusturmak
devletler ve diger aktorler arasindaki bolgesel ve ikili go¢ diyalogunu engelleyemez. BM ve ajanslarinin roli
kiiresel gd¢ yonetisiminde daha etkili olmalidir. IOM, BM cergevesi altinda yer almalidir. BM’ye katilan 10M,
kiiresel gog¢ yonetisiminin lideri olabilir. IOM su an tiim personeli ve tim alt kollari ile kiiresel goglin tzerinde
zaten bir etkisi vardir. BM ¢ergevesinde olmasi, IOM’ye BM giicl ile daha verimli, daha erisilebilir olmasini
saglayacaktir. Aktorler arasindaki bolgesel ve ikili iliskiler de bu diizeylerde go¢ diyalogunu gelistirmeye devam
etmelidir. Clinkl bu diizeylerdeki etkili politikalar kiiresel go¢ yonetisimi igin faydali olacaktir (Crepeau ve Atak,
2016). Ote yandan, BM disinda yeni bir kurumsal cerceve de olmalidir. BM’ye karsi tiim &nyargilardan uzak
olmalidir. Bu nedenle BM disinda da bir diinya go¢ organizasyonuna ihtiyacimiz var. Fakat elbette BM de

kurulan bu diinya gég¢ 6rgiitl icinde 6nemli bir aktér olmalidir.

Devletler bugiin hala kiresel go¢ yonetisiminin ana aktorleridir. Clinkl devletler, ulusal sinirlar iginde
gocmenlerle ilgili tek karar alicidir. Ulusal kara sinirlar fiziksel glivenlik engellerinin énemli bir gostergesidir
(Gamlen ve Marsh, 2011). Ancak makale, gdgiin kiiresel bir sorun oldugunu ve kiiresel bir ¢6ziim gerektirdigini
destekliyor (Ghosh 2000; Koser 2010; Martin vd., 2006 aktaran Gamlen ve Marsh, 2011). Kozmopolitanlar,
‘diinya ¢apinda insan toplulugunun’ paylasim sorumluluklar, yiikleri ve haklariyla gé¢ konusunda karar verici
olmasi gerektigine inaniyorlar (Nussbaum, 1996: 4 aktaran Gamlen ve Marsh, 2011). Aslinda makale
kozmopolitanlarin bu gorisini desteklemektedir. Clnki gercekten ulusal devletlerin sinirlari ile sekteye
ugramayan ¢ozimlere ihtiyacimiz var. Devletler de gdg¢menlerinin sorunlariyla ilgilenecek olan-su anda
kuramsal diizeyde olan- Diinya Gég¢ Orgiitine (WMO) tolerans gostermelidir. Her devlet WMO'’ya ayni

toleransla saygi gostermelidir, ancak o zaman gé¢menlerin sorunlari kolayca ¢ozilebilir.

Uluslararasi érgutleri de konumuz igerisinde yer alirsak; uluslararasi érgitler kiiresel go¢ yonetisiminde dnemli
bir rol oynamaktadir (Korneev, 2017). Uluslararasi orgitlerin iginde Uluslararasi Gog¢ Anlatilari (IMN)
bulunmaktadir. IMN goc ile ilgili uluslararasi raporlardan ve yayinlardan olusmaktadir ve IMN gdglin ne
oldugunu ve ne olmasi gerektigini inceler (Pecoud, 2013). Uluslararasi kuruluslar ve IMN, WMO’nun énemli bir

parcasi olmaya devam etmektedir.

Kiiresel gd¢ ydnetisiminin tartisilmasi, bir Diinya Gég¢ Orgiiti’niin gerekli olup olmadigi sorusuyla ilgilidir.
GUnUmiz dinyasinda kiresel gog¢ yonetisimi icin baglayici ve kapsayici ¢cok tarafli bir cerceve bulunmamaktadir
(Delano, 2011). Makale, baglayici ve kapsayici ¢ok tarafli bir mekanizmaya sahip bir diinya gog 6rgtitii olusturma
fikrine katiliyor. Diinya Go¢ Orgiti’niin gerekli oldugunu biliyoruz, ciinki kiiresel gd¢ ydnetisimi siyaseten

uygulanabilir ve normatif olarak arzu edilebilirdir.
SONUGC

Sonug olarak, gog kiresel bir sorundur, bu nedenle gogiin kiiresel bir ¢oziime ihtiyaci vardir.
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Kiresel goc¢ yonetisimi dort tarihsel doneme ayrilabilir. Birincisi 1919-1989 arasindadir ve 1951 Sozlesmesi gibi
dnemli gelismelere sahiptir. ikincisi 1990-2007 arasindadir ve 1990 Sozlesmesi ve GCIM’nin olusturulmasi gibi
dnemli gelismelere sahiptir. Ugiinciisii GFMD’nin olusturulmasi gibi gelismelere sahip olan 2007-2015 arasi
doénemdir. Dordunclsii ve sonuncusu 2016’dan gliniimiize devam eden, 2016 New York Deklarasyonu ve
2018'deki Giivenli, Diizgiin ve Diizenli Gog icin Kiiresel ilkeler S6zlesmesi gibi gelismeleri barindiran bir siirectir.
Bu Betts ve Kainz ayrimi kiiresel gocliin gelismelerini anlamaya yardimci olur. Bu nedenle, bu tarihsel

gelismelerden su gikarimda bulunabiliriz; su anda yapilan tim kiiresel girisimler yakin gelecekte etkili olacaktir.

Makale, kiiresel go¢ yonetisiminin uygulanabilirligini ve arzu edilebilirligini, tim aktorler lizerinde kapsayici ve
baglayici olmasi gereken bir diinya gog 6rgitinin gerekliligini tartismayl amaglamaktadir. Teorik olarak, kiiresel
gbc yonetisimi gereklidir ve siyaseten uygulanabilir ve normatif olarak arzu edilebilirdir. Makale, baglayici ve
kapsayicl, ¢ok tarafli bir mekanizma ile analiz etmeye calisip kuramsal olarak bir diinya go¢ 6rgiti yaratir.
Kiresel gog yonetisimine ihtiya¢c duyuldugunu ve devletler, uluslararasi orgitler, sivil toplum kuruluslari ve
hiklimet-disi 6rgltlerle beraber baglayici ve kapsamli, ayni zamanda ¢ok tarafli bir mekanizma olan diinya goc¢
Orgutl olusturmayi savunmayi amaglamaktadir. Makale, sinirlarina ragmen gelecekteki arastirmalar igin kiresel

go¢ yonetisimi literatiiriine katkida bulunmayi amaglamaktadir.
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