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Elif Tugba Bulduk

Brexit Siirecinde Gociin Giivenliklestirilmesi: Sektorel Giivenlikci Bir Analiz
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Bu tez ¢aligmasinin temel amaci, Birlesik Krallik’in Avrupa Birligi’nden ayrilma yani Brexit
stirecinde go¢ olgusunun, nasil ve hangi dinamiklerle giivenliklestirildigini analiz etmektir.
Calisma, ozellikle referandum siirecinin belirleyici aktorii olan Vote Leave kampanyasinin
sOylemlerine odaklanarak, gociin nasil olagan siyasi alanin disina ¢ikarilip varolugsal bir

tehdit olarak insa edildigini incelemeyi hedeflemektedir.

Arastirmanin kuramsal zeminini, Barry Buzan ve Ole Waever Onciiliigiindeki Kopenhag
Okulu’nun gelistirdigi giivenliklestirme ve sektorel giivenlik yaklagimi olusturmaktadir.
Yontem olarak soylem analizi benimsenmis, Vofe Leave kampanyasinin resmi internet
sitesinde yayimlanan bildiriler, mektuplar ve konusma metinleri, giivenliklestirici aktor,

referans nesnesi ve s6z-edimleri ¢er¢evesinde incelenmistir.

Analiz sonucunda, gociin tek bir alana hapsedilmedigi, askeri, siyasi, ekonomik ve toplumsal
sektorlerde es zamanh bir tehdit olarak kurgulandigi tespit edilmistir. Siyasi sektorde
“egemenlik ve kontrol kayb1”, ekonomik sektdrde “kamu hizmetleri iizerindeki baski”,
askeri sektorde ise “terdr, su¢ ve smir gilivenlii” temalar1 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Aktorler,
“kontrol” (control) kavramint merkezi bir koprii olarak kullanarak tiim bu sektorel kaygilar

birlestirmis ve bir “toplam giivenlik” (comprehensive security) tahayyiilii yaratmistir.

Calisma, Vote Leave kampanyasinin gocii yapisal ve yonetilemez bir kriz olarak sundugunu,
AB’den ayrilmay1 ise bu tehdide kars1 tek giivenli se¢enek ve zorunlu bir “olaganiistii
onlem” olarak mesrulastirdigini gostermektedir. Bu ¢ok katmanli tehdit insasi, dinleyici

kitlenin rizasini iireterek giivenliklestirme siirecinin basariyla sonu¢lanmasini saglamistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Gog¢, Kopenhag Okulu, Giivenliklestirme, Sektorel Giivenlik, Brexit
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Securitization of Migration during the Brexit Process: A Sectoral Security Analysis
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The primary objective of this thesis is to analyze how and through which dynamics the
phenomenon of migration was securitized during the United Kingdom’s withdrawal from
the European Union, specifically the Brexit process. Focusing specifically on the discourses
of the Vote Leave campaign, the decisive actor in the referendum process, the study aims to
examine how migration was removed from the realm of normal politics and constructed as

an existential threat.

The theoretical framework of the research is constituted by the securitization theory and the
sectoral security approach developed by the Copenhagen School under the leadership of
Barry Buzan and Ole Waever. Discourse analysis was adopted as the methodology;
declarations, letters, and speech texts published on the official Vote Leave campaign website
were examined within the framework of the securitizing actor, referent object, and speech-

acts.

The analysis revealed that migration was not confined to a single domain but was constructed
as a simultaneous threat across military, political, economic, and societal sectors. Prominent
themes included “loss of sovereignty and control” in the political sector, “pressure on public
services” in the economic sector, and “terrorism, crime, and border security” in the military
sector. The actors utilized the concept of “control” as a central bridge to amalgamate all

these sectoral concerns, thereby creating a vision of “comprehensive security.”

The study demonstrates that the Vote Leave campaign presented migration as a structural
and unmanageable crisis, while legitimizing the decision to leave the EU as the sole secure
option and a mandatory “extraordinary measure” against this threat. This multi-layered
construction of threat generated audience consent, thereby ensuring the successful

culmination of the securitization process.

Keywords: Migration, Copenhagen School, Securitization, Sectoral Security, Brexit
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GIRIS

Giiniimiiz uluslararas: iligkiler disiplininde gog, giderek artan bi¢imde giivenlik
sdylemleri ile i¢ i¢e gecen bir olgu haline gelmistir.! Ozellikle Soguk Savas sonrasi dénemde
giivenlik ¢aligmalarinda yasanan doniisiim ile birlikte go¢, yalmzca devletlerin sinir
kontrolleri baglaminda degil, toplumsal istikrar, siyasal egemenlik, ekonomik
stirdiiriilebilirlik ve kimlik gibi daha genis bir giivenlik gercevesi igerisinde tartisiimaya
baslanmistir.? Bu doniisiim, gog gibi ¢esitli meselelerin, belirli siyasal ve sdylemsel siireler
araciligtyla gilivenlik alanina nasil dahil edildigini goriinlir kilmakta ve gilivenligin nasil
tanimlandig1, hangi konularin tehdit olarak sunuldugu ve bu sunumlarin hangi toplumsal
kosullarda kabul gordiigii sorularii merkezi hale getirmektedir. Ozellikle, 1980°li y1llardan
itibaren artan go¢ hareketleri, kamu hizmetlerine yiik, toplumsal diizeni tehdit eden ve sinir
asan giivenlik kaygilari iizerinden tartisilarak giivenlik giindeminin en temel meselelerinden
biri haline gelmistir.? Bu siiregte gd¢, yalnizca ekonomik yiik ya da toplumsal uyum sorunu
olarak degil, devletlerin egemenligi, ulusal kimligi ve kamusal diizeni ile iligskilendirilerek,
tehdit unsuru olarak cergevelenmistir. Goclin bu bicimde giivenlik sdylemleriyle
iligkilendirilmesi, Avrupa genelinde yiikselen popiilist ve asir1 sag siyasal egilimlerle de
yakindan baglantilidir. Artan gog¢ karsiti sOylemler, ozellikle “biz” ve “Gteki” ayrimi
iizerinden insa edilerek, toplumsal kaygilar1 mobilize eden bir ara¢ haline gelmektedir. Bu
baglamda gdc¢, siyasal aktorler tarafindan yeniden tanimlanan ve iretilen bir gilivenlik
meselesi olarak kurgulanmaktadir.

Birlesik Krallik’in Avrupa Birligi’nden ayrilma siireci olan Brexit, gdociin
giivenliklestirilmesini incelemek adina olduk¢a katmanli ve elverisli bir baglam
sunmaktadir. Brexit kampanyalar1 boyunca go¢, ekonomik baski, kamu hizmetlerinin
asmnmasi, toplumsal biitiinliigiin zayiflamas1 ve ulusal egemenligin kaybi gibi farkli
temalarla iligkilendirilmis, bu temalar aracilifiyla gog¢, varolussal bir tehdit olarak
sunulmustur. Bu siirecte gog, farkl giivenlik dinamiklerinin kesistigi bir odak noktasi haline
gelmistir. Dolayistyla Brexit siireci, gogiin nasil ve hangi sdylemsel pratikler araciligiyla,

giivenlik alanina tagindigin1 anlamak adina 6nemli bir ampirik zemin olugturmaktadir.

! Bahar Rumelili ve Sibel Karadag, “Gog ve giivenlik: Elestirel yaklasimlar,” Toplum ve Bilim, sy. 140
(2017): 69.

2 David Cesarani ve Mary Fulbrook, “Introduction,” icinde Citizenship, Nationality and Migration in Europe,
der. David Cesarani ve Mary Fulbrook (London: Routledge, 1996), 2.

3 Jef Huysmans, “The European Union And The Securitization Of Migration.” JCMS:Journal Of Common
Market Studies 38.5 (2000): 751.



Goglin Brexit siirecinde giivenliklestirilmesine iliskin ¢esitli ¢aligmalar, literatiirde
bulunmakla birlikte, bu ¢aligmalarin 6nemli bir ¢ogunlugunun genel bir giivenliklestirme
tespitiyle smirli kaldigr ya da gogii tekil giivenlik alanlar1 iizerinden ele aldigi tespit
edilmistir. Giivenligin ¢ok boyutlu yapist géz Onilinde bulunduruldugunda, gociin bir
giivenlik tehdidi olarak insa edilmesi, salt bir giivenliklestirme analizine ya da tek sektore
indirgenemeyecek kadar karmasik bir siireci isaret etmektedir. Gog, ayn1 anda ekonomik,
toplumsal, askeri ve siyasi sektorlere temas eden ¢ok katmanli bir olgudur. Dolayisiyla gog,
bu sektorlerin birbirini besledigi, birbirine eklemlendigi ve birlikte anlam kazandigi bir
perspektif ile ele alinmalidir. Bu noktada, gociin giivenliklestirilmesini anlamak igin
yalnizca “giivenlik sdylemi var m1?” sorusunu sormak yeterli degildir, asil mesele, bu
sOylemin “nasil kuruldugu?”, “hangi sektorel dinamiklerle harmanlandigi1?” ve “nasil bir
toplam giivenlik anlayis1 ortaya koydugu?” sorularma odaklanmaktir. Bu baglamda tez,
mevcut literatlirde siklikla karsilasilan, go¢iin giivenliklestirilmesini tek bir glivenlik alanina
indirgeme egiliminden, bilin¢li bir bi¢imde ayrilmaktadir. Brexit siirecine odaklanan
calismalarin bir kismi1 gogii agirlikli olarak ekonomik ya da toplumsal giivenlik ¢ercevesinde
ele alirken, bir kismi ise genel bir giivenliklestirme tespitiyle yetinmektedir. Kopenhag
Okulu'nun sektorel giivenlik yaklasimi, giivenligin farkli alanlarda ortaya c¢ikan
dinamiklerinin ¢ogu zaman birbirinden bagimsiz islemedigini, aksine pratikte aktorlerin
zihinsel diinyasinda bir araya getirilerek biitiinciil bir tehdit anlatisina doniistiiriildiglint
varsaymaktadir. Dolayisiyla bu tez, s6z konusu varsayimi Brexit kampanyalar1 baglaminda
ampirik olarak goriiniir kilmay1 amaglamakta ve sektorlerin sentezlenmesine dayali bir
giivenliklestirme okumas1 sunmaktadir.

Bu tez calismasi, goclin Brexit kampanyalar1 siirecinde giivenliklestirilmesini,
Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenliklestirme ve sektorel glivenlik yaklagimlar1 ¢ercevesinde ele
alarak, gogiin nasil ¢cok katmanlt bir giivenlik insasina tabi tutuldugunu ortaya koymayi
amaclamaktadir. Kopenhag Okulu, giivenligi nesnel bir tehdit durumundan ziyade,
soylemsel ve oznelerarasi bir inga siireci olarak ele almaktadir.* Bu yaklagim, giivenligin
yalnizca askeri alana indirgenmesini reddederken, ayni zamanda giivenlik kavraminin
siirsiz bicimde genisletilmesine karsi da analitik bir sinir ¢izmektedir. Bu sinir, giivenligin
farkli sektorler araciligiyla incelenmesini miimkiin kilan sektorel giivenlik yaklasimiyla
somutlastirilmaktadir. Kopenhag Okulu’nun sektorel giivenlik yaklasimi, glivenligi askeri,

siyasi, ekonomik, toplumsal ve cevresel sektorler iizerinden analiz etmeyi miimkiin
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kilmakta, ancak bu sektorleri birbirinden bagimsiz analiz birimleri olarak degil, cogu zaman
birbirleriyle etkilesim halinde olan alanlar olarak ele almaktadir.® Bu baglamda giivenlik,
tekil bir tehdit algisindan ziyade, aktorlerin zihinsel diinyasinda kurulan ve farkli sektorlerin
bir araya gelmesiyle sekillenen biitlinclil bir gilivenlik tahayyiilii olarak karsimiza
cikmaktadir. Brexit siirecinde gociin giivenliklestirilmesi, bu biitiinciil giivenlik
tahayyiiliiniin ortaya konmasi agisinda 6nemli bir 6rnek teskil etmektedir. Bu siirecte goc,
sOylemler ve farkli sektorel etkilesimler araciligiyla sentezlenerek, ¢ok boyutlu ve kapsayici
bir glivenlik tehdidi olarak insa edilmistir.

Tiim bu anlat1 15181nda tez ¢alismasi, gog¢iin Brexit kampanyalarinda nasil bir giivenlik
meselesi haline getirildigini incelerken, yalnizca soOylemlerin igerigine degil, bu
sOylemlerin hangi sektorler ve nasil bir sektérel mantik araciligiyla bir araya
getirildigine ve giivenliklestirici  aktorlerin ~ zihinsel  giivenlik  haritasinda  nasil
biitlinlestirildigine odaklanmaktadir. Boylece gociin giivenliklestirilmesi siireci, tekil ve
parcal1 bir siire¢ olarak degil, aktor merkezli ve ¢ok sektorlii bir giivenlik insas1 olarak ele
alimmaktadir. Bu baglamda tez, Brexit kampanyalari siirecinde gogiin giivenliklestirilmesini,
Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenliklestirme ve sektorel giivenlik yaklasimlarini birlikte
kullanarak analiz etmektedir. Caligmanin temel amaci, gogilin bir giivenlik tehdidi olarak
sunulmasinin farkl: sektdrlerin birbirine eklemlenmesi yoluyla nasil miimkiin hale geldigini
ortaya koymaktir. “Brexit silirecinde gociin, Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenliklestirme ve
sektorel giivenlik yaklagimlari cercevesinde, farkli sektdrlerin birbiriyle eklemlenmesi
yoluyla nasil biitiinciil bir glivenlik tehdidi olarak insa edildigi ve bu siirecin giivenliklestirici
aktoriin zihin diinyasinda nasil kurgulandigi” sorusu tezin temel problematigini
olusturmaktadir. Bu soru dogrultusunda tez, géclin giivenliklestirilmesini yalnizca “basarili
bir giivenliklestirme var mi, yok mu?” ikiligi iizerinden degerlendirmekten ziyade,
giivenliklestirme siirecinin nasil ve hangi mantiksal adimlar araciligiyla kurgulandigini,
dinleyici kitlenin bu sdylemlere nasil ikna edildigini analitik olarak ortaya koymay1
hedeflemektedir.

Bu tez calismasiin temel iddiasini Ozetlemek gerekirse; Vote Leave kampanya
sOylemlerinde gog, tekil bir risk alanina hapsedilmemis, aksine sektorler arasinda siirekli
etkilesim halinde olan bir giivenlik zinciri igerisinde kurgulanarak biitlinciil bir tehdit haline
getirilmistir. Bu zincirin diiglim noktasini, hem tehdidi tanimlayan hem de ¢6ziimii

mesrulastiran  “kontrol” kavrami olusturur. Bdylece go¢, go¢menlerin bireysel
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niteliklerinden ziyade AB iiyeliginin iirettigi “kontrol kayb1” anlatisi iizerinden yapisal bir
kriz olarak ¢ergevelenir, “kontrolii geri almak™ s0ylemi ise referandumu olagan bir siyasal
tercihten ¢ikararak varolugsal giivenlik mantigina tasir.

Tezin temel bulgular1 ise ii¢ diizeyde Ozetlenebilir. (i) Kampanya siirecinde go¢
sOylemi, siyasi, ekonomik, askeri ve toplumsal sektor temalar: ile eklemlenerek c¢ok
katmanli bir tehdide doniistiiriilmiistiir. (ii) Bu eklemlenme sektorlerin birbirinden bagimsiz
olarak degil, giivenliklestirici aktoriin zihin diinyasinda birbirini besleyen bir tehdit zinciri
olarak islemekte ve bir toplam giivenlik tahayytilii yaratilmaktadir. (iii) Son olarak, “kontrol”
kavrami, farkli sektorlerdeki kaygilar1 tek bir iist anlatida birlestirerek tehdidin kaynagini
tanimlarken, ayn1 zamanda ¢6ziim repertuarini (fake back control) bir arada sunmaktadir.

Bu yoniiyle ¢alisma, gogiin giivenliklestirilmesine iliskin literatiire ii¢ temel katki
sunmaktadir. 11k olarak calisma, gogiin giivenliklestirilmesini sektdrler arasi etkilesimler
iizerinden ele alarak, giivenliklestirmenin ¢ok katmanl yapisin1 ortaya koymaktadir. Tkinci
olarak, Kopenhag Okulu’nun sektorel giivenlik yaklagimini, aktér merkezli bir sentez
cercevesinde uygulayarak, sektorlerin pratikte nasil birlikte isledigini gostermektedir.
Ugiincii olarak ise Brexit kampanyalarini, gociin giivenliklestirilmesinin yalnizca politik bir
sonu¢ degil, ayn1 zamanda belirli bir giivenlik tahayyiiliiniin sdylemsel olarak insa
edilmesi siireci oldugunu ortaya koyan bir 6rnek vaka olarak ele almaktadir.

Calismada, Kopenhag Okulu'nun giivenliklestirme yaklasimi ¢ergevesinde
tanimlanan sdylem analizi yontemi kullanilmistir. Kopenhag Okulu’nun sdylem analizi,
diger sOylem analizi yaklagimlarindan farkli olarak, giivenligin kendine 6zgii bir mantik ve
grameri oldugu varsayimina dayanmaktadir.® Kopenhag Okulu’na gore, giivenliklestirme
stirecini incelemek i¢in en uygun yontemin sdylem analizidir. Bu yaklagim, bir meselenin
ne zaman ve nasil glivenlik tehdidi olarak tanimlandigini ve bu tanimlamanin kim tarafindan
kuruldugunu ortaya koymay1 amaglar. Bu baglamda s6ylem analizi, metinlerin ardinda yatan
gizli niyetleri ya da ortiik anlamlar1 agi§a ¢ikarmaya ¢alismaz, aksine giivenligin, belirli
sOylemsel ve mantiksal yapilar araciligtyla nasil kuruldugunu analiz eder. Y ontemsel olarak
odak noktasi, glivenlik sdyleminin toplumsal olarak gii¢ kazandigr ve bu nedenle agik
bicimde goriiniir hale gelmesinin beklendigi siyasal olarak 6nemli metinlerdir. Bu
metinlerde giivenlik argliimanlari, baglami, referans nesnesi, tehdit kurgusu ve 6zellikle diger

glivenlik sektorleriyle kurdugu iligkiler iizerinden sistematik bigimde incelenir.” Bu
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baglamda giivenlik sdylemleri, yalnizca kullanilan kelimeler {izerinden degil, varolugsal
tehdit vurgusu, aciliyet kurgusu ve olaganiistii 6nlemlerin mesrulastirilmasi gibi unsurlar
lizerinden analiz edilmektedir. Calismada, sektorel giivenlik analizi ile sdylem analizi
birlikte kullanilarak, goglin farkli sektdrlerde nasil giivenliklestirildigi ve bu
giivenliklestirme bicimlerinin aktoriin zihninde nasil tezahiir ettigi sistematik bir bigimde
incelenmistir. Bu sistematik incelemenin daha takip edilebilir olmasi ve tezin kuramsal
cercevesinin somutlastirilmas: amaciyla, giivenliklestirme siirecinin hangi bilesenler
iizerinden ilerledigi, ikinci boliimde yer alan Tablo 1’de (Gilivenliklestirme Siirecinin Temel
Bilesenleri) ozetlenmis, sektorel giivenligin hangi referans nesneleri ve tehdit tiirleri
tizerinden kavramsallastirildigi ise yine bu boliim igerisindeki Tablo 2 (Sektorel Giivenlik:
Temel Referans Nesneleri ve Tehdit Tiirleri) aracilifiyla okuyucuya sunulmustur.

Bu dogrultuda tez, {i¢ ana boélimden olusmaktadir. Birinci boliimde, giivenlik
kavraminin uluslararasi iligkiler literatiiriinde gecirdigi doniisiim ele alinmakta, geleneksel
giivenlik anlayisindan genisletilmis ve elestirel glivenlik yaklagimlarina uzanan kuramsal
tartismalar aktarilmaktadir. Aym1 zamanda bu bolimde, Kopenhag Okulu’nun
giivenliklestirme ve sektdrel giivenlik yaklasimlari ayrintili bicimde agiklanmaktadir. ikinci
boliimde, Avrupa Birligi ile Birlesik Krallik arasindaki iliskiler tarihsel, siyasal ve toplumsal
baglam icerisinde ele alinmakta ve Brexit siirecine giden yol, bu siireci sekillendiren temel
dinamikler iizerinden sunulmaktadir. Ugiincii boliim ise ¢alismanm ampirik analizine
ayrilmis olup, Brexit kampanyalarinda gdciin giivenliklestirilmesi siireci, sektorel giivenlik
yaklasimi ve sOylem analizi ¢ergevesinde analiz edilmekte, sektorler, giivenliklestirici
aktoriin perspektifinden sentezlenerek analiz sonlandirilmaktadir. Bu boliimde gdgiin, farkl
sektorlerin birbiriyle eklemlenmesi yoluyla nasil bir toplam giivenlik anlayisi ile insa
edildigi ortaya konulmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda, analiz edilen metinlerin sektdrel dagilimi ve
giivenliklestirme soz-ediminde One c¢ikan anahtar kavramlar Tablo 3’te ayrmntili ve
sistematik bir sekilde aktarilmaktadir. Yine bu boliimde, sdylem analizi sonucunda elde
edilen bulgular, glivenliklestirme bilesenleri baglaminda biitiinciil olarak okunmasina imkan
verecek sekilde Tablo 4’te sunulmaktadir. Sektorler arasi etkilesimlerin ve bu bulgularin
birbirini karsilikli renklendirerek nasil bir toplam gilivenlik tahayyiilii ortaya koydugu ise
Sekil 1 {izerinden somutlagtirilmaya ¢alisilmistir. Sonug¢ boliimiinde ise elde edilen bulgular
genel bir degerlendirmeye tabi tutulmakta, ¢aligmanin literatiire katkisi tartisilmakta ve ileri
arastirmalar icin ¢ikarimlar sunulmaktadir. Sonug béliimiinde ise elde edilen bulgular genel
bir degerlendirmeye tabi tutulmakta, calismanin literatiire katkisi tartigilmakta ve ileri

arastirmalar i¢in ¢ikarimlar sunulmaktadir.



1. KURAMSAL ve KAVRAMSAL CERCEVE

1.1. Giivenlik Kavrami ve Giivenligin Doniisiimii

Gilintimiizde siklikla dile getirilen giivenlik kavrami, politika yapim siireclerinden
giinliik yasam pratiklerine kadar oldukca genis bir yelpazede kullanilmaktadir. Insanligin
varolusundan itibaren en temel insani ihtiya¢lardan biri olan giivenlik, 6zellikle bireyin fiziki
biitlinliiglinii siirdlirebilmek adina korumak zorundan oldugunu hissettigi ontolojik bir
kavramdir. Tarihsel siire¢ icerisinde insan topluluklarinin ortaya c¢ikisi ve toplumsal
orgiitlenmenin baslamasi ile birlikte giivenlik, kolektif bir kavram haline gelmis, kamusal
bir olguya doniigsmiistiir. Hem giindelik sOylemlerde hem de kuramsal bilgi iiretiminde
siklikla bagvurulan giivenlik kavraminin anlam diinyasini ¢6ziimleyebilmek adina kavramin
tarihsel gelisimine, kiiltiirel baglamina ve etimolojik kokenlerine kisaca deginmek faydali
olacaktir. Tarik Demir, her kavramin bir anlam diinyasina sahip oldugunu ve bu anlam
diinyasmin da dil, kiiltiir ve tarihsel siiregler ile sekillendigini belirtmektedir.® Bu baglamda
giivenlik kavraminin gelisimine odaklanmak, kavramin degisken dogasini anlayabilmek
adina oldukca Onem arz etmektedir. Zira bir kavrami anlamak, yalnizca onun g¢agdas
kullanimin1 analiz etmekle ilgili degil ayn1 zamanda o kavramin iiretildigi dilsel, toplumsal
ve diislinsel zemini anlamakla miimkiindiir.

Tiirkgede giivenlik kavrami, itimat ya da inanmak anlamina gelen giiven (kiiven)
kelimesinden tiiretilmistir. Glinlimiiz Tiirk¢esindeki “glivenlik™ halini almasi ise -/ik ekinin
eklenmesi ile dil devrimi sirasinda ger¢eklesmistir.® Kelimenin giiniimiiz anlamina bakacak
olursak, Tirk Dil Kurumu giivenlik kavramimi “toplum yasaminda yasal diizenin
aksamadan yiiriitiilmesi, kigilerin korkusuzca yagayabilmesi durumu: emniyet” seklinde
tanimlamaktadir.!® Uluslararasi iligkiler literatiiriinde ise yaygin olarak kullanilan dilin
Ingilizce olmas1 nedeniyle, Tiirkgedeki “giivenlik” kavramu yerine Ingilizce karsilig1 olan
security kullanilmaktadir. Latince securitas kelimesinden tiiretilen security kavrami tarihsel
siire¢ icerisinde pek c¢ok farkli bigime ve anlama evrilmistir.!! J. Frederik M. Arends,

securitas kelimesini incelerken kavramin ¢ok anlamliligini1 vurgulamaktadir. Roma Baris1
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(pax-romana) baglaminda “kaygisizlik” anlami tasiyan securitas ayni zamanda
“umursamazlik” ya da “rehavet” gibi olumsuz anlamlar ile bagdastirilmistir.!> Modern
anlamda security kavrami Yunanl tarih¢i Tukidides’in, Atinalilarin iggallerine kars1 direnen
Sparta devletinin giivenlik stratejisini ifade etmek adina kullandigi, “glireste ayakta kalmak™
anlamma gelen ve giinlimiizde de halen kullanilan asphalia kavramini kullanmasi ile
sekillenmigtir.'* Bu anlamda giivenlik, savas tehdidine kars1 istikrar saglamak ve devletin
diizenini koruma c¢abasiyla iliskilendirilmistir.'* Kisaca deginilmis olsa dahi, kavramin
yalnizca epistemolojik derinligi goz onilinde bulundurularak bile, giivenligin bir nesne ya da
durum olarak tanimlamanin gii¢ ve karmasik bir siire¢ oldugu agiktir.

Uluslararasi iligkiler disiplininde merkezi bir konuma sahip olan giivenlik kavrama,
glinlimiizde yalnizca devletleri tehdit eden askeri konular ile degil, ekonomik, toplumsal,
cevresel ve hatta bireyin kaygilar1 gibi konular ile iliskilendirilen ¢ok boyutlu bir olgu haline
gelmistir. Bu ¢ok katmanli yapi, gilivenligin dar anlamiyla sadece fiziki tehditlerin
yokluguyla ilgili bir durum olmadigini, toplumsal iliskiler, 6znel deneyimler ve politik
siirecler araciligiyla insa edilen ve siirekli yeniden iretilen bir siire¢ oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu nedenle siklikla kullanilmasina karsin kavramin, {lizerinde uzlasiya
varilmis sabit bir taniminin bulunmamasi sasirtict degildir. Nitekim bu durum, giivenlik
calismalarindaki en temel tartisma eksenlerinden birini temsil eden “giivenlik nedir?” sorusu
iizerinden gergeklesen epistemolojik tartismalara zemin hazirlamistir. Bu soruya yanit
tiretmeden 6nce pek ¢ok diistiniir, Oncelikle giivenligin nasil bir kavram oldugu ve kavramin
dogas1 iizerinde durmustur.

Bill Mcsweeney giivenligin barig, onur, adalet gibi “aynilifa direnen bir iligki
kalitesini” temsil ettigini vurgulamaktadir.!> Bu baglamda giivenlik kavrami, “ayniliga”,
baska bir deyisle, evrensel tek bir tanima indirgenemeyen, ona direng gdsteren bir kavramdir.
Mcsweeney’in bu vurgusu kavramin sabit ve nesnel tek bir tanimdan ziyade, cesitli
baglamlara gore farkli sekillerde yorumlanabilecegini isaret etmektedir. Dolayisiyla,
giivenligin {lizerinde uzlasilan tek bir taniminin olmamasi tam da bu degisken dogasindan
kaynaklanmaktadir. Arends’e gore giivenlik calismalarinin bagimsiz bir disiplin olarak

sekillenebilmesi icin glivenlik kavraminin gegici olarak inkar edilmesi ve bu sekilde
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kavramin tartigmaya agilmasi gerekmektedir.!® Boylece gilivenlik kavraminin tartigmaya
acilmasi ve sorgulanmaya baslamasi, disiplinin daha dinamik bir alan olarak insa edilmesini
saglayacaktir.

Nitekim, giivenlik ¢alismalart literatiiriinde, kavrami tartismaya agan ilk isimlerden
biri Arnold Wolfers olmustur. Wolfers’in 1952°de yayimladig1 “National Security as an
Ambiguous Symbol” basliklt makalesi, glivenlik kavrammin ¢ok boyutlu ve karmasik
dogasina dikkat ¢ceken Onemli bir eser niteligi tasimaktadir. Wolfers, o donemde ulusal
politikada bu denli etkili bir kavramin, muglak ve net bir tanimdan yoksun olmasmnin
yaratabilecegi sorunlara isaret etmis ve bu muglakligin kavrami tartismaya agik hale
getirdigini vurgulamistir. Ozellikle o dénemde Soguk Savas baglaminda ele alman giivenlik
kavrami, ulusal giivenlik ve ulusal ¢ikar gercevesinde degerlendirilmistir. Wolfers bu
durumun, kavramin analitik zenginligini sinirlandirdigini ifade etmistir, kavramin yeterince
spesifik bir sekilde tanimlanmadan kullanildiginda, 6zellikle politika yapicilar i¢in ¢ekici bir
hale gelebilecegi ve kamuoyunun destegini kazanmak gibi bir sembole doniisebilecegi
konusundaki tehlikelere dikkat ¢ekmistir.!”

Buna karsin Barry Buzan 1983’te yayimlamis oldugu People, State and Fear: The
National Security Problem in International Relations adl1 kitabinda giivenligin muglak bir
kavramdan ziyade, uluslararasi iliskiler disiplininde yeterince gelistirilmemis bir olgu
oldugunu belirtmis ve Wolfers’in kavrami muglak bir sembol olarak ele almasim
elestirmistir. Ona gore Wolfers, kavramin muglakligindan dolay1 analiz edilemez oldugunu
ima ederek, kavramin gelisiminin 6niine gegmektedir. Ancak, Buzan’a gore bu muglaklik
kavrami incelemekten vazge¢mek anlamma gelmemektedir. Buzan, Gallie’nin
terminolojisini  kullanarak giivenligin, 0Ozlinde tartismali bir kavram oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir.!® Yani giivenlik, dogas1 geregi iizerinde tam bir uzlas1 saglanamayan,
icerisinde ideolojik boyutlar barindiran ve baglama gore degisiklik gosteren bir kavramdir.
Ona gore, kavramin dogasi1 da goz oniinde bulundurularak giivenligi analiz etmek, birey,
devlet, uluslararasi sistem gibi farkli diizeylere odaklanarak ve sonugta haritalandirilarak
miimkiindiir.'"” Bdylece kavram tek bir tanima indirgenmeden farkli boyutlarda analiz

edilebilir ve pratikte kullanilabilir.
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David A. Baldwin ise 1997 tarihli “The Concept of Security” baglikli makalesinde bu
tartigmalara farkli bir yaklagim sunmustur. Baldwin, Buzan’in giivenligi 6ziinde tartismali
bir kavram olarak nitelendirmesini elestirerek, kavramin tartismali olmaktan ¢ok ihmal
edilen bir kavram oldugunu vurgulamigtir. Baldwin’e gore Soguk Savas doneminde
giivenlik geleneksel anlamda askeri konular ile iligkilendirilmis ve devlet merkezli olarak
ele alinmistir. Bu nedenle disiplin igerisinde kavramin iizerinde yeterince durulmamis ve
gelistirilememistir. Yani giivenlik daha ¢ok askeri konulara indirgenmis, devletten bagimsiz
analitik bir alan olarak degerlendirilememistir. Baldwin’e gére Wolfers, giivenligi tamamen
muglak bularak goz ardi etmemis, aksine belirli spesifikasyonlar kullanilarak daha bilimsel
kullanima uygun ve analitik hale getirilebilecegini vurgulamigtir.2°

Bu dogrultuda Baldwin, Wolfers’in diisiincelerini gelistirerek, giivenlikle ilgili temel
birtakim sorulardan bahsetmis ve bu sorulara verilen yanitlar ile giivenligi tanimlamanin
miimkiin olabilecegini ortaya koymayi1 hedeflemistir. Baldwin oncelikle, “kimin igin
giivenlik?”” sorusunu sorar. Yani giivenligin 6znesinin birey, devlet ya da uluslararasi sistem
gibi hangi diizeyde ele alinacagin1 vurgulamaktadir. Bu da referans nesnesini belirlemeden
giivenlikten s6z etmenin anlamsiz oldugunu gostermektedir.?! Wolfers giivenligi, “6nceden
edinilmis degerlerin korunmas1” seklinde tanimlamaktadir.?> Bu tanima referansla Baldwin
bir diger sorusu olan “hangi degerler igin giivenlik?” sorusuna odaklanmaktadir. Ugiincii
olarak ise “ne kadar giivenlik?” sorusunu soran Baldwin, mutlak giivenlikten bahsetmenin
miimkiin olmadigmi, bu nedenle giivenligin ne 6l¢iide saglanabileceginin belirlenmesi
gerektigini 6ne siirmektedir. Dordiincii olarak “hangi tehditlere kars1 giivenlik?” sorusu 6n
plana ¢ikmaktadir. Burada Baldwin, giivenligin yalnizca askeri tehditlerle sinirli olmadigini,
ekonomik krizler ya da dogal afetler gibi farkli tehdit unsurlarinin da dikkate alinmasi
gerektigini savunmaktadir. Besinci ve bir diger dnemli soru ise “hangi araglarla giivenlik™tir.
Baldwin, giivenligin sadece askeri araglarla degil, diplomasi, ticaret gibi farkli araglarla da
saglanabilecegini belirtmektedir. Bir diger soru ise “ne pahasina giivenlik?”’tir. Giivenligi
saglamanin belirli bir maliyeti vardir, dolayisiyla kaynaklarin giivenlige ayrilmasi, egitim ya
da saglik gibi baska alanlardaki kaynaklardan feragat edilerek giivenlige aktarilmasi

anlamina gelmektedir. Son olarak “hangi zaman dilimi igerisinde giivenlik?” sorusu,
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24.

2l 4ge. s. 13.

22 Wolfers, “‘National Security’ as an Ambiguous Symbol,” 484.



giivenligin kisa vadeli ya da yoksa uzun vadeli bir perspektiften mi degerlendirileceginin
belirlenmesi gerektigini ortaya koymaktadir.??

Baldwin’in ortaya koymus oldugu bu sorular, giivenlik literatiiriinde kavrami
anlamlandirmak adina siklikla bagvurulan ve cevaplanmasi gereken temel sorulari
olusturmaktadir. Bu sorular, giivenligin farkli boyutlarin1 ve bilesenlerini sorgulayarak,
kavramin daha net anlagilmasini saglamaktadir. Ancak bu sorulara verilecek olan yanitlar,
kosullara gore cesitlilik gostereceginden dogal olarak gilivenligin tanimi da cesitlilik
gosterecektir. Dolayisiyla, Baldwin’in sorular1 kavramsal ¢ergeveyi olusturabilmek adina
son derece dnemli olmakla birlikte, Buzan’in vurguladigi iizere giivenligin tanimi, baglama
ve kosullara gore tartigmali ve degisken dogasini korumaktadir. Buradan yola ¢ikarak,
giivenligin tanimindaki bu degiskenlik ve ¢esitlilik, zaman igerisinde gilivenlik
calismalarinda yeni tartismalarin ve farkli kuramsal yaklasimlarin ortaya ¢ikmasina zemin
hazirlamstir.

Ikinci Diinya Savasi'min  sonuna kadar giivenli§in tanimmin yeterince
somutlastirilmadig1 goriilmektedir.?* Soguk Savas 6ncesi doneme baktigimizda giivenlik,
geleneksel anlamda var olmanin bir kosulu olarak goriilityordu. Devletlerin en temel amaci
giivenligi saglamakti. Bu donemde bireyin gilivenliginden bahsetmek miimkiin degildi,
bireyin giivenligi ulusun giivenligi kapsaminda ele aliniyordu. Geleneksel giivenlik
calismalar1, 1940’11 yillardan itibaren realist teorinin varsayimlarini benimseyerek Stratejik
Caligmalar ad1 altinda kurumsallagmis ve Soguk Savas yillar1 boyunca giivenlik analizinin
merkezinde yer almistir. Ikinci Diinya Savasi sonrasinda ortaya ¢ikan Stratejik Calismalar,
biiylik oranda niikleer caydiricilik, askeri stratejiler, ittifak politikalar1 ve giic rekabeti
ekseninde kurgulanmistir.?> Bu donemde giivenli olma hali, savagin olmadig1 durum olarak
yorumlaniyordu.?® Geleneksel anlamda giivenlik, askeri tehdit ile iliskilendiriliyor, devletin
varhigmni siirdiirebilmesinin birinci kosulu olarak degerlendiriliyordu.?’ Realist gelenek,
uluslararasi sistemi dogas1 geregi anarsik kabul eder ve bu baglamda uluslararasi giiciin en
onemli bilesenlerinin askeri kapasite oldugunu, devletlerin uluslararasi alanda ayakta
kalabilmesinin temel sartinin da askeri giicii arttirmak oldugunu savunmaktadir. Boylelikle,

giivenligin referans nesnesi devlet, baslica tehdit algisi ise diger devletlerden gelebilecek

23 Baldwin, “The Concept of Security,” 13-17.

24 Emma Rothschild, “What Is Security?,” Daedalus 124, no. 3 (Summer 1995): 53.

25 Basar Baysal ve Cagla Liileci, “Kopenhag Okulu ve Giivenliklestirme Teorisi,” Giivenlik Stratejileri 11, sy.
22 (2015): 66-67; Bahar Rumelili ve Sibel Karadag, “Gog ve giivenlik: Elestirel yaklagimlar,” Toplum ve Bilim,
sy. 140 (2017): 70-71.

26 John Baylis, “Uluslararas: iliskilerde Giivenlik Kavrami,” Uluslararas: Iliskiler 5, sy. 18 (Yaz 2008): 70.

27 Baysal ve Liileci, “Kopenhag Okulu,” 66.
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askeri saldirilar olarak goriilmektedir. Geleneksel yaklagim yalnizca ontolojik olarak devlet
merkezi degildir, ayn1 zamanda bilgi diizeyinde de pozitivist bir diinya goriisini
yansitmaktadir. Idealizm, realizm ve neo-realizm gibi klasik kuramlar, pozitivist yéntem
bilim kullanmakta, ger¢ekligi verili ve maddi bir olgu olarak kabul etmekte ve bu nedenle
giivenligi esas olarak somut, 6lgiilebilir gii¢ unsurlar1 iizerinden agiklamaktadir.?®
Dolayisiyla giivenlik, ¢ogunlukla tehdidin yoklugu seklinde negatif bir olgu olarak tasavvur
edilmektedir.

Ken Booth, bu donemi ele alirken geleneksel giivenlik diisiincesinin ti¢ temel 6zellik
etrafinda sekillendigini ileri siirmektedir. Ona gore bu yaklasim, askeri tehditlere vurgu
yapmasi bakimindan askeri odakli, mevcut uluslararasi diizeni korumaya yonelmesi
bakimindan statiikocu ve analizin merkezine yalnizca devletleri yerlestirmesi bakimindan
devlet merkezlidir.?® Baldwin ise bu donemi degerlendirirken, giivenlik g¢alismalarmin
paradoksal bir bigimde giivenlik kavraminin kendisi ile ilgilenmekten ¢ok askeri devlet
sanat1 ile mesgul oldugunu belirtir. Ona gore, Soguk Savasg boyunca bir mesele askeri giic
ile iligkilendiriliyorsa giivenlik meselesi sayilmis, iligkilendirilmiyor ise diisiik politika
kapsaminda degerlendirilmistir.’® Geleneksel giivenligin 6nde gelen isimlerinden Stephen
M. Walt 1991°de yayimladig: iinlii makalesi “The Renaissance of Security”de giivenlik
calismalarinin temel odagini savas olgusu olarak belirtmekte ve bu alan1 askeri gii¢ kullanimi1
ve kontroliiniin incelenmesi olarak tarif etmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda, askeri giiclin alanin
merkezinde yer almasii ve siyasal otoritenin kontroliine tabii olmasini yerinde bir egilim
olarak nitelendirmektedir.?! Bdylece Soguk Savas yillarindaki giivenlik ¢aligmalari, askeri
kapasitenin rasyonel yonetimi {lizerinden kurgulanmis, biiylik Olcilide strateji ve savas
calismalariyla 6zdes bir alt disiplin olarak tasvir edilmektedir.

1970’11 yillarin basindan itibaren yeni tartismalar ve yaklasimlar ortaya ¢ikmaya
baslamis olsa da realizm hem uluslararasi iligkiler hem de giivenlik ¢alismalarinda etkin rol
oynamaya devam etmistir.3> 1990’11 yillarin ikinci yarisina kadar realist okulun dar ve devlet
merkezi bu yaklasimi, giivenlik c¢alismalarinda egemen olmaya devam etmistir. Ancak,
Soguk Savas’in son yillarinda Stratejik Caligmalarin odak noktasini olusturan dogu-bati

catigmasinin ortadan kalkmaya baslamasi ile alanda bir yon kaybi yasanmis, Stratejik

28 Bilal Karabulut, “Uluslararas1 Iliskiler Kuramlarmm Giivenlik Yaklasimlar:: Karsilastirmali Bir
Analiz,” Uluslararasi Kriz ve Siyaset Aragtirmalart Dergisi 5, sy. 1 (Mayis 2021): 54-59.

2% Ken Booth, “Security and Emancipation,” Review of International Studies 17, sy. 4 (October 1991): 318.

30 Baldwin, “The Concept of Security,” 9.

31 Stephen M. Walt, “The Renaissance of Security Studies,” International Studies Quarterly 35, sy. 2 (June
1991): 212.

32 Baylis, “Uluslararasi Iliskilerde Giivenlik Kavramu,” 69.
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Calismalarin islevi ve statiisii tartisilmaya baslanmis ve geleneksel glivenlik anlayist mevcut
elestirilere kars1 savunmasiz hale gelmistir.3

Soguk Savas’in son on yilinda askeri tehditlerin gérece 6neminin azalmasi ve iki
kutuplu sistemin ¢o6ziilmeye baslamasi, geleneksel gilivenlik anlayisinin yetersizligini
goriiniir kilmistir. Baldwin, alanin Soguk Savas sonrasi diinyayla basa ¢ikmakta zorlandigini
clinkii dar ve askeri odakli bir kavrayisla sekillendigini belirtmektedir. Baldwin’e gore
Soguk Savas, yalnizca Amerikan giivenlik politikasini askerilestirmekle kalmamis, glivenlik
calismalarinin kendisini de askerilestirmistir. Ona gore, giivenlik g¢aligmalart Soguk
Savastan, ulusal giivenlige dair dar bir askeri kavrayisla ¢ikmistir.3* Bu nedenle disiplin,
Soguk Savag sonrasi uluslararasi sitemi anlamlandirmakta yetersiz kalmistir. Pinar Bilgin’in
vurguladigr gibi, Soguk Savas doneminin giivenligi “iki siiper gii¢ arasindaki ¢ekismenin
dogrudan silahli ¢atigmaya doniismemesi” seklinde dar tanimlamasi, adalet, sosyal ve
ekonomik esitsizlikler veya c¢evre sorunlar1 gibi diinya niifusunun yasadigi diger
giivensizlikleri gériinmez kilmigtir. 3

Soguk Savas sonrasi uluslararasi sistemin karmasik yapisi giivenligin taniminin da
degismesine olanak saglamistir.>® Bu dogrultuda, 1990’larda giivenligin taniminda ciddi
kirilmalarin yasandigi goriilmektedir. Ken Booth igerisinde bulunulan dénemi, Gramsci’nin
“fetret devri” (interregnum) metaforu ile agiklamaktadir. Ona gore, “eski olan 6lmektedir,
yeni olan ise heniiz dogmamistir”. Yani 1960’lardan itibaren benimsenen ve siliper gii¢
niikleerizmi ile karakterize edilen stratejik teoriler miladini doldurmustur, artik insan haklari,
cevre, ekonomik kalkinma gibi meseleleri de igeren daha genis tanimli bir gilivenlik
caligmalar1 anlayisina ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.’” Bu elestirilerin, Soguk Savas sonrasi
donemde ortaya ¢iktigini s0ylemek dogru olmasa da bu déonemde gii¢c kazandigin1 s6ylemek
miimkiindiir.3® Dolayisiyla, Soguk Savas sonrasi giivenlik ¢aligmalarinda yasanan doniistim
ve ortaya ¢ikan yeni yaklagimlar, Soguk Savas yillarindaki elestirilerin temelleri {izerine insa
edilmistir. Giivenlik caligmalarinda yasanan doniisiimle beraber, uluslararasi giivenlik

giindemi, salt askeri konularin 6tesinde insan, devlet, kiiltiir, ¢evre gibi her tiirlii konuyu

33 Barry Buzan, Ole Waever ve Jaap de Wilde, Security: A New Framework for Analysis (Boulder, CO: Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 1998), 2.

3 David A. Baldwin, “Security Studies and the End of the Cold War,” World Politics 48, sy. 1 (October 1995):
125-126.

35 Pmar Bilgin, “Giivenlik Calismalarinda Yeni Acilimlar: Yeni Giivenlik Calismalar,” Stratejik
Aragtirmalar 8, sy. 14 (Ocak 2010): 73-74.

36 Rothschild, “What Is Security?,” 53.

37 Booth, “Security and Emancipation,” 315-324.

38 Barry Buzan, “Rethinking Security after the Cold War,” Cooperation and Conflict 32, sy. 1 (March 1997):
5.
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icerecek sekilde genislemistir.?® Boylece 1990’1ar, giivenlik alaninda en canli tartismalarin
yagandig1 yillar olmustur.*® Geleneksel giivenlik anlayismin giivensizlikleri yansitmakta ve
coziim iretmekte yetersiz kalabildigi tespitinden yola cikan yeni giivenlik kuramlari,
yalnizca teorik olarak kalmamus, pratik uygulamalara da yansimistir.*! Boylece, giivenlik
calismalar1 alaninda yeni bir paradigma olusmus ve bu paradigma giivenlik anlayisinin daha
kapsayici bir perspektife evrilmesine onciiliik etmistir.

Barry Buzan, 1997 senesinde yayimladig1 “Rethinking Security After the Cold War”
baslikli makalesinde, Soguk Savas sonrasindaki giivenlik yaklasimlarini, “gelenekselciler”
(traditionalists), “genisletmeciler” (wideners) ve “elestirel giivenlik calismalar1” (critical
security studies) olmak lizere ii¢ ana baslik altinda degerlendirmektedir.*> Bu siniflandirma,
Soguk Savas oncesindeki realist perspektifi devam ettiren geleneksel giivenlik anlayisinin,
Soguk Savas sonrasinda da varligini slirdiirmekte oldugunu, ancak bunun yani sira yeni
yaklagimlarin da ortaya ¢iktigini gdostermektedir. Soguk Savas’in sona ermesi ve askeri
tehditlerin gorece ortadan kalkmasi ile literatiirde biiyiik bir a¢ik olusmus, ekonomik krizler,
cevre sorunlari, i¢ savaslar, goc ve salgin hastaliklar gibi olgular daha goriiniir hale gelmistir.
Bu baglamda literatiirde genisletilmis giivenlik ya da derinlestirme tartismalar1 ad1 verilen
yeni bir yaklasim ortaya ¢ikmistir. Emma Rothschild, 1990’larin giivenlik tartismalarini
degerlendirirken bu genisleme egilimini, dort yonlii bir siire¢ olarak kavramlagtirmaktadir.
Ona gore 1990’lardaki yaygin fikir, giivenligin genisletilmis bir anlamda anlasilmasidir. Bu
genisleme, uluslarin giivenliginden gruplarin ve bireylerin giivenligine dogru agagi, uluslarin
giivenliginden uluslararas1 sistemin veya biyosferin giivenligine dogru yukari, askeri
giivenlikten politik, ekonomik, toplumsal, ¢evresel ve insani giivenlige dogru yatay ve
glivenligi saglama sorumlulugu ulus devletten farkli aktorlere dogru yayilmaktadir.*? Bu
cergeve, glivenlik kavraminin hem referans nesnesi hem konusu hem de kuramsal mimarisi
bakimindan ¢ok yonlii bir dontisiim gegirmekte oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Genigsletilmis glivenlik anlayisinin dncti isimlerinden biri olan Buzan People, State and
Fear adli kitabinda, geleneksel giivenligin askeri ve devlet odakli perspektifini asarak,
giivenligin birey, devlet ve uluslararasi sistem olmak iizere farkli diizeylerde analiz

edilebilecegini ortaya koymustur.** Buzan, giivenligi yalnizca farkl diizeylerde incelemekle

¥ Bilgin, “Giivenlik Calismalarinda Yeni A¢ilimlar,” 73.
40 4ge. s. 88.

4 Age. s. 73.

42 Buzan, “Rethinking Security after the Cold War,” 5.
43 Rothschild, “What Is Security?,” 55.

4 Buzan, People, States and Fear, 13.
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kalmamis ayni zamanda siyasi, askeri, ekonomik ve cevresel olmak iizere dort sektore
ayirarak analiz etmistir.¥> Buzan’in bu yaklasimi, giivenlik ¢alismalar literatiiriinde bir
doniim noktasi niteligi tasimaktadir. Nitekim Ken Booth, Buzan’in People, State and Fear
eserini, uluslararasi iligkiler literatiiriinde o giine dek kaleme alinmis en kapsamli ¢aligma
olarak nitelendirmis ve Buzan’in giivenlik ¢alismalarinin doniisiimiindeki merkezi roliinii
etkili bir sekilde dile getirmistir. Booth, bu degerlendirmeyi bir adim daha ileri tasiyarak,
“yayimmlanmasindan bu yana adeta hepimiz ona dipnot yazmaktay1z” ifadesini kullanmigtir.*¢
Bu dogrultuda, Buzan’in c¢aligmalarinin yalnizca kendi donemi igin degil, giivenlik
calismalarinda ortaya ¢ikan yeni yaklagsimlar i¢in de temel bir referans ¢ergevesi haline
gelmistir.

Genisletilmis gilivenlik tartismalarmma benzer bir perspektiften yaklasan bir diger
onemli isim ise Richard H. Ullman’dir. Ullman, ulusal giivenligin yalnizca askeri terimlerle
tanimlanmasinin yaniltict oldugunu ve asil tehditlerin ¢ogu zaman askeri nitelik
tasimadigini, fakat giivenligin dar tanimlanmasi nedeniyle diger konularin ihmal edildigini
belirtmistir. Ulusal glivenligi yalnizca ya da oncelikle askeri kavramlarla tanimlamanin,
gercekligin “derinden yanlis bir imajin1 aktardigini”, bu nedenle asil tehditlerin goriinmez
hale geldigini savunmustur.*” Ullman’in yaklagiminin ayirt edici yonii, giivenligi sinirlar ve
ordulardan ziyade, yasam kalitesi ve siyasal tercih alanmnin genisligi iizerinden
tanimlamasidir.*® Bu tanim ile Ullman, giivenligin kapsamini, disaridan gelebilecek askeri
tehditlerden i¢ siyasi ¢atismalara, ekonomik krizlerden kitlesel go¢ hareketlerine ve salgin
hastaliklardan dogal afetlere kadar genisleten bir perspektif sunmaktadir.

Genisletilmis giivenlik yaklagimlari, geleneksel giivenligin devlet merkezli ve askeri
odakli ¢ercevesine karsin glivenligin kapsamini farkli tehdit alanlarini da igerecek sekilde
genisleten alternatif bir perspektif sunmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, bu yaklasimlar, glivenlik
kavraminin anlamin1 sorgulamaktan ziyade daha ¢ok hangi tehditlerin ve alanlarin giivenlik
kapsami icerisinde ele alinmasi gerektigine odaklanmalari nedeniyle elestirilmistir. Bu
elestiriler dogrultusunda, Soguk Savas sonras1 donemde giivenligin ne olduguna, kimin
giivenliginin 6nemli olduguna ve giivenlik bilgisinin nasil iiretildigine dair daha radikal bir

sorgulama sunan elestirel giivenlik ¢aligmalar ortaya ¢ikmistir. Sonug olarak, genisletilmis

* Age. s.75-83.
46 Booth, “Security and Emancipation,” 317.
47 Richard H. Ullman, “Redefining Security,” International Security 8, sy. 1 (Summer 1983): 129.
*® Age. s. 133.
ge. s
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giivenlik yaklasimi, giivenlik ¢alismalarinda bir doniisiimii temsil etmis, ancak bu doniisiim
elestirel yaklasimlar i¢in yeni ve daha derin bir tartigma zemini hazirlamistir.

Elestirel gilivenlik calismalari, geleneksel ve genisletilmis giivenlik yaklagimlarinin
Otesine gegerek, giivenlik kavraminin hem ontolojik hem de epistemolojik boyutlarini
derinlemesine sorgulayan bir perspektif sunmaktadir. Bu yaklasim, giivenligin toplumsal,
bireysel, ideolojik ve sdylemsel siireclerle sekillendigini vurgulamaktadir.

Ken Booth’un “Security and Emancipation” baslikli ¢alismasi, literatiirde elestirel
giivenlik c¢aligmalarinin kurucu metinlerinden biri olarak kabul edilmektedir. Booth,
geleneksel giivenlik diisiincesinin devlet merkezli, askeri odakli ve statiikocu karakterine
kars1 giivenligin asil odak noktasmin referans nesnesi olmasi gerektigini belirtmektedir.
Buradan yola ¢ikarak 6nce devletlerin mi yoksa insanlarin mi1 giivenliginin geldigi sorusunu
soran Booth’a gore, devletler ancak birer aractir, asil amag, bireylerin ve topluluklarin
giivenligidir. Booth’un literatiire en carpici katkisi ise giivenligi, “6zgirlilk” kavrami
lizerinden tanimlamasidir. Giivenligi klasik anlamda tehditlerin yoklugu olarak kabul
etmekle birlikte, bunun yeterli olmadigin1 vurgular, ona gore giivenlik, insanlarin yapmak
istediklerini yapmalarina engel olan fiziksel ve insani kisitlamalardan Ozgiirlesme ile
miimkiin olacaktir. Bu baglamda, giivenlik ve 6zgiirlesmenin madalyonun iki yiizii oldugunu
belirtir. Ona gore, gercek giivenligi saglamanin yolu ne askeri gii¢ ne de mevcut diizenin
korunmasidir. Gergek giivenlik, yalnizca dzgiirlesme saglandigi takdirde tiretilecektir.*® Bu
yaklasimi ile Booth, gilivenligi yalnizca korunmasi gereken bir durum olarak degil,
toplumsal, siyasal ve bireysel etkilesimler i¢erisinde liretilen ve doniistiiriilebilen bir siire¢
olarak ele almaktadir. Booth’un giivenligi 6zgiirlesme ile iliskilendirmesi, giivenlik
caligmalarinda devletin dncelikli konumunu sorgulayan, bireyin ve toplumun deneyimlerini
merkeze alan normatif bir giivenlik anlayisinin gelismesine imkan tanimaktadir.

Elestirel giivenlik ¢alismalar: igerisinde ki diger onemli isimlerden biri olan Bill
McSweeney ise, glivenlige sosyolojik ve insaci bir bakis acisi ile yaklagir. McSweeney,
elestirel teori, feminist teori, postmodernizm ve insact yaklasim gibi anti-pozitivist
yontemlerin, tiim farkliliklarina ragmen bazi ortak varsayimlari paylastigini belirtir. Bu
yaklagimlar, uluslararasi sistemi ve gilivenligi sadece maddi terimlerle degil, biligsel
terimlerle de anlamlandirma ¢abasindadir. McSweeney uluslararasi sistemi, aktorlerin ingasi
olarak goriir ve bu nedenle giivenlik ¢aligmalarinin igerisinde bulundugu dénemi “sosyoloji

cag1” olarak anlamlandirmanm yerinde oldugunu savunmaktadir.’® Aym zamanda

49 Booth, “Security and Emancipation,” 319-321.
30 McSweeney, Security, Identity and Interests, 30-31.
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McSweeney, giivenligin ancak birey ve onun birincil referans nesnesi olarak goriildiigiinde
anlamli oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Anthony Giddens’in “ontolojik giivenlik” kavramina
gonderme yaparak, temel giivenlik ihtiyacinin, giindelik yasamda ve tiim sosyal eylemlerde
sosyal iliskileri anlama, izleme ve yonetme kapasitesine duyulan giiven seklinde tecriibe
edilebilecegini belirtmektedir.’! Boylece giivenlik, yalnizca fiziksel anlamda giivende olma
hali degil ayn1 zamanda sosyal diinyanin anlamli ve yonetilebilir oldugu duygusuyla da
iliskilidir.

Jef Huysmans ise glivenlik kavraminin anlamini ¢6zebilmek i¢in daha farkli bir yol
onermektedir. Huysmans, giivenlige dair tartigmalar1 klasik tanim ve kavramsal analiz
cergevesinden c¢ikararak giivenligi bir “kalin gosteren” (thick signifier) olarak
yorumlamaktadir. Bu bakis agisina gore giivenlik, disaridaki nesnel bir tehdidi tasvir eden
pasif bir terim degil, tam tersine “giivenlik” kelimesinin telaffuzu ile giivenlik durumunu
insa eden bir sdylem pratigidir. Yani giivenlik soylemi, sosyal iliskileri dost-diisman, biz-
onlar ayrimlar1 etrafinda yeniden diizenleyen performatif bir giice sahiptir ve bu yoniiyle
tanimlayici olmaktan ¢ok insaci bir islev goriir.>? Dolayisiyla bu okuma, giivenligi yalnizca
maddi tehditlerden korunma degil ayn1 zamanda sdylemsel boyutlar1 ile ele alinmasi gereken
bir olgu olarak tanimlamaktadir.

Geleneksel, genisletilmis ve elestirel giivenlik yaklasimlari ele alindiktan sonra, tezin
ana kuramsal cercevesini olusturan Kopenhag Okulu’nun, giivenlik caligmalarindaki bu
farkli yaklasimlar igerisindeki konumunu netlestirmek, tezin kuramsal c¢ergevesini
saglamlastiracak ve gilivenlik caligmalarinin  doniisiimiiniin  6zlimsenmesine katk1
saglayacaktir. Bu baglamda, Kopenhag Okulu’nun diger giivenlik yaklagimlari ile kesistigi
ve ayrigtigt noktalart ortaya koymak, Okul’un nasil bir perspektif benimsedigini
kavrayabilmek acisindan oldukca dnemlidir.

Barry Buzan ve Ole Waever’in onciiliigiinii yaptigi Kopenhag Okulu, kendisini
geleneksel giivenlik calismalari ile post-yapisalct giivenlik ¢alismalar1 arasinda bir yerde
konumlandirmaktadir.®® Bu durum, Buzan, Waever ve de Wilde tarafindan kaleme alinan ve
Okul’un kuramsal gergevesini olusturan, Security: A New Framework for Analysis adl
eserde acik bir sekilde ortaya konmustur. Bu calismada yazarlar, gilivenlik ¢aligmalari

icerisinde geleneksel yaklasimi elestirirken, yeni giivenlik yaklasimlar1 onciiliigiinde

3t Age. s. 208-210.

52 Jef Huysmans, “Security! What Do You Mean? From Concept to Thick Signifier,” European Journal of
International Relations 4, no. 2 (June 1998): 228-232.

33 Baysal ve Liileci, “Kopenhag Okulu,” 65.
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giivenlik kavramimin smirsiz bicimde genisletilmesinin, entelektiiel tutarsizlik riski
tasidigini kabul etmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda, giivenlik glindemini farkl tiirde tehditlere agik
tutma konusunda genisletmecilerin tarafinda yer aldiklarini agik¢a ifade etmekle beraber,
¢ozlimiin askeri odaga geri donmek degil, glivenlik kavraminin kendine 6zgii mantigini
analiz etmekle miimkiin oldugunu savunmaktadirlar.3* Bu dogrultuda Kopenhag Okulu’nun
amaci, yalnizca askeri referans nesnelerine degil askeri olmayan referans nesnelerine yonelik
tehditleri ve bu tehditlerin nasil giivenlik meselesi haline geldigini incelemektir. Giivenligi,
askeri alanla siirlandirmak yerine, giivenligin nasil ve hangi kosullarda siyasetin olagan
sinirlarinin digina tagindigini agiklamaya odaklanmaktadirlar.

Dolayisiyla Okul, bir yandan geleneksel giivenlik anlayisinin devlet merkezli ve askeri
tehdit odakli c¢ercevesini agmaya calisirken, diger yandan giivenlik kavraminin sinirsiz
bicimde genisletilmesine karsi daha kontrollii ve analitik bir genisleme anlayist
gelistirmektedir. Barry Buzan tarafindan ortaya atilan ve Kopenhag Okulu i¢inde gelistirilen
sektorel giivenlik yaklagimi, bu sinirlt genisleme anlayiginin somut bir ifadesi niteligindedir.
Sektorel giivenlik yaklasimma gore giivenlik, askeri, siyasi, ekonomik, toplumsal ve
cevresel olmak {izere bes ayr1 sektorde analiz edilmekte, boylece giivenlik calismalar1 askeri
alanin oOtesine tasmirken kavramin analitik netliinin ve smirlarinin  korunmasi
hedeflenmektedir.>

Yazarlar kendilerini genisletmeci yaklagimlar igerisinde konumlandirmakla birlikte,
elestirel giivenlik ¢alismalari ile aralarma belirgin bir mesafe koymaktadir.’® Kopenhag
Okulu tehdidi insa edilen bir olgu olarak gérmektedir. Bununla birlikte, sosyal iliskiler ve
devletin varlig1 konusunda elestirel giivenlik ¢caligmalarina kiyasla daha az insaci bir tutum
benimsemektedir. Ayrica bireyi nihai referans nesnesi olarak kabul eden yaklagimlari
reddederek, uluslararasi1 giivenligi kolektif birimler arasindaki iligkiler {izerinden analiz
etmeyi tercih etmektedir. Bu yoniiyle Kopenhag Okulu, kolektivist bir kuramsal ¢erceve
sunmaktadir.>” Okul, inga siirecini bireysel algilara indirgememekte, sdylem, siyasal aktorler
ve hedef kitlenin onay1r lizerinden isleyen Oznelerarast bir siireg olarak

kavramsallastirmaktadir.>®

34 Buzan, Waever ve de Wilde, Security: A New Framework for Analysis, 4.

5 Age. s. 9-19.

6 Age. s. 4.

7 Age. s. 204-207.

58 Sinem Akgiil-A¢ikmese, “Algr m1, Séylem mi? Kopenhag Okulu ve Yeni-Klasik Gergekgilikte Giivenlik
Tehditleri,” Uluslararas: Iliskiler 8, sy. 30 (2011): 58-64.
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Nitekim, Baysal ve Liileci’nin de belirttigi iizere Kopenhag Okulu, giivenlik
caligmalarindaki konumunu, gelenekselciler ile post-yapisale1 yaklasimlar arasindaki
tartisma ekseninin merkezinde yer alan bir orta yol olarak tanimlamaktadir. Yazarlara gore
Kopenhag Okulu, giivenligi dis diinyada nesnel ve sabit bir gerceklik olarak ele alan
geleneksel yaklasimlardan ayrilarak, giivenli§i 6znelerarasi insa edilen sosyal bir siire¢
olarak kavramsallastirmakta ve giivenlik giindemini askeri konularin 6tesine tastyarak farkli
sektorlerde analiz etmektedir. Bu yoOnii ile genisletmeci yaklasim kapsaminda
degerlendirilmekte, ancak post-yapisalci yaklasimlarin aksine devleti ve askeri giivenligi
biitiiniiyle giivenlik analizinin disinda birakmamaktadir.”® Kopenhag Okulu, ne realist
yaklagimlar gibi giivenligin referans nesnesini yalnizca devlet ile sinirlandirir, ne de post-
yapisalci yaklagimlar gibi kavrami biitliniiyle muglaklastiran bir teori sunar. Aksine her iki
yaklasimin agiklayici yonlerini bir araya getiren pragmatik bir perspektif benimsemektedir.

Sonug¢ olarak Kopenhag Okulu, geleneksel, genisletilmis ve elestirel glivenlik
yaklagimlar1 arasinda bir koprii niteliginde konumlanarak hem farkli yaklasimlardan
beslenen hem de kendine 06zgii bir perspektif sunan pragmatik bir yaklasim
benimsemektedir. Bu baglamda bir sonraki baslikta, tezin kuramsal ¢ergevesini olusturan
Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenlik c¢alismalarina saglamis oldugu katkilar, 6zellikle
giivenliklestirme ve sektorel glivenlik yaklasimi daha ayrintili incelenmektedir. Boylece, bu
yaklagimlarin tezin temel eksenini nasil bicimlendirdigi ve Brexit siirecinde gogiin

giivenliklestirilmesine nasil bir analitik ¢erceve sundugu ele alinmaktadir.

1.2. Kopenhag OKulu: Giivenlige Pozitivist Yaklasimdan Insaci Yaklasima Gegis

Kopenhag Okulu’nun temelleri, 1980°1i yillarin ortasinda, Avrupa giivenliginin askeri
olmayan yoOnlerini incelemek adina bir grup arastirmacinin gerceklestirdigi ortak ¢aligsmalar
is1¢inda, Kopenhag Universitesi biinyesinde kurulan Baris ve Catisma Arastirma
Merkezi’nde atilmistir. Kopenhag Okulu’nun ¢ekirdek kadrosu arasinda Barry Buzan, Ole
Waever, Jaap de Wilde, Morten Kelstrup, Pierre Lemaitre ve Elzbieta Tromer gibi isimler
yer almaktadir.®® Ozellikle Buzan ve Waever’n ortak calismalar ile sekillenen bu kuramsal

yap1, zamanla kurumsallagsmis ve 2008 yilinda Kopenhag Universitesi biinyesinde akademik

39 Baysal ve Liileci, “Kopenhag Okulu,” 62-65.
%0 4ge. s. 70.
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bir ¢ergeveye evrilmistir.®! Okul’un ismi ilk defa McSweeney tarafindan ortaya atilmis ve
hem bu grup tarafindan hem de akademik gevrelerce kabul gérmiistiir.®

Uluslararas1 giivenlik ¢aligmalarinda 1980°li yillardan itibaren etkisinin giderek
arttiran Kopenhag Okulu, ortaya koyduklar1 6zgiin yaklasimlar ile giivenlik ¢alismalarina
onemli katkilar saglamigtir. Okul, glivenlik olgusunu yalnizca askeri tehditler ¢ergcevesinde
ele alan geleneksel yaklasimlari elestirerek, ayn1 zamanda da kavramin tutarligini saglamaya
calisarak giivenligi, cok boyutlu ve sdylemsel bir zemin iizerinden yeniden kurgulamistir.
Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenlik c¢aligmalarina yaptigi en onemli katkilari, Buzan ve
Waever’n 6nderliginde gelistirilen glivenliklestirme, sektorel giivenlik ve bolgesel giivenlik
kompleksidir. Bu ii¢ temel yaklagim, baslangicta Buzan ve Waever’in bireysel caligmalari
ile sekillenmis, sonrasinda ise Okul’un belkemigini olusturan ve 1998 senesinde yayimlanan
Security: A New Framework for Analysis adli kitapta birlestirilerek, sistematik ve kuramsal

bir yap1 haline gelmistir.®

1.2.1. Giivenliklestirme yaklasimi

Giivenliklestirme (securitization) yaklagimi, glivenligin nesnel bir gerceklikten ziyade
sOylemsel bir insa siireci oldugunu savunan ve bu yoniiyle giivenlik ¢aligmalarina yeni bir
perspektif kazandiran kuramsal bir yaklagimdir. Bu yaklasim, ilk olarak Ole Waever
tarafindan 1995 yilinda yayimlanan “Securitization and Desecuritization” baglikli makalede
ortaya atilmistir.®* Bu kuramsal yaklasimin entelektiiel kokenleri, Waever’in Soguk Savas
sonrasinda Avrupa’daki doniisiimleri analiz ettigi calismalarina dayanmaktadir.%

Giivenliklestirme, meseleleri olagan siyasal siireclerin 6tesine tasiyan ve meseleyi
siyasetin lstiinde bir konu ya da 6zel bir siyaset tiirii olarak cerceveleyen bir siireci ifade
etmektedir.®® Kisaca, giivenliklestirmenin ii¢ asamali bir siire¢ oldugunu sdylemek
miimkiindiir. Oncelikle bir konu, giivenliklestirici aktdr (securitising actors) tarafindan
referans nesnesine (referent object) yonelik varolugsal bir tehdit olarak dile getirilmektedir.®’

Bu sdylem ise istisnai veya acil 6nlemler alinmasi gerektigini i¢ermelidir.®® Buradan da

ol Bilgin, “Giivenlik Calismalarinda Yeni A¢ilimlar,” 81.

62 Baysal ve Liileci, “Kopenhag Okulu,” 70.

63 Akgiil Acikmese, “Algi m1, Séylem mi?,” 57.

% Baysal ve Liileci, “Kopenhag Okulu,” 71.

% Pinar Bilgin, “The Politics of Studying Securitization? The Copenhagen School in Turkey,” Security
Dialogue 42, no. 4-5 (2011): 401.

% Buzan, Waever ve de Wilde, Security: A New Framework for Analysis, 23.

7 Buzan, “Rethinking Security,” 13.

8 4ge. s. 14.
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anlagilacagi lizere giivenliklestirme, soz-edimi (speech-act) kuramina dayanmaktadir.®’
Ancak, basarili bir giivenliklestirme i¢in sOylem yeterli degildir. Kopenhag Okulu’na gore
giivenliklestirmenin basarisi, giivenliklestirici aktoriin sdyleminden ¢ok dinleyici kitlenin
(audience), konunun varolugsal tehdit olduguna inanmasina ve acil Onlemlere onayina
baghidir. Dolayisiyla giivenliklestirme, 6znelerarasi (intersubjective) bir insa siirecidir.”® Bir
meseleyi giivenlik konusu haline getiren sey, gercek bir varolugsal tehditten ziyade, o
meselenin sdylem yoluyla bir tehdit olarak 6znelerarasi bir sekilde insa edilmesidir.”!

Kopenhag Okulu'na gore giivenliklestirmenin merkezinde, gilivenligin hayatta
kalma ile iliskilendirilmesi yer almaktadir. Bir mesele, giivenliklestirici aktor tarafindan s6z-
edimleri araciligr ile belirli bir referans nesnesine yonelik varolussal bir tehdit olarak
sunuldugunda giivenlik meselesi haline gelmektedir. Dolayisiyla giivenliklestirme,
olaganiistii onlemleri mesrulastiran 6zel bir nitelik tagimaktadir. Bu giivenlik cagrisi,
devletlerin gli¢ kullanimini ve olagan dis1 yetkiler talep etmesini mesrulastirmanin temel
yollarindan biri olarak nitelendirilmektedir.”” Bu ¢ergevede, giivenliklestirme yalnizca bir
tanimlama degil, ayn1 zamanda bir eylem ¢agrisidir. Nitekim, glivenliklestirici aktor sdylem
yoluyla, dinleyici kitlenin olaganiistii onlemlere riza gostermesini saglayabiliyor ve normal
siyasi siireclerin diginda bir 6nlemi mesrulastirabiliyorsa, bir giivenliklestirme vakasindan
soz edilmektedir.”>  Giivenliklestirilen meseleler genellikle referans nesnesine yonelik
varolusgsal bir tehdit biciminde sunularak, toplumsal ya da siyasal diizlemde olaganiistii bir
aciliyet hissi yaratir.”* Buna kargin yazarlar, giivenligin normatif olarak idealize edilmemesi
gerektigini vurgulamaktadir. Bunu yerine, meselelerin olaganiistii siyasal siireclerden
cikarilarak normal siyasi slireglere geri tasinmasinin, yani giivenlikdisilastirilmasinin
(desecuritization) uzun vadede daha dogru bir hedef oldugunu savunurlar.”

Kopenhag Okulu giivenliklestirme siirecini, bir konunun siyasetin normal kurallarinin
disina ¢ikarilarak “politika-listii” bir bigimde g¢ercevelenmesi olarak agiklamaktadir. Bu
dogrultuda, Buzan ve arkadaslar1 konularin, politize edilmemis, politize edilmis ve

giivenliklestirilmis olmak {izere ii¢ asamali bir spektrumda degerlendirilebilecegini 6ne
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sirmektedir.”® Kopenhag Okulu’na gore bu spektrumda, herhangi bir mesele, kogullara bagli
olarak bu ii¢ kategoriden herhangi birine yerlesebilir. Ancak uygulamada, meselelerin nasil
konumlandirildig1 devletten devlete ve farkli baglamlara gore 6nemli Ol¢lide degisiklik
gostermektedir. Gilivenliklestirme ise meseleleri, siyasetin yerlesik kurallarinin Otesine
tastyan ve bu meseleyi olagan siyasi siireclerin disina tasiyan bir siireci ifade etmektedir.
Dolayisiyla  giivenliklestirme, siyasallasmanin daha wu¢ bir versiyonu olarak
kavramsallastirilmaktadir.””

Kopenhag Okulu icin belirleyici olan nokta, giivenligin nesnel bir durum
degil, 6zneleraras1 bir pratik olmasidir. Bir meselenin glivenlik meselesi haline gelmesi,
onun gercekten varolugsal bir tehdit olmasindan ziyade, bodyle bir tehdit olarak
sunulmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu c¢ergevede gilivenliklestirme, gilivenligin nasil
tiretildigine odaklanan analitik bir yaklasimdir. Dolayisiyla, Kopenhag Okulu’nun
giivenliklestirme yaklasimi giivenligi, insa edilen bir pratik olarak ele alir. Bu anlayis
dogrultusunda giivenliklestirme, yalnizca bir durumun varolugsal bir tehdit olarak
sunulmasiyla degil, ayn1 zamanda bu tehdidin toplumsal olarak kabul gdérmesiyle de
sekillenen bir siirectir. Bu siirecin isleyebilmesi, belirli aktorlerin bir arada bulunmasini
gerektirir. Bu aktorler, referans nesnesi, giivenliklestirici aktdr, dinleyici kitle ve iglevsel
aktorlerdir.”® Bu unsurlarin biitiinciil bigimde ortaya ¢ikmasi ile bir mesele olagan siyasetin
disina itilerek “gilivenlik” etiketiyle yeniden cergevelenmektedir.

Kopenhag Okulu’na gore referans nesnesi, tehdit altinda oldugu one siiriilen, bu
nedenle hayatta kalmas1 gerektigi savunulan kisi, topluluk ya da degerlerdir. Referans
nesnesi sOz-ediminin merkezinde yer alan aktordiir. Geleneksel giivenlik anlayigsinda
referans nesnesi genellikle devlet iken, Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenlik yelpazesini
genisleten yaklasimi sayesinde referans nesnesi devleti de kapsayacak sekilde, cevre,
toplum, kimlik, kiiltiir gibi unsurlar da olabilir.”

Gtivenliklestirici aktor ise, bir konuyu referans nesnesine yonelmis bir tehdit olarak
sunan ve sdz-edimi gerceklestiren kisi ya da gruptur. Bu rol genellikle siyasi liderler,
hiikiimet yetkilileri, biirokratlar, medya veya baski gruplari tarafindan istlenilir. Ancak
giivenliklestirici aktoriin kim oldugu her zaman net degildir. Ciinkii her topluluk daha kii¢iik

alt birimlere boliinebilir ve bu da aktoriin belirlenmesini zorlastirabilir. Kopenhag Okulu bu
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nedenle birey diizeyinden ziyade, temsili, orgiitsel yapilar1 merkeze almaktadir. Cilinkii s6z-
edimin gergeklesmesi i¢in konusan bir 6zneye ihtiyag vardir ve bu 6zne ¢ogunlukla bir
toplulugu temsil etmektedir.®°

Bu siirecte etkili olan bir diger aktdr, giivenliklestirme siirecinde dnemli rol oynayan,
ancak dogrudan giivenlik s6z-edimini gergeklestirmeyen islevsel aktorlerdir (functional
agents). Bu aktorler, glivenlige dair kararlar1 ve algilari, eylemleri araciliiyla dolayli olarak
etkiler. Hangi aktorlerin islevsel sayilacagi ise sektore gore degisiklik gostermektedir.
Ornegin gevresel sektorde bir nehri kirleten sirket, dogrudan bir giivenlik sdylemi iiretmese
de, giivenliklestirme siirecinin tetiklenmesinde rol oynayabilmektedir.®!

Giivenliklestirmenin basarilt olup olmayacagi ise, dinleyici kitlenin ikna edilip
edilmemesine baglidir. Yani bir aktor, bir konuyu tehdit olarak sunabilir, ancak bu séylem,
dinleyiciler tarafindan kabul edilmedigi takdirde, gilivenliklestirme tam anlamiyla
gerceklesmis sayilmaz, bu yalnizca bir giivenliklestirme girisimidir.%> Dinleyici kitle
sdylemi kabul eden ve ona mesruiyet kazandiran kolektif aktordiir. Ornegin bir aktér, ulusun
ya da toplumun kimligini tehdit altinda gdstererek “biz” duygusunu harekete gegirebilir.®
Bu tiir kolektif referanslar, bireysel giivenlik sdylemlerine gore ¢ok daha giiclii ve etkili olma
egilimindedir. Ilging bir sekilde, bazi durumlarda referans nesnesi ile dinleyici kitle aym
kolektif gruba dahil olabilmektedir. Ornegin bir devlet, vatandaslarin1 hem tehdit altindaki
varlik (referans nesnesi), hem de ikna edilmesi gereken kitle (dinleyici) olarak
konumlandirabilir. Bu durum, olaganiistii tedbirlerin kabuliinii kolaylastirmaktadir. Ciinkii
insanlar kendilerini tehdit altinda hissettiklerinde olagan dis1 uygulamalara riza gosterme
egiliminde olurlar.3* Buradan da anlasilacag: iizere dinleyici kitle, siirecin pasif bir izleyicisi
degil, giivenliklestirme eyleminin basarisini belirleyen aktordiir. S6z konusu retorik, ancak
toplumda yeterince yanki bulur ve mesruiyet kazanirsa basarili olur. Bu nedenle
glivenliklestirme, bireysel degil, dznelerarasi bir siirectir.®> Bir tehdit algisinin gergekten
“giivenlik” olarak kabul edilmesi, onu dile getirenin otoritesi kadar, dinleyicinin referans

nesnesine atfettigi degerle de ilgilidir.
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Bu baglamda, giivenliklestirme siirecinin basarili sayilabilmesi i¢in tek basina tehdit
sOylemi yeterli degildir. Basarili giivenliklestirme, ti¢ temel kosulun bir arada saglanmasina
baglidir. Bunlar, konunun bir varolussal tehdit olarak tanimlanmasi, bu tehdide kars1 acil ve
olaganiistii onlemlerin gerekli oldugunun savunulmasi ve en 6nemlisi, bu sdylemin dinleyici
kitle tarafindan kabul edilmesidir.’¢ Bu ayrim, Buzan, Waever ve de Wilde tarafindan
“giivenliklestirme adimi1” ile “basarili giivenliklestirme” arasindaki fark olarak teorik zemine
oturtulmustur. Bir meseleyi glivenlik tehdidi olarak adlandirmak yalnizca bir girigsimdir. Bu
girigimin basarili olup olmayacagi, s6z-edimin toplumsal alanda kabul gorlip gormemesiyle
belirlenmektedir.?’

Ayni zamanda, bu girisimin basarili bir giivenliklestirmeye doniismesi igin
belirli kolaylastirict kosullarin da varligina ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. “Kolaylastirict kosullar”
(facilitating conditions), var oldugu takdirde giivenliklestirme eyleminin basarisinda etkili
olan, yoklugunda ise bu siireci engelleyebilecek unsurlar olarak tanimlanir.®® Kopenhag
Okulu bu kosullar iki kategoriye ayirmaktadir. Bunlar, i¢sel kosullar ve dissal kosullardir.
(i) Igsel kosullar, kullanilan dilin yapisi, retorik giicii ve s6z-edimin niteligi gibi unsurlar:
kapsamaktadir. Bu tiir kosullarda, meselenin varolussal bir tehdit olarak dramatik bir dille
sunulmasi, olagan siyaset mekanizmalarinin yetersiz kaldigmin vurgulanmasi ve yalnizca
olaganiistii Onlemlerle ¢oziilebilecegine dair giiclii bir retorik kurgunun olusturulmasi
gerekmektedir.®® (i) Digsal kosullar ise daha ¢ok, giivenliklestirici aktoriin toplum i¢indeki
mesruiyeti, siyasal giicii, sosyal konumu ve tehdit olarak sunulan meselenin tarihsel
baglamiyla iliskilidir. Ornegin, giivenliklestirici aktoriin bulundugu konum, onun
sOyleminin ciddiyetle ele alinmasini kolaylastirabilir. Ayn1 sekilde bir tehdidin toplum
hafizasinda ge¢mis Orneklerinin bulunmasi, giivenliklestirici sOylemin daha ikna edici
olmasina olanak tanir.”® Dolayisiyla giivenliklestirme, yalnizca sdylemsel bir edim degil,
ayni zamanda bu sdylemin inandiriciligi ve toplumsal baglam tarafindan desteklenmesi
gereken bir siiregtir. Huysmans’in da vurguladigi gibi, bu siire¢ yalnizca ne sdylendigiyle

degil, bunun hangi baglamda, kim tarafindan, ne zaman ve nasil sdylendigiyle ilgilidir.”! Bu
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baglamda, basarili glivenliklestirme, 6znel algilar ile nesnel gercekliklerin Gtesinde, sosyal
etkilesimler icerisinde sekillenmektedir.

Bu dogrultuda giivenliklestirme, bir konuyu giivenlik meselesi olarak cergeveleme
stirecidir ve bu siire¢, soz edimi aracilifiyla gergeklestirilmektedir. Bu baglamda s6z-edim,
giivenliklestirme yaklagiminda merkezi bir araci rolii iistlenmektedir.> Kopenhag Okulu’na
gore giivenlik, 6zlinde bir s6z eylemdir. Yani, yalnizca bir seyi tanimlamakla kalmaz, ayni
zamanda bir durumu yaratir. “Giivenlik” demek, bir sey yapmaktir.?® Dolayisiyla, giivenligin
“ne” olduguna dair anlam, insanlarin onu nasil kullandiklarinda ve oOzellikle hangi
baglamlarda bu kavramu tercih ettiklerinde yatar. Ornegin bir devlet temsilcisi, “giivenlik”
kelimesini kullandiginda yalnizca bir soruna isaret etmekle kalmaz, ayni1 zamanda bir acil
durum ilan etmis olur ve bu sOylemle birlikte, normal siyasal prosediirlerin disinda hareket
etme hakkini da talep eder.**

Bir mesele ancak aktdrlerin sdylemsel tercihi ve dinleyicinin bu tercihi kabul etmesiyle
giivenlik alanina dahil olur. Dolayisiyla, giivenliklestirme her zaman bir siyasal tercihtir.®
Bu tercihler, giic iliskileriyle i¢ ice gecmektedir. Baz1 aktorler, 6rnegin devlet kurumlari,
liderler, medya, toplumsal olarak giivenligi tanimlama giicline sahiptir, fakat bu gii¢ hi¢bir
zaman mutlak degildir.”® Waever giivenliklestirme kararinin dogasi geregi siyasal oldugunu
vurgularken, analistlerin, karar vericilerin ve aktivistlerin kendilerine su temel sorulari
sormalar1 gerektigini belirtir; “Bu meseleyi neden bir gilivenlik sorunu olarak
adlandirtyorsunuz? Bunu yapmanin ya da yapmamanin sonuglari nelerdir?”.°7 Ciinkii bir
meselenin giivenlik kapsamina alinmasi, onu “olagan” siyasal siireglerin disina c¢ikartir,
tartismay1 daraltir ve olaganiistii 6nlemleri mesrulastirir. Bu nedenle giivenliklestirme teorisi
yalnizca bir analiz arac1 degil, ayn1 zamanda siyaset yapma bicimlerinin etik sonuglarini da
sorgulayan bir perspektif sunar.’® Dolayisiyla analist, bu sdylemlerin nasil kuruldugunu,
hangi tehditlerin ne sekilde sunuldugunu ve ne tiir referans nesneleri etrafinda anlam
kazandigini inceleyerek, giivenlik siyasetinin dinamiklerini ¢éziimlemeye ¢alismalidir.

Pmar Bilgin de giivenliklestirmeyi dogrudan politik bir eylem olarak degerlendirir ve

giivenlik siyasetini belirlemenin bizzat kendisinin politik bir silire¢ oldugunu vurgular. Bu

%2 Nazif Mandaci ve Gékay Ozerim, “Uluslararasi gdglerin bir giivenlik konusuna déniisiimii: Avrupa’da
radikal sag partiler ve gogiin giivenliklestirilmesi,” Uluslararas: Iliskiler 10, sy. 39 (2013): 107.
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baglamda, herhangi bir konunun giivenlik meselesi haline gelmesi ne tamamen objektif
verilerle belirlenebilir ne de yalnizca 6znel kanaatlere dayanir. Bu karar, 6zneleraras: bir
degerlendirme siireci sonucunda sekillenir. Bu c¢ergevede Kopenhag Okulu,
giivenliklestirmenin kaginilmaz degil, secimle yapilan bir tercih oldugunu savunarak,
giivenlik alaninin agir1 genisletilmesine dair 6nemli etik uyarilarda bulunur. Okula gore
giivenligin alan1 dar tutulmalidir. Yani yalnizca devletin bekasina dogrudan tehdit olusturan
meselelerle siirlanmali, diger tiim meseleler ise olagan siyasi siirecler icerisinde ¢éziime
kavusturulmalhidir.”® Aksi takdirde giivenligin genisletilmesi, siradan meselelerin de
giivenlik semsiyesi altina alinarak, demokratik tartisma ve denetimden ¢ikarilmasina neden
olabilir. Bu durum, Kopenhag Okulu i¢in yalnizca kuramsal degil, ayn1 zamanda etik-politik
bir sorumluluk alanidir.

Sonug olarak giivenliklestirme, varolussal bir tehdidin, belirli bir referans nesnesi
adina, giivenliklestiren aktor tarafindan, acil eylem gerektirdigi ve kurallarin ihlalini
mesrulastirdigr sekilde sunulmasi ve bu sdylemin dinleyici kitle tarafindan kabul
edilmesi siirecidir. Bu nedenle giivenliklestirme, sadece sOylemsel degil, aynm1 zamanda

toplumsal, siyasal ve etik boyutlar1 olan bir pratiktir ve her zaman bir tercih meselesidir.!%

1.2.1.1. Giivenliklestirme analizinde metodolojik tercih: soylem analizi

Kopenhag Okulu’nun ortaya koymus oldugu séz-edim anlayisinin kdkeni John L.
Austin’in ¢aligmalarina dayanmaktadir. Austin, dili yalnizca dogru ya da yanlis olgular
betimleyen bir arag olarak goren yaklasimlar elestirerek, dilin edimsel niteligini vurgulamig
ve “bir seyi sdylemenin, o seyi yapmak anlamina geldigini” ileri siirmiistiir.'”! Kopenhag
Okulu bu anlayis1 giivenlik alanina uyarlayarak giivenligin, kendinden daha “gercek” bir
olgunun gostergesi olmadigini, aksine giivenligin ifade edilmesiyle birlikte eylemin bizzat
gergeklestigini savunur.!%? Jacques Derrida, s6z-edimlerin yeni bir gergeklik inga ettigi
goriiglinli paylagsmakla birlikte, Austin’in konusmaya tanidig1 onceligi elestirerek yazinin
ikincil plana itildigini ifade etmistir. Derrida’ya gore anlam, metnin disinda aranamaz.
Metnin kendisi, anlamin kuruldugu temel zemindir. Bu yaklasim, giivenliklestirme teorisi
acisindan biiyiilk Oonem tasimaktadir. Zira giivenlik tehditlerinin nesnel ve degismez

gerceklikler olmadigi, sdylem ve metin araciligiyla insa edildigi varsayimini
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giiclendirmektedir. Bu dogrultuda Kopenhag Okulu, Austin ve Derrida’nin ortak
paydasindan hareketle, timcelerin edim iiretme giiciine sahip oldugu ilkesini benimsemis ve
giivenliklestirmenin sdylemsel bir insa siireci oldugunu kabul etmistir.'%

Acgikmese’nin de belirttigi lizere bu yoniiyle giivenliklestirme, salt bir soylem iiretimi
degil, belirli bir retorik yap1 araciligiyla sosyal ve siyasal iliskileri doniistiiren bir edimdir.
Bu durum, Kopenhag Okulu’nun neden séylem analizine dayandigini da agiklamaktadir. Bu
nedenle Kopenhag Okulu, giivenligin kapsamimi anlamak i¢in sdylem analizi
metodolojisinden yararlanmaktadir. Bu baglamda 6nemli olan, aktorlerin gergek niyetleri ya
da Oznel inanglar degil, kamuya acgik metinlerde hangi kodlarim ve hangi giivenlik
mantiginin devreye sokuldugudur. Metnin yazili ya da sozlii olmasi arasinda bir ayrim
yapilmamakla birlikte giivenlik alani, sdylem analizine dayali olarak metinler iizerinden
incelenir.!® Bu yaklasim dogrultusunda giivenliklestirme analizi, bir kelimenin yalnizca
telaffuz edilmesini degil, belirli bir retorik ve mantiksal yapinin devreye sokulup
sokulmadigini incelemektedir. Bu yap1, sdylemi giivenlik mantig1 etrafinda diizenleyen bir
tiir “gramer” islevi goriir. Aragtirmaci, metinlerde varolussal tehdit ve aciliyet kurgusunun
nasil kuruldugunu analiz etmelidir.'®® Benzer sekilde, giivenliklestirmenin incelenmesi,
sOylem ve siyasal yapilanmalarin birlikte analiz edilmesini gerektirir. Belirli bir argiimanin
ne zaman ve nasil dinleyici kitlenin olagan kurallarin ihlaline riza gdstermesini sagladigi bu
analizle ortaya konabilir. !0

Bu metodolojik tercih, tez kapsaminda sdylem analizinin se¢ilmesini kuramsal olarak
zorunlu kilmaktadir. Giivenliklestirme teorisinin dogru bir sekilde uygulanabilmesi i¢in,
yalnizca “kim ne sdyledi?” sorusuna odaklanmak yeterli degildir. Bu sdylemlerin nasil
kuruldugunu, hangi iktidar iligkilerini yeniden {irettigini ve hangi politik sonuglar1 miimkiin
kildigin1 ortaya koymak gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle giivenliklestirme analizinin yontemsel
uygulamasi, sdylem analizine baghilik gerektirir.'” Soylemler, diinyayr anlamlandirma
bicimlerini insa eden sistemlerdir ve sosyal ger¢ekligi tretirler. Dolayisiyla sdylem
caligmalari, 6znelerin ve nesnelerin nasil kuruldugunu ve hangi eylem alanlarinin miimkiin
hale geldigini inceler.'® Sonug olarak, Kopenhag Okulu’nun séz-edim yaklasimi, giivenligi

nesnel bir durumdan ¢ok, sdylemsel bir inga olarak analiz eder. Bu analiz bigimi, giivenlik
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caligmalarina yalnizca iceriksel degil, ayn1 zamanda yontemsel bir doniisiim getirmistir. Bu
doniisiim sayesinde, giivenlik yalnizca “neye karsi korunma?” degil, ayn1 zamanda “kimin,

ne adina ve nasil koruma iddiasinda bulundugu?” sorularina da yanit arar.

Tablo 1. Giivenliklestirme Siirecinin Temel Bilesenleri

Giivenliklestirmenin Bilesenleri Ne Anlama Geldikleri

Giivenliklestirici Aktor giivenliklestirme s6z-edimini gergeklestiren kisi(ler)

. tehdit altinda oldugu o6ne siiriilen, korunmasi1 gereken
Referans Nesnesi .. -
kisi(ler) ya da deger(ler)

Varolussal Tehdit Saylemi referar'lf- Ille?snesinin Yarllglna yonelik acil miidahale
gerektigini iceren tehdit anlatisi

o . olagan siyasal siireglerin disina ¢ikan, tehdide karsi
Olaganiistii Onlem . e
gerceklestirilecek istisnai-olaganiistii miidahale(ler)

tehdit soylemine ve olaganiistii 6nlemlere riza gosteren,
ikna edilmesi hedeflenen aktor(ler)

giivenliklestirmenin  basarisint  etkileyen  faktorler;

Dinleyici Kitle

i¢csel kosullar: sdz-ediminin niteligi ve retorik giicii
Kolaylastirict Kosullar dissal kosullar: giivenliklestirici aktdriin  mesruiyeti,
siyasal giicii, sosyal konumu ve giivenliklestirilen
meselenin tarihsel baglami

giivenliklestirme soz-edimini gerceklestirmeyen ancak

Islevsel Aktd
yievse of giivenliklestirme siirecinde 6nemli rol oynayan aktor(ler)

Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenliklestirme yaklasiminin sunmus oldugu bu metodoloji,
sadece soyut bir sOylem iiretimini degil, ayn1 zamanda siyasal alanin nasil yeniden insa
edildigini anlamlandirmay1 miimkiin kilan bir analitik ¢erceve sunmaktadir. Bu baglamda,
tezin {glincii bolimiinde gerceklestirilen ampirik analizin metodolojik mantigini
kavrayabilmek adina, giivenliklestirme siirecinin temel parametrelerinin siniflandirilmast,
teorinin uygulanabilirligini kolaylastiracaktir. Bu dogrultuda, Tablo 1’de sunulan
giivenliklestirme bilesenleri, teorik cercevede ele alinan s6z-edimi yaklasiminin, hangi
aktorler, referans nesneleri, araclar ve kosullar araciligiyla bir giivenlik anlatisina
dontstiigiint gorliniir kilmaktadir. Tezin analiz béliimiinden ele alinan veriler (Vote Leave
kampanya soylemleri), Tablo 1’de yer alan giivenliklestirme parametreleri {izerinden
¢oziimlenmis ve bdylece, teorik ¢ergceve ile ampirik bulgular arasinda metodolojik bir
biitiinliik saglanmistir. Aynt zamanda, incelenen her bir veri seti, Kopenhag Okulu’nun
sektorel giivenlik perspektifi kullanilarak, farkli sektorel dinamikler iizerinden analiz

edilmistir.
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1.2.2.Sektorel giivenlik yaklasimi

Sektorel giivenlik yaklasimi, Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenlik c¢aligmalarina
kazandirdig1 en 6zgiin katkilardan biri olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Bu yaklasimin kdkeni Barry
Buzan’m 1980 ve 1990’1 yillarda gergeklestirdigi calismalarina dayanmaktadir. Buzan,
giivenlik olgusunun yalnizca askeri tehditlere indirgenemeyecegini savunarak, giivenligin
bes farkli sektorde ele alinmasi gerektigini savunmustur. Bu sektorler, askeri, siyasi,
ekonomik, toplumsal ve gevresel sektorlerdir.!” Bu gergevede gelistirilen sektorel giivenlik
analizi, giivenligi yalnizca ¢atigma ve savas baglaminda degerlendiren geleneksel yaklagima
elestirel bir alternatif sunmaktadir. Kopenhag Okulu’nun amaci, giivenligi islevsel bir
zemine oturtarak yeniden diisiinmek ve giivenliklestirme kuramini bu bes sektore
uyarlamaktir. Bu dogrultuda sektdrlerin tanimlanmasi, daha genis bir giivenlik giindemini
miimkiin kilmaktadir.

Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenlik caligmalarina kazandirmis oldugu sektorel giivenlik
yaklagimi, giivenlik olgusunun yalnizca askeri sektdre indirgenemeyecegini, giivenligin,
icerisinde farkli tehdit algilar1 ve farkli parametreler barindiran kendine 6zgii bir mantigi
oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu genigsleme hamlesi ile Okul, glivenligin fakli sektorlerde
nasil tezahiir ettigini inceleyebilmek adina kapsamli bir analitik ag sunmaktadir. Sektorel
giivenlik yaklagimi gilivenligin ¢ok katmanli ve degisken dogasint goriiniir kilan kuramsal
bir cergeve islevi gormektedir. Cok katmanli ve nispeten karmasik olan bu yap1 géz onilinde
bulundurularak, tezin {i¢iincii boliimiinde gerceklestirilen analizi daha sistematik ve
izlenilebilir kilmak adina, her sektoriin kendi icerisinde barindirdigi temel dinamikler Tablo
2’de bir araya getirilmistir. Tabloda bes giivenlik sektorii, birbiri ile baglantili iki eksen
etrafinda ele alinmigtir. Bu dogrultuda ilgili sektoriin icerisinde barindirdigr (i) temel
referans nesneleri ve (ii) sektordeki temel tehdit tiirleri goriiniir kilinmaya calisilmistir.
Boylece sektorel giivenlik yaklagimi, takip eden kisimlarda yiiriitiilen ampirik analiz
acisindan tehdit algilarmin hangi sektérel mantik icinde kurgulandigi ve referans
nesnelerinin hangi parametrelere gore belirlendigini anlayabilmek adina somut bir gergeve
sunmaktadir. Dolayistyla tablo, her bir sektérde giivenligin nasil kuruldugunu, hangi
parametreler iizerinden tehdit olarak iiretildigini ve hangi siyasal mantik igerisinde ele
alindigin1 takip etmeyi miimkiin kilmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda asagida her bir sektoriin kendine

has giivenlik dinamikleri 6zetlenmeye ¢aligilmigtir.
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Tablo 2. Sektorel Giivenlik: Temel Referans Nesneleri ve Tehdit Tiirleri

Sektorler Temel Referans Nesneleri Tehdit Tiirleri
Askeri Devlet, etnik gruplar (bazen), Kasith ve organize saldirilar, dig
.. kabileler veya ulusiistii askeri tehditleri, i¢ catismalar,
Sektor s
hareketler terorizm ve ayrilike¢ilik
Sivasi Devlet, devletin orgiitsel istikrar1 | Egemenlik ihlali, mesruiyet
Y . ve egemenligi, siyasi yapilar, krizleri, ayrilik¢ilik, rejim karsiti
Sektor . .. -
ideolojiler ve ulusiistii yapilar hareketler, uluslararasi taninma
Ek ik ist 1 krizl
Ekonomik Devlet, bireyler, piyasa sistemi, OO VE SISIEISe? krizlet,
v ) esitsizlik, tedarik zinciri kesintileri,
Sektor firmalar (nadiren) . .
yasadis1 ekonomik faaliyetler
Kolektif kimlikler (ulus, etnik Gog¢ (demografik tehdit), yatay
Toplumsal . . ot .
. grup, dini cemaatler, dil rekabet (kiiltiirel baskinlik), dikey
Sektor o .
topluluklar1 gibi) rekabet (kimlik aginmasi)
. . Iklim degisikligi, biyolojik
Cevresel Doga, ekosistem, insan 1-m. .eglsl 181, DYoo)l
. e .| cesitlilik kaybi, kaynaklarin
Sektor medeniyetinin siirdiiriilebilirligi . . _
tilkenmesi, dogal afetler

Kopenhag Okulu’nun sektorlere dayali giivenlik analizinin temel islevi, etkilesim
tiirlerini ayristirarak analitik bir netlik saglamaktir. Ornegin, askeri sektdr, saldir1 ve
savunma kapasitesine odaklanirken, siyasi sektdr, bir devletin rejiminin ya da yonetim
bi¢iminin mesruiyetine yoneltilen tehditlere odaklanmaktadir. Ekonomik sektor, kaynaklara
ve pazarlara erisimin siirdiiriilebilirligini, toplumsal sektor ise dil, din, kiiltiir ve ulusal kimlik
gibi unsurlarin kolektif diizeyde korunmasini giindeme getirmektedir. Son olarak ¢evresel
sektor ise tiim insan faaliyetlerinin bagli oldugu ekosistemin devamliligini esas alir.!'” Bu
ayrim, her gilivenlik sorununun, belirli sektorlerdeki tehdit algilarina gore
anlamlandirilabilecegi fikrine dayanmaktadir.

Giivenliklestirme yaklasiminda bahsedilen varolugsal tehditler ve bu tehditlere karsi
alinacak acil dnlemler, her sektdr i¢in ayn1 niteliklere sahip degildir. Varolugsal tehdit, ancak
sektoriin ve ilgili referans nesnesinin kendine 6zgli karakteri ¢ercevesinde anlasilabilir.

Dolayisiyla farkli sektorler ve analiz seviyeleri, dogas1 geregi farklilik gdstereceginden,

110 Byzan, Waever ve de Wilde, Security: A New Framework for Analysis, 8.
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varolugsal tehditlerin dogas1 da bu baglamda degisiklik gosterecektir.!!!

Bu dogrultuda
giivenlik sektorleri, “o sektdriin tiim birimleri arasindaki etkilesim ve iligkilerin belirli bir
boyutunu vurgulayan mercekler” olarak tanimlanmaktadir.'!> Baska bir deyisle Kopenhag
Okulu, her bir sektorii incelerken farkli tiirde etkilesimleri analiz etmektedir.

Kopenhag Okulu, bes sektorlii bu yapiy1 “mevcut giivenlik sdylemlerini taramak i¢in
kullanilan analitik bir ag” olarak tanimlar.''> Bu ag, yalnizca giivenlige dair farkli
giindemleri haritalandirmakla kalmamakta, ayni zamanda bir tehdidin hangi baglamda
varolussal olarak tanimlandigini da ortaya koymaktadir. Bu nedenle sektorel giivenlik
yaklagimi, gilivenliklestirmenin temelini olusturan “varolussal tehdit” kavramini da
sektorlere gore yeniden diistinmeyi gerektirir.!'* Her sektor, belirli aktor tiirlerini ve
degerleri barindirir ve bu sektorlerdeki giivenlik dinamikleri baglama gore farkli bicimlerde
isler.'’> Bu ¢ercevede giivenlik, sabit bir tanimdan ziyade sektériin dogasina gore
degiskenlik gdsteren bir anlam tasir. Dolayisiyla her bir sektoriin kendi 6zgiin mantigi,
varolussal tehditlerin tanimlanmasinda da belirleyici olur.

Kopenhag Okulu’na gore sektorler, gerceklikten izole bir bicimde var olan yapilar
degildir. Aksine birbirine bagls, i¢ ice gecmis ve kesisen giivenlik oriintiilerini temsil ederler.
Dolayisiyla Okul icin asil mesele, bu sektdrler arasinda kurulan iliskilerin nasil entegre
edilecegidir. Huysmans, bu noktada aktorlerin farkl sektorlerdeki pratiklerine odaklanarak,
glivenligin biitiinciil bir bigimde nasil ele alinabilecegini sorgular.!'!® Yani analizi birlestiren
unsur, belirli bir tehdidin farkli sektorlerdeki yansimalar1 degil, bu sektorlerin bir arada
olusturduklar1 etkilesim Oriintiileridir.

Dolayisiyla, sektorleri analitik olarak parcalama siireci kendi basina yeterli degildir.
Bu dogrultuda Kopenhag Okulu, bu pargalarin yeniden birlestirilmesini de zorunlu kilar. Her
ne kadar sektorler belirli gilivenlik dinamiklerini izole etmeyi miimkiin kilsa da, bu
dinamiklerin birbirleriyle nasil kesistigi, etkilesime girdigi ve birlikte nasil sekillendigi
anlasilmadan biitiinciil bir giivenlik analizi gergeklestirilemez.!'” Bu dogrultuda Kopenhag
Okulu, yalnizea giivenlik olgusunu cesitli sektorlere ayirmakla kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda bu

ayrimlarin nasil tekrar bir araya getirilecegini de tartisir. Bu baglamda, sektorel
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analiz yalnizca metodolojik bir baslangi¢c noktasidir, nihai hedef, giivenligin biitlinciil bir
kavranigina ulagsmaktir.

Security: A New Framework for Analysis baslikl kitapta Kopenhag Okulu, tam da bu
biitlinlesmeye odaklanir ve sektorel ¢oziimlemenin ardindan, giivenligin nasil yeniden
sentezlenebilecegine dair iki temel ydntem ortaya koyar. ilk ydntem, giivenligi analiz
diizeyleri lizerinden yeniden yapilandirmay1 6nerir. Bu yaklasimda, daha dnce ayr1 ayri ele
alman sektorlerdeki giivenliklestirme siireclerinin yerel, bolgesel veya kiiresel olmak iizere
hangi dilizeyde yogunlastigi incelenir. Bu yontem, Ozellikle bdlgesel gilivenlik
komplekslerinin olusumunu degerlendirmek agisindan agiklayicidir. Buzan’a gore, askeri ve
siyasi sektdrdeki giivenlik dinamikleri en ¢ok bolgesel diizeyde yogunlasmaktadir. Ancak
diger sektorler i¢in bu egilim daha pargalidir. Ornegin ekonomik giivenlikte kiiresel yapilarin
baskinlig1 6n plana ¢ikarken, ¢evresel giivenlikte, hem yerel hem de kiiresel etkilerin es
zamanl etkisi 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. Sektorler arasi karsilastirmada dikkat ¢eken 6nemli bir
unsur da, giivenliklestirmenin derecesidir. Giivenliklestirme ne kadar giiglii ise, o sektoriin
analizdeki agirlig1 da o denli artmaktadir. Askeri ve siyasi sektorler, tarihsel olarak yiiksek
giivenliklestirme diizeyleriyle one cikarken, ekonomik sektdr bu baglamda daha diisiik
yogunluktadir.!'® Ancak bu durum, ekonomik sektoriin dnemsiz oldugu anlamina gelmez,
aksine aktorler bazi durumlarda ekonomik bagimlilig1 dahi askeri ya da siyasi bir tehdit
olarak cerceveleyebilirler.

Ikinci yontem ise, giivenligin aktdrlerin bakis acisindan nasil sentezlendigine
odaklanmaktadir. Burada giivenlik, disaridan degil, iceriden, yani aktorlerin zihinsel haritasi
lizerinden ele alinir. Kopenhag Okulu’na gore, sektorler ontolojik olarak birbirinden
bagimsiz alanlar degil, analitik birer aractir. Aktorler, ekonomik, siyasi ya da toplumsal
meseleleri farkli kategorilerde degerlendirseler dahi, gilivenlik kararlarini verirken bu
alanlar1 toplam giivenlik anlayisiyla biitiinlestirirler. Bu yaklasimda, farkli sektdrlerden
gelen tehditler karsilastirilir ve gerektiginde birbirine baglanir. Ornegin, cevresel bir kriz,
ekonomik ya da toplumsal bir tehditle i¢ ice gegirilerek giivenliklestirilebilir. Ayni zamanda,
sektorlerin bir aktoriin giivenlik politikast igerisindeki yeri, o aktoriin algisma baghdir.
Buzan, Waever ve de Wilde’in belirttigi lizere, aktorler glivenligi yalnizca bes ayri alanda
distinmezler, aksine bu alanlar1 bir araya getirerek, biitiinciil bir giivenlik cercevesi
olugtururlar.!® Bu biitiinlesme, yalnizca analitik degil, ayn1 zamanda pratik ve politik bir

zorunluluktur. Dolayisiyla, devletlerin farkli sektorlerdeki tehdit algilar1 birbirine etki eder,
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hatta ¢ogu zaman birbirini mesrulastirir. Ornegin, cevresel giivenlikte yasanan bir tehdit,
siyasi ya da askeri bir tepkiyle karsilanabilir veya ekonomik bir rekabet, toplumsal kimlik
politikalar1 araciligiyla giivenlik alanina dahil edilebilir.

Sonug olarak, Kopenhag Okulu’na gore sektorel giivenlik, aslinda biitlinciil olan bir
gercekligin incelenmesi sirasinda kullanilan birer lens olarak tanimlar. Bu lens, gercekligin
yalnizca belirli bir boliimiinii aydinlatmayi saglar.'?° Sektérler, bir biitiiniin analiz edilmesini
saglamak i¢in etkilesimlerin belirli karakteristik kaliplari segerek ayr1 ayri ele almaktadir.
Ancak sektorler tarafindan tanimlanan unsurlar, bagimsiz bir varliga sahip degildir.
Sektorler ayirt edici belirli kaliplar1 tanimlasa da karmasik sistemlerin biitiiniiniin ayrilmaz
parcalar1 olarak kalirlar. Kopenhag Okulu’nun ortaya koymus oldugu sektorel giivenlik
yaklasimmin temel amaci, bu karmasik yap1 igerisinde, analizi kolaylastirmak ve
karmagiklig1 azaltmaktir.!?! Sektorlerin ayrigtirilmasi, giivenlik c¢alismalarinda analitik
kolaylik saglar, ancak bu ayristirma, sadece daha sonra birlestirilmek iizere yapilir. Buzan
ve arkadaslarmin belirttigi lizere sektorlerin analitik yontemi, ayristirma ile baslar ancak
sentezle sona ermek zorundadir.'??> Giivenligin dogas1 geregi ¢cok boyutlu ve karmasik
oldugu diisiiniiliirse, bu sentez, yalnizca teorik bir tercih degil, ayn1 zamanda analitik bir
zorunluluktur. Aktorler, giivenligi yasadiklart ¢coklu tehditleri degerlendirerek insa ederler
ve bu inga siireci, sektorler arasi iligkilerin ve biitlinlesik glivenlik mantiginin anlagilmasini
gerektirir. Bu nedenle, tezin analiz boliimiinde, tek tek ele alinan sektorler, analizin sonunda
sektorlerin yeniden birlestirilmesi ve sentezlenmesi ile sonuglanmaktadir. Caligmanin
merkezinde yer alan sektorel giivenlik analizi ¢ergevesinde, kitapta 6nemli bir yer tutan
sektorlerin kendi igerisinde barndirdiklart dinamiklere daha ayrintili olarak deginmek 6nem

arz etmektedir.

1.2.2.1. Askeri sektor

Kopenhag Okulu’'na gore askeri sektor, gilivenliklestirmenin en kolay sekilde
gergeklestirildigi ve kurumsallastigi alandir. Bu durum askeri giiciin, tarihsel olarak devlet
ingasmin temel unsurlarindan biri olmasi ve uluslararasi sistemin giiniimiizde halen biiyiik
o6lciide gii¢ kullanim1 ve savunma kapasiteleri tizerinden islemeye devam etmesiyle yakindan

iligkilidir. Ancak askeri sektor, her durumda giivenlik baglaminda yorumlanmaz.
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Giivenliklestirme, yalnizca belirli kosullarda ve sdylemsel insa yoluyla gergeklesir. Referans
nesne, giivenliklestirici aktor ve ikna edilecek hedef kitlenin olugturdugu bu tiglii yap1, askeri
faaliyetlerin giivenlik konusu haline gelmesinde belirleyici rol oynamaktadir. Nitekim bazi
devletlerin, dogrudan bir askeri tehdit altinda olmamalarina ragmen, uluslararasi
operasyonlara asker gondermeleri, bu faaliyetlerin her zaman giivenliklestirme yoluyla
gerekgelendirilmedigine somut 6rnek teskil etmektedir.!?

Kopenhag Okulu’nun belirttigi tlizere, askeri gilivenlikte baskin referans nesnesi
genellikle devlettir. Ayni zamanda devletler, askeri gii¢ kullanim1 konusunda yasal ve politik
mesruiyete sahip oldugundan, giivenliklestirici aktor olarak da konumlanmaktadir.
Egemenlik ilkesiyle dogrudan baglantili olan askeri giivenlik anlayisi, yalnizca dis
saldirilara karsi savunma saglamak degil, ayn1 zamanda i¢ istikrar1 saglama islevini de
tistlenir. Bu baglamda, i¢ ¢atigmalar, terdrizm, ayrilik¢ilik gibi unsurlar da askeri giivenlik
kapsaminda ele alinabilir. Buna ek olarak, askeri giivenligin referans nesnesi yalnizca
devletler degildir. Devlet alt1 veya devlet dis1 aktorler de giivenlik sdyleminin 6znesi haline
gelebilmektedir. Cok etnili veya catismali bolgelerde etnik gruplar, kabileler ya da ulusotesi
hareketler de kendi giivenliklerini askeri araclarla ve kapasite ile tanimlayabilirler. Bu,
giivenligin  6znesi ve nesnesi arasindaki iliskinin yalmizca devlet diizleminde
kurulamayacagini ortaya koymaktadir. Giivenliklestirmenin askeri alanda igslemesi, sadece
tehditlerin varligiyla degil, bu tehditlerin nasil algilandigiyla da dogrudan iligkilidir. Askeri
kapasitenin varligi, onu bir giivenlik meselesine doniistiirmez. Bu kapasitenin, bir niyetle
birlesmesi ve algilanma bigimi, giivenlik ikilemi dogurur. Ornegin, bir devletin savunma
amaglh yaptig1 silahlanma, diger devletlerce saldir1 hazirligi olarak yorumlanabilir ve
boylece giivensizlik sarmalina yol agabilir.'>* Bu nedenle askeri giivenlik, yalnizca teknik
bir konu degil, ayn1 zamanda siyasi bir siiregtir.

Kopenhag Okulu’nun perspektifine gore askeri tehditlerin diger sektorlerden ayrilan
en onemli yonii, kasitl ve organize sekilde yoneltilmis olmalaridir. Bu tehditler, yalnizca
fiziksel durumlar ile sinirli kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda siyasi yapilari, ekonomik sistemleri ve
toplumsal yasami koklii bigimde etkileyebilir. Bu nedenle, askeri tehditler dogrudan
varolugsal tehdit kategorisinde degerlendirilmesi sasirtict degildir. Askeri giivenligin tiim bu
boyutlari, askeri kapasiteye ve bu kapasitenin algilanis bi¢cimine, sdylemdeki etkisine ve

giivenlik politikalarinin mesrulastirilmasindaki roliine baglh olarak sekillenir. Kopenhag
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Okulu’nun vurguladig: gibi, glivenlik bir sdylemdir ve askeri sektor, bu sdylemin en yogun

ve en etkili bigimde kullanildigi alandir.!?

1.2.2.2. Siyasi sektor

Kopenhag Okulu’na gore siyasi giivenlik, devletin orgiitsel istikrar1 ile bu istikrar
olusturan siyasi yapilarin mesruiyetine yonelik tehditleri konu almaktadir. Kopenhag
Okulu’nun sektorel giivenlik yaklasimi i¢inde siyasi sektor, belki de en soyut ve genis
yorumlanabilir alanlardan biri olarak nitelendirilmektedir. Bunun en 6nemli nedeni,
neredeyse tiim glivenlik meselelerinin 6ziinde politik bir karakter tasimasidir. Zira tiim
tehditler ve savunma mekanizmalar1 politik siiregler igerisinde olugmakta ve
glivenliklestirme de dogas1 geregi politik bir eylem olarak sekillenmektedir.'?® Bu nedenle,
ekonomik, toplumsal, ¢evresel veya askeri giivenlik gibi alanlar dahi “politik-ekonomik
giivenlik”, “politik-toplumsal giivenlik” gibi kavramlar ile isimlendirilmektedir.

Kopenhag Okulu’na gore siyasi sektdriin en temel referans nesnesi, devlettir. Ancak
yalnizca devletler degil, bazi durumlarda AB gibi ulusiistii yapilar, giiclii siyasi kurumlara
sahip etnik topluluklar ve ulusotesi hareketler de bu alanda referans nesnesi olarak karsimiza
cikabilmektedir. Bu yapilarin ortak noktasi, siyasi biitiinliiklerini ve mesruiyetlerini tehdit
eden unsurlar karsisinda giivenliklestirici soylem iiretebilme kapasitesine sahip olmalaridir.
Giivenliklestirici aktorler ise genellikle bu yapilarin lider kadrolari, hiikiimetleri veya
kurumsallagsmis temsilcileridir.'?’

Kopenhag Okulu siyasi tehditlerin, bir devletin ideolojik temellerine, kurumsal
yapilanmasina ya da ulusal kimligine yonelik olabilecegini belirtmektedir. Bu dogrultuda
devlet fikri ve onu ayakta tutan temel ideolojiler zayiflatildiginda, siyasi giivenlikte bir
kirnlma meydana gelir ve bu tehditler, kimi zaman hiikiimeti belirli bir politikaya
zorlamaktan rejimleri devirmeye, ayrilik¢iligr tesvik etmekten egemenligi temelden
sarsmaya kadar genis bir yelpazeye yayilabilir. Devletin kendisi zaten politik bir varlik
oldugundan, bu tiir tehditler askeri olanlar kadar varolussal birer tehlike arz edebilmektedir.
Siyasi gilivenlikte tehdidin merkezinde ¢ogu zaman egemenlik kavrami yer almaktadir.
Uluslararas1 sistemde egemenlik ilkesi, devletlerin i¢ islerine miidahalenin mesruiyetini

siirlayan temel normlardan biridir. Bir devleti bir arada tutan ulusal kimlik ve siyasi ideoloji
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gibi olgular tehdit edildiginde, siyasi sektor harekete geger. Egemenlige yonelik tehditler,
yalnizca dis miidahalelerle degil, devletin igerisinden gelen mesruiyet krizleriyle de
tetiklenebilir. Egemenligin kiigiik ¢apli ihlalleri dahi, siyasi bicimin dis miidahaleye acik
hale gelmesi nedeniyle, giivenlik sorunu olarak tanimlanabilir. '3

Siyasi glivenlikte siklikla karsilagilan tehdit tiirlerinden biri de taninma ve mesruiyetin
reddidir. Bir devletin veya siyasi birimin hem i¢ hem de dis diizeyde mesruiyetini
kaybetmesi veya tehdit altinda olduguna yonelik algisi, onu varolussal bir krize
stiriikleyebilir. Bu durum, devletin sinirlar1 igerisindeki muhalefet hareketlerinden,
uluslararas1 toplumun hukuki veya politik baskilarina kadar bircok kaynaktan
kaynaklanabilir. Bu noktada giivenliklestirici sdylem, egemenligin ihlal edildigi iddiasiyla
bigimlenir. Ozellikle miidahale edilen hiikiimetler, dis aktdrlerin sdylemini reddederek kendi
egemenliklerini savunma refleksi gelistirir. Siyasi sektoriin bir baska boyutu da ulusiistii
siyasi biitiinlesme girisimlerinin dogurdugu giivenlik ikilemine neden olma potansiyelidir.
Avrupa Birligi (AB) 6rneginde oldugu gibi, devletler bir yandan ekonomik ve siyasi fayda
saglamak amaciyla entegrasyon siireglerine katilirken, diger yandan bu siirecglerin
egemenliklerini asindirabilecegi kaygisiyla siyasi tehdit algis1 gelistirebilirler. Bu, 6zellikle
entegrasyonun milli kimlik {izerinde baski olusturdugu, karar alma siireclerini ulusal
siirlarin disia tasidigr sdylemleri ile pekistirilir. Kimi durumlarda, entegrasyon siireci
bizzat bir varolussal tehdit olarak cercevelenir. Bunun tersi bir perspektif ile AB
baglamindaki parcalanma senaryolari, Avrupa projesinin kendisini ortadan kaldiracak
gelismeler olarak algilanabilir ve entegrasyonun devami bir giivenligin saglanabilmesi adina
bir gereklilik olarak sunulabilir.'?® Bu tarz soylemler, siyasi birlik fikrinin kendisini giivenlik

nesnesi haline getirir ve glivenliklestirme siirecini daha da karmasiklastirir.

1.2.2.3. Ekonomik sektor

Kopenhag Okulu’nun sektorel giivenlik yaklagimi igerisinde ekonomik giivenlik, en
tartismali ve karmasik alanlardan biri olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Ekonomik sektor, dogasi
geregi piyasa mantig1 ile devletin giivenlik kaygilar1 arasinda gidip gelen bir miicadele alani
sunar. Nitekim bu durum, giivenliklestirmenin ekonomik alanda nasil ve ne zaman
gerceklestigi sorusunu oldukg¢a problemli hale getirir. Ekonomik giivenlik sdylemi, farkli

aktorler ve referans nesneleri etrafinda sekillenir. Devletler, firmalar, bireyler, siniflar ve
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uluslararasi orgiitler bu alandaki potansiyel referans nesneleridir. Ancak, ekonomik sektoriin
kendine has mantig1 nedeniyle, bu aktorlerin varolussal tehdit algisiyla giivenliklestirilmesi
sikca sorgulanmaktadir. Ornegin, firmalarm piyasa igindeki varliklar1 dogalari geregi
gecicidir, dolayistyla giivenligin referans nesnesi olma iddialar1 zayiftir. Yine de bazi 6zel
durumlarda, 6rnegin devasa bankalarin ¢okiisii gibi, firmalar giivenliklestirilebilmektedir.'3°

Kopenhag Okulu’na gore ekonomik giivenlik glindemi, askeri {iretim kapasitesi,
tedarik zincirinin giivenligi, esitsizliklerin artmasi, yasadis1 ekonomik faaliyetler, teknolojik
gelismelerin etkisi ve sistemsel krizler gibi genis bir yelpazeyi kapsamaktadir. Ancak bu
sorunlarin ¢ogu, saf ekonomik sektor ile degil, diger sektorlerle olan iligkileri baglaminda
varolugsal birer tehdit haline gelir. Ornegin, bir devletin temel gida ihtiyacini
karsilayamamasi, ekonomik giivenligin yani sira insani bir giivenlik meselesi haline
gelebilmektedir. Bu noktada, ekonomik giivenlik sOyleminin ¢ogu, ekonomik sektdriin
Otesinde siyasi, askeri veya toplumsal baglamlarda giivenlik yaratir. Buna ek olarak
ekonomik giivenlik, cogu zaman diger sektorlerdeki giivenlik sorunlarma da zemin
hazirlayabilir. Cevresel bozulmalar, toplumsal esitsizlikler veya teknolojik gelismeler gibi
faktorler, ekonomik sektdrden kaynaklanip askeri, toplumsal ya da siyasi sektorleri
etkileyebilir. Bu nedenle, ekonomik gilivenligin tasma (spillover) etkisi yiiksek, ancak igsel
olarak smirlar1 bulanik bir yapist vardir. Sonug¢ olarak, ekonomik giivenligin
giivenliklestirilmesi, sektorel giivenlik yaklagimi i¢cinde en zorlayici ve en bulanik alanlardan
biridir. Piyasa mantigimin giivensiz yapisi, giivenligin siirlarini net olarak belirlemeyi de
zorlastirir. Yalnizca devletlerin iflas1 veya kiiresel sistemin ¢okmesi gibi olaganiistii
durumlar, ekonomik sektérde ger¢ek anlamda giivenliklestirmeyi mesru kilar. Bunun
disinda kalan birgok ekonomik mesele, ¢ogunlukla diger sektorlerdeki giivenlik algilart

araciligryla 6nem kazanir.'3!

1.2.2.4. Toplumsal sektor

Toplumsal giivenlik, Kopenhag Okulu’nun sektorel giivenlik yaklagimi igerisinde en
Ozgiin ve kavramsal olarak en karmasik alanlardan biridir. Geleneksel gilivenlik
calismalarinin odak noktasi olan ulusal gilivenlik, esasen politik ve askeri sektorlerle sinirli
kalmis, ulus kavrami ise nadiren ayr1 bir giivenlik birimi olarak ele alinmistir. Oysa ulusun

kendisi, yalnizca bir devletin vatandasi olmanin Gtesinde, kimliksel bagliliklar iizerinden
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sekillenen bir topluluk yapisin1 barmdirir. Toplumsal giivenlik, bu nedenle devletin siyasi
varligindan ziyade, toplumun kimliksel biitiinliigiine yonelik tehditlerle ilgilenir. Toplumsal
sektoriin diizenleyici kavrami “kimlik”’tir. Kimligin tehdit altinda oldugu durumlarda
toplumsal giivensizlikten s6z edilmekte ve bu giivenlik anlayisi, bireylerin giivenliginden
ziyade, kendini bir “biz” kimligi etrafinda tanimlayan topluluklarin varolussal biitiinliigiini
merkeze almaktadir. Bu anlamda toplumsal giivenlik, ulus, etnik grup, dini cemaat ve hatta
dil topluluklar1 gibi kolektif kimliklerin tehdit altinda oldugu algisina dayanir. Dolayisiyla,
toplumsal giivenlik birimi birey degil, kolektif kimlik temellidir. Kopenhag Okulu’nun
toplumsal giivenlik anlayisi, yalnizca devletin sinirlar1 iginde yasayan niifuslar1 degil,
onlarin 6z-kimliklerini ve bu kimliklerin siirdiiriilebilirligini temel alir. Bu baglamda
toplumsal giivensizlik, kimliklerin bastirilmasi, doniistiiriilmesi ya da yok edilmesi
girisimleriyle ortaya ¢ikar. Dolayisiyla kimlige yoneltilen her tiirli tehdit, sadece fiziksel
degil, sembolik ve kiiltiirel diizeyde de olabilir. Kopenhag Okulu bu tehditleri, gog, yatay
rekabet ve dikey rekabet olmak lizere ii¢ bashik altinda degerlendirmektedir. Gog, bir
iilkedeki mevcut niifus yapisinin degigsmesine neden olan ve toplulugun demografik
egemenligini tehdit eden bir olgu olarak algilanir. Yatay rekabet ise, komsu kiiltiirlerin
baskin hale gelerek, diger bir iilkenin kiiltiirel yapisinin zayiflamasina yol acar. Son olarak
dikey rekabet ise bireylerin mevcut kimligini terk edip daha biiyiik ya da daha kiigiik kimlik
yapilarina yonelmesine neden olan bir durum olarak nitelendirilir.'3?

Kopenhag Okulu’nun sektorel giivenlik yaklasimi igerisinde toplumsal tehditlerin
onemli bir 6zelligi de niyetli ya da niyetsiz olarak ortaya ¢ikabilmeleridir. Go¢ hareketleri
kimi zaman ekonomik ya da cevresel baskilar nedeniyle kendiliginden gelisebilirken, bazi
durumlarda bilingli bir homojenlestirme politikasinin bir pargas1 olabilir. Ornegin,
entegrasyon projeleri ya da Kkiiltiirel kiiresellesme, kimlikleri doniistiirme potansiyeline
sahiptir. Toplumsal giivenlik meselelerinde kimlikler yalnizca dis tehditlerle degil, i¢
dontistimle de karsi karsiya kalabilir. Kiiltiirel yeniden iiretimin dil, egitim, medya gibi
kurumsal araglarinin kontrolii, bir grubun kimligini siirdiirebilme kapasitesini dogrudan
etkilemektedir. Bu baglamda devlet, ya koruyucu bir rol iistlenebilir ya da baskin kimligi
giiclendirme yoniinde kimliksel asimilasyon politikalar1 uygulayabilir. Toplumlar ise bu
tehditlere devlet destegiyle ya da dogrudan kendi 6z savunma pratikleriyle yanit

verebilirler.!33
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Toplumsal sektordeki baglica referans nesneleri ise milletler, etnik gruplar, kabileler,
medeniyetler, dini cemaatler ve irksal kimlikler olabilir. Bu gruplar, bireylerin aidiyet hissini
sekillendiren ve siyasal bagliliklarindan ayrisabilen yapilar olarak degerlendirilir. Ulusal
kimligin, devletle Ortlismesi durumunda devletler bu kimligin gilivenliklestirilmesinde
dogrudan aktor haline gelirler. Ancak devletten ayrisan ulusal, etnik ya da dini topluluklar,
kendi kimliklerinin korunmasi i¢in ya devlet icinde 6zerklik arayigina girerler ya da alternatif
siyasi yapilanmalar kurmay1 hedeflerler. Toplumsal tehditler, kimligin insa bigimine gore
farkli kirilganliklar yaratir. Bir ulus yalnizlik ve farklilik tizerine kurulmusgsa, en kiiciik niifus
hareketleri bile tehdit olarak algilanabilir. Kimlik, dil ya da kiilttirel aliskanliklar temelinde
tanimlantyorsa, dig kiiltlirel etkiler tehdit algisin1 besleyebilir ve tepkiyi artirabilir. Ayni
zamanda c¢okkiiltiirlii yapilar, ayrisma ve boliinme risklerine karsi daha kirillgan hale
gelebilir. Bu da toplumsal giivenligin, cografya, tarih, kiiltiir ve siyasetle i¢ ice gegen ¢ok
boyutlu bir mesele oldugunu gosterir.!34

Avrupa 0rneginde goriilebilecegi lizere, toplumsal giivenligin diger sektorlerle nasil i¢
ice gectigi dikkat ¢ekicidir. Avrupa’da toplumsal giivenlik tehditleri, azinlik, ulus, devlet ve
Avrupa kimligi arasindaki gerilimlerden dogmakta ve entegrasyon siiregleri bu dinamikler
etrafinda sekillenmektedir. Avrupa biitlinlesmesi, bu kimliklerin birbiriyle ne o6l¢iide
catigmadan yasayabilecegine baghdir. Gog, kiiltiirel homojenlesme, yatay ve dikey kimlik

rekabeti gibi unsurlar Avrupa’nin giivenlik mimarisini dogrudan etkilemektedir.!

1.2.2.5. Cevresel sektor

Kopenhag Okulu’na gore cevresel sektoriin en temel 6zelligi, iki farkli giindemin
varligidir. Bunlardan biri bilimsel giindem digeri ise siyasi giindemdir. Bilimsel giindem
cogunlukla doga bilimlerine dayanmakta ve uzmanlar ve arastirma kurumlar1 tarafindan
belirlenmektedir. Bu giindem, ekosistemlerin bozulmasi, iklim degisikligi, ormanlarin yok
olmasi ve kaynaklarin tilkenmesi gibi olgular {lizerinden sekillenmektedir. Buna karsilik
siyasi giindem ise devletler, hiikiimetler aras1 orgiitler ve kamuoyu araciligiyla sekillenmekte
olup, ¢evresel sorunlarin ne Olciide acil ve Oncelikli oldugu yoniindeki kararlarla
ilgilenmektedir. Cevresel giivenliklestirme cabalar1 ¢ogunlukla bu iki giindem arasindaki
etkilesim sonucunda ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Cevresel giivenlikte referans nesnesi konusunda da

net bir fikir birligi bulunmamaktadir. Baz1 ¢evreci aktorler i¢in dogrudan “doganin kendisi”

184 4ge. s. 123-126.
1% 4ge. s. 132.
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referans nesnesi iken, digerleri i¢in esasen medeniyetin siirdiiriilebilirligi 6nem tasimaktadir.
Bu ¢ergevede, ¢evresel glivenlik, insan yasami i¢in hayati olan ekosistemlerin korunmasini
esas alir.'’® Ekolojik krizlerin medeniyetin temellerine yonelik bir tehdit olusturdugu
diisiincesi, bu alanin giivenliklestirilmesini motive eden temel varsayimlardan biridir.
Cevresel giivenligin tehdit algis1 dogadan gelen ve insan faaliyetiyle dogrudan iligkili
olmayan tehditler, insan faaliyetlerinin doganin sistemlerine zarar vermesi sonucu ortaya
c¢ikan tehditler ve varolussal olmayan, ancak rahatsiz edici ¢evresel degisiklikler olmak tizere
tic ana iligki etrafinda tanimlanabilir. En yaygin giivenliklestirme cabalari, ikinci gruba ait
tehditler etrafinda sekillenir ¢iinkii bu tiir tehditler hem kiiresel diizeyde hem de bolgesel ve
bireysel baglamda dogrudan yasamsal etkiler yaratabilir. Sonu¢ olarak, Kopenhag
Okulu’nun sektorel gilivenlik yaklasimi igerisinde g¢evresel giivenliin giivenliklestirme
potansiyeli genellikle sinirli kalmaktadir. Birgok ¢evresel sorun siyasi giindem igerisinde ele
almmakla birlikte, yalmizca istisnai durumlarda olaganiistii Onlemleri mesrulastiracak
diizeyde bir giivenliklestirme gergeklesmektedir. Bunun en onemli nedenlerinden biri,
cevresel tehditlerin genellikle uzun vadeli ve yavas ilerleyen dogasidir. Toprak erozyonu,
iklim degisikligi veya biyolojik cesitlilik kayb1 gibi siirecler, kriz esigine kadar acil bir tehdit
olarak algilanmaz.'3” Bu durum, ¢evresel tehditlerin ¢ogunlukla siyasallasma diizeyinde

kalmasina neden olur.

1.2.3. Bolgesel giivenlik kompleksi

Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenlik c¢alismalarina yaptigt onemli katkilardan biri
olan Bolgesel Giivenlik Kompleksi Teorisi, glivenlik analizinde “bolgesel” diizeyi merkezi
konuma yerlestiren kuramsal bir ¢ergeve sunmaktadir. Bu yaklasim, uluslararas: giivenlik
sisteminin ne tamamen kiiresel ne de yalnizca yerel bir diizeyde sekillendigini, asil
belirleyici diizeyin bdlgesel oldugunu ileri siirer. Bu baglamda, ¢cogu giivenlik tehdidinin
dogas1 geregi bolgesel karakter tasidigi savunulmaktadir. Teorinin temel varsayimi,
tehditlerin kisa mesafelerde uzun mesafelere kiyasla daha kolay yayildigi ve bu nedenle
giivenligin, karsilikli bagimlihiga dayali olarak bolgesel kiimeler igerisinde yapilandigidir.'3®

Bolgesel giivenlik kompleksi, gilivenlik dinamiklerinin i¢ ice gectigi, genellikle

devletler ya da aktorler arasinda olusan, karsilikli etkilerin gii¢lii oldugu yapilar olarak

136 4ge. s. 72-76.
87 4ge. s. 80-85.

138 Barry Buzan ve Ole Waever, Regions and Powers: The Structure of International Security (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003), 4-8.
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tanimlanir. Bu tanima gore, bir bolgedeki giivenlik meseleleri, birbirinden ayri olarak
degerlendirilemez veya ¢oziimlenemez.'3® Ayrica, giivenlik kompleksleri, kiiresel giiglerin
etkisine acgik olsalar da, kendi i¢sel dostluk-diismanlik dinamiklerine sahip bir 6zerklik
barindirirlar. !4

Bu giiclii teorik temellere ragmen, bu calismada bolgesel giivenlik kompleksi
yaklasimi merkezi bir analitik ¢erceve olarak benimsenmemistir. Bunun nedeni yalnizca
tematik bir tercihten ziyade, ayni zamanda teorik bir gerilimin dogal sonucudur. Zira
Huysmans’in da belirttigi gibi, glivenlik analizinde “mekansal (territorial) mantik” ile
“sektorel (functional) mantik” arasinda onemli bir gerilim s6z konusudur. Huysmans,
ozellikle gb¢ gibi konularin, cografi sinirlar1 asan ve daha akigkan dinamikler igerdigine
dikkat ¢cekerken, bolgesel giivenlik kompleksi yaklasiminin bu tiir meseleleri analiz etmekte
sinirh kaldigini vurgulamaktadir.'*! Bu nedenle Kopenhag Okulu’nun ortaya koymus oldugu
giivenliklestirme ve sektorel giivenlik yaklagimi tezin ana kuramsal c¢ergevesini

olustururken, bolgesel glivenlik kompleksi teorisi tez kapsaminin diginda tutulmustur.

1.3. Goc ve Giivenlik Algisi

Caglar boyu sayisiz insan hareketliligi yasanmistir. Insanlik tarihinde Homo
Sapiens’in ortaya ¢ikisindan bugiine go¢ olgusu var olmustur.'*? Dolayisiyla gog, insanlik
tarihinin bir pargasidir. Gog, tarih boyunca hem bireylerin hem de topluluklarin yasamlarini
etkileyen onemli bir sosyo-politik olgu olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Bu baglamda gdc,
bireylerin veya gruplarin farkli nedenlerle bir yerden bagka bir yere kalic1 ya da gegici olarak
yer degistirmesi siireci olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu hareketlilik ekonomik firsatlar, savas,
cevresel felaketler ya da siyasal baski gibi ¢ok c¢esitli faktdrlerin etkisiyle sekillenmektedir.
Ancak c¢agdas donemde gd¢ yalmizca bir demografik hareketlilik degil, ayn1 zamanda
devletlerin smirlarini, kimliklerini ve giivenlik algilarini etkileyen karmasik bir fenomen

haline gelmistir.'#

139 Age, s. 43-44.

190 gge, s. 4.

4l Hyysmans, “Revisiting Copenhagen,” 489-498.

142 Klaus J. Bade, Migration In European History. (John Wiley & Sons, 2008), 10.

143 David Cesarani ve Mary Fulbrook, “Introduction,” i¢inde Citizenship, Nationality and Migration in
Europe, der. David Cesarani ve Mary Fulbrook (London: Routledge, 1996), 2; James Hampshire, Citizenship
and Belonging: Immigration and the Politics of Demographic Governance in Postwar Britain (Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), 1.
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Gog olgusu, giiniimiizde hi¢ olmadig1 kadar giivenlik ile iliskilendirilmektedir. 4+ Gog
ve giivenlik arasindaki bu iliski 6zellikle Avrupa’da, 1980°1i yillarin ortalarindan itibaren
giderek artan bir sekilde insa edilmis ve Suriye I¢ Savasi’nin tetikledigi miilteci akiniyla
doruk noktasina ulagsmstir,'43

Huysmans’in da belirttigi lizere cagdas Avrupa’da gog, kimlik kontrolleri ve vize
politikalari, iltica uygulamalari, gogmenlerin entegrasyonu, sosyal haklarin dagitimi ve
kiiltiirel ¢esitliligin yonetimi gibi ¢esitli politika alanlarmin kesistigi cok boyutlu bir mesele
olarak one ¢ikmaktadir. Avrupa’da gogiin asir1 siyasallagtirilmasi belirli insan gruplarinin
“tehlikeli” olarak etiketlenmesine ve dislanmasima yol agmaktadir.!*® Boylece, gogmenlik
kavrami genel kamuoyunda giderek daha olumsuz bir anlama evrilmis, go¢ ve beraberinde
gelen gogmenler, toplumlarin biitiinliigiine ve refahina yonelik birer tehdit ve dis unsurlarin
iceriye girmesi olarak algilanmaktadir.'#” Ozellikle 20. yiizy1lin son ¢eyreginden itibaren g¢
olgusu, salt demografik ve ekonomik kaygilarin 6tesine gecerek, giivenlik perspektifinden
degerlendirilmeye baglanmistir. Bu doniistim, Soguk Savas’in sona ermesiyle birlikte
uluslararasi sistemde yasanan degisim ve doniisiimlerin bir sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir.
Nitekim, go¢ ve glivenlik arasindaki iliski Soguk Savas 6ncesi donemden itibaren kurulmus
olsa dahi, bu iligskinin belirginlesmesi ve kurumsallasmasi esasen Soguk Savas’in son

yillarina denk gelmektedir.!*®

Soguk Savas’in sona ermesiyle birlikte gilivenlik
calismalarinda yasanan doniisiim, yalnizca askeri tehditlerle sinirli olmayan genislemeci bir
giivenlik anlayisinin ortaya ¢ikmasina zemin hazirlamis, bu baglamda gdé¢ kavramu,
ekonomik, toplumsal, siyasi ve askeri giivenlik tehditlerinin énemli bir unsuru olarak
yeniden tanimlanmustir. Siire¢ icerisinde gog, yalnizca insani boyutlari olan bir olgu
olmaktan ¢ikarak, giivenlik sOylemleri ve uluslararasi politika pratikleriyle i¢ ige gegmistir.

Dolayisiyla, gociin giivenlik konusu olarak yeniden tanimlanmasi, biiyiik 6l¢iide
giivenlik paradigmasindaki doniisiimle iligkilidir. Geleneksel giivenlik anlayisi, devlet
merkezli ve askeri tehdit odakli bir perspektife sahipken, 1990’lardan itibaren bu anlayis

yerini daha genis bir glivenlik tanimina birakmistir. Genisletilmis giivenlik kavrami

cergevesinde birey, toplum, ekonomi, ¢evre ve kiiltiirel yap1 gibi unsurlar da giivenligin

144 Rumelili ve Karadag, “Gog ve giivenlik,” 69.

145 Rumelili ve Karadag, “Gog ve giivenlik,” 70.

146 Jef Huysmans, “The European Union And The Securitization Of Migration.” JCMS:Journal Of Common
Market Studies 38.5 (2000): 770-771.

47 Didier Bigo, “Security and Immigration: Toward a Critique of the Governmentality of
Unease,” Alternatives 27.1 (2002): 67.

148 Mine Nur Kiiciik, “Go¢-Giivenlik Baglantisin1 Yeniden Diisiinmek: Elestirel Giivenlik Yaklasimlari,
Ozgiirlesme ve Tiirkiye’deki Suriyeli Miilteciler,” Uluslararas: Iliskiler 18, sy. 69 (2021): 4.
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referans nesnesi haline gelmis, bu ¢ergevede go¢ konusu da hem ulusal hem de toplumsal
glivenligi etkileyen bir faktor olarak degerlendirilmistir.'*® Gé¢menlerin yalnizca fiziksel
siirlart asan bireyler olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda ulusal kimlige, ekonomik biitiinliige ve
toplumsal istikrara yonelik potansiyel tehdit unsuru olarak sunulmasi, bu giivenlik
anlayisiin pratikteki yansimasi olmustur.

Bu baglamda Kopenhag Okulu’nun gelistirdigi giivenliklestirme yaklasimi, go¢ ve
giivenlik arasindaki iliskinin anlagilmasinda 6nemli bir zemin olusturmaktadir. Gog¢ olgusu,
glivenliklestirme yaklasiminin en sik bagvuruldugu meselelerden biri haline gelmistir.!'>°
Gilivenliklestirme, go¢ gibi konularin, aktorler tarafindan varolugsal tehdit olarak
tanimlanmasi ve bu tehdit algisiin toplumsal diizeyde mesruiyet kazanmasi siirecini ifade
etmektedir. Bu yaklagima gore, bir olgu ancak belirli aktorler tarafindan s6z-edimleri ile
tehdit olarak inga edilmekte ve bu inga genis kitlelerce kabul goriirse giivenlik meselesi
haline gelmektedir.”>! Bu c¢ergevede gogiin giivenliklestirilmesi siireci, kamuoyunun
sOylemsel rizasiyla miimkiin hale gelmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu siireg, toplumsal tahayyiillerin
nasil sekillendigini de gostermektedir.

Didier Bigo, goclin gilivenliklestirilmesini yalnizca soylemsel degil, ayn1 zamanda
kurumsal pratik diizeyde de ele almasi gerektigini vurgulamaktadir. Ona gore gog, modern
devletin giivenlik profesyonelleri tarafindan yonetilebilecek bir tehdit haline gelmekte ve bu
stirecte go¢cmenler, hem kamusal diisman hem de 6zel yasami tehdit eden birer aktor olarak
insa edilmektedir. Go¢gmen imgesi, giderek daha fazla sug, hastalik, issizlik, kiiltiirel
yozlagma gibi kavramlarla iligskilendirilmekte ve toplumun degerlerini tehdit eden dis unsur
olarak tasavvur edilmektedir. Bu noktada gd¢menler, anlamlar ve korkular tasiyan birer
sembole doniismektedir.'>? Bigo, bu giivenliklestirme siirecini “kurumlar arasi rekabetin
yonetim teknolojisi” seklinde tanimlamaktadir. Ona gdre gdciin gilivenlik problemi olarak
inga edilmesi, polis, ordu, istihbarat servisleri gibi farkli aktdrlerin kendi varliklarini
mesrulastirmalarina olanak tanimaktadir.!>* Aym zamanda, bu giivenliklestirme sdylemi ile
birlikte kamuoyunda olumsuz bir atmosfer yaratilmakta ve bu durum siyasi otoritelerin

giiclinili pekistirmesini kolaylastirmaktadir.

149 Mandac1 ve Ozerim, “Uluslararas1 Goglerin Bir Giivenlik Konusuna Déniisiimii,” 106.

150 Rumelili ve Karadag, “Gog ve giivenlik,” 72.

31 Kiiciik, “Gog-Giivenlik Baglantisini Yeniden Diisiinmek,” 6.

%2 Didier Bigo, “Security and Immigration: Toward a Critique of the Governmentality of Unease,”
Alternatives 27, 6zel say1 (2002): 70.
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Buna ek olarak go¢gmenler metaforlar ve gorseller aracilifiyla da betimlenmektedir.
Eugene Quinn, Avrupa kamuoyunda go¢menlerin siklikla “sel”, “akin”, “dalga” gibi doga
olaylarina benzetilerek anlatildigini ve bunun bireysel hikayeleri goriinmez kildigini
vurgular. Bu metaforlar ile gocmenler, birer birey degil, homojen bir kitle olarak
betimlenmekte ve kontrol edilemeyen, sinirlar1 tehdit eden bir gii¢ olarak sunulmaktadir.'3*
Boylece gogmen imgesi, insani boyutlart goz ardi edilen ve felaketler ile 6zdeslestirilen bir
figiir olarak insa edilmektedir. Dolayisiyla gogmenler insan haklar1 baglaminda degil, daha
cok ulusal gilivenligin nesnesi olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Bu metaforik cergeve, ayni
zamanda halkin bilingaltindaki korkular1 harekete geciren ve politik miidahaleleri
kolaylastiran bir ara¢ haline gelmektedir. Go¢menlerin bu sekilde insa edilmesi, ayni
zamanda kurumsal ve politik bir déniisiimiin parcasidir. Ozellikle Avrupa’da 1980’lerden
itibaren gog, sosyal yardim sistemlerine yiik, toplumsal uyumun Oniinde engel ve kamu
diizenine tehdit olarak goriilmeye baglanmig, bu durum goc¢ politikalarinin giivenlik
baglamimda sekillenmesine yol agmistir.!>> Ayni zamanda gogmenlerin, yalnizca sosyal
uyumu tehdit eden figiirler olarak degil, ekonomik sistemin yiikiinii artiran unsurlar olarak
da insa edildigi goriilmektedir. Ingiltere 6rneginde goriilecegi iizere, “sosyal yardim turizmi”
(benefit tourism) sOylemi, go¢menlerin kamu hizmetlerinden haksiz yere faydalandigi
iddias1 tizerine kuruludur.'>® Boylece gogmenler, hem ekonomik hem kiiltiirel hem de
toplumsal diizeyde cok katmanli bir tehdit olarak insa edilmektedir. Bu durum, gociin
toplumsal refah ve ulusal biitlinlik i¢in bir tehdit olarak kodlanmasini beraberinde
getirmistir.

Goc¢menlerin tehdit olarak kodlanmasi yalnizca aktorlerin sdylemleri ile smirh
kalmamig, toplumun farkli katmanlarinda yaygin bir korku iklimine yol
acmistir. Go¢gmenler siklikla refah avcisi, toplumsal diizene kars tehdit, hastalik tastyicisi
ve potansiyel suclu gibi etiketlerle anilmaya baslanmistir. Uluslararasi terdrizmin yarattigi
tedirginlik ile birlesen bu imgeler, gogmenlerin kolektif bilingte birincil tehdit unsuru olarak
konumlanmasima neden olmustur.'s” Ozellikle Suriye I¢ Savasi sonrasinda artan miilteci
hareketliligi, Avrupa toplumlarinda olaganiistii giivenlik dnlemlerine yonelik mesruiyeti

artirmis ve go¢menlere yonelik siiphelerin derinlesmesine yol agmistir. Avrupa iilkelerinde

154 Eugene Quinn, “The Refugee and Migrant Crisis: Europe’s Challenge,” Studies: An Irish Quarterly
Review 105, sy. 419 (2016): 275.
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156 Jonathan Portes, “Immigration, Free Movement and the EU Referendum,” National Institute Economic
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157 Rumelili ve Karadag, “Gog ve giivenlik,” 70.

43



goc, kendiliginden gelisen toplumsal bir siiregten ziyade, siyasal aktorler tarafindan
yonlendirilen bir temsil alani haline gelmistir.!>® Avrupa’daki bu doniisiim, yalnizca
goecmenlere karsi kiiltiirel ya da ideolojik bir 6tekilestirme ile smirli kalmamakta, hukuki
diizenlemelere de yansimaktadir. Bu dogrultuda, gogmenlik ve iltica politikalar1 giderek
daha fazla cezalandirici pratikler tizerinden kurgulanmakta, gogmenleri kriminalize eden bir
dille sunulmaktadir.'”® Gé¢menler, kamu giivenligi ve i¢ diizen i¢in de bir tehdit olarak
temsil edilmektedir.

Gocilin gilivenlik ekseninde ele alinmasi, Avrupa’da radikal sag partilerin yiikselisi
ile daha da belirginlesmistir. Avrupa toplumlarin bir yandan sosyal refah ve kiiltiirel
kimligi koruma gerekcesi ile goge mesafeli dururken diger yandan cokkiiltiirliliigii
savunmas1 dikkat ¢ekici bir ¢eliskidir.'®” Bu ¢eliskili tutum, gogmenlerin hem dislanmasina
hem de fayda odakli aragsallagtirilmasina neden olmaktadir. Sosyal refah sdylemi
cercevesinde, gocmenler ekonomik kaynaklar1 haksizca tiiketen ve bu nedenle vatandaslarin
yasam standartlarini tehdit eden unsurlar olarak goriilmektedir. Ozellikle popiilist
siyaset¢iler ve radikal sag partiler, go¢ karsit1 retorigi etkili bir sekilde kullanarak siyasi
destek kazanmaktadir. Cokkiiltiirlii politikalarin yaygimn oldugu Ingiltere gibi iilkelerde dahi
bu partiler, go¢ karsit1 sdylemleri ile siyasi desteklerini artirmaktadir. 6!

Birlesik Krallik 06zelinde degerlendirilecek olursa go¢ meselesi, tarihsel
olarak kolonyal ge¢cmisle yakindan baglantilidir. 20. yiizyilin ortalarinda, basta Karayipler
olmak iizere birgok eski somiirge iilkesinden Ingiltere’ye gelen gdgmenler, iilkenin
cokkiltiirlii yapisina katki saglamistir. Ancak bu siire¢ ayn1 zamanda gogmenlerin zaman
icerisinde  “asimile  edilmesi gereken  oOtekiler” olarak  gdriilmesine neden
olmustur. Ingiltere’deki go¢ politikalar1 baslangigtan itibaren sayisal sinirlandirma, irksal
ayrim ve sosyo-demografik kriterlere gore sekillenmektedir.'®?> Ozellikle 2004 yilinda
Avrupa Birligi’nin genisleme dalgasi ile birlikte, AB ici serbest dolasim, Ingiltere i¢in yeni
bir go¢ dalgasi olarak yorumlanmis, bu durum kamuoyunda ciddi bir rahatsizlik yaratmaistir.
Avrupa Birligi nin serbest dolasim hakki ¢ergevesinde ingiltere’ye yonelik gciin, ekonomik

olarak olumsuz sonuglar yaratmadig1 yapilan ¢aligmalar ile belirtilse dahi, kamuoyunda bu
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goc, “sosyal yardim sistemine yiik” olarak algilamistir. Bu algi, 6zellikle medya ve siyasi
elitlerin “sosyal yardim turizmi” sdylemleri ile yeniden iiretilmis ve go¢ karsiti politikalarin
giiclenmesine zemin hazirlamgtir. '3

Bu siirecin en kritik doniim noktas: ise kuskusuz Brexit referandumu olmustur.
Referandum kampanyalar1 siiresince AB karsiti siyasi aktorler gocii, cok katmanli ve boyutlu
bir tehdit olarak konumlandirmis ve gogmen karsitligi, referandumun sonucunu belirleyen
baslica faktorlerden biri haline gelmistir.'®* Ayni1 zamanda, kampanya siirecindeki popiilist
sOylemler, gocmenleri bir tehdit simgesi haline getirerek kamuoyunun endiselerini ve
huzursuzlugunu pekistirmistir.'% Brexit siireci, yalnzca AB ile iliskileri degil, Birlesik
Krallik’in gogmen politikasinin yoniinii de radikal bigimde degistirmistir. Gd¢menlik
politikalar1 daha fazla nitelikli ig giicline odaklanirken, diisiik vasifli gogmenlere kars1 daha
kisitlayic1 bir yaklagim benimsenmistir. Bununla birlikte, kamuoyundaki gé¢men karsiti
refleksler, yalnizca yasal statiiyle smirli kalmayip, genel olarak gogmen kimligini
otekilestiren kiiltiirel kodlarla da giiglenmistir. '

Sonug olarak gocg, kimlik, giivenlik, egemenlik ve toplumsal diizen tartismalarinin
merkezinde yer alan ¢ok boyutlu bir olgu olmustur. Bu baglamda gdciin giivenliklestirilmesi,
hem siyasal sOylemleri hem de somut politikalar1 belirleyen temel bir dinamik haline
gelmistir. Goge yonelik gilivenlik merkezli yaklagimlar, kisa vadeli kazanimlar saglasa da
uzun vadede hem toplumsal barist hem de demokratik degerleri asindirma potansiyeli
tasimaktadir. Birlesik Krallik 6zelinde ise go¢ ve gocmenlik kavrami, Brexit referandumu
baglaminda yeniden sekillenmis, go¢menlik politikalari, ulusal egemenlik ve kimlik

tartismalarinin ayrilmaz bir pargasi olmustur.
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2. AVRUPA BIRLIiGI ve BIRLESIiK KRALLIK iLISKILERI:
BREXIT’E GIDEN YOL

Brexit stireci, Birlesik Krallik’m politik ve sosyal yapisinda énemli degisimlere yol
acmis ve gog¢ politikalart bu siiregte dikkate deger bir tartisma konusu olmustur. Brexit
stirecinde goglin giivenliklestirilmesi, hem akademik literatiirde hem de kamuoyunda yer
bulmustur. Her ne kadar gog, tarihsel olarak Birlesik Krallik’in dis politika giindeminde
onemli bir yere sahip olmus olsa da, son yillarda go¢ olgusu daha genis ¢apl tepkiler ve
derin etkiler yaratmustir.'6” Brexit siireci de bu tepkilerin bir sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir.
Go¢ meselesini Brexit’in tek nedeni olarak degerlendirmek yaniltict olsa dahi bu konunun
referandum sonuglar1 tizerindeki belirleyici rolii yadsinamaz. Go¢gmen karsithgi, 6zellikle
AB’den ayrilma yanlilarinin sdylemlerinde baskin bir yer tutmus, halki etkileme yoniinde
siklikla kullanilmistir.'6® AB ile Birlesik Krallik iliskilerinin nasil ayrilik noktasina geldigini
anlayabilmek adina, Brexit siirecini 2016 yazinda ger¢eklesmis siyasal bir kirilmaya
indirgemek yerine, Birlesik Krallikk’in Avrupa biitiinlesmesine yonelik tarihsel mesafesine
ve bu mesafenin zaman igerisinde nasil kurumsal ve siyasal stireklilik i¢erisinde gii¢lenerek
yeniden iretildigine odaklanarak agiklamak analitik ag¢idan daha dogru bir cergeve
saglayacaktir. Nitekim bu ¢erceve, Birlesik Krallik’1n iiyeliginin kabul edilmesinden iiyelik
stirecindeki katilim diizeyine, nihayet referandum ile ayrilmaya kadar uzanan asamalarin,
tekil bir “kriz” anindan ziyade kendi icinde siireklilik tasiyan bir dinamige sahip oldugunu
ortaya koymaktadir. '

Tarihsel siire¢ igerisinde, Birlesik Krallik’in Avrupa projesine ve biitiinlesmenin
siyasi boyutlarina karsi sergilemis oldugu mesafeli tutum, iiyelikten ¢cok daha dncesine
dayanan gerilimlerin bir sonucu olarak degerlendirilebilir. Birlesik Krallik ilk tyelik
basvurusunu 1963’te yapmistir. Ancak, o donem Birlesik Krallik’in Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri (ABD) ile arasindaki siki iliskiler, tiye devletlerin bagimsiz hareket kapasitesinin
zayiflayacagi endigesi ile Charles De Gaulle tarafindan veto edilmistir. 1967°deki bagvurusu
da reddedilen Birlesik Krallik’in birlige katilimi ancak siyasal konjonktiiriin degismesi ile

miimkiin olmustur.!” De Gaulle sonrasi Pompidou déneminde Fransa’nin yaklagiminin
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farklilagmas1 ve birlik icerisindeki genisleme dalgasinin etkisi ile Birlesik Krallik, 1973°te
Danimarka ve Irlanda ile birlikte Avrupa Ekonomi Toplulugu’na (AET) iiye olmustur.!”!

Uyelik sonras1 Birlesik Krallik’in, biitiinlesik Avrupa fikrini ¢ogunlukla bir ticaret
projesi olarak degerlendirerek, daha genis siyasi ve kiiltiirel bir entegrasyona direng
gosterdigi goriilmektedir.'”” Bu gozlem, Birlesik Krallik’m Avrupa’yr ekonomik fayda
temelinde tanimlama egilimini, tarihsel bir siireklilik igerisinde okumayir miimkiin
kilmaktadir. Uyelik siireci gdz oniinde bulunduruldugunda, Birlesik Krallik’in iiyelige
yonelmesinde, ekonomik dengelerin belirleyici oldugu agiktir. 1960’larin basinda topluluga
iiye llkelerin ekonomik agidan giiglenmesi ve Avrupa Ekonomik Toplulugu ile ticaretin,
Ingiliz Milletler Toplulugu (Commonwealth of Nations) iilkeleri ile olan ticaretin &niine
gecmesi, Birlesik Krallik’in yaklagimini yeniden degerlendirmesine zemin hazirlamistir. Bu
yeniden degerlendirme, biitiinlesmenin ekonomik menfaat ve pazar erisimi motivasyonu
cevresinde sekillendigine isaret etmektedir.!”3

Uyeligin hemen sonrasinda, birtakim imtiyazlar ve iiyelik kosullar1 i{izerinden
pazarliklarin  yiriitilmesi, bunu yam sira 1975’te topluluktan ayrilma ydniinde
gerceklestirilen halkoylamasinda, se¢menin ¢ogunlukla toplulukta kalmayi tercih etmesi,
Birlesik Krallik’in AB ile iliskisinin iiyeligin ilk yillarindan itibaren miizakereci ve kosullu
bigimde kuruldugunu géstermektedir. Bu tablo, Ingiltere tarafindan iiyeligin, kesin ve geri
dontilmez bir biitiinlesme adim1 olmaktan ¢ok, fayda-maliyet hesabi ¢ergevesinde sekillenen
siyasal bir tercih olarak ele alindigini gostermektedir.!” Boylece Birlesik Krallik’in,
biitiinlesme modelleri icerisinde daha “segici” entegrasyon yaklasimlarina yakin durmast
anlam kazanmaktadir. “Se¢meli” ya da “a la carte Avrupa” yaklasimi, entegrasyon
icerisindeki hangi politika alanlarina, ne Olglide dahil olacaklarma, iiye devletlerin
kendilerinin belirleyebilmesine imkan saglayan ve biitlinlesmenin minimum diizeyde
gerceklestigini varsayan bir modeldir. Ingiltere ve Danimarka’nin ortak para birimi
politikasinin disinda kalmas: ise bu yaklasima giizel bir 6rnek teskil etmektedir.!”> Bu model
cergevesinde Birlesik Krallik’in belirli politika alanlarinda disarida kalmay1 tercih etmesi,
Avrupa’y1 tiim yonleriyle paylasilacak bir siyasi proje olarak degil, sec¢ici bicimde katilim

saglanacak bir is birligi alan1 olarak gordiigi fikrini desteklemektedir.
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Birlesik Krallik’in Avrupa biitiinlesmesine karsi sergilemis oldugu mesafeli tutum ve
bu tutumun nedenleri iizerinde distliniiliirken, “Avrupa siipheciligi” (Euroscepticism)
kavrami merkezi bir O6neme sahiptir. Avrupa silipheciligi kavramini, dogrudan “AB
karsithg1” ile esitlemek kavramin anlamini daraltma riski tasimaktadir. Buna karsin
stiphecilik, cogu zaman biitiinlesmeye temkinli yaklagsma bigiminde ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu

2

nedenle, literatlirdeki “sert-yumusak™ ayrimini hatirlamak kavrami anlayabilmek adina
onem arz etmektedir.!’® Bu ayrim, siipheciligin tek tip olmadigimi gdstermektedir. “Sert”
stiphecilik biitiinlesmeyi biitiiniiyle reddederken, “yumusak” siiphecilik ise biitiinlesmeyi
timden dislamamakta, ancak bazi alanlarda ayrigma talep etmektedir. Bu g¢ergeve, Birlesik
Krallik’ta tartismanin ¢ogu zaman bir kopustan daha ¢ok, se¢ici katilim etrafinda dondiigiinii
goriiniir  kilmaktadir.!””  Aym1  zamanda, Avrupa siipheciligini yalmizca hiikiimet
politikalartyla ya da liderlerin tercihleriyle agiklamak yeterli degildir. Bu tutum, daha uzun
bir siyasal kiiltiiriin ve kurumsal hafizanin bir pargasidir. Birlesik Krallik sonradan katilmis
oldugu Avrupa Birligi’ne karsi uzun siire temkinli yaklasmis ve bu temkinli tutum zaman
icerisinde i¢ siyasette de kalic1 bir giindem tiretmistir.!”® Birlesik Krallik’m iiyelik dncesi
donemde, “mutlak bir Avrupa karsitligr” yerine, egemenlik hassasiyetleriyle uyumlu, daha
esnek bir birlik modelini tercih ettigi goriilmektedir.!”® Bu yaklasim zaman igerisinde siyasal
kiiltirde karsilik bulmus ve AB fiyeligi, Birlesik Krallik siyasetinde “sorgulanan bir bag”
olarak konumlanmigtir. '8

Dolayisiyla bu zeminin gliclenmesinde i¢ siyasal kirilmalar belirleyici bir rol
tistlenmistir. Ozellikle Thatcher sonrast donemde, Avrupa meselesi Muhafazakar Parti
icinde belirgin bir boliinme hattina doniismiis, tek para birimi girisimlerine karsi artan
stiphecilik, parti i¢i ¢atismalari derinlestirmis ve siyasi sonuglar iiretmistir. '8! Benzer sekilde
Cameron’un referandum vaadi de, yalnizca bir dis politika hamlesi olarak degil, parti i¢i
baskilar dogrultusunda sekillenen riskli bir strateji olarak okunmustur.'®? Bu tarihsel arka
plan, referandum siirecinde 6zellikle Avrupa Birligi’nin go¢ politikalarinin ve serbest
dolasim uygulamasinin gogiin giivenliklestirilmesinde gii¢lii birer arag¢ olarak kullanilmasini

anlamli kilmaktadir. Ancak belirtilmelidir ki, Brexit siirecinin ayrilma yoniinde
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sonuglanmasini, yalnizca go¢ karsithigr iizerinden degerlendirmek, siirecin biitiinciil
resminin gozden kacirilmasma neden olacaktir. Brexit’in sonucunda etkili olan
parametrelerden biri olan gé¢ olgusu, referandumda merkezi bir konuma sahip olmus, ancak
bu merkezi konum, egemenlik, ekonomi, kamu hizmetleri, kimlik ve i¢ giivenlik gibi
kavramlar ile bir arada anlam kazanmigtir.'®® Dolayisiyla go¢, Brexit’i agiklayan
tek belirleyici unsur olmamakla birlikte, referandum oncesinde olusan siyasal atmosferin de
etkisi ile popiilist siyasetin en islevsel mobilizasyon basliklarindan biri haline gelmistir.

Popiilist retorik, yalnizca iktidar karsitlig1 iiretmekle kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda “biz-6teki”
ayrimi iizerinden toplumsal sinirlar1 yeniden insa eder. Bu ¢er¢evede gog, diizenin bozulmasi
ile iliskilendiren bir retorik iizerinden kurulur. Bu nedenle, Avrupalilik-yerlilik, halk-elit
gerilimleri, kampanya soylemlerinde merkezi bir rol iistlenmistir.'®* Avrupa’da yiikselen
popiilist egilimi, yalnizca Birlesik Krallik’a 6zgli dinamiklerle agiklamak, konunun sinirlt
ve s1g bir sekilde ele alinmasina neden olacaktir. Avrupa genelinde, popiilist egilimlerin ve
asir1 sagin giliglenmesinde, kiiresel 6lgekli krizlerin yarattigi olumsuzluklarm etkili oldugu
goriilmektedir. 2008 sonras1 ekonomik durgunluk, refah devleti tartismalarini derinlestirmis,
kamu kaynaklarma iliskin bask1 arttik¢a, gogmenlerin kamu hizmetlerinden yararlanmasi
daha goriiniir bir toplumsal huzursuzluk konusu haline gelmistir. Terorizm kaygilarinin bu
huzursuzluklara eslik etmesi ile go¢, daha ¢ok gilivenlik endiseleriyle anilir olmustur. Bu
dogrultuda, milliyetci reflekslerin canlanmasi ve devletin giivenlik¢i politikalarla yeniden
tanimlanmasi, yabanci karsiti sdylemleri mesru kilan bir zemin iiretmistir. Bu zemin,
Avrupa’nin pek ¢ok iilkesinde gd¢men karsit1 partileri goriintir kilmis, boylece goc, sosyal
politika tartigsmasinin digina tagarak kimlik ve giivenlik giindeminin merkezine yerlesmistir.
Birlesik Krallik’ta da benzer bir karsilik olusmus, 6zellikle 2000’11 yillardan itibaren gog,
kamuoyunun daha sert tepkiler verdigi bir olguya donlismiistiir. Bu doniisiim, referandum
kampanyasinda gogiin hizli ve etkili bir siyasal ara¢ olarak kullanilabilmesini de
kolaylastirmistr. '8

Gogilin  giindelik kaygilarla birlesmesi ve bu durumun siyasal hosnutsuzlugu
tetiklemesi, Brexit’e giden yolun i¢ siyasetle kurdugu bagi daha da goriiniir kilmistir. Bu
baglamdaki en kritik esiklerden biri; David Cameron’un oy oranimni artiran Nigel Farage

liderligindeki UKIP’e (United Kingdom Independence Party) kayan oylar1 partisine

183 Colak ve Bozkaya, “Birlesik Krallik’taki Go¢ Karsit: Soylemlerin Brexit Siirecine Etkisi,” 194.

184 Soner Karagiil ve Belma Engin Giider, “Dis Politikada Popiilist Sdylem ve Girisimler: Trump Siyaseti ve
Brexit Siireci,” Uluslararast Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 5, sy. 1 (2020): 111-112.

185 gge. s. 117.

49



dondiirebilmek ve Muhafazakar Parti icindeki AB karsitlarin1 yatistirabilmek adina 2015
secimlerini kazanmasit halinde, AB {yeligini referanduma gotirme vaadinde
bulunmasidir.'3® Buradan da anlagilacag: iizere, Muhafazakar Parti igerisindeki Avrupa
stipheciliginin derinligi, Cameron’un manevra alanini daraltan bir etken olmustur.'®” Aym
zamanda Cameron’un bu hamlesini degerlendirirken, asir1 sag partilerin ve onlarin popiilist
sOylemlerinin merkez partiler iizerindeki etkisine odaklanmak Onemlidir. Baz1 iilkelerde
popiilist aktorlerin parlamentoda yiiksek temsil diizeyine sahip olmasalar dahi, merkez
partilerin sdylemlerini ve Ozellikle go¢ ve miilteci politikalart gibi kamu politikalarini
etkileyebildigi goriilmektedir. Brexit siirecinde ise UKIP 6rneginde goriildiigii lizere bu
partiler, iilke geleceginde belirleyici rol oynayabilmektedir. Bu yaklagim, Brexit’i yalnizca
“halkin AB’ye tepkisi” olarak degil, aynm1 zamanda rekabet halindeki siyasal aktorlerin
merkez siyaseti doniistiirme kapasitesi olarak okumay1 miimkiin kilar.'®® Bu dogrultuda,
David Cameron’in bdyle bir hamle izlemesi, asir1 sag partilerin merkez partileri
radikallestirme egiliminin en belirgin drneklerinden biridir.

2015 se¢imlerine gelindiginde ise David Cameron’un se¢imi kazanmasi ile AB
iyeligine yonelik referandum yapilacagi kesinlesmistir. Cameron’un izlemis oldugu
referandum vaadi stratejisi, 2015 secimlerinde Muhafazakar Parti’nin ¢ogunluk elde
etmesinde katki saglamis, ancak se¢im zaferiyle birlikte artik referandumu diizenlemek,
Cameron i¢in bir zorunluluk haline gelmistir. Bu nedenle referandum vaadi, kisa vadede bir
se¢im stratejisiyken, uzun vadede yonetilemez bir siyasal kumar olarak yorumlanmistir.'?
Bu stratejinin referandum asamasinda ters etkiler trettigi de goriilmektedir. Cameron’in
Avrupa meselesini “destek siyaseti” diizleminde yonetme stratejisi, 2015°te beklenmedik bir
zaferi kolaylagtirmis olsa dahi, referandum kampanyasinda Cameron’in AB’de kalma lehine
giiclii bir argiiman kurma kapasitesini zayiflatmistir.'*® 2015 sonras1 dénemde ise vaat geri
dondiirilemez bir ylkimliliige doniismiis, hiikiimet hatti AB’de kalma yoniinde
sekillenirken Cameron, hem referandumun mimar1 hem de kalma kampanyasinin lideri

haline gelmistir.!”! Dolayisiyla, referanduma giden siireg, i¢ siyasi gelismeler, parti igi
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uyusmazliklar ve onlarca yila yayilan Avrupa siipheciligi mirasiyla birlikte okunmalidir. %2
Ozetle bu arka plan, yalnizca referandum kararimi degil, referandum siirecinin nasil
yiriitiildiiglinii de belirleyen ¢ok katmanli bir dinamigi isaret etmektedir.

Referandumlar, karmasik meseleleri ¢ogu zaman “evet-hayir” ikiligine sikigtiran ve
kampanya doneminde duygularin daha kolay harekete gecirilebildigi araglar olarak
karakterize edilmektedir. Bu tiir siireclerde sdylemler, daha keskinlesir ve duygusal ton,
abart1 ve ikna stratejileri giindelik siyasete kiyasla daha goriiniir hale gelir. 2016 Brexit
referandumunun da bu o6zellikleri tasidigi goriilmektedir. Cameron’in iletisim direktori
Craig Oliver’in da belirttigi {izere, referandum tarihi agiklandiktan oylama giiniine kadar
gecen yaklasik dort aylik donem, 6zellikle kamuoyunu, nitelikli bir bicimde bilgilendirmek
ve kapsaml bir tartismay1 kazanmak adina yetersiz bir siire olarak degerlendirilmistir.!3
Nitekim bu kisith siire, kampanyada teknik ve detayli savlarin degil, segmen algisin1 hizl
bigimde yonlendirebilecek yogun ve sembolik argiimanlarin 6ne ¢ikmasini daha anlasilir
kilar.

Referandum tarihinin 20 Subat 2016’da agiklanmasindan, 23 Haziran 2016’ya yani
Brexit referandumuna kadar gecen bu kisa siirecte pek ¢ok kampanya yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bu
kampanyalar, ayrilma yanlilari ve kalma yanlilar1 olarak iki grupta ele alinmaktadir. Ayrilma
kampanyalarina bakildiginda, tek bir ¢ati altinda biitiinlesmis salt bir 6rgiitlenmeden ziyade,
ayni hedefe yonelen farkli siyasi hatlarin yan yana geldigi bir koalisyon mantiginin
benimsendigi anlagilmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki, referandumun resmi ayrilik kampanyasi olan
Vote Leave’dir. Vote Leave’in kampanya direktorii, daha 6nce Egitim Bakanligi doneminde
Michael Gove’un yardimciligini yiiriitiirken gorevinden istifa eden ve kamuoyunda
tartigmali bir figiir olarak goriilen Dominic Cummings’dir. Ayrica Cameron’un, kampanya
doneminde kabinedeki baz1 bakanlar i¢in kolektif sorumlulugu esnetmesi, Michael Gove ve
Boris Johnson gibi dnde gelen isimlerin Vote Leave’e katilabilmesine imkan saglamistir.
Referandum siirecinde resmi olmayan ancak dikkate deger bir diger ayrilik¢1 kampanya ise
is adam1 ve UKIP’in 6nde gelen bagiscilarindan Arron Banks’in onciiliiglini yaptigi
“Leave.EU” kampanyasidir. UKIP lideri Nigel Farage’nin de destekledigi bu hareket,
AB’den ayrilma ve go¢ konularinda bir¢ok reklam kampanyasi ger¢eklestirmistir.
Leave.EU, daha tartismali ve kutuplastirict bir kampanya tarzini temsil etmektedir.

Kamuoyunu ikna etmekten ¢ok, tartisma ve gerilim iireterek gliindem kurmay1 hedefleyen
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yontemlere yonelmesi, ayrilma kampanyasmin bu kolunda daha agresif ve daha giindem
belirleyici bir stratejinin benimsendigine isaret etmektedir. '*4

Bu ayrilma koalisyonunu bir arada tutan en giiclii temalardan biri “egemenlik” ve
“kontrol” sdylemidir. Egemenligin, AB iiyeligi nedeniyle asindigi iddiasi, “Kontrolii Geri
Al” (take back control) slogant ile popiilist bir ¢ercevede yeniden kurgulanmistir. Buna ek
olarak sdylemler, demokratik hesap verebilirlik, halk ve hiikiimet arasindaki mesafenin
kapatilmas1 ve milli egemenlik gibi ideallerle desteklenmistir. Bu sdylem, AB’yi dis bir
faktor olarak konumlandirarak, ulusal karar alma mekanizmasinin geri kazanilmasi vaadini
kampanyanin merkezine yerlestirmistir.!*> “Kontrol” vurgusu, ozellikle go¢ meselesiyle
birlestiginde daha yiiksek bir ikna kapasitesi liretmistir. Bunun en temel nedeni, AB igindeki
serbest dolasimin, Birligin “dort 6zgiirliiglinden” biri olmasidir. Dolayisiyla Birlesik Krallik,
tiye kaldig: siirece bu ilkeye uymakla yiikiimlidiir. Bu durum, “Kontrolii Geri Al” sloganinin
gb¢ ve simir politikasi agisindan giiclii bir yanki iiretmesini daha anlasilir kilmaktadir. Bu
dogrultuda ayrilma yanlilar1, gogii kontrol edebilmenin bir 6n kosulunun AB’den ayrilmak
oldugunu ¢ergeveleyen, sade ama etkili bir ikna stratejisi gelistirmistir. !

Ayrilma kampanyasinda 6ne ¢ikan temalar yalnizca egemenlik tartigmalariyla sinirh
kalmamistir. Bu temalar, kamu hizmetleri ve giindelik hayatla baglantili “kapasite” anlatilari
lizerinden somutlagtirilmistir. Johnson’un konusmalarinda da goriilecegi lizere, AB’den
gelen gociin niifus artisini artirdig: ve “kimin iilkeye girecegi tizerinde kontroliin olmadig1”
gibi sOylemler 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Bu ¢ercevede kontrolsiiz go¢iin, saglik, egitim, hukuk ve
demokratik yonetim alanlarinda sorun tirettigi ileri siirtilmiistiir.'®” Dolayisiyla bu sdylemler
ile gociin, dogrudan kamu hizmetleri ve toplumsal diizenin siirdiiriilebilirligi ile
iliskilendirilerek giivenliklestirildigi goriilmektedir. Buna ek olarak go¢ meselesinin
kampanyadaki agirligi, yalnizca séylem diizeyinde degil, segmenin 6ncelik siralamasinda da
acitk bicimde goriilmektedir. 2016 Mayis’inda yapilan bir arastirmaya gore gogiin,
referandum tartigmalarinda ekonomiden sonra ikinci en onemli konu olarak 6ne ¢iktigi
aktarilmaktadir. Ayrica se¢cmenlerin kayda deger bir kisminin, bedeli AB’den ayrilmak dahi

olsa hiikiimetin gbd¢ lizerinde daha fazla kontrol kurmasi gerektigine inandigi

194 gge. s. 43-44.

195 Karagiil ve Engin Giider, “Dis Politikada Popiilist Soylem ve Girisimler,” 126-127.

196 Jonathan Portes, “Immigration after Brexit,” National Institute Economic Review, no. 238 (Kasim 2016):
R13.

197 Karagiil ve Engin Giider, “D1s Politikada Popiilist S6ylem ve Girigimler,” 127.
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belirtilmektedir.!”® Dolayisiyla bu bulgular, “kontrol” sdyleminin se¢gmen zihninde giiglii bir
karsilik buldugunu ve gociin, ekonomik ve egemenlik kaygilariyla birlikte ¢alisan bir nitelik
tasidigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Bu kampanya dinamiklerinin referandum sonucuna da yansidigi goriilmektedir. 23
Haziran 2016’da yapilan referandum oylamasinda katilim orant %72,2 diizeyinde
gerceklesmis ve segmenin %51,9’u ayrilma yoniinde oy kullanmistir. Kalma yoniindeki oy
orani ise %48,1’de kalmistir. Bdylece ayrilma cephesi sinirli bir farkla referandumu
kazanmis ve Birlesik Krallik, AB’den ayrilma siirecine giren ilk iiye devlet olmustur.'*® Bu
sonug, yalnizca iilke i¢i siyaseti degil, Avrupa’daki siyasal tartismalar1 da etkileyen bir
kirilma noktast olmustur. Sonuglarin bolgesel ve siyasal dagilimi ise kararin “tek bir ulusal
irade” gibi okunmasin zorlastirmaktadir. Birlesik Krallik igerisinde Ingiltere’de oy
oranlarmm ayrilma lehine oldugu, buna karsin Iskogya ve Kuzey Irlanda’da ¢ogunlugun
kalma yoniinde oy kullandig1 goriilmektedir. Bu tablo, Birlesik Krallik igindeki merkez-
cevre ve Ozerk bolgeler tartismalarini daha goriintir hale getirmistir.?° Boylece Brexit,
yalnizca AB ile iliskiyi degil, Birlesik Krallik’1n kendi i¢ biitiinliigiinii de yeniden tartismaya
acan bir esik haline gelmistir.

Bu sonuclar1 anlamlandirabilmek adina, kampanya rekabetindeki asimetriye
odaklanmak faydali olacaktir. Ayrilma kampanyasi, gé¢ ve egemenlik gibi yiiksek duygusal
mobilizasyon tlireten basliklar1 “kontrol” gibi giiglii bir kavram ile birlestirerek daha ikna
edici ancak sade bir sdylem iiretmistir.?’! Kalma kampanyasi ise biiylik 6lgiide ekonomik
riskler {izerinden ilerlemis, fakat go¢ konusundaki kontrol iddiasina karsi koymakta

zorlanmistir.?%?

Dolayisiyla kampanya rekabeti, “hangi argiiman daha dogruydu?”
sorusundan ziyade, “hangi argliman se¢meni ikna etti?” sorusuna odaklanmay1 gerektirir.
Referandum sonrasi siyasal sonuglar da hizla goriiniir olmustur. Cameron, kampanya
stirecinde kalma yanlilar1 arasinda yer almig ve sonucu bir maglubiyet olarak degerlendirerek
istifa etmistir. Ardindan Theresa May, gegis siireci i¢cin AB ile goriismeleri baglatan isim

olarak 6ne ¢ikmig, ancak siireci tamamlayamadig1 gerekcesiyle 2019°da goérevi birakmustir.

198 Gokay Ozerim, “Gég¢ Konusunun Birlesik Krallik’ta AB Referandumu Siirecindeki Yeri,” i¢inde BREXIT -
Elveda Avrupa: Ingiltere nin AB’den Ayrilmasindan Sonra Avrupa Biitiinlesmesi ve Tiirkiye-AB Iliskilerinde
Firsatlar ve Tehditler, ed. Erol Esen ve Duygu Sekeroglu (Ankara: Siyasal Kitabevi, 2017), 85.

199 Aras ve Giinar, “Birlesik Krallik’in Avrupa Birligi’nden Ayrilma Referandumu,” 95.

200 Ajlsa Henderson vd., “How Brexit was made in England,” The British Journal of Politics and
International Relations 19, no. 4 (2017): 631.

201 Kirby Swales, Understanding the Leave vote (London: NatCen Social Research, 2016), 2-15; Portez,
“Immigration after Brexit,” R13.

202 Ryder, Britain and Europe at a Crossroads, 45; Portez, “Immigration after Brexit,” R13.
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Resmi ayrilis ise 31 Ocak 2020°de Boris Johnson doneminde gergeklesmistir.2%® Yillar siiren
sancili bir siirecin ardindan Birlesik Krallik, Avrupa Birligi ile tarihsel olarak inisli ¢ikish
olan iliskisini nihai bir kopus noktasina tasimis, ancak Brexit iilke i¢indeki temsil krizlerini,
siyasi catigmalari, kimlik gerilimlerini ve toplumsal bolinmeleri daha goriiniir kilan
katmanli bir siire¢ olarak sona ermistir.

Tiim bu anlatilar 15181nda, Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenliklestirme yaklagimi ve onunla
baglantili olarak sektdrel giivenlik yaklasimi, Brexit siirecinde gogiin farkli sektorlerde nasil
tehdit unsuru olarak insa edildigini analiz etmek adina giiclii bir ger¢ceve sunmaktadir. Goglin
farkli sektorlerde nasil giivenliklestirildigini anlamak i¢in Vote Leave kampanyasi, dnemli
bir veri seti saglamaktadir. Bir sonraki analiz boliimiinde, Brexit siirecinde 6ne ¢ikan Vote
Leave kampanyasinin resmi internet sitesinde yayimlamis oldugu yazili ve sozlii arglimanlar,
sOylem analizi yontemi ile analiz edilerek, go¢iin nasil ve hangi sektdrlerde varolugsal bir
tehdit olarak nasil insa edildigi ele alinacaktir. Ayrica, bu sdylemlerin genis toplumsal
kesimlerde nasil karsilik buldugu ve bu siiregte giivenliklestirici aktdrlerin rolii

degerlendirilecektir.

203 Karagiil ve Engin Giider, “D1s Politikada Popiilist S6ylem ve Girigimler,” 125.
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3. BREXIT SURECINDE GOCUN GUVENLIKLESTIRILMESI VE
SEKTOREL GUVENLIK

Bu boéliim, tezin temel arastirma sorunsali olan, Brexit siirecinde gogiin nasil ve hangi
sektorel dinamikler icerisinde gilivenliklestirildigini ortaya koymak amaciyla yiiriitiilen
analizleri kapsamaktadir. Brexit siirecinin, ayrilma yoniinde sonu¢lanmasinda en belirleyici
referandum kampanyalarindan biri olan Vofe Leave’in bu siirecte, go¢ olgusunu nasil
giivenlik meselesi olarak kurguladigi analiz edilmektedir. Caligmanin ampirik kismini
olusturan bu béliimde, Kopenhag Okulu tarafindan gelistirilen giivenliklestirme yaklagimi
ve sektorel giivenlik yaklagimi kuramsal ¢erceve olarak benimsenmistir. Yontem olarak ise
Kopenhag Okulu tarafindan tanimlanan, sdylem analizi tercih edilmistir. S6ylem analizi
yontemi kullanilarak, giivenliklestirici aktorlerin gé¢ olgusunu hangi dilsel araclarla bir
giivenlik meselesine dontistiirdigli, go¢ olgusunun hangi sektorlerde, hangi referans
nesnelerine yonelik bir varolussal tehdit olarak kurgulandigi ortaya konulacaktir. Analiz
stireci, Vote Leave kampanyasinin resmi internet sitesinde yayinlamis oldugu ve kampanya
stratejisinin ana omurgasini olusturan, mektuplar, roportajlar, resmi bildiriler ve aktdrlerin
demegleri tizerinden yiiriitiilmiistiir.>** Bu metinlerin analizinde, giivenliklestirme siirecinin
temel bilesenleri olan, glivenliklestirici aktdr, varolussal tehdit, referans nesnesi ve acil
onlem sOylemleri gibi kavramsal araclar kullanilmigtir. Ayn1 zamanda bu siireg, sektorel
giivenlikei bir analiz ile birlikte yiiriitilmiistiir.

Calismada sdylem analizi, belirli sdylemleri baglamindan koparmak ve tematik olarak
kategorize etmek yerine, her bir metni kendi sdylemsel biitiinliigli igerisinde ele alan bir
yaklagimla gerceklestirilmistir. Bu analitik tercih, iki temel gerek¢eye dayanmaktadir; (i)
Kopenhag Okulu’nun belirttigi iizere giivenlik analizinde sektorler, analitik olarak kolaylik
saglamak ve karmagiklig1 gidermek adina birbirinden ayristirilarak analiz edilmektedir.
Ancak ampirik gerceklikte bu sektorler, birbirinden bagimsiz kapali sistemler degildir.
Ozellikle go¢ gibi ¢ok boyutlu ve karmasik meseleler, dogasi geregi sektdrler arasi

etkilesimlerin en yogun goriildiigii alanlardir.’®> Analiz sirasinda sektorlerin, tek bir metin

204 «“By ¢alismanin analiz bdliimiinde incelenen tiim birincil kaynaklar ve kampanya soylemleri, Vote Leave
kampanyasinin resmi internet sitesinden (http://www.voteleavetakecontrol.org) derlenmistir. S6z konusu
internet sitesinin giincel olarak erisime kapali olmasi nedeni ile ilgili veriler, Internet Archive (Wayback
Machine) iizerinden temin edilmis ve tezin bilimsel denetlenebilirligini saglayabilmek amaciyla tam metin
halleriyle ‘Ek’ boliimiine (Bkz. Ek1 — Ek 29) dahil edilmistir. Bu dogrultuda, metin igerisinde verilen tiim
atiflar, ilgili belgenin ek numaralandirmasina gore yapilmistir.”

205 Barry Buzan, Ole Waever ve Jaap de Wilde, Security: A New Framework for Analysis (Boulder, CO:
Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1998), 168-171.
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icerisinde nasil i¢ i¢e gectigi ve birbirini besledigi gézlemlenmistir. Dolayisiyla, sektorleri
birbirinden ayristirarak analiz etmek, aktoriin insa ettigi tehdit algisinin etkisini ve sdylemin
ikna giiciinii zayiflatma riski tagimaktadir. Bu dogrultuda analiz boliimii, sektorleri yapay bir
bicimde ayristirmak yerine, aktoriin bu sektorleri nasil birbiriyle eklemledigini ve biitlinciil
bir glivenlik kaygis1 yarattigini ortaya koyacak sekilde kurgulanmistir. (i1) Kopenhag Okulu,
sOylemlerin sadece bilgi aktarmadigini, ayn1 zamanda edimsel oldugunu ve bir gergeklik
insa ettigini savunmaktadir.?’® Soylem analizinde baglamin korunmasi, anlamm ingasini
dogru kavrayabilmek adma hayati bir onem tasimaktadir. Belirli sOylemleri metnin
biitiinlinden ayirmak, tehdit séyleminin baglaminin ve sdylemin kendi icerisindeki mantigin
gozden kacirilmasina neden olacaktir. Dolayisiyla analiz boliimiinde, her bir sdylem kendi
biitlinliigii icerisinde ele alinmustir.

Belirtilmelidir ki, yiirlitiilen 6n analiz asamasinda, incelenen her bir sdylem metni,
sektoriin icerisinde barindirdig1 farkli dinamikler dogrultusunda titizlikle incelenmis ve ayri
ayr1 kodlanmigtir. Ancak tezin kurgu asamasinda, yukarida belirtilen metodolojik gerekgeler
nedeniyle bu sektdrel bulgular, metnin baglamsal akisi icerisine yedirilerek sunulmustur. Bu
sayede analiz sonunda aktoriin, farkli giivenlik kaygilarmi birbirine eklemleyerek nasil
giivenliklestirdigi ortaya koyulmaya ¢aligilmistir.

Dolayisiyla, giivenliklestirme analizinde incelenen metinleri keskin hatlar ile belirli
sektorlere hapsetmek, sdylemin dogas1 geregi metodolojik bir giicliik teskil etmektedir. Zira
analiz siirecinde incelenen giivenlik anlatilarinin, dinamik bir yapiya sahip oldugu ve
sektorler arasi bir etkilesim ve gegirgenlik halinde olduklar: tespit edilmistir. Ornegin
ekonomik sektoriin baskin oldugu metinlerde, séylemin eszamanli olarak siyasi ve toplumsal
sektore dair tehdit anlatilarina eklemlendigi gozlemlenmistir. Bu ampirik gerceklikten
hareketle, analiz edilen metinlerin biitliinliigiinii bozmamak, ancak sektdrel dinamiklerin
goriintirliigiinii arttirmak amaciyla Tablo 3 olusturulmustur. Tablo, analiz edilen metinlerde
one ¢ikan baskin, birincil sektorii belirlemekle kalmayip, bu sektoére eklemlenen ikincil
sektorleri ve s6z-edimini kuran anahtar kavramlar1 bir arada sunarak giivenliklestirmenin
hangi sektorler, sektorel etkilesimler ve kavramlar araciligi ile kuruldugunu goriiniir
kilmaktadir. Bdylece, takip eden boliimde gergeklestirilen derinlemesine sdylem analizin
kavramsal c¢ercevesi somutlastirilmakta ve sektorel dinamiklerin daha seffaf bir bigimde

takip edilebilmesi saglanmaktadir. Tablodan da anlasilacag iizere, gergeklestirilen soylem

206 4ge. s. 26.

56



analizi dogrultusunda, bes giivenlik sektoriinden siyasi, ekonomik, askeri ve toplumsal
sektorler tespit edilirken, ¢cevresel sektor parametrelerine rastlanmamustir.

Sonug olarak oncelikle, “Brexit Siirecinde Gogiin Giivenliklestirilmesine Sektorel
Giivenlik¢i Bir Analiz” basligi altinda, arastirmanin veri setini olugturan metinler baglami
korunarak, sdylem analizi yontemi ile analiz edilmistir. Analizin tamamlanmasinin ardindan,
“Aktoriin Lensinden Sektorel Sentez: Toplam Giivenlik Tahayyiilii ve ‘Kontrolii Geri
Almak’” baslig1 altinda ise tiim bu bulgular bir araya getirilerek, kampanyanin kurguladigi
toplam giivenlik (comprehensive security) anlayisi Kopenhag Okulu’nun teorik ¢ercevesi

igerisinde sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Analiz Edilen Metinlerin Sektorel Dagilimi ve Giivenliklestirme Soz-

Ediminde One Cikan Anahtar Kavramlar

E dilltzzalitlze tin Sektor(ler) | Anahtar Kavramlar
(Bkz. Ek 1) Siyasi gd¢, kontrol, tehlike, puan tabanli sistem, fayda
(Bkz. Ek 2) El:’;;:)e I:;lk AB, kontrolsﬁz g0, giivg-n}ik, risk, ﬁf:retle;r, vizesiz seyahat,
Siyasi organize sug, yoksulluk, terérizm, kontrolii geri almak
(Bkz. Ek 3) Askeri AB vyasalari, kontrol, gog, tehlikeli kisiler, teroristler, katiller,
) Siyasi tecaviizciiler, suclular, kontrolii geri almak
(Bkz. Ek 4) Askeri AB vyasalan, hiikkiim giymis katiller, terérizme karigmis kisiler,
) Siyasi tehlike, kamu yarar1, sinir digi, kontroli geri almak
(Bkz. Ek 5) Ffl;gﬂfnlg:; AB, kamu hizmetleri, gbgiin artmasi, gerginlik, kontrolii geri almak,
Siyasi giivenlik
Ekonomik AB, AB hukuku, AB gég¢ii, gog, kontrol, serbest dolasim, yiiksek
(Bkz. Ek 6) Siyasi goc seviyeleri, go¢men yardimlari, issizlik yardimlar, kamu
hizmetleri, NSH, okul, konut, kontrolii geri almak
Siyasi kontrol, gb¢, kontrolsiiz gog, felaket, AB, kamu hizmetleri, NSH, is,
(Bkz. Ek 7) Ekonomik kriz, demokratik giliven, terérle miicadele, savunma, risk, kontrolii
geri almak
Siyasi kontrol, AB gog¢ii, go¢, kontrolsiiz gb¢, kamu hizmetleri, NSH, okul,
(Bkz. Ek 8) Ekonomik konut, endise, korkung, kontrollii go¢, fayda, beceri, vasifsiz insan,
yiiksek nitelikli insan, kontrolii geri almak, giivenlik
Siyasi AB, viZF:siZ seyahat, _kontrolsi:l.z gég,. gi.iv.enllik,. ka.l.mu hizmetleri,
(Bkz. Ek 9) Ekonomik ekonomi, .ekonom}k gbemen, gogmen is¢i, 1§51Z11k, icretler, serbest
Askeri dolgslm, risk, tehlike, felaket, puan tabanl sistem, kontrol, kontrolii
geri almak
Ekonomik .. . . . . . .
(Bkz. Ek 10) Askeri AB, gog, gogtekl.ams, kontr.(.)l, ekonomh ekonomik kriz, vizesiz
Siyasi seyahat, sinir, tehlike, kontrolii geri almak
AB fiiyeligi, goc¢, kontrol, fayda, kamu yarari, gilivenlik, vizesiz
Askeri seyahat, 'Fehlike, suur, go¢ bas!qsl, suclular, tehlikeli insanlar,
(Bkz. Ek 11) Siyasi tgrérlstlerl, terér.semPatlzanlarl, slqdet yanlis1 su¢lular, puan t?banh.
Ekonomik 81lsterlr(1, ekonomik go¢men, beceri, yetenek, katki, kontroli geri
alma
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Analiz

Edilen Metin Sektor(ler) | Anahtar Kavramlar
Ekonomik AB gocli, kontrol, kontrolsiiz gb¢, toplumsal adaletsizlik, iicret
(Bkz. Ek 12) Siyasi artig, rekabet, istihdam, ekonomi, konut fiyatlari, okul, yoksulluk,
Toplumsal is bulamayan insanlar, tehdit, kontrolii geri almak
Eksoin(;lillk kontrol, gb¢, gocmen, ekonomi, fayda, kamu yarari, ulusal ¢ikar,
(Bkz. Ek 13) As}l;eri puan tabanl sistem, yeterlilik, asirilik¢1 baglantilar, suglular, insan
Toplumsal kagakeilari, yasa dis1 gog, sinir, kontrolii geri almak
.. kontrol, gog, gilivenlik, tehlike, serbest dolagim, sinir, kontrollii
Siyasi N . . N L N
. gdecmen, ekonomik rekabet, ekonomik go¢men, igsizlik, goc
(Bkz. Ek 14) Askeri . . o TR . ;
. politikasi, giivensizlik, gerginlik, risk, puan tabanli sistem, se¢im,
Ekonomik . .
beceri, kontrolii geri almak
Sivasi AB, serbest dolasim, AB gd¢meni, AB doktorlari, trajik, dlimciil
(Bkz. Ek 15) yast sonuglar, beceri, dil yeterliligi, hasta haklari, kontrol, kontrolii geri
Ekonomik
almak
o AB yasasi, AB gog¢ sistemi, kontrol, go¢, giivenlik, ekonomi, okul,
Siyasi . e e . .
. hastane, sinir, terdristler, saldir, gé¢ krizi, terdr vahsetleri, sinir
(Bkz. Ek 16) Askeri . . e oo L
kontrolleri, tehlike, yabanct suglular, teror siiphelileri, AB miilteci
Toplumsal .. o A
krizi, kagak go¢menler, kontrolii geri almak
Sivasi gbg, kontrol, issizlik, go¢ politikasi, korkung, hiikiim giymis
(Bkz. Ek 17) yast suclular, diisiik vasifli is giicii, yliksek vasifli kisiler, kontrolii geri
Ekonomik
almak
(Bkz. Ek 18) Siyasi serbest dolagim, gog, kontrol, sinir, vergi indirimi, ¢ocuk yardimi,
) Ekonomik refah yardimlari, maliyet, kontrolii geri almak
(Bkz. Ek 19) Siyasi sinir kontrolii, AB {iyeligi, kontrol, serbest dolasim, terérizmle
) Askeri miicadele, su¢lular, kontrolii geri almak
(Bkz. Ek 20) 2?{;;11 gbe krizi, kontrol, giivenlik, sahil glivenlik, kontrolii geri almak
Askerin AB fiyeligi, zarar, goc¢ politikasi, sinir, hiikiim giymis suglular,
(Bkz. Ek 21) Ekonomik 2 C ST ’ ’ ’
. kontrol, gé¢, kontrolii geri almak
Siyasi
Siyasi go¢, kontrol, acil eylem, AB hukuku, ulusal giivenlik, teroristler,
(Bkz. Ek 22) Askeri suclular, giivenlik, tasarruf, beceri, puan tabanl sistem, kontrolil
Ekonomik geri almak
Ekonomik gb¢, serbest dolasim, gdegmen, beceri, puan tabanli sistem, sinir
(Bkz. Ek 23) . .. o
Siyasi kontrolii, kontrolii geri almak
Ekonomik gbg¢, kontrol, kontrolsiiz gog¢, konut piyasasi, tarim arazileri, go¢
(Bkz. Ek 24) Sivasi seviyelerindeki artig, isgal, gdbgmen hanesi, rekabet, yiiksek kiralar,
y AB iiyeligi, kontrolsiiz go¢, bedel, kontrolii geri almak
Ekonomik gbg, kontrol, kontrolsiiz gbg¢, giivenlik, gdgmen politikasi, ekonomi,
(Bkz. Ek 25) . - . . L
Siyasi iicretler, ¢alisan insanlar, vergiler, kontrolii geri almak
g6¢, ekonomi, yetenek, beceri, fayda, kontrol, giivenlik, AB tiyeligi,
Ekonomik kamu hizmetleri, serbest dolasim, calisan insanlar, is arayanlar,
(Bkz. Ek 26) Askeri icretler, isci {icretleri, endise, suglular, kamu yarari, sinir, hiikiim
Siyasi giymis suclular, siir disi, trajedi, go¢ politikasi, serbest dolasim,
ekonomik gé¢men, kontrolii geri almak
(Bkz. Ek 27) Siyasi kontrolsiiz gog, kontrol, sinir kontrollii, kamu hizmetleri, serbest
) Ekonomik dolagim, kontrolii geri almak
Slyas1. AB, goc, AB goc politikasi, simr, issizlik, giivenlik, belirsizlik,
(Bkz. Ek 28) Askeri . - . . e L
istikrarsizlik, giivensizlik, kriz, teroristler, kontrolil geri almak
Toplumsal
Ekonomik | go¢ politikasi, hitkiim giymis katiller, zararli, serbest piyasa, katki,
(Bkz. Ek 29) . . . A
Askeri rasyonel gog¢ sistemi, kontrolii geri almak
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3.1. Brexit Siirecinde Gociin Giivenliklestirilmesine Sektorel Giivenlik¢i Bir Analiz

Analiz siirecinin ilk basamagmi, Vote Leave kampanyasmin siyasal yelpazedeki
kapsayiciligini simgeleyen ve Gisela Stuart, Boris Johnson ile Michael Gove’un ortak
imzasini tastyan “Vote Leave for a Fairer Britain” (Daha Adil Bir Britanya igin Ayrilma
Oyu Verin) baghkli ve 22 Haziran 2016 tarihli bildiri olusturmaktadir. Bu
metinde giivenliklestirici aktdr, tekil bir siyasi isimden ziyade, farkli ideolojik figiirlerin bir
araya gelmesiyle olusan ve bu yoniiyle sOyleme genis bir toplumsal mesruiyet zemini
saglayan bir koalisyon olarak kurgulanmaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 1)

Metnin sdylemsel yapisi incelendiginde, go¢ olgusunun demokratik kontrol
kayb1 temasiyla bir egemenlik krizi olarak insa edildigi goriilmektedir. Burada referans
nesnesi, bizzat halkin sec¢imler yoluyla go¢ politikalarini belirleme kapasitesi, yani
egemenliktir. Nitekim metinde gegen “Go¢ birgok fayda getiriyor ancak demokratik
kontrolii kaybettik” ifadesi, go¢iin kendi basma bir tehdit olmasindan ziyade, kontrol dis1
kalmis bir siirecin yarattigi yonetilemezlik durumunu varolugsal bir tehdit olarak
sunmaktadir. Bu durum, Kopenhag Okulu’nun siyasi sektoriin parametreleri ile dogrudan
ortlismekte, gog, devletin kurumsal otoritesine ve anayasal egemenligine yonelmis bir
mesele olarak ¢ercevelenmektedir.

Metindeki acil durum dili ve tehdit kurgusu, AB’nin genisleme stratejisi iizerinden
yogunlastirilmaktadir. “Bu daha da tehlikeli ¢iinkii katilmak i¢in sirada bekleyen bes tilke
daha var” ifadesiyle, mevcut kontrol kaybi gelecege doniik bir tehdit anlatimi ile
eklemlenerek, secmen nezdinde bir giivenlik iklimi yaratilmaktadir. Bu noktada gog, sadece
mevcut bir sorun degil, gelecekteki bir risk gostergesi olarak giivenliklestirilmektedir.
Soylemde Onerilen olaganiistii 6nlem ise, “AB’den ayrilma” ve “puan tabanl bir sisteme”
gecis olarak mesrulastirilmaktadir. Ancak burada dikkat ¢ekici bir normatif strateji izlendigi
goriilmektedir.  “tehlike”, “kontrol kayb1” gibi kelimeler etrafinda sekillenen
giivenliklestirme dili, “insani ve adil” gibi kavramlar ile harmanlanarak yumusatilmaktadir.
Bu stratejik gerilim, bir yandan giivenlik¢i bir aciliyet hissi yaratirken, diger yandan sdylemi
wrkc¢ilik suclamalarindan arindirarak “evrensel bir adalet” zeminine oturtma ¢abasini temsil
etmektedir. Sonug¢ olarak, metnin baglayici gostereni olan “kontrol” kavrami, hem tehdidi
hem ¢O6ziimi hem de demokratik mesruiyeti aymi potada eriterek, gociin
giivenliklestirilmesinde belirleyici bir egemenlik dili inga etmektedir.

Bir diger soylem ise, kampanyanin go¢ sdylemini ulusal giivenlik ve jeopolitik

risklerle eklemleyerek daha iist bir seviyeye tasiyan “Turkish Government and Major

59



Contradict Cameron - Turkey will join in a decade” (Tiirk Hiikiimeti ve Cameron Celigkisi:
‘Tiirkiye On Y1l Iginde Uye Olacak’) baslikli ve 22 Haziran 2016 tarihli metindir. Bu
metinde giivenliklestirici aktor, olduke¢a stratejik ve katmanli bir yapi igerisinde insa
edilmistir. SGylem 6znesi olarak lain Duncan Smith’in beyanlari, metni ¢ergeveleyen Vote
Leave’in editoryal sesi ve bir devlet otoritesi figiirii olarak donemin I¢isleri Bakan1 Theresa
May’in alintilar1 eszamanli olarak devreye sokulmaktadir. Bu coklu aktdr kurgusu,
kampanya iddialarini hiikiimetin de kabul ettigi bir risk seklinde sunarak, glivenliklestirme
slirecine resmi bir mesruiyet ve otorite kazandirmay1 amaglamaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 2).

Metinde referans nesnesi, birbirini besleyen ii¢ farkli diizlemde kurgulanmaktadr. i1k
olarak halkin giindelik yasamini idame ettirdigi konut, egitim ve saglik gibi kamu
hizmetlerinin siirdiiriilebilirligi, ikinci olarak ticretler ve rekabet {izerinden ekonomik refah
ve en baskin sekilde ise organize sug, terorizm ve sinir yonetimi {izerinden dogrudan ulusal
giivenlik referans nesnesi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu noktada go¢, yalnizca ekonomik bir
“yiik” olmanin Gtesine gegerek, askeri giivenlik ve siyasi sektorler arasinda katmanli bir
tehlike odagina doniistiirtilmektedir.

Soylemdeki tehdit kurgusu, kontrolsiizliik ve bir gelecek tahayyiilii lizerinden insa
edilmektedir. Gogiin “kontrolsiiz” niteligi, ailelerin katlanmak zorunda oldugu bir
magduriyet olarak sunulmaktadir. Ote yandan AB’nin genisleme stratejisi, 6zellikle Tiirkiye,
Arnavutluk ve Swrbistan gibi iilkeler tizerinden bir tehdit biiylimesi olarak
cergevelenmektedir. Nitekim Tiirkiye, Sirbistan ve Arnavutluk gibi iilkelerin katilim
thtimali, “yoksul niifus”, “organize su¢” ve “terorizm” gibi halihazirda giivensizlik
cagristiran kavramlarla dogrudan iliskilendirilmektedir. Ozellikle Birlesik Krallik ile iran,
Irak ve Suriye arasinda bir “kara sinir1” olusacagi vurgusu, goc tehdidini Ortadogu’daki
jeopolitik istikrarsizliklarla eklemleyerek tehdit algisini sinir giivenligi ve jeopolitik diizeye
tasimaktadir. Metindeki giivenlik dili ve aciliyet isareti, gogiin “risk” ve “tehlike”
kavramlariyla siirekli bir arada anilmasiyla pekistirilmektedir. En kritik glivenliklestirme
adimi ise referandum tercihinin bir siyasi se¢enek olmaktan c¢ikarilarak, “giivenli ve
giivensiz” ikiligine hapsedilmesidir. “Ayrilma oyu vermek daha giivenlidir” ifadesiyle,
giivenligin derecelendirildigi, AB’den ayrilmanin giivenli, kalmanin ise gilivensiz olacagi
cagrisimi yapilmaktadir. Dolayisiyla bu anlatida ayrilma hamlesi, yaklasan risklere karsi
Onleyici bir glivenlik tedbiri olarak mesrulastiriimaktadir.

Sonug olarak bu sdylemde giivenlik iddiasi, go¢iin bizzat kendisinden ziyade, sug,
teror ve jeopolitik risk alanlarindan tliretilmektedir. Gogmen profili, “organize sug¢” ve

“yolsuzluk™ ile 6zdeslestirilen iilkeler iizerinden damgalanarak, niceliksel bir artig ihtimali
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niteliksel bir “tehlikeli niifus akis1” beklentisine doniistiiriilmektedir. Metnin baglayict
gosterenleri olan “kontrol” ve “risk”, goc¢ii toplumsal, ekonomik bir yiikk sdyleminden
koparip, devletin varolussal bekasmi ilgilendiren bir askeri giivenlik meselesi haline
getirmektedir.

Analiz stirecinde ele alinan bir diger kritik dokiiman, go¢ ve serbest dolagim meselesini
dogrudan bir i¢ giivenlik tehdidi olarak kurgulayan “IN campaign can’t find a positive reason
to stay in the EU” (‘IN’ (Kalma) kampanyast AB’de kalmak i¢in olumlu bir neden
bulamiyor) bashkli ve 21 Haziran 2016 tarihli kampanya metnidir. Bu
metinde glivenliklestirici aktor, tekil bir siyasi figiirden ziyade Vote Leave kampanyasinin
kurumsal kimligidir. S6ylemde, mesruiyet saglamak adina yargi kararlari, resmi komisyon
bulgular1 ve kalma taraftar1 olan David Cameron’in ifadeleri, birer otorite figiirli olarak
devreye sokulmaktadir. Bu stratejik kurgu, insa edilen giivenlik tehdidini 6znel bir iddia
olmaktan ¢ikarip, kanitlanmigs bir gergeklik diizlemine tasimay1 amaglamaktadir. (Bkz. Ek
3).

Metnin merkezinde konumlandirilan referans nesnesi, toplumsal diizlemde “kamu
giivenligi” iken, siyasal diizlemde devletin “kimlerin lilkede kalacagina karar verme yetisi”,
yani sinir egemenligidir. Nitekim metin, “AB, tehlikeli kisileri Ingiltere’den gikarmamiz
engelledi” seklindeki bir cerceve cilimlesiyle baglayarak, tehdidi (tehlikeli kisiler) ve bu
tehdidin kaynagini (AB hukuku) eszamanl olarak belirtmektedir. Bu noktada go¢, rasyonel
bir politika tartigmasi olmaktan ¢ikarilarak, varolugsal bir giivenlik oOnceligi haline
getirilmektedir. Soylemdeki tehdit kurgusu ise, “terdristler”, “katiller” ve “tecaviizciiler”
gibi agir su¢ kategorileri lizerinden somutlagtirilmaktadir. Burada go¢menlik olgusu,
secilmis bu u¢ ornekler iizerinden sistematik bir bigimde iliskilendirilerek, kamuoyunun
zihninde Ingiliz vatandasi olmayanlarin varligi ile kamu giivenliginin ihlali arasinda
dogrudan bir bag kurulmaktadir. David Cameron’in mahkeme kararlarina yonelik kullandig1
“sagduyuya aykir1” ve “tam bir delilik” gibi ifadeler, hukuki bir prosediir tartismasini,
giivenlik ve sagduyu catismasina doniistiirmekte, boylece olagan hukuk diizeninin giivenligi
saglamada yetersiz kaldig1 mesaj1 verilmektedir.

Sektorel perspektiften degerlendirildiginde, metnin baskin bir bigcimde i¢ gilivenlik
yani askeri sektore yaslandig1 goriilmektedir. Go¢ politikalar1 ve bu politikalar nedeni ile
ilkeye giren yabanci uyruklu gdg¢menler, terdrizm ve organize su¢ yelpazesi iizerinden
giivenliklestirilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, metnin altyapisinda siirekli isleyen ikincil bir
sektor, siyasi giivenliktir. Zira tehdit anlatisi, “AB yasalar1 nedeniyle egemenlik yetkisinin

kullanilamamas1” {izerinden bir otorite krizine baglanmaktadir. Bu iki sektor
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arasindaki sektor kopriisii, AB’nin Britanya’nin “tehlikeli kisileri uzaklastirma” yetkisini
“engelledigi” yani egemenlik kaybi lizerinden kurulmaktadir.

Bu noktada belirtilmelidir ki, metindeki giivenlik iddias1 gogiin kendisinden degil,
halihazirda olumsuzluk ¢agrigtiran “terér ve agir su¢” alanlarindan tiiretilmektedir. Gog, sug
ve ter0r alanina ¢ekilerek dinleyici kitle yani kamuoyu tarafindan, bir “tehdit” odagi olarak
algilanabilir hale gelmektedir. Metnin sonunda yer alan “Tirkiye’nin katilmi” ve
“genigleme” vurgusu ise, bu kriminal riskin gelecekte daha da derinlesecegi algisini
pekistirerek tekrar eden bir projeksiyon sunmaktadir.

Analiz siirecinde incelenen bir diger ¢arpici metin, go¢ ve serbest dolasim tartismasini
dogrudan “sinir dis1 edememe” krizi lizerinden giivenliklestiren “EU law keeps killers in the
UK” (AB yasalan katilleri Birlesik Krallik’ta tutuyor) bashikli ve 21 Haziran 2016 tarihli
Vote Leave bildirisidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktdr, Vote Leave’in kurumsal yapisi
olmakla birlikte, metnin ikna giicii, donemin Basbakani David Cameron’in “tam bir delilik”
seklindeki tepkisi ve Ozel Gogmenlik Temyiz Komisyonu’nun yargi kararlariyla tahkim
edilmektedir. Bu durum, giivenlik iddiasinin kampanya retoriginin 6tesine gegerek, yargi ve
hiikiimet otoriteleri tizerinden nesnel ve kanitli bir mesruiyet zemini kazanmasini
saglamaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 4).

Metinde insa edilen referans nesnesi iki katmanli bir yapi arz etmektedir. 11k diizlemde
Birlesik Krallik’taki “kamu gilivenligi ve kamu yarar1” korunmasi gereken degerler olarak
sunulurken, ikinci ve daha stratejik diizlemde ise devletin “tehlikeli kisileri uzaklastirma
kapasitesi”, yani egemen uygulama yetkisi bizzat giivenlik nesnesi haline getirilmektedir.
Nitekim metin, “AB yasas1 Katilleri Ingiltere’de tutuyor” seklindeki tekrarlarla, tehdidi
belirli su¢ vakalarindan ziyade sistematik bir hukuki engellenmislik sorununa
baglamaktadir. Burada tehlike, tek tek suglulardan ziyade, AB hukuku nedeniyle ortaya
¢ikan bir yonetim krizi ve egemenlik a¢ig1 olarak resmedilmektedir.

Soylemdeki tehdit anlatisi, “hiikiim giymis katiller” ve “terérizme karismis kisiler”
gibi en iist diizey giivenlik kategorileri lizerinden somutlagtiriimaktadir. Burada go¢menlik
kategorisi, bu kriminal figiirlerle sistematik bir bicimde yan yana getirilerek, yabanci olanin
potansiyel tehlike oldugu, dinleyici kitlenin bilingaltina islenmektedir. Metnin en stratejik
hamlesi ise, tehdidi “kamu yarar1” kavramiyla normatif bir ¢erceveye oturtmasidir. Bu
noktada sinir dig1 etme eylemi, sadece bir giivenlik refleksi degil, “kamu yarar1” adina icra
edilmesi gereken mesru bir yontem olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Metnin 6nerdigi olaganiistii
Oonlem ise, Onceki Orneklere kiyasla daha net bir igerik tasimaktadir. “Ayrilma Oyu

verirsek... tehlikeli kisileri uzaklastirma yetkisini geri alacagiz” ifadesi, referandum

62



tercihine dogrudan bir yetki restorasyonu anlami yiiklemektedir. Burada AB’den ayrilmak,
bir yildan fazla hapis cezasi alan yabancilarin “otomatikman sinir dis1 edilmesi” ve “1972
Avrupa Topluluklar1 Yasasi’nin derhal degistirilmesi” hedefi, giivenliklestirmenin istisnai
ve acil 6nlem boyutuna karsilik gelmektedir.

Sektorel perspektiften bakildiginda, metnin baskin hatti1i¢ giivenlik yani askeri
sektordiir. Nitekim go¢ burada yine terérizm ve agir su¢ unsurlari iizerinden varolussal bir
tehdit olarak insa edilmektedir. Aynm1 zamanda bu tehdit anlatisi, siyasi sektor ile
eklemlenerek, tehdidin kaynagi “AB yasasinin engelleyici niteligi” olarak sunulmakta ve
¢Oziim, egemenlik yetkisinin geri kazanilmasina baglanmaktadir.

Analiz siirecinde ele aliman bir diger dokiiman, go¢ olgusunu mali kaynaklarin
yonetimi ve kamu hizmetlerinin siirdiiriilebilirligi ekseninde bir glivenlik meselesine
doniistiiren “British embassies have dedicated teams to help Turkey, Serbia and others join
the EU” (Ingiliz biiyiikelgilikleri Tiirkiye, Sirbistan ve digerlerinin AB’ye katilimma
yardimc1 olmak icin 6zel ekiplere sahip) baslikli ve 20 Haziran 2016 tarihli kampanya
metnidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktdr, Vote Leave’in Icra Kurulu Baskan1 Matthew
Elliott’tir. Elliott’in sdylemi, dogrudan hiikiimetin dis politika dnceliklerini hedef alan bir
hesap verebilirlik elestirisi lizerine kurgulanmistir. Burada giivenliklestirme hamlesi, sadece
AB dinamikleriyle degil, ayn1 zamanda Britanya hiikiimetinin “Tirkiye ve diger aday
iilkelerin katilimin1 hizlandirmaya” yonelik uygulamalariyla da iliskilendirilerek igsel bir
siyasal elestiri katmani kazanmaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 5).

Metinde insa edilen referans nesnesi, dogrudan “kamu hizmetleri” ve “vergi
miikelleflerinin mali kaynaklar1”dir. S6ylemin maddi zeminini olusturan “AB’ye her hafta
350 milyon sterlin gonderiyoruz” arglimani, ulusal kaynaklarin disartya aktarilmasini bir
“kayip” olarak  kurgularken, “kamu  hizmetlerimiz ~ zaten biiylikk bir baski
altindayken” vurgusu, bu mali kaybi, toplumsal kirilganlikla birlestirmektedir. Bu
cercevede tehdit, gocilin genigleme siiregleri sonucunda “kaginilmaz olarak artacagi” iddiasi
tizerine kuruludur. Ancak bu tehdit sadece niceliksel bir niifus artis1 degil, ayn1 zamanda
toplumsal yapida “gerginlige katkida bulunan” bir istikrarsizlik kaynagi olarak
resmedilmektedir.

Sektorel agidan ele alindiginda, metnin merkezini ekonomik sektdr olusturmaktadir.
Kamu biitcesi, vergi miikellefi haklar1 ve hizmet kapasitesi gibi unsurlar, giivenligin temel
parametreleri olarak devreye sokulmaktadir. Bununla birlikte sOylem, ekonomik
baskiy1 toplumsal sektore tagiyan stratejik bir koprii kurmaktadir. Burada, gdg¢ artiginin

“gerginlik” yaratacagi iddiasi, meseleyi ekonomik alandan ¢ikarip, toplumsal alana
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tasimaktadir. Siyasi glivenlik sektdrii ise, tim bu ekonomik ve toplumsal risklerin ancak
“kontrolii geri almak™ (take back control) ile miimkiin olacagi anlatis1 iizerinde giivenlik
yelpazesine dahil etmektedir. Metindeki giivenlik dili ve aciliyet isareti, “23 Haziran’da
kontrolii geri almak daha giivenlidir” ifadesiyle daha da belirginlesmektedir. Burada
“giivenlik” kavrami, sadece fiziksel bir korunmay1 degil, ayn1 zamanda kamu biit¢esinin
nereye harcanacagina dair demokratik kontroliin tesis edilmesi ve toplumsal huzurun
korunmasin1 da kapsayacak sekilde genisletilmektedir. Sonug¢ olarak, metnin baglayici
temasi olan “kontrol”, hem sinirlarin korunmasini hem de mali kaynaklarin ulusal ¢ikarlar
dogrultusunda yeniden tahsisini igeren biitiinciil bir giivenliklestirme stratejisini temsil
etmektedir.

Vote Leave’in Icra Kurulu Baskani Matthew Elliott’in bir diger demeci ise, gd¢
meselesini bir niifus hareketliligi olmaktan ¢ikarip yonetilemeyen bir “kamu kapasitesi” ve
“kontrol kaybi” olarak kurgulayan “David Cameron repeatedly refused to answer basic
questions on Turkey” (David Cameron, Tiirkiye ile ilgili temel sorular1 yanitlamay1 defalarca
kez reddetti) basliklt ve 19 Haziran 2016 tarihli kampanya metnidir. S6ylem, Cameron’in
bir televizyon programindaki performansini hedef alarak baglamakta ve tartigmay1 teknik bir
politika zemininden ¢ikarip, siyasi giivenilirlik ve hesap verebilirlik diizlemine tagimaktadir.
(Bkz. Ek 6).

Metinde dikkat ceken referans nesnesi iki temel diizlemde insa edilmektedir. 1k olarak
NHS (Ulusal Saglik Sistemi), okullar ve konut gibi “kamu hizmetlerinin siirdiiriilebilirligi”,
ikinci olarak ise bu hizmetleri saglayabilmenin 6n kosulu olarak sunulan “go¢ tlizerindeki
demokratik kontrol”diir. Elliott’un “Cameron’in daha yiiksek goc¢ seviyeleriyle basa ¢ikmak
icin NHS’yi nasil finanse edecegimize dair hicbir yanit1 yoktu” seklindeki ifadesi, gogii
dogrudan finansal bir bas edilemezlik ve kapasite baskis1 olarak ¢ercevelemektedir.

Metindeki tehdit insasiii¢ farkli kanal iizerinden vyiiriitilmektedir. ilk olarak, AB
hukuku kapsamindaki serbest dolagimin ulusal siyaset tarafindan yonetilemedigi iddiasiyla
“kontrol edilemezlik” vurgusu yapilmaktadir. ikinci kanal, NHS bekleme siireleri ve konut
arz1 agi81 gibi gostergelerle bir “kapasite krizi” dili tiretilmekte ve “esik noktasina ulagsma”,
“bask1” gibi ifadelerle toplumsal bir aciliyet hissi yaratilmaktadir. Ugiincii kanal ise gocii
refah ve yardim rejimi lizerinden problemlestirerek, gé¢men figiiriinii kamu kaynaklarindan
haksiz yararlanma potansiyeline sahip bir “yiik” olarak kurgulamaktadir. Bu kurgu,
Kopenhag Okulu’nun ekonomik giivenlik sektorii parametreleriyle tam bir uyum
icerisindedir. Nitekim bu anlati, toplumun temel refah mekanizmalarinin isleyigine yonelik

bir tehdit seklinde sunulmaktadir. Bunlara ek olarak metinde, anket verileri ve bagimsiz
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uzman goriigleri devreye sokularak, insa edilen bu tehdit algisiin dinleyici kitle yani
kamuoyu nezdindeki kabulii, sayilar ile saglanmaya calismaktadir. Onerilen olaganiistii
onlem ise, AB icindeki serbest dolagim rejiminden ¢ikmak ve AB’nin hukuki gercevesini
terk etmektir. Zira metnin mantigina gore, mevcut hukuki rejim igerisindeki hi¢bir “acil
fren” mekanizmasi bu kapasite krizini ¢ozmede etkili olamamaktadir.

Analiz stirecinde incelenen bir bagka dokiiman, Vote Leave kampanyasinin en 6nemli
figiirlerinden biri olan Boris Johnson’in gé¢ meselesini egemenlik ve demokratik hesap
verebilirlik cer¢evesinde ele aldigi “Boris Johnson: The liberal cosmopolitan case to Vote
Leave” (Boris Johnson: Brexit’e oy vermenin liberal ve kozmopolit gerekgeleri) baglikli ve
9 Mayis 2016 tarihli metindir. Bu metinde glivenliklestirici aktor olan Johnson, gocii
“fayda” ve “kontrol” ikilemi iizerinden kurgulamaktadir. S6ylem, go¢iin faydalarini teslim
ederek mesruiyet kazanmaya ¢alismakta, ancak hemen ardindan “kontrol kaybini”, “kamu
hizmetleri iizerindeki baskiy1” ve demokratik mesruiyetin asinmasini merkeze alarak
meseleyi glivenlik mantigina tasimaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 7).

Metinde korunmasi gereken referans nesnesi birkag farkli diizeyde insa edilmektedir.
[lk olarak kamu hizmetlerinin siirdiiriilebilirligi, ikinci olarak “demokrasiye olan giiven” ve
son olarak devletin “kimlerin iilkede yasama ve ¢alisma hakkina sahip olacagina karar verme
yetisi” yani egemenlik referans nesnesi olarak kurgulanmaktadir. Johnson, go¢ seviyelerini
kontrol edememe durumunu sadece idari bir zayiflik olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda siyasetin
verdigi sozleri tutamamasi nedeniyle demokrasinin giiven temelini zedeleyen varolussal bir
kriz olarak resmetmektedir. Nitekim gog¢, bu ¢ergevede giindelik politika alanindan
cikarilarak devlet kapasitesi ve demokratik mesruiyet diizeyinde bir giivenlik sorununa
dontstiirilmektedir.

Soylemdeki tehdit insasi, “kontrolsiiz AB gb¢li” ifadesi etrafinda sekillenmektedir.
Johnson, gbcii “her y1l Newcastle biiytikliigiinde bir niifus eklemek™ gibi gorsellestirmelerle
sayisallastirarak, meseleyi bir kapasite ve boyut problemi olarak sunmaktadir. Bu biiyiikliik
anlatis1, kamu hizmetleri iizerindeki “baski1” vurgusuyla birleserek go¢ii dogrudan bir tehdit
olarak insa etmektedir. Ayrica tehdit, karar giiciiniin “Briiksel’de olmas1 ve ulusal diizeyde
hesap verebilirligin ortadan kalkmasi1” lizerinden siyasal bir kriz olarak ¢er¢evelenmektedir.
Egemenlik devri, halkin temel haklarinin elinden alinmasi seklinde sunularak bir mesruiyet
krizi olarak kurgulanmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda metindeki giivenlik dili ve aciliyet isaretleri,
“kontrol”, “risk”, “kriz” ve ‘“asmdiriyor” gibi kavramlarla belirginlesmektedir.
Ozellikle “AB’de kalmanin riskleri azalmiyor, yogunlastyor” ciimlesi, tehdidi artan bir siireg

olarak gostererek toplumsal bir aciliyet hissi yaratmaktadir. Onerilen dnlem ise, AB’den
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ayrilma hamlesidir. Johnson, ayrilma sonrasinda “Britanya’nin terdrle miicadele ve savunma
politikalarindaki liderliginin siirecegini” belirterek, ayrilma segenegini, giivenligi
saglamanin tek yolu olarak mesrulagtirmaktadir.

Sektorel perspektiften bakildiginda, bu sdylemde baskin olan hat siyasi glivenlik
sektoriidiir. Egemenlik, hesap verebilirlik ve demokratik giivenin asinmasi metnin ana
eksenini olusturmaktadir. Bununla birlikte siyasi sektor, kamu hizmetlerinin maliyeti ve euro
krizi gibi unsurlar tizerinden ekonomik sektdrden de beslenmektedir. Sonug olarak bu metin,
gocli tek basina bir tehdit olarak kurgulamak yerine, kamu hizmetleri, demokratik giiven ve
egemenlik gibi halihazirda giiclii giivenlik c¢agrisimlari olan alanlardan besleyerek insa
etmektedir.

Uzerinde calisilan diger bir metin, gd¢ olgusunu tamamen “kontrol” eksenine
yerlestirerek ayrilma tercihini zorunlu bir gilivenlik hamlesi olarak kurgulayan Boris
Johnson’in 26 Mayis 2016 tarihli dokiimanidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktdr olan
Johnson, s6ze “go¢iin faydalarini” ve kendi ailevi kokenlerini vurgulayarak baslamaktadir.
Bu stratejik girisle aktor, kendisini anti-gé¢men bir pozisyonun disinda konumlandirarak
sOylemine ahlaki bir mesruiyet zemini kazandirmaktadir. Nitekim meseleyi bir deger
tartismasi olmaktan ¢ikarip, yonetilebilirlik ve egemenlik meselesi olarak ¢ercevelemekte,
boylece tehdidi dogrudan gdé¢cmenlerin sahsindan ziyade “kontrol edilemeyen sistem”
iizerine kurmaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 8).

Metinde referans nesnesi li¢ temel katmanda insa edilmektedir. Birinci diizeyde, yine
okullar, hastaneler ve konutlar gibi kamu hizmetlerinin siirdiiriilebilirligi, ikinci diizeyde
siyasal dilizenin ve demokratik sisteme olan inancin korunmasi, ligiincii diizeyde ise
“smirlarin kontrolii” ve ulusal yasalar1 yapma yetkisi referans nesnesi olarak goriilmektedir.
Johnson, bu referans nesnelerini birbirine eklemleyerek gog¢ii “kamu hizmeti krizi” ile
demokratik mesruiyet krizi arasinda kurgulamaktadir.

Soylemdeki tehdit insasi, yogun istatistikler ve Olgek metaforlar1 iizerinden
gerceklestirilmektedir. “Oxford biiyiikliigiinde bir niifus” veya “Birmingham’dan daha
biiylik” gibi ifadelerle gb¢, insani bir olgudan ziyade bir kitle ve boyut problemi olarak
betimlenmektedir. Bu sayisallastirma, “sistemin kontrolden ¢iktig1” iddiasiyla birleserek
nicel biiytlikliigii siyasal bir yetersizlik kanit1 olarak sunmaktadir. Boylece tehdit, hem 6l¢ek
olarak biiyiik hem de idari olarak yonetilemez seklinde iki katmanli olarak insa edilmektedir.
Metindeki glivenlik dili ve aciliyet isaretleri son derece nettir. “Cilginlik” ve “kontrolden
cikt1” gibi ifadelerle gog, olagan siyasetin digina itilerek acil miidahale gerektiren varolugsal

bir sorun olarak resmedilmektedir. Onerilen olaganiistii dnlem ise acik bir bicimde “Ayrilma
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Oyu” olarak sunulmaktadir. Coziimiin “tek yol” olarak dayatilmasi, Leave sec¢enegini
siradan bir politik tercih olmaktan ¢ikarip zorunlu bir giivenlik hamlesine doniistiirmektedir.
Ayrica “beceri ve katkr” temelli bir sistem Onerisiyle, gd¢men figiiriiniin, kamuya faydal
gdecmen — faydasiz gogmen seklinde ayrildigi ve bu segiciligin bir glivenlik normu olarak
mesrulastirildigi goriilmektedir.

Sektorel perspektiften bakildiginda, metnin siyasi giivenlik  sektorii etrafinda
sekillendigi goriilmektedir. Egemenlik, hukuki yetki ve Avrupa Mahkemesi’nin kontroliine
yonelik elestiriler bu eksende toplanmaktadir. Bu yapiya, kamu hizmetlerinin kapasite
baskis1 tizerinden ekonomik giivenlik sektorii eklemlenmektedir. Metnin sonunda yer alan
dis smir ve yeni aday iilkeler vurgusu ise glivenlik anlatisini jeopolitik bir risk imasiyla
genisletmektedir.

Analiz siirecinde incelenen bagka bir dokiiman, “Voting to stay in the EU is the risky
option” (AB’de kalmaya oy vermek riskli bir segcenektir) baslikli ve 6 Haziran 2016 tarihli
kampanya metnidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktor, bireysel figlirlerden ziyade Vote
Leave’in kolektif yapisim1 yansitan farkli siyasi figiirlerden olusmaktadir. Michael Gove,
Boris Johnson, Gisela Stuart ve John Longworth gibi farkli profillerin alintilariyla
kurgulanan séylem, ortak bir giivenlik anlatis1 etrafinda birlestirilmektedir. Nitekim metnin
temel kurgusu, AB’de kalmanin “riskli”, ayrilmanin ise “daha giivenli” oldugu ikiligi
iizerine kurulmaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 9).

Metinde referans nesnesi, “ekonomi, kamu hizmetleri ve giivenlik” bilesimiyle
olduk¢a genis bir yelpazede tanimlanmaktadir. Ozellikle “en diisiik gelirli Britanyalilar”,
doktor randevusu, okul kontenjan1 ve konut arz1 gibi somut unsurlar iizerinden korunmasi
gereken temel bir grup olarak 6ne ¢ikarilmaktadir. Bu cercevede referans nesnesi, sosyal
adalet ve diizen ekseninde somutlagtirilmaktadir. Ayrica Gisela Stuart’mn “rizasizlik”
vurgusuyla, gégilin kontrol edilememesi ve segmen iradesi diginda gerceklesmesi bir siyasal
mesruiyet ve egemenlik sorunu olarak kurgulanmaktadir.

Metindeki tehdit insasi, birkag farkli strateji {izerinden yiiriitiilmektedir. Ilk
olarak, “AB, Suriye ve Irak siirlarina vizesiz seyahati zaten agtyor” ifadesiyle, gb¢ olgusu
jeopolitik krizlerle eklemlenerek sinir giivenligi baglamimnda sunulmaktadr. Ikinci olarak, 5
milyondan fazla insan” ve “doksan milyon kisi siraya giriyor” gibi verilerle go¢, yonetilemez
bir “kitle” olarak sayisallastiriimaktadir. Ugiincii olarak ise, “disaridan gelenlerin
gecmiglerinin bilinmedigi” iddiasiyla gogmenler, bilinemez ve izlenemez Kkitleler olarak
nitelendirilmektedir. “Serbest dolasim”, bu bilinmez tehdidin Birlesik Krallik’a tasinmasina

imkan veren bir mekanizma ve tehdidin kaynagi olarak resmedilmektedir.
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Soylemdeki giivenlik dili ve aciliyet isaretleri ise, “risk”, “tehlikeli”, “felaket” ve “istikrar
icin risk” gibi kavramlarla belirginlesmektedir. Metin, go¢iin “insani trajedi” boyutuna
dikkat ¢cekerek baslasa dahi, sonrasinda bu durumun “asir1 sagin ytiikselisi” ve “toplumsal
istikrarsizlik” gibi sonucglar doguracagini savunularak goc, bir giivenlik cergevesine
yerlestirmektedir. Onerilen 6nlem ise, “AB’den ayrilma” ve “puan tabanl bir gog sistemine”
gecilmesidir.

Sektorel perspektiften bakildiginda, siyasi giivenlik sektoriiniin baskinligr goze
carpmaktadir. Briiksel’in sinir kontrolii {izerindeki otoritesi ve demokratik denetim kaybi,
egemenlik krizi olarak kodlanmaktadir. Bu yapiya, “lcretlerin diismesi” ve “kamu
hizmetleri iizerindeki baski1” {iizerinden ekonomik giivenlik sektorii eslik etmektedir.
“Suriye-Irak smir1” imgesi ile de askeri giivenlik sektorii devreye sokulmaktadir. Ayni
zamanda istikrar vurgusu ile toplumsal giivenlik sektorii anlatiya dahil edilmektedir.
Dolayisiyla metin, gocii ¢ok sektorlii bir toplam gilivenlik anlatisinda birlestirmektedir.

Analiz siirecinde tizerinde durulan diger metin, AB’de kalma se¢enegini gog lizerinden
sekillenen bir riskler zinciri olarak kurgulayan ve David Cameron ile George Osborne’a
yonelik bir “gergekleri teyit etme” uyarisi niteliginde sunulan, 5 Haziran 2016 tarihli bildiri
dokiimanidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktdrler Michael Gove, Boris Johnson ve Gisela
Stuart’tir. Soylem, bir kampanya metninden ziyade, hiikiimet liderligini hesap vermeye
cagiran resmi bir mektup formunda kurgulanmistir. Nitekim bu yaklasim, gé¢ meselesini
hem bir toplumsal sorun hem de halktan saklanan bir “gergek” olarak konumlandirarak,
giivenliklestirme siirecine nesnel bir kanit zemini olusturmaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 10).

Metinde referans nesnesi iki katmanli bir yapida insa edilmektedir. ilk katmanda,
Birlesik Krallik’in ekonomik ve siyasal kapasitesi korunmasi gereken birincil deger olarak
sunulmaktadir. Ulkenin “bozuk” olarak nitelendirilen Euro Bélgesi ekonomisine
eklemlenmesi ve bu durumun bir sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikan "sinirsiz gogii" kabul etme
zorunlulugu, varolussal bir risk olarak kurgulanmaktadir. ikinci katmanda ise referans
nesnesi “Ingiliz vergi miikellefleri” iizerinden somutlastiriimaktadir. “Aday iilkelerin iiyeligi
i¢cin harcanan kamu kaynaklar1”, hem ekonomik bir yiik hem de bir adalet meselesi olarak
giivenlik anlatisina dahil edilmektedir.

Metindeki tehdit insasi ise ii¢ asamali bir nedensellik bagi ile kurulmaktadir. Ilk
asamada goc, “Euro Bolgesi’ndeki ekonomik krizin” bir sonucu olarak resmedilmektedir.
Krizin gbeteki artis1 “koriikledigi” iddiasiyla gog, olagan bir hareketlilikten ziyade sistemin
sorunlu islemesinden kaynaklanan bir tehdit olarak sunulmaktadir. Ikinci asamada, AB’de

kalma tercihi Britanya’y1 bu “bozuk ekonomiye” ve “kontrolsiiz go¢” ylkiimliiliigline
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baglayan bir risk alani olarak c¢ergevelenmektedir. Bu baglamda, metnin baskin
hatt1 ekonomik giivenlik sektérii iizerine insa edilmektedir. Uciincii asamada ise aday
tilkelerin katilim siireci ve “Suriye-Irak smirmna yonelik vizesiz seyahat genislemesi”
vurgulanmaktadir. Bu durum, ekonomik kaygilarin 6tesine gegerek, siir giivenligi vurgusu
ile meseleyi askeri bir giivenlik tehdidine doniistiirmektedir. Metindeki tiim bu yapi,
hiikiimetin hesap verebilirligi ve egemen karar alma siirecleri iizerinden siyasi giivenlik
sektoriine baglanmaktadir.

Incelenen diger bir 6nemli dokiiman, gocii kontrol ve egemenlik ekseninde
yineleyerek giivenliklestiren “Restoring public trust in immigration policy - a points-based
non-discriminatory immigration system” (Gd¢ politikasina olan kamu giivenini yeniden tesis
etmek - puan tabanli, ayrimcilik yapmayan bir gog¢ sistemi) baslikli ve 1 Haziran 2016 tarihli
kampanya bildirisidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktdrler Michael Gove, Boris Johnson,
Priti Patel ve Gisela Stuart olarak goriilmektedir. SGylem, gogii tek basina bir tehdit olarak
sunmak yerine, AB iiyeligi nedeniyle yasanan “kontrol kayb1” iizerinden insa etmektedir.
Nitekim metin, gogiin ekonomik ve sosyal faydalarmi kabul ederek baslasa dahi, bu
faydalarin siirdiirilebilmesini, goc¢iin dogrudan ulusal bir kontrol mekanizmasina tabi
tutularak revize edilmesine baglamaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 11).

Metindeki tehdit insas1 katmanl bir sekilde ilerlemektedir. i1k olarak, kontrol kaybmin
dogrudan bir “giivenlik aci81” yarattigi iddiast ve “Avrupa Adalet Divani’nin tehlikeli
kisilerin sinir dis1 edilmesine miidahale edebilmesi”, tehdidin somutlagtigi temel alanlar
olarak goriilmektedir. AB’nin basarisiz yonetimi ile “organize sug¢” ve “insan kagakciligr”
arasinda kurulan bag bir diger tehdit unsuru olarak sunulmaktadir. Ayrica “Suriye ve Irak
smirma vizesiz seyahat” imgesinin soylemlerde siklikla yinelenmesi, “Bu tehlikeli ve bizim
cikarimiza degil” ifadesi ile pekistirilmektedir. Metinde vurgulanan ve diger sdylemlerde de
siklikla karsilagilan “puan tabanli sistem” Onerisi, gociin hangi kosullarda mesru ve
“giivenli” kabul edilecegine dair ontolojik bir ayrim yapan belirleyici bir diizenleme islevi
gormektedir. Bu g¢ergevede gogmen Oznesi, iki zit kutupta insa etmektedir. Bir yanda
“topluma katki saglayan” ve “becerilerine gore kabul edilen” faydali gd¢men, diger yanda
“misafirperverligi kotiiye kullanan” ve “su¢ ve terdr” ile iliskilendirilen zararl
goemen figlirii kurgulanmaktadir. Bu ikili yapida gé¢men, bireysel haklara sahip bir 6zne
olmaktan c¢ikarilarak, “beceri”, “dil yeterliligi” ve “iilkeye yapacaklar1 ekonomik katki1”
ekseninde aracsallastirilmaktadir. Burada gocmen yeniden tanimlanarak, insani degerler

cergevesinden ziyade fayda saglamasi gereken kisilere indirgenmektedir.
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“AB vatandaglarinin iilkede yasama ve c¢aligma haklarinin otomatikman sona
erdirilmesi” ve yetkinin “Briiksel’den Westminster’a tasinmasi” talebi, gociin egemenlik
yani siyasi alana tasinmasmi saglamaktadir. Bu noktada, iki adet ‘“Oteki’den
bahsedilmektedir. Birincisi tehdidin kendisini temsil eden gé¢ ve gogmen kavrama, bir digeri
ise bu tehdidin ortaya ¢ikmasindaki belirleyici faktor olan “AB’nin gd¢ politikalar1”. Sonug
olarak, puan tabanli sistem araciliiyla kurulan gd¢ anlatisi, tehdidi “kontrolsiiz go¢”, bu
tehditten korunmanin 6nlemini ise rasyonel eleme yani “puan tabanli bir sistem” ve “AB’den
ayrilmak” olarak tanimlamaktadir.

Analiz edilen baska bir dikkat cekici metin, go¢ olgusunu toplumsal adalet ve
ekonomik esitsizlik ekseninde kurgulayarak giivenliklestiren Iain Duncan Smith’in 10
Mayis 2016 tarihli konugsma dokiimanidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktér olan Duncan
Smith, AB’nin mevcut yapisin1 “biiylik sirketler ve Briiksel lobileri” i¢in igleyen, ancak
“diisiik iicretli Ingilizler” igin bir “yiik” haline gelen bir diizen olarak ¢ercevelemektedir. Bu
dogrultuda gdg, serbest dolasimin olagan bir sonucu olmaktan ¢ikarilmakta ve kirilgan
sosyal smiflarin iicretlerini, istihdam olanaklarin1 ve barinma standartlarini asindiran bir
mekanizma olarak insa edilmektedir. Nitekim gd¢ilin burada dogrudan kamu giivenliginden
ziyade, sosyal sozlesmeyi ve adil diizeni tehdit eden bir unsur olarak konumlandirildig:
goriilmektedir. (Bkz. Ek 12).

Soylemde en dikkat ¢ceken referans nesnesi, toplumun sosyo-ekonomik agidan en
kirilgan kesimi olan “diisiik iicretli Ingiliz isciler” ve onlarin “yasam standartlar1” olarak
tanimlanmaktadir. Bununla baglantili olarak korunmasi gereken degerler bir diger referans
nesneleri ise adil iicret, is erisimi ve sosyal refah olarak kurgulanmaktadir. Bununla birlikte
metin, bu ekonomik kaygilar1 “halkin hi¢bir zaman oy vermedigi ve istemedigi gog
seviyeleri” vurgusuyla siyasal bir diizleme tagimaktadir. Dolayisiyla gé¢, hem ekonomik
sektor hem de demokratik riza disinda gerceklesen bir siyasal mesruiyet krizi anlatisi ile
siyasi sektor ile eklemlenmektedir. Bunlara ek olarak, “toplumsal adalet” ve “aile yapisi
tizerindeki baski” wvurgusu, toplumsal giivenlik sektoriiniin parametreleri ile uyum
igerisindedir.

Metindeki en belirgin tehdit insasi ise Ozellikle is piyasasi 6zelinde, gogiin “yerinden
etme etkisi” {izerinden somutlastirilmaktadir. “Istihdam edilen her 100 gd¢menden yirmi
licii Ingiltere dogumlu bir is¢inin yerinden edilmesi...” seklindeki sunulan sayisal iddialar,
go¢li dogrudan adil olmayan bir rekabet iliskisi icerisinde sunulmaktadir. Ayrica gdgmenler,
“diisiik ticretlere” ve “elverissiz barinma kosullarina razi olarak” yerli iggiiciinii “baltalayan”

ekonomik birimler olarak kodlanmaktadir. Tehdit anlatis1 konut ve egitim sektdrlerine de
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yayilmakta, “giinliik 240 yeni ev ihtiyaci ve okul sistemi lizerindeki kapasite baskis1”, go¢ii
kamu hizmetlerini felg eden bir yiik olarak cer¢evelemektedir. Bu noktada gog, kiiresel
ekonomik calkantilar gibi mevcut risklerin etkisini artiran bir “hizlandiric1” faktér olarak
kurgulanmaktadir.

Bir diger metin, Michael Gove’un go¢ meselesini bir egemenlik ve denetim kaybi
iizerinden varolusgsal bir problem olarak kurguladigi “Michael Gove: The Facts Of Life Say
Leave” (Michael Gove: Hayatin Gergekleri Ayrilmay1 Gerektiriyor) basliklt ve 19 Nisan
2016 tarihli kampanya dokiimanidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktor olan Gove’un, “Su
anda herhangi bir AB vatandasi... Ingiltere’ye gelebilir” ifadesiyle gdg, sinirsiz erisim ve
kontrol edememe anlatisina baglanmakta ve devletin temel yetkilerinin AB ¢ercevesinde
eridigi vurgulanmaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 13). Dolayisiyla referans nesnesi, siyasi sektor ile iliskili
olan devletin karar alma siire¢leri ve ulusal ¢ikarlardir.

Metnin en dikkat ¢ekici stratejilerinden biri, gogmenlerin iki kanalli bir siniflandirma
icerisinde degerlendirilmesidir. Gove go¢menleri, bir yanda “caligkan vatandaslar” ve
“gercek miiltecileri” olarak konumlandirirken, diger yanda “asirilik¢r baglantilar”,
“gecmisteki sucglar” ve “insan kacake¢iligr” ile iliskilendirilen figilirler olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Bu ikili ayrim, giivenliklestirmeyi kolaylagtiran bir yOontem olarak
kullanilmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda gd¢gmen 6znesi, normatif bir filtreye tabi tutulmakta ve gog
olgusu ekonomik fayda, kamu yarar1 ve ulusal ¢ikar iizerinden aragsallastirilmaktadir. Bu
cercevede gocmen, hak sahibi bir birey olmaktan ziyade, uygunluk testinden geg¢mesi
gereken bir nesneye doniismektedir.

Sektorel perspektiften bakildiginda metin, gocii ayn1 anda birkag sektorde
kurgulayarak c¢oklu bir tehdit algisi {iretmektedir. Kamu hizmetlerine erisimin
kontrolsiizlesmesi iizerinden ekonomik giivenlik sektorii, egemenlik ve denetim kaybi
iizerinden siyasi giivenlik sektorii ve asirilik¢t baglantilar vurgusuyla askeri giivenlik
sektorii anlatiya dahil edilmektedir. Metindeki “tarayamiyoruz” vurgusu ise tehdidi,
devletin riskleri eleme kapasitesinin yoklugu iizerine kurmaktadir. Bu durum sdylemin
merkezine, tehdidin kaynagi olarak devletin kapasitesi ve yonetim kabiliyetini
yerlestirmektedir. Ayni zamanda metnin baglayic1 temalarini olusturan “kontrol” ve
“filtreleme” kavramlari, AB’den ayrilma tercihini ulusal gilivenligi saglama ile
iliskilendirirken, toplumsal diizeni korumak adina kagmilmaz bir zorunluluk olarak
sunmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, toplumsal sektoriin de giivenlik yelpazesine eklemlenmesi

saglanmaktadir.

71



Metnin 6nerdigi 6nlem, AB’nin “agik kap1” yaklasimindan ¢ikilarak “Avustralya tarz1
puan tabanli bir sisteme” ge¢ilmesidir. AB’den ayrilmanin gerekgesi, se¢me ve eleme
yetkisinin geri kazanilmasi yoluyla hem hukuki hem de yonetimsel bir restorasyon
cercevesinde mesrulastirilmaktadir.

Analiz siirecinde incelenen bir diger metin, Michael Gove ve Dominic Raab’in go¢
meselesini Birlesik Krallik’in gilivenligi ve siyasal sistemin giivenilirligi {izerinden
kurguladigi, 8 Haziran 2016 tarihli kampanya metnidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici
aktorler, Michael Gove ve Dominic Raab olarak goriilmektedir. Soylem, gogii kiiltiirel ve
ekonomik faydalar getiren olagan bir olgu olmaktan ¢ikararak, kontrol edilemedigi takdirde
dogrudan giivenligi riske atan ve siyasal sistemde giiven bunalimi yaratan bir krize
dontstiirmektedir. (Bkz. Ek 14) Nitekim bu yaklasim, Kopenhag Okulu perspektifinden
gbclin siradan siyaset alanindan ¢ekilip varolussal risk diliyle yeniden konumlandirildig: bir
giivenliklestirme mantigina isaret etmektedir.

Metinde referans nesnesi, Birlesik Krallik’in sinir egemenligi ve giivenligi olarak insa
edilmektedir. “Vatandaslarimizin giivenligi” sdylemi ve “serbest dolasim” bir arada
kullanilarak, kamuoyunun giivenligi oncelikli konuma getirilmektedir. Bununla birlikte,
“hiiktimete duyulan giivensizlik” vurgusu ile siyasal giiven de korunmasi gereken diger bir
deger olarak belirtilmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda Gove’un Tiirkiye’nin iiyelik siirecine yonelik
vurgusu  ve “katilimimin  bir giivenlik  tehlikesi” olarak tanimlamasi, gogiin
giivenliklestirilmesinde gii¢lii bir mekansal yakinlik imgesi tiretmektedir. “Tiirkiye nin
Suriye, Irak ve Iran sinirlarindan baslayip ingiliz Kanali’na kadar uzanan hat” ve “serbest
dolasim” uygulamasi, Britanya’y1 daha gecirgen ve savunmasiz kilan bir tehdit zinciri olarak
kurgulanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla Tiirkiye’ nin iiyeligi, sadece diplomatik bir genisleme degil,
Britanya’nin sinir glivenligi ile ilgili bir tehdit olarak sunulmaktadir.

Metindeki tehdit insasi, “kontrol edilemeyen serbest dolasim” ve “vizesiz alanin
geniglemesi” lizerinden gergeklestirilmektedir. Dominic Raab, go¢ilin 6nemini vurgulayan
bir tonda konusmaya baglasa da, bu kabulii “sagduyulu kontrol” sartina baglayarak
sonlandirmaktadir. “Gelisen bir ekonomi” ve “hosgoriilii bir toplum™ tahayyiilii icerisinde
gdcmenin onemi vurgulanirken, “g6¢ii kontrol etmenin” tek yol oldugu dile getirilmektedir.
Diger sdylemlerde de yinelenen bir bigimde go¢ ve go¢menlerin, fayda temelli ele alindig:
goriilmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda go¢ baskisi, Euro Bolgesi krizi ve kriz nedeniyle Birlesik
Krallik’a gelen Giiney Avrupa’daki issiz niifusun giderek artacagi gibi dissal faktorlerle
aciklanmaktadir. Bu anlatiya, Tiirkiye ve Balkan iilkeleri gibi “diisiik gelirli {ilkelerin”
katilim ihtimali eklenerek sayisal risk pekistirilmektedir. Nitekim gog, tek basina “gd¢”
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olarak degil, bolgesel istikrarsizlik, sinir giivenligi ve vizesiz hareketlilik baglamida bir
tehdit zincirinin pargasi olarak anlatilmaktadir. Dolayisiyla sektorel agidan bakildiginda,
metnin omurgasini siyasi sektdr olusturmaktadir. Briiksel’in “dogmatik™ yapisina karsin
kimin gelecegine karar verme giicii, anlatinin merkezinde yer almaktadir. Bu anlattya “teror
ve sinir giivenligi” vurgusu eklenerek, askeri giivenlik sektorii devreye girmektedir. Metinde
kurgulanan olaganiistii 6nlem ise “AB’den ayrilmak™ ve “Avustralya tarzi puan tabanlt bir
sisteme” gecmektir. Bu g¢ercevede AB’den ayrilma tercihi, devletin temel egemenlik
yetkilerini geri kazanmasini saglayan yegane glivenlik hamlesi olarak mesrulastirilmaktadir.

“The EU is a threat to the NHS” (AB, NHS i¢in bir tehdittir) baslikli kampanya
dokiimani ise NHS’yi dogrudan bir referans nesnesi olarak konumlandirarak kamu sagligini
korunmasi gereken birincil deger seklinde kurgulamaktadir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici
aktor, kampanyanin kurumsal yapisidir. (Bkz. Ek 15).

Metindeki temel iddia, Birlesik Krallik’in, serbest dolasim nedeniyle “AB’den gelen
yabanci uyruklu doktorlart”, “dil yeterliligi” konusunda sistematik olarak test edemedigi
iizerine kurgulanmaktadir. Bu durum, go¢ ve serbest dolasimi dogrudan “hasta giivenligi”
ile iligkilendiren bir g¢er¢eve sunmaktadir. Dolayisiyla mesleki bir yeterlilik
tartismasi, “Bunun trajik ve 6liimciil sonuglar1 oldu” ifadesiyle varolugsal bir risk olarak
kurgulanmaktadir. Bu noktada gog, sadece bir kapasite baskisi degil, dogrudan yasam
hakkini tehdit eden bir olgu seklinde sunulmaktadir. S6ylem, riskin kaynagini “dogmatik
AB kurallar1” olarak belirleyerek, devletin kendi “kontrol” kapasitesinden yoksun
birakildigint iddia etmektedir. NHS, hem maddi bir altyapt hem de toplumsal refahin
simgesel bir tastyicist oldugu i¢in, insa edilen tehdit hem hizmet kapasitesine hem de hasta
giivenligine yonelmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda bu durumun siyasi giivenlik ile de dogrudan
iliskili oldugu goriilmektedir. Zira problem, devletin denetim yetkisinden ve egemenlik
kapasitesinden yoksun birakilmasi seklinde kurgulanmaktadir.

Diger sOylemlerden farkli olarak metindeki en dikkat ¢ekici unsur, gogmen figiiriiniin
suclu olarak degil, “denetlenemeyen” profesyonel risk olarak insa edilmesidir. Bu ¢ergevede
gbc¢ tehdidi, teknik bir dil yeterliliginin 6liimciil sonuglari tizerinden varolussal bir diizleme
tasinmaktadir. Sonug¢ olarak metnin baglayici temasini olusturan “kontrol”, burada gog
aksmin denetiminden ziyade kalite ve gilivenlik denetimi anlamina gelecek sekilde yeniden
{iretilmektedir. Onerilen hamle ise, AB’den ¢ikarak serbest dolasimin baglayiciligindan
kurtulmak ve denetim yetkisini ulusal diizeye geri ¢gekmektir.

Analiz siirecinde incelenen bagka bir sdylem metni, go¢ rejimini sadece bir risk alani

degil, ayn1 zamanda “ahlaksiz” ve “adaletsiz” bir sistem olarak kurgulayan “The EU
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immigration system is immoral and unfair” (AB gd¢ sistemi ahlaksiz ve adaletsizdir) baglikli
kampanya dokiimanidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktor, Vote Leave’in kendisidir. Ancak
sOylem, Interpol eski Genel Sekreteri ve MI6 eski baskani gibi figiirlerin goriislerine
basvurarak giivenlik iddiasini uzman otoriteye dayali nesnel bir zemine tagimaktadir. Metin,
gbcli olagan siyaset alanindan ¢ikararak kagmilmaz bir miidahale gerektiren bir giivenlik
meselesi olarak inga etmektedir. (Bkz. Ek 16).

Metinde referans nesneleri gesitlilik gostermektedir. Devletin “sinir egemenligi” ve
“kimin tilkeye girip ¢ikacagina karar verme kapasitesi” ve “okul”, “hastane” gibi kamu
hizmetlerinin siirdiiriilebilirligi korunmasi1 gereken degerler olarak sunulmaktadir. “Sistem
kontrolden ¢ikt1” ifadesiyle, AB iiyeliginin devletin temel egemenlik yetkilerini engelledigi
ve bu durumun bir kriz halini aldig1 vurgulanmaktadir. Bu kurgu, Kopenhag
Okulu’nun siyasi glivenlik sektorli parametreleriyle, yani devletin orgiitsel istikrar1 ve yetki
kullanimiyla dogrudan ortiismektedir.

Metindeki tehdit insas1, gogiin bir “a¢ik kap1” rejimi olarak resmedilmesi ve bu rejimin
su¢c ve “teror” riskini beraberinde getirdigi iddiasi iizerinden yiiriitilmektedir. Go¢men
Oznesi, “ekonomik katki saglayanlar” ve “su¢ riski tasiyanlar” seklinde iki kategoriye
ayrilarak agikca aragsallastirilmaktadir. S6ylemin en keskin siyasal giivenlik hamlesi, yargi
alanini bir tehdit merkezi olarak kurgulamasidir. “Avrupa Mahkemeleri sinir kontrollerimize
saldirtyor” baslig1 altinda, yargi mekanizmasi sinir denetimini zayiflatan bir aktor olarak
konumlandirilmakta, bu durumun “teroristlerin girisini kolaylastirdig1” iddia edilmektedir.

Soylem, ayn1 zamanda toplumsal giivenlik sektoriine de koprii kurmaktadir. Biiytik
6lcekli gociin okul ve hastaneler lizerindeki baskisi, toplumsal biitlinliige yonelen varolussal
bir tehdit olarak sunulmaktadir. Sistemin “ahlaksiz” olarak nitelendirilmesi,
giivenliklestirme hamlesine ahlaki bir mesruiyet katmaktadir. Go¢lin “insani” boyutlarinin
tartisilmas1 ve “Akdeniz’deki miilteci krizi” vurgusu, nihayetinde “1951 So6zlesmesi’ni
yorumlama yetkisinin Briiksel’e devri” {izerinden bir egemenlik krizine baglanmaktadir. Bu
cergevede goclin, halihazirda yetki devri iizerinden risk tireten kurumsal yapilardan
beslenen tiiretilmis bir gilivenlik meselesi haline geldigi goriilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda
onerilen hamle, “kontroliin geri alinmas1” yani AB’den ayrilmaktir. “Yeniden miizakere ve
reform” seceneklerinin etkisiz ilan edilmesiyle, ayrilma tercihi tek rasyonel ve ahlaki ¢6ziim
olarak mesrulagtiritlmaktadir. Metnin baglayic1 temalar1 olan “kontrol”, “su¢”, “teror” ve
“adalet”, go¢ii siyasi egemenlik ile askeri glivenlik arasinda oOriilen ¢cok katmanl bir tehdit

ag1 olarak kurgulamaktadir.
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“Leave looks like...” (Ayrilmak suna benziyor...) baslikli kampanya dokiimani ise
gocl, bir yonetim krizi olarak tanimlarken “Ayrilma” segenegini bu krizden ¢ikisin “tek
yolu” olarak kurgulamaktadir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktdr, Vote Leave’in kurumsal
yapisidir. Sylem, gogii salt bir politika tercihi olmaktan ¢ikararak, devletin temel yetkileri
ve “AB’nin yasadig1 demokratik krizler” ile birlikte ayni diizlemde konumlandirmaktadir.
Nitekim AB’nin mevcut go¢ rejimi, “korkung¢” ve bir “acik kap1” uygulamasi olarak
resmedilmekte, “ayrilma” ise kontrolii geri almay1 saglayacak tek segenek olarak
cergevelenmektedir. (Bkz. Ek 17).

Metinde referans nesnesi ¢cok katmanli bir yapida insa edilmektedir. Egemen karar
verme kapasitesi, “demokratik kontrol” ve “daha adil ve insancil bir politika” vaadiyle
toplumsal diizeni ve ekonomik refahi referans nesnesi olarak kurgulamaktadir. Bu ¢ercevede
gocmenler, “distik vasifli isgilici” ve “hiikim giymis suglular” seklinde olumsuz
kategorilere indirgenmekte, “yiiksek vasifli kisiler” ise sistemsel olarak engellenen bir fayda
kategorisi olarak sunulmaktadir. Dolayisiyla gogmen olgusunun, isgiicii niteligi ve sug
statiisii ekseninde acikca aragsallastirildigi goriilmektedir.

Metindeki tehdit insasi, AB’nin mevcut yapisinin “demokrasiyi ve refahi baltaladigi”
iddias1 iizerine kurulmaktadir. G6¢ meselesi, yiiksek issizlik, borg krizleri ve islevsizlesen
ekonomik sistemle birlestirilerek genis bir AB ¢0Okiis anlatis1 i¢ine yerlestirilmektedir.
Nitekim metindeki “bir gd¢men krizi ve demokratik bir krizle bogusuyor” ifadesi, gocii daha
biiyiik bir sistemsel istikrarsizligin parcasi olarak sunmaktadir. Bu noktada tehdit, kontrolsiiz
gelen “diisiik vasifli” niifus, tehdidin kaynagi devletin bu niifus akisin1 segme ve eleme
kapasitesinden yoksun birakilmasi seklinde insa edilmektedir.

Sektorel acidan bakildiginda, metindeki baskin sektoriin siyasi sektor oldugu
goriilmektedir. “Demokrasi”, “egemenlik” ve “sinir dis1 etme yetkisi” gibi kavramlar
giivenligin ana omurgasini inga etmektedir. Buna ek olarak, “yiiksek issizlik” ve “borg¢lar”
gibi vurgularla ekonomik sektor de anlatida dahil edilmektedir. Metindeki sektor koprisii,
gociin - kamu  hizmetleri {lizerindeki baskisinin  demokratik  “riza  eksikligiyle”
iliskilendirilmesiyle kurulmaktadir. AB’nin yasadigi demokratik ve ekonomik krizler, gocii
varolussal bir risk olarak sunan bir zemin teskil etmektedir. Metinde vurgulanan “kontrol”
ve “rasyonellik” kavramlar1 ise ayrilma tercihini hem toplumsal diizeni korumak hem de
gbocli “mantiklt bir rejime” kavusturmak adma zorunlu bir giivenlik hamlesi olarak
sunmaktadir.

Analiz edilen bir diger metin, go¢ olgusunu refah devleti ve sosyal yardim rejimi

iizerinden giivenliklestirerek basarisiz bir hiikiimet ve Briiksel otoritesi anlatisina
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dayandiran “The Government’s omnishambles renegotiation” (Hiikiimetin tam bir fiyasko
olan yeniden miizakeresi) baslikli kampanya dokiimanidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici
aktor, Vote Leave’in kurumsal yapisidir. Soylem, gogii ve refah diizenlemelerini ulusal
iradenin erisemedigi bir alan olarak kurgulamakta, dolayisiyla referans nesnesi olarak refah
sisteminin kontrolii ve devletin egemen karar verme yetkisi goriilmektedir. Nitekim
hiikiimetin “acil fren” gibi teknik mekanizmalarinin dahi “Komisyon tarafindan kontrol
edildigi” vurgulanarak, go¢ yonetimi bir yetki devri krizine doniistliriilmektedir. (Bkz. Ek
18).

Metindeki tehdit insasi, gé¢menlerin refah haklarindan yararlanmasi ve bu alanin
Britanya tarafindan kontrol edilememesi iizerinden yiiriitiilmektedir. Yararlanmis olduklari
“vergi indirimi”, “cocuk yardimlar1” gibi uygulamalar tizerinden gé¢menler, Birlesik Krallik
icin bir “maliyet” sisteme “yiik” ve kamu gelirlerinden adaletsiz yararlanan 6zneler olarak
aktarilmaktadir. Aymi zamanda metin, AB kurumlarinin {stiinliigli nedeniyle refah
sisteminin “igleyemez ve karmagik™ bir yapiya biiriindiigii iddia edilmektedir. Bu ger¢evede
metnin baskin hattini siyasi giivenlik sektorii olustururken, yardim maliyetleri ve sistemin
ekonomik yiikii iizerinden ekonomik giivenlik sektdrii anlatiya eklemlenmektedir. Bu tehdit
anlatisinin sonunda vurgulanan olaganiistli 6nlem ise ¢ok aciktir, “Sinirlarimizin kontroliinii
geri almanin... tek yolu ayrilma oyu vermektir.”

Incelenen baska bir kampanya metni ise “Security - Vote Leave is the safer
option” (Giivenlik - Ayrilma oyu daha giivenli bir segenektir) baslikli kampanya
dokiimanidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktor, Vote Leave kampanyasmin kurumsal
sesidir. Soylem gogcii, “serbest dolasim™ ve “kontrol kayb1” lizerinden varolussal bir tehdit
olarak insa etmektedir. Nitekim metin, “sinirlarimizin kontroliinii kaybettik” ifadesiyle
baslayarak, konuyu olagan politika tartigmalarindan ¢ikarmakta ve ulusal giivenlik
kapasitesinin zayiflamasina baglamaktadir. (Bkz. Ek 19).

Metinde referans nesnesi, sinir kontrolii ve bu kontrole bagli olan i¢ giivenlik
kapasitesidir. Dolayisiyla korunmasi gereken degerler, terdrle miicadele yetkinligi ve
devletin kendi smir rejimi iizerindeki egemenligidir. Bu ¢ercevede tehdit, dogrudan
gocmenlerin sahsindan ziyade, AB antlagsmalarindaki serbest dolasim hiikiimleri ve bu
hiikiimlerin ulusal iradeyi asindiran hukuki tistiinliigii olarak kurgulanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla
tehdit kaynagi olarak AB’nin kurumsal diizeni ve bu diizenin yarattig1 egemenlik kaybr isaret
edilmektedir.

Sektorel perspektiften bakildiginda, metnin omurgasini egemenlik ve otorite tartigmasi

iizerinden siyasi sektor olusturmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, “kontrol kaybinin” bir sonucu
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olarak “terérizm ve “su¢la miicadelenin zorlagacag1” iddiasiyla sdylem, askeri giivenlik
sektoriine eklemlenmektedir. Metinde, “Bu, mantikli bir gé¢ politikasina sahip olmay1
imkansiz hale getiriyor ve terdrizmle miicadele etmeyi ve suglularla basa ¢ikmay1 ¢ok daha
zor hale getiriyor” ifadesi ile siyasi ve askeri gilivenlik sektdrleri arasinda bir
kopri kurulmaktadir.

Metin, analiz edilen diger sdylemler ile paralellik gostererek gocti, kurumsal kontrol
boslugu iizerinden terdr ve sugla ayni giivenlik zincirine dahil edilmektedir. “Kontrol”
vurgusu ise giivenligin saglanmasi ve “mantikli bir gé¢ politikas1” kurulmasi i¢in zorunlu
bir 6n kosul olarak sunulmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda AB’den ayrilma tercihi, kontrolii geri
kazanmanin yegane “giivenli segenegi” olarak mesrulastiriimaktadir.

“Being in the EU undermines our defence” (AB iiyesi olmak savunmamizi
zayiflatiyor) baslikli kampanya metninde gilivenliklestirici hamle, gocli dogrudan bir tehdit
olarak sunmaktan ziyade, Avrupa Komisyonu’nun planlarini ve bu planlarin egemen kontrol
alanin1 AB diizeyinde genisletme ¢abasini bir risk olarak gercevelemektedir. (Bkz. Ek 20).

Metinde referans nesnesi cok katmanli bir yapida insa edilmektedir. Ik katmanda,
deniz sinirlar1 baglaminda karar verme yetkisini igeren ulusal egemenlik, korunmasi gereken
deger olarak sunulurken, ikinci katmanda, “ortak bir sahil giivenlik ve donanma planlar1”
tizerinden ulusal askeri kapasite referans nesnesi olarak kurgulanmaktadir. Soylemde go¢
meselesi, bu kurumsal doniistimii “hizlandiran” bir tetikleyici baglam olarak devreye
sokulmaktadir. Dolayistyla go¢ krizi, AB’nin askeri ve kurumsal merkezilesmesini
mesrulastiran bir katalizor olarak kurgulanmaktadir.

Sektorel agidan ele alindiginda, metinde baskin hattin, egemenlik ve karar alma yetkisi
iizerinden siyasi sektdr oldugu goriilmektedir. Ancak ortak donanma ve askeri mimari
tartigmalariyla bu hat, dogrudan askeri sektdre baglanmaktadir. Kopenhag Okulu
perspektifinden bakildiginda, giivenliklestirme hamlesi burada bir askeri saldir1 degil, daha
cok kurumsal yetki devri iizerinden varolussal bir tehlike iiretmektedir. Gog¢ krizinin bu
stireci “hizlandirtyor” olduguna dair yapilan vurgu, risk anlatisini giindelik politikanin
Otesine tasiyarak aciliyet iiretmektedir.

Soylemde gogiin gilivenliklestirilmesi, dnceki metinlerden farkli olarak, yeni bir
giivenlik mimarisi tiretmenin gerekgesi olarak kurgulanmaktadir. G6¢ krizi, merkezilesme
ve egemenlik kaybi zinciri lizerinden savunmanin zayiflamasina yol agan bir dinamik olarak
insa edilmektedir. Bu c¢ercevede “AB’den ayrilma” tercihi, savunma egemenligini

korumanin temel yolu olarak mesrulastirilmaktadir.

77



“Leave is the best choice for science and technology” (Ayrilmak, bilim ve teknoloji
icin en iyi segenek ayrilmaktir) baslikli kampanya metninde ise gdg¢, iki yonli bir anlati
tizerinden giivenliklestirilmektedir. (Bkz. Ek 21). Metinde referans nesnesi, hem askeri
giivenlik (suglularin disarida tutulmasi) hem de {ilkenin bilimsel ve teknolojik kapasitesi
olarak insa edilmektedir. S6ylem, gd¢men 6znesini ya bir tehdit figiirli (suglular) ya da bir
fayda figliri (bilim insanlari) olarak konumlandirmaktadir. Bu durum, go¢iin
aracsallastirildigi ve gé¢cmenin insan olmaktan ziyade “katki” veya “risk” iireten bir birim
olarak nesnelestirildigi bir yaklagima igaret etmektedir. Dolayistyla metin, go¢ politikasini
akilc1 bir zemine oturtmanin tek yolunun AB’den ¢ikmak ve segici bir kontrol mekanizmasi
kurmak oldugunu iddia etmektedir.

Bu yoniiyle metin, su¢ ve asayis vurgusuyla askeri giivenlik sektorii ile, rekabetci
kapasite hedefi iizerinden de ekonomik giivenlik sektorii ile iligkilidir. Dolayistyla séylemde
gociin tehdit niteligi, demokratik ve egemen kontroliin kayb1 iizerinden insa edilmektedir.
Metnin ana temasini olusturan “se¢im” vurgusu, gogii yonetilebilir bir kaynak ve kontrol
edilebilir bir risk olarak tanimlayan bir egemenlik dili inga etmektedir.

Analiz siirecinde incelenen bir bagka metin, referandum sonucunu, acil, olaganiistii bir
eylem alani olarak kurgulayan “A framework for taking back control and establishing a new
UK - EU deal after 23 June” (23 Haziran sonrasinda kontrolii yeniden ele ge¢irmek ve yeni
bir Ingiltere-AB anlasmasi kurmak igin bir cergeve) baslikli ve 15 Haziran 2016 tarihli
kampanya dokiimanidir. Bu metinde giivenliklestirici aktdr, Avam Kamarasi Lideri Chris
Grayling ve Vote Leave kurumsal biinyesidir. Soylem, go¢ii acil miidahale gerektiren bir
givenlik alan1 olarak tanimlamaktadir. Nitekim Grayling’in “acil eylem” vurgusu,
“ayrilma” tercihini tehdidin ciddiyetiyle uyumlu bir gilivenlik hamlesi olarak
cercevelemektedir. (Bkz. Ek 22).

Metinde referans nesnesi ii¢ temel diizlemde insa edilmektedir. Birinci diizeyde
“Britanya’nin gé¢ ve simir rejimi lizerindeki egemen kontrolii”, ikinci diizeyde “terdristlerin
ve ciddi suclularin sinir dis1 edilebilmesini” igeren ulusal giivenlik, {iciincii diizeyde ise
“kamu hizmetleri i¢in saglanacak biitce tasarrufu” ile kamu yarar1 korunmasi gereken
degerler olarak kurgulanmaktadir. Bu ¢ergevede tehdit, AB mahkemelerinin “Britanya’ya
kimin smir dis1 edilebilecegini” sdylemesi, yani devletin egemenlik kapasitesinin asinmasi
olarak insa edilmektedir. Dolayisiyla tehdit kaynag: olarak “Avrupa Adalet Divani’nin
ulusal giivenlik tizerindeki kontrolii” isaret edilmektedir.

Sektorel perspektiften bakildiginda ise metin, gogii tek bir sektore hapsetmeyerek ¢cok

katmanli bir sektor kopriisii kurmaktadir. “Parlamento’nun yetkisi ve mahkeme iistlinliigline
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son verme” vurgusuyla siyasi giivenlik sektorii baskin hatti1 olustururken, “terér ve ciddi
suclular” figiiriiyle askeri sektor, anlatiy1 gliglendirmektedir. Ayrica “kamu hizmetleri i¢in
ongoriilen milyarlarca sterlinlik tasarruf” argiimaniyla ekonomik giivenlik sektorii de bir
mesruiyet destekleyici olarak devreye sokulmaktadir. Bu durum, giivenliklestirme
hamlesinin hem “korku” hem de “rasyonel reform” sdylemiyle pekistirildigini
gostermektedir.

Metnin en belirgin 6zelligi, 6nerilen somut yasal adimlardir. “Avrupa Birligi Hukuku
(Acil Hiikiimler) Tasaris1” ve “Siginma ve GO¢ Kontrol Yasast” gibi bagliklar, smir
rejiminin olagan yasama siireclerinin otesinde, “acil miidahale” mantigiyla diizenlenecegini
gostermektedir. “AB vatandaslarinin giris hakkinin derhal sona erdirilmesi” ve “Avrupa
mahkemelerinin ulusal giivenlik iizerindeki kontroliiniin bitirilmesi”, glivenliklestirme
mantigindaki istisnai dnlem boyutuna karsilik gelmektedir. Metnin baglayici temalar1 olan
“kontrolii geri alma” ve “acil eylem”, go¢ii kamu yarar1 ve ulusal giivenlik adina yeniden
diizenlenmesi gereken bir alan olarak tanimlamaktadir. Bu ¢er¢cevede AB kurumlari, bu
alanin kontrol dis1 kalmasmin temel nedeni olarak hedef alinmakta ve ayrilma tercihi tek
mesru ¢0ziim olarak sunulmaktadir.

3 Haziran 2016 tarihli, “Statement by Michael Gove, Boris Johnson and Gisela Stuart
on NHS funding” (Michael Gove, Boris Johnson ve Gisela Stuart’in NHS finansmani
hakkindaki agiklamasi) baslikli kampanya metninde ise giivenliklestirici aktor, Vote Leave
kampanyasinin 6nde gelen siyasi figiirleri, Michael Gove, Boris Johnson ve Gisela Stuart’tir.
Metin, ayrilma oyu verildikten sonra gergeklesebilecek bir gelecek tahayyiilii iizerine
kuruludur. Gog, devletin siir ve kabul yetkisini yeniden tesis etmesi gereken varolugsal bir
egemenlik alanma cekilmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda, “pasaporta degil beceriye gore kabul”
vurgusuyla gogmen figiirli, secilebilir ve fayda saglamasi gereken bir kaynak olarak insa
edilmektedir. (Bkz. Ek 23).

Soylemin en islevsel yonii, NHS krizini sadece gogle aciklamayip daha genis yapisal
sorunlart da kabul eden “makul” bir ton benimsemesidir. Ancak, bu gercekeilik payr gog
kontroliinii, ¢6zlimiin ilk ve zorunlu adimi olarak konumlandirmak ic¢in kullanilmaktadir.
Dolayisiyla gé¢, NHS nin tiim finansman sorunlarinin tek sebebi olarak degil, sisteme
kaliteli bakim saglama hedefi i¢in olmazsa olmaz bir 6n kosul seklinde ¢ercevelenmektedir.
Bu hamle, giivenliklestirici sdyleme bir rasyonellik zemini kazandirarak ikna ediciligi
artirmaktadir.

Sektorel perspektiften bakildiginda metin, “NHS {izerindeki fon baskilar1”

iizerinden ekonomik sektor ile, smir kontrolii ve egemenlik vurgusu lizerinden siyasi
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sektor arasinda gliglii bir bag kurmaktadir. “Go¢ yonetimi”, “NHS’nin finansman
baskilariyla” ayni ciimle oOriintiisii i¢inde anlamlandirilarak bir sektdr kopriisii insa
edilmektedir. Kopenhag Okulu ¢ergevesinde bu durum gdciin, serbest dolasim ve yetki kaybi
iizerinden olagan siyaset alanindan cikarilip yeniden diizenlenmesi gereken temel bir
kapasite olarak isaretlendigi bir siirece karsilik gelmektedir. Soylemde goc¢ tehdidi, kamu
hizmetlerinin siirdiiriilebilirligi gibi toplumsal acidan giiclii bir referans nesnesinden
beslenerek kurgulanmaktadir. Go¢ kontrolii, NHS gibi hayati bir hizmetin korunmasi adina
acil ve oncelikli bir politika kategorisine yiikseltilmektedir. Metinde vurgulanan “beceri
temelli secme” gocii, ulusal ¢ikar ve kamu yarar1 dogrultusunda filtrelenmesi gereken bir
kitle olarak tanimlayarak, yinelenen egemenlik dilini pekistirmektedir.

Analiz edilen bir diger kampanya metni, Milletvekili Liam Fox’un 2 Haziran 2016
tarihli konusma metnidir. Bu metin, konut krizi ve niifus baskisi lizerinden “kontrolsiiz
gocli”, bireysel insan hareketliliginden ziyade, kentsel alanlari sikistiran ve kamu
hizmetlerini zorlayan biiyiik 6l¢ekli bir niifus artig1 olarak kurgulamaktadir. Nitekim “konut
piyasasindaki sorunlar” sadece ekonomik bir mesele olarak degil, yasam kalitesine ve sosyal
diizenin siirdiirtilebilirligine yonelik bir “maliyet” diliyle insa edilmektedir. (Bkz. Ek 24).

Metindeki referans nesneleri, “konut piyasasinin siirdiiriilebilirligi”, “yesil kusak
alanlar1” ve “kamu hizmetlerine erisim” kapasitesi olarak kurgulanmaktadir. Tehdit ingas1
ise “asir1 kalabaliklasma” ve “konut arzi1 yetersizligi” lizerinden yiiriitiilmektedir. Metinde

b

kullanilan “her yil Liverpool biiyiikliiglinde bir sehir...” ve “glinde 240 yeni ev insa
etmeliyiz” gibi Ol¢ek benzetmeleri ile gog, insan hareketliliginden koparilarak yonetilemez
bir kitle diizleminde sunulmaktadir. Dolayisiyla gdg¢menler, bireylerden ziyade konut
talebini artiran ve sosyal altyapiy1 zorlayan bir niifus bileseni olarak nesnelestirilmektedir.
Bu cergevede “go¢iin kontrol edilmesi”, toplumun hemen hemen tiim kesimleri i¢in bir
zorunluluk olarak ¢ergevelenmektedir. Sektdrel agidan ise baskin hattin, “konut piyasasi” ve
“kiralar” tizerinden ekonomik sektor oldugu goriilmektedir.

Soylemde go¢ tehdidi, “konut darligi”, “tarim arazilerinin kayb1” ve “yasam
standardinin aginmas1” gibi halihazirda sorunlu alanlar ile bir arada kullanilarak
nitelendirilmektedir. Metindeki “bedel” vurgusu ile birlikte gd¢, kontrol edilmesi ve kayit
altina alinmasi gereken bir aciliyet olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Ayrilma tercihi ise bu mekansal
ve ekonomik baskiy1 hafifletmek ve kent yasaminin kalitesini korumak adina rasyonel bir
giivenlik adimi olarak mesrulastirilmaktadir.

Kampanya siirecinde yayimlanan bir bagka metin, go¢ olgusunu dogrudan calisan

kesimin iicretleri ve ekonomik refahi tizerinden bir tehdit unsuru olarak kurgulayan Michael
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Gove, Boris Johnson ve Gisela Stuart’in 31 Mayis 2016 tarihli ortak agiklamasidir. Soylem,
“kontrolsiiz go¢” ifadesiyle gocii, denetlenmedigi takdirde zararli sonuglar iireten bir siire¢
olarak insa etmektedir. Gogmenler, emek piyasasinda rekabeti artiran ve ticretleri asagi
¢eken bir bask1 unsuru olarak nitelendirilmektedir. (Bkz. Ek 25).

Metinde referans nesnesi, “calisan insanlar” ve “calisan ailelerin refahi” olarak insa
edilmektedir. SOylemin giivenliklestirici hamlesi, ekonomik iddialar1 salt bir ydnetim
meselesi diizeyinde birakmayarak, bunlar1 “daha giivenli se¢im” ifadesiyle bir giivenlik
karsilastirmasina doniistiirmesidir. Bu ¢ercevede AB’de kalmak bir risk iken, ayrilmak ise
giivenli bir secenek cercevelenmektedir. Dolayisiyla ekonomik sektorde kurulan “iicret
baskis1” tehdidi, siyasi sektore taginarak “kontrolii geri alma” anlatisiyla eklemlenmektedir.
Bu baglamda metin, “ilicretler” ve “caligsan ailelerin geliri” tlizerinden ekonomik giivenlik
sektoriine eklemlenmektedir. Ancak bu ekonomik hat, “kendi iglerimiz {izerindeki kontrol”
ve demokrasi vurgusu ile siyasi sektdrle birlestirilmektedir. Metindeki “ilicretler artik
kontrolsiiz go¢ tarafindan azaltilmayacak™ seklindeki gelecek tahayyiilii, go¢li dogrudan
ekonomik zarar iireten bir siire¢ olarak tanimlayan kilit bir sektor islevi gormektedir.

Sonug olarak bu sdylemde gociin tehdit niteligi, daha 6nceki metinlerde kurulan
“kontrolsiizliik” repertuarinin iicretler gibi giindelik ve somut bir géstergeye baglanmasiyla
insa edilmektedir. Go¢iin kontrol edilmesi, sadece ekonomik bir tercih degil, ¢calisan ailelerin
refahin1 ve demokratik egemenligi korumak adma zorunlu bir glivenlik adimi olarak
mesrulastirilmaktadir. Siklikla yinelenen “kontrol” ve “kontrolii geri alma” vurgusu,
ekonomik refahin ve toplumsal adalet arayisinin 6n kosulu olarak sunulmaktadir.

Priti Patel’in kamu hizmetlerini merkeze alan 18 Nisan 2016 tarihli agiklamasi,
incelenen bir bagka metindir. Soylem, go¢ii toplumsal refahin ve giinlilk yasamin temel
altyapilariyla, ozellikle “ilkokul yerleri” iizerinden iliskilendirerek bir tehdit mantig
kurmaktadir. Bu baglamda go¢, kamu hizmetlerinin kapasitesini asindiran, mevcut
hizmetlere erisimi zorlastiran ve yerlesik niifusun hizmet alma hakkini zedeleyen bir bask1
kaynag1 olarak insa edilmektedir. Bu yoniiyle metin, diger sdylemler ile paralellik
gostermektedir. (Bkz. Ek 27).

Metinde referans nesneleri, kamu hizmetlerinin isleyebilmesi ve yerlesik niifusun bu
hizmetlere erisim hakki olarak kurgulanmaktadir. S6ylem, ayni1 anda iki farkli mesruiyet
hattin1 birbirine baglamaktadir. Ilk olarak, smirlar iizerindeki “kontroliin geri alinmas:”
vurgusuyla mesele siyasal egemenlige baglanmaktadir. Bu wvurgu, siyasi sektoriin
parametreleri ile uyum gostermektedir. Ikinci olarak ise, “AB’ye gonderilen haftalik 350

milyon sterlinlik kaynagin geri alinarak kamu hizmetlerine yatirilmas1” 6nerisiyle ekonomik
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bir rasyonalite insa edilmektedir. Dolayisiyla go¢ kontrolii, sadece bir giivenlik ihtiyact
degil, ayn1 zamanda kamu hizmetlerindeki baskinin telafisi i¢in zorunlu bir mali ¢6ziim
olarak sunulmaktadir. Bu agidan sdylem, ekonomik sektore eklemlenmektedir.

Metindeki tehdit insasi, mevcut durumun Otesine gecerek gelecege doniik bir risk
senaryosuyla genisletilmektedir. “Tiirkiye, Arnavutluk, Sirbistan gibi katilim siirecindeki
iilkeler” lizerinden bir “genisleme dalgasi” anlatis1 kurulmaktadir. Bu {ilkelerin iiyeligiyle
birlikte “serbest dolasimin okul yerleri tizerindeki baskiy1 daha da artiracagi” iddia edilerek,
tehdit algis1 tirmandirilmaktadir. Nitekim “kalmak™ tercihi, sadece bugiinkii sorunlari
sirdiirmek degil, gelecekte daha biiylik bir kapasite krizini davet etmek olarak
cergevelenmektedir. Metinde vurgulanan, “kontrol” ve “siirdiiriilemez baski”, gé¢li hem
siyasi hesap verebilirlik hem de toplumsal siirdiiriilebilirlik adina acilen miidahale edilmesi
gereken bir alan olarak tanimlamaktadir. Ayrilma tercihi, bu baskiy1 hafifletecek ve “kamu
kaynaklarin1 ulusal Onceliklere yoOnlendirecek” yegane gilivenlik hamlesi olarak
mesrulastirilmaktadir.

Incelenen diger bir metin, AB’nin mevcut politikalarinin giivenlik ve istikrar
saglamaktan uzak oldugunu iddia eden Michael Gove’un 20 Subat 2016 tarihli agiklama
metnidir. Gove, AB’yi sadece ekonomik bir basarisizlik alani olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda
“kitlesel issizligi yerlesik hale getiren” ve gilivensizlik lireten bir tehdit kaynagi olarak
kurgulamaktadir. Nitekim go¢ olgusu, bu “istikrarsizlik” tablosunun bir sonucu olarak,
“insan kagakeiligini cesaretlendiren” ve “sinirlarda krize neden olan” bir siire¢ olarak insa
edilmektedir. (Bkz. Ek 28).

Metinde referans nesnesi, toplumsal istikrar, sinirlarin yonetilebilirligi ve siyasal
diizenin hesap verebilirligi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Gove, “AB’nin Libya ve Suriye krizleri
karsisindaki yonetim zafiyetini” vurgulayarak, dis krizlerin i¢ giivenlik sorunlarini nasil
tetikledigini dile getirmektedir. Bu c¢er¢evede gog, “miilteci kamplari, dikenli teller” ve
“tarihi gerginliklerin geri doniisli” iizerinden toplumsal bir mesele olmaktan ¢ikarilip, bir
siir giivenligi ve egemenlik sorununa doniistiiriilmektedir.

Metindeki en keskin giivenliklestirme hamlesi, Interpol’iin eski baskanina atifla
serbest dolagim rejiminin “terdristleri davet eden bir tabela” olarak kurgulanmasidir. Bu
sOylemle go¢, dogrudan terdr gegiskenligi ile eslestirilmekte ve gdgmen figiirii glivenlik
riskinin bir tastyicisi haline getirilmektedir. Sektorel perspektiften bakildiginda, baskin hatti
siyasal mesruiyet ve dlizen vurgusuyla siyasi sektor olusturmaktadir. Teror korkusu ve asiri

sagin yiikselisi gibi unsurlarla da, toplumsal ve askeri sektorler anlatiya dahil edilmektedir.
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Bir sonraki metin, mevcut go¢ politikasini ulusal ¢ikara zarar veren ve giivenlik
zafiyeti yaratan bir yap1 olarak kurgulayan Dominic Cummings’in 22 Ocak 2016 tarihli
roportaj metnidir. Bu metinde glivenliklestirici aktér, kampanya direktorii Dominic
Cummings’tir. SOylem, gog¢ politikasini siradan bir tartisma konusu olmaktan ¢ikarip “zararl
ve irrasyonel” bir yap1 olarak konumlandirmaktadir. Mevcut rejim, tehlikeli kisilerin girisini
engelleyemeyen ve nitelikli isgiiclinii disarida birakan bir sistem olarak inga edilmektedir.
(Bkz. Ek 29).

Tehdit insasi, goc¢ rejiminin “hiikiim giymis katilleri” dahi eleyemedigi iddiasi
iizerinden, en ug¢ 6rnekler kullanilarak yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu durum go¢ olgusunun, kamusal
algida sugla iligkilendirilmesine hizmet etmektedir. Dolayisiyla tehdit, teknik olarak tim
gogmenlere yoneltilmese de, go¢ akisinin icine yerlestirilen “katil” figiirii, su¢ ¢agrisimini
tartismanin merkezine tasimaktadir. Ayni1 zamanda metin, “katki iireten nitelikli go¢” ve
“zarar veren sistem” karsithig1 lizerinden anlati1 gerceklestirmektedir. Metinde, “fizik¢ilerin
ve mithendislerin engellenmesi” ile “katillerin girisinin dnlenememesi” arasindaki karsitlik,
gocmenlerin kim oldugundan ziyade ne ise yaradigi lizerinden degerlendirildigi bir
aragsallastirma siirecine isaret etmektedir. Bu kurgu, ekonomik fayda ile askeri giivenlik
risklerini ayn1 diizlemde bulusturan kilit bir sektor kopriisii kurmaktadir.

Analiz siirecinde ele aliman son metin, Michael Gove, Boris Johnson ve Gisela Stuart
tarafindan donemin Bagbakani1 David Cameron’a yoneltilen “PM Challenged To Set Out The
Facts On EU Immigration” (Bagbakan, AB Go¢menligi Konusunda Gergekleri Ortaya
Koymaya Cagrildi) baslhikli ve 29 Mayis 2016 tarihli bir agik mektuptur. Mektup
incelendiginde, icerisinde yer alan sdylemlerin, kampanya siirecinde iizerinde durulan ve
diger metinlerde siklikla karsilasilan temalarin bir 6zeti olarak degerlendirilebilir. Mektup,
gb¢ olgusunu tekil bir politika alan1 olmaktan ¢ikararak ¢oklu sektorlerde es zamanli bir
tehdit unsuruna doniistiiren sOylemsel bir toparlayici islevi gormektedir. Metinde “gdg¢iin
kiiltiirel, sosyal ve ekonomik faydalarma™ atif yapilarak kurulan bu ortak anlati,
kampanyanin genel stratejisi dahilinde sdyleme, makul bir zemin hazirlamaktadir. (Bkz. Ek
26).

Metin, goclin giivenliklestirilmesini iki katmanli bir “6teki” kurgusu ile
derinlestirmektedir. lk diizlemde kontrolsiiz ve dlgiisiiz gdc¢, nicel verilerle desteklenen
kitlesel bir akig olarak betimlenmektedir. “Oxford biiyiikliiglinde niifus” gibi metaforlar ve
“270.000 kisi geldi” gibi nicel veriler ile desteklenen bu kitlesellestirme stratejisi, gogii
“kamu hizmetleri iizerinde 6zel bir baski yaratan” kapasite fazlasi olarak sunmaktadir. Ikinci

diizlemde ise tehdidin asil kaynagi olarak “AB’nin kurumsal ve hukuki diizeni” isaret
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edilmektedir. AB fliyeliginin ulusal karar alma kapasitesini ve yargisal yetkiyi sinirladigi
iddiasi, go¢iin bir tehdit olarak islemesine zemin hazirlayan asil kaynagin “AB’nin serbest
dolasim rejimi” olarak konumlandirmaktadir. Bu baglamda tehdidin kendisi go¢ akisi iken,
tehdidin faili ise Britanya’nin egemenligini kisitladig1 iddia edilen “AB kurumlar1 ve Avrupa
Adalet Divan1” olarak goriilmektedir. Bu c¢ercevede gilivenliklestirme hamlesi,
dogrudan “kontrol kayb1” iddiasina dayandirilmaktadir. Gogten “fayda” saglanabilmesinin
temel kosulu, go¢ politikalar1 iizerinde, kamuoyu ve devletin tam bir denetim sahibi
olmasina baglanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla “kontrol” kavrami, tiim sdylemi bir arada tutan
merkezi bir islev gérmektedir.

Sektorel diizlemde mektup, gogli ekonomik agidan tehdidin bir pargasi olarak
tanimlayarak “diisiik iicretli iscilerin refahina yonelen bir baski” unsuru seklinde insa
etmektedir. Burada go¢men figiirli, emek piyasasinda iicretleri asagi c¢eken yapisal bir
siirecin aktorii olarak aragsallagtirilmaktadir. Bu soyleme, “77.000 is arayan Birlesik
Krallik’a geldi”, gibi sayisal veriler eklenerek tehdit algis1 somutlagtirilmaktadir. Ardindan
sOylem, giivenlik ve insani sektorleri yan yana getirerek tonu yiikseltmektedir. “Avrupa
Adalet Divani’nin smir dis1 etme kapasitesine miidahalesi” askeri giivenlik ve kamu diizeni
iizerinden sorunsallastirilirken, “Akdeniz’deki diizensiz goc trafigi” AB’nin yonetimsel ve
ahlaki basarisizlig1 olarak sunulmaktadir. Boylece giivenliklestirme hamlesi sadece fiziksel
bir tehdit algis1 iizerinden degil, ayn1 zamanda “AB’nin krizleri yonetemedigi” iddiastyla
ahlaki bir mesruiyet zemini {izerinden inga edilmektedir.

Metnin sonug¢ boliimiinde kurulan karsilastirma zinciri, segmen i¢in tercihi teknik bir
politika tartigmasindan ¢ikararak varolussal bir karara doniistiirmektedir. AB’de kalmak,
serbest dolagimin kalicilasmas1 ve ulusal kararlarmn iptali gibi bir dizi riskle
0zdeslestirilmekte ve “AB’de kalirsak durum daha da kotiilesecek™ gibi sdylemler ile bu
durum pekistirilmektedir. Buna karsilik “ayrilmak” kontroliin ve egemenligin yeniden tesisi
icin “tek rasyonel ve giivenli” se¢enek olarak kurgulanmaktadir. Nitekim bu sdylemsel
yapida oy verme eylemi, giivenligin yeniden insasin1 hedefleyen bir olaganiistii tedbir islevi
gormektedir. Sonug olarak mektup, ekonomi, kamu hizmetleri, askeri glivenlik ve egemenlik
alanlar1 arasinda kurdugu giiclii sektdrel kopriilerle gocii cok boyutlu bir glivenlik meselesi

olarak insa etmektedir.
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3.1.1. Analizin degerlendirilmesi: elde edilen bulgular

Vote Leave kampanyasina ait olan ve calismanin veri setini olusturan, tim bu
sOylemler, Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenliklestirme ve sektorel giivenlik yaklagimlar: bir
arada kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Calismada, Brexit siirecinde gociin nasil ve hangi
sektorel dinamikler igerisinde gilivenliklestirildigi incelenirken, giivenliklestirici aktdrler,
referans nesneleri, tehdit insas1 ve kullanilan s6z-edimleri, dinleyici kitle ve ikna mantigi,
kolaylastirict kosullar, olaganiistii dnlem ¢agrist ve son olarak sektorler ve sektorler arasi
etkilesimler kapsamli bir sekilde analiz edilmistir.

Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenliklestirme ve sektorel giivenlik yaklagimlari ¢ergevesinde
yiiriitiilen sdylem analizinin bulgularin1 daha sistematik ve izlenebilir kilmak amaciyla, elde
edilen bulgular Tablo 4’te biitiinciil bir bicimde Ozetlenmistir. Tablo, analiz siirecinde
metinlerde tekrar eden ve giivenliklestirme dinamigini kuran unsurlari, giivenliklestirmenin
temel bilesenleri baglaminda bir araya getirmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, gilivenliklestirici
aktorler, metinlerde siklikla yinelenen anahtar kavramlar, referans nesneleri, varolussal
tehdit sdylemi, olaganiistii 6nlem repertuari, kolaylastirict kosullar ve giivenlik sektorleri tek
bir matris halinde sunulmaktadir. Béylece tablo, analiz siirecinde pargali bicimde izlenen
insa siirecinin hangi giivenliklestirme bilesenleri {izerinden kurgulandigi netlestirilmeyi ve
bu bilesenleri sektorel dinamikler ile bir arada sunarak giivenliklestirme siirecinin biitlinciil
bir sekilde takip edilebilmesini miimkiin kilmaktadir.

Tablo 4’ten anlasilacag: lizere, metinlerdeki giivenliklestirme sdylemi belirli anahtar
kavramlar etrafinda yogunlagmakta ve tehdit anlatisi ¢ogunlukla katmanli bir form
kazanmaktadir. Bu katmanli yap1 ile gociin tek basina bir olgu olarak degil, kontrol kaybz,
risk ve giivenlik gibi bir takim anahtar kavramlar iizerinden, AB ile bir arada sunularak
“yonetilemez” bir tehdit olarak sunuldugu goriilmektedir. Referans nesneleri ile varolussal
tehdit sdylemi arasinda kurulan bag, olaganiistii onlem g¢agrisinin mesrulastirici zeminini
giiclendirmektedir. Kolaylastirict kosullar ile de giivenliklestirici aktorleri siyasi giicii,
sosyal konumu ve sdz-ediminin niteligi lizerinden giivenliklestirme hamlesinin kabul
edilebilirligi arttirilmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda Tablo 4, yalnizca bulgularin 6zetini sunmakla
kalmay1ip, ayn1 zamanda takip eden sentez boliimiinde (Bkz. Bolim 3.2.), Vote Leave
kampanyasinda gogiin giivenliklestirilmesinin nasil kurgulandigi ve hangi sektorel
dinamikler {izerinden insa edildigini degerlendirmeye imkan veren bir analitik matris islevi

gormektedir.
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Tablo 4. Giivenliklestirme Bilesenleri Baglaminda Elde Edilen Bulgular

Giivenlikles- | Yinelenen Varolussal
tirici v Anahtar Referans Teh dsit Olaganiistii Kolaylastiric1 | Giivenlik
Nesnesi nlem Kosullar ktorleri
Aktor(ler) Kavramlar esnes Soylemi Onle T Sektorle
Kontrolii
almak Kullanmilan
eri almak, .
Vote Leave g . Serbest dilin yapisi ve
kontrol, gég, Ulusal A
Kurumsal . ) . dolagimin giicii, s0z-
giivenlik, egemenlik, 0
Yapist; . sona ediminin
serbest Demokratik L. . el rece
dol erdirilmesi niteligi:
. olagim, onay, .
Boris 3 . Y Puan tabanl Resmi
kontrolsiiz Kamu . . e
Johnson, . diizeni sisteme gecis istatistikler,
. 0¢, sinir, lizenin .
Michael £0¢ - Katmanh Gog kamu kurumu
puan tabanli | siirdiirile- L .
Gove, . e e « oteki » | politikalarinin | raporlari, yargi
.. sistem, bilirligi, . o .
Priti Patel, . kurgusu yeniden kararlari, Siyasi,
. beceri, Hukuk .. . .. . .
Gisela Kamu sistemi diizenlenmesi giivenlik Ekonomik,
Stuart, i ) L Tehdit: AB’nin biirokrasisi... Askeri
. hizmetleri, | I¢ giivenlik, . .
Chris . Gog hukuki ve
. tehlike, Toplumsal e e I
Grayling, . dstlinliiglinii | Giivenliklesti- | Toplumsal
ekonomi, refah, . e .
Matthew . Tehdidin sonlandirmak rici aktoriin Sektor
. suglular, Ekonomik . , e
Elliot, . Kaynagr: AB’den siyasi giicii ve
.. fayda, kamu piyasa
Dominic . . AB ayrilmak sosyal
yarari, risk, dengesi,
Raab, terdristler, | Is piyasasi konumu:
Liam Fox, N k’ ; pKy ’ Kontrolii Milletvekilleri,
i ekonomi amu R
Iain Duncan . . . Geri Almak Bakanlar,
. gdgmen, hizmetleri, .
Smith, . . Lo Belediye
.. igsizlik, Ingiliz
Dominic r « Take Back Baskanlari,
. hiikiim Halka,
Cummings. giymis Control » Parlamento
iy - .
Uyeleri...
suclular... Y

Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenliklestirme yaklagimi ele alinirken deginildigi tizere, bir

s0z-ediminin basarisi, giivenliklestirici aktoriin toplum nezdindeki otoritesine ve sahip

oldugu sosyal sermayeye, yani “kolaylastirict kosullara” bagl olarak sekillenmektedir. Bu

baglamda, Vote Leave kampanyasiin kurumsal yapisi igerisinde yer alan giivenliklestirici

aktorlerin politik agirligi, gociin gilivenliklestirilmesi siirecinde belirleyici bir mesruiyet

zemini olusturmaktadir. Stirecin 6nde gelen aktorleri arasinda, donemin Londra Belediye

Baskan1 Boris Johnson, Adalet Bakan1 Michael Gove, Caligma Bakani Priti Patel ve Avam

Kamarasi Lideri Chris Grayling gibi hiikiimetin merkezinde yer alan isimlerin bulunmasi,

giivenlik sdyleminin resmi ve ciddi bir tehdit algis1 olarak kurgulanmasini kolaylastirmistir.

Ayrica, kampanyanin baskanligini yiiriitiilen is¢i Partisi Milletvekili Gisela Stuart’in varlig:

ve partisinden isimlerinde kampanyaya dahil olmasi, sdylemin ¢esitlilik kazanmasina hizmet

etmigstir. Kampanya bilinyesindeki, Dominic Cummings (Kampanya Direktorii) ve Matthew

Elliott (Icra Kurulu Baskani) gibi stratejik isimler ise bu siyasi mesruiyeti operasyonel bir
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giice doniistlirmiistiir. [ain  Duncan Smith (Eski Calisma ve Sosyal Giivenlik
Bakani), Dominic Raab (Donemin Adalet Bakan Yardimcisi) ve Liam Fox (Muhafazakar
Parti Milletvekili) gibi etkili parlamenterlerin de siirece dahil olmasi, gé¢ sdylemine
mesruiyet zemini kazandirmigtir.

Bu aktorler, giivenliklestirme s6z-edimini, yalnizca siyasi bir kampanya vaadi olarak
birakmayip, sOylemsel otoriteyi genisleten ¢ok katmanli stratejilerle desteklemislerdir.
Kopenhag Okulu perspektifinden bakildiginda, siirecin basarisin1 belirleyen diger bir
kolaylastirict kosul, sdylemin i¢sel niteligi ve sunum bigimidir. Vote Leave aktorleri, resmi
istatistikleri, kamu kurumu raporlarini1 ve yargisal atiflar1 ustalikla kullanarak, ayrica eski
giivenlik biirokrasisi gibi otoriteleri slirece dahil ederek tehdit anlatisin1 kisisel bir kanaat
olmaktan ¢ikarmislardir. Bu strateji sayesinde gog, 6znel bir siyasi goriisten ziyade, nesnel
ve kanita dayali bir risk olarak kurgulanmistir. SOylemin bu teknik ve uzmanlik odakl
mesrulastirma zemini, glivenliklestirmenin kabul esigini diisiirerek, dinleyici kitlenin bu
tehdit insasini rasyonel bir gerceklik olarak benimsemesini kolaylastirmistir.

Incelenen veri setinde referans nesneleri ise tekil bir odaga indirgenmemis aksine, go¢
olgusu farkli giivenlik sektorlerine eklemlendik¢e korunmasi gereken degerler ve yapilar da
buna paralel olarak katmanlagsmistir. Bu siirecte referans nesnesi, toplumsal refahin ve
giindelik yasamin siirdiirtilebilirliginden ekonomik diizenin istikrarina, siyasal egemenligin
yeniden tesisinden i¢ giivenligin korunmasina kadar uzanan genis bir yelpazede insa
edilmigtir. Referans nesnelerindeki bu ¢ogalma, go¢ii bagimsiz bir risk olmaktan ¢ikararak,
toplumun farkli katmanlarinda iiretilen kaygilart birbirine eklemleyen, ¢ok sektorlii bir
giivenlik tahayytiliine doniistiirmiistiir.

Kampanya siirecindeki tehdit insasi, tekil bir “Oteki” kurgusunun 6tesine gecerek,
birbirini besleyen ve mesrulastiran katmanli bir giivenliklestirme tizerine kurulmaktadir. Bu
siiregte goc, yalnizca kendi bagina bir tehdit alani olarak degil, bir nedensellik
zinciri igerisinde kurgulanmaktadir. Soylemlerde 6n plana ¢ikan “kontrolsiizliik” vurgusu,
gocii salt niceliksel bir artigtan ziyade rizasiz, yonetilemez ve demokratik onaydan yoksun
yapisal bir kriz olarak tarif etmektedir. “Sistemin kontrolden c¢ikmasi” ve “kimlerin
geldiginin bilinmemesi” gibi vurgularla gog¢, olagan bir yonetim meselesi olmaktan
cikarilarak yonetilemeyen bir giivenlik tehdidine doniistiiriilmektedir. Bu noktada tehdidin
kaynagi, go¢menlerin bireysel niteliklerinden ziyade, AB iiyeliginin yaratti§1 serbest
dolasim ve hukuk diizenidir. “Briiksel’in smir denetimi” ve “iltica siirecleri tizerindeki
yetkisi”, ulusal egemenligi asindiran ve kontrol kaybini kalicilastiran temel bir yapisal risk

alani olarak kurgulanmaktadir.
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Yapisal diizeydeki bu kontrolsiizliik anlatisi, sdylemde tek basina birakilmayarak
suclu, terorist veya katil gibi tehlikeli figiirler ile somutlagtirilmaktadir. Gilivenliklestirme
siirecini hizlandiran bu u¢ Orneklerin bilingli kullanimi, riskin kamuoyu nezdinde
bedenlesmesini ve soyut kaygilarin fiziksel bir tehdit algisina doniigmesini saglamaktadir.
Metinlerde goc ve sug anlatilarinin sistematik bicimde bir arada kullanilmasi, dogrudan bir
genelleme yapilmasa dahi go¢ tartismasini giivenlik eksenine sabitleyen bir etki
iretmektedir. Bu somutlastirma stratejisi, yapisal bir kriz olarak sunulan “kontrolsiizlik”
temasini, giindelik hayati tehdit eden bir “tehlikeli yabanci” figiiriiyle birlestirerek tehdit
insasim1 giiclendirmektedir. Kritik olan nokta, bu iki giivenliklestirme hattinin birbirini
stirekli besleyen bir tehdit zinciri olusturmasidir. AB, go¢ tehdidinin asil kaynagi ve iireticisi
olarak kuruldugu olclide gog tlizerinden giivenliklestirilmekte, gd¢ ise AB’nin hukuk ve
yonetim sekli yiiziinden “kontrol edilemez” hale geldigi iddiasiyla daha kolay ve acil bir
bi¢imde giivenliklestirilmektedir. Bu nedensellik bagi sayesinde tehdit anlatisi, biri digerini
mesrulastiran katmanli bir form kazanmaktadir.

Giivenliklestirme siirecindeki séz-edimleri, tehdidi sadece tanimlamaya degil, bu
tehdide kars1 alinacak acil ve olaganiistii 6nlem diline de dayanmaktadir. Veri setinde goc,
olagan siyasi siiregler igerisinde yonetilemeyecek, “kriz”, “esik noktas1” ve “tehlike” gibi
kavramsal isaretlerle derhal miidahale gerektiren varolussal bir gilivenlik alanina
cekilmektedir. Bu aciliyet anlatis1 ¢ercevesinde sunulan olaganiistii onlem repertuari ise
serbest dolagimin sona erdirilmesi, puan tabanli bir go¢ sistemine gegis, sinir dist
kapasitesinin genisletilmesi ve nihayetinde de AB’nin hukuki istiinliigii sonlandirilarak
“kontroliin geri alinmas1” (take back control) olarak sunulmaktadir. Son tahlilde bu dilsel
kurgu, referandumu basit bir siyasi siirecin disina tasiyarak, AB’de “Kalmak™ (Remain)
tehlikeli ve riskli bir belirsizlik, “Ayrilmak™ (Leave) ise varolugsal bir tehdide karsi tek
“glivenli” secenek olarak kodlanmaktadir. Boylece AB’den ayrilmak, mutlak bir glivenlik
tercihine doniismektedir.

Son olarak, sektorel giivenlik perspektifinden gociin ekonomik, toplumsal, siyasi ve
askeri giivenlik alanlarinda elen alindigr ve bu sektdrlerin birbirinden bagimsiz degil,
stirekli etkilesim icerisinde olan alanlar oldugu goriilmektedir. Analiz siirecinde tek tek ele
alman bu sektorler, aktoriin goziinden birlestirilecek ve boliim, aktoriin biitiinlestirici

anlatisini ortaya koyan “Aktoriin Lensinden Sektorel Sentez” ile kapanacaktir.
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3.2. Aktoriin Lensinden Sektorel Sentez: Toplam Giivenlik Tahayyiilii ve “Kontrolii
Geri Almak”

Kopenhag Okulu’nun kuramsal ¢er¢evesinde gilivenligin bes sektdre ayristirilmasi,
giivenligi parcalara ayirmak ic¢in degil, aksine onun ¢ok boyutlu dogasini daha net bir
bicimde yeniden bir araya getirmek i¢indir. Ciinkii sektorler, ontolojik olarak kapali alt
sistemler olmaktan ziyade, aym1i meseleyi farkli acgilardan goriinlir kilan analitik
lensler olarak islev gdrmektedir. Bu lensler sadece analistin digsal perspektifinde degil,
politika yapict aktorlerin zihninde de yer almaktadir. Bu baglamda sektorler, giivenligi
tanimlayan birimlerin i¢ diinyasinda farkl tiirdeki giivenlik kaygilar1 olarak var olmaktadir.
Zira aktorler, karsilastiklart cesitli kaygilart stirekli tartarak ve sentezleyerek ana giivenlik
meselelerini genel bir degerlendirmeye tabi tutarlar."’

Kopenhag Okulu’na gore siyasal siireclerin derinligini kavramak, etkilesimlere ve
birbirini besleyen tekrarlara odaklanmayi, yani tek bir sektore odaklanmayarak birbirine
bagl giivenliklestirmelerin konstelasyonlarini aramay1 gerektirir. Bu nedenle analiz siireci,
kompleks aktorlerin tanimladigi ana giivenlik kaygilarmin bir konstelasyonu olarak
sonlandirilmalidir. Devletlerin tiim sektorlerde aktif rol oynamasi, belirli bir sektore kok
salmis goriinen referans nesnelerinin bile diger alanlarla siirekli bir etkilesim iginde
oldugunu kanitlar niteliktedir. Bu durum, giivenlik algisinin aktdrler nezdinde ¢ogu kez
bir toplam giivenlik olarak tezahiir etmesine ve farkli sektorlerin birbiriyle karsilikli olarak
tartilmasina yol acar. Bu noktada arastirma, sektorler arasi baglantilarin isleyis
mekanizmasini agia ¢ikarmalidir. Bir sektoriin daima baskin m1 oldugu, yoksa sektorlerin
genel bir giivenlik meselesi 1s18inda birbirini “karsilikli olarak renklendirerek™ (mutual
coloring) daha karmasik bir “asir1 belirlenim” (overdetermination) mi {irettigi sorusu bu
sentezin merkezindedir. Bu siirecin kurumsal ve biirokratik boyutlari, aktorlerin hangi
meseleleri birincil giivenlik Oncelikleri olarak yiikseltecegini dogrudan belirler. Zira
Kopenhag Okulu’nun belirttigi iizere giivenlik, dogas1 geregi mutlak bir 6ncelik meselesidir.
Siyaseten farkli meselelerin bu oncelik hiyerarsisi i¢in rekabet etmesi, aktdrlerin go¢ gibi
cok boyutlu olgular1 zihinlerinde nasil bir senteze ulastirdigini ve “kontrolii geri alma” gibi
kapsayici sloganlarla bu sentezi nasil politik bir eyleme doniistiirdiiglinii anlamay1 zorunlu

kilmaktadir,2%8

207 Buzan, Waever ve de Wilde, Security: A New Framework for Analysis, 167-168.
208 4ge. ss. 168-169, 175-176
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Brexit referandumunda Vofe Leave kampanyasmin gogli gilivenliklestirme stireci
incelendiginde, gogiin tek bir sektore hapsedilmis dar bir tehdit algisindan ziyade, farkli
giivenlik  sektorlerinde  biriken  kaygilarin  sistematik  bir  bigimde  birbirine
eklemlendigi, toplam giivenlik tahayyiilii izerinden insa edildigi goriilmektedir. Kopenhag
Okulu’nun literatiire kazandirdig1 “aktoriin lensinden sektorler arasi giivenlik baglar1”, bu
noktada analitik bir zorunluluk teskil etmektedir. Zira yukarida deginildigi {lizere bu
yaklasim, bes giivenlik sektoriinii sadece disaridan bir gozlemle kategorize etmek yerine,
aktoriin kendi zihninde, farkl tiirdeki glivenlik kaygilarini nasil tarttigini, topladigini ve
birlestirdigini goriiniir kilmay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu baglamda go¢, kampanya siirecindeki
sOylemler araciligiyla olagan bir politika sorunu olmaktan ¢ikarilarak, bir {ist mesele haline
gelmistir. SOylem evreninde gogiin bu sekilde merkezi bir konuma yerlestirilmesi, yalnizca
“gbdcmen sayisindaki artis” gibi niceliksel ve si1g bir iddiaya dayanmamaktadir. Aksine gog
olgusu, “kontrol”, “risk”, “tehlike”, “kamu yarar1”, “giivenlik” ve “ulusal ¢ikar” gibi diiglim
kavramlar etrafinda oriilerek, kamu hizmetlerinin kapasitesi, ekonomik piyasanin dengesi,
siyasal egemenligin bekasi, devletin i¢ giivenligi ve eleme kapasitesi ile bir biitiin halinde
diisiiniilmektedir. Bu durum, giivenliklestirmenin sektorler arasinda siirekli hareket eden ve
birbirini besleyen bir konstelasyon olarak tezahiir etmesini saglar. Tekil ve izole bir tehdit
anlatis1 yerine, birbirini besleyen bir tehdit zinciri kurulmustur. Bu zincir igerisinde, bir
sektorde {retilen gilivensizlik algisi, diger bir sektordeki kaygiyr tetiklemekte, onu
beslemekte ve gilivenliklestirme siirecinin toplumsal kabuliinii hizlandirmaktadir.

Vote Leave’in sOylem stratejisinde tehdit anlatisinin bu denli ikna edici bir gii¢
kazanmasi, tam olarak bucapraz yogunlasma mekanizmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir.
Ormegin, kamu hizmetleri iizerindeki baski anlatis1 basit bir biitce meselesi olmaktan
cikarilip sug ve terdr gibi askeri gilivenlik riskleriyle harmanlanmaktadir. Bu askeri glivenlik
riskleri ise dogrudan devletin egemenlik kaybi iddiasina yani siyasi sektore baglanmakta,
egemenlik kaybi sOylemi ise tekrardan gociin mevcut sistem igerisindeki ‘“kontrol
edilemezligi” argiimanini yeniden iiretmektedir. Bu katmanli kurgu, aktoriin farkl dinleyici
kitlelerine (hastanede sira bekleyen hastalar, vergi yiikii altindaki miikellefler, isini
kaybetme korkusu yasayan is¢iler veya konut arayan gengler) hitap ederken, her seferinde
farkli bir sektorel kaygiyr harekete gecirmesine olanak tamimaktadir. Ancak bu pargali
goriinen kaygilarin tamami, sonunda tek bir temel kavramda birlestirilmektedir;
“KONTROL”.

Kampanya siirecinde giivenliklestirmenin, sektorler arasi stirekli hareket eden ve

birbirini karsilikli renklendirerek bir konstelasyon olarak tezahiir ettigi goriilmektedir.
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Boylece, tekil ve izole bir tehdit anlatist yerine, birbirini besleyen bir tehdit zinciri
kurulmaktadir. Bu zincir igerisinde bir sektdrde iiretilen gilivensizlik algisi, diger bir
sektordeki kaygiy1 tetiklemekte, onu beslemekte ve giivenliklestirme siirecinin toplumsal
kabuliinii hizlandiran bir etkilesim dinamigi tiretmektedir. Asagidaki Sekil 1 ile, s6z konusu
sektorler arasi etkilesimler ve “kontrol” kavrami etrafinda isleyen karsilikli renklendirmeler
sematik olarak aktarilmaya c¢alisgilmistir. Sekilde goriilecegi lizere Vote Leave
kampanyasinda go¢iin giivenliklestirilmesi siirecinde, siyasi sektordeki egemenlik kayb1 ve
kontrolsiizliik anlatisi, Ticret baskisi, igsizlik ve kamu hizmetleri tizerindeki yiik anlatilar ile
ekonomik sektore baglanmaktadir. Bu ekonomik giivenlik kaygilari, toplumsal huzursuzluk
ve biitlinlikk anlatilar1 iizerinden toplumsal sektore eklemlenmekte, toplumsal sektdrdeki
tehdit sdylemi ise, sinir kontrolii, terérizm ve sug¢ ile bagdastirilarak askeri sektorle
iliskilendirilmektedir. Askeri kaygilar ise, yeniden siyasal sektdrdeki kontrolsiizliik
anlatisina baglanmakta ve tehdit zinciri tamamlanmaktadir. Boylece aktor, bir sektorde
tiretilen kaygiy1 bagka bir sektore tagirken bu gegisi, “kontrol” kavraminin sagladigi esneklik
iizerinden stirekli yeniden tiretmektedir. Tiim bu kurgu igerisinde, siyasi sektér ve onunla
baglantili olan egemenlik meselesi, diger tiim sektorlerdeki kaygilar1 bir potada eriterek bir
iist ¢at1 islevi gdrmiis, biitiin sektorel dinamikler sonunda birbirini renklendirerek kontrol
kavrami araciligiyla siyasi sektore baglanmis ve siyasi sektor tiim sektorleri birbirine

eklemleyen bir katalizor islevi gormiistiir.

Siyasi Sektor

Egemenlik kaybi,

kontrolsiizlik... '
Askeri Sektor Ekonomik Sektor
Sinur kontrolil, terdrizm, sug... TOPLAM GUVENLIK Ucr;t baskus, igsizlik, kamu
izmetlerindeki yiik...

Toplumsal Sektor _,
_ TE))plumsal huzursuzluk... «’NTRO

Sekil 1. “Kontrol” Kavram Uzerinden Toplam Giivenlik Tahayyiilii ve
Sektorel Karsihkhh Renklendirme
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Aktoriin lensinden bakildiginda sektorel kaygilar birbirine baglayan ve onlara ortak
bir zemin kazandiran en belirgin kavram “kontrol”diir. Tim sdylemler géz Oniinde
bulunduruldugunda kontrol kavrami, sig bir anlama indirgenmemekte, aksine aktoriin
giivenlik diinyasinda eszamanli olarak siyasal, hukuki, toplumsal, ekonomik, askeri ve
giivenlik aygitina iliskin tim endiseleri birbirine baglayan kapsayici bir cati
islevi gormektedir. Kopenhag Okulu’nun sektdrel yaklagimi baglaminda incelendiginde,
“kontrol” ifadesinin sadece bir slogan degil, ayn1 zamanda sektorler arasi geciskenligi
miimkiin kilan hayati bir sektorel koprii mekanizmasi oldugu da goriilmektedir. Aktor, bir
sektorde insa ettigi belirli bir glivenlik kaygisin1 (6rnegin ekonomik sektordeki iicret
baskisin1), bu koprii lizerinden baska bir sektdre (Ornegin siyasi sektordeki egemenlik
kaybima) tasimakta ve bu gecisi cogu zaman ‘“kontrol” kelimesinin sundugu kavramsal
esneklik tizerinden gergeklestirmektedir. Bu kopriileme mekanizmasi, aktoriin giivenlik
degerlendirmesinde farkli sektorlerin nasil birbirini “renklendirdigini” ve birbirini nasil
besledigini net bir bigimde ortaya koymaktadir. Kontrol kavramu, siyasi sektor parametreleri
icerisinde ele alindiginda dogrudan egemenligi (Westminster’in karar alma yetkisi,
demokratik onay ve Parlamento otoritesi) temsil ederken, hukuki bir perspektife
biiriindiiglinde ise normatif bir istlinliige (AB hukukunun ve mahkemelerinin sinirlayici
giicti, sinir dis1 etme yetkisinin kisitlanmasi) isaret etmektedir. Ayni1 kavram, askeri giivenlik
sektoriine gegildiginde ise eleme kapasitesini ve sinir giivenligini (kimin geldigini bilme,
gecmisi sorgulama, tehlikeli aktorleri sistem digina itme) saglamak adina kullanilmaktadir.
Nihayetinde toplumsal ve ekonomik sektorlerde kontrol, kamu kaynaklarinin yonetimi
(NHS, okul ve konut lizerindeki baskinin idare edilebilmesi), toplumun biitiinliigiinii koruma
ve is piyasasindaki dengelerin korunmasi (iicret baskisi ve rekabetin yonetilmesi) ile
dogrudan iliskilendirilmektedir.

Bu ¢ok boyutlu kullanimin en kritik sonucu, “kontrol” kavraminin hem tehdidi
tanimlama hem de bir ¢6ziim iiretme olarak eszamanl islev gérmesidir. Soylem igerisinde
“kontrol kayb1”, tiim sektorlerdeki krizlerin ortak nedeni olarak sunulurken, “kontrolii geri
almak” ise tlim bu krizleri ortadan kaldiracak mutlak ¢6ziim olarak konumlandirilmaktadir.
Bu durum, giivenliklestirme hamlesinin sadece “tehdit var” demekle yetinmeyip, tehdidi
¢ozecek hamleyi mantiksal bir zorunluluk gibi liretmesini saglar. Boylece “kontrol™, farkli
dinleyici kitlelerinin Onceliklerini ayni mutlak Oncelik diizlemine ¢eken bir “6ncelik
iiretme” arac1 haline gelir. Sektorleri disariya projekte edilen soyut haritalar olmaktan

cikaran bu i¢sel siireg, aktoriin zihnindeki farkli kaygi tiirlerini tek bir siyasi sonuca, kontrolii
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geri almaya, yani AB’den ayrilmaya baglayarak giivenliklestirmenin toplumsal ikna
kapasitesini arttirmaktadir.

Kopenhag Okulu’nun literatiire sundugu en ileri diizey tartigmalardan biri, sektorler
aras1 baglantilarin dogas1 ve bu baglantilarin genel giivenlik tahayytilii tizerindeki etkisidir.
Daha 6nceden deginildigi tlizere, sektorel haritalama siireci, bir sektoriin digerlerini baskin
bir bicimde domine edip etmedigini ya da daha karmasik bir “karsilikli renklendirme”
iligkisinin hakim olup olmadigini sorgulamay1 gerektirmektedir. Vote Leave sOylem setinde
gbzlemlenen tablo, sektorler arasinda tek yonlii ve basit bir hiyerarsiden ziyade, tiim
alanlarin genel glivenlik meselesi 1s18inda yorumlandigi karmasik bir yap1 sunmaktadir.
Ancak, bu konstelasyon igerisinde siyasi sektor, diger tiim sektorleri kendi biinyesine
eklemleyen ve toplam giivenlik kurgusunu tastyan bir “iist ¢at1” islevi gérmektedir. Siyasi
sektoriin bu merkezi konumu, gociin diger tiim alanlardaki etkilerinin “iilkeye kimin, hangi
sartlarda girdigine ve kimin ¢ikarilacagina kim karar veriyor?” sorusuna indirgemesinden
kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu soru, aktoriin sentezinde hem ekonomik kaygilar1 hem de i¢ giivenlik
ve toplumsal refah argiimanlarini tek bir egemenlik iddiasinda birlestiren bir katalizor
vazifesi gorr.

Bu isleyis igerisinde Kopenhag Okulu’nun vurguladigi “oncelik” mantig1 dikkate
alindiginda, kampanya siirecindeki ekonomi, kamu hizmetleri ve i¢ giivenlik arglimanlari
kendi i¢lerinde birer 6ncelik iddias1 tagisa da, aktoriin sentezi bu 6ncelikleri “kontrol kayb1”
catist altinda birlestirerek tek bir “mutlak 6ncelik” diizlemine ¢ekmektedir. Bu durum, gogii
kimi zaman kamu hizmetlerinin kapasite esigine dayanmasi, kimi zaman da i¢ giivenlik
risklerinin biiylimesi olarak kuran aktoriin, her seferinde bu farkli “renkleri” siyasal
egemenlik rengiyle harmanlamasini saglamaktadir. Kontrol kavrami {izerinden sunulan bu
biitiinciil kurgu, giivenliklestirme hamlesinin basarisini belirleyen nihai asamaya, yani
dinleyici kitlenin rizasma ve ikna edilmesine zemin hazirlamistir. Séylemler gocii, farkli
sektorlerde eszamanli baski iireten bir “toplam giivenlik” meselesi olarak kurarken, tehdidin
kaynagini dogrudan AB’nin serbest dolasim ve kurumsal-hukuki rejimine baglayarak ¢ifte
Otekilestirme lizerinden tutarli bir nedensellik zinciri liretmektedir. Bu zinciri birbirine
baglayan “kontrol” kavrami, hem sorunu hem de ¢éziimii ayni mantiksal hat {izerinde
birlestirmekte, boylece “ayrilmak”, “kontrolii geri almanin” 6n kosulu olarak sunulmaktadir.

Bu ikna siirecinin en stratejik bileseni ise, tehdit sdyleminin, sadece bir algi olusturma
diizeyinde kalmamasi, ayni zamanda kanitlanmig bir risk anlatis1 iizerinden aktarilmasidir.
Giivenliklestirici aktorlerin siyasi otoriteleri, s6z edimlerinin niteligi gibi kolaylastirict

kosullarin da sOyleme entegre edilmesi ile glivenliklestirme siireci mesruiyet kazanmastir.
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Bu noktada giivenliklestirme, toplumun farkli kesimlerinin 6znel kaygilarini profesyonel bir
giivenlik diliyle birlestirerek, her sektorel kaygiryr mutlak oncelik statiisiine yiikseltmeyi
basarmistir. Sonug olarak, farkli sektorlerde insa edilen tehdit anlatisi, “kontrol” catisi
altinda tekil bir nedensellik zincirine eklemlenmis ve bu durum sdylemin dinleyici kitle
nezdindeki mesruiyetini pekistirmistir. Referandum sonucu da g6z 6niinde bulundurularak,
bu biitiinciil yapi igerisinde siire¢, rizaya dayali basarili bir siyasal eylem hale gelmis,

dolayisiyla giivenliklestirme basar1 ile sonuglanmustir.
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Bu caligma, Brexit siirecinde gociin nasil bir giivenlik meselesi haline getirildigini
incelemekle kalmamais, ayn1 zamanda bu siirecin ardinda yatan giivenlik tahayyiiliiniin nasil
kuruldugunu, hangi mantiksal adimlar araciligiyla insa edildigini ve hangi sdylemsel
stratejilerle ikna edici hale getirildigini ortaya koymay1 amaglamistir. Bu g¢ercevede goc,
yalnizca belirli bir politika alanina iligkin bir sorun ya da gegici bir kriz olarak degil,
giivenliklestirici aktoriin zihinsel diinyasinda farkli sektorlerin bir araya gelmesiyle kurulan
biitlinciil bir tehdit anlatisinin merkezi bir unsuru olarak ele alinmistir. Tezin temel iddias,
gociin Brexit siirecinde gilivenliklestirilmesinin, tekil bir sdylem ya da izole bir giivenlik
alani iizerinden degil, sektorler arasi bir eklemlenme yoluyla miimkiin hale geldigidir. Bu
noktada caligmanin arastirma sorusuna verdigi yanit, gociin giivenliklestirilmesinin tek bir
sektorde baslayip tamamlanan dogrusal bir siire¢ degil, sektorler arasi etkilesim igerisinde
olan, her geciste anlam yogunlugu kazanan ve aktoriin zihnindeki toplam gilivenlik fikrini
pekistiren bir tehdit konstelasyonu olarak kuruldugudur.

Vote Leave’in kampanya sOylemlerinde gog¢, ekonomik baski, kamu hizmetleri
iizerindeki yiik, toplumsal biitiinliiglin zayiflamas1 ve siyasal egemenligin aginmasi gibi
farkli giivenlik temalariyla iliskilendirilmistir. Ancak bu temalar, birbirinden bagimsiz ve
parcal1 bicimde sunulmamuis, aksine birbirini tamamlayan ve besleyen bir anlati igerisinde
bir araya getirilmistir. Ekonomik kaygilar, toplumsal uyum sdylemleriyle derinlestirilmis,
bu soylemler siyasal kontrol ve egemenlik vurgulariyla biitiinlestirilmistir. Béylece gog,
belirli bir sektdrde ortaya ¢ikan sinirl bir risk olmaktan ¢ikarilarak, devletin ve toplumun
varligina yonelik cok boyutlu bir tehdit olarak sunulmustur. Bu siireg, giivenliklestirmenin
yalnizca bir “tehdit ilan1” degil, ayn1 zamanda karmasik bir anlamlandirma ve iliskilendirme
faaliyeti oldugunu acikga gostermektedir. Bu baglamda tez, gociin giivenliklestirilmesini
analiz ederken, sektorleri ayr1 ayr1 ele almanin Otesine gecerek, bu sektorlerin
giivenliklestirici aktoriin zihin diinyasinda nasil bir araya getirildigine de odaklanmistir.
Kopenhag Okulu’nun sektorel giivenlik yaklasimi, glivenligin askeri alanla sinirli olmayan
cok boyutlu yapisini goriiniir kilmakla birlikte, bu sektorlerin pratikte nasil birlikte isledigini
anlamak i¢in aktor merkezli bir okumay1 gerekli kilmaktadir. Brexit 6rnegi, bu gerekliligi
somut bicimde ortaya koymaktadir. Gog, farkli sektorlerde tiretilen s6z-edimlerinin kesigim
noktasinda konumlandirilmis, bu kesisim, go¢li hem mevcut hem de gelecege yonelik

potansiyel tehditlerin tasiyicisi haline getirmistir. Bu eklemlenmenin diigiim noktasini
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“kontrol” kavrami olusturmaktadir. “Kontrol kaybi1” anlatis1 bir yandan egemenlik
vurgusunu siyasi sektorde merkezilestirirken, diger yandan ekonomik baski ve kamu
hizmetleri sOylemleriyle genisletilmekte, toplumsal huzursuzluk gerilimi iizerinden ise
toplumsal sektore tasinmakta ve nihayet sinir giivenligi, su¢ ve terdr ¢ercevesiyle askeri
sektdrde somutlastirilmaktadir. Boylece “kontrol”, hem sektdrel kaygilar birbirine baglayan
ortak bir mantik hem de Onerilen ¢6ziimii (take back control) mesrulastiran bir insa siireci
iretmektedir.

Tezin bulgulari, giivenliklestirici aktdriin gd¢ meselesini yalnizca mevcut sorunlara
yanit veren bir politika alan1 olarak degil, gelecekte ortaya gikabilecek belirsizliklerin ve
risklerin merkezi bir unsuru olarak kurguladigni goéstermektedir. Gog, bu sdylemsel
cercevede, kontrol edilmedigi takdirde ekonomik istikrarsizlik, toplumsal ¢6ziilme ve
siyasal egemenlik kayb1 gibi zincirleme etkiler yaratabilecek bir olgu olarak sunulmustur.
Bu tiir bir sunum, gog¢ii siradan siyasal tartismalarin Gtesine tasiyarak, olaganiistii onlemleri
mesru ve gerekli kilan bir glivenlik mantigi liretmistir. Dinleyici kitlenin bu sdylemlere ikna
olabilmesi, bliyiik 6l¢lide gogiin bu toplam giivenlik anlatis1 i¢erisinde konumlandirilmasina
baghdir. Bu soylemsel kurgu icerisinde tehdidin kaynagi, gdc¢menlerin bireysel
niteliklerinden ziyade, gocii “yOnetilemez” ve “riza dis1” kilan yapisal bir sorun olarak AB
tiyeligi tizerinden kurgulanmaktadir. Bu nedenle go¢, AB nedeniyle “kontrol edilemez” hale
geldigi dlgiide giivenliklestirilmekte, AB ise bu kontrolsiizliigiin kaynagi olarak kuruldugu
Olciide gbc¢ tizerinden giivenliklestirilmektedir. Boylece tehdit anlatisi, biri digerini
mesrulastiran katmanli bir nedensellik bagi kazanmakta ve toplam giivenlik tahayyiiliinii
pekistirmektedir.

Bu noktada, Brexit kampanyalarinda gogiin giivenliklestirilmesinin neden “basarili”
oldugu sorusu da anlam kazanmaktadir. Basaril1 giivenliklestirme, yalnizca giiclii sdylemler
ya da sert politik sloganlar ile agiklanamaz. Aksine bu basari, gogiin farkli sektorlerde
iiretilen kaygilarla tutarli bir bigimde iligkilendirilmesi ve bu kaygilarin ortak bir giivenlik
tahayytiliinde birlestirilmesiyle miimkiin olmustur. Gog, ekonomik refahin, toplumsal
diizenin ve siyasal egemenligin kesisim noktasina yerlestirilerek, genis bir dinleyici kitlesi
icin anlamli ve ikna edici bir tehdit haline getirilmistir. Bu durum, gilivenliklestirmenin,
yalnizca dilsel bir performans degil, ayn1 zamanda belirli bir diinya goriisiiniin ve giivenlik
algisinin yeniden iireten bir inga siireci olduguna isaret etmektedir.

Tezin teorik katkisi da bu noktada belirginlesmektedir. Kopenhag Okulu’nun
giivenliklestirme yaklasimi, glivenligi 6znelerarasi ve sdylemsel bir siire¢ olarak ele alirken,

sektorel giivenlik yaklasgimi bu siirecin c¢ok boyutlu dogasini analiz etmeye imkan

96



tanimaktadir. Ancak sektorlerin analitik olarak ayristirilmasi, giivenliklestirmenin pratikte
nasil igledigini her zaman agiklamak i¢in yeterli degildir. Bu ¢aligsma, sektorlerin birbirinden
bagimsiz degil, aktoriin perspektifinde biitlinlesik bir giivenlik kurgusunun pargalar1 olarak
isledigini gostererek, sektorel giivenlik yaklagiminin analitik potansiyelini ampirik olarak
ortaya koymaktadir. Boylece giivenliklestirmenin, sektorler arasi bir sentez yoluyla nasil
derinlik kazandigi gorlinlir hale gelmektedir. Bu baglamda ¢alismanin katkisi, bulgulart
yeniden siralamaktan ziyade, bu bulgularin analiz sonunda yeniden sentezlenerek,
giivenliklestirmenin hangi mantiksal adimlarla toplam giivenlik tahayyiiliine doniistiigiinii
ve sektorlerin bu tahayyiil icinde nasil birbirini besledigini goriiniir kilmasinda
yogunlagsmaktadir.

Brexit kampanyalar1 baglaminda yapilan bu analiz, gbgiin giivenliklestirilmesinin
yalnizca Birlesik Krallik’a 6zgii bir olgu olmadigini da diisiindiirmektedir. Avrupa genelinde
yiikselen popiilist ve asir1 sag siyasal egilimler, gocilin benzer giivenlik anlatilar1 igerisinde
konumlandirildigini géstermektedir. Bu nedenle bu tez, belirli bir vaka tizerinden ytiriitiilen
bir analiz olmanin 6tesinde, go¢ ve giivenlik iliskisini anlamaya yonelik daha genel bir
kavrayls sunmaktadir. Goglin  gilivenliklestirilmesi, yalmizca belirli  sdylemlerin
incelenmesiyle degil, bu sdylemlerin arkasinda yatan giivenlik tahayyiillerinin
coziimlenmesiyle daha iyi anlagilabilir hale gelmektedir. Sonug¢ olarak bu calisma, gociin
Brexit kampanyalarinda nasil bir giivenlik tehdidi olarak insa edildigini, sektorler arasi bir
biitlinlesme ve aktdr merkezli bir giivenlik kurgusu {iizerinden analiz ederek ortaya
koymustur. Bu yaklasim, giivenliklestirmeyi statik ve tek boyutlu bir siire¢ olarak degil,
dinamik ve ¢ok katmanli bir insa siireci olarak ele almanin 6nemini vurgulamaktadir. Gogiin
giiniimiizde giderek daha fazla giivenlik sdylemleriyle iligkilendirildigi bir baglamda, bu tiir
analizler, yalmizca geg¢misi anlamak i¢in degil, gelecekte benzer giivenliklestirme
stireclerinin nasil igleyecegini kavrayabilmek i¢in de kritik bir dneme sahiptir. Bu tez,
giivenliklestirmenin nasil kuruldugunu, nasil mesrulastirildigini ve nasil ikna edici hale
geldigini gostermesi bakimindan, go¢ ve giivenlik c¢alismalarina anlamli bir katki
sunmaktadir.

Bununla birlikte, bu sonuglarin belirli sinirliliklar iginde tiretildigi de belirtilmelidir.
Oncelikle analiz, Vote Leave kampanyasini resmi internet sitesinde toplanan veri setine
dayanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, farkli kampanyalar veya farkli aktor gruplariyla karsilagtirma
yapilmadigindan, bulgularin genellenebilirligi agisindan bir sinirlilik teskil etmektedir. Ayni
zamanda ¢aligma, gilivenliklestirmeyi sdylem diizeyinde analiz etmekte, dinleyici kitlenin

iknasini dogrudan 6lgen nicel ampirik veriler, bu ¢alismanin kapsami disinda kalmaktadir.
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Bu nedenle giivenliklestirmenin basarisina iligkin degerlendirme, nicel verilere dayali bir
kanit iddias1 ile degil, soylemsel kurgunun dinleyici kitleyi ikna kapasitesine iliskin veri
setiyle sinirlt kalmaktadir.

Gelecek arastirmalar, bu calismanin ortaya koydugu sektorler arasi eklemlenme
mantigini farkli yontemlerle, 6zellikle sdylem odaginin yani sira giivenliklestirmenin pratik
boyutlarina da odaklanarak giiclendirebilir. Glivenliklestirme basarisinin dinleyici boyutu
kamuoyu arastirmalari, odak grup goriismeleri veya sosyal medya etkilesimi analizleri gibi
araglarla ele alinarak sdylemsel kurgu ile toplumsal kabul arasindaki iliski daha dogrudan
tartisilabilir. Ayn1 zamanda, Brexit siirecinde gogiin giivenliklestirilmesi incelenirken, Vote
Leave disindaki aktorlerin de dahil edildigi karsilagtirmali bir analiz, giivenliklestirme
mantiginin hangi kosullarda giiclendigi veya zayifladigi goriiniir kilinabilir. Son olarak,
Brexit benzeri vakalarla yapilacak karsilastirmalar gdcilin giivenliklestirilmesinin hangi

baglamlarda toplam gilivenlik tahayyiilii tiretmeye daha yatkin oldugunu agiga ¢ikarabilir.
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EK 1: VOTE LEAVE FOR A FAIRER BRITAIN

Tarih: 22 Haziran 2016
Kaynak: http://www.voteleavetakecontrol.org/vote leave for a fairer britain.html
Not: Orijinal web sitesi giincelligini yitirdigi i¢in (alan ad1 degisikligi nedeniyle), metin

Internet Archive (Wayback Machine) iizerinden temin edilmistir.

VOTE LEAVE FOR A FAIRER BRITAIN
June 22, 2016

A MESSAGE FROM GISELA STUART (LABOUR), BORIS JOHNSON
(CONSERVATIVE), AND MICHAEL GOVE (CONSERVATIVE)

Let’s make history.
What is this campaign really about?

Our political system is stuck. Whichever party is in charge, the Government cannot sort out
our problems or deliver their promises because they have to follow EU rules. If we want

things to change we must take back control.

This vote is about whether the British public are able to choose the people who make their

laws and spend their money.

If we vote to stay, we are voting to continue being ruled by people we cannot chuck out. We
will keep losing control and money. Our children and grandchildren will find it harder to
buy a house, to get their kids into a good school, to get a GP appointment, and they’ll be
paying for the bailouts of the euro.

If we vote leave, it will be a glorious strengthening of our democracy.
We will take back control of our laws.

We will take back control of our money - our official EU bill is £350 million every week.

We'll be able to spend our money on the public's priorities, particularly public services.

We will take back control of migration policy. Migration brings many benefits but we have
lost democratic control. This is even more dangerous because there are five more countries

in the queue to join. If we Vote Leave, we can introduce a humane and fair points-based



system that does not discriminate against people based on the country they live in. The public
will again be able to control migration policy at elections. Extremists will be neutralised and

politics will be healthier.

The IN campaign has nothing to offer except threats and talking down Britain. They've spent
month after month saying Britain is too weak to take back control. They’ve even claimed
that a Leave vote will mean World War Three. They've given up on the EU improving. They

admit it's rubbish but say we have to sacrifice democracy for trade.

This is defeatist and wrong. This referendum is not a choice between democracy and trade.
Countries around the world trade with the EU without giving away control over their own

laws.

Britain is a great country. We will be even greater if we take back control of our own

democracy.

Finally, when you are talking to people - please reassure them that after we Vote Leave,
there won't be a sudden change that disrupts the economy. The day after the referendum,
nothing changes legally. We will talk to our friends in Europe and discuss the best way to
agree a new UK-EU relationship. We won’t rush into it. When we do make changes we will

make them carefully.

We may have to wait another forty years to get another vote. Imagine how much could go
wrong by then. Britain is all about fairness. We believe that Britain will be a fairer country

if we vote leave tomorrow.

If you're on our side, then please talk to someone you know and persuade them to vote for
us. Download our app - it will save you time and will simply text the friends and family you

choose, asking them to Vote Leave.
Please share this message, together we can change history tomorrow!
Best wishes,

Michael Gove Boris Johnson Gisela Stuart



EK 2: TURKISH GOVERNMENT AND MAJOR CONTRADICT
CAMERON - TURKEY WILL JOIN IN A DECADE

Tarih: 22 Haziran 2016

Kaynak:
http://www.voteleavetakecontrol.org/turkish government and major contradict cameron
_turkey will join in a decade.html

Not: Orijinal web sitesi giincelligini yitirdigi i¢in (alan ad1 degisikligi nedeniyle), metin
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Turkish government and Major contradict Cameron - Turkey will join in

a decade
June 22, 2016

David Cameron has been criticised for not being straight with the British public over Turkish
membership of the EU. Last night President Erdogan’s Chief Adviser, IInur Cevik, said that
the Turkish government was ‘flabbergasted’ that their ‘chief supporter’ was saying

something different in public to what he has told them in private.

This morning Sir John Major admitted that Turkey could join the EU in ‘a decade’, directly

contradicting the Prime Minister's claim that they would not join until the year 3000.
Commenting, Iain Duncan Smith said:

‘David Cameron has repeatedly claimed that Turkey is not going to join the EU despite it
being Government policy. Now the Turkish government has confirmed that he is the ‘chief

supporter’ of their bid to join the EU.

‘Cameron also said that Turkey will not join until the year 3000 but Sir John Major has let
the cat out of the bag - Turkey could be in the EU in ten years’ time.

‘I’'m afraid there is no conclusion you can draw from this, except that David Cameron is
colluding with the EU and lying to the British people. Families are suffering the
consequences of uncontrolled migration - a direct result of the EU’s obsession with freedom

of movement.

‘They are suffering from downward pressure on their wages, and facing increased

competition for housing, school places, and GP appointments to name but a few. With five



more countries lining up to join the EU - Albania, Serbia, Montenegro, Macedonia, and

Turkey - this problem can only get worse.

‘That’s why it is safer to Vote Leave.’

Notes to editors

Former Prime Minister, Sir John Major, admitted on the last day of the

campaign that Turkey may join the EU in 10 years.

Turkey and four other countries are joining the EU. This is being accelerated

with unanimous support. Talks could begin the day after the referendum.

The UK Government is actively considering granting visa-free access to Turkey

after the referendum.

The Home Secretary, Theresa May, has acknowledged that Turkish accession

is a risk to our security.

The Turkish Government has condemned David Cameron’s two faces on

Turkey.

Former Prime Minister, Sir John Major, admitted on the last day of the campaign that

Turkey may join the EU in 10 years.

In a campaign speech today, Sir John Major said that Turkey ‘won't get in for one

decade [or] two decades’ (link).

This directly contradicts the Prime Minister, who has claimed that Turkey would not

join for a thousand years (Daily Telegraph, May 2016, link).

The Turkish Government has condemned David Cameron’s two faces on Turkey.

The chief adviser to Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdogan, Ilnur Cevik, has
accused David Cameron of changing his position on Turkey for political purposes,
stating: ‘We thought that Mr Cameron was our chief supporter in our quest for
European Union membership. We are really, really flabbergasted’ (Daily Telegraph,
21 June 2016, link).



Turkey and four other countries are joining the EU. This is being accelerated with

unanimous support. Talks could begin the day after the referendum.

The accession process is being accelerated. In a press release issued on 15 June, the
European Commission announced that ‘The Commission tabled the Draft Common
Position on Chapter 33 (financial and budgetary provisions) in the Council on 29
April, enabling the Council to decide on the opening of this Chapter by end of June.
In addition, preparatory work continues at an accelerated pace to make progress on
five Chapters’ (European Commission, 15 June 2016, link). This confirmed a report
that David Cameron has agreed to the talks being sped up. These could begin the day

after the referendum (Financial Times, 14 June 2016, link).

There is unanimous support in the EU for the quickening pace of Turkish
accession. On 18 March 2016, the European Council unanimously agreed that the
EU should ‘re-energise the accession process’ and that Turkish acceleration should

be ‘accelerated’ (European Council, 18 March 2016, link).

David Cameron strongly supports this. In 2010, Cameron said he was ‘angry’ at the
slow pace of Turkish accession, that he was the ‘strongest possible advocate for EU
membership’ for Turkey, and that ‘I want us to pave the road from Ankara to
Brussels’ (Prime Minister’s Office, 27 July 2010, link). In 2014, he said that: ‘In
terms of Turkish membership of the EU, I very much support that. That’s a
longstanding position of British foreign policy which I support’ (Daily Telegraph, 9
December 2014, link).

The Government admitted it supported Turkish accession last month. Last month,
the Europe Minister, David Lidington, said: ‘The UK supports Turkey’s EU
accession process’ (Turkey: EU Accession: Written question - 33258, 14 April 2016,
link).

The British public will not get a vote on the accession of Turkey to the EU. The
European Union Act 2011 allows the Government to ratify EU accession treaties
without a referendum (European Union Act 2011, s. 4(4)(c), link). There was no
referendum on the accession of Croatia to the EU in 2013 (European Union (Croatian

Accession and Irish Protocol) Act 2013, s. 1, link).



The Government opposes giving the British people a say. As the Minister for
Europe, David Lidington, said in 2011: ‘A few years ago, 10 new member states
joined the European Union at the same time. I believe that their combined population
then was 73 million, which is slightly greater than Turkey's population is now. I do
not believe that anybody in this country argued at that time that a British referendum

on those accessions was right” (Hansard, 24 January 2011, col. 123, link).

The UK is paying £2bn to help Turkey, Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro and
Serbia to join the EU. Turkey alone is set to receive over £1 billion of UK funds to

help prepare it for membership (Vote Leave, 27 April 2016, link).

The UK Government is actively considering granting visa-free access to Turkey after

the referendum.

The Government is actively considering granting approximately 1 million Turkish
citizens visa-free travel to the UK. The Government admitted this was ‘a risk’. The
Government also described the possibility of visa-free access for ‘1.8 million
Kosovars’ to be ‘a drop in that larger ocean’ and noted the Commission was planning
to ‘slipstream’ Kosovo ‘behind Turkey’ (Sunday Times, 12 June 2016, link; BBC
News, 12 June 2016, link).

The Home Secretary, Theresa May, has acknowledged that Turkish accession is a risk

to our security.

During the referendum campaign, the Home Secretary, Theresa May, said ‘The
states now negotiating to join the EU include Albania, Serbia and Turkey -
countries with poor populations and serious problems with organised crime,
corruption, and sometimes even terrorism... Do we really think now is the time to
contemplate a land border between the EU and countries like Iran, Iraq and Syria?’

(Institute of Mechanical Engineers speech, 25 April 2016, link).
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IN campaign can't find a positive reason to stay in the EU
June 21, 2016

Responding to the BBC debate at Wembley, Vote Leave Chief Executive Matthew
Elliott said:

‘The IN campaign had nothing positive to contribute tonight - just like they’ve failed to
make a positive contribution during the whole campaign. They’ve lost the economic
argument, they don’t want to spend the £350 million we send to Brussels every week on
our priorities and can’t explain how we can ever control immigration from inside the EU.
They couldn’t even be honest about how many laws in this country come from Brussels.
The public will have a choice on Thursday, they can choose project fear and vote IN or
they can chose project hope and take back control of their money and their borders. A vote

to Leave on Thursday is a vote for democracy.’
Notes to editors
The Government gave up its veto over the next Treaty as part of the renegotiation.

o Before the deal, Government Ministers made clear their consent to the next EU
Treaty was the price for other member states agreeing to their renegotiation.

e George Osborne said: ‘So let me be candid: there is a deal to be done and we can
work together. Rather than stand in your way, or veto the Treaty amendments
required, we, in Britain, can support you in the Eurozone make the lasting changes
that you need to see strengthen the euro. In return, you can help us make the changes

we need to safeguard the interests of those economies who are not in the Eurozone’

(BDI speech, 3 November 2015, link).



e David Cameron has said ‘we will not stand in the way of those developments, as long
as we can be sure that there are mechanisms in place to ensure that our own interests
are fully protected’ (Chatham House speech, 10 November 2015, link). He believes
this happened during his renegotiation.

e David Cameron's renegotiation agreement (which he claims is ‘legally binding and
irreversible’) states that: ‘Member States not participating in the further deepening
of the economic and monetary union will not create obstacles to but facilitate such
further deepening’. It also obliges the UK to ‘refrain from measures which could
jeopardise the attainment of the objectives of economic and monetary union.’
(European Council, 19 February 2016, link). This means the UK is committing to
support the planned new EU Treaty.

House of Commons Library research shows 61% of legislation comes from the EU.

e Research by the House of Commons Library shows that in 2013, 61.2% of legislation
was made by Brussels (House of Commons Library, 2 June 2014, link).

e The CBI has admitted ‘over 50% of all government legislation originat[es] in
Brussels’ (CBI, August 2005, link).

e The CBI has said: ‘It is calculated that 70% of all new legislation relevant to business
is now European rather than national in origin’ (CBI, 1999, link).

e Nick Clegg has admitted: ‘half of all new legislation now enacted in the UK begins
in Brussels’ (Guardian, 8 December 2003, link).

e (Chuka Ummuna has said: ‘EU legislation... accounts for around half of all new

regulation’ (Speech, 25 October 2011, link).

The new EU Treaty will transfer major powers to the EU institutions from the British

Parliament and courts.

e An EU intelligence agency: In November, Dimitris Avramopoulos, the European
Commissioner for Migration called for ‘the creation of a European Intelligence
Agency’ (Doorstep at EU Council, 20 November 2015, link).

e An EU army: In March last year, the President of the European Commission, Jean-
Claude Juncker announced that he wanted to see the introduction of a European Army

‘to show that we are serious’ (Die Welt, March 2015, link).



Taking control of the NHS: Last February, European Commissioner for Health,
Vytenis Andriukaitis, called to ‘change the European Union treaties in the future’ to
allow the EU to take control of public health, including over alcohol (Politico, 7
February 2015, link). He has said ‘I can’t imagine a more economically effective
possibility than to manage health issues at EU level’ (EU Reporter, 2 October 2015,
link).

Scrapping the UK’s zero rates of VAT: The Economics Commissioner, Pierre
Moscovici, has called for further harmonisation of taxation, including scrapping the
UK’s zero rates, stating a ‘zero rate is not the best idea’ (Guardian, 28 January 2016,
link).

Introducing a new ‘pillar of social rights’: The European Commission has called
for the ‘development of a European pillar of social rights’, stating ‘the Commission
will pursue two complementary work strands: firstly, modernising and addressing
the gaps in existing social policy legislation to take account of today's work
environment and to ensure that new models of work maintain a fair balance in the
relationship between employers and workers’ (European Commission, 27 October
2015, link). The Commission suggests areas such as wages, union rights, pensions
and access to social services could form part of the “pillar’ (European Commission,
January 2016, link). This could mean the UK’s more generous social protections are

weakened by EU harmonisation.

The EU has stopped us removing dangerous individuals from the UK.

Terrorists. In 2015, the Special Immigration Appeals Commission ruled the UK
could not exclude the French national ZZ from the UK because of EU law, despite
the fact that he was a suspected terrorist. The Commission concluded that: 'We are
confident that the Appellant was actively involved in the GIA [Algerian Armed
Islamic Group], and was so involved well into 1996. He had broad contacts with GIA
extremists in Europe. His accounts as to his trips to Europe are untrue. We conclude
that his trips to the Continent were as a GIA activist' (ZZ (France) [2015] UKSIAC
SC 63 2007, link).

Murderders. In 1995, Learco Chindamo, who is an Italian citizen, murdered the
headteacher Philip Lawrence who went to help a 13-year-old boy who was being

attacked. He was sentenced to life imprisonment in 1996. In 2007, Mr Justice Collins,



sitting in the Asylum and Immigration Tribunal, ruled that removing Chindamo
would be ‘disproportionate’ under EU law (Guardian, 31 October 2007, link; BBC
News, 2 May 2014, link). David Cameron said that Tribunal’s decision ‘flies in the
face of common sense. It is a shining example of what is going wrong in our country.
He is someone who has been found guilty of murder and should be deported back to
his country... What about the rights of Mrs Lawrence or the victim?’ (Guardian, 21
August 2007, link). Cameron said: ‘This does seem to be complete madness’ (ITN
Source, 21 August 2007, clip 3, link).

Rapists. Mircea Gheorghiu, a Romanian national, entered the UK without leave in
January 2007. In November 2007, he was convicted of driving a motor vehicle with
excess alcohol, fined and disqualified from driving for 20 months. It later emerged
that he had ‘a criminal record in Romania. In 1990 he was convicted of the offence
of rape and sentenced to 6 years imprisonment. Between 2001 and March 2002 he
was convicted on three occasions of forestry offences, cutting timber without a
licence, and received custodial sentences on the last two occasions.” The Secretary
of State removed him from the UK in March 2015. Nonetheless, on 18 November
2015, Mr Justice Blake, sitting in the Upper Tribunal, decided this was unlawful
under EU law, ruling Gheorghiu must be ‘reunited with his family as quickly as
possible’ and that he was ‘entitled to a permanent residence on his return and the
residence card issued to him will reflect that’ (Gheorghiu v Secretary of State for the

Home Department [2016] UKUT 24, link; Daily Mail, 28 February 2016, link).

Turkey and four other countries are joining the EU. This is being accelerated with

unanimous support. Talks could begin the day after the referendum.

The accession process is being accelerated. In a press release issued on 15 June, the
European Commission has announced that ‘The Commission tabled the Draft
Common Position on Chapter 33 (financial and budgetary provisions) in the Council
on 29 April, enabling the Council to decide on the opening of this Chapter by end of
June. In addition, preparatory work continues at an accelerated pace to make progress

on five Chapters’ (European Commission, 15 June 2016, link).

There is unanimous support in the EU for the quickening pace of Turkish

accession. On 18 March 2016, the European Council unanimously agreed that the



EU should ‘re-energise the accession process’ and that Turkish acceleration should

be ‘accelerated’ (European Council, 18 March 2016, link).

o David Cameron strongly supports this. In 2010, Cameron said he was ‘angry’ at the
slow pace of Turkish accession, that he was the ‘strongest possible advocate for EU
membership’ for Turkey, and that ‘I want us to pave the road from Ankara to
Brussels’ (Prime Minister’s Office, 27 July 2010, link). In 2014, he said that: ‘In
terms of Turkish membership of the EU, I very much support that. That’s a
longstanding position of British foreign policy which I support’ (Daily Telegraph, 9
December 2014, link).

o The Government admitted it supported Turkish accession last month. Last month,
the Europe Minister, David Lidington, said: ‘The UK supports Turkey’s EU
accession process’ (Turkey: EU Accession: Written question - 33258, 14 April 2016,
link).

o The British public will not get a vote on the accession of Turkey to the EU. The
European Union Act 2011 allows the Government to ratify EU accession treaties
without a referendum (European Union Act 2011, s. 4(4)(c), link). There was no
referendum on the accession of Croatia to the EU in 2013 (European Union (Croatian

Accession and Irish Protocol) Act 2013, s. 1, link).

o The Government opposes giving the British people a say. As the Minister for
Europe, David Lidington, said in 2011: ‘A few years ago, 10 new member states
joined the European Union at the same time. I believe that their combined population
then was 73 million, which is slightly greater than Turkey's population is now. I do
not believe that anybody in this country argued at that time that a British referendum

on those accessions was right” (Hansard, 24 January 2011, col. 123, link).

e The UK is paying £2bn to help Turkey, Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro and
Serbia to join the EU. Turkey alone is set to receive over £1 billion of UK funds to
help prepare it for membership (Vote Leave, 27 April 2016, link).

The UK has gone further than EU law on workers’ rights. Further harmonisation of

social legislation poses a threat to the UK’s more generous protections.



The minimum wage, which was introduced in 1998, had nothing to do with the EU

(National Minimum Wage Act 1998, link).

The Wilson Government passed the Equal Pay Act 1970 before it entered the then
European Economic Community in 1973. The Labour Government passed the Sex
Discrimination Act 1975, before the first EU Directive on the topic was adopted
(Directive 1976/207/EEC, link). There is no need to be in the EU to ensure equal pay

for equal work.

The Employment Protection Act 1975 provided that a woman who was dismissed on
the grounds of pregnancy was to be treated as unfairly dismissed (Employment
Protection Act 1975, link). This was adopted long before the Pregnant Workers
Directive (1992/85/EEC, link).

The UK has been more generous than EU law on paid holidays, with 5.6 weeks
entitlement each year, rather than the four contained in EU law (HM Government,

2016, link; Council Directive 2003/88/EC, art. 7, link).

The UK is more generous on maternity pay. Statutory maternity pay lasts for 39
weeks under UK law (Statutory Maternity Pay (General) Regulations 1986, SI
1986/1960, art. 2(2), link). This is much more generous than EU law, which provides
for a period of 14 weeks (Directive 1992/85/EC, art. 8, link).

UK legislation also gives women the right to receive 90% of their salary during the
first six weeks of leave (Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992, s. 166,
link). EU law only requires that the rate of pay be equivalent to statutory sick pay in
this period (Directive 1992/85/EC, art. 11(3), link). This is £88.45 per week (Welfare
Benefits Up-rating Order 2015, ST 2015/30, link).

The UK is more generous on maternity leave. UK maternity leave may be taken for
up to 52 weeks (Maternity and Parental Leave etc. Regulations 1999/3312, reg 7,
HM Government, 2016, link). EU law only requires a period of four months
(Directive 2010/18/EU, Annex, clause 2, link).

The right of part-time workers not to be discriminated against is contained in UK

legislation (Part-time Workers (Prevention of Less Favourable Treatment)



Regulations 2000, SI 2000/1551, link). The enabling legislation was the Employment

Relations Act 1999 (Employment Relations Act 1999, s. 19, link). This means that

protections for part-time workers would remain in UK law if we left the EU.

The UK had legislation against discrimination on grounds of race long before the EU

did.

e The UK passed the legislation against race discrimination, the Race Relations Act

1965 and the Race Relations Act 1968, before we joined the EU.

e High Court Judge Sir Rabinder Singh has said: "The Race Relations Act 1976 [which
consolidated the 1960s legislation] was perhaps one of the strongest pieces of
legislation of its kind in the world and certainly in Europe. It long predated legislation
against racial discrimination in EU law' (Runnymede Trust Conference, 29 July

2015, link).
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EU law keeps Kkillers in the UK
June 21, 2016

Today, the Home Secretary is asking the UK Supreme Court to overturn a ruling of the Court
of Appeal which would keep a convicted killer in the UK because of EU law.

Commenting, Dominic Raab MP said:

“This case shines a light on the skewed moral compass at the heart of EU rules on free
movement. An EU national convicted of brutally killing someone in this country, by
hammering and strangling them to death, can't be removed on the basis of the conviction by
a UK court. It's dangerous and undemocratic. The Prime Minister is absolutely right to
describe the legal position as “complete madness”. The only way to restore some sanity is

to vote leave and take back control of our borders on 23 June.’
Notes to editors

e The UK Supreme Court is today hearing an appeal by the Home Secretary,

Theresa May, to permit her to remove an Italian national, FV, from the UK.

e FV,who has alengthy criminal record, was convicted of a brutal killing in 2002,
but the Court of Appeal ruled that Theresa May could not remove him from the
UK.

e EU law has meant the UK cannot remove convicted murderers and persons
involved in terrorism. David Cameron once described this as ‘complete

madness’.

e David Cameron’s renegotiation will do nothing to change this. The European

Commission states that it will have ‘no legal effect’.



e If we Vote Leave, we will take back the power to remove dangerous persons

whose presence in the UK is not conducive to the public good.

The UK Supreme Court is today hearing an appeal by the Home Secretary, Theresa

May, to permit her to remove an Italian national, FV, from the UK.

e The UK Supreme Court will today hear the case of the Secretary of State for the
Home Department v FV (Italy)(UKSC 2012/0226). The case will be heard by Lady
Hale, Lord Mance, Lord Wilson, Lord Reed and Lord Hughes (UK Supreme Court,
May 2016, link).

FV, who has a lengthy criminal record, was convicted of a brutal killing in 2002, but

the Court of Appeal ruled that Theresa May could not remove him from the UK.

e FV, an Italian national, was convicted of the manslaughter of Edward Mitchell by
reason of provocation in 2002. He inflicted at least 20 blows to the head with
weapons, including a hammer, before strangling Mr Mitchell with a flex from an
iron. He was sentenced to eight years’ imprisonment. FV had previous convictions
for assaulting police, driving a motor vehicle while unfit through drink or drugs, and
driving while disqualified. The Secretary of State ordered his deportation (FV (Italy)
v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2013] 1 WLR 3339, link).

e Nonetheless, in September 2012, the Court of Appeal ruled his deportation was
inconsistent with EU law because, in light of rulings of the European Court,
‘imperative grounds’ did not exist to justify his deportation (FV (Italy) v Secretary
of State for the Home Department [2013] 1 WLR 3339, link).

EU law has meant the UK cannot remove convicted murderers and persons involved

in terrorism. David Cameron once described this as ‘complete madness’.

e FEU law stopped the UK removing convicted murderer Learco Chindamo. In 1995,
Chindamo, who is an Italian citizen, murdered the headteacher Philip Lawrence who
went to help a 13-year-old boy who was being attacked. In 2007, Mr Justice Collins,
sitting in the Asylum and Immigration Tribunal, ruled that removing Chindamo
would be ‘disproportionate’ under EU law (Guardian, 31 October 2007, link; BBC
News, 2 May 2014, link). David Cameron said that Tribunal’s decision ‘flies in the



face of common sense. It is a shining example of what is going wrong in our country.
He is someone who has been found guilty of murder and should be deported back to
his country... What about the rights of Mrs Lawrence or the victim?’ (Guardian, 21
August 2007, link). Cameron said: ‘This does seem to be complete madness’ (ITN
Source, 21 August 2007, clip 3, link).

EU law stops us removing persons who have been involved in terrorism. In 2015,
the Special Immigration Appeals Commission ruled the UK could not exclude the
French national ZZ from the UK because of EU law, despite the fact that he was a
suspected terrorist. The Commission concluded that: "We are confident that the
Appellant was actively involved in the GIA [Algerian Armed Islamic Group], and
was so involved well into 1996. He had broad contacts with GIA extremists in
Europe. His accounts as to his trips to Europe are untrue. We conclude that his trips
to the Continent were as a GIA activist' (ZZ (France) v Secretary of State for the
Home Department [2015] UKSIAC SC_63 2007, link).

David Cameron’s renegotiation will do nothing to change this. The European

Commission states that it will have ‘no legal effect’.

There is no proposal to amend the Treaties or the 2004 Free Movement Directive.
The proposals agreed at the European Council will be contained ‘in a
Communication’ to be issued by the European Commission (European Council, 19
February 2016, link). As the Commission accepts, a ‘Communication is a policy
document with no mandatory authority. The Commission takes the initiative of
publishing a Communication when it wishes to set out its own thinking on a topical

issue. A Communication has no legal effect’ (European Commission, 2006, link).

The Commission’s declaration states that the UK ‘may take into account past conduct
of an individual in the determination of whether a Union citizen's conduct poses a
"present” threat to public policy or security’ (European Council, 19 February 2016,
link). Yet the European Court has already ruled that a previous conviction can ‘be
taken into account in so far as the circumstances which gave rise to that conviction
are evidence of personal conduct constituting a present threat’ (R v Bouchereau

[1977] ECR 1999, para [28], link).



The Commission’s declaration also states that member states ‘may act on grounds of
public policy or public security even in the absence of a previous criminal conviction
on preventative grounds but specific to the individual concerned’ (European Council,
19 February 2016, link). Yet the European Court ruled this was the law in 1974 in
the first case referred to that court after the UK joined the EU (Van Duyn v Home
Office [1974] ECR 1337, link).

If we Vote Leave, we will take back the power to remove dangerous persons whose

presence in the UK is not conducive to the public good.

On 8 May 2016, Vote Leave set out plans immediately to ‘amend the European
Communities Act 1972 to provide that the Home Secretary can remove all foreign
nationals on the ground their presence would not be conducive to the public good
and that all foreign nationals sentenced to more than a year’s imprisonment are

subject to automatic deportation’ (Vote Leave, 8 May 2016, link).

Michael Gove MP said that: ‘I agreed with the Prime Minister when he set out his
vision for getting a permanent opt out from the Charter of Fundamental Rights.
Sadly, the deal did not touch this area and the Charter is being used more and more
by EU judges to interfere with how we keep people in the UK safe. EU judges are
stopping us from deporting dangerous criminals and terrorist suspects. This makes

us less safe - that's why we should take back control’ (Vote Leave, 8 May 2016, link).

The European Union Law (Emergency Provisions) Bill could be introduced shortly
after the referendum. Chris Grayling MP has said we should ‘end the situation where
an international court can tell us who we can and cannot deport’ (Vote Leave, 15

June 2016, link).
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British embassies have dedicated teams to help Turkey, Serbia and others

join the EU
June 20, 2016

British Embassy staff in multiple non-EU countries, including Turkey and Serbia, are
working to facilitate their entry into the European Union. This is despite claims by the IN

campaign that there is no prospect of new countries joining the EU in the coming years.

The Government webpage for the British Embassy in Ankara states ‘we have a dedicated
team working on projects to improve Turkey’s prospects of joining the EU’, whilst the
Government webpage for the British Embassy in Belgrade explains that ‘the UK’s main goal
in Serbia is to see the implementation of the political, economic and social reforms necessary

for Serbia’s EU accession.’

Furthermore, the webpages for British Embassies in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Ukraine and

Georgia all contain statements that the UK is supporting their ambitions of EU membership.

UK taxpayers are already paying almost £2 billion to support the accession of Albania,
Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey, however these findings suggest that further

dedicated resources are being used to help them join the EU.
Responding to the findings, Matthew Elliott, Vote Leave Chief Executive, said:

‘It is clear that despite David Cameron protestations, the machinery of Government is being

used to accelerate the pace at which Turkey and other nations join the EU.

“This evening the Prime Minister failed to clarify whether it remains official Government

policy to pave the road from Ankara to Brussels and how much, and in what way, taxpayers’



money is being spent to help Turkey and other nations join the European Union, on top of

the £2 billion bill we already know about.

‘We send £350 million every week to the EU. With our public services already under huge
pressure, it is perverse for taxpayers’ money to be spent on helping these countries join the
EU when the result would inevitably be increased migration to the UK, only adding to the

strain. This is why it’s safer to take back control on 23 June.’

Notes to editors

British embassies clearly show that the UK is supporting the accession of countries to

join the EU.

e The official Government website for the British Embassy in Turkey states that
there 1s ‘a dedicated team working on projects to improve Turkey’s prospects of

joining the EU.’ (link)

e The official Government website for the British Embassy in Serbia states that ‘the
UK’s main goal in Serbia is to see the implementation of the political, economic and

social reforms necessary for Serbia’s EU accession.’(link)

e The official Government website for the British Embassy in Bosnia and
Herzegovina states ‘we are working in Bosnia and Herzegovina to help reform areas
including the rule of law, justice, anti-corruption and defence, to meet conditions for

EU and NATO membership.’ (link)

e The official Government website for the British Embassy in Ukraine states ‘we
work closely with Ukrainian authorities to support the EU integration of Ukraine’

(link)

e The official Government website for the British Embassy in Georgia states ‘we

support Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic aspirations.’ (link).

UK pays £1.8 billion to help Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey to
join the EU.



In 2014, the EU Council agreed to an Instrument for pre-accession assistance to pay money
to potential candidate countries. These include Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Iceland,
Kosovo, Montenegro, Serbia, Turkey and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(Regulation 2014/231/EU, link). The UK voted against the creation of this instrument in the
EU Council, but was outvoted (Council of Ministers, 11 March 2014, link; Council of
Ministers, 12 March 2014, link).

Money is paid to ‘align’ candidate countries’ laws ‘with EU laws and standards’ in order
that they can join the EU. The Commission describes it as ‘an investment in the future of the
EU’, which ‘creates incentives for EU future members’ (European Commission, 2016, link).
The Commission is explicit that the funds are paid to prepare the countries ‘for the rights
and obligations that come with EU membership’ (European Commission, 24 February 2016,
link).

The total amount to be paid to these countries between 2014 and 2020 is €11.7 billion
(Regulation 2014/231/EU, art. 15, link). Using HM Treasury figures for the total proportion
of EU revenue accounted for by UK contributions, it is possible to calculate the UK’s total

and annual payments into this fund. For consistency, we have used 2014 exchange rates.

Instrument for pre-accession assistance

Budget (2014-2020) (€Em) | €11,699

UK share (€m) €1,471

UK share (£m) £1,186

UK annual payment (£m) £169.5

Source: Regulation 2014/231/EU, art. 15, link; HM Treasury, December 2015, link; HMRC, 6 April 2016,
link.

The table shows that the UK will pay £1.19 billion to the EU’s pre-accession assistance
programme between 2014 and 2020, or £170 million each year.

In addition, the UK agreed to pay up to an additional £640 million to Turkey as part of the
recent EU-Turkey deal. This deal has been struck with the stated aim of ‘re-energis[ing] the
accession process’ of Turkey to the EU (European Council, 18 March 2016, link). The UK



will pay Turkey £250 million in bilateral assistance and will pay a further £97 million as part
of EU payments to Turkey: £347 million in total between 2016 and 2017 (Turkey Refugee
Facility: Written statement - HCWS582, 7 March 2016, link; HM Treasury, December 2015,
link; HMRC, March 2016, link). A further €3 billion will be provided by the EU by 2018
(European Council, 18 March 2016, link). The UK’s share of this payment will be at least
£293 million (HM Treasury, December 2015, link; HMRC, March 2016, link).

Combining commitments under the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance and obligations
to Turkey under the recent deal, the UK’s total payments to candidate countries will be £1.8
billion. The EU as a whole will be paying over €17.5 billion in total to candidate countries

to join the EU.

Total UK payments to Turkey in the period 2014 to 2020 could be as high as £1.09 billion.
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David Cameron repeatedly refused to answer basic questions on Turkey
June 19, 2016

Responding to David Cameron’s appearance on Question Time, Vote Leave Chief

Executive Matthew Elliott said:

‘David Cameron repeatedly refused to say that he would veto Turkey joining the EU. That’s
because - in his own words - he is the “strongest possible advocate” of Turkey joining. He
has said before that he is “angry” that it is taking too long for Turkey to join. The EU has
recently accelerated talks with Turkey with David Cameron’s support and UK taxpayers are

sending £1 billion to Turkey to help them join. You cannot trust Cameron on Turkey.

‘Cameron had no answers to people’s legitimate concerns on immigration tonight and failed
to set out how he would meet his manifesto pledge to bring the numbers back down to the
tens of thousands while remaining in the EU. He had no answer on how we would fund the

NHS to cope with higher levels of immigration.

‘He has avoided speaking to the British public throughout the campaign because he knows
that they do not believe him anymore on the EU. It showed tonight as he was openly mocked
by the audience. If you don’t believe Cameron’s spin and want to take back control you need

to Vote Leave on Thursday.’
Notes to editors

David Cameron refused, again, to veto Turkish accession to the EU or the continuation

of accession talks, which he could do tomorrow.



David Cameron strongly supports Turkish accession and has said he is ‘angry’ at
the slow pace of Turkish accession. In 2010, Cameron said he was ‘angry’ at the
slow pace of Turkish accession, that he was the ‘strongest possible advocate for EU
membership’ for Turkey, and that ‘I want us to pave the road from Ankara to
Brussels’ (Prime Minister’s Office, 27 July 2010, link). In 2014, he said that: ‘In
terms of Turkish membership of the EU, I very much support that. That’s a
longstanding position of British foreign policy which I support’ (Daily Telegraph, 9
December 2014, link).

The EU is accelerating Turkish accession with unanimous support. In a press
release issued on 15 June, the European Commission has announced that ‘The
Commission tabled the Draft Common Position on Chapter 33 (financial and
budgetary provisions) in the Council on 29 April, enabling the Council to decide on
the opening of this Chapter by end of June. In addition, preparatory work continues
at an accelerated pace to make progress on five Chapters’ (European Commission,
15 June 2016, link). The Commission issued a detailed statement on the rapidly
accelerating progress of Turkish accession this morning. Part of this process will
occur ‘at the end of June’, just after the public votes (European Commission, 15 June,
2016, link). On 18 March 2016, the European Council unanimously agreed that the
EU should ‘re-energise the accession process’ and that Turkish acceleration should

be ‘accelerated’ (European Council, 18 March 2016, link).

The Government admitted it supported Turkish accession during the campaign. In
April, the Europe Minister, David Lidington, said: ‘The UK supports Turkey’s EU
accession process’ (Turkey: EU Accession: Written question - 33258, 14 April 2016,
link).

The British public will not get a vote on the accession of Turkey to the EU. The
European Union Act 2011 allows the Government to ratify EU accession treaties
without a referendum (European Union Act 2011, s. 4(4)(c), link). There was no
referendum on the accession of Croatia to the EU in 2013 (European Union (Croatian

Accession and Irish Protocol) Act 2013, s. 1, link).

The Government opposes giving the British people a say. As the Minister for

Europe, David Lidington, said in 2011: ‘A few years ago, 10 new member states



joined the European Union at the same time. I believe that their combined population
then was 73 million, which is slightly greater than Turkey's population is now. I do
not believe that anybody in this country argued at that time that a British referendum

on those accessions was right’ (Hansard, 24 January 2011, col. 123, link).

o We are paying billions to Turkey and other candidate countries to join. Turkey is
set to receive £1 billion of UK funds to help prepare it for membership. The EU is
paying €17.7 billion to Albania, Serbia, Turkey, Macedonia and Montenegro to join
the EU. The UK is paying almost £1.8 billion to these five countries to join (Vote
Leave, 27 April 2016, link). The new European Council building contains chairs and

building space for Turkey when it joins (Daily Mail, May 2016, link).

Wages will rise if we Vote Leave as the leader of David Cameron’s campaign admitted.

‘Experts’ such as the Bank of England and the Chancellor’s former advisor agree.

e The Chairman of the IN campaign, Lord Rose of Monewden, has said that: ‘the price
of labour will go up’ in the event of a vote to leave (Evidence to Treasury Committee,

March 2016, link).

e The Bank of England has found that ‘the immigrant to native ratio has a small
negative impact on average British wages’ (Bank of England, December 2015, link).
The study found that ‘immigrants in recent years are most predominant in low-skill
occupations’ (Bank of England, December 2015, link). The study concluded that:
‘the biggest effect is in the semi/unskilled services sector, where a 10 percentage
point rise in the proportion of immigrants is associated with a 2 percent reduction in

pay’ (Bank of England, December 2015, link).

e A BlackRock report in February co-written by Rupert Harrison, a former close
advisor to the Chancellor, said leaving the EU could mean 'lower immigration
[which] could make labour scarcer in the long run, pushing up wage costs'

(BlackRock, February 2016, link).
David Cameron admitted ‘we pay in more than we get out’. He was right.

e In 2014, the UK’s gross contributions to the EU budget were £19,107 million, or
£367 million per week (ONS, October 2015, tab 9.9, link). The Head of the UK



Statistics Authority, Sir Andrew Dilnot, has said 'Yes, the £19.1 billion figure is a
legitimate figure for gross contributions... the official statistics are the £19.1 billion'
(Evidence to Public Administration and Constitutional Affairs Committee, 26 April
2016, link).

In 2015, the UK’s net contribution was £10.6 billion (ONS, 31 March 2016, link).

The UK does not have a ‘special status’ in a ‘reformed’ EU. This is spin from David

Cameron.

This term is nowhere used in the Decision of the Heads of Government (European

Council, 19 February 2016, link). It is simply spin.

The Decision does not bind the European Court, which will continue to treat the UK
as it treats every other member state. In 1979, it stated that ‘the equality of Member
States before Community law’ was ‘at the very root of the Community legal order’

(Commission v United Kingdom [1979] ECR 419, para [12], link).

The EU is fundamentally unchanged. Even if promised changes to the Treaties were
made (and there is no guarantee of this), the Treaties would remain 99% the same as

they were before the renegotiation (Vote Leave, February 2016, link).

David Cameron’s deal is not legally-binding.

In 1992, Denmark was promised - via exactly the same type of deal that the UK is
now being offered - that EU citizenship would ‘not in any way take the place of
national citizenship. The question whether an individual possesses the nationality of
a Member State will be settled solely by reference to the national law of the Member
State concerned’ (Edinburgh European Council, 12 December 1992, link). The Prime
Minister, John Major, said the Danish deal was ‘a legally binding decision’ (John
Major Doorstep Interview with Jacques Delors, 12 December 1992, link).

Less than a decade later, the European Court broke this agreement, declaring EU
citizenship would ‘be the fundamental status of nationals of the Member States’
(Grzelezyk [2001] ECR I-6193, link). It has now broken this promise on 80 occasions
(Vote Leave, December 2015, link). In its Rottmann ruling, the European Court said

that ‘Member States must, when exercising their powers in the sphere of nationality,



have due regard to European Union law’, blocking member states from automatically
stripping national citizenship from criminals who acquire it fraudulently, in direct

breach of the Danish deal (Rottmann [2010] ECR 1-1449, link).

The UK Supreme Court has said Rottmann is ‘in the face of the clear language’ of
promises made to Denmark (Pham v Home Secretary [2015] UKSC 19, para [90],
link).

Contrary to David Cameron’s claims tonight, the Government has already accepted

that its welfare changes are subject to further negotiation.

After the renegotiation finished, the Commercial Secretary to the Treasury, Lord
O'Neill of Gatley, conceded that: ‘Details of the proposals for restricting in-work
benefits for EU nationals will be subject to further negotiation and we cannot
speculate on these’. The Minister was unable even to state which benefits the
‘emergency brake’ might apply to (Social Security Benefits: EU Nationals: Written
question - HL5972, 22 February 2016, link).

David Cameron claims it is ‘freedom of movement to work’. This is false.

As early as 1991, the European Court held that the ‘Treaty entails the right for
nationals of Member States to move freely within the territory of the other Member
States and to stay there for the purposes of seeking employment’ (R v Immigration

Appeal Tribunal, Ex parte Antonissen, 26 February 1991, link).

This is still the case - in the last year alone 77,000 EU migrants came to the UK
looking for a job (ONS, 26 May 2016, link). This despite the PM’s promise in 2014
to stop this. In November 2014, the Prime Minister, David Cameron, promised that
‘we want EU jobseekers to have a job offer before they come here... So let’s be clear
what all these changes taken together will mean. EU migrants should have a job offer

before they come here’ (JCB Staffordshire speech, 28 November 2014, link).

David Cameron has failed to meet his manifesto promises on child benefit and tax

credits.

The Conservative Manifesto promised: ‘If an EU migrant’s child is living abroad,

then they should receive no child benefit or child tax credit, no matter how long they



have worked in the UK and no matter how much tax they have paid’ (Conservative

Manifesto 2015, p. 30, link).

David Cameron’s renegotiation will still allow the export of child benefit. The deal
says new EU legislation could give member states ‘an option to index such benefits
to the conditions of the Member State where the child resides’ (European Council,
19 February 2016, link). This also only applies to new claimants and makes clear the

export of child benefit will continue.

Cameron also promised that EU migrants would not be able to claim child benefit
during their first four years in the UK. The 2015 Conservative Manifesto stated: ‘We
will insist that EU migrants who want to claim tax credits and child benefit must live
here and contribute to our country for a minimum of four years’ (Conservative

Manifesto 2015, p. 30, link).

Since child benefit, unlike certain tax credits, is not a ‘non-contributory in-work
benefit’, it would appear the emergency brake will not apply to it, meaning the
Conservative Manifesto has likely been broken (Social Security Contributions and

Benefits Act 1992, s. 141, link).

Persons coming to the UK with EU law rights account for more than half of net

migration.

EU net migration in 2015 was 184,000. Non-EU net migration was 188,000.

Family members of EU citizens who are third country nationals have a right to enter
and reside in the UK under EU law (Directive 2004/38/EC, art. 3, link). In 2015, the
Home Office issued 30,309 EEA family permits to persons outside the UK (Home
Office, 3 March 2016, link). This is more than the difference between EU and non-

EU net migration.

In addition, the European Court has granted rights of residence in the UK to other
third country nationals in several other high profile cases (see, for example, Chen v
Secretary of State for the Home Department [2004] ECR 1-9925, link; Carpenter v
Secretary of State for the Home Department [2002] ECR 1-6279, link; Zambrano v
Office national de I’emploi [2011] ECR I-1177, link).



David

Cameron’s ‘emergency brake’ on migrants benefits will have no impact on

migration, as many independent experts have confirmed.

Public

In December, one of the top three members of the independent Office for Budget
Responsibility, Sir Stephen Nickell CBE, has said changes to migration would have
‘not much’ impact on migration (BBC News, 8 December 2015, link).

Oxford University’s Migration Observatory concluded that the proposed welfare
reforms are ‘unlikely’ to ‘lead to a large reduction in EU migration to the UK’

(Oxford University Migration Observatory, 4 May 2016, link).
services are under pressure due to EU migration.

The pubic want change. ICM polling shows that by 49% to 26%, the public think
recent EU migration has been bad for the UK and that 58% would be unhappy if
current levels continue. A majority of the public think recent EU migration has been
bad for the NHS (55%), schools (58%) and housing (67%) (Daily Mail, 2 June 2016,
link).

David Cameron supports free movement. David Cameron has said: ‘we should
continue to support migration and free movement...I do not want us to get out of the
idea of free movement... Let me be clear: I support the principle of free movement’

(Hansard, 5 January 2016, cols 31, 35 & 37, link).

Pressure on the NHS. In 2015-2016, NHS providers in England recorded a deficit
of £2.45 billion, partly due to ‘rising demand’ (NHS Improvement, 26 May 2016,
link). In March, 265,834 persons waited more than four hours in accident and
emergency wards, up from 33,184 in August 2010. 12.7% of all persons attending
A&E now wait for more than four hours (NHS England, April 2016, link).

Pressure on schools. The Local Government Association has said that two-fifths of
primary schools will be overcrowded by September this year, and that pressure from

a rising population is reaching a ‘tipping point’ (BBC News, 3 April 2015, link).

Pressure on housing. The 2011 census showed that 1.1 million households were
overcrowded (ONS, 17 April 2014, link). The construction industry suggests that the

UK is already ‘1 million homes short of the number it needs to meet its housing



needs’ (Get Britain Building, 2016, link). If net migration continues at current levels,
there is almost no chance of today’s overcrowding or undersupply being addressed.
Shelter has already noted that: ‘Each year we build 100,000 fewer homes than we
need, adding to a shortage that has been growing for decades’ (KPMG/Shelter, 2014,
link).

David Cameron used to accept you could control immigration without damaging the

economy.

In 2011, David Cameron said: ‘what I’m trying to say today is, you know, those who
say you can’t control immigration without damaging the economy, that this is a
forlorn hope, I really believe that’s wrong. We can control immigration. We can do
it in a way that doesn’t damage the economy’ (Speech on immigration, 10 October

2011, link).

EU migrants can claim unemployment benefit, despite David Cameron’s claims.

EU law gives EU nationals the same rights to jobseeker’s allowance as UK nationals
following a period of employment of a year in the UK, and an equivalent right for
six months if they have been employed in the UK for less than a year (Directive
2004/38/EC, art. 7(3), link; Immigration (European Economic Area) Regulations
2006, SI2006/1003, reg. 6, link).

There is no requirement under EU law to pay non-contributory cash benefits
designed to provide subsistence to persons who entered the UK seeking work and
who have never found it. However, that was clear before the Prime Minister began
his renegotiation (Directive 2004/38/EC, art. 24(2), link; Dano v Jobcenter Leipzig,
Case C-333/13, link; Jobcenter Berlin Neukolln v Nazifa Alimanovic, Case C-67/14,
link)

It is illegal under EU law to remove all jobseekers after six months and there is no

mechanism for doing so, despite David Cameron’s claims.

The Prime Minister promised that all jobseekers would be removed after six
months and has claimed this has already been achieved. In 2014, David Cameron

promised that: ‘[I]f an EU jobseeker has not found work within six months, they will



be required to leave’ (BBC News, 28 November 2014, link). In his Chatham House
speech in November 2015, the Prime Minister said that this pledge had ‘already been
achieved’ (Prime Minister’s Office, 10 November 2015, link).

o The EU Treaties forbid the removal of all jobseekers after six months. In 1991, the
European Court of Justice ruled that the Treaties forbid the removal of jobseekers
from another EU member state regardless of the duration of their stay if ‘the person
concerned provides evidence that he is continuing to seek employment and that he
has genuine chances of being engaged’ (R v Immigration Appeal Tribunal, Ex parte

Antonissen [1991] ECR 1-745, operative para, link).

o The Free Movement Directive forbids the removal of all jobseekers after six
months. The Free Movement Directive provides that: ‘an expulsion measure may in
no case be adopted against Union citizens or their family members if... the Union
citizens entered the territory of the host Member State in order to seek employment.
In this case, the Union citizens and their family members may not be expelled for as
long as the Union citizens can provide evidence that they are continuing to seek
employment and that they have a genuine chance of being engaged’ (Directive

2004/38/EC, art. 14(4)(b), link).

o The Government admitted in December that many jobseekers could remain for
longer than six months. The Home Office Minister, James Brokenshire, admitted in
December that some EU migrants can ‘keep the status of jobseeker for longer than
six months’ (‘EU Nationals: Employment: Written question — 17574°, 2 December
2015, link).

o There is no mechanism for monitoring whether or not jobseekers remain in the
UK for over six months. In any event, EU law forbids systematic verification of
whether EU citizens are lawfully resident in the UK. It states that ‘this verification

shall not be carried out systematically’ (Directive 2004/38/EC, art. 14(2), link).

Cameron has broken his promise to fix free movement and to cut migration to the tens

of thousands.

e In his 2014 conference speech, Cameron said: ‘Numbers that have increased faster

than we in this country wanted at a level that was too much for our communities, for



our labour markets. All of this has to change — and it will be at the very heart of my

renegotiation strategy for Europe (Conservative Press Office, 1 October 2014, link).

The 2010 Conservative Manifesto promised that ‘we will take steps to take net
migration back to the levels of the 1990s — tens of thousands a year, not hundreds of

thousands’ (Invitation to Join the Government of Britain, 2010, link).

The 2015 Conservative Manifesto promised to ‘keep our ambition of delivering
annual net migration in the tens of thousands, not the hundreds of thousands’

(Conservative Party, 2015, link).

David Cameron exaggerated the length of time it will take to negotiate a free trade deal

with the EU.

Oxford Economics has said that ‘an analysis of regional trade deals conducted over

the past 20 years found an average duration of 28 months’ (Oxford Economics, 2016,

link).

There are many examples: the US-Australia free trade agreement (FTA) was
concluded in less than two years (Library of Congress, 3 August 2003, link;
Australian Government, 2016, link); the Switzerland-China FTA was negotiated in
a little over two years (Centre for Security Studies, February 2014, link; Swiss State
Secretariat for Economic Affairs, 2016, link); and the US-Canada FTA was

negotiated in less than two years (Government of Canada, 2016, link).

The EU has failed to strike a free trade agreement with China.

The EU has failed to negotiate a free trade agreement with China.

Both Iceland (which has a population of less than half a million) and Switzerland
have negotiated free trade agreements with China (Icelandic Ministry for Foreign
Affairs, 15 April 2013, link; Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs, 2014,
link).

Australia has done so as well (Australian Government, 2016, link).



e The time between New Zealand beginning negotiations for a free trade agreement
with China and the agreement’s entry into force was just four years (New Zealand

Government, 2016, link).

Leading car manufacturers have made clear that jobs and investment would not be

affected if we Vote Leave.

e Tim Tozer, Chairman and Managing Director, of Vauxhall Motors has said: ‘If this
country would vote to leave the EU, would that trouble or concern us? There my
answer 1s no because I don’t think that in that event there would not be a trade
agreement with what was left of the EU’ (BBC Radio 4, Today Programme, 15
September 2015, link).

e Kevin Rose, board member, at Bentley has said: ‘We made our plans, we've
announced the investments ... and they were in full knowledge that there was a
referendum so we believe in the UK ... Regardless [of the outcome], we think that

the UK is a good place for investment’ (Reuters, 17 September 2015, link).

e Karl-Thomas Neumann, Chief Executive of Opel has said: 'We have plants in Luton
and Ellesmere port. We will not turn our back on England... life would carry on...

We would continue to find ways to invest' (Reuters, 17 September 2015, link).

e Trevor Mann, Chief Performance Officer at Nissan has said: 'If there was a future
trade agreement between the UK and EU then it wouldn't make a lot of difference’

(Financial Times, 11 January 2016, link).

e Takahiro Hachigo, Chief Executive of Honda, has said: 'Honda remains firmly
committed to car production in the UK and Europe. Our production activity in the
UK plays a key role for our business in terms of providing products to the European

market... and beyond' (AutoExpress, 1 October 2015, link).

e Akio Toyoda, Chief Executive of Toyota, has said: "We want to deepen our roots to
deliver ever better cars, so when that capsule is opened after 100 years, all can see
we’ve built a truly British company.... I think a strong manufacturing workforce and
parts supply chain are characteristic of the UK... I understand it was judging on those

factors that we choose to put our first European plant in Britain' (Financial Times,



11 January 2016, link). Toyota does not even mention the EU in its corporate

document giving its reasons for investing in the UK (link)

Carlos Ghosn, the chief executive of Renault-Nissan, has said: 'Whatever is the
decision of the UK we will adapt to it. I don’t think there is a reason to worry. We
knew for many years that [an exit] was possible. So we’ll deal with it' (Guardian, 21

January 2016, link).

David Cameron has previously accepted the UK could do fine outside the EU and that

trade would continue.

Claims about a shock and decline in trade which would hit the public finances have
been disputed by David Cameron: 'If we were outside the EU altogether, we’d still
be trading with all these European countries, of course we would ... Of course the
trading would go on ... There’s a lot of scaremongering on all sides of this debate.

Of course the trading would go on' (The Andrew Marr Show, 6 January 2013, link).

David Cameron has said: ‘I also want to debunk an argument that is sometimes put
around by those who say ‘stay in Europe come what may’. Some people seem to say
that really Britain couldn’t survive, couldn’t do okay outside the European Union. I
don’t think that is true. Let’s be frank, Britain is an amazing country... The argument
isn’t whether Britain could survive outside the EU; of course it could’ (Speech to the

CBI, November 2015, link).

Economists have made serious errors before. Most supported the euro. The Bank of

England supported the Exchange Rate Mechanism. This was a disaster.

65% of economists backed scrapping the pound (7The Economist, 15 April 1999,
link).

In 1989, the Governor of the Bank of England, Robin Leigh-Pemberton, said that
joining the ERM had ‘a number of large potential advantages' (Independent, 27 July
1989, p. 26). When asked in 1990 whether the conditions for joining had been met,
Mr Leigh-Pemberton said: ‘Yes, I think so’ (Press Association, 28 March 1990).



The ERM caused interest rates to rise to 15%, lead to millions of households going
into negative equity and unemployment reaching 2.9 million in 1993 (ONS, 16
December 2015, link).

David Cameron has claimed that leaving the EU could lead to conflict.

In his British Museum speech, the Prime Minister claimed that: ‘Isolationism has
never served this country well. Whenever we turn our back on Europe, sooner or later
we come to regret it. We have always had to go back in, and always at a much higher
cost. The serried rows of white headstones in lovingly-tended Commonwealth war
cemeteries stand as silent testament to the price that this country has paid to help
restore peace and order in Europe. Can we be so sure that peace and stability on our
continent are assured beyond any shadow of doubt? Is that a risk worth taking? I
would never be so rash as to make that assumption’ (British Museum speech, 9 May

2016, link).

The IN campaign’s previous rhetoric on immigration has been divisive.

David Cameron said there is ‘a swarm of people coming across the Mediterranean,

seeking a better life, wanting to come to Britain’ (BBC News, 30 July 2015, link).

A Downing Street spokesman said that Home Office’s ‘go home’ advertising vans

were acceptable (BBC News, 29 July 2013, link).

Foreign Secretary Philip Hammond described migrants as ‘marauding’ (Guardian,

10 August 2015, link).

Defence Secretary Michael Fallon said that we need ‘to see what we can do to prevent
whole towns and communities being swamped by huge numbers of migrant workers.
In some areas, particularly on the east coast, yes, towns do feel under siege from
large numbers of migrant workers and people claiming benefits. It is quite right that
we look at that. The original treaty when it was drawn up 50 years ago did not
envisage these vast movements of people, and we are perfectly entitled to say this
needs to be looked at again. We will put our proposal forward and we will look for

support from other member states as well, including Germany’ (SkyNews, 26 October

2014, link).



e The Conservatives IN campaign has boasted of ‘the prevention of non-EU families

being brought to Britain’ (Daily Express, 14 May 2016, link).
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Boris Johnson: The liberal cosmopolitan case to Vote Leave
May 09, 2016

This morning Boris Johnson MP made the liberal cosmopolitan case to Vote Leave at the

headquarters of the Vote Leave campaign.
The full speech:

(Check against delivery)

I am pleased that this campaign has so far been relatively free of personal abuse — and long
may it so remain — but the other day someone insulted me in terms that were redolent of
1920s Soviet Russia. He said that I had no right to vote Leave, because I was in fact a “liberal

cosmopolitan”.

That rocked me, at first, and then I decided that as insults go, I didn’t mind it at all — because
it was probably true. And so I want this morning to explain why the campaign to Leave the
EU is attracting other liberal spirits and people I admire such as David Owen, and Gisela
Stuart, Nigel Lawson, John Longworth — people who love Europe and who feel at home on
the continent, but whose attitudes towards the project of European Union have been

hardening over time.

For many of us who are now deeply skeptical, the evolution has been roughly the same: we
began decades ago to query the anti-democratic absurdities of the EU. Then we began to
campaign for reform, and were excited in 2013 by the Prime Minister’s Bloomberg speech;

and then quietly despaired as no reform was forthcoming. And then thanks to the referendum



given to this country by David Cameron we find that a door has magically opened in our

lives.

We can see the sunlit meadows beyond. I believe we would be mad not to take this once in
a lifetime chance to walk through that door because the truth is it is not we who have
changed. It is the EU that has changed out of all recognition; and to keep insisting that the

EU is about economics is like saying the Italian Mafia is interested in olive oil and real estate.

It is true, but profoundly uninformative about the real aims of that organization. What was
once the EEC has undergone a spectacular metamorphosis in the last 30 years, and the crucial

point is that it is still becoming ever more centralizing, interfering and anti-democratic.

You only have to read the Lisbon Treaty — whose constitutional provisions were rejected by
three EU populations, the French, the Dutch and the Irish — to see how far this thing has
moved on from what we signed up for in 1972. Brussels now has exclusive or explicit
competence for trade, customs, competition, agriculture, fisheries, environment, consumer
protection, transport, trans-European networks, energy, the areas of freedom, security and
justice, and new powers over culture, tourism, education and youth. The EU already has
considerable powers to set rates of indirect taxation across the whole 28-nation territory, and

of course it has total control of monetary policy for all 19 in the eurozone.

In recent years Brussels has acquired its own foreign minister, its own series of EU embassies
around the world, and is continuing to develop its own defence policy. We have got to stop
trying to kid the British people; we have got to stop saying one thing in Brussels, and another
thing to the domestic audience; we have got to stop the systematic campaign of subterfuge
— to conceal from the public the scale of the constitutional changes involved. We need to
look at the legal reality, which is that this is a continuing and accelerating effort to build a

country called Europe.

Look at that list of Lisbon competences — with 45 new fields of policy where Britain can be
outvoted by a qualified majority — and you can see why the House of Commons Library has
repeatedly confirmed that when you add primary and secondary legislation together the EU

is now generating 60 per cent of the laws passing through parliament.

The independence of this country is being seriously compromised. It is this fundamental

democratic problem — this erosion of democracy - that brings me into this fight.



People are surprised and alarmed to discover that our gross contributions to the EU budget
are now running at about £20bn a year, and that the net contribution is £10 bn; and it is not

just that we have no control over how that money is spent.

No one has any proper control — which is why EU spending is persistently associated with
fraud. Of course the Remain campaign dismisses this UK contribution as a mere bagatelle —
even though you could otherwise use it to pay for a new British hospital every week. But

that expense is, in a sense, the least of the costs inflicted by the EU on this country.

It is deeply corrosive of popular trust in democracy that every year UK politicians tell the
public that they can cut immigration to the tens of thousands — and then find that they miss
their targets by hundreds of thousands, so that we add a population the size of Newcastle
every year, with all the extra and unfunded pressure that puts on the NHS and other public

services.

In our desperation to meet our hopeless so-called targets, we push away brilliant students
from Commonwealth countries, who want to pay to come to our universities; we find
ourselves hard pressed to recruit people who might work in our NHS, as opposed to make
use of its services — because we have absolutely no power to control the numbers who are
coming with no job offers and no qualifications from the 28 EU countries. [ am in favour of
immigration; but I am also in favour of control, and of politicians taking responsibility for
what is happening; and I think it bewilders people to be told that this most basic power of a
state — to decide who has the right to live and work in your country — has been taken away

and now resides in Brussels.

And, as I say, that is only one aspect of a steady attrition of the rights of the people to decide
their priorities, and to remove, at elections, those who take the decisions. It is sad that our
powers of economic self-government have become so straitened that the Chancellor of the
Exchequer has to go around personally asking other finance ministers to allow him to cut

VAT on tampons, and as far as [ can see we still have not secured consent.

It is very worrying that the European Court of Justice — Luxembourg, not Strasbourg — should
now be freely adjudicating on human rights questions, and whether or not this country has
the right to deport people the Home Office believes are a threat to our security; and it is
peculiar that the government is now straining at the gnat of the Convention and the

Strasbourg court, whose rulings are not actually binding on UK courts, while swallowing



the camel of the 55-article charter of Fundamental rights, which is fully justiciable by the
European Court in Luxembourg, when you consider that it is the rulings of this court that

are binding and that must be applied by every court in this country, including parliament.

It is absurd that Britain — historically a great free-trading nation — has been unable for 42

years to do a free trade deal with Australia, New Zealand, China, India and America.

It is above all bizarre for the Remain campaign to say that after the UK agreement of
February we are now living in a “reformed” EU, when there has been not a single change to
EU competences, not a single change to the Treaty, nothing on agriculture, nothing on the
role of the court, nothing of any substance on borders — nothing remotely resembling the

agenda for change that was promised in the 2013 Bloomberg speech.

In that excellent speech the Prime Minister savaged the EU’s lack of competitiveness, its

remoteness from the voters, its relentless movement in the wrong direction.
As he said -

“The biggest danger to the European Union comes not from those who advocate change, but
from those who denounce new thinking as heresy. In its long history Europe has experience

of heretics who turned out to have a point.

‘More of the same will not see the European Union keeping pace with the new powerhouse
economies. More of the same will not bring the European Union any closer to its citizens.
More of the same will just produce more of the same - less competitiveness, less growth,

fewer jobs.

‘And that will make our countries weaker not stronger.
That is why we need fundamental, far-reaching change.’
He was right then.

We were told that there had to be “fundamental reform” and “full-on” Treaty change that
would happen “before the referendum” — or else the government was willing to campaign to

Leave.



And that is frankly what the government should now be doing. If you look at what we were
promised, and what we got, the Government should logically be campaigning on our side

today.

We were told many times — by the PM, Home Sec and Chancellor - that we were going to
get real changes to the law on free movement, so that you needed to have a job lined up

before you could come here. We got no such change.

We were told that we would get a working opt-out from the Charter of Fundamental Human
Rights — which by the way gives the European Court the power to determine the application
of the 1951 Convention on Refugees and Asylum, as well as extradition, child protection

and victims’ rights. We got nothing.

We were told that we would be able to stop the Eurozone countries from using the EU

institutions to create a fiscal and political union. Instead we gave up our veto.

The Five Presidents’ report makes it clear that as soon as the UK referendum is out of the
way, they will proceed with new structures of political and fiscal integration that this country
should have no part in, but which will inevitably involve us, just as we were forced — in spite
of promises to the contrary — to take part in the bail-out of Greece. They want to go ahead
with new EU rules on company law, and property rights and every aspect of employment

law and even taxation — and we will be dragged in.

To call this a reformed EU is an offence against the Trades Descriptions Act, or rather the
EU Unfair Commercial Practices Directive that of course replaced the Trades Descriptions

Act in 2008. The EU system is a ratchet hauling us ever further into a federal structure.

We have proved to ourselves time and again that we cannot change the direction. We cannot
change the pace. We cannot interrupt the steady erosion of democracy, and given that we do
not accept the destination it is time to tell our friends and partners, in a spirit of the utmost
cordiality, that we wish to forge a new relationship based on free trade and intergovernmental

cooperation.

We need to Vote Leave on June 23, and in the meantime we must deal with the three big

myths that are peddled by the Remain campaign.



The first is the so-called economic argument. The Remainers accept that there is a loss of

political independence, but they claim that this trade-off is economically beneficial.

The second argument we might broadly call the peace-in-Europe argument — that the EU is
associated with 70 years of stability, and we need to stay in to prevent German tanks crossing

the French border.

The third argument is more abstract, but potent with some people. It is that you can’t really
want to leave the EU without being in some way anti-European, and that the Remain camp

therefore have a monopoly on liberal cosmopolitanism.
All three arguments are wholly bogus.

The most important mistake is to think that there is some effective and sensible trade-off
between the loss of democratic control and greater economic prosperity. The whole thrust of
the Remain argument is that there is a democratic cost, but an economic benefit — that if we
accept that 60 per cent of our laws are made in Brussels, we will see some great boost in our
trade and our exports and in the overall economic performance of the EU. This is turning out

to be simply false.

The loss of democratic control is spiritually damaging, and socially risky — and the economic
benefits of remaining subject to the Single Market law-making machine, as opposed to

having access to the Single Market, are in fact very hard to detect.

What the government wants is for us to remain locked into the Single Market law-making
regime, and to be exposed to 2500 new EU regulations a year. What we want is for Britain
to be like many other countries in having free-trade access to the territory covered by the
Single Market — but not to be subject to the vast, growing and politically-driven empire of

EU law.

There is a good deal of evidence that this is the more sensible position to be in. Take the two
relevant 20 year periods, before and after the creation of the Single Market, in other words

from 1973 to 1992, and from 1992 to 2012.

Now when the single market dawned, we were told that it was going to be a great dynamo

of job and wealth creation — 800 billion euros, the Cecchini report said, of extra European



GDP. We were told that it was going to send exports whizzing ever faster across borders. So

what happened?

Did Britain export more to the rest of the EEC 11, as a result of the Single Market? On the
contrary, the rate of growth slowed, as Michael Burrage has shown this year. British exports
of goods were actually 22 per cent lower, at the end of the second 20 year period, than if
they had continued to grow at the rate of the 20 years pre-1992. And before you say that this
might be just a result of Britain’s sluggish performance in the export of manufactured goods,

the same failure was seen in the case of the 12 EEC countries themselves.

We were told that goods would start pinging around the EEC as if in some supercharged
cyclotron; and on the contrary, the rate of growth flattened again — 14.6 per cent lower than

the previous 20 years when there was no single market.

So what was the decisive advantage to Britain, or any other country, of being inside this
system, and accepting these thousands of one-size-fits-all regulations? In fact you could
argue that many countries were better off being outside, and not subject to the bureaucracy.
In the period of existence of this vaunted single market, from 1992 to 2011, there were 27
non-EU countries whose exports of goods to the rest of the EU grew faster than the UK’s;
and most embarrassingly of all — there were 21 countries who did better than the UK in

exporting services to the other EEC 11.

So where was this great European relaunch that was supposed to be driven by the 1992
Single Market? In the 20 years since the start of the Single Market, the rate of growth in the
EU countries has actually been outstripped by the non-EU countries of the OECD. It is the
independent countries that have done better; and the EU has been a microclimate of
scandalously high unemployment. This year the US is projected to grow by 2.4 per cent,
China by 6.5 pc, NZ by 2 pc, Australia by 2.5 pc and India by 7.5 pc. The Eurozone — 1.5

per cent.

All that extra growth we were promised; all those extra jobs. The claims made for the Single
Market are looking increasingly fraudulent. It has not boosted the rate of British exports to
the EU; it has not even boosted growth in exports between the EU 12; and it has not stopped
a generation of young people — in a huge belt of Mediterranean countries — from being

thrown on to the scrapheap.



What has that corpus of EU regulation done to drive innovation? There are more patents
from outside the EU now being registered at the EU patent office than from within the EU
itself. The Eurozone has no universities within the top 20, and has been woefully left behind
by America in the tech revolution — in spite of all those directives I remember from the 1990s
about les reseaux telematiques; or possibly, of course, the EU has been left behind on tech

precisely because of those directives.

There are plenty of other parts of the world where the free market and competition has been
driving down the cost of mobile roaming charges and cut-price airline tickets — without the

need for a vast supranational bureaucracy enforced by a supranational court.

I hear again the arguments from the City of London, and the anxieties that have been
expressed. We heard them 15 years ago, when many of the very same Remainers prophesied
disaster for the City of London if we failed to join the euro. They said all the banks would
flee to Frankfurt. Well, Canary Wharf alone is now far bigger than the Frankfurt financial

centre — and has kept growing relentlessly since the crash of 2008.

As for the argument that we need the muscle of EU membership, if we are to do trade deals
— well, look, as I say, at the results after 42 years of membership. The EU has done trade
deals with the Palestinian authority and San Marino. Bravo. But it has failed to conclude

agreements with India, China or even America.

Why? Because negotiating on behalf of the EU is like trying to ride a vast pantomime horse,
with 28 people blindly pulling in different directions. For decades deals with America have
been blocked by the French film industry, and the current TTIP negotiations are stalled at
least partly because Greek feta cheese manufacturers object to the concept of American feta.

They may be right, aesthetically, but it should not be delaying us in this country.

Global trade is not carried on by kind permission of people like Peter Mandelson. People
and businesses trade with each other, and always will, as long as they have something to buy

and sell.

But it is notable that even when the EU has done a trade deal, it does not always seem to
work in Britain’s favour. In ten out of the last 15 deals, British trade with our partners has

actually slowed down, rather than speeded up, after the deal was done.



Is that because of some defect in us, or in the deal? Could it be that the EU officials did not
take account of the real interests of the UK economy, which is so different in structure from
France and Germany? And might that be because the sole and entire responsibility for UK
trade policy is in the hands of the EU commission — a body where only 3.6 per cent of the

officials actually come from this country?

In trying to compute the costs and benefits of belonging to the Single Market, we should
surely add the vast opportunity cost of not being able to do free trade deals with the most

lucrative and fastest-growing markets in the world — because we are in the EU.

When you consider that only 6 per cent of UK business export to the EU 28; and when you
consider that 100 per cent of our businesses — large and small — must comply with every jot
and tittle of regulation; and when you consider that the costs of this regulation are estimated
at £600m per week, I am afraid you are driven to the same conclusion as Wolfgang Munchau,
the economics commentator of the FT, who said, “whatever the reasons may be for

remaining in the EU, they are not economic.”

And so I return to my point; that we must stop the pretence. This is about politics, and a
political project that is now getting out of control. To understand our predicament, and the
trap we are in, we need to go back to the immediate post-war period, and the agony and

shame of a broken continent.

There were two brilliant Frenchmen — a wheeler-dealing civil servant with big American
connexions called Jean Monnet, and a French foreign minister called Robert Schuman. They
wanted to use instruments of economic integration to make war between France and

Germany not just a practical but a psychological impossibility.

It was an exercise in what [ believe used to be called behavioural therapy; inducing a change
in the underlying attitudes by forcing a change in behaviour. Their inspired idea was to
weave a cat’s cradle of supranational legislation that would not only bind the former

combatants together, but create a new sensation of European-ness.

As Schuman put it, “Europe will be built through concrete achievements which create a de
facto solidarity.” Jean Monnet believed that people would become “in mind European”, and
that this primarily functional and regulatory approach would produce a European identity

and a European consciousness.



Almost 60 years after the Treaty of Rome, I do not see many signs that this programme is
working. The European elites have indeed created an ever-denser federal system of
government, but at a pace that far exceeds the emotional and psychological readiness of the

peoples of Europe. The reasons are obvious.

There is simply no common political culture in Europe; no common media, no common
sense of humour or satire; and — this is important — no awareness of each other’s politics, so
that the European Union as a whole has no common sense of the two things you need for a
democracy to work efficiently. You need trust, and you need shame. There is no trust, partly
for the obvious reason that people often fail to understand each other’s languages. There is

no shame, because it is not clear who you are letting down if you abuse the EU system.

That is why there is such cavalier waste and theft of EU funds: because it is everybody’s

money, it is nobody’s money.

If you walk around London today, you will notice that the 12 star flag of the EU is flying all
over the place. That is because this is Schuman day. It is the birthday of the founder of this
project, and the elites have decreed that it should be properly marked.

Do we feel loyalty to that flag? Do our hearts pitter-patter as we watch it flutter over public
buildings? On the contrary. The British share with other EU populations a growing sense of

alienation, which is one of the reasons turn-out at European elections continues to decline.

As Jean-Claude Juncker has himself remarked with disapproval, “too many Europeans are
returning to a national or regional mindset”. In the face of that disillusionment, the European

elites are doing exactly the wrong thing. Instead of devolving power, they are centralizing.

Instead of going with the grain of human nature and public opinion, they are reaching for
the same corrective behavioural therapy as Monnet and Schuman: more legislation, more
federal control; and whenever there is a crisis of any kind the cry is always the same. “More

Europe, more Europe!”

What did they do when the Berlin wall came down, and the French panicked about the
inevitability of German unification? “More Europe!” And what are they saying now, when

the ensuing single currency has become a disaster? “More Europe!”



They persist in the delusion that political cohesion can be created by a forcible economic
integration, and they are achieving exactly the opposite. What is the distinctive experience
of the people of Greece, over the last eight years? It is a complete humiliation, a sense of
powerlessness. The suicide rate has risen by 35 per cent; life expectancy has actually fallen.

Youth unemployment is around 50 per cent. It is an utter disgrace to our continent.

That is what happens when you destroy democracy. Do the Greeks feel warmer towards the

Germans? Do they feel a community of interest? Of course not.

In Austria the far-right have just won an election for the first time since the 1930s. The
French National Front are on the march in France, and Marine le Pen may do well in the
Presidential elections. You could not say that EU integration is promoting either mutual
understanding or moderation, and the economic consequence range from nugatory to

disastrous.

The answer to the problems of Europe today is not “more Europe”, if that means more
forcible economic and political integration. The answer is reform, and devolution of powers
back to nations and people, and a return to intergovernmentalism, at least for this country —

and that means Vote Leave on June 23.

And of course there will be some in this country who are rightly troubled by a sense of
neighbourly duty. There are Remainers who may agree with much of the above; that the
economic advantages for Britain are either overstated or non-existent. But they feel uneasy
about pulling out of the EU in its hour of need, when our neighbours are in distress; and at
this point they deploy the so-called “Peace in Europe” argument: that if Britain leaves the
EU, there will be a return to slaughter on Flanders Fields.

I think this grossly underestimates the way Europe has changed, and the Nato guarantee that
has really underpinned peace in Europe. I saw the disaster when the EU was charged with

sorting out former Yugoslavia, and I saw how Nato sorted it out.

And it understates the sense in which it is the EU itself, and its anti-democratic tendencies

that are now a force for instability and alienation.

Europe faces twin crises of mass migration, and a euro that has proved a disaster for some
member states; and the grim truth is that the risks of staying in this unreformed EU are

intensifying and not diminishing.



In the next six weeks we must politely but relentlessly put the following questions to the

Prime Minister and to the Remain campaign...
1) How can you possibly control EU immigration into this country?

2) The Living Wage is an excellent policy, but how will you stop it being a big pull
factor for uncontrolled EU migration, given that it is far higher than minimum

wages in other EU countries?

3) How will you prevent the European Court from interfering further in immigration,
asylum, human rights, and all kinds of matters which have nothing to do with the

so-called Single Market?

4) Why did you give up the UK veto on further moves towards a fiscal and political

union?
5) How can you stop us from being dragged in, and from being made to pay?

The answer is that the Remain campaign have no answers to any of these questions, because
they are asking us to remain in an EU that is wholly unreformed, and going in the wrong

direction.

If we leave on June 23, we can still provide leadership in so many areas. We can help lead
the discussions on security, on counter-terrorism, on foreign and defence policy, as we
always have. But all those conversation can be conducted within an intergovernmental
framework, and without the need for legal instruments enforced by the European Court of
Justice. We will still be able to cooperate on the environment, on migration, on science and

technology; we will still have exchanges of students.

We will trade as much as ever before, if not more. We will be able to love our fellow
Europeans, marry them, live with them, share the joy of discovering our different cultures
and languages — but we will not be subject to the jurisdiction of a single court and legal

system that is proving increasingly erratic and that is imitated by no other trading group.

We will not lose influence in Europe or around the world — on the contrary, you could argue

we will gain in clout. We are already drowned out around the table in Brussels; we are



outvoted far more than any other country — 72 times in the last 20 years, and ever more

regularly since 2010; and the Eurozone now has a built-in majority on all questions.

We will recapture or secure our voice — for the 5th biggest economy in the world — in
international bodies such as the WTO or the IMF or the CITES, where the EU is increasingly
replacing us and laying a claim to speak on our behalf. If you want final and conclusive proof
of our inability to “get our way” in Brussels — and the contempt with which we will be treated
if we vote to Remain — look again at the UK deal and the total failure to secure any change

of any significance.

Above all — to get to the third key point of the Remainers — if we leave the EU we will not,
repeat not, be leaving Europe. Of all the arguments they make, this is the one that infuriates
me the most. I am a child of Europe. I am a liberal cosmopolitan and my family is a genetic

UN peacekeeping force.

I can read novels in French and I can sing the Ode to joy in German, and if they keep accusing
me of being a Little Englander, I will. Both as editor of the Spectator and Mayor of London
I have promoted the teaching of modern European languages in our schools. I have dedicated
much of my life to the study of the origins of our common — our common -European culture

and civilization in ancient Greece and Rome.

So I find if offensive, insulting, irrelevant and positively cretinous to be told — sometimes by
people who can barely speak a foreign language — that I belong to a group of small-minded
xenophobes; because the truth is it is Brexit that is now the great project of European
liberalism, and I am afraid that it is the European Union — for all the high ideals with which

it began, that now represents the ancien regime.

It is we who are speaking up for the people, and it is they who are defending an obscurantist
and universalist system of government that is now well past its sell by date and which is ever

more remote from ordinary voters.

It is we in the Leave Camp — not they — who stand in the tradition of the liberal cosmopolitan
European enlightenment — not just of Locke and Wilkes, but of Rousseau and Voltaire; and
though they are many, and though they are well-funded, and though we know that they can
call on unlimited taxpayer funds for their leaflets, it is we few, we happy few who have the

inestimable advantage of believing strongly in our cause, and that we will be vindicated by



history; and we will win for exactly the same reason that the Greeks beat the Persians at
Marathon — because they are fighting for an outdated absolutist ideology, and we are fighting

for freedom.
That is the choice on June 23

It is between taking back control of our money — or giving a further £100bn to Brussels

before the next election
Between deciding who we want to come here to live and work — or letting the EU decide

between a dynamic liberal cosmopolitan open global free-trading prosperous Britain, or a
Britain where we remain subject to a undemocratic system devised in the 1950s that is now

actively responsible for low growth and in some cases economic despair

between believing in the possibility of hope and change in Europe — or accepting that we

have no choice but to knuckle under

It is a choice between getting dragged ever further into a federal superstate, or taking a stand

now

Vote Leave on June 23, and take back control of our democracy.
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Boris Johnson: The only way to take back control of immigration is to

Vote Leave on 23 June
May 26, 2016

STATEMENT BY BORIS JOHNSON ON IMMIGRATION STATISTICS, 26 MAY

Last year, 270,000 people came to this country from the EU and net migration was 184,000.
That means we are adding a population the size of Oxford to the UK every year just from

EU migration.

Since 2004, 1.25 million people have been added to the population due to EU migration.
That is bigger than the city of Birmingham.

I’ve always championed the great benefits that can come from immigration. I am the proud
descendant of immigrants.I’ve seen how as Mayor of a great capital city, London has
benefited in so many ways from migration. As Mayor I argued consistently for a more
sensible visa policy that would welcome talented people from across the globe, people

recruited on the basis of their skills.

Britain benefits from cultural influences from abroad, I'm pro-immigration, but above all I'm
pro controlled immigration. People of all races and backgrounds in the UK are genuinely
concerned about uncontrolled immigration and the pressure it's placing on local services.
People have every right to question why we can't control our borders. We need to answer

those concerns by taking back control of those borders.

But we must also face the fact that the system has spun out of control. We cannot control the

numbers. We cannot control the terms on which people come and how we remove those who



abuse our hospitality. This puts huge pressure on schools, hospitals and housing. It is
exploited by some big companies that use immigration to keep wages down - and it is striking
that the pay packets of FTSE 100 chief executives are now 150 times the average pay of

people in their firms.

Worst of all, it is terrible for our democracy. People have watched Prime Minister after Prime
Minister make promises on immigration that cannot be met because of the EU and this has

deeply damaged faith in our democratic system.

The Prime Minister repeatedly promised that he would get a grip of this. The government
told us that it would ‘keep our ambition of delivering annual net migration in the tens of
thousands’. We were told that economic migrants from the EU would need to prove they
had a job offer to come here - a pledge made by the Prime Minister, the Home Secretary and
the Chancellor.

I am afraid that Brussels sent them packing, and in fact 77,000 have come since the Prime

Minister made that promise.

The Government has failed because of the simple reality that inside the EU we cannot control
immigration - it is literally impossible because we have no choice but to accept the principle
of free movement and the European Court has ultimate control over our immigration policy.
This has led to the absurd situation in which we stop highly qualified people coming from
around the world who could contribute enormously to our society because we cannot stop

millions of unskilled people coming here from the EU.

Even worse, the Prime Minister’s deal has given away control of immigration and asylum
forever. His deal does nothing to solve this crisis and has not brought back a single power
for the UK. The rogue European Court now controls not just immigration policy but how we

implement asylum policy under the Charter of Fundamental Rights.

And, on top of all of this, new countries are in the queue to join the EU and the EU is

extending visa-free travel to the border of Syria and Iraq. It is mad.

If you vote IN on 23 June, you are kissing goodbye permanently to control of immigration.
You are voting for the current situation not only to continue but to get worse. You are voting
for the European Court to be in charge of immigration and asylum policy permanently. You

are giving away any chance of democratic legitimacy for immigration policy.



The only way to take back control of immigration is to Vote Leave on 23 June. The public
should be able to vote for those who make the laws of this country including on immigration.

It is intolerable to continue without democratic consent for Britain’s immigration policy.

That will be best for our public services, particularly the NHS. It will also allow us to have
a fairer immigration system that is better for Britain, stops discriminating on the basis of

where you come from, and instead allows us to pick people on the basis of skills.

Imagine how much stronger we will be, and how much more respected in the world, when
we have an immigration policy that stops discriminating on the basis of whether you are an

EU citizen and instead selects people on the basis of their contribution to this country.

The British public support immigration but they want it controlled by those who they elect.
They are generous but feel their generosity has been abused. They are right. On the 23 June

they will get their chance to take back control.

That’s the safer choice.
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Voting to stay in the EU is the risky option
June 06, 2016

Michael Gove, Boris Johnson, Gisela Stuart and John Longworth have today highlighted the

risks of voting to stay in the EU, and why it is the safer choice to Vote Leave on 23 June.

They will point to the dangers of continued EU membership to our economy, security,

democracy and borders.

Accompanying their speeches, Vote Leave has published “A ‘remain’ vote: the dangerous

choice for prosperity, security, and democracy.”

Executive Summary

A vote to stay is not a vote for the status quo. It is a vote to lock Britain permanently in a
broken system with ‘free movement’, a dysfunctional euro, and a permanent voting majority

for the Eurozone.
The Eurozone has severe economic problems and is falling behind Asia and America.
e [t has high unemployment, high debts, and low growth.
e Ithas arapidly ageing population and large unfunded public sector pension liabilities.

e It has failed to develop the vital networks between world-class universities (of which
it has none in the top 20), entrepreneurs, and venture capital, so it is failing to lead in
new fields such as machine intelligence, biological engineering and advanced

manufacturing.

e [ts institutions are broken and cannot cope with the euro’s crisis.



The Eurozone crisis means that we will be paying the bills for the Eurozone’s failure.

We will pay the bills for a higher EU budget. The EU budget is designed to demand
more and more money from successful economies. The UK will be penalised for its

relative success.
Under EU law, we will be liable for Eurozone bailouts (Article 122(2) of TFEU).

The EU also has spending commitments that amount to €217 billion, of which the
UK can expect to provide €27 billion. The EU’s unpaid obligations threaten the UK

with an extra £2.4 billion bill after the referendum.

Nothing in David Cameron’s deal protects us from this triple whammy for UK

taxpayers.

If we stay we will give away control of immigration permanently.

David Cameron’s deal does nothing to stop free movement. EU inward migration is

already at a record high of 270,000. It will grow and we won’t be able to control it.

David Cameron has promised to reduce immigration to the ‘tens of thousands’ but
he knows that this is impossible under EU law. This is corrosive of public trust in

democratic politics.

The EU is already opening up visa-free travel to the borders of Syria and Iraq. This

is dangerous for our economy, public services, and security.
The EU recently announced an ‘acceleration’ of the accession process for Turkey.

UK taxpayers are already paying five new countries, including Albania and Turkey,

nearly £2 billion to speed up their accession.

David Cameron says he is ‘angry’ at the delays to Turkey joining and that he wants
to ‘pave the road’ from Ankara. It is official UK Government policy for Turkey to
join as soon as possible. It is also official UK Government policy not to have a

referendum on accession.



When these countries join, we can expect over 5 million extra people to settle in the

UK.

The Bank of England has calculated that a 10% increase in migration results in a 2%

decline in wages for the lowest paid.

Nothing in David Cameron’s deal protects us from these dangers. He promised that
EU migrants would need to have a job offer but he did not ask for this change to the
Treaties. The living wage policy combined with free movement will make these

problems even worse.

The EU’s official plan is not to change direction, it is to take even more powers from

Britain.

The Eurozone already has a permanent voting majority in the EU system.

The official plan - the Five Presidents’ Report - is to use the ‘Single Market’ system

to transfer more powers to Brussels.

The next phase of the plan is another Treaty and another transfer of powers including

over taxes.

It also plans to remove the UK’s representation in international bodies, reducing our

influence. This is already happening.

Nothing in David Cameron’s deal protects us from these dangers. In fact, his deal

made things worse by surrendering our veto over further transfers of power to the

EU.

The EU and rogue European Court are dangerous for our security.

The Commission and the rogue European Court have already taken control of many
aspects of UK border policy e.g. the European Court has ruled that the UK cannot
require persons purporting to be EU citizens to have a document issued by the British

Government, despite widespread cheating of identification papers.

The Charter of Fundamental Rights gives the Court the power to take control of

almost anything it wants. It has already asserted control of our intelligence services.



It has already stopped us deporting dangerous people. The ECJ now has ultimate
control of UK asylum policy since the crucial 1951 UN Convention on asylum was
incorporated in the Charter, so the ECJ is in charge of interpreting whether UK law

is consistent with it.

e EU rules have already made it easy for murderers and terrorists to access the UK and

stopped us deporting criminals, making us less safe.
e If we remain, the EU plans a European army (cf. this video).

e Nothing in David Cameron’s deal protects us from these dangers. There are no
mechanisms to stop us losing power and money remorselessly month after month to

the Commission and the rogue European Court.

In a speech on 9 May 2016, Boris Johnson set out the five key questions that the ‘IN’

campaign need to answer about the risks associated with a ‘remain’ vote.
1) How can you possibly control EU migration into this country?

2) The living wage is an excellent policy, but how will you stop it being a big pull
factor for uncontrolled EU migration, given that it is far higher than minimum

wages in other EU countries?

3) How will you prevent the European Court of Justice from interfering further in
immigration, asylum, human rights, and all kinds of matters which have nothing

to do with the so-called ‘single market’?

4) Why did you give up the UK veto on further moves towards a fiscal and political

union?
5) How can you stop us from being dragged in, and from being made to pay?

None of these questions have been answered by the ‘IN’ campaign or by the Prime Minister

and Chancellor. This paper sets out how remaining in the EU is the riskier option:
1) The Eurozone is broken.

2) The EU will demand more of our money.



3) Migration will continue out of control and without democratic legitimacy.
4) The EU is already planning to take more power away from Britain.

It is safer to Vote Leave and take back control on 23 June.

The full document can be read here.

Speeches

Vote Leave chair Gisela Stuart explained how uncontrolled migration will put further

pressure on our public services and have a negative impact on those on the lowest incomes:

‘For them, the Bank of England has calculated that every 10% increase in migration leads

to a 2% fall in wages.

They are the ones who have to worry most if they can get a doctor’s appointment, a school

place or a home--and who face the constant undercutting of their wages by migrant workers.
While we remain the EU, they can only look forward to more of the same.’

Justice Secretary Michael Gove highlighted how the EU weakens our national security,
undermines NATO and that the rogue European Court of Justice takes powers away from

the UK by driving its political agenda of further European integration:

‘The European Court of Justice is not a normal court, as we in Britain understand and have
understood courts for centuries. It is not overseen by independent judges who seek to

interpret and enforce laws agreed by a democratically-elected legislature.

It is a court with a fundamentally political agenda - to further the cause of European
integration no matter what democratically elected legislatures think. Indeed the ECJ can

over-rule Parliament and strike down our laws, forcing us to accept its rulings...

...They have consistently thwarted efforts by successive Home Secretaries to deport

criminals and terrorists who endanger Britain.

They consistently take a fundamentalist view of freedom of movement so that even outside
the Schengen arrangement we are constrained in deciding who can and cannot enter or stay

in Britain.’



Boris Johnson pointed to the links between the arguments about democracy and economics,
stating that the amount of control we have given over to the EU is having ‘disastrous

economic consequences’ for both the UK and the EU:

‘It is a myth and a delusion to think that we can somehow gain greater prosperity by
bartering away our freedom and our democracy. In fact, we can see at every stage how the

loss of democratic control is turning into an economic disaster.

There is nowhere else that is engaged in anything like this experiment, of trying to fuse
countries into a giant political entity; and in its centralising tendencies the European project

is going against the tide of events and history.

The risks of remaining in this over-centralising, over-regulating job-destroying machine are
becoming more and more obvious, which is why I believe we are winning the arguments

today.

1t is time to take back control, and speak for freedom in Britain and around the whole of the

EU”

John Longworth, chair of the Vote Leave Business Council and former Director General of
the British Chambers of Commerce, explained how further eurozone integration creates real

economic risks for the UK:

‘To try and safeguard the future of the single currency, the eurozone will need to consolidate
into what looks very like a single state; financial, economic, legal and political integration.

The plans have already been sketched out in some detail.

It will be driven by a mercantilist Germany benefiting greatly from the euro, which means
its exports are significantly underpriced. This has come at the expense of other eurozone

members, especially in southern Europe. It has "beggared its neighbours".

If we in the UK, remain as part of that setup, we will be on the margins, paying the bills,
burdened by the regulations, with no say and, most importantly, no freedom to control our

own economy.’
The full speeches can be read below

Gisela Stuart - The Risks of Remain - Immigration



When the Prime Minister appeared on television last Thursday night to argue for Remain,

he had some awkward moments.
But nothing made him look uncomfortable quite like talking about immigration

He couldn’t explain why he wasn’t able to meet his pledge to get net migration below

100,000.
The best hope, he said, was if thousands of British people emigrate.
So there it is.
David Cameron’s vision for managing migration is to hope the British get out.
What an admission of defeat --- not just for his careless pledge, but for the country.
In a sense he is right, though.
Migration from Europe is uncontrolled.
And the grave risk of Remain is that it will always be uncontrollable and be without consent.
That means a future of:

— Growing Brussels control over our borders.

— Mass migration speeding up.

— Pressure heaped on public services.

— And the people who are hardest-hit will be those who can least afford it. Cameron

offered not a glimmer of light for them.
Last year, Britain saw record net migration of more than 180,000 from the EU.
What’s happening on the continent is raising the pressure.
The single currency is a job-destruction machine.

Wide areas are trapped in a high-debt, low growth cycle and face decades of austerity and

unemployment.



In Greece, more than half young people are jobless.
Economic migrants will flee the eurozone in growing numbers, many of them to Britain.
The pressure of migration into Europe from beyond is compounding the risk.

Last year more than a million people moved into the continent answering the invitation

issued by Angela Merkel. She did so without consulting her voters or other EU countries.
They arrived with minimal checks, no one really knows their backgrounds.

Once they have a passport or an ID card from an EU country they will be free to come to

Britain.

The scenes in the Mediterranean, bodies washing up on beaches by the hundred, are a human

tragedy

The determination to rip down borders in defiance of popular opinion has fuelled the rise of

far-right politicians.
Free movement without consent is dangerous and a risk to stability.
In Britain, the impact is felt above all by those on the lowest incomes.

For them, the Bank of England has calculated that every 10% increase in migration leads to

a 2% fall in wages.

They are the ones who have to worry most if they can get a doctor’s appointment, a school

place or a home--and who face the constant undercutting of their wages by migrant workers.
While we remain the EU, they can only look forward to more of the same.
Or worse.

Nearly ninety million people in Turkey and four Balkan countries are being lined up for free

movement followed by EU membership.

Average earnings in Albania are only 13% of what they are in Britain - and less than a fifth

of the £9 an hour that the National Living Wage will reach in 2020.



It’s a policy I support, but with uncontrolled migration it will make life worse for people on

the lowest incomes.

If those countries join, EU migration is forecast to go over 400,000 a year by 2030, that is a
city the size of Bristol every 12 months.

Meanwhile, control of our borders will ebb away to Brussels.

Unaccountable EU judges already stop us turning away criminals or people who come here
without a job, despite Cameron saying he could win curbs to unrestricted freedom of

movement.

The judges are now extending their power so they control immigration to Britain from
outside the EU. The EU is deciding our asylum policy, including telling us who qualifies as

a refugee.
I don’t want to shut the doors.

I am an immigrant who came to Britain from Germany in 1974 and I ended up an MP and a

government minister.
But Britain’s openness is being tested as never before.
While we remain in the EU, noone can be held accountable for the shambles.

But when the British people take back control on June 23, we will design a migration system

fit for our economy.

Regardless of where people have been born, we can then accept them on a points-based

system that recognises the skills we need.
In an age of mass migration more than ever, we need to control our borders.

The decision on 23rd June will shape our future as a country for the next generation. It goes

well beyond who might or might not be the next incumbent in No 10.

Let’s not just throw up our hands -- which is just about all we are allowed to do while we

stay in the EU.

Let’s take back control and Vote Leave.



Michael Gove - The Risks of Remain - Security

The European Union was born of a desire to banish conflict from our continent. The ambition

was noble.

And T admire the idealism of those in the post-war years who wished to see democracy

secured in Europe.

I particularly admire those great pragmatists like Winston Churchill, Ludwig Erhard and
Charles de Gaulle who recognised that peace and stability depended on a democratic culture

taking root at the level of nation states.

But it is very hard to be idealistic about the reality of the European Union today. Far from
entrenching democracy, it works to frustrate the democratic will of Europe's peoples while

its own structures are unaccountable and anti-democratic.

And far from providing greater security, the institutions of the European Union are

undermining our citizens' safety.

That's because Europe’s leaders have put the pursuit of ideology ahead of thinking

pragmatically about our security.

They have pursued projects like the single currency and the borderless Schengen zone which

have weakened our continent's resilience.

The euro has created economic weakness and an inability properly to increase funding for

intelligence, policing and defence at a time of grave global danger.

The eurozone has also produced economic hardship and in the process fostered the growth
of extremist parties and movements which have made the formation of stable governments

more difficult - from Spain to Ireland.

The borderless Schengen zone, meanwhile, without proper passport checks, “abets

terrorists”.

That isn’t just my view — but the view of Ronald Noble, Interpol’s secretary general from

2000 to 2014.



Schengen has weakened our guard against terrorists, drug smugglers, human traffickers and
other criminals and still many of Europe’s leaders defend it — proving that for many of the
continent’s political elite the drive to created a United States of Europe will always overcome

common S€nse.

And don’t think for one moment that they have finished with their ambitions to create “more

Europe".

If we vote to Remain then we will have signed up for the project's forward march. And the
plans which have been held back during the renegotiation and referendum will be brought

forward - without our now being able to escape.

As The Times has reported, a European army is the next big project.
Jean-Claude Juncker, President of the European Commission, has said as much.
So have the German defence and foreign ministers.

It will not happen tomorrow but a European army should worry us for at least two big

reasons.

One: it will be used as an excuse by nation states who already don’t spend enough on defence

to spend even less.

Only Britain, Estonia, Greece and Poland - of NATO’s EU members - currently spend the
NATO minimum target of 2% of GDP.

Setting up a rival to NATO is a risk we simply shouldn't take.

The North Atlantic alliance has underwritten our defence because the USA with its huge

military might is a member.
We should be strengthening NATO, not seeking to set up an inferior alternative.

The risks to our security if we Remain are why so many distinguished veterans - from Sir
Michael Rose to Colonel Richard Kemp, Major General Julian Thompson to Rear Admiral

Chris Parry - believe we should vote to Leave.



But even more important than avoiding future dangers is countering those which are clear

and present.

And that means freeing ourselves from the jurisdiction of the rogue European Court of

Justice.

The European Court of Justice is not a normal court, as we in Britain understand and have
understood courts for centuries. It is not overseen by independent judges who seek to

interpret and enforce laws agreed by a democratically-elected legislature.

It is a court with a fundamentally political agenda - to further the cause of European
integration no matter what democratically elected legislatures think. Indeed the ECJ can

over-rule Parliament and strike down our laws, forcing us to accept its rulings.

On 101 occasions since we joined the then European Economic Community in 1973 we have

lost cases before the Court.
That will not change if we Remain — if anything it will accelerate.

As the former head of MI6, Sir Richard Dearlove, has pointed out, European judges threaten

our security on at least three fronts.

They have consistently thwarted efforts by successive Home Secretaries to deport criminals

and terrorists who endanger Britain.

They consistently take a fundamentalist view of freedom of movement so that even outside
the Schengen arrangement we are constrained in deciding who can and cannot enter or stay

in Britain.

With a significant number of terrorists, who have been training and fighting alongside Isis,
now back in Europe and able to move freely across much of the continent that issue could

hardly be more live.

And European judges are also attempting to have a say on the kind of data we can share with

our key intelligence allies in America, Canada, Australia and New Zealand.

Indeed if Britain votes to remain, European judges may begin to expand their remit over our

security and intelligence agencies - the drive to erode national autonomy is at the heart of



the Court's project. But as General Mike Hayden, the former head of the CIA has pointed

out, national security is best enhanced by intelligence being handled by nation states.

With the risks of Remaining so clear I am confident that the British people will vote to take
back control on June 23, they will vote to take back control of our borders, of national

security and of the laws which can keep criminals and terrorists out of our country.
Boris Johnson - The Risks of Remain - Democracy

The biggest myth in this whole debate is that there is some clear division between the

arguments about democracy, and the arguments about economics.

We are invited to believe that there are two ways of measuring the question of EU

membership for Britain; two sets of scales; two units of calibration.

For instance there are many reasonable people on the Remain side who are willing to accept
that the EU suffers from what has for a long time been acknowledged to be a democratic

deficit.

If pushed, they would admit that there are legitimate concerns about the accountability of
the Commission, about the popular legitimacy of the European parliament, and about the

increasingly wayward judgments of the European court of justice.

They would accept — when they are being reasonable — that there is something troubling
about the sheer volume of EU law, and the way it now contributes 60 per cent of the law

passing through parliament.

They would acknowledge that this vast corpus of EU law is generated by the Brussels
commission; and that it is now extremely worrying that only 3.6 per cent of EU Commission

officials actually come from this country.

They would accept that it is disturbing, to say the least, that the UK is now outvoted more

and more often — 72 times in the last 20 years.

They would in their sober moments accept that there is a serious and growing democratic
problem, and that on the question of democracy it is this side — the Leave side - that holds

the high cards.



But they argue that this sacrifice is worth it, because of the economic advantages of being in

the EU. I think I am fair to their argument.

I also believe that argument to be both morally disturbing and practically wrong.

On the contrary, it is the very absence of democratic control that is having all sorts of

disastrous economic consequences, both for Britain and for the EU.

1)

2)

3)

4)

S)

6)

We are currently unable to exercise democratic control over such basic economic
matters as our tax rates — so that we cannot cut the price of fuel for elderly people;
we cannot cut the cost of motoring; and despite the pleas of the Chancellor we

cannot even cut the tampon tax.

We cannot exercise democratic control over the energy costs of our steel firms,
even when those costs are far higher than in other EU countries — so that companies

in this country are going to the wall because of our slavish adherence to EU rules.

We cannot do anything to stop the torrent of EU legislation, coming at a rate of

2,500 a year, and imposing costs of £600m per week on UK business.

We cannot control the EU budget, not just in the sense that we send £350m a week
gross to Brussels, much of which we never see again, but also because we can be
asked to pay more — without warning — if the UK is deemed to have performed

better than other EU countries.

We can neither stop other countries going ahead with ill-advised plans to create an
economic government of Europe — since we explicitly gave up our veto in February
— and nor can we protect the UK taxpayer from the demands of the eurozone
countries for bail-out funds; nor can we protect the UK economy from the impact
of further single market measures — on company law and property and many other

areas, as set out in the Five Presidents report.

Above all, we can do nothing to protect this country from the biggest economic
change we have seen for a century or more — the very rapid growth in population
that is largely a function of immigration, which is in turn a function of the euro

crisis. I repeat my challenge to the Remain campaign: what is their vision for



Britain, with our population set to climb so rapidly? Where do they intend to build

the houses? How will the health service cope?

There is one answer to all these economic problems, and that is to take back control — so that
we make our laws and our trade policy and our immigration policy to suit the needs of the

UK economy.

The benefits of being in the single market have been wildly overstated — look at the far
greater success that countries OUTSIDE the EU have had, in exporting INTO the EU, than

we have.

It is a myth and a delusion to think that we can somehow gain greater prosperity by bartering
away our freedom and our democracy. In fact, we can see at every stage how the loss of

democratic control is turning into an economic disaster.

There is nowhere else that is engaged in anything like this experiment, of trying to fuse
countries into a giant political entity; and in its centralising tendencies the European project

is going against the tide of events and history.

The risks of remaining in this over-centralising, over-regulating job-destroying machine are
becoming more and more obvious, which is why I believe we are winning the arguments

today.

It is time to take back control, and speak for freedom in Britain and around the whole of the

EU.

John Longworth - The Risks of Remain - The economy

If we want economic risk we should remain in the European Union.
That's because the EU can only develop in one of two ways.

Firstly, to try and safeguard the future of the single currency, the eurozone will need to
consolidate into what looks very like a single state; financial, economic, legal and political

integration. The plans have already been sketched out in some detail.



It will be driven by a mercantilist Germany benefiting greatly from the euro, which means
its exports are significantly underpriced. This has come at the expense of other eurozone

members, especially in southern Europe. It has "beggared its neighbours".

If we in the UK, remain as part of that setup, we will be on the margins, paying the bills,
burdened by the regulations, with no say and, most importantly, no freedom to control our

own economy.

Alternatively, as Mervyn King, the former governor of the Bank of England has predicted,
the second possibility is that the eurozone will explode and, believe me, we don't want to
be in the same room when that bomb goes off, inevitably paying to clear up the wreckage

and with no freedom to act.
That is the double jeopardy of Remain.

When the British people take back control on June 23, we will be free of this huge uncertainty

and able to manage our own destiny.
As Gisela pointed out, immigration and the economy are one and the same thing.

As long as we remain tied to the eurozone crisis and to countries in the EU that have far

lower wages than Britain, low cost workers will come here in large numbers.

This will continue to push us down the path of a low-wage, low-productivity, low-skill

economy.

With no incentive to invest or train for skills we have a national scandal of over half a million

unemployed under twenty fives.

At this point in the economic cycle, wages should be rising naturally, but they are not. That
is because uncontrolled mass migration has been a disaster for working people in this

country.

And, on top of this, there is little incentive to invest in productivity improvement, again

condemning workers to a low wage future.

Ironically, we also suffer from skills shortages as migration of skilled workers from outside

the EU is restricted, a further break on productivity growth.



When we take back control we can boost productivity and wages and make sure we train our

young people for work.

And we will be free to intervene when we need to to safeguard our foundation industries
like: steel, basic chemicals, metals and high energy use industries, all of which are at risk as
they face unfair competition, a regulatory straight jacket and inflated costs, all as a
consequence of the EU. And it is the EU straightjacket that stops helping, at great cost to our

economy and the communities who depend on these industries.

If we stay in the EU we will carry on paying ever more from our taxes and see ever more

regulations holding back our businesses from growing and competing in the world.

The majority of businesses who are the backbone of the economy, now believe that the EU

is bad for them.

Taking back control will mean we can design a system of business regulation that suits the
British economy, not the current Avalanche of bureaucracy that is an attempt to harmonise

28 very different economies.

That’s the reality of what the Single Market is, it’s a protectionist customs union backed by
the Brussels regulation machine, and we are better off out of it, trading freely with the world,

including our European neighbours, under our own laws.

Taking back control means reclaiming our net contribution to the EU of £10 billion a year.
It is already planned to rise and the EU is threatening further increases. Coupled with just a
tenth of the EU regulatory cost, worth another £12.5 billion a year, this combined would add
a whopping 1.1% to GDP.

We will also save ourselves the massive cost of tax refunds to multinationals imposed by the
European Court of Justice’s rulings that set aside our tax laws. This could reach £43bn by

2021.
This all adds up to our businesses and the economy being more productive.
Jobs will be safer, our infrastructure will be better and our public services better funded.

Britain will be the best place in the world to do business.



Taking back control on June 23 will be the way to reach our potential and be sure of our

future prosperity.
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Michael Gove, Boris Johnson, and Gisela Stuart on the Risks of Remain
June 05, 2016

Michael Gove, Boris Johnson, and Gisela Stuart have today written to David Cameron and

George Osborne about the Risks of Remain.
In the letter they highlight:
e The Eurozone’s economic crisis is fueling the rise in migration.

e These problems will only get worse when countries in the pipeline to join the EU

become members in the near future.

e Eurozone countries can vote together to prop up the broken system, they can

impose their will and force us to accept laws that are not in our interests.

e The UK has been forced in the past to pay unexpected bills at the demand of the

European Commission.

e The EU has failed to agree trade deals with the most important economies in the

world.

e The European Commission has been unable to provide evidence of significant

gains from the Single Market.

e Despite the promise of a ‘complete opt-out’ from the Charter of Fundamental

Rights’, no meaningful change was secured in the recent renegotiation.



e The European Commission has delayed publishing the new budget until after

our referendum which will increase the UK’s contributions if we vote ‘In’.
The full letter:
Dear Prime Minister and Chancellor,

GETTING THE FACTS CLEAR ON THE ECONOMIC RISKS OF REMAINING IN THE
EU

We all recognise that there are real risks facing our economy if we remain in the EU. Every
citizen needs to be aware of these in coming to a balanced decision about how to vote on 23

June.

We would be grateful if you could confirm a series of facts about the serious crisis in the
Eurozone’s economy and the failure of EU institutions to reform, failings which will deeply
affect British interests if we remain in the EU. Agreement on these facts will enable us all to

have a fully informed debate.

We already agree on some basic principles. In particular, we all agree that the Eurozone
economies and EU institutions need far greater reform than the EU’s leaders agreed to in the

recent renegotiation.

You made the case for real reform in your 2013 Bloomberg speech which outlined many of
the problems with the EU’s current structures. You argued persuasively for ‘fundamental,
far-reaching change’ but the EU has not changed its fundamental structures. The other EU

states rejected the Government’s reform agenda.

As you explained in the Bloomberg speech, the Eurozone suffers from severe economic and
institutional problems. It is blighted by low growth and high and rising debts and taxes.
Unemployment and youth unemployment are high - at their worst level since the 1930s - in
some parts of southern Europe youth unemployment is over 50%. The Eurozone also suffers

from the costs incurred by a rapidly ageing population and large unfunded pension liabilities.

The Eurozone countries are trapped in a low-growth system in which debts are rising
remorselessly. This adds to pressures on taxpayers and creates a vicious cycle . The

Eurozone’s economic policies since the financial crisis have helped Germany and made



Greece less competitive. The wealthy in the Eurozone have grown wealthier and the poor

poorer - the precise reverse of what is needed to address the economic problems of Europe.

The Eurozone institutions remain broken and have been unable to cope with the euro’s crisis.
Despite writing a promise of ‘no bail-outs’ into the EU Treaties, there have been massive
bail-outs. The so-called Stability and Growth Pact was abandoned by Germany and France
as well as Greece and Italy and no substitute has been found. The Eurozone banking system
remains in crisis and lacks clarity about who is in charge of what. The European Central

Bank is under attack from the Bundesbank and German Government.

Because of this interaction between economic and institutional crisis, Greece and other
southern European countries face years or decades of austerity and mass unemployment.

This Eurozone crisis is a disaster for millions of Europeans and it is also a danger to Britain.

We fear the situation in the future can only get worse. The nations of the EU are not creating
new technologies and new industries in the way other countries are. The EU lacks the
networked relationship between great universities, entrepreneurs and venture capital that
generate economic breakthroughs. That is why there have been no EU equivalents of Apple,
Uber, Amazon, Netflix, Google or Facebook. Indeed the EU’s whole regulatory structure
works against innovation. The EU now has slower growth than any other continent apart
from Antarctica. Unless the EU reforms, it will continue to decline with damaging

consequences for all its members.

Given the public’s desire for the facts ahead of the referendum, we would like you to confirm

the following facts:

— The Eurozone’s economic crisis is fueling the rise in migration. Millions of people
in southern Europe, particularly young people, are giving up hope of their countries
escaping recession. Unsurprisingly, migrants from those countries are
disproportionately coming to Britain. Given the Eurozone crisis, we can only expect
this to continue for many years. If we stay, we are tying ourselves to a broken
Eurozone economy while simultaneously accepting unlimited migration of people
trying to escape that broken economy. The only way to restore democratic control of

immigration policy is to vote to leave on 23 June.



These problems will only get worse when countries in the pipeline to join the EU
become members in the near future. British taxpayers are already paying nearly £2
billion for Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey to join the EU. The
European Commission recently announced an acceleration of these plans and is
already extending visa-free travel to the border with Syria and Iraq. This is
dangerous. The Government’s claim that Britain has a veto is meaningless if it is

simultaneously trying to ‘accelerate’ this process.

The Eurozone now has a permanent structural majority in the EU’s voting system.
We only have 12% percent of the votes (at most 8% in some circumstances). When
the Eurozone countries vote together to prop up the broken system, they can impose
their will and force us to accept laws that are not in our interests. The recent
renegotiation did nothing to change this situation. This has left us dangerously and
permanently exposed to being forced to hand over more money and accept damaging

new laws.

We have been forced in the past to pay unexpected bills at the demand of the
European Commission. For example, in 2015 the Eurozone announced it would use
the European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism to pay bridging finance to Greece.
As the Chancellor said, this was a ‘flagrant breach’ of an earlier agreement that this
fund would not be used for the purpose of bailing out the Eurozone. In October 2014,
the European Commission announced that the Government would have to pay an

additional £1.7 billion into the EU budget.

The Government said it would not pay. It then paid nearly £1 billion to Brussels. As with
failures on immigration, this was damaging to public trust. As the Eurozone crisis deepens
we may be forced to contribute to new bailouts under article 122(2) of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union, or by some other legal route. The public cannot trust
EU or Government promises that we won’t be paying for Eurozone bailouts given the history

and how we can be outvoted.

The EU has failed to agree trade deals with the most important economies in the
world. We have much stronger historic links with countries like America and India

than any other EU member does. Outside the EU, we would regain our independent



voice at the World Trade Organization, control our own trade policy, and be

responsible for our own trade agreements.

Countries across the world enjoy trade with the EU without being part of the EU.
Trade does not require this country to give away permanent control of issues as

diverse as immigration and the regulation of cancer drugs.

Even the European Commission has been unable to provide evidence of significant
gains from the Single Market. It claims EU GDP is 2.13% higher than it would have
been without the Single Market project, less than half of what it forecast would be
the gains in 1988. This sum is dwarfed by estimates of the cost of the Single Market
made by both the Treasury and by Peter Mandelson.

The Single Market includes many complex regulations on procurement and
competition policy. A vote to stay means permanent EU control over crucial aspects
of how public services work including the rules on hospital building, privatisation,
and procurement. We all saw how the 2012 disaster over rail franchises cost
taxpayers over £50 million and delayed the project. Many of these EU rules help a
small number of big companies but cost the taxpayer billions and pose a growing

threat to the NHS.

Despite the plan to get a ‘complete opt-out’ from the Charter of Fundamental Rights
and the statement earlier this year that the Charter should not be ‘in force in Britain’,
no meaningful change was secured in the recent renegotiation. This means that the
ECJ can use the Charter to take control of many vital economic policies. It has
already used the Charter to increase the price of insurance. This sort of problem can

only multiply as the ECJ exercises its new powers.

There is already an official plan and timetable for the Eurozone’s next wave of
centralising power in Brussels, described in the Five Presidents’ Report. This official
EU plan involves the use of the ‘Single Market’ legislative system, in which the
Eurozone has a permanent voting majority, to force through the next transfer of
powers to EU institutions. The next stage involves yet another Treaty and the creation
of a central government raising European-wide direct taxes. The Government’s

recent renegotiation represents a commitment by Britain under international law not



to block this process. Our veto on further centralisation was one of our strongest

cards. It has been given away. This represents another severe danger to our economy.

Although some very large banks and multinational companies profit from the EU
system, the situation is very different for small and medium sized businesses, the
backbone of the economy. By 2:1 SMEs think the EU is bad for their business. About
70 percent of businesses think that Britain should take back the power to make our
own trade deals and have done so for over a decade. This is only possible outside the
EU. British companies know that we can trade with Europe without giving away

permanent control of regulation.

The Treasury published analysis claiming that each household would be
‘permanently poorer’ by £4,300 per year by 2030 if we take back control. This figure
was calculated by dividing a putative future reduction in GDP growth by the current
number of households. This figure is bogus because it assumes 3 million more
persons will come to the UK by 2030, a figure that could be considerably lower if
we took back control over our borders, which would boost per capita income. It is
economically indefensible to calculate changes in disposable income by dividing
total GDP in 2030 by the current number of households. The analysis also didn’t
consider any of the benefits of leaving the EU. And of course the Chairman of the

IN campaign said wages will ‘go up’ if we leave.

The Commission has delayed publishing the new budget until after our referendum.
We already know the official bill for our membership is due to rise to £20.65 billion
per year by 2020-2021. Our ‘rebate’ cannot be counted on - as the Chancellor has
said, ‘It is not a unilateral decision of the British Treasury or the British Government
to just say, “This is our rebate. We are entitled to it. Pay up”. The way this works and
has always worked is there is a negotiation with the European Commission’. It could
be abolished altogetherin five years time. A vote to stay is a vote to keep sending
more and more money to a dysfunctional bureaucracy that has no proper democratic

oversight.

Our official bill does not, of course, include many other costs of the ‘Single Market’,
such as the multibillion tax refunds we are having to make to big business because

of decisions of the European Court setting aside our tax legislation. HMRC estimates



payouts could be as high as £43 billion by 2021, a huge sum of money that would be
better spent on schools and hospitals. A vote to remain is a vote to keep paying these
sums, no matter how large and no matter how badly public services are damaged.
The European Court will continue to prioritise the rights of big companies, not our

public services.

— We have a large trade deficit with the EU. It is in everyone’s interests to do a free
trade deal. There is a free trade zone from Iceland to Turkey. This will not end just
because Britain decides to take back control and be a normal self-governing

democracy.

Overall, EU membership helps some people and some businesses but they are
disproportionately those with power and money. The reality of the ‘Single Market’ has not
even closely matched what we were promised a quarter of a century ago. EU membership
makes it impossible to control immigration and this is putting enormous strain on public
services and is corrosive of trust in politics. Sadly the European Union and its euro project
have become an engine for job destruction and there is no prospect for reform unless Britain

votes to leave and forces a new agenda on Europe’s elites.

We all want greater cooperation in Europe. It is clear to us that the best way to further

European prosperity and international cooperation is for us to vote leave on 23 June.
Yours sincerely

Michael Gove, MP for Surrey Heath

Boris Johnson, MP for Uxbridge and South Ruislip

Gisela Stuart, MP for Birmingham Edgbaston
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Restoring public trust in immigration policy - a points-based non-

discriminatory immigration system

June 01, 2016
Statement by Michael Gove, Boris Johnson, Priti Patel, and Gisela Stuart

Migration brings many benefits to Britain - culturally, socially and economically. We want
Britain to continue to benefit from migration. But if we are to welcome more people to

Britain then the public must be reassured that we have control over who comes here.
Our membership of the EU means we don’t have control.

Last week the Office for National Statistics published migration statistics for 2015. Last
year, 270,000 people came to this country from the EU. Net migration overall was 184,000.
That means we are adding a population the size of Oxford to the UK every year just from

EU migration.

This puts particular strain on public services. Class sizes will rise and waiting lists will
lengthen if we don't tackle free movement. As the euro crisis continues, more people from
southern Europe will want to escape unemployment and austerity in their countries by

coming to the UK. Their arrival will put further strain on schools and hospitals.

Last year, 77,000 jobseekers from the EU came to the UK. It was Government policy that
‘EU migrants should have a job offer before they come here.” The Government failed to

achieve this during the renegotiation of our membership.



If we vote to remain in the EU then continued free movement for jobseekers will place
considerable pressure on the wages of low paid British workers. The head of the IN
campaign, Lord Rose, has admitted that wages are kept low by our membership of the EU
and would ‘go up’ if we vote to leave. The Bank of England has found that a ten percent rise
in the proportion of new people coming here is associated with a two percent reduction in
pay for working people. This is good for some of the multinationals funding the IN

campaign. It is not good for British families struggling to make ends meet.

The current EU approach to immigration is also bad for security. The European Court of
Justice can interfere with our ability to deport criminals and others whose presence here is
not conducive to the public good. For example, it has hindered our ability to deport the
terrorist recruiter Abu Hamza's daughter-in-law, even though she was convicted of a very

serious offence.

And the EU's policies are failing in humanitarian terms. The tragic scenes unfolding in the
Mediterranean underline how badly the European Union is handling population movements
and migration pressures. People smugglers and organised criminals are exploiting this

desperate situation and the EU is failing to tackle this trade in human misery.

If we remain in the EU the situation is only likely to get worse. The European Court of
Justice can use the Charter of Fundamental Rights to overturn decisions of elected politicians
on asylum policy. It is now in charge of how we implement the crucial 1951 UN Convention

on Refugees. We need a new approach on refugees but the EU's institutions stand in the way.

There is also the basic lack of democratic consent for what is taking place. Voters were
promised repeatedly at elections that net immigration could be cut to the tens of thousands.
This promise is plainly not achievable as long as the UK is a member of the EU and the

failure to keep it is corrosive of public trust in politics.
These are the basic facts on UK immigration policy:

e A vote to remain is a vote to maintain permanently the EU Treaty principle of 'free

movement of people'.

e A vote to remain is a vote to ensure that we must admit economic migrants from the

EU, whether or not they have a job offer.



e A vote to remain is a vote to affirm the European Court of Justice’s ultimate authority
over whether we can remove persons whose presence in the UK is not conducive to

the public good - in this and other respects we do not control our borders.

e A vote to remain is a vote to leave the European Court of Justice able to use the
Charter of Fundamental Rights to strike down decisions of the UK Government and

Parliament about asylum and immigration policy

e A vote to remain is a vote for the UK to continue supporting the EU's failed policies

to deal with the tragic crisis in the Mediterranean.

These problems will only get worse when countries in the pipeline to join the EU become
members in the near future. British taxpayers are already paying nearly £2 billion for
Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey to join the EU. The European
Commission recently announced an acceleration of these plans and is already extending visa-

free travel to the border with Syria and Iraq. This is dangerous and is not in our interests.

We therefore propose that if Britain votes to take back control on 23 June, we should
introduce a new, safer and more humane immigration system as rapidly as possible. The
main principles for such a new system will, we believe, be broadly supported across British

society.

First, there will be no change for Irish citizens. The right of Irish citizens to enter, reside and
work in the UK is already enshrined in our law. This will be entirely unaffected by a vote to

leave on 23 June.

As the Northern Ireland Secretary has made clear, the common travel area that has existed
since the creation of an independent Irish state will not be affected. There will be no change

to the border between Northern Ireland and the Republic.

Second, there will be no change for EU citizens already lawfully resident in the UK. These
EU citizens will automatically be granted indefinite leave to remain in the UK and will be

treated no less favourably than they are at present.

Third, we will rapidly amend the European Communities Act 1972 to take back the power
to remove criminals and other persons whose presence in the UK is not conducive to the

public good. There are dangerous people living in the UK who we cannot currently remove



because of EU law. We will regain the power to deport terrorists and terrorist sympathisers

and stop violent criminals entering the UK - powers that EU law currently denies to us.

Connected to this is the need immediately to end the application of the EU’s Charter of
Fundamental Rights to UK law. This Charter gives the rogue European Court practically
unlimited powers to extend its jurisdiction. By ending its application in UK law, we will take
back control of how Britain implements the crucial 1951 UN Convention on Refugees and

end the Charter’s ability to affect immigration and asylum law.

Fourth, by the next general election, we will create a genuine Australian-style points based
immigration system. The automatic right of all EU citizens to come to live and work in the
UK will end, as will EU control over vital aspects of our social security system. EU citizens
will be subject to legislation made by those we elect in Westminster, not in Brussels. We
could then create fairness between EU citizens and others, including those from

Commonwealth countries.

Those seeking entry for work or study should be admitted on the basis of their skills without
discrimination on the ground of nationality. To gain the right to work, economic migrants
will have to be suitable for the job in question. For relevant jobs, we will be able to ensure
that all those who come have the ability to speak good English. Such a system can be much

less bureaucratic and much simpler than the existing system for non-EU citizens.

If we implement these principles, for the first time in a generation it will be possible for
politicians to keep their promises on migration. If they fail, there will be no hiding behind
EU rules and the European Court. The British public will be able to decide what immigration
policy they want.

It is fundamentally important that immigration policy has democratic consent. We believe
that the safer choice is to Vote Leave on 23 June and ensure that the public can vote for those

who determine Britain’s immigration policy.

We also think that this system will be fairer, more humane, and better for the economy. We
will end discrimination against non-EU countries. We will end our support for the EU’s
disastrous policies that have encouraged the people-smugglers. We will be able to manage

immigration according to the needs of the economy with a new points based system. We will



welcome new citizens who wish to contribute to our society, as so many immigrants have

done. And we will be able to remove those who abuse our hospitality.

We urge people to Vote Leave on 23 June and take back control.
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Iain Duncan Smith: Are we in this together?
May 10, 2016

This morning Iain Duncan Smith MP delivered a speech arguing that the EU is a force for

social injustice.
The full speech:

(Check against delivery)

Today I want to briefly explain why the EU, particularly for the UK has become a force for
social injustice and why leaving provides a vital opportunity for us to be able to develop
policies that will protect the people who often find themselves at the sharp end of global
economic forces and technological change. My plea to better off Britons who have done well
in recent years is to consider using their vote in the referendum to vote for a better deal for
people who haven’t enjoyed the same benefits as them. Because the EU, despite its grand

early intentions, has become a friend of the haves rather than the have-nots.

Take the euro, for example. It has greatly favoured already wealthy Germany and its export
industries at the expense of southern Europe. The euro has meant serious unemployment for
millions of young Greeks, Portuguese, Spaniards and Italians and has produced political
extremism. The EU is also working well for big banks. The bailouts being financed by
extreme levels of austerity in countries like Greece have largely benefited financial
institutions that lent irresponsibly before the crash. The EU is also working for big corporates
that benefit from mass immigration. Businesses that have under-invested for decades in the
productivity and training of their own and local workforces have no reason to mend their

ways so long as cheap labour can be imported from abroad.



But if the EU is working for Germany, for banks, for big corporates and for the public affairs
companies with large lobbying operations in Brussels, the EU isn’t working for over
regulated small businesses and lower-paid and lower-skilled Britons. They now have to
compete with millions of people from abroad for jobs and a wage rise. The Government's
own Migration Advisory Committee reported that for every 100 migrants employed twenty

three UK born workers would have been displaced.

The construction of the Olympic Park was a powerful illustration of the way in which
immigrants undercut UK workers through their willingness to endure family-unfriendly
living conditions. Visiting job centres in East London at the time I met both skilled and
unskilled workers who struggled to get work on the site. When I asked why they said that
people from Eastern Europe, often living in bedsits, without UK housing and family costs,
hugely underbid them for their work. Since then those stories have been borne out by the
facts. Despite the all the statements about the Olympic Park helping British workers, we now

know that nearly half of all the jobs on the site went to foreign nationals.

Given this evidence, I find the Labour party’s current position ironic. As Frank Field has
pointed out, in saying they are now in favour of staying in the EU they are acting against the
interests of the communities they purport to serve. Even Stuart Rose of the Stronger In
campaign has admitted that immigration cuts the pay of the poor in a rare moment of candour

- and acknowledged that wages will go up for many Britons if immigration is restricted.

The downward pressure on wages is a trend will only get worse if we continue to have open
borders with the EU - and would get most difficult in a recession. A Bank of England study
in December 2015 concluded: ‘the biggest effect is in the semi/unskilled services sector,
where a 10 percentage point rise in the proportion of immigrants is associated with a 2

percent reduction in pay’.
This significantly affects British workers - especially those on low wages.

We know that EU migration has increased by 50% since 2010. If the number of EU
jobseekers entering the UK over the next decade remains at current levels, some 690,000
people would be added to the UK population as a direct result. And with 5 more countries
due to join, that number looks conservative. This would be the equivalent of a city the size

of Glasgow.



Another big negative economic effect of the level of immigration that the British people
have never voted for - and do not want- is on house prices. Young people are the biggest
losers from this. They are being forced to pay an ever larger share of their incomes on
accommodation, are suffering longer commutes and often have to move far away from their
families. We need to build around 240 houses every day for the next 20 years just to be able
to cope with increased demand from future migration. Of course there are a number of issues
in the difficulty to get housing in the UK but the impact of uncontrolled immigration make
it a major factor in the demand for housing. Official data shows that over the last fifteen
years, over two thirds (66%) of the additional households created in the UK were headed by

a person born abroad.

The struggle to get on the housing ladder is one that affects families up and down the UK.

Such is the pressure that the average age for a first time buyer is now 31.

Everyone should have the opportunity to own their own home, but as the EU continues to
expand to other countries such as Macedonia, Albania, and Turkey, the population pressures

that remaining in the EU would bring can only make that prospect less likely.

And as the Government's own recent figures show, to cope with the kind of pressure that
immigration is placing on the schools system the taxpayer is having to find extra school
places equivalent to building 27 new average-sized secondary schools or 100 new primary
schools. So my Vote Leave and Conservative colleague Priti Patel was correct when she
highlighted the fact that as always, when public services are under pressure, those without
the resources to afford alternatives are most vulnerable. In short, getting a place in your local

school gets more and more difficult.

The heavy burden of EU regulation is particularly hard on the smaller businesses that, all
evidence shows, are the best route back into the workforce for the unemployed. Even though
the vast majority of these businesses never trade with the EU they are subject to EU red tape
at the cost of tens of billions of pounds. Those regulations don’t just mean lower profits for

small entrepreneurs, they also mean fewer new businesses starting up and fewer jobs created.

Then there are the higher grocery prices that the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy has
produced. The independent House of Commons Library has concluded that EU membership
actually increases the cost of living, stating that the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy

‘artificially inflates food prices’ and that ‘consumer prices across a range of other goods



imported from outside the EU are raised as a result of the common external tariff and non-
tariff barriers to trade imposed by the EU. These include footwear (a 17% tariff), bicycles
(15% tariff) and a range of clothing (12% tariff)’.

This may not sound a lot for better off British families - but for many it might be the

difference between paying the rent or not paying the rent.

And this takes me back to my central appeal to what I think are the best, compassionate
instincts of the British people. When you vote on 23rd June — even if you believe what you
are being told by those who want to remain in the EU; that you may have done ok from the
EU — think about the people who haven’t and, just as importantly, think about the economic
changes that are coming fast down the track and ask, very seriously, whether a Britain in
charge of all policy levers will be better equipped to cope with those changes than a Britain
that is still part of what, all evidence suggests, is the dysfunctional, declining, high

unemployment EU.

Because this EU vote is happening at a time of enormous global economic upheaval. We are
at a point in the development of the world economy where, if we are not careful, we are
going to see an explosion of have-nots. We are going to see increasing divides between
people who have a home of their own and those who are, to coin a phrase, at the back of a
queue — a lengthening queue - to ever get on the housing ladder. People who have jobs that
aren’t threatened by automation and people who live in the shadow of the impact of
technological innovation. People who benefit from the immigration of cheap nannies and
baristas and labourers — and people who can’t find work because of uncontrolled

immigration.

I have always wanted people to be able to own their own home but that gets more difficult

particularly for young people through our inability to control the scale of migration.

We are entering a long period of much slower growth than we’ve been used to. We are
entering a period when white collar jobs are going to be replaced by technology on the same
scale that innovation has already replaced many manual, industrial and other blue collar jobs.
In the coming decades the populations of China and India and other developing countries
will be increasingly educated and will compete more directly with us. In this world we need

to be nimble and we need to do everything we can to ensure that those likely to be most



affected by these changes are, ideally, equipped to meet them or, if necessary, are cushioned

from their worst effects.

Britain avoided the high unemployment and savage austerity that many Eurozone nations
suffered because we wisely ignored the advice of groups like the CBI and retained sterling.
The principle that it is better to be in control of our own destiny can and should apply to all
areas of national life, starting with our borders. It should cover the design of agricultural and
environmental policies and the implication of those policies for grocery and energy bills. To
the design of trade agreements. To fisheries policies — another regressive EU policy that has

devastated some of our coastal communities. And, of course, to budget and tax policies.

If we want to cut VAT on fuel to help families afford to heat their homes, we should be free
to do so. We should be able to choose how we spend the £350 million that we currently send
to Brussels every week. It would in any normal world be a strange choice to make for a
British government that whilst bearing down on welfare spending and other budgets since
the election we continue to send to this wealthy EU hundreds of millions of taxpayers money.
This is money that could help fund the NHS. It could fund extra training and infrastructure

to help every Briton to thrive in the coming economic age.

The EU is fast sliding to economic irrelevance. Just look how it’s losing its share of world
trade at twice the rate of the US. There are many reasons for this but one key reason is that
its institutions have become irredeemably unwieldly. EU leaders and the Brussels army of
bureaucrats can’t agree on how to fix the euro. They can’t agree on what to do about
refugees. They cannot agree on what kind of transatlantic trade partnership they want with
the USA — such that it is very unlikely that it will ever happen. They cannot agree on the
kind of steel and industrial policies that will ensure that Europe doesn’t lose even more of
its manufacturing base. The EU can only move as quickly as its slowest member states and
that means it can only move very slowly indeed. And in today’s global economy it’s not
speed that kills but indecision. EU leaders and ministers spend so much time in Brussels, not

agreeing decisions, that they aren’t focused on the challenges back in their home nations.

This is the key point. No matter what those who want to remain say about the EU as a market
place, the reality is that it is first and foremost a political project; the aim of which is the
creation of an overarching federal power, above the nation states. It is the reason why

economic common sense cannot prevail and why many Greeks are now living in third world



conditions, Italian banks are becoming insolvent and terrible levels of youth unemployment

have become, for the EU a terrible price worth paying.

Yet outside of the EU an independent Britain can design migration, agricultural,
environmental, budgetary and trade policies that the rest of Europe seems sadly incapable of

agreeing upon.

I hope I’ve persuaded you that leaving the EU is in the clear interests of social justice within
Britain. Let me end by saying I I also think it could also advance social justice across the
whole continent. A vote to Leave by the British people might be the shock to the EU system
that is so desperately needed. Perhaps I’'m being unrealistic. The EU does not have a good
track record of changing course after member states have voted against the EU project in
referenda. But Brexit — coming after the Greek crisis, after so much impossibly high youth
unemployment, after the election of so many extremist parties —should be the moment when
Brussels finally decides to give member states more freedom to design economic, social and
migration policies that reflect the democratic will and particular needs of each individual
state. Given we are so uninfluential inside the EU, our maximum moment of influence might
be in leaving. Confronting the rest of the EU with the need and opportunity to radically
change its structures is the most socially just and, indeed, European-friendly service that

Britain can provide to our neighbours across the Channel.

Surely like me you believe the UK can do better. Why should we set such a low vision about

our future by tying it to this failing project.

Inside the EU our politicians can only talk of what we would like to do to change things
knowing they will achieve very little. Outside the EU we can change our destiny and dare to

believe in the greatness of all our citizens.

Britain deserves better than this which is why on 23rd June we should take back control and

vote for our own British independence day.
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Michael Gove: ‘The Facts of Life Say Leave’
April 19,2016

Please note the speech starts at approx 23 minutes.

In a keynote speech, Lord Chancellor and Justice Secretary Michael Gove today set out a

positive vision for the UK’s future outside the EU. To read the full speech please click here.
Key extracts are below:

‘Since 1975, we have already sent the staggering sum of over half a trillion pounds to
Brussels. If we vote stay we will send about another £200 billion to Brussels over the next

decade.

‘It is also important to recognise that our rebate is not a permanent and unalterable feature
of our membership anchored in the treaties. It’s a negotiated settlement... Once we’ve voted

to stay then it will be open season on that sum.
Once we’ve voted to leave we will determine the terms of trade:

'So the process and pace of change is in our hands. There is no arbitrary deadline which we
must meet to secure our future - and indeed no arbitrary existing “model” which we have to

accept in order to prosper.

"It has been argued that the moment Britain votes to leave a process known as “Article 50”
is triggered whereby the clock starts ticking and every aspect of any new arrangement with

the EU must be concluded within 2 years of that vote being recorded - or else...



'But there is no requirement for that to occur - quite the opposite. Logically, in the days after
a Vote to Leave the Prime Minister would discuss the way ahead with the Cabinet and

consult Parliament before taking any significant step.

'Preliminary, informal, conversations would take place with the EU to explore how best to

proceed.

Tt would not be in any nation’s interest artificially to accelerate the process and no
responsible government would hit the start button on a two-year legal process without

preparing appropriately.
'Nor would it be in anyone’s interest to hurry parliamentary processes.We can set the pace.

'We will repeal the 1972 European Communities Act, which automatically gives EU law
legal force. But we can change it on our terms at a time of our choosing. After we establish
full legal independence we can then decide which EU-inspired rules and regulations we want

to keep, which we want to repeal and which we wish to modify.’
Britain continues in the European free trade zone

‘There is a free trade zone stretching from Iceland to Turkey that all European nations have
access to, regardless of whether they are in or out of the euro or EU. After we vote to leave
we will stay in this zone. The suggestion that Bosnia, Serbia, Albania and the Ukraine would
stay part of this free trade area - and Britain would be on the outside with just Belarus - is as

credible as Jean-Claude Juncker joining UKIP.’

‘Agreeing to maintain this continental free trade zone is the simple course and emphatically

in everyone’s interests.’
We will take back control of immigration

‘We could also benefit economically from control of immigration. At the moment any EU
citizen can come to the UK to settle, work, claim benefits and use the NHS. We have no
proper control over whether that individual’s presence here is economically beneficial,
conducive to the public good or in our national interest. We cannot effectively screen new

arrivals for qualifications, extremist connections or past criminality. We have given away



control over how we implement the vital 1951 UN Convention on asylum to the European

court. We cannot even deport convicted murderers.’

‘Further, there are five more countries - Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and
Turkey - in the queue to join the EU - and the European Commission, as we have just
experienced ourselves during the recent negotiation process, regards ‘free movement’ as an
inviolable principle of EU membership... And my ambition is not a Utopian ideal - it’s an
Australian reality. Instead of a European open-door migration policy we could - if a future
Government wanted it - have an Australian points-based migration policy. We could emulate
that country’s admirable record of taking in genuine refugees, giving a welcome to hard-
working new citizens and building a successful multi-racial society without giving into

people-smugglers, illegal migration or subversion of our borders.’
Better for Europe:

‘Leaving would also bring another significant - and under-appreciated - benefit. It would

lead to the reform of the European Union.’

‘At different points In campaigners like to argue either that Brexit would lead to EU nations
using their massive muscle to punish us, or that Brexit would lead to contagion and the
collapse of Europe - just as Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union collapsed following secession

from those unions.’

‘Manifestly both cannot be true. An EU without the UK cannot simultaneously be a super-

charged leviathan bent on revenge and a crumbling Tower of Babel riven by conflict...’

‘The UK’s success will send a very different message to the EU’s peoples. They will see
that a different Europe is possible. It is possible to regain democratic control of your own
country and currency, to trade and co-operate with other EU nations without surrendering
fundamental sovereignty to a remote and unelected bureaucracy. And, by following that
path, your people are richer, your influence for good greater, your future brighter... Our vote
to Leave will liberate and strengthen those voices across the EU calling for a different future
- those demanding the devolution of powers back from Brussels and desperate for a

progressive alternative...’

‘But for Europe, Britain voting to leave will be the beginning of something potentially even

more exciting - the democratic liberation of a whole Continent.’



‘If we vote to leave we will have - in the words of a former British Prime Minister - saved
our country by our exertions and Europe by our example. We will have confirmed that we
believe our best days lie ahead, that we believe our children can build a better future, that
this country’s instincts and institutions, its people and its principles, are capable not just of
making our society freer, fairer and richer but also once more of setting an inspirational
example to the world. It is a noble ambition and one I hope this country will unite behind in

the weeks to come.’
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Gove and Raab: EU membership makes us less safe
June 08, 2016

Michael Gove and Dominic Raab have today made important interventions in the
referendum debate, making clear how the EU weakens our border control and threatens our
security, whilst highlighting how decisions by the European Court of Justice affect UK

surveillance powers.

Justice Minister Dominic Raab argued that leaving the EU would allow us to take back

control of our borders and our ability to deport criminals.
‘There is one absolutely clear-cut dividend from leaving the EU.’

‘That is our ability to regain control of our borders, including far stronger powers over who

we can deport, and proper preventative checks at the border.’

‘At the moment, we can’t bar anyone in possession of an EU passport or identity card unless
they represent a “genuine, present and sufficiently serious threat” to our security. Even if
that high threshold is met, we have to disclose the reasons to the individual barred, even if

that itself could endanger national security.’

He pointed out that there are already problems with EU states undermining border controls
and passport checks, with the EU’s own border agency, Frontex, admitting documents are
forged on a systematic basis. Mr Raab gave an example of a Cyprus estate agent journal

advertising EU passports:



‘This shows open, flagrant selling of EU passports. Once people buy these EU passports and
with it citizenship of an EU member state, they have the automatic right to come to the UK

because of ‘free movement’.’

‘Given this is already happening at scale, imagine how much worse this problem will be

after the next wave of EU accessions.’

He discussed how the Prime Minister tried to regain powers over deportation during his

renegotiation, but how he was rebuffed by EU leaders:

‘It is now the EU and the Luxembourg Court that present the clear and present danger to

our security.’
‘They put their ivory tower dogma of EU free movement ahead of the safety of our citizens.’

Mr Raab concluded outside the EU, we can create an Australian-style points based system

based on the skills we need:
‘When the British people vote to leave the EU and take back control on June 23rd,’
‘We will be able to restore control over our immigration policy and our borders.’

The Justice Secretary Michael Gove described the Government’s policy on Turkey as
appeasement, saying that joining is a security danger and that 23 June is our 'only chance to

have a say' on free movement from Turkey.

‘there are particular times when the assertion of our liberalism needs to be especially
muscular. Nowhere more so than when the essential freedom - freedom of speech - is
threatened. Which brings me to the case of Turkey. That country’s democratic development

has been put into reverse under President Erdogan.’

‘We and the European Union should be protesting in the clearest and loudest possible
manner at this erosion of fundamental democratic freedoms. But instead we and the

European Union are making concession after concession to Erdogan.’
He went on to state the facts around Turkish accession

‘Let’s look at the facts. Fact One. It is official British Government policy for Turkey to join
the EU, restated by Ministers time and again. Fact Two. It is official EU policy for Turkey



to become a member. Indeed the Commission has announced the pace of accession will be

accelerated.’

‘Fact Three. Turkey has threatened to end cooperation in stopping mass migration unless

the deal for visa-free travel to Europe is implemented in full.’

‘Fact Four. This visa-free zone which stretches from Turkey’s border with Syria, Iraq and
Iran to the English channel is anticipated to start this year once this referendum is out of the
way. Sir Richard Dearlove, former chief of MI16, has warned that this is like ‘storing gasoline

next to the fire we are trying to put out’.

‘Fact Five. The British Government is spending nearly £2 billion to help five countries join

the EU including Albania, Serbia, and Turkey.

‘Fact Six. It is official British Government policy not to have a referendum on new countries
joining. As things stand, the British people won'’t be given a vote in the future on Turkish
accession. We were not offered a referendum when Bulgaria, Romania or 17 other states

Jjoined.
Your only chance to have a say on this is on 23 June.’
Full speeches below

THE ADVANTAGES OF CONTROLLED IMMIGRATION
DOMINIC RAAB

(Check against delivery)

There is no European country more global in outlook than Britain.

We trade more beyond this continent than any EU country except Malta.
Britain is a hub for many of the world’s commercial networks.

The one truly global language is English,

And millions of our citizens have family ties beyond Europe, whether with the Indian

subcontinent, Australia, New Zealand or Africa.



I’m only here today because Britain welcomed my father as a refugee from Czechoslovakia

in 1938.

So, I appreciate the advantages of immigration.

I feel the emotional tug of Europe.

And I understand the lessons of history.

But you can feel European,

And want to leave the anti-competitive and undemocratic EU club.
It’s not about being a Little Englander.

I started my career as an international business lawyer, and I later worked at the Foreign

Office.

I spent 3 years posted to The Hague,

Representing the UK at global institutions like the International Criminal Court,
And working closely with EU bodies like Eurojust.

I lost count of how many times Australian, Japanese, Brazilian diplomats bitterly lamented
the inward, navel-gazing, focus of EU discussions ... at the expense of what was going on

in the rest of the world.

I also have a wife from Brazil, and two young sons.

My 3 year old already speaks better Portuguese than me.

I want them to have a perspective of the world beyond our shores, and beyond Europe.
And I want Britain to leave the EU so we can be more, not less, of a global nation.

That’s why I am so disappointed with the EU’s lousy record on negotiating free trade deals,

from Asia to Latin America.

And, yes, if we want to be a truly global player,



With world-beating economic competitiveness,
And broad horizons,

Immigration will be vital both to a thriving economy and a tolerant, outward-looking,

society.

Controlling Immigration

But, common sense says it has to be properly controlled.

So, people come in at a rate that can be absorbed by local communities.

Last year, over a million arrived in Europe from the Middle East, north Africa and beyond.
They swept across the continent.

In the UK, net migration was 333,000 last year.

The government’s pledge is to reduce it to the tens of thousands.

Yet, net migration from the EU was 184,000 alone.

Those numbers are likely to rise as economic migrants flee the mass unemployment the

single currency has inflicted on southern Europe.

And they will increase further with Turkey and four low-income Balkan states being lined

up for EU membership.

We could just take the view that mass migration is an irresistible force.
That national borders are outdated.

If those campaigning for Britain to stay in the EU embrace that view,
They need to be honest with the public about it,

Including the impact it will have.

It’s no good dismissing concerns based on people’s real life experiences,

Of finding their local schools full,



Of struggling to get a GP appointment, or a home they can afford.

Of having their wages undercut.

And those campaigning to stay in the EU need to be up front about who bears the burden.
Because it is often those on the lowest incomes who feel these pressures the most.

The Bank of England has calculated that, for this group, every 10% increase in migration

leads to a 2% fall in wages.

Ultimately, if we don’t take back control, I fear Britain’s traditional openness may be tested

as never before.

When I lived in Holland, I saw first-hand the emergence of a nasty strain of anti-immigration

politics in the aftermath of the murder of the politician Pym Fortuyn.

People felt mainstream parties ignored their concerns about immigration.

It became an issue of mistrust in the political class, not just immigration policy.
We are seeing it spread across Europe.

I don’t want it here.

So, David Cameron was absolutely right to test the dogmatic consensus in Brussels in favour

of the rigid rules on free movement.

They should have listened to him.

But, we got short shrift,

No change to allow us to control the volume of immigration.

The dogmatic defenders of the EU’s free movement rules are like the most stubborn

opponents of gun control in the United States.
They believe that because something was written into a constitutional document long ago,

It must be sacrosanct,



It can’t be challenged,

Even when it is causing such tensions,

Even when it puts our safety at risk.

Security and Border Checks

Let me turn to security.

Of all the security issues debated in this referendum,

There is one absolutely clear-cut dividend from leaving the EU.
That is our ability to regain control of our borders,

Including far stronger powers over who we can deport,

And proper preventative checks at the border.

At the moment, we can’t bar anyone in possession of an EU passport or identity card unless

they represent a “genuine, present and sufficiently serious threat” to our security.
There’s two points here.
First we are forced to rely on other EU government’s putting in place proper controls.

And yet we already have a very serious problem with other EU states undermining proper

border controls and effective passport checks.

We have to admit EU citizens with residence cards, even though Frontex, the EU’s own

external border agency, says these documents are forged on a systematic basis.

The European Court has prevented us requiring persons from the EU to have documents

issued by our Government to come to the UK.

EU law even forbids us from automatically refusing entry to people without any travel

documents at all.

But this is only the start of the problem.



On your chair is a photocopy of a Cyprus estate agent journal, advertised particularly to

Russians as the Russian text shows.
This shows open, flagrant selling of EU passports.

Once people buy these EU passports and with it citizenship of an EU member state, they

have the automatic right to come to the UK because of 'free movement'.

Given this is already happening at scale, imagine how much worse this problem will be after

the next wave of EU accessions.
The second point concerns the substantive EU test for denial of entry and deportation.

Even if that high threshold — a genuine, serious, present threat to our security - is met, we

have to disclose the reasons to the individual barred,

Even if that itself could endanger national security.

We can’t just deny entry to someone, because they made an unexplained trip to Syria,
Or because sketchy intelligence suggests a link to terrorist activity.

We can’t even bar people from coming in, solely because they have a criminal record, even

for murder.

Yes, in the past ten years since the Free Movement Directive entered into force, we have

refused entry to around 11,000 people coming from the EU.
But that compares with more than 200,000 barred from outside Europe,

Who can be excluded simply because their presence is deemed not conducive to the public

good.

That’s the massive difference in the operational bite of our border powers, as a result of EU

law.

Ronald Noble, the former head of Interpol, called the EU open borders policy a “real and

present danger” that “abets terrorists”,



As shown by the ease with which the Paris and Brussels terrorists moved to and fro across

Europe.

We know Mohammed Abrini, accused of involvement in both the Paris and Brussels

bombings, visited the UK three times in 2015,
Despite a criminal record for robbery and other violent offences.
We have a terrorism trial going on at the Old Bailey right now,

Which will shed further light on the links between plotters based in Birmingham and

Brussels.

But it’s clear that the EU’s fetters on our power to deny entry and deport are crucial security

issues.

Both sides in this referendum recognise this.

That is why the Prime Minister made it a key point in our renegotiation,
In his letter to Donald Tusk last November.

But, the EU point blank refused to change the Free Movement Directive, let alone the EU

treaties.
In fact, the Council Conclusions re-asserted the current rules.

The best the Commission could offer was to ‘examine the thresholds’ on deportation and

denial of entry,

If the Free Movement Directive is revised at some indeterminate, unspecified, point in the

future.
That means: no change,
Not even a promise of future change.

We can’t responsibly bet this country’s security on that.



It is now the EU and the Luxembourg Court that present the clear and present danger to our

security.
They put their ivory tower dogma of EU free movement ahead of the safety of our citizens.

Sir Richard Dearlove, the former head of MI6, says leaving the EU would bring important

security gains.

Peter Higgins, former head of immigration at UK ports, describes the passport checks we

have in place because we are outside Schengen as ‘pretty minimal’.

And evidence from the EU’s own institutions, Frontex and Europol, shows the rising security

risk we face, if we stay in the EU.

Conclusion

When the British people vote to leave the EU and take back control on June 23rd,

We will be able to restore control over our immigration policy and our borders.

An Australian-style, points-based regime so we can choose who comes to this country,
Based on the skills we need, not the passport of the applicant.

That’s better for Britain, and it will remove the arbitrary discrimination against non-

Europeans.

Operational law enforcement cooperation with our European partners will continue, because

it is in everyone’s interests,

And the EU already engages in important operational cooperation, from data-sharing to

police cooperation,
With non-EU countries, from the US to Australia.
But, critically, we can put in place the proper border controls required to keep Britain safe.

I want make sure immigration is managed in the best interests of our economy and our

security.



That’s why I will be voting to leave the EU, to take back control of our borders on 23 June.

SECURE IN OUR VALUES? WHY AN UNREFORMED EU WEAKENS US IN
FIGHTING FOR LIBERAL DEMOCRACY
MICHAEL GOVE

(Check against delivery)

I want to thank Dominic for the masterly way in which he has laid out the security risks of
staying in an unreformed European Union. With the precision of a great lawyer and the

clarity of a truly gifted minister he has made an unarguable case.

Of course our security rests on the robustness of our borders, the rigour of our surveillance
and intelligence systems and the ability of the police and other agencies to take all the

necessary steps to keep us safe.

These are vital policy and operational questions. As Dominic has shown, we currently lack

the control we need to maximise our resilience against a range of new threats.

[ want to touch on one other area where we need to feel a greater degree of confidence if we

are to safeguard our society in the future. The question of values. Liberal, democratic, values.
OUR VALUES UNDER CHALLENGE

If we consider the threats we face today they are - in their origin - ideological. Conflict in
the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was driven primarily by competition between
empires and nation states whereas conflict today is driven increasingly by competition

between ideologies.

The terror threat from ISIS, Boko Haram, Al Qaeda and their brothers in Hamas and
Hizbollah springs from Islamist fundamentalism. Vladimir Putin’s Russia is driven by an
anti-liberal, anti-democratic ideology rooted in an imagined Russian past and revived by
figures like Alexander Dugin who see their country providing an alternative to the post-

Christian and decadent West.

If we are to safeguard our country, and indeed our allies, in this world of new dangers then
we need not just the right tools, policies and institutions, the right policing, data-gathering

and security forces, we also need to be resolute in our support for the right values.



The United Kingdom has played a distinguished global role in the past as an upholder and
defender of liberal democratic values - all the while doing so as an independent democratic

nation state.

Whether it was suppressing the slave trade, or supporting liberal nationalist movements
against static autocratic European empires, in the first half of the nineteenth century or
seeking to defend the rights of small nations and the principle of self-determination in the
twentieth century, the United Kingdom has been clear about its values. And the clearer and
more confident we’ve been about our values, the better we’ve been able to defend those

values.

A belief in parliamentary democracy, in the accountability of the powerful to the people, in
the settling of laws, taxes and rules by elected representatives, in the independence and
objectivity of the judiciary, and in vigorous free speech and open debate - these beliefs have
characterised this country for centuries. And it’s by standing firm by those values that we
have been able to be a global champion for freedom, working with our allies, for many

generations.

Liberal and democratic values are, of course, very far from being a British possession alone.
Ludwig Erhard and Karl Popper, Theodore Herzl and David Ben-Gurion, Alexis de
Tocqueville and Raymond Aron, Hernando de Soto and Aung San Suu Kyi are all great

liberals and democrats who embody the best in shared humanist values.

NATION STATES AS VESSELS FOR OUR VALUES - AND HOW THE EU
UNDERMINES THEM

But while these values have universal application they are, history tells us, best upheld and

defended by nation states.

That is one of the central reasons why this debate on our membership of the European Union

matters so much.

If power is to be held accountable it needs a democratic culture and a common electorate to

hold it to account. That means a nation state.

And if a nation state is to be sustainable it needs to know its borders and enjoy a sense of

shared allegiance.



Despite the idealism which attended its birth, the EU is not democratic. The people who
guide its destiny - the Five Presidents of Europe - have never been directly elected to their
current offices, are in no way democratically accountable, indeed their identities are scarcely
known to most of Europe’s citizens. Even one of my most intelligent - and most pro-
European Union - friends the editor of the Financial Times Lionel Barber - when questioned

last week couldn’t name all five.

The EU is indeed actually designed purposely to frustrate democracy. Its institutions exist
to transfer power away from accountable parliaments in liberal nation states to the supra-

national level.

Of no institution is this more true than the European Court of Justice. The ECJ is, as Dominic
pointed out, a court with an activist agenda to advance integration and erode national

sovereignty.

It has been given a hugely powerful tool to advance its agenda in the Charter of Fundamental
Rights, which came into force in 2009 and which goes much, much further than the post-

war European Convention on Human Rights.

We believed we had an opt-out from the operation of the Charter nailed down at the time of

the Lisbon Treaty.

But the ECJ -- against which there is no right of appeal -- has now made it clear this so-

called opt-out was nothing of the kind.

The Luxembourg judges simply disregard it when making rulings based on the Charter, for

example on applying the 1951 UN Convention on Asylum and Refugees.

The Luxembourg Court’s willingness to set aside agreements between nation states is not
just troubling in itself as evidence of how an elitist institution at the heart of the EU seeks to
override democratic principles, it should also give us warning that agreements made in good

faith - like the renegotiation we secured in February - can also be overridden in future.

If the Court believes an agreement between states runs counter to its own interpretation of
the Treaties then the Court will insist on its will being done. As Denmark found when
agreements made in the aftermath of its rejection of the Maastricht Treaty were overridden

by the Court.



It’s not just the Court which is prepared to set aside agreements and rip up acts which stand
in the way of its integrationist agenda. When the euro ran into, inevitable, difficulties the EU

set aside its own rules to provide bailouts for Greece.

Article 125 of the EU Treaty could not be clearer when it states ‘the Union shall not be liable
for, or assume the commitments of, central governments, regional, local or other public
authorities, other bodies governed by public law, or public undertakings of any Member

State.’

Yet that clear legal declaration was ignored when it got in the way of keeping the eurozone
going. The EU has shown it is willing to cast aside solemn agreements and trample over the

rule of law if integration is threatened.

The high-handedness and undemocratic nature of EU institutions, the ongoing failure of the
euro and the economic misery it has brought have all contributed to a weakening of liberal

and democratic forces across Europe.

Extremist and populist forces have grown in strength. A far-right party in Austria has come
within an ace of the Presidency, an openly anti-semitic party is the second force in Hungarian
politics, Marine Le Pen is in pole position for the French Presidency. The growth in fringe
parties has made it much more difficult to form stable governments in EU states such as
Spain and Ireland and has brought Nazis into the Greek Parliament. Our ability to present a
united front across the West in defence of liberalism and democracy is currently vitiated and

undermined by the operation of the EU and its institutions.
Being more muscular in our liberalism and more insistent on democracy

The weakening of nation states in Europe has not been accompanied, however, by any
upsurge of faith, confidence or loyalty towards EU institutions. Quite the opposite. They

command no popular affection, inspire no popular admiration, enjoy no popular enthusiasm.

And because nation states are less able to assert and embody liberal and democratic values,
while EU institutions lack liberal and democratic legitimacy, the forces of liberalism and
democracy have been weakened just when they need to be asserted more vigorously than

Cver.



Our Prime Minister has been right, and brave, in arguing forcefully that we need to take on

the poisonous narrative peddled by Islamist extremists.

But in order to counter Islamist extremists as effectively as possible we need not just to

challenge their beliefs but assert confidence in our own.

That means strengthening national parliaments, not weakening them, upholding the rule of
law not abrogating it and, above all, expressing confidence in nation states and the
democratic accountability they bring. The more confident and optimistic we are about the
United Kingdom, its traditions, values and potential the better equipped we are to counter

enemies of liberalism and democracy.

And there are particular times when the assertion of our liberalism needs to be especially

muscular.

Nowhere more so than when the essential freedom - freedom of speech - is threatened.
Which brings me to the case of Turkey.

That country’s democratic development has been put into reverse under President Erdogan.

The country which achieved so much under the secular nationalism of Ataturk and his

successors is now moving backwards under Erdogan and his Islamist rule.

The NGO Freedom House has found that freedom of expression is being ‘undermined by
provisions in the penal code, the criminal procedure code, and the harsh, broadly worded

anti-terrorism law’.

Journalists who seek to expose corruption have been arrested and efforts to investigate

Turkish relationships with fighters in Syria have been thwarted.
Erdogan’s assault on free speech doesn’t stop at his own borders.

Erdogan demanded - and won - Angela Merkel’s agreement to the prosecution of the German

comedian Jan Bohmermann for producing a lewd poem about him.

We and the European Union should be protesting in the clearest and loudest possible manner

at this erosion of fundamental democratic freedoms.



But instead we and the European Union are making concession after concession to Erdogan.
Let’s look at the facts.

Fact One. It is official British Government policy for Turkey to join the EU, restated by

Ministers time and again.

Fact Two. It is official EU policy for Turkey to become a member. Indeed the Commission

has announced the pace of accession will be accelerated.

Fact Three. Turkey has threatened to end cooperation in stopping mass migration unless the

deal for visa-free travel to Europe is implemented in full.

Fact Four. This visa-free zone which stretches from Turkey’s border with Syria, Iraq and
Iran to the English channel is anticipated to start this year once this referendum is out of the
way. Sir Richard Dearlove, former chief of M16, has warned that this is like ‘storing gasoline

next to the fire we are trying to put out’.

Fact Five. The British Government is spending nearly £2 billion to help five countries join

the EU including Albania, Serbia, and Turkey.

Fact Six. It is official British Government policy not to have a referendum on new countries
joining. As As things stand, the British people won’t be given a vote in the future on Turkish
accession. We were not offered a referendum when Bulgaria, Romania or 17 other states

joined. Your only chance to have a say on this is on 23 June.

With the terrorism threat we face only growing, it is hard to see how it could possibly be in
our security interests to open visa free travel to 77 million Turkish citizens and create a

border-free zone from Iraq, Iran and Syria to the English Channel.

It is even harder to see how such a course is wise when extremists everywhere will see that

the West is opening its borders to appease an Islamist Government.

We have a chance on June 23rd to signal with our votes that we want to follow a different
course. That we believe in democracy, that we have confidence in our country and its values,
that we want the EU at last to get the jolt it needs to change, that we want fundamental

liberties upheld, we want to take control of our destiny and we want to stand resolute for



freedom. I hope the people for this country take that opportunity, and that stand, and Vote to

leave and take back control.
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Vote Leave to invest an extra £100m into the NHS every week

THE EU HAS TAKEN CONTROL OF THE NHS

Being a member of the EU harms the NHS. Successive British Governments have passed
more and more control over our NHS from doctors to bureaucrats in Brussels. Today, the
NHS has to deal with damaging EU rules that are often a mix of the extremely expensive,
the extremely cumbersome and the extremely ideological. This creates many problems for

the health sector.

Being in the EU means that we have to allow any EU citizen who wants to come to the UK
to enter. This puts huge pressure on local hospitals which have to deal with many more
patients. This is dangerous. The NHS is already facing a crisis with trusts announcing that
they are too full to accept any more patients, yet in the last twelve months that figures are

available over a quarter of a million more EU migrants entered the UK.

In recent years the EU has gradually opened the NHS to the private sector. Leaked legal
advice to the Department of Health in November 2006 suggested that private companies
could have the right under EU law to sue the NHS for ‘abuse of a dominant position’ and
warned that GPs are subject to EU competition law. In 2011, the EU introduced a new
‘Healthcare Directive’ which Labour MPs warned would lead ‘to the demise of the publicly-

funded National Health Service.’

A vote to ‘remain’ means permanent EU control and more problems for our NHS. It is also
a vote to keep sending £350 million to the EU every week - enough to set up a brand new,
fully staffed hospital every week. If we Vote Leave we will be able to spend that money on

our priorities like the NHS.
EU RULES HAVE MADE PATIENTS LESS SAFE

Because of free movement laws, the UK cannot test every EU doctor operating in the UK

for whether they can speak English. This has had tragic and fatal consequences and it is now



estimated that almost half of EU doctors seeking work in UK have failed to prove English
skills. Dogmatic EU rules, designed to protect the rights of EU migrants over patients, mean

that the UK lacks the power to check systematically the language proficiency of EU doctors.

The EU has introduced many laws that undermine the NHS. EU officials have imposed
expensive restrictions on the development of cancer drugs, with the Clinical Trials Directive
creating serious problems, delaying the testing of life-saving cancer drugs. The Working
Time Directive has also proved to be extremely expensive and has caused serious problems,
with hospitals no longer able to ensure that they have enough staff on hand to look after
patients. The European Court, rather than elected British politicians, is now in charge of the

hours doctors can work in our NHS.
THE EU'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM PUTS PRESSURE ON THE NHS

‘Rising demand’ for NHS services is one of the principal reasons identified by regulators for

the NHS’s forecast £2.4 billion deficit in 2015-2016.

There were 475,000 live births to mothers from other EU countries between 2005 and 2014,
the equivalent of adding a city the size of Manchester to the population. The cost of providing
NHS services to those families could be over £1.33bn. If we remain in the EU, the NHS will

be put under more and more pressure and the A&E; crisis will get even worse.
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If we Vote Leave on 23 June, we can not just reduce the pressure on the NHS, but can stop
sending £350m to the EU every week and instead spend it on our priorities. £350m is enough

to build a brand new, fully staffed hospital every week.
THE EU HAS UNDERMINED UK HEALTH PROGRAMMES

The EU has taken control of many areas of public health policy. The European Court now
decides the prices at which alcohol can be sold in the UK. The European Court is also in
control of the conditions under which cigarettes can bought and sold. The European Court

will increasingly use the Charter of Fundamental Rights to take more control of public health

if we vote to stay.
THE EU NOW WANTS EVEN MORE CONTROL

This situation is only going to get worse. The EU has made clear that it now wants even
more control over our NHS. There are serious concerns that the EU’s proposed ‘Trade and
Investment Partnership’ deal with the USA could have a serious impact on the NHS and
extend the privatisation of the Health Service. The British Medical Journal recently warned
that ‘the risk for the NHS would be that it could never afford to return a service in-house
once it was contracted out.” Top QCs have warned that ‘“TTIP poses a real and serious risk
to future UK [Government] decision-making in respect of the NHS.” This means that if we

remain in the EU it will become ever harder to keep the NHS in public hands.



The European Commission has announced that it wants to take control of the NHS in the
next few years in a new Treaty. The European Commission has said it ‘can’t imagine a more
economically effective possibility than to manage health issues at EU level’. A new EU

Treaty is already planned as early as next year as part of the Five Presidents’ Report.
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THE EU'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM MAKES US LESS SAFE

EU law demands that the UK has an open door to European countries. This has resulted in
large numbers of people from across Europe coming to our country. We have very few
powers to stop people entering who we think can’t contribute to our economy or have a

criminal background.

The pressure that this large inward-migration has put on our schools and hospitals means
that we are now forced to block people from non-European countries who could contribute

to the UK from coming here. This is an immoral, expensive, and out of control system.

The EU’s open border system has recently been condemned by the former Secretary General
of Interpol, Ronald K Noble, as ‘an international passport-free zone for terrorists to execute
attacks on the Continent and make their escape’. The system has been unable to cope with
the migration crisis. Recent terrorist atrocities have forced European countries to re-
introduce border controls to try and keep their citizens safe. Despite the dangers that the
EU’s open borders policy has created, the President of the European Commission has
announced that he will not abandon the Schengen policy. The former head of MI6, Sir
Richard Dearlove, has said that taking back control of immigration could be an ‘important

security gain’.
THE EUROPEAN COURTS ARE ATTACKING OUR BORDER CONTROLS

Our border controls are under constant attack from the European Court of Justice (ECJ). Last
year, the ECJ said that our Government cannot require migrants from other EU states to have
a permit issued by UK authorities, even though permits from other EU countries are
systematically forged, some EU countries sell their passports, and we have no control over

the way other EU countries issue their passports. This makes it easier for terrorists and

criminals to get into Britain.



These problems have been made worse by the Charter of Fundamental Rights. The Charter
stops us removing foreign criminals and terror suspects from the UK if it would violate their
‘private or family life’. Recently Britain was stopped from deporting an alcoholic to a foreign
country that bans alcohol on the grounds it would violate his human rights. The EU courts
have made it very difficult to remove Abu Hamza’s criminal daughter-in-law from this

country.
THE EU HAS MADE THE REFUGEE CRISIS WORSE CONTROLS

The Charter also prevents European nations halting the flow of boats across the
Mediterranean which have cost so many lives. Crucially, the Charter also removes from the
UK the power to interpret the vital 1951 UN Convention ourselves. David Cameron

once promised ‘a complete opt out’ from the Charter. Now he has abandoned this promise.

IF WE VOTE TO REMAIN EU JUDGES WILL TAKE CONTROL OF BRITISH
CITIZENSHIP

If we vote to stay, EU judges will decide who gets British citizenship. The ECJ
has declared that ‘Union citizenship is destined to be the fundamental status of nationals of
the Member States’. It has used EU citizenship to take more and more powers from the UK,
including over whether criminals and illegal immigrants can stay, requiring social security
to be paid to EU migrants, undermining the UK’s border controls and expanding prisoner

voting rights.
THE EU'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM PUTS PRESSURE ON THE NHS

‘Rising demand’ for NHS services is one of the principal reasons identified by regulators for

the NHS’s forecast £2.4 billion deficit in 2015-2016.

There were 475,000 live births to mothers from other EU countries between 2005 and 2014,
the equivalent of adding a city the size of Manchester to the population. The cost of providing
NHS services to those families could be over £1.33bn. If we remain in the EU, the NHS will

be put under more and more pressure and the A&E; crisis will get even worse.

If we Vote Leave on 23 June, we can not just reduce the pressure on the NHS, but can stop
sending £350m to the EU every week and instead spend it on our priorities. £350m is enough

to build a brand new, fully staffed hospital every week.



THE GOVERNMENT'S RENEGOTIATION WILL NOT MAKE THE SITUATION
BETTER

The Government has no meaningful plan to deal with this. One of the top figures at the
independent Office for Budget Responsibility, Sir Stephen Nickell CBE, said the
Government’s proposals would make ‘not much’ difference to immigration from the EU —
and that ‘any changes to benefit rules are unlikely to have a huge impact on migration flows.’
Even if the Government succeeds in its aim of cutting in-work benefits for migrants, research
has shown that the Government’s ‘living wage’ will off-set any loss of income that EU

migrants face - the UK will remain an attractive destination.

EU law forbids the collective expulsion of British citizens living in the EU after we Vote

Leave. Even the former legal adviser to EU’s Council of Ministers has said that 'those with

permanent residency in EU states could stay’.
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WHAT HAPPENS WHEN WE VOTE LEAVE?

EU law demands that the UK has an open door to European countries. This has resulted in

large numbers of people from across Europe coming to our country. We have very few

powers to stop people entering who we think can’t contribute to our economy or have a

criminal background.

A summary

We end the supremacy of EU law and the European Court. We will be able to

kick out those who make our laws.

Europe yes, EU no. We have a new UK-EU Treaty based on free trade and friendly
cooperation. There is a European free trade zone from Iceland to the Russian border
and we will be part of it. We will take back the power to negotiate our own trade

deals.

We spend our money on our priorities. Instead of sending £350 million per week

to Brussels, we will spend it on our priorities like the NHS and schools.

We take back control of migration policy, including the 1951 UN Convention on
refugees, so we have a fairer and more humane policy, and we decide who comes

into our country, on what terms, and who is removed.

We will regain our seat on international bodies where Brussels represents us, and

use our greater international influence to push for greater international cooperation.

We will build a new European institutional architecture that enables all countries,

whether in or out of the EU or euro, to trade freely and cooperate in a friendly way.

We will negotiate a new UK-EU Treaty and end the legal supremacy of EU law
and the European Court before the 2020 election.



¢ We do not necessarily have to use Article 50 - we may agree with the EU another

path that is in both our interests.
THE BIG PROBLEMS WITH THE EU

The EU is undermining democracy, prosperity, and international cooperation. It is plagued
by high unemployment, high debts, an ageing population, a dysfunctional euro and political
institutions, a migrant crisis, and a democratic crisis. It is hostile to the combination of world-
class universities, technological innovation, and venture capital that is fundamental to
technological innovation. Even the EU’s own supporters realise it is ‘nearly comatose’ as

the EU Commission’s President said recently.

SEVEN PRINCIPLES FOR A NEW UK-EU RELATIONSHIP

First, not in chronological order, we will repeal section 2 of the European Communities
Act 1972. This is Parliament’s instruction to our courts to treat EU law as supreme. We will
repeal it and restore democratic government. Daily in government departments, ministers
are told ‘you can’t do that because we will be judicially reviewed under European law’, on
a vast range of subjects from building hospitals and aircraft carriers to which terrorists we
can deport. This causes administrative and management chaos and adds billions to costs. A
‘leave’ vote is a necessary, though not sufficient, foundation for restoring competent and

democratic government.
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Second, we will retake control of our trade policy. We will leave the Common
Commercial Policy that gives the Commission control of all UK trade agreements. After we
retake control, we will negotiate new agreements with countries like India, which represent

the future of global growth, much faster than the EU slowcoach wants to or is able to.
111

Third, we will have a new UK-EU trading relationship. There is a European free trade
zone from Iceland to the Russian border and we will be part of it. The heart of what we all

want is the continuation of tariff-free trade with minimal bureaucracy. Countries as far away



as Australia have Mutual Recognition agreements with the EU that deal with complex

customs (and other ‘non-tariff barrier’) issues. We will do the same.

What about the so-called ‘Single Market’? The ‘Single Market’ is almost universally
misunderstood and is nowhere defined in the EU Treaties. It was created in the 1980s by
Jacques Delors in order to impose qualified majority voting in a vast range of areas beyond
international trade such as the free movement of people, how we build schools or aircraft
carriers, and thousands of things like the energy requirements of hoovers and the maximum
size of containers in which two people sell olive oil to each other in the Shetland Islands
(five litres). The Foreign Office and CBI like to claim that the Single Market was about ‘free
trade’ but this is historical nonsense. Delors’ goal was explicitly political - as he said, 'we’re

not here just to make a Single Market, that doesn’t interest me, but to make a political union.'

The Single Market causes big problems. For example, the Clinical Trials Directive has
hampered the testing of vital cancer drugs for years causing unnecessary deaths. Single
Market rules add complexity, time, and billions to government procurement programmes.
Economists have tried and failed for twenty years to identify clear general gains from the
Single Market. Even the Commission’s own, obviously optimistic, figures show that the
supposed gains for the UK are smaller than reasonable estimates of the regulatory costs.
Most businesses have said for over a decade that the Single Market does more harm than
good but this debate has been distorted by a small number of large multinationals that lobby
Brussels to use regulations to crush entrepreneurial competition. Big businesses are often the

enemy of the public interest.

These problems will grow. The next EU Treaty is intended to harmonise another vast range
of things including areas such as company law and ‘property rights’. Harmonising
regulations is often good for countries like Greece but is often disastrous for Britain which
wins more of the world’s investment in Europe than any other European country precisely

because much of our legal system is not yet harmonised with Europe.

The EU’s supporters say ‘we must have access to the Single Market’. Britain will have access
to the Single Market after we vote leave. British businesses that want to sell to the EU will
obey EU rules just as American, Swiss, or Chinese businesses do. Only about one in twenty
British businesses export to the EU but every business is subject to every EU law. There is

no need for Britain to impose all EU rules on all UK businesses as we do now, any more



than Australia or Canada or India imposes all EU rules on their businesses. British businesses
that wish to follow Single Market rules should be able to without creating obligations on
everybody else to follow them. The vast majority of British businesses that do not sell to the

EU will benefit from the much greater flexibility we will have.

The idea that our trade will suffer because we stop imposing terrible rules such as the Clinical
Trial Directive is silly. The idea that ‘access to the Single Market’ is a binary condition and
one must accept all Single Market rules is already nonsense - the Schengen system is ‘Single
Market’ and we are not part of that. After we vote to leave, we will expand the number of
damaging Single Market rules that we no longer impose and we will behave like the vast
majority of countries around the world, trading with the EU but, crucially, without accepting

the supremacy of EU law.

Regulatory diversity is good in many ways. One of the great advantages of post-Renaissance
Europe over China was regulatory diversity. This meant Europe experimented and
reinforced success (which often meant copying Britain) while China stagnated. Hamilton’s
competitive federalism between the different states in America brought similar gains. Now
the EU’s 1950s bureaucratic centralism, reinforced by the Charter of Fundamental Rights
that gives the European Court greater power over EU members than the Supreme Court has
over US states, increasingly mimics 16th century China in preventing experiments and

crushing diversity.
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Fourth, we will increase our international influence. We have never managed to exert
much influence on the EU project. As the UK negotiator for our entry to the EEC put it, the
Foreign Office strategy from the outset was to ‘swallow the lot and swallow it now’. This
situation recently got even worse. The Lisbon Treaty created a structural Eurozone majority
in the EU Council of Ministers such that Britain is routinely outvoted and has no veto on
vital issues. We have even surrendered our one meagre surviving true red card, the ability to
stop other states going ahead by themselves with things that will damage us. Every time a
British Prime Minister has tried to oppose something they have failed. Even this dismal new
deal has demanded the calling in of favours and handing out millions of pounds to other EU

members via the European Commission.



This bureaucracy over which we have so little influence now supplants Britain in many
global bodies. Many supposed ‘EU rules’ now actually transpose rules agreed in these global
bodies where Britain has given away its representation to the EU. Our new deal will therefore
also include Britain retaking our seats on all these bodies, such as the World Trade
Organization. If Canada has adopted the same rules as Norway or Luxembourg over car
safety glass, and can export windscreens to Britain or Ukraine, it is because the relevant
standards have been agreed at a higher level than the EU. A4 leave vote means the opposite
of isolation - it means regaining a voice in global bodies that will be increasingly important

as the EU shrinks in importance.
\%

Fifth, we will use our freedom from EU law and our strengthened international voice
to promote more effective and faster international cooperation often at a global level.
European cooperation will continue in fields where it already exists such as air travel,

sanitary controls, disease, and counter-terrorism.

We must go much further particularly to deal with rapidly accelerating technological
revolutions such as genetic engineering and machine intelligence. The EU is clearly unable
to cope and there 1s widespread recognition of the need for new global economic and security
institutions to deal with humanity’s biggest problems. We need institutions that are much

faster to adapt to accelerating changes.
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Sixth, we will have a sensible regime for the movement of people that allows us to
replace the awful immigration policy we have now - a combination of an open door for
low skilled labour and convicted criminals from the EU while simultaneously stopping
highly skilled people from outside the EU coming to the UK to contribute. We will take back
control of our asylum policy from the European Court, including over the vital 1951 UN
Convention on refugees. As another billion people are added to the world population and
this population becomes more urban and mobile, it is vital for our prosperity and democratic
legitimacy that we regain the power to change our immigration policy according to changing

circumstances.

Vil



Seventh, we will be able to spend our money on our priorities. Instead of sending £350

million per week to Brussels, we will spend it on our priorities like the NHS and education.
WHAT HAPPENS THE DAY AFTER THE VOTE?

The day after nothing changes legally. There is no legal obligation on the British
Government to take Britain out of the EU immediately. There will be three stages of creating
a new UK-EU deal - informal negotiations, formal negotiations, and implementation
including both a new Treaty and domestic legal changes. There is no need to rush. We must

take our time and get it right.
WHAT'S THE OVERALL FRAMEWORK WE NEED?

Overall, the negotiations will create a new European institutional architecture that enables
all countries, whether in or out of the EU or euro, to trade freely and cooperate in a friendly
way. In particular, we will negotiate a UK-EU Treaty that enables us 1) to continue
cooperating in many areas just as now (e.g. maritime surveillance), 2) to deepen cooperation
in some areas (e.g. scientific collaborations and counter-terrorism), and 3) to continue free
trade with minimal bureaucracy. The details will have to await a serious negotiation but there
are many agreements between the EU and other countries that already solve these problems

so we will be able to take a lot ‘off the shelf’.

THREE PHASES - INFORMAL, FORMAL AND IMPLEMENTATION

First, there will be informal negotiations. No rational government would immediately
begin any legal process to withdraw so there is no issue of an immediate use of Article 50,
the EU’s preferred legal route for a member to leave that imposes a basic two-year timetable.
The government will explore how the other EU countries and the Commission want to
proceed. We will be helped enormously by the fact that the EU Commission, Berlin, and
Paris now have an official roadmap for another Intergovernmental Conference and another
Treaty centralising many more powers including over taxes with the EU. They think they
need this to save the euro. It provides a clear opportunity for a new deal based on us letting

them plough ahead while we take back control.

II



Second, there will be formal negotiations to change the legal situation. After the informal
phase the government will know the appropriate mechanism for a new relationship or not.
Those who say that Article 50 is the only possible path are mistaken about the history of the
EU. It has consistently invented legal mechanisms to solve political problems. For example,
the Maastricht Treaty gave a supposedly cast iron ‘guarantee’ of no ‘bail-outs’ for the euro.
When the euro crisis hit after 2008, the euro was bailed out with billions. Similarly we might

agree a different legal mechanism to Article 50.
I

Third, there will be the implementation of new arrangements. The heart of the problem
with our EU membership is section 2 of the European Communities Act 1972 that enshrines
the supremacy of EU law. It must be repealed but it does not make sense to do this
immediately (though it is possible that it could be amended immediately to ensure that some
areas of national security are clearly off-limits for EU law, such as counter-terrorism).
Changing this is entirely a matter of UK law and what Parliament decides - this decision
cannot be overruled by Brussels. It would be best to do it as part of an overall agreed
transition with our European friends who know that if they are intransigent it can be done

any time we choose.

We should repeal this fundamental law while simultaneously incorporating all existing EU
law into UK law and beginning the process of sorting EU rules into three basic categories:
clearly stupid things that are repealed, things that are amended, things that either make sense
or are themselves global rules we would accept anyway (or both) and are kept. This will be

a properly democratic process involving those directly affected by the rules.

There will also be financial protection for all groups that now get money from Brussels. We
are a huge net contributor to the EU budget. In areas such as farming, we will therefore be
able simultaneously to a) pay farmers at least as much as they get now, b) get rid of the
nightmarish EU payment bureaucracy that bankrupts famers, and c) save money for UK
taxpayers. In fields such as science research, we will continue participation in EU schemes,

as other non-EU countries do.

TIMING



Given that all the big issues have already been solved over the years between the EU and
countries around the world, and there is already a free trade zone stretching from Iceland to
the Russian border, the new UK-EU Treaty should be ready within two years. In many areas
we will continue existing arrangements at least for a while. Obviously the relationship will
change and improve over time but a main goal for the first phase is to avoid unnecessary
disruption. All the important elements of a new Treaty should be in place well before the

next election.
SAFETY FIRST AND FLEXIBILITY

Our guiding principles should be ‘safety first’ and flexibility. There is no need to rush. It is
impossible to know now what might be possible for a UK government that has a popular
mandate after a ‘leave’ vote, what events may influence negotiations (such as the collapse

of Schengen or another financial crisis), and what allies we may find.

The great advantage of a ‘leave’ vote is it gives Britain wider options. [t is the best move
regardless of how the EU responds. If they refuse to face reality and accept the need for
changes in the European architecture, we will obviously have done the right thing. If it forces
them to face reality and accept sensible changes, we will not only have helped Britain but

we will also help Europe avoid continued decline.

The Establishment says ‘stay and reform from within’. The Foreign Office has said this for
decades. It never happens. The Government’s deal is just the latest failure. If we vote remain,
it’ll be like getting locked in the boot of the car - we’ll be taken to an awful place that we

know we don’t want to go to but can’t swerve.

The euro was always intended to spark deeper centralisation and ‘political union’ and the
next EU Treaty is intended to complete this process soon. On top of all the things Brussels
already controls it is also planning to take control of policies on banking, energy, and more.

Centralisation in Brussels is not a bug - it’s the main feature.

It is delusional to think that voting to ‘remain’ will give us any leverage to persuade the EU
to change radically. Brussels will not, understandably, take our complaints seriously.
Whitehall will hand over more power as usual. The European Court will continue taking

more power every week, particularly using the Charter of Fundamental Rights. Our money



will carry on being squandered. We’ll be paying for the euro’s bailouts. Our ability to shape

the international system will continue to shrink.

The only realistic way to influence Europe is to vote leave. Relations will be friendlier after
we vote leave. We will stop blocking them. They will stop interfering with our democracy.
We will all become better friends and allies and together build a new model for free trade

and friendly cooperation.

Since the Suez debacle of 1956, British politics has rested on illusions about the European
project. It is time for a new generation to save ourselves by our exertions and Europe by our

example.
UPDATE: THE GOVERNMENT'S OMNISHAMBLES RENEGOTIATION

The Government has now announced its final new deal which you can read here. Don't
believe the Government's spin - the agreement does not restore control of our borders and
will not affect immigration. It brings no powers back to the UK and reaffirms that the
European Courts are supreme over UK law. This is a bad deal - one that will continue to
undermine our security and democracy. On top of this, David Cameron's trivial concessions
could be thrown out by the European Courts the day after the referendum. You can read our

full analysis here.
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THE GOVERNMENT’S OMNISHAMBLES RENEGOTIATION

The British public want to end the supremacy of EU law and the European Court and take
back control over our borders, economy, and democracy. The Government’s deal delivers
none of this. The European Court of Justice is in charge of exactly the same things after the

deal as it was before the deal.

Before the general election, the Prime Minister promised ‘fundamental change’ in our
relationship with the EU and ‘full-on Treaty change’ before the referendum. That isn’t
happening.

All Cameron has got is a promise from other leaders to think about including some trivial
changes in the EU Treaties in a few years time, 1) if they are still leaders, which they might
not be, and 2) if the Treaties can be changed at all which they might not be given that Treaty
change requires unanimous agreement among all 28 members, which it is impossible to
guarantee in advance. We don’t even know who might be leading these countries in five

years time - never mind what they might agree.

It is the political equivalent of ‘a cheque for 99p is in the post and may arrive in five years
or so if we’re still around’. The European Court is not bound to respect or enforce Cameron’s

deal. The day after the referendum, the European Court could decide it is illegal.
The Government promised to get ‘full on Treaty change’. It hasn't.

The main part of the deal is an agreement between countries in international law. It does not
change the EU Treaties. The official agreement - a ‘Decision’ agreed between states - says
that it is ‘in conformity with the Treaties’, while the European Council’s conclusions declare
that the agreement is ‘fully compatible with the Treaties.” Under the 1969 Vienna

Convention, this means that the EU Treaties ‘prevail’ over Cameron’s deal.

The Government said its renegotiation would be ‘legally binding’. It isn'’t.



The Government claims that the renegotiation is legally binding. Don’t be fooled: the

Government’s deal is not legally binding. The Justice Secretary and Lord Chancellor,

Michael Gove MP, has said that ‘The European Court of Justice is not bound by this

agreement.’

Leading lawyers agree with the Justice Secretary:

Marina Wheeler, QC: ‘Michael Gove, the lord chancellor, is not wrong... what’s

important is its status under EU law: if the European Court of Justice in Luxembourg
considers any part of the agreement (or measures taken to implement it) to be

incompatible with existing EU law, it can strike them down.’

Martin Howe, QC: ‘Governmental claims that the summit deal is legally binding

are highly misleading.'

Lord Pannick, QC: ‘[the deal] would have no binding effect in our courts or in the

Court of Justice of the EU on legal rights and duties until the other member states

take action to comply with what they agreed last week’

Professor Sir Alan Dashwood, QC: ‘They could be challenged. I imagine a benefit

claimant feeling peeved because his child benefit was being [linked] to the much

lower cost of living in an Eastern European country, might well bring proceedings...’

John Howell, QC: ‘Mr Gove is right that, without treaty change, the European Court

of Justice (ECJ) is not bound by it.’

Professor Steve Peers: ‘There are some parts that might not be accepted by the EU

court, and the plans for new laws on benefits might be blocked by the European

parliament or challenged in the courts.’

Sir Konrad Schiemann: a former English Court of Appeal and former European

Court of Justice Judge, has admitted that legally-binding changes can ‘only be
achieved by following the lengthy processes in each Member State for ratifying

Treaties’.

Jean-Claude Piris: The former Director General of the EU Council’s legal service

has said a legally-binding commitment to change the Treaties at a future date is



‘called bullshit. There is no possibility to make a promise that would be legally
binding to change the treaty later.’

Even the Government has admitted that any future attempt to add the EU’s promises to the
Treaties could be vetoed by any one of the other member states. The President of the
European Parliament has admitted that MEPs might reject the deal. The House of Commons
Library has also said that the European Court will not be bound by the deal.

The EU has broken previous promises to Denmark

The EU made similar promises to Denmark in 1992 when it promised to respect national
citizenship laws. Brussels told the Danish people that these changes would be ‘legally
binding’. They lied. The European Court has now issued 80 judgements that completely
ignore the promises made to Denmark. They are now trying to play the same trick on us.

Don’t let them con you.

The Government is trying to spin that we should trust the deal because the European Court
has to take the deal ‘into account’. To 'take into account' is not the same as being bound by

it. The ECJ currently takes the Danish deal into account - and then decides to ignore it.
The ECJ can even ignore, or ‘reinterpret’, the Treaties.

Even when the Treaties are changed, the European Court can ignore them. For example, the
Lisbon treaty committed the EU to accede to the ECHR. The European Court has said this
is illegal and has blocked it. If we vote remain they will ignore the Prime Minister’s deal.

They will break their promises.

The claim that ‘depositing the deal with the United Nations makes it legally binding’ is

fiction

The claim that ‘being deposited at the United Nations’ makes the deal ‘legally binding’ is a
fiction. The UN accepts all sorts of documents being deposited - it says nothing about their
legal status.

Even if the UN were to claim that the deal is binding in international law, it would not

necessarily be accepted by the ECJ because the ECJ has already made clear that it does not



regard itself as bound to follow international law including even resolutions of the UN

Security Council.

David Cameron promised to ‘get what Britain needs’ on free movement. He failed.

Before the election David Cameron promised that ‘We will insist that EU migrants who want
to claim tax credits and child benefit must live here and contribute to our country for a
minimum of four years’. He has not been able to get this. Instead we have to phase in welfare

benefits over four years.

The Government’s so-called welfare ‘emergency brake’ is controlled by the Commission,
not Britain. It's doubtful whether we can even use it - the European Court could stop it
working the day after the referendum. It will only last for seven years. After that we’re right

back to square one.

Even if we could use it, the Independent Office of Budget Responsibility has said, the

‘emergency brake’ will have ‘not much’ impact on migration.

The EU’s Charter of Fundamental Rights gives the European Court ultimate control over
how Britain implements the important 1951 UN convention on refugees. Cameron’s deal

does not change this at all.

The only way to take back control of our borders, end the supremacy of the European Court
over immigration, refugees, and asylum, and have a more humane and sensible immigration

policy is to Vote Leave.

The Government promised to stop sending child benefits abroad. They've broken their

promise.

Before the election, David Cameron promised the British people that ‘if an EU migrant’s
child is living abroad, then they should receive no child benefit or child tax credit, no matter

how long they have worked in the UK and no matter how much tax they have paid.’

He has not done this. The new deal will force the UK to keep paying 28 different rates of
child benefit. The costs of administering this complex and unwieldy system are likely to
exceed any savings. The only way to take back control of our welfare system is to Vote

Leave.



The Government promised that the deal would allow the UK to block damaging EU

regulation. It doesn t.

David Cameron promised to secure legal safeguards to stop non-Eurozone countries being
penalised. George Osborne in particular promised to change this, saying he would ensure
that ‘as the Eurozone chooses to integrate it does so in a way that does not damage the

interests of non-euro members.’

He has not done this. The agreement specifically says that the UK will not have a veto. All
we will be able to do is ask the EU to discuss laws a bit longer before they force them on us.
Similar delaying mechanisms have been in place for twenty years and have not stopped the
UK being overruled on all 72 occasions we have voted against a new EU law. The only way

to take back control is to Vote Leave.
The Government promised to protect the City of London. They failed.

The agreement specifically allows the EU to regulate the banks in the City of London. The
UK will be dragged into the failing Eurozone banking system if we vote to stay. We can’t
afford to let the banks blow up the economy again as they did in 2008.

It’s safer to take control. We will be able to regulate the banks more effectively if we Vote

Leave.
The Government said they’d make it easier to block EU laws. They 've made it harder.

The Government says that its ‘red card’ will make it easier to block EU laws, but in reality

it is worthless.

As the former Foreign Secretary, William Hague, admits, it would not stop the European
Commission introducing the ‘slaughter of the first born’. The new deal actually makes it
harder to use the ‘red card’, requiring 55% of parliaments to agree with the UK, not just the

current 33%. The only way to take back control is to Vote Leave.
The Government says it has given the UK a ‘special status’. That’s just spin.

Nowhere does the deal actually refer to any ‘special status’ for the UK. It is just spin.
Politicians have claimed for years that the UK has a ‘special deal’ or a ‘new deal’. It’s always

proven to be just words. We keep having to send more money and powers to the EU.



Don’t get conned again. The ‘special status’ is exactly the same as the status quo. The deal
explicitly says that the EU keeps all of its existing powers over the UK. The only way to get
the ‘fundamental and far-reaching change’ that the Prime Minister once promised is to Vote

Leave.
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Michael Gove's essay on security: 'We are powerless to stop terror suspects coming to

the UK because of EU rules'

WE HAVE LOST CONTROL OF OUR BORDERS

Being a member of the EU means that we must accept the ‘free movement of people’
provisions in the EU treaties which are ultimately controlled by the European Commission
and the European Court of Justice (ECJ). We therefore 1) have almost no control over who
enters Britain from Europe and 2) do not control the laws on how to remove EU passport
holders from Britain. This makes it impossible to have a sensible immigration policy and it

makes it much harder to fight terrorism and deal with criminals.

The UK has lost control of many aspects of border controls and migration. EU law forbids
us from automatically denying EU citizens who lack travel documents entry into the UK,
and forbids us from checking on a systematic basis whether EU citizens are lawfully resident

in the UK.

Our border controls are also under constant attack from the ECJ. Last year the ECJ said that
our Government cannot require migrants from other EU states to have a permit issued by
UK authorities, even though permits from other EU countries are systematically forged. This

will make it easier for terrorists to enter the UK using forged documents.

EU law requires us to admit EU citizens who can produce an EU passport. Yet we have no

control over the way other EU countries issue their passports. Some EU member states even

sell passports to the highest bidder. The EU also prevents us from removing criminals, such
as in the Rafacz case where we could not remove a violent killer. The former head of MI6,
Sir Richard Dearlove, has said that taking back control of immigration could be an 'important

security gain'.

BEING IN THE EU MAKES IT EASIER FOR TERRORISTS TO COME TO
BRITAIN



EU law forbids countries in the Schengen area from carrying out systematic checks on
anyone with an EU passport from entering. This makes it much easier for terrorists fighting
abroad to return to Britain, who need not pass through a single border control between
arriving on the shores of Greece and reaching the English Channel. With terrorist groups
launching attacks on Europe, more and more EU states are finding that they have to defy the

EU and reintroduce border controls to keep people safe.

The ECJ also makes it harder for our Government to strip citizenship from British nationals
who have gone abroad to engage in terrorism when it ruled that it, not the British Parliament
and courts, would decide who possessed British citizenship. We can no longer automatically
strip British citizenship from criminals who acquire it fraudulently. The ECJ insists that it,

not member states, is now in ultimate control of citizenship.

It’s not surprising that the former Head of Interpol, Ronald K Noble, has warned that the

lack of control over borders ‘is like hanging a sign welcoming terrorists to Europe’.

The Charter of Fundamental Rights adds more dangers. The Charter stops us removing
foreign criminals and terrorist suspects from the UK if it would violate their ‘private or
family life’. The European Court is likely to accept a huge amount of case law from the
European Court of Human Rights on this subject, such as the recent case that ruled that an
alcoholic could not be sent back to a Muslim country. It also prevents European nations
halting the flow of boats across the Mediterranean which have cost so many lives. Crucially,
the Charter also removes from the UK the power to interpret the vital 1951 UN Convention

ourselves.

THE CHARTER OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS WILL MAKE THE SITUATION
WORSE

Using the EU’s Charter of Fundamental Rights, EU judges now decide what powers our
intelligence agencies and police are allowed to have. The Commission and European
Parliament have repeatedly attacked our vital intelligence sharing agreements (stretching
back to 1945) with Canada, Australia, and other countries, with the European Commission
recently announcing plans for ‘the creation of a European Intelligence Agency.” The US
Attorney General, Loretta Lynch, has warned that it is 'highly concerning' that the EU is

undermining the sharing of information vital in the fight against serious crime and terrorism.



David Cameron once promised ‘a complete opt out’ from the Charter. Now he has
abandoned this promise. If we vote ‘remain’, the ECJ will continue to impose rules on how
our police and intelligence services fight terrorism. The Charter of Fundamental Rights gives
the ECJ more power over EU members than the Supreme Court has over US states. Police
and intelligence services are increasingly having to second-guess operations because of

Whitehall legal advice on what the ECJ might say in the future. This will get worse.
FOREIGN AND DEFENCE POLICY WILL ALSO GAIN IF WE VOTE LEAVE

Tony Blair said that the EU would never have control of defence policy. As usual, such
promises were proved wrong. EU rules have caused problems for defence procurement

which has been in a disastrous state for years (not all of it caused by the EU).

The former head of MI6, Sir Richard Dearlove has said that a vote to leave the EU would
not 'damage our defence and intelligence relationship with the United States, which
outweighs anything European by many factors of 10... The replacement of Trident, the
access to overhead satellite monitoring capabilities, the defence exchanges that are hidden
from public view, the UK-US co-operation over signals intelligence, the Central Intelligence
Agency/Secret Intelligence Service/Federal Bureau of Investigation/MIS5 liaison and much

more would continue as before.'

If we Vote Leave, we will continue to co-operate with our European partners to fight
terrorism and organised crime — just as we currently do with important allies like the USA —
but we will end the supremacy of EU law and stop EU judges from undermining our security.
We will organise defence spending on equipment without interference from Brussels while

cooperating with allies around the world.

If we vote 'remain' we will lose more vital powers over our security every year. EU
judges will use the Charter to weaken our borders and hamstring our security

services. It is safer to Vote Leave and take back control.
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BEING IN THE EU UNDERMINES OUR DEFENCE

Defence cooperation in Europe is obviously a good thing. The problem with the EU’s
approach is that it is not about cooperation - it is about centralising control of defence in
Brussels, just as the euro centralised control of the economy in Brussels. It is dangerous to
keep giving away control of defence and security to the Brussels bureaucracy. It is safer to
take back control and then negotiate a new deal based on international cooperation. We can
keep cooperating with our allies without handing over permanent control to people in

Brussels we can never vote out.

THE EUROPEAN COURTS ARE TAKING CONTROL OF THE UK’S
INTELLIGENCE SERVICES AND ARMED FORCES

In July 2011, the European Court of Human Rights said that it - not Parliament - would
decide how the UK armed forces operate overseas. The scope of unelected European judges’
jurisdiction has been extended to our service men and women on active service. In June
2013, the UK Supreme Court admitted that we have no choice but to accept this. The UK is
also subject to the EU’s Charter of Fundamental Rights. This allows the EU’s Court to assert

control of UK armed forces and intelligence services.

The European Court has already used the Charter to exert control over how our intelligence
services pursue terrorists. It has also recently blocked us from deporting Abu Hamza’s
convicted daughter-in-law. If we vote ‘remain’, it will take more and more power over the
armed forces and intelligence services and there will be nothing we can do about it. This
may damage the intelligence sharing agreements that Britain has had with Canada, Australia,
New Zealand, and America since 1945, which would be very dangerous. There is no appeal
from the European Court and no limit to its control - it decides itself what it controls and we

have no choice but to accept it so long as we are inside the EU.

The European Court was never designed to regulate battlefield operations. It is now

competing with the Geneva Conventions as to which set of rules govern the laws of war,



creating chaos. British soldiers have been forced into impossible ‘Catch-22s’. In one
example, soldiers were told that if they failed to release detained enemy combatants after
five days the detention became ‘unlawful’ under European law, but if they released the
combatants to the Afghan authorities, that would be ‘unlawful’ under European law too

because they were exposing them to a real risk of ‘inhuman or degrading treatment’.
THE EU WASTES BILLIONS AND DELAYS PROJECTS BY YEARS

Being in the EU means that our military gets dragged into having to comply with costly and
burdensome EU Single Market regulations and directives. The European Court has forced
the Ministry of Defence to comply with EU procurement laws.This is extremely expensive
and delays military projects by years. The EU has also adopted several directives specifically

governing defence procurement.

These complex EU rules create constant threats of legal action against the Ministry of
Defence either by equipment companies or the EU itself which delays projects and makes
them more expensive. They also lead to the MoD making decisions to comply with EU rules
that are not in the national interest purely to avoid possible legal challenges. For example,
money is sometimes diverted to foreign companies to avoid legal action leading to British
firms going bust or leaving the market. This is a long-term danger - during the Falklands

War, Belgium infamously banned the export of ammunition to the UK.
These EU rules have delayed the creation of:

1) The new Aircraft Carriers. Questions over procurement have seen costs of these
ships skyrocket and have introduced numerous delays. The former shadow defence
secretary, Jim Murphy, described the fiasco as ‘one of the biggest public
procurement messes for many decades. David Cameron has potentially wasted

more than a year and squandered millions.’

2) The Typhoon aircraft. The introduction of these planes was postponed for two
decades as a result of procurement confusion. In a recent Parliamentary report, the
Commons warned that ‘Major defence procurement contracts are often lengthy and
therefore carry an inherent risk that elements become obsolete before projects are

completed and operational.’

THE EU PLANS AN 'EU ARMY'



For over 50 years, the EU has tried again and again to create a European army. The EU has

already introduced a ‘Common Security and Defence Policy’ but Brussels wants much more
control. Last year, the President of the European Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker, said he
would like to see the introduction of an EU army. The European Commission has said that

EU defence integration is not ‘just a political option but a strategic and economic necessity’.

Article 42(2) of the Treaty on European Union provides that ‘the common security and
defence policy shall include the progressive framing of a common Union defence policy.
This will lead to a common defence, when the European Council... so decides.” The
Commission describes this as ‘a roadmap to common defence.” This is being used to

accelerate plans for a European Army.

This aim is supported by some European governments. The Spanish Government’s Strategy
for External Action states that ‘we must take advantage of all the possibilities offered by the

Lisbon Treaty’. The German Government has also said it wants an EU army.

Such actions risk undermining NATO as they will duplicate key functions of the alliance.
The US Congress has warned that ‘U.S. officials remain concerned ... that France and a few
other EU members may continue to press for a more autonomous EU defence identity that
could rival NATO structures and ultimately destroy the indivisibility of the transatlantic
security guarantee’. For example, NATO-EU rivalry badly disrupted the mission launched

to support the African Union in Sudan.

If we vote to remain in the EU, the Commission will take more and more control. The EU
says it already has the power to pass laws affecting defence under the current Treaties and
has already started introducing a European border force with armed ships and drones. These
could operate just a few miles from the British Isles. The new agency will have a force of

1,500 guards and a ‘right to intervene’ in European Union nations.

These developments are separate from the Commission’s plans to develop its sovereign
control over what it sees as common EU maritime interests, through the generation of
common coastguard assets monitoring activity within the 200 mile limit of EU coasts. The
migration crisis is accelerating moves to generate a more centralised capability. A common

coastguard is a step towards a common EU navy.



Prominent veterans have highlighted how these proposals will make us less safe. Major
General Thompson, who was British land commander on the Falklands as leader of 3
Commando Brigade, has warned that ‘I find it quite extraordinary that they are trying to set

up a separate defence organisation. It makes us less safe. It muddies the water.’

THE EU IS TRYING TO ABOLISH OUR SEAT ON THE UN SECURITY
COUNCIL

In October 2015, the European Parliament endorsed a report calling for the abolition of the
UK’s seat on the UN Security Council. Brussels wants ‘the EU to become a permanent

member of that body, with one permanent seat and one single vote.’
THE EU’S RECORD ON DEFENCE ISSUES IS BAD

The EU has shown itself inept at dealing with defence issues. The EU spectacularly failed
to cope with the disintegration of Yugoslavia in the early 1990s. The former Secretary of
State for Defence, John Nott, has pointed out that ‘the only time the EU actually took charge
of security was during the Bosnian War. Its mishandling of that crisis led to more than one

million people being displaced and up to half a million being killed or wounded’.

The EU has also handled the situation in the Ukraine extremely badly - leaked telephone
conversations have shown that US officials have had to resort to asking that the EU is

excluded from the whole process because it makes the situation worse.

As Major General Julian Thompson, who commanded 3 Commando Brigade during the
Falklands War, has said "Why would we want to be part of a union that includes members
that are as incompetent in matters of security as Belgium; a union that is incapable of policing
its borders and is contemplating allowing anyone with a Turkish passport unfettered access

to all member countries?'
NATO IS A VITAL ALLIANCE

Leading historians have said that the claim that the EU is responsible for peace in Europe

post-1945 is ‘historically illiterate’.

The NATO alliance managed Europe’s defence against the Soviet Union in the Cold War

and organised European action against militant Islam after 9/11. NATO is the single key



component in Britain’s - and Europe’s - security, but it is a component that is being

undermined by the EU.

A vote to remain in the EU is a vote to keep giving the EU more and more power over
our military and defence. The EU has used this power badly in the past and will
continue to undermine our security if we stay in. The safer option is to Vote Leave

and take back control of our defence.
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LEAVE IS THE BEST CHOICE FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Andre Geim, 2010 Nobel Prize winner for physics: ‘I can offer no nice words for the EU
framework programmes which ... can be praised only by Europhobes for discrediting the

whole idea of an effectively working Europe’.

David Deutsch, physicist and quantum computation pioneer: ‘[In] 1975 I voted to stay in
the EEC. Somehow we didn't. The EU is incompatible with Britain's more advanced political
culture. I'm voting Leave... [E]rror correction is the basic issue, and I can't foresee the EU

improving much in this respect.’
THE EU HAS TOO MUCH CONTROL AND IS ANTI-SCIENCE

Technological and economic forces are changing the world. In the next 15 years, over a
billion people will join the world economy. New technologies such as the mobile internet,
‘the internet of things’, genetic engineering and robotics are changing the world fast. We

need government structures that understand and can adapt fast to these changes.

The EU is the opposite of the institution we need. Brussels has taken wide powers over the
policies that govern scientific research and the development of new technology but its
bureaucracy is extremely slow to fix problems and adapt to new ideas. Its funding system is

broken.

It is extremely bureaucratic and is based on political considerations, not supporting the best
science. This means billions are wasted. For example, money is often widely distributed
across the EU so that scientists in many countries get money rather than the money going to

the best teams. This undermines the best institutions and wastes money.

The EU’s science funding process is not developing the networks between universities,
scientists, technologists, entrepreneurs and finance that has been so important in America.

There is nothing in the EU that compares to the USA’s Silicon Valley, where leading



universities combine with dynamic, entrepreneurial firms to encourage innovation and
nurture new technologies. Far from encouraging an entrepreneurial attitude, the EU has
instead sought to protect older firms with older products (undermining new technology, such
as Dyson's products). As a result of all these problems, most patents that are lodged in the

European Patent Office now come from non-EU countries. Europe has fallen behind.

There is no sign that things are going to get better. The President of the European
Commission fired his Chief Scientific Adviser (CSA) because her advice was politically
awkward, a decision that was widely condemned by leading scientists. Professor Nigel
Brown, President of the Society for General Microbiology, said: ‘I am appalled at the
abolition of the CSA post. Many of the major challenges facing Europe - climate change,
food security, healthy ageing, disease control - require scientific input to policy at the very

highest level. This is disastrously short-sighted’.

The EU has repeatedly tried to address its failures since the 1990s amid fears that the
leadership of new fields, such as the internet and communications, is moving to America
which has far more world-leading universities for science research. Its attempts have always
failed. This failure is bad for British science, prosperity, and security. It is also bad for
democracy - EU officials lack a democratic mandate and are not accountable for their

decisions.

If Britain takes back control of the money we send to Brussels and diverts some of it into
science, we could make Britain a world leader in crucial fields. We could safeguard British
research which is also threatened by Government cuts and Whitehall’s anti-science culture
stretching over decades. We could also continue to participate in international scientific
collaborations, including the EU’s HORIZON programme, just as other non-EU countries
do.

THE EU IS RAIDING SCIENCE FUNDING

Instead of investing in science, the EU recently raided over €2 billion from the HORIZON
science budget to pay for the problems caused by the euro, causing huge problems for
researchers across Europe. The UK pays £20 billion to the EU every year - four times the
UK’s science and research budget. If we Vote Leave, we will be able to increase funding to

science and still save billions.



THE EU PASSES STUPID RULES

The EU passed the Clinical Trials Directive, which has been devastating for cancer research.
Sir Michael Rawlins described the Directive as a ‘catastrophe’, and a report by the Academy
of Medical Sciences stated that it “places an unnecessary regulatory burden on clinical trials
of both new products and established drugs,” which was ‘hampering clinical trials and
discouraging academic and commercial health research sponsors from conducting their
studies in the UK’. According to a 2007 study in the European Journal of Cancer, the
Directive ‘resulted in a doubling of the cost of running non-commercial cancer clinical trials
in the UK and a delay to the start of trials’. According to the EU itself, since the Clinical
Trials Directive was put in place the average delay for launching a clinical trial has increased
by 90% to 152 days. The number of staff needed for industry sponsors to handle the clinical
trial authorisation process has doubled (107%), and their insurance fees have increased by

800%.

The EU also passed the REACH regulation. This makes it extremely costly for small
businesses and entrepreneurs to handle chemicals. The Government has admitted that ‘The
cost of registering chemicals under REACH is excessive. SMEs across the EU are hit
disproportionately hard. REACH is forcing some smaller businesses to consider

manufacturing outside Europe or stop manufacturing altogether.'

The EU limits the use of GM crops in ways that have been strongly condemned by Nobel-
winning scientists and which have resulted in companies such as BASF moving operations

to America.

These problems will only get worse. The EU’s treaties promote the ‘precautionary principle’
which cautions against innovation - something that scientists have warned is short termist
and draws on present fears and prejudices. EU programmes generate huge amounts of red

tape for scientists, as the comment above by Nobel Prize winner Andre Geim shows.
WE CAN CONTINUE TO COOPERATE OUTSIDE THE EU

Countries do not need to be in the EU to work with EU research centres on scientific

research.

The European Commission has revealed that it provides science funding to over 100

countries around the world, from Zimbabwe to to Fiji. The European Commissioner for



Research, Science and Innovation, Carlos Moedas, has said that Horizon funding is ‘open to
the world’. Likewise, the key European bodies that promote science and research do not
require their members to be in the EU - Canada, for example, is an associate member of the

European Space Agency.

If we Vote Leave, we will continue to work with European partners - and researchers all
over the world - to further scientific research. Given countries like Fiji already participate it
is unbelievable to claim that Britain will be excluded. Science is global and Britain needs a
funding system and regulatory structure that allows us to be as nimble as possible globally -

not stuck with Brussels’ bureaucracy.
OUTSIDE THE EU WE COULD BRING IN MORE SCIENTISTS FASTER

One of the most damaging effects of EU membership is its effect on immigration policy. We
have effectively open borders to Europe and cannot even control on what terms convicted
criminals enter Britain. Simultaneously in order to control the numbers the Government

imposes various strict rules on non-EU immigration.

Outside the EU we could have a much more sensible policy in which criminals are banned
and we explicitly fast track scientists to come to Britain and work here. This would be great

for Britain, Europe, and the wider world.
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A framework for taking back control and establishing a new UK-EU deal

after 23 June
June 15, 2016

If we Vote Leave on 23 June, the Government will need a roadmap to implement the policy

voted for by the public.

Vote Leave believes there should be 1) a negotiation strategy for the informal talks that will
precede the formal negotiations leading to a new UK-EU treaty, 2) immediate legislation in
the current session of Parliament and, 3) a framework for legislation and policy decisions
between 2016 and 2020 of which the centrepiece is the repeal by 2020 of the European
Communities Act 1972 (ECA). We can also start negotiating new trade deals to promote free

trade before we have left the EU.

The Government should outline to Parliament the legislative steps needed to give effect to
the public’s vote. Flexibility will be vital. There is no need to rush the process. The precise
details and the exact timing of the final settlement will only be clear when the Prime

Minister’s new negotiating team engages and negotiations begin.

Given the importance of securing a good deal in the national interest and the cross-party
nature of the Leave campaign we believe the Government should invite figures from other
parties, business, the law and civil society to join the negotiating team. There is a precedent
for broad-based representation in talks such as these. The UK delegation which attended
talks on the original EU Constitution included a Conservative MP, David Heathcoat-Amory

and Labour’s Gisela Stuart MP, now Chair of Vote Leave.



The ECA should, of course, be amended quickly but should not be repealed in full until the
formal negotiations are complete and the new UK-EU Treaty is clear. When the ECA is
repealed Parliament will decide carefully which areas of existing EU law should a) be kept,

b) be amended and c) be removed.

It is only after informal negotiations with both other EU members and the Commission that
issues such as whether and how to use Article 50 will be clear. It makes no sense to trigger

Article 50 immediately after the 23 June vote and before extensive preliminary discussions.

Funding to organisations from the EU will continue unaffected as the negotiations happen

and the Government should continue that funding until the end of the Parliament in 2020.

It will be possible to negotiate a new settlement with the EU, including a UK-EU free trade
deal, by the next general election in May 2020. This is mainly because 1) there is already
tariff-free trade between the UK and the EU and 2) there is already regulatory equivalence,
so the main stumbling blocks to negotiating a trade agreement are absent. It is also in all
countries’ economic and political interests for there to be a friendly deal that will increase

and improve international cooperation.
Leader of the House of Commons Chris Grayling said:

'After we Vote Leave the public need to see that there is immediate action to take back
control from the EU. We will need a carefully managed negotiation process and some major
legislative changes before 2020, including taking real steps to limit immigration, to abolish
VAT on fuel and tampons, and to end the situation where an international court can tell us
who we can and cannot deport. A vote to Leave on 23 June is a vote for action, and the

Government will need to respond quickly.'
If we vote to Leave, then Parliament could then enact the following legislation:

European Union Law (Emergency Provisions) Bill. This would be introduced in the
current session of Parliament. It would immediately end the rogue European Court of
Justice’s control over national security, allow the Government to remove EU citizens whose
presence is not conducive to the public good (including terrorists and serious criminals), end
the growing use of the EU’s Charter of Fundamental Rights to overrule UK law, and end
payouts under EU law to big businesses, saving between £7 billion and £43 billion for public



services by 2021. This will amend the European Communities Act 1972 but not repeal it.

This action is limited to areas that will not form part of the final UK-EU settlement.
Legislation to be introduced in subsequent sessions will include:

A special Finance Bill. This would abolish the 5% rate of VAT on household energy bills
by the date of the next general election by amending the Value Added Tax Act 1994, and
will be a major benefit for low income households. This will be paid for by savings from the

UK’s contributions to the EU budget.

National Health Service (Funding Target) Bill. This would require that by the next general
election, the NHS receives a £100 million per week real-terms cash transfusion over and
above current plans. This will be paid for by savings from the UK’s contributions to the EU
budget and other savings from leaving (e.g. we will not pay the billions that the ECJ is

ordering us to pay to multinational companies trying to avoid UK taxes).

Asylum and Immigration Control Bill. This would end the automatic right of all EU
citizens to enter the UK by the next election. We will be able to carry out proper security
checks on those entering and refuse entry to known criminals. EU citizens will be subject to
UK law rather than EU immigration legislation. The Bill would end the discrimination
against non-EU citizens and create a genuine points-based immigration system in which the
possession of suitable skills is a key element. The Bill will also end the European Court’s
control of the UK’s asylum policy by the next general election. Immediately after the

referendum, a process should be established to consider the details of this new system.

Free Trade Bill. This would require that by the next election, the UK leaves the EU’s
‘common commercial policy’. That would restore the UK Government’s power to control
its own trade policy. That would create jobs. The UK would take back its seat on the World
Trade Organization, becoming a more influential force for free trade and friendly
cooperation. After we Vote Leave, we would immediately be able to start negotiating new
trade deals with emerging economies and the world’s biggest economies (the US, China and
Japan, as well as Canada, Australia, South Korea, New Zealand, and so on), which could

enter into force immediately after the UK leaves the EU.

European Communities Act 1972 (Repeal) Bill. This would ensure that by the next general

election, the European Communities Act 1972, the legal basis for the supremacy of EU law



in the UK, is repealed. The EU Treaties will cease to form part of UK law and the European
Court’s jurisdiction over the UK will come to a permanent end. The UK would cease to
make contributions to the EU budget. EU law would be transferred into domestic law so
there is no abrupt change and Parliament would be able to debate and choose which

provisions to keep, which to remove, and which to amend.

Notes to editors

International law

Following a vote to leave the EU on 23 June, nothing changes immediately. The
European Union referendum, like the Scottish independence referendum, will have no
automatic legal consequences (Moohan v Lord Advocate[2014] UKSC 67, para [47], link).
In particular, there is no duty to trigger article 50 of the Treaty on European Union (TEU),
setting in place a two year timetable for leaving the EU, which can only be extended by

unanimity (TEU, art. 50, link).

Article 50 is not the sole lawful means of leaving the EU. If this were the case, Greenland
could not have left the EU in 1985, but it did. Greenland left under what is now the ‘ordinary
revision procedure’, or article 48 of the Treaty on European Union (TEU) (TEU, art. 48,
link; Official Journal, 1 February 1985, link). Under international law, it is also possible to
leave the EU under article 54 of the 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (Rieder,
2013, link; Dorr, 2012, link).

The EU has also on many occasions ignored its own rules to reach deals that are politically
convenient. The recent bailouts and the ‘outright monetary transactions’ programme were
both adopted in prima facie violation of provisions of the EU Treaties agreed at Maastricht

which were necessary to secure Germany’s agreement to economic and monetary union.

It will be for the Government to decide when, if at all, Article 50 is triggered and the most
appropriate means by which the UK leaves the EU. The new UK-EU Treaty will need to
be agreed in international law on an intergovernmental basis outside the framework of the

European Union institutions and the jurisdiction of the European Court.

Negotiations on the UK’s withdrawal from the European Union will begin immediately
after the referendum.There will be informal negotiations, then formal negotiations, and

legal changes, both to the EU Treaties and to UK law. The precise details and the exact



timing of the final settlement will only be clear when the Government negotiating team

engages and develops a framework.

The principles of the new settlement are clear and have been consistently advocated by
Vote Leave during the campaign. The settlement will be based on free trade and friendly
intergovernmental cooperation. The supremacy of EU law and the European Court’s
jurisdiction will be ended. The UK will take back powers over its national security and tax
system. Budget contributions to the EU will end. The EU’s control over the UK’s borders
and the admission of persons into the UK will end. The UK will leave the EU’s ‘common

commercial policy’.

It will be possible to negotiate a new settlement with the EU by the next general election
in May 2020. This is because all the main stumbling blocks to negotiating a trade agreement

will be absent:

1. There is already tariff-free trade between the UK and the EU. The parties will not
need to negotiate the tariff lines on which duties will be abolished, only to continue
the existing, status quo of tariff-free trade. Under the recent EU-Canada deal, 99%
of industrial goods and 97% of agricultural goods will be imported into the EU
without tariff duties (European Commission, 2014, link). The UK is a much more
important export market than Canada, so will easily be able to achieve the
maintenance of the status quo, namely tariff-free trade in goods (NIESR, 2 November

2015, link).

2. There is already regulatory equivalence. Detailed negotiations about the mutual
recognition of product standards will be not be necessary, since at present,
regulations are identical. Since there are currently few non-tariff barriers, there will
be no need to negotiate their abolition. Countries such as Australia have Mutual
Recognition Agreements that deal with these matters (Official Journal, 17 August
1998, link). The UK will quickly be able to strike a satisfactory deal on mutual

recognition.

Past experience shows that three years and ten months is ample time to negotiate the new
treaty. This is the period between the referendum on 23 June and the next general election,
the date of which is fixed by law (Fixed-term Parliaments Act 2011, s. 1(3)). Experience

suggests a free trade agreement can be struck in this time.



1. Greenland left the EU in less than three years. Greenland voted to leave the then
European Economic Community on 23 February 1982 (House of Commons Library,
2013, link). The Treaty amending, with regard to Greenland, the Treaties establishing
the European Communities, was signed at Brussels on 13 March 1984 (SI 1984/1820,
22 November 1984, link). The Treaty entered into force on 1 February 1985 (Irish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2010, link). This provided for tariff free access to the
EU for Greenland’s principal export, fish (Protocol (No 34) to the EU Treaties, link).

2. The average length of time needed to negotiate a free trade agreement is around two
years. Oxford Economics has said that ‘an analysis of regional trade deals conducted
over the past 20 years found an average duration of 28 months’ (Oxford Economics,
2016, link). There are many examples: the US-Australia free trade agreement (FTA)
was concluded in less than two years (Library of Congress, 3 August 2003, link;
Australian Government, 2016, link); the Switzerland-China FTA was negotiated in
a little over two years (Centre for Security Studies, February 2014, link; Swiss State
Secretariat for Economic Affairs, 2016, link); the US-Canada FTA was negotiated in
less than two years (Government of Canada, 2016, link); the US-Morocco FTA was
negotiated in less than two years (US Diplomatic Mission to Morocco, 2016, link);
and the US-Chile FTA was negotiated in two and a half years (Organization of
American States, 2016, link).

Domestic legislation

Domestic law is entirely within the UK’s control. As well as the new UK-EU Treaty which
will be agreed on an intergovernmental basis, changes to domestic law will be required. It is
an established constitutional position that EU law only has effect in the law of each part of
the UK by virtue of the European Communities Act 1972 (Thoburn v Sunderland DC [2003]
QB 151, link; Pham v Secretary of State for the Home Department, [2015] UKSC 19, para
[76], link). The 1972 Act will remain in force on 23 June. When this Act is repealed is
exclusively a matter for Parliament. Some EU legislation has been incorporated into
domestic law via other Acts of Parliament, such as the Data Protection Act 1998. This will
remain in force on 23 June, and it will be for Parliament to choose how, if at all, such laws

will be amended.



Domestic legislation before the international agreement is finalised will not prevent the
UK from reaching a deal. None of the features of the UK’s current relationship with the EU
that will be ended by the Bills outlined here, whether immediately or by the time of the next
general election, will form part of the new UK-EU relationship. Legislating to end them
before the final deal is agreed will not therefore in any way be prejudicial to the UK’s ability
to obtain that deal.



EK 23: STATEMENT BY MICHAEL GOVE, BORIS JOHNSON AND
GISELA STUART ON NHS FUNDING

Tarih: 3 Haziran 2016

Kaynak:

http://www.voteleavetakecontrol.org/statement by michael gove boris johnson and gis
ela stuart on nhs funding.html

Not: Orijinal web sitesi giincelligini yitirdigi i¢in (alan ad1 degisikligi nedeniyle), metin

Internet Archive (Wayback Machine) iizerinden temin edilmistir.

Statement by Michael Gove, Boris Johnson and Gisela Stuart on NHS

funding
June 03, 2016

A STRONGER NHS AND MORE MONEY FOR THOSE IN NEED - WHY
LEAVING THE EU HELPS PROTECT WORKING PEOPLE

Our NHS is a precious asset. No other European country gives its citizens the guarantee of

free healthcare, there when people need it, irrespective of ability to pay.

The NHS is a great British institution and its core values - of solidarity, fairness and
inclusivity - need to be protected and defended. The wealthy can always buy themselves top
quality care and jump the queue for treatment. Working people don’t have that option.
Working people need an NHS which is strong and well-funded to give them security at every

stage in their lives.

As our population grows, and as we all live for longer, so the pressures on the NHS are set
to grow. We believe that one of the best ways to protect, and to strengthen, the NHS, for the
people of this country is to use some money we currently spend on EU membership to invest

in improving healthcare.

The NHS leadership has said it needs an additional £30 billion each year by 2020 to meet
future pressures. Eight billion pounds will come from spending increases, and £22 billion
will need to come from efficiency savings. The Government rightly committed at the last

election to meet that £8 billion target.



But we don’t underestimate how difficult it will be to make the £22 billion worth of
efficiency savings. Again, we are sure ministers, managers, doctors, nurses and everyone in
the Health Service will do everything they can. However, trusted health experts such as the
Nuffield Trust, the Health Foundation and the King’s Fund have all stressed how difficult it

will be to achieve the planned net efficiency savings of 2% each year.

This level of savings is far above what the NHS has achieved historically. And the demand
for NHS services is only set to grow. NHS Improvement, the NHS regulator, has identified
rising demand as one of the principal challenges for the NHS’s future funding.

If we vote to leave the EU on 23 June, we will be able to do something about one of the main

causes of higher demand - uncontrolled and unlimited migration from the EU into the UK.

In 2015, 270,000 people came to the UK from Europe, a population movement equivalent
to all the inhabitants of a city the size of Newcastle arriving in our country. Net migration
was 184,000, a population increase equivalent to adding a city the size of Oxford to the UK

population. Year after year, similar numbers arrive.

On top of this, between 2005 and 2014, there were 475,000 live births to mothers who were
EU citizens. This is the equivalent of adding a city the size of Manchester to the UK
population. The cost of maternity services alone to these families is likely to exceed £1.3

billion.

As we have set out before, it is government policy for five new countries to join the EU:
Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey. We are paying billions to these
countries to help them join. The EU is already opening visa-free travel to Turkey. That would
create a borderless travel zone from the frontiers of Syria and Iraq to the English Channel.
The EU’s plans for future growth will lead to demands being placed on the NHS far beyond

what its funding can cope with.

We have set out our plan to change the immigration system after we vote to leave. We will
end the ‘free movement’ of people from the EU and take back control. We will introduce a
points-based system under which migrants will be admitted to the UK on the basis of their

skills, not their passport.



But even after we take back control of our migration policy, the NHS will still face funding
pressures. Restoring control over our borders is a necessary step, but there is more we should

do to guarantee quality care for working people.

We need to ensure the NHS has as much money as possible and after we vote to leave we

will have the means to do so without damaging public finances.

After we Vote Leave on 23 June, the Government should use some of the billions saved from

leaving the EU to give at least a £100 million per week cash transfusion to the NHS.

This money will be over and above the commitment that the Prime Minister rightly made at

the last election to an £8 billion real terms increase.

How can we pay for this additional spending? From the money we save from leaving the

EU.

The UK’s gross budget contribution is currently over £19 billion or £350 million per week.

According to Treasury estimates, this will increase to nearly £400 million per week by 2020.

We get some cash back through a negotiated rebate and some other money we hand over to

the EU is spent here in the UK on areas like farm subsidies.

But the rebate is not a fixed benefit anchored in the treaties. It is there only by the consent
of other EU nations, it has to be negotiated, it has already been reduced, and if we vote to

stay it can, and will, be whittled away.

If we Vote Leave, we take back control of the whole sum. We will no longer be dependent
on other countries to protect the money we get back in our rebate. And we will continue to
support farming, science, universities and poorer areas of the UK with the money they

currently receive from the EU.

That would mean we would then be able to spend all of our net EU contribution of £10.6

billion on our priorities like the NHS and cutting VAT on fuel.

Other money will also be liberated to spend on public services in the event of a vote to leave.



We have already set out plans to amend the European Communities Act 1972 immediately
after the referendum to stop multinationals using EU law to claim tax refunds in the UK.

This will save taxpayers between £7 billion and £43 billion by 2021.

It is wrong that big businesses have been using the European Court to starve public services

of money they could never have recovered under English law.

If we leave the EU we could also restore our system of taxation of offshore companies which
was set aside by the European Court. The European Court’s judgment has cost UK taxpayers

an estimated £840 million each year.

We can also scrap the EU’s foolish rules on how Whitehall runs procurement processes
which add billions to costs every year. The European Commission’s own conservative
figures suggest that procurement rules cost at least £1.7 billion each year and delay projects

by years.

There are billions of savings that Government will be able to make after we vote leave and

escape the control of the rogue European Court.

A vote to leave is a vote for a fairer Britain. You only have to look at who funds the IN
campaign to realise this: the undeserving rich, the investment banks that crashed the world
economy in 2008 and who bankrupted the people of Greece, and the multinational

corporations who spend millions on lobbying the corrupt Brussels system.
This is the choice on 23 June.

A Vote to Remain means that we keep handing over control of £350 million of our money
to the EU every week. A Vote to Remain means we cannot control immigration. A Vote to

Remain means greater pressure on the NHS, school places and housing.

If we Vote Leave, we can take back control of our borders and our money. By 2020, we can
give the NHS a £100 million per week cash injection, and we can ensure that the wealthy

interests that have rigged the EU rules in their favour at last pay their fair share.

That is why we believe a Vote to Leave is the right choice for social justice, safer for public

services, jobs, and families and better for the next generation.
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Rt Hon Liam Fox MP: ‘Memories of Green? The cost of uncontrolled
migration’

June 06, 2016

Liam Fox MP delivered a speech today at Vote Leave on the pressure that uncontrolled
migration puts on the UK housing market, making it harder for young people to get on the

housing ladder.
(Check against delivery)

All across the country, local authorities are facing huge challenges to meet additional
housing targets set by Central Government. Local communities are facing the loss of green
spaces in the rush for housebuilding, often failing to take into account the limitations on

existing infrastructure.

Take the village of Yatton, in my own constituency of North Somerset, for instance. Despite
having no surplus school places, fully saturated GP surgeries and an already overstretched
road system, it is typical of innumerable of villages across the country, where local
communities are being asked to absorb large numbers of extra houses without any realistic

possibility that the money will be found to provide the extra infrastructure required.

It is a story being repeated time and time again in more and more places. People rightly ask,
“how much of our green space will disappear, possibly forever?” and “how much of our

quality of life will be compromised to deal with problems often created far away?”

And they are right that the problem that is being faced at the local level begins well away

from our communities at the level of national policy failure. It lies in the failure to control



the growth of our population through immigration, including immigration from the European

Union.

As the Government fails to control the increase in the population due to migration, it forces

local authorities to build more and more houses to deal with the ripple effect.

If we remain in the European Union we will be forced to accept unlimited free movement of
people — but there will be no free movement of space coming with them. The inevitable

result will be worsening overcrowding in our land limited country.

Most of the focus in the housing debate has been on supply. There is a relatively broad
consensus that the UK needs to build around 250,000 additional homes every year to meet
current demand. In the last ten years an average of only 170,000 have been built and the
debate has largely been around how changes to planning can facilitate the level of house

building required.

Yet, what this approach to the problem fails to understand is that it is not merely an issue of

supply, but one of demand.

For much of the 20th century, the number of households grew at a faster rate than the
population as a whole. Changes in social behaviour, such as divorce and the increased
tendency for people to live alone, as well as demographics, meant that the average household
size fell. In recent times, however, average household size has changed little, and the key

factor driving the growth in household numbers has been population growth.

The total non-British net inflow of immigrants is close to 350,000 with migration from the

EU now accounting for about half of that figure.

The outcome of the recent renegotiation of benefits will make no significant difference to
these numbers, as the office for budget responsibility, the government’s advisory body has

confirmed.

This implies continued total net EU migration to the UK of the order of almost 200,000

people per annum.

This number is growing dramatically and has already more than doubled since 2012.



The continuing failure of the Eurozone and the tragically high levels of unemployment in
Southern Europe is likely to mean that more and more young people will head to the North

of Europe, including the UK, in search of work.
And all this does not include those countries who may join the EU in the coming years.

All these factors could considerably boost the numbers and we are powerless to stop it.
Staying in the EU is likely to mean continued high levels of immigration over which the UK
would have no control while leaving the EU would give back control of immigration policy
to the UK government so enabling the number of immigrants to be reduced while, at the

same time, being more selective about who can come to the UK.

Continuation of net migration on the current scale would mean an increase in our population

of almost 5 million in 15 years’ time.

This would be the equivalent of adding the combined population of the cities of Birmingham,

Glasgow, Manchester, Liverpool, Leeds, Sheffield, Bradford and Bristol.

60% of this increase would be from future migrants and their children. This is not a scare
story, simply an extrapolation of how today’s immigration figures will impact on our society
in the years ahead if changes are not made to policy. Half of this huge figure is attributable

to the EU.

Official figures show that in the last ten years, two thirds of additional households in the UK
have been headed up by an immigrant (that is to say that they had a foreign born “Household
Reference Person (HRP) - what used to be known as head of household) [c]. Households
with a foreign born HRP have increased by around 120,000 a year during this period.

In London, despite the rapid growth in population the number of households headed by a

British born person has actually fallen in the last ten years.

This is a particular problem in England which takes over 90% of immigrants to the UK
despite the fact that it is is already nearly twice as crowded as Germany and 3% times as

crowded as France.



Yet population growth on the present scale means making our urban areas still more
overcrowde or building over valuable green belt or farmland with all the loss of amenity

involved.

At current levels of immigration, the Office for National Statistics project that our population
will continue to grow by around half a million a year - a city the size of Liverpool every

year.

This will mean that, in England, we will have to build a new home every six minutes, or 240
a day, for the next 20 years to accommodate just the additional demand for housing from

new migrants. That is before we take into account the needs of those who were born here.

Of course, it would be wrong to imply that most newly built housing is occupied by
immigrants. Many immigrant households move into existing properties. The need to build a
new home every 6 minutes it is to deal with the additional demand for housing, it is obviously

not that these new homes will be occupied directly by immigrants.

To be even more specific, the difference in projected household growth between ‘high’ net
migration and ‘zero’ net migration is 95,000 households per year or more than one additional

household every 6 minutes.
These patterns create consequences for almost all sections of society.

Most new immigrants move into the private rented sector which has grown as the immigrant
population has grown. Competition for rented accommodation obliges all those in the private
rented sector to pay high rents which take a large share of income and makes saving to buy

a home even harder.

These resulting high rents and a shortage of housing make it much more difficult for young
people to set up home on their own so they have to spend more time in house shares or with

their parents.

The problem in the private rented sector may well be exacerbated by recent moves to clamp

down on the buy to rent sector.



High rents and high house prices resulting from an imbalance of supply and demand in the
market often means that families have to live in overcrowded conditions or move away from

their local area to find suitable accommodation that they can afford.

Those living in the parts of the UK with lower housing costs cannot afford to move for work

leaving, them trapped in areas with fewer opportunities.

Of course there are other drivers to housing demand, some of which will have been hidden

by the recent undersupply in the market.

For example, if supply were to be increased some younger people would leave their parents’

home or house shares thus adding to effective demand.

But this cannot get away from the fact that a huge increase in population is driving a demand
for housing that we are finding difficult to cope with, at least without potentially damaging

the quality of life for those who already live in our country.

A satellite survey by a research team at the University of Leicester between 2006 and 2012,
found that between 2006 and 2012, 22,000 hectares (54,000 acres) of green space in Britain
was converted to “artificial surfaces” — mostly housing, but including the roads, other

infrastructure required to support the houses themselves.

More than 7,000 hectares of forest was felled, 14,000 hectares of farmland concreted and

1,000 hectares of precious wetland was drained to make way for urban sprawl.
That’s a landscape twice the size of Liverpool, transformed forever, in just six years.

Without a substantial change in policy, the same thing will happen — again and again and

again.

Membership of the European Union is usually measured in monetary terms but there are

other ways of measuring the cost.

A constant unchecked flow of migration will inevitably result in more of our open spaces

and natural greenery being turned over to housing.



Some of that may be inevitable, with growth of our own population, or changing social
behaviours, but simply because some of this pattern may be inevitable is no reason to be

resigned to it.

My message, especially to the young and those with young families is this — if we remain in
the EU, if we have uncontrolled migration year after year after year after year, you will find

it harder to get a home of your own.

You will find it harder to see a GP or you will find it harder to get a school place and you

will see our green spaces disappear at an even greater rate.

If we are unable to control immigration and registered from its current levels, then we will

pay a much more subtle and long-term price than money can measure.
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Statement by Michael Gove, Boris Johnson and Gisela Stuart for The Sun

- Vote Leave to cut VAT on fuel
May 31,2016

On 23 June, Sun readers can decide whether we stay in the EU or take back control.

We believe working people will be better off if we leave the EU. The NHS will be stronger,
class sizes smaller and taxes lower. We’ll have more money to spend on our priorities, wages
will be higher and fuel bills will be lower. Leaving the EU is a great opportunity for us to

take back control of our borders, our economy and our democracy.

Leaving is good news for the next generation. Our children will find it easier to get a good
school place, healthcare and a home. Because if we vote to stay, we will never be able to
control the number of people coming here and putting more pressure on our public services.
As long as we are in the EU we are not allowed to impose any limits on the number of people

who come here from the 27 other EU countries.

Last year 270,000 people came here from other EU countries. And the problem will get
worse. The euro is broken. It’s destroying the economies of southern Europe. Young people
there are leaving in huge numbers and coming to Britain. As the euro crisis deepens, this

problem will only get worse.

What will happen to A&E units and GP waiting lists? How much worse will the housing
shortage be? How many children will miss their first choice of school? That is an economic

price we cannot afford to pay.



On top of that, we will all be paying the bills for the euro’s failure. We’ve already had to pay
to bail out Greece. As the euro crisis continues, the EU will take more of our money to send
to Greece and other countries whose economies are failing and who owe billions to the
bankers. Sun readers will be taxed more to pay off these debts and what makes this so unfair

is that a huge slice of this cash will go to the bankers who are funding the IN campaign.

We already hand over £350 million to the EU every week. And while we get some of it back,
the EU decides how much. We should control all of this money so we can spend it on our

priorities like cutting NHS waiting lists.

There’s another big problem for our economy if we stay in. The European Court has recently

sided with multinational businesses who want to avoid paying taxes in this country.

The unelected and unaccountable Court has ordered us to pay millions in tax refunds to these
multinationals - money that comes straight from working people's pockets. If we Vote Leave

we can take back control of that cash and invest it in supporting the poorest in our society.
There are two other big economic arguments for leaving.

Wages will be higher for working people outside the EU. Even the boss of the IN campaign
admits wages ‘will go up’ if we vote leave because pay will no longer be undercut by

uncontrolled migration.
And fuel bills will be lower for everyone.

In 1993, VAT on household energy bills was imposed. This makes gas and electricity much

more expensive. EU rules mean we cannot take VAT off those bills.

The least wealthy are hit particularly hard. The poorest households spend three times more
of their income on household energy bills than the richest households spend. As long as we

are in the EU, we are not allowed to cut this tax.

When we Vote Leave, we will be able to scrap this unfair and damaging tax. It isn’t right
that unelected bureaucrats in Brussels impose taxes on the poorest and elected British

politicians can do nothing.

The safer choice on 23 June is to vote leave and take back control over our own affairs. We

will take back control of immigration policy, taxes, our money, and our economy. You - Sun



readers - will be able to vote for the people who make these crucial rules instead of watching

politicians promise things they cannot deliver.

Not only will this be better for democracy, you will have more cash in your pocket too.

Working families will gain.

The current system works for huge multinationals who spend millions lobbying in Brussels
to rig the rules against entrepreneurs and to keep wages down. It doesn’t work for families

on PAYE.

Don’t listen to those who say Britain is too weak to take back control - those who say we’ve
got no choice but to give away democratic control. They were wrong when they told us to

scrap the pound. They are wrong now.

The referendum on 23 June is our last chance to take back control. If we don’t seize it,
imagine where Britain will be after another twenty years of immigration out of control and

more power and money taken away from us.

Britain’s a great country. Vote leave, let’s take back control.
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PM challenged to set out the facts on EU immigration
May 29, 2016

In a letter to the Prime Minister, Michael Gove, Boris Johnson and Gisela Stuart have today
asked the Prime Minister to confirm that if people choose to vote 'In', that they are voting

for unlimited EU immigration permanently.

They argue that there is a ‘basic lack of democratic consent for what is taking place. Voters
were promised repeatedly at elections that net immigration could be cut to the tens of
thousands. This promise is plainly not achievable as long as the UK is a member of the EU

and the failure to keep it is corrosive of public trust in politics.’

Dear Prime Minister,

GETTING THE FACTS CLEAR ON THE RISKS OF REMAINING IN THE EU
We all agree that it’s vital everyone is clear about the facts in the EU referendum.

There are real risks in remaining in the EU and every citizen needs to be aware of these in

coming to a balanced decision about how to vote on 23 June.

We would be grateful if you could confirm a series of facts about the free movement of
people which is a critical element of continued EU membership. Agreement on these facts

will enable us all to have a fully informed debate.
We already agree on some basic principles.

We all agree that migration brings many benefits to Britain - culturally, socially and

economically. We all agree that our economy benefits from the arrival of new people with



great talent and special skills. We all agree that Britain has a proud tradition of offering
refuge to those fleeing persecution which must be upheld. And we all agree that if we are to
continue to benefit from migration then the public must be reassured that we have control

over who comes here.
But our membership of the EU means we don’t have control.

As you know, this week the Office for National Statistics published migration statistics for
2015. Last year 270,000 people came to this country from the EU. Net migration overall was
184,000. That means we are adding a population the size of Oxford to the UK every year

just from EU migration. This puts particular strain on public services.

We are particularly concerned about the impact of free movement in the future on public
services. Class sizes will rise and waiting lists will lengthen if we don't tackle free movement.
As the euro crisis continues, more people from Southern Europe will want to escape
unemployment and austerity in their countries by coming to the UK. Their arrival will put

further strain on schools and hospitals.

Last year, 77,000 jobseekers from the EU came to the UK. It’s Government policy that ‘EU
migrants should have a job offer before they come here.” But the EU did not agree to letting

the UK implement that policy during the renegotiation of our membership.

It's not just the strain on public services which gives rise to cause for concern. We are all
committed to improving wages for working people. But continued free movement for
jobseekers will place considerable pressure on the wages of low paid British workers in the
event of a vote to remain in the EU. This is good for some of the multinationals funding the

IN campaign. It is not good for British families struggling to make ends meet.

And the current EU approach to immigration isn't just bad for us economically, it is also bad

in security and humanitarian terms.

There is a direct security concern for all of us because the European Court of Justice can
interfere with our ability to deport criminals and others whose presence here is not conducive
to the public good. The case of Abu Hamza's daughter-in-law underlined the way EU

institutions fetter our ability to deport convicted criminals.



Perhaps most worrying of all, the EU's policies are failing in humanitarian terms. The tragic
scenes unfolding in the Mediterranean underline how badly the European Union is handling
population movements and migration pressures. People smugglers and organised criminals

are exploiting this situation and the EU is failing to tackle this trade in human misery.

If we remain in the EU the situation is only likely to get worse. The European Court of
Justice can use the Charter of Fundamental Rights to overturn decisions of elected politicians
on asylum policy. It is now in charge of how we implement the crucial 1951 UN Convention

on Refugees. We need a new approach on refugees but the EU's institutions stand in the way.

There is also the basic lack of democratic consent for what is taking place. Voters were
promised repeatedly at elections that net immigration could be cut to the tens of thousands.
This promise is plainly not achievable as long as the UK is a member of the EU and the

failure to keep it is corrosive of public trust in politics.

Given the public’s desire for the facts ahead of the referendum, we would like you to confirm

the following facts:

A vote to remain is a vote to maintain permanently the EU Treaty principle of 'free movement

of people'.

A vote to remain is a vote to ensure that we must admit economic migrants from the EU,

whether or not they have a job offer.

A vote to remain is a vote to affirm the European Court of Justice’s ultimate authority over
whether we can remove persons whose presence in the UK is not conducive to the public

good - in this and other respects we do not control our borders.

A vote to remain is a vote to leave the European Court of Justice able to use the Charter of
Fundamental Rights to strike down decisions of the UK Government and Parliament about

asylum and immigration policy.

A vote to remain is a vote for the UK to continue supporting the EU's failed policies to deal

with the tragic crisis in the Mediterranean.



We think that it is fundamentally important that immigration policy has democratic consent.
We believe that the safer choice is to Vote Leave on 23 June and ensure that the public can

vote for those who determine Britain’s immigration policy.

We look forward to your response.

Yours sincerely,

Michael Gove, Member of Parliament for Surrey Heath

Boris Johnson, Member of Parliament for Uxbridge and South Ruislip

Gisela Stuart, Member of Parliament for Birmingham Edgbaston
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Priti Patel: Uncontrolled migration is putting unsustainable pressures on

our public services
April 18,2016

On Monday, parents across the UK will be told whether their children got into their primary
school of choice. Tens of thousands are expected to be told that they will not obtain their
first preference. Membership of the EU means we are completely unable to control EU
migration, and that puts unsustainable pressure on school places. This will only get worse
with five more countries - Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey - in the

pipeline to join the EU.

The fact is, the UK has to pay £350 million to the EU every week - if we Vote Leave we can

take back control over that money and reinvest it in our vital public services.
Commenting, Priti Patel MP said:

“The shortage of primary school places is yet another example of how uncontrolled migration
is putting unsustainable pressures on our public services. Education is one of the most
important things that Government delivers, and it's deeply regrettable that so many families

with young children are set to be disappointed today.

“The truth is that for as long as we remain a member of the EU we are completely unable to
control the numbers of people coming to this country - and with another five countries in the

pipeline to join the EU the problem is set to get even worse.



‘If we Vote Leave we can take back control of our borders. We can also take back control
of the £350 million we send to the EU every single week, and reinvest it in our vital and

invaluable public services.

“This is yet another example of how Britain can look forward to a more prosperous, more

secure future if we Vote Leave.’

Notes to editors

EU migration is putting additional pressure on school places.

e According to the UK Statistics Authority, an estimated 25,000 school children with
EEA nationality came into the UK in 2014 (UKSA, 14 April 2016, link).

e This equates to £115.3m of additional spending.

e Between 2005 and 2014, there were 475,935 live births to mothers who were EU
citizens (UK Statistics Authority, 15 March 2016, link). The number of births to EU
mothers rose from 24,942 in 2005 to 64,067 in 2014, an increase of 157% (UK
Statistics Authority, 15 March 2016, link). This is the equivalent of adding a city the
size of Manchester to the UK population (population is 503,100) (ONS, 2012, link)

e Pressure from immigration via the EU is only going to increase if we vote to remain
in the EU. Countries that are currently in the accession process include Albania, the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey (European
Commission, August 2015, link). Once these countries join, they will eventually gain
free movement rights to come to the UK - putting even more pressure on school

places.

e The publication of a Government report into the impact of migration on primary
school places is reportedly being delayed until after the EU referendum (Sunday
Telegraph, 17 April 2016). Vote Leave believes this report should be published

before the referendum.

Just 2.4% of our gross EU contributions could eliminate the shortfall in school places

in England.



e [t has been estimated that as many as 100,000 parents will miss their first preference

for primary school places on Monday 18 April (Daily Mail, March 2016, link).

e The 2015-2016 schools block unit of funding is £4612.11 per pupil (Education
Funding Agency, March 2016, link: tab: '2015-2016 DSG allocations'). 100,000

additional school places would therefore cost £461.2 million.

e Our gross contribution to the EU in 2014 was £19.107 billion (ONS, Pink Book 2015,
link: tab 9.9).

e 100,000 additional school places would therefore cost just 2.41% of our annual gross

contribution to the EU.

It would take less than ten days to fund the necessary number of school places for

everyone to get their first preference.

e The £461.2m needed to fund the additional 100,000 school places is just over a
week’s worth of contributions to the EU (£367m per week).

e This means that if we Vote Leave and decided to spend the £350m a week that we
currently give to the EU on our priorities, we could make up the school places

shortfall in less than 9 days.



EK 28: STATEMENT FROM MICHAEL GOVE MP, SECRETARY OF
STATE FOR JUSTICE, ON THE EU REFERENDUM

Tarih: 20 Subat 2016

Kaynak:
http://www.voteleavetakecontrol.org/statement from michael gove mp secretary of stat
e _for justice on the eu referendum.html

Not: Orijinal web sitesi giincelligini yitirdigi i¢in, metin Internet Archive (Wayback

Machine) iizerinden temin edilmistir.

Statement from Michael Gove MP, Secretary of State for Justice, on the

EU Referendum
February 20, 2016

Immediate release, 20 February 2016.

For weeks now I have been wrestling with the most difficult decision of my political life.
But taking difficult decisions is what politicians are paid to do. No-one is forced to stand for
Parliament, no-one is compelled to become a minister. If you take on those roles, which are

great privileges, you also take on big responsibilities.

I was encouraged to stand for Parliament by David Cameron and he has given me the
opportunity to serve in what I believe is a great, reforming Government. I think he is an
outstanding Prime Minister. There is, as far as I can see, only one significant issue on which

we have differed.

And that is the future of the UK in the European Union.

It pains me to have to disagree with the Prime Minister on any issue. My instinct is to support

him through good times and bad.

But I cannot duck the choice which the Prime Minister has given every one of us. In a few
months time we will all have the opportunity to decide whether Britain should stay in the
European Union or leave. I believe our country would be freer, fairer and better off outside
the EU. And if, at this moment of decision, I didn’t say what I believe I would not be true to

my convictions or my country.



I don’t want to take anything away from the Prime Minister’s dedicated efforts to get a better
deal for Britain. He has negotiated with courage and tenacity. But I think Britain would be

stronger outside the EU.

My starting point is simple. I believe that the decisions which govern all our lives, the laws
we must all obey and the taxes we must all pay should be decided by people we choose and
who we can throw out if we want change. If power is to be used wisely, if we are to avoid
corruption and complacency in high office, then the public must have the right to change

laws and Governments at election time.

But our membership of the European Union prevents us being able to change huge swathes
of law and stops us being able to choose who makes critical decisions which affect all our
lives. Laws which govern citizens in this country are decided by politicians from other
nations who we never elected and can’t throw out. We can take out our anger on elected
representatives in Westminster but whoever is in Government in London cannot remove or
reduce VAT, cannot support a steel plant through troubled times, cannot build the houses we
need where they’re needed and cannot deport all the individuals who shouldn’t be in this
country. I believe that needs to change. And I believe that both the lessons of our past and

the shape of the future make the case for change compelling.

The ability to choose who governs us, and the freedom to change laws we do not like, were
secured for us in the past by radicals and liberals who took power from unaccountable elites
and placed it in the hands of the people. As a result of their efforts we developed, and
exported to nations like the US, India, Canada and Australia a system of democratic self-

government which has brought prosperity and peace to millions.

Our democracy stood the test of time. We showed the world what a free people could achieve

if they were allowed to govern themselves.

In Britain we established trial by jury in the modern world, we set up the first free parliament,
we ensured no-one could be arbitrarily detained at the behest of the Government, we forced
our rulers to recognise they ruled by consent not by right, we led the world in abolishing
slavery, we established free education for all, national insurance, the National Health Service

and a national broadcaster respected across the world.



By way of contrast, the European Union, despite the undoubted idealism of its founders and
the good intentions of so many leaders, has proved a failure on so many fronts. The euro has
created economic misery for Europe’s poorest people. European Union regulation has
entrenched mass unemployment. EU immigration policies have encouraged people

traffickers and brought desperate refugee camps to our borders.

Far from providing security in an uncertain world, the EU’s policies have become a source
of instability and insecurity. Razor wire once more criss-crosses the continent, historic
tensions between nations such as Greece and Germany have resurfaced in ugly ways and the
EU is proving incapable of dealing with the current crises in Libya and Syria. The former
head of Interpol says the EU’s internal borders policy is “like hanging a sign welcoming
terrorists to Europe” and Scandinavian nations which once prided themselves on their
openness are now turning in on themselves. All of these factors, combined with popular
anger at the lack of political accountability, has encouraged extremism, to the extent that far-

right parties are stronger across the continent than at any time since the 1930s.

The EU is an institution rooted in the past and is proving incapable of reforming to meet the
big technological, demographic and economic challenges of our time. It was developed in
the 1950s and 1960s and like other institutions which seemed modern then, from tower
blocks to telexes, it is now hopelessly out of date. The EU tries to standardise and regulate

rather than encourage diversity and innovation. It is an analogue union in a digital age.

The EU is built to keep power and control with the elites rather than the people. Even though
we are outside the euro we are still subject to an unelected EU commission which is
generating new laws every day and an unaccountable European Court in Luxembourg which
is extending its reach every week, increasingly using the Charter of Fundamental Rights
which in many ways gives the EU more power and reach than ever before. This growing EU
bureaucracy holds us back in every area. EU rules dictate everything from the maximum size
of containers in which olive oil may be sold (five litres) to the distance houses have to be

from heathland to prevent cats chasing birds (five kilometres).

Individually these rules may be comical. Collectively, and there are tens of thousands of
them, they are inimical to creativity, growth and progress. Rules like the EU clinical trials
directive have slowed down the creation of new drugs to cure terrible diseases and ECJ

judgements on data protection issues hobble the growth of internet companies. As a minister



I’ve seen hundreds of new EU rules cross my desk, none of which were requested by the UK
Parliament, none of which I or any other British politician could alter in any way and none

of which made us freer, richer or fairer.

It is hard to overstate the degree to which the EU is a constraint on ministers' ability to do
the things they were elected to do, or to use their judgment about the right course of action
for the people of this country. I have long had concerns about our membership of the EU but
the experience of Government has only deepened my conviction that we need change. Every
single day, every single minister is told: 'Yes Minister, I understand, but I'm afraid that's
against EU rules'. [ know it. My colleagues in government know it. And the British people
ought to know it too: your government is not, ultimately, in control in hundreds of areas that

matter.

But by leaving the EU we can take control. Indeed we can show the rest of Europe the way
to flourish. Instead of grumbling and complaining about the things we can’t change and
growing resentful and bitter, we can shape an optimistic, forward-looking and genuinely
internationalist alternative to the path the EU is going down. We can show leadership. Like
the Americans who declared their independence and never looked back, we can become an

exemplar of what an inclusive, open and innovative democracy can achieve.

We can take back the billions we give to the EU, the money which is squandered on grand
parliamentary buildings and bureaucratic follies, and invest it in science and technology,
schools and apprenticeships. We can get rid of the regulations which big business uses to
crush competition and instead support new start-up businesses and creative talent. We can
forge trade deals and partnerships with nations across the globe, helping developing

countries to grow and benefiting from faster and better access to new markets.

We are the world’s fifth largest economy, with the best armed forces of any nation, more
Nobel Prizes than any European country and more world-leading universities than any
European country. Our economy is more dynamic than the Eurozone, we have the most
attractive capital city on the globe, the greatest “soft power” and global influence of any state
and a leadership role in NATO and the UN. Are we really too small, too weak and too
powerless to make a success of self-rule? On the contrary, the reason the EU’s bureaucrats
oppose us leaving is they fear that our success outside will only underline the scale of their

failure.



This chance may never come again in our lifetimes, which is why I will be true to my
principles and take the opportunity this referendum provides to leave an EU mired in the

past and embrace a better future.
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Economist interviews Vote Leave Campaign Director Dominic Cummings

January 22, 2016

BAGEHOT: The prime minister is nearing the end of his “renegotiation” of Britain’s EU
membership. It looks like he might have achieved what he set out to achieve. Are you

worried this is going to put him on the front foot going into the referendum campaign?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: Not really. It being the prime minister, when he declares victory
after this Potemkin process there is a danger that people will take it at face value. But as
people actually look at the reality - what has this guy promised over the years? what has he
delivered? what has really changed? - I think the facts will speak for themselves. Whether
you are on the In side or the Out side, it is a fact that over the years David Cameron has
promised that all sorts of things would change—and not even asked for them to be changed.

The public are going to see that.
BAGEHOT: He’s asking for things he knows he’s going to get.

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: Exactly. This process has not been about trying to get fundamental
change of the EU, or fundamental change of Britain’s relationship with the EU, or to solve
the big problems of the EU. It is about how David Cameron manages his own personal
interests and the internal politics of the Conservative Party. I think everyone pretty much

realises that!

BAGEHOT: It’s uncontroversial.



DOMINIC CUMMINGS: If you go back and look at what he has said over the years, nine
tenths of the various promises haven’t even made it into his negotiation document, including

all the big ones.
BAGEHOT: For example?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: For example the Charter of Fundamental Rights. He gave a cast-
iron promise that there would be “a total opt-out” from that. It’s not even in his four baskets.
And of course the European Court of Justice has been using the charter increasingly to
expand the scope of the EU. As lots of American voices have pointed out, it gives the ECJ a
lot more power over EU member states than the Supreme Court has over the states of
America. So it’s a very powerful weapon (Tony Blair famously said it would have no more
legal force than The Sun or The Beano). So there’s a long history of British prime ministers
promising things on the EU that don’t happen. When Cameron comes back and declares
victory, the reality will be that approximately nothing serious has changed in our relationship
and the referendum will really be about: do we think this organisation is worthwhile? If we
weren’t members now would we join or would we look at it and say: “this thing is a basket

case”?

Of course, we are the underdogs and it’s hard to take on the whole power of the
establishment; the CBI, Whitehall, Brussels. There are threats going out to big businesses:
“We’ll destroy your business if you come out on the Leave side.” We had exactly the same
thing when I was on the Euro campaign in 1999. Whitehall and Brussels called people up
and said: “If you support the anti-Euro campaign we will destroy you on the following
regulations... Don’t expect us to help you in Nairobi on X or in South America on Y.” That’s
par for the course and it obviously makes things difficult for us, but I think we’ve got a good

chance.

BAGEHOT: On the establishment, the government, the CBI. It’s going to be an uphill
struggle for you, isn't it? People don’t obsess about politics in the way that we in Westminster
do. They may pay a certain amount of attention to the arguments but day after day they will
see cabinet ministers, former prime ministers, captains of industry standing up and saying:

“it’s too great a risk”. How you plan to counter that?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: If you look at the opinion polls that have been done by ICM and

Ipsos over the past 10-15 years, you’ll see that in general (and there was another poll out last



week about this) more businesses think the EU is a problem than think it is a help. Most do
not buy the fundamental rationale of the Single Market - that you have to have the supremacy
of EU law in order to trade - and a large majority of businesses (roughly 70% over the past
ten years or so) think it would be far better if Britain could draw up its own trade agreements
rather than Brussels negotiating them on our behalf. So if you look at the detail of what they
think about the EU, the story is very different from the one the CBI puts out.

However, it is certainly true that for a very small number of very powerful and very big
multinational firms, there are advantages in having one set of rules set in Brussels in a very
non-transparent way which expensive lobbying operations can go to work on. And of course,
as Adam Smith warned, big business is often the enemy of freedom. It’s often the enemy of
the public interest and it often uses regulations to try and crush entrepreneurs. I was talking
to one of the biggest hedge-fund guys in the City the other day and they said: “I’ll bet you
anything, Dominic, that within a few years the European Commission will bring a regulation
to try to scrap peer-to-peer lending, because the banks will all be in Brussels trying to scupper

it 2

BAGEHOT: So it’s the small guys who don’t have the lobby firms, who don’t have the

ability to work the Brussels system, who are naturally in the Out campaign?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: The way the media reports this is inevitably distorted. If you go
back to the Euro campaign in 1999, how many chief executives and chairmen of FTSE 100
companies were speaking out on this? I think two. Two out of 200 people. Did that represent
the reality of what businesses in Britain thought about the Euro? Of course it didn’t. Did it
represent what CBI members thought? Of course it didn’t. What it represents is that the
establishment and the people who set the rules have a lot of power. Too much power in my
opinion. And that inevitably distorts how big business operates. A chief executive who thinks
that the Euro is great or the EU is great, he’s licensed to go out and say so because it doesn’t
offend anyone important. If they don’t think that, then they’re told: “Charlie, keep your trap
shut.”

BAGEHOT: It’s “pro-European or silent”?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: Yes.



BAGEHOT: You mention the Euro campaign. Are there any other previous referendums or

political campaigns on which you are drawing for inspiration?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: I’'m not sure about that. There are ideas from all sorts of

campaigns, and from commercial advertising, which I think are valuable.
BAGEHOT: In what respect, advertising? How you present the message?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: If you look back at history, most important PR and propaganda

was invented by the Communist Party.
BAGEHOT: They had a way with images.

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: Yes. Celebrity figureheads and whatnot. The famous “Peace,
Land, Bread” posters. There’s all sorts of interesting things you can look at. The heart of it,
though, is that the Eurosceptic world has thousands of books and zillions of pamphlets and
has been talking about this for many decades. The challenge is not to say more things. The
challenge is to focus, to simplify things and explain what is a very technical, abstruse set of
issues. The Single Market is a very good example. Very few people really understand the
Single Market.

BAGEHOT: Including some MPs...

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: And lots of journalists who cover this issue. The Single Market is
no-where defined in the EU treaties. If you suddenly ask people to define the Single Market,
the number who can do that, who are specialists in the area, is pretty small. So what we need
to do is figure out how to get to the core arguments about this. What are the real problems
of the EU? What is a preferable status? What are the risks either way? Because of course
there are risks in everything. I think it was Lord Denning who said EU law is like water
running up a river and flooding through all the tributaries. It was a very good metaphor. If
you work in government, as I have, you see that disentangling ourselves from this
bureaucracy can be a very difficult process. Even in a department like the education

department you deal with the EU every day, far more than people realise.

BAGEHOT: On which particular issues and arguments do you think the campaign will turn?



DOMINIC CUMMINGS: From the government’s point of view, David Cameron will have
to explain why he has changed his mind. He promised fundamental change, and there isn’t
fundamental change. I think all reasonable people, including those on the Pro side, will
accept that. He will also have to explain how he intends to deal with the next treaty, which
is now officially underway. The next intergovernmental conference is planned. The Five
Presidents’ Report is published. That is a doubling-down of the long-term Monnet project.
It’s massively centralising; a whole load of new powers going to Brussels, including over all
sorts things that would be terrible for Britain such as “property rights”. That’s going to be a
big problem for him. I think, obviously, the biggest problem for us is trying to articulate:
here is what a new relationship looks like and here is why the transition doesn’t need to be

as painful as the other side is portraying.

BAGEHOT: You just have to be the safer option, don’t you? People tend in referendums to
vote for the status quo. Your task is to demonstrate it is riskier to stick with the current

course.

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: Exactly. We have to explain the risks of a vote to remain; that
we’ll be essentially locked in the boot in a car heading off to a place that we can see and
where we know we don’t want to go. There are still lots of MPs who don’t know about the
Five Presidents’ Report and the next stage of the process, because it came out on the same
day as the Tunisian terrorist attacks. But I think by the time the referendum comes people
will know an awful lot about that. We need to explain the risks of a Remain vote, but we
also have to set out why this is not the great leap in the dark that people think. For example,
a lot of people have been saying that as soon as there is a Leave vote then the Article 50
process begins straight away. Completely wrong. In fact that would be like putting a gun in
your mouth and pulling the trigger. No-one in their right mind would begin a legally defined
two-year maximum period to conduct negotiations before they actually knew, roughly
speaking, what this process was going to yield. So we must explain to the public: “Don’t
worry. Straight after you go there is not going to be a huge eruption. Legally nothing changes
the next day. A new government team is going to sit down with the EU and figure out what
this new relationship should look like legally. That will be a big thing before any formal
process happens.” There is a widespread assumption that we have to use the Article 50

process, and that has a lot of risks. That is not true. We do not have to use the Article 50



process. There is a whole set of things like that that will come out during the course of the

referendum.

BAGEHOT: In the event of an Out vote do you think the government would seek to hold

another referendum, on the terms of Brexit?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: I think that is a distinct possibility, yes. It’s obviously not
something that we can force. We’re a campaign group. But I think it is perfectly possible
that leadership candidates to replace David Cameron will say that they think there are good
grounds for a new government team to offer the public a voice on what the deal looks like.
And we obviously wouldn’t oppose that, if that’s what senior politicians want to offer. I
think there’s a strong democratic case for it. There’s also the issue of the profound loss of
trust that the establishment has suffered over the past 20-30 years. All parties have told lies
about this subject, whether it’s John Major and David Cameron or Gordon Brown, Tony
Blair and Nick Clegg. People have repeatedly promised referendums then not held
referendums. So given that, it wouldn’t surprise me at all if leadership candidates to replace

Cameron said: we need a mechanism so people can have confidence in what we say.

BAGEHOT: Turning to the case for Brexit, what is it about the EU that you think makes it

an inadequate form of governance and international co-operation in 2016, 2030, 20507

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: In no order of priority... there is an obvious problem with
democratic legitimacy (which the pro-EU people accept) if you have democratic
accountability working at a national level, but a large and very important set of rules being
set at a supranational level. People may accept that if they think that this new system is
obviously much more effective and beneficial. But it isn’t. There are huge problems with
how the EU system works. It is extraordinarily opaque, extraordinarily slow, extraordinarily
bureaucratic, extraordinarily wasteful. And the advantages are very hard to quantify. I’ll give
a specific example. Everyone holds up the Single Market as a wonderful thing without
usually realising what it is. A rule brought in under the Single Market a decade or so ago
was the Clinical Trials Directive. This regulates how the testing of drugs, including cancer
drugs, operates in this country. There is no rationale whatsoever why, from the point of view
of international trade, how a country organises the testing of cancer drugs should be an issue

for supranational regulation.

BAGEHOT: It makes it easier to sell those drugs to a wider market of consumers.



DOMINIC CUMMINGS: No, it does not. In fact, what it has done is, as Nobel scientists
and all sorts of people have said, massively slow down the process of testing and people
have died unnecessarily as a result. The problem here is two-fold. It’s not just that the rule
is stupid and in a rational world you wouldn’t have it. It’s that the process of changing it is
almost impossible—and we still haven’t managed to do so. It’s been there now for over ten
years. It is still causing trouble. The amended version comes into effect shortly. It still has
all sorts of stupidities in it. Britain, left to its own devices, certainly would not do that.
There’s a whole set of other examples. If two people sitting on a Shetland island want to sell
olive oil to each other, the EU says they can’t sell it in containers of more than five litres.
What on earth is the point of that? It’s totally pointless and saying “if we minus ourselves
from rules like that, that’s somehow going to destroy jobs” is a non-sequitur. It does not

follow on any sane view of economics.

This relates to a broader argument. If you look back on the long sweep of history, one of the
big arguments about post-renaissance China and post-renaissance Europe concerns
regulatory harmonisation. Post-renaissance China essentially harmonised the entire empire.
Everyone had to do the same thing. In Europe we had a completely different system. We had
regulatory competition so when, for example, the central Chinese government said “we’re
not going to have any explorers, we’re going to get rid of our fleet”, that’s what happened.
In Europe when explorers were told “we’re not going to fund you to go out and do that”,

they went to another country and got funding from someone else.
BAGEHOT: Columbus.

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: Columbus. Now we’re in a process where the EU is reinventing
the post-renaissance Chinese system, which turned China into a backwater for many
centuries. It’s trying to harmonise a whole bunch of things at the centre which don’t need to

be harmonised.

BAGEHOT: You have said that being in the EU gets in the way of Britain having a coherent
national strategy. Why is that the case?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: The EU has narrowed our horizons. It has narrowed everyone’s
horizons in Whitehall so they’re not thinking about the big things in the world. They’re not
thinking about the forces changing it or what Britain can really do to contribute to them.

They are constantly trying to stay one step ahead of the lawyers in meeting after meeting all



day, how to avoid getting poleaxed at the next meeting in Brussels. The EU prevents serious
government. That’s both an issue of vision and ambition, and an issue of practicality and
how things actually happen hour-by-hour in a minister’s day. Outside, our vision would be
much broader. And I think we’ll be able to exercise much, much more influence in a benign
way to help Europe than we are now with the Foreign Office just telling ministers day after
day, ad infinitum: “there’s no point opposing this because we’ll lose influence on the next

vote”.

BAGEHOT: In your recent essay about the education system you argue—in answer to Dean
Acheson’s observation about Britain having lost an empire but not found a role—that the
country should seek to be the best place in the world to do science and technology. How

might leaving the EU contribute to that?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: Point one: we can actually sort out Whitehall and do what we used
to do which is be a model of good governance for countries around the world. We will also
then be in a position to build the kind of networks you need between basic science, venture
capital, universities etc which are impossible to organise now with modern Whitehall. Point
two: you have a chunk of money which you immediately save which you can put into it. You
can set up a British DARPA. And point three: not being bound by all the ludicrous rules of
the EU, you can make yourself a centre where the people who want to lead technological
revolutions come to work, because we’ve got huge assets there. We’ve got the City of
London. We’re free of the EU regulatory horror. We can move extremely quickly. We’ve
got three of the world’s top 20 universities. We’ve got great changes happening, because of
Michael Gove, in state education as well. There you’ve got a lot of assets which intelligently
can be brought together, that would produce real things. So instead of the Foreign Office
babbling on about “influence”, which is never actually cashed and spent on anything useful,

we’d be able to develop things which would change the world. That’s real influence.
BAGEHOT: So leaving the EU is a first step in that direction?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: It is not sufficient but it is necessary. It is impossible with modern
Whitehall to construct this sort of national strategy and to do the sort of things that you need
to do.

BAGEHOT: To what extent do you think this is about an incompatibility between the liberal,

common law, British form of government and what is basically a Christian Democratic



project? You mentioned Monnet. You could add Schuman, Giscard d’Estaing, Kohl—
they’re all Rhineland, Catholic (perhaps that’s not specifically relevant to this),
fundamentally Christian Democratic types with all the corporatist baggage that this implies.

It is that London and Brussels are just not culturally interoperable?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: Yes, and it bites every day with the collision between the EU and
parliamentary government, common law and our civil service administration. We have
something very valuable in Britain: civil servants try and stick to the law. They don’t want
to cheat things, they don’t want to lie and they don’t want to do things the way they do things
in lots of other European countries. And that has been very good for the country. One of the
things I found most depressing in government was seeing how the EU process is corrupting
that and making it extremely hard for people to stay honest. Ministers constantly have to lie
about what the origins of things are. They constantly have to invent Potemkin processes.
And civil servants say: “as good civil servants, we have to tell you that our advice is that this
may be illegal.” And because it’s Britain and not Greece the ministers don’t just say “screw
that, who cares if it’s legal?”; they have to take that seriously. There’s an inherent problem

with this and there is no way out of it unfortunately while we stay part of the EU system.

There is a clear way in which we come to a new deal: we repeal the 1972 European
Communities Act and the supremacy of EU law, we negotiate a free trade deal with the EU
(which is in all of our interests), we also have sensible laws on the free movement of people.
At the moment government immigration policy is arguably the most stupid policy that we
have. It is a free-for-all that doesn’t even stop convicted murderers from coming into the
country from Europe; meanwhile it stops physicists from Caltech or software engineers from
India coming in who can build things, who can contribute in valuable ways to this country
as immigrants have done historically. That is extremely stupid and extremely damaging, and
outside the EU we would have a much more rational immigration system that would not do
those things. Businesses that want to trade with the Single Market could trade with the Single
Market but the rest of the domestic economy and the economy that is trading with the rest
of the world would not have to abide by things like that stupid Clinical Trials Directive or

“you can’t sell olive oil in barrels of more than five litres”.

BAGEHOT: Don’t you think it would damage Europe for Britain to leave the EU?



DOMINIC CUMMINGS: No. That’s one of the main reasons why I want it to happen: I
think it will be very good for Britain, for Europe and also for the world. It is possible that
they will find a way of delivering the original Monnet-Delors dream of a centralised
federation in which Brussels is the government and central tax-raising powers of the EU
Parliament are somehow transformed into the equivalent of Congress. However, it is at least
iffy whether it will work, and it’s very important that other countries develop a mechanism
whereby everyone in Europe can trade freely and co-operate in a friendly way. Extremists
are on the rise in Europe and are being fuelled unfortunately by the Euro project and by the
centralisation of power in Brussels. It it is increasingly important that Britain offers an

example of civilised, democratic, liberal self-government.

Overall we need far more international co-operation. Voting to leave, for me and for the
people in this office, is not about isolation. Quite the opposite. It is obvious to anyone who
sees the direction of our technological civilisation that we need more international co-
operation, not less. The problem with the EU is not that it’s about co-operation, but that it’s
so rubbish at it. If we vote to leave it will force not just Europe but countries around the
world to think more intelligently about the new institutions we need to cope with things like

gene drives, lethal autonomous robotics, you name it.

BAGEHOT: Let’s park the question of whether Britain is in or out. Where do you see the

EU, on its current trajectory, in 30 years? Do you think it will still be together?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: On a 30-year timescale I don’t. They’ll either have found a way
to make the Euro work, and Britain will be part of it. Or, more likely, the system will have
broken up in some way. And part of the reason why I think the sooner Britain gets out of it
the better is precisely so that we can begin the process of building alternative structures now

that the EU can morph into.
BAGEHOT: Structures like?

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: Structures for trading and co-operating outside the current
Brussels system, because the worst possible thing would be a sudden collapse of various
parts of the EU project, possibly precipitated by the victory of fascist or semi-fascist parties
in parts of Europe which then pull a country out of the Euro triggering some kind of systemic
domino effect. What we need to do is build crumple zones, some resilience in the system,

and if Britain gets out now we can begin building up these networks, with places like



Switzerland and non-Euro EU countries too, and showing people: this is how the EU system
can evolve if you guys realise that the Monnet system is going to hit the buffers. Providing
options, providing diversity. That was good for Europe post-renaissance, it’s good for

Europe now.
BAGEHOT: Dominic Cummings, many thanks.

DOMINIC CUMMINGS: Thank you.
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