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ABSTRACT: This article seeks to understand the change iitdeal politics in the European Union with a sdecreference to

a situation in one candidate state, Turkey. Thennaagument is that the domestic politics matter®rider to examine the
interplay between central institutions and locategional administrations. The article claims thaérritorial politics is not only
mediated by certain national factors such as ¢efait and constitutional framework as well as histal legacy and political
culture but also subnational factors, such as ragidistinctiveness, the quality of intergovernnaémélations, and pre-existing
regional networks. It was argued that while theaeal distinctiveness may play a negative role,ghality of intergovernmental
relations and the pre-existing regional networky staimulate the behaviour of local and regional euistrations. Overall, the
article suggests that in order for a better undaihg of a change in territorial politics in cadatie states, one should have a
close observation on the domestic politics.

Key Words: Domestic Politics Approach, Territorial Politics, uMi-level Governance, Europeanization and Turkish
Administrative Tradition

AB ADAY ULKELER INDE MEKANSAL POL iTiKA DE GIiSiIMLER iNiN ACIKLANMASINDA iC POLITiKANIN
ONEMI: BiR ORNEK OLARAK TURK iYE

OZET: Bu makale, Avrupa Birfii'ndeki mekansal politika disimini, bir aday ulke olan Tiirkiye ©zelinde anlamaya
calismaktadir. Merkez kurumlarla yerel ya da bolgeselukuarin etkilgimi analiz edilirken i¢ politikanin éneminin
vurgulanmasi makalenin temel tamiasidir. Makale, mekansal politikanin yalnizca mekh ve anayasal cati ya da tarihsel
miras ve politika kiltirt gibi bazi ulusal fakt&ite etkisi ile degil ayni zamanda bdlgesel farklilik, merkez-yergkilerinin
kalitesi ve 6nceden var olan bélgesglaa gibi ulus-alti faktorlerin etkisiyle dgekillendigini iddia etmektedir. Bahsi gecen
sureclerde, bolgesel farklilik negatif bir rol oyken, merkez-yerel gkilerinin kalitesi ve énceden var olan bdlgesglaa ile
yerel ve bolgesel kurumlarin davrglarinin pozitif etki yap# tartsilmistir. Buttn itibari ile dgerlendirilidiginde, bir aday
Ulkede mekansal politika @simlerinin iyi bir sekilde anlaimasi igin, i¢ politikaya yonelik yakin bir analiziapiimasi tavsiye
edilmigtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: i¢ Politika Yaklaimi, Mekansal Politika, Cok Boyutlu Yéngitn, Avrupalilama, Tirkidare Geleng
1. INTRODUCTION

The impact of Europeanization on candidate stasslcome a vibrant developing field of study. &empirical studies have
revealed that through the accession process, theasl$tarted to govern beyond its territory in adance with the compliance
for the EU requirements in terms of political, legad administrative domains (Grabbe, 2001; Bruaif)2; Bruzst, 2008;
O’Dwyer, 2006). For regional policy and institutadnchange on subnational levels of the candidateest the analysis of the
possible factors usually begins with the role pthipg EU regional policy and its financial incensv@Baun and Marek, 2008;
Bache et al., 2011). Europeanization is usually emedd as an independent variable in regional palagting to financial
instruments. This means that the EU regional podiffects and challenges well-established structwigisin the domestic
systems of governance. It additionally plays andrtgnt role in the administrative reform and detiolu processes as well as
improves the institutional capacity at the subnaioevels within the candidate states. In thistes some scholars have
evaluated the entire transformation in territogmalitics and relations in applicant states under kieading of multi-level
governance. This has been largely seen as an oetodrthe Europeanized regional policy process @kasspoulos and
Leonardi, 2004; Baun and Marek, 2008; Brusis, 201@hBat al., 2011).

The connection between Europeanization and theieneaf multi-level governance (MLG) has become enapparent in the
accession rounds of Central Eastern and Europeamtf®s (CEECs). To conform to EU regional policyeythhave
reconstructed their regional levels in conformitiyhwthe EU’s statistical standard for administratinits (NUTS) and created
Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) correspondingatch NUTS 1l level (Bailey and De Propis, 2004; Bru2002). In
seeing these developments within the new entrardsagplicant states, a burgeoning literature hasteted around a general
explanation of the transformative powers of EU mership conditionality and on examination of whas baen changing in the
regional policy of accession countries as a resuEuropeanization (Grabbe, 2001; 2003; Hughed.e@04; Brusis, 2010).
Consequently, the creation of the multi-level goe@ge structure in member as well as in candidatessis largely derived
from the domestic effects of Europeanization (GuaR004; Paraskevopoulos and Leonardi, 2004).

Scholars have analysed two different aspects obf&anization of polity dimensions (or domestic @@nrexclusively within
the context of EU regional policy: the changing aiyics of territorial politics between regional anational level through
economic, social and political actors (Paraskevagmand Leonardi, 2004; Bache et al., 2011); anditkerplay between
subnational and supranational actors in the formsobnational mobilisation (Hooghe, 1996). Both atpeare the
complementary features of the MLG thesis in a gitemitorial context. What the notion of MLG hermjlies is that
subnational, national and supranational authoritiesract with each other in two ways: first, acadifferent levels of

! This article derived from a PhD thesis, which wabmmitted in 2014 at the University of Sheffield.
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government (vertical dimension); and second, witfeprelevant actors within the same level (horiabdimension) (Benz and
Eberlein, 1999; Paraskevopoulos and Leonardi, 2004)

The recent agenda of reforms in Turkish governamdedes horizontal change in administrative spegevell as vertical change
(for instance see Okgu et al., 2006; Ertugal, 20B@foil and Kaya, 2009). Although the horizontal dimsion is a

complementary feature of the MLG thesis, this etis less concerned with the change in the ‘haizlodimension’ than it is in

explaining the change in the vertical dimensionwieeer, in terms of the vertical dimension, it isalissed that irrespective of
the main motive(s) for changing territorial polgién any particular EU member (and candidate) statiee nuance lies
fundamentally in the domestic details. Therefohes tlegree and nature of such changes in given &lrative system are

largely conditional on domestic institutions andgiices. For instance, motivations for the creatbmegional development
agencies should be first accommodated in natioisabriies, political cultures, and institutional atetjal contexts. Once the
power balances and administrative cultures ar@utishalized in a given domestic setting, they diféicult to change because
of the path dependent character of such an admatii& system. The article does not simply take dhenestic context for

granted in a way that solely explains changingitteial politics. Rather, it argues that nationastitutions and subnational
contexts define important intermediating varialidasstill do not determine the ultimate outcome.

Under the light of above considerations, the artisl designed to throw light on the intermediatfagtors in the domestic
context in Turkey. The primary aim therefore isebamine the political, historical, legal and ingibnal culture of local and
regional level from a historical perspective in @rdo make some assumptions for the future empisitalies in order for a
better understanding of the effectiveness of taiat politics in Turkey. Such assertions will fish some clues to the present
obstacles to and/or incentives for understandiegcttange in territorial politics in the Europeaara. To analyse the extent to
which the domestic context shapes, facilitatesbibits territorial relations in Turkey, the arcils organized in four parts. The
second part explains why it is matter to focus omestic politics. The third part outlines nationahtext in terms of territorial
and constitutional framework and presents key histb developments and actors/institutions that emeolved in the
regional/local governance system in Turkey. Thetfopart examines the subnational context andipsland presents the three
intermediating factors: regional distinctivenedse quality of intergovernmental relations and thxéstence of a territorial
network. The final part concludes and summarizesthin discussion in the article.

2. DOMESTIC POLITICS APPROACH

As emphasized, the main focus in this article istlua importance of domestic politics in order taderstand the change in
territorial politics in the EU’s candidate stat@he domestic politics approach is not a new coné®pEU studies (Bulmer,
1983; John, 1996; Jeffrey, 1997; Moore, 2011)s lused as a tool to identify the intermediatingdesthat shape, obstruct or
facilitate the outcomes of an observed policy olitigal change. This is because a growing awareédbe importance of
domestic politics has led many scholars to iderttify key domestic intermediating factors that &ty intervene to shape or
affect the patterns of domestic change. Consequeh#tydiverse outcomes of territorial politics aethtions may be attributed
to the different domestic institutions, traditicersd interests.

In considering the situation for the EU-15, Joh®9@, p. 131), for instance, observed that the djpereof multi-level
governance is naturally affected by the constihalocontext of each nation-state. In other worfishére are 15 different
constitutional frameworks and political constrajris there are 15 MLGs. As in the case of new mesnined candidate states,
Bruzst (2008) reached a similar conclusion to Jétum.him, there are various emerging versions otireNel governance and
different configurations of regionalism. He alsaipis that in all new member countries one can $iohe contestation of the
rules of governance and/or temporary compromisésdss central state and regional actors that nigdd to what historical
institutionalists would call ‘layering’ , or ‘a chge in continuity’ (ibid, p. 620).

Neither finding contradicts the argument that idismestic adaptation with national colours’ (Cosvi al., 2001, p. 1). In order
for a better understanding of the implementatiorragfional policy in general, and the interplay begw national and local
administrations in particular, in targeted courgtiitels necessary to look at the extent to whidtional institutions, practices and
preferences comply with the EU requirements ancetgions. A common concern of scholars is theeeforfind out how the

impact of Europeanization is mediated by domesticumstances. Scholars have usually methodologi¢atused on cross-
country case selections by giving a particular emsghon the differences in the national conteat,party politics and partisan
contestation, constitutional differences, the detroh of competences to the lower level, and inrégion specific dimensions,
i.e. associational culture (or social capital),ioegl distinctiveness, the level of legitimacy, thetrepreneurial capacity of
regions, size and financial sources of local oiargl administrations. Keeping these potentialrimtediating factors in mind,

the reminder of the article proposes the poteritigdrmediating factors at domestic level, natioaal subnational, for the
situation of Turkey.

3. NATIONAL CONTEXT
3.1. Territorial and Constitutional Framework

The dominant state practice in Turkey since the 148" century has been political, economic, and adnmitise centralization
characterized by the logic of Napoleonic stateiti@d (Guney and Celenk, 2010). Such a system igallyi based on the
principle of a strong central government over wéagalities. The subnational level of the Turkiskatet organization is
constituted by ‘provinces’ that come closest to idame scholars would label a ‘region’. There aghtg-one provinces which
vary in size and population. The boundaries of npostinces, except those politically established, lastorically determined
(Polat, 1978, p. 66). Provincial boundaries no @angpnform to the territorial shape of actual semtonomic or infrastructural
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activities. Although there has been a slight chaingéhe number of provinces since the beginninghef Turkish Republic, the
organization of provinces has become a consideisélie on the public administration agenda sineel860s.

Although Turkey has lacked regional governmentdigised below), there is no shortage of local adwnations. The territorial
administrative system consists of two tiers: natland local administrations. Whereas the natiagatinistration is the core of
the administrative organization, both in structuaatl functional aspects, the local administratiygtesn has three subnational
units. Provincial Local Administrationdl (Ozel idaresi) under the appointed Governors represerfiriidevel. Municipalities
(Belediye) constitute the second level. Village atstrations (K8y) form the third level. In additioa these basic types, in 1984
a new type of government confined to the most patpdl urban centres, called Metropolitan Municiga(iBlyik Sehir
Belediyesi), came into existence. By the creatiom ofw administrative arrangement, important powae devolved to the
metropolitan municipalities. Today, local adminagions in Turkey encompass 81 provinces, 30 largetrapolitan
municipalities and 2951 smaller municipalities. these local units exist alongside the field uaftsentral government.

As a prime unit of provincial administration, theopince (vilayet), is ruled by the governor, whosHzeen appointed by the
Turkish Council of Ministers after being nominateg the Ministry of Interior and upon the approvaltbé President of the
Republic. The governor is the chief administratime political officer in the province and is the mepentative of the Ministry of
Interior, as well as of each ministry. In this ceipa the provincial governor (Vali) is responsititer directing and coordinating
the work of the field units of the ministries anther central agencies in the province with the pioe of judges, public
prosecutors of the Republic, military units, plaatsl institutions (Polagu, 2000, p. 104). Municipal administration is @per
local democratic unit, including an elected mayd an elected municipal council, though the fiiseat election for the Mayor
was not held until 1963. Village administrationlediby a headman (muhtar), is a mixture of eleetadi nonelected members.

Of all of the paid and elected officials at suboaéil level, the position of provincial governomeispecially significant. This leads
one to consider that the republican arrangemettieofocal governmental units is based on the gralmf delegation, in which
local governmental units have a ‘completely submaté status’ (Kéker, 1995, p. 59). Unlike the rofghe centrally appointed
governors, municipal administrations’ roles, in litga were confined to limited services such asacling, transportation,
housing and waste management. This was the caseadtez the municipality law of 1930 (Article 1580yhich supposedly
provided a wide range of responsibilities for thenicipal administrations.

The 1982 Constitution, which is still in effect buhs been subjected to many revisions during Tiskegndidacy to the EU,
introduced the concepts of centralization, decém#tiion and deconcentration with reference to #eicturing of public
administration. In Article 126, concerning the dialnits of the central administration, it is ind&x that ‘the administration of
the provinces is based on the principle of decamaton’ (Polat@lu, 2000, p. 78). In placing all government orgatins
under the hierarchical control of the centre, harynamong the central units is easily ensured. Lachhinistrations are
exercised through the power of tutelage, meanatiiravhich the indivisibility of administration isigranteed (ibid). In this sort
of administrative tutelage, the central governmapproves or rejects decisions of local adminigiresj or postpones their
implementation, but it cannot take a new decisiself.

In reality, if a country like Turkey does not haweich political and cultural integrity at home, enbiag the strong central
tutelage over the local administrations may be ictaned as a natural process (Kel2011, p. 96). It is the main reason that
constitutions (including the current Constitution1®82) have reflected this centralist tendency defined the administrative
structure in a way that has consolidated and isecdhe central tutelage over local administratioorder to emphasize the
integrity and unity of the administrative structfgelenk, 2009). The indivisibility of administratios intentionally highlighted
in the 1982 Constitution. Article 123, for instanstates that ‘the administration forms a whole iiisible) with regard to its
structure and functions, and shall be regulatedaty. Due to its unitary character, there can bepobtical or administrative
entity with ‘reserved powers’ within the boundar@sthe Turkish Republic (Aksoy and Polghe, 2003, p. 442). Although the
departments and units of public administration nele diverse organizational forms, they all coogtitthe same body of
administration. As a result, the harmony amongvtireous parts of the administration is ensuredragdlated by laws.

The current obstacles in the experience of tefaitqolitics both through horizontal (public-prieasocietal actors) and vertical
(through the different levels of governments) disiens and certainly of the creation of the effeztiocal or regional

governance are not only confined to the legal antstitutional context. True, there is a weak caastinal position for Turkish

subnational level. Yet some obstacles have theirsrim the long and dynamic legacy of history anfitigal cultures. One may
therefore argue that history matters (Bulmer, 1%88rson, 1996) in order to understand how the ptesgministrative system
under examination has evolved from the past arncht® the legacies of that evolution.

3.2. The Historical Legacy and Political Cultures

No account of the current territorial politics imrkey would be complete without first mentioning theritage of the Ottoman
Empire (Dodd, 1969, p. 3). Even though this isaetudy to discover the impact of the Ottoman hgeiton the current situation
of territorial politics in Turkey, certain landmarkeed to be emphasized. Heper (1989) perfectlyrgripes the tradition of the

local administration during the Ottoman period @ofvs: provincial groups were under the tutelaf¢he centre; the Ottoman
system lacked free cities; and unlike the feudaitdnge of localism in some parts of Europe, und&go@an patrimonialism, or

absolute rule by the Sultan, the local notablesdichave extensive political-territorial rightshi$ consideration underlines that
there was no rich history of local administratixedition in the Ottoman system that modern Turkayla inherit.

2 The municipality law of 1580 was replaced with Menicipality Law of 5393 in 2005.
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From the institutionalist perspective, there ideac continuity between the late Ottoman period #radearly Republican time
about the local administration understanding ardettonomic and political problems regarding thes@in of powers between
central and local levels (Mardin, 1973). This ioyed in the establishment of an administrative laigie over the local
government. The tutelage in question was exerased their decisions, transactions, composition peigonnel (Heper, 1989).
Such an asymmetrical relationship between centcepemiphery is not only a tradition that has besimerited from the late
Ottoman Empire, but it has also been developedemtdinced by the bureaucratic and military elitethiwithe republican
administrations during the consolidation of thegrastate after 1923.

A strong central control at the local level suitib@ political context of the time and issues like tmodernization of local
administration and development of local democraeyennot major priorities for the state elites & kbieginning of the creation
of the Republic (Celenk, 2009). By the 1940s, Turkegve for an industrialization process under are¢isystem. Both state
norms and approaches to economic development inetveRepublic resulted in a centralized governagstem (Kocak, 2006,
p. 91). With the transition from a single partyteys to a multi-party era (in 1946) ‘the bureaueratiling tradition’ began
losing their power and the party-dominated poligcédme paramount in Turkish governance’ (GOymen,7R0This was,
however, unstable as was evident in 1960, 19711886 military interventions. The military as an emtiguardian of ‘Kemalist
ideology’ and republican values, in corollary oé thnulti-party era, had filled a power vacuum legftthe so-called bureaucratic
elites (Heper, 1989). It is suffice to note thatewaver political elites, irrespective of their ittEgy, embarked on undertaking
substantial reforms in Turkey, i.e. democratizati@gionalization, local administration reformsdahe like, they had to gauge
the resistance exerted by certain segments of atatepolitical elites (i.e. multi-level veto poihtwho embraced the Kemalist
ideology and Republican values. Such issues havayallveen perceived as prime challenges to the sfuiRepublic in the
context of its integrity and security. The mostericexample for the centralist reflection may bensduring the creation of
regional development agencies and the compreheadiwinistrative reforms in the mid-2080s

Although the transition to the multi-party era pkoh the seeds of democracy inside the countrycamversely, triggered
antagonism between the centre and the periphemadiesized by extreme patron-client relations. Bseaaf the complete
discretion of the central government, the distitutof material benefits has usually been basedantisan consideration
enhancing the clientelist channels of interest at@mh. Thus, politics has not revolved essentialigund the pros and cons of
socio-economic policies; political patronage becdheebasic strategy for obtaining votes (Heper Eagman, 1998; Ertugal,
2005). Ozbudun (1981) remarks that since the areati the modern Republic, such clientelism hasliesin individual voters
or groups trying to fulfil their needs through racse to powerful patrons who may intervene direatlyhe centre, rather than
seeking to form organized channels for the promoti® more general demands. Because of the patrentdalelation, any
relaxation of the centralist grip clearly redudes possibility of patronage opening to the govegrparty. National governments
have therefore proved reluctant to decentralizegrgthe likely consequences for their own monojolyower.

Given that the local organizations of political fies have served an important function in conveyouaal interests to the state
structures §engul, 2003), local authorities, particularly mupéities, have become arenas of local partisaerést mediation.
Moreover, they have functioned to distribute stasources to clients at the local level. If murédifies were controlled by
opposition parties, this generally led to the wittwial of financial resources from that municipalitMore specifically, the
centre-right parties in the coalition governmenteveot even-handed in their allocation of natidnalds to some major cities,
especially Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir, where theyons were elected from the left parti€eiigll, 2009; Gliney and Celenk,
2010; Kelg, 2011). Other political parties, including thosetbe left, also followed suit, when they were ower (Heper and
Keyman, 1998).

Municipalities controlled by opposition parties @ftran into conflict with the ruling parties anatst officials. Personal and
political antagonism shaped by interest group jslitonsequently obstructed local developmentitivts, and thus local actors
used political party connections to maximise theeriests for their respective localities (Ozcan dmdung, 2008, p. 179).
Although the exercise of political patronage iruratfor votes became paramount only with the npatity system (Heper and
Keyman, 1998; Ertugal, 2005), the issues of cliesiteand patronage have become influential factorthe current Turkish
politics (discussed below).

Another major point deserving particular emphagighie historical evaluations of the Turkish subworzdi level is the emerging
market economy in the post-1980s. In the wake ef ghlitically and economically turbulent conjuneun the world, the
sweeping influence of neo-liberalism was proposeblet a viable response to the post-1970 crisighBynew era, the reduction
in control over the private sector, reducing protecfrom imports and enhancing export-orienteddraolicy have opened the
Turkish economy to the world market. Steps towdinésneo-liberalization, democratization and modetidn of administrative
and political structures have been advanced bgtke-growing relations with various internationaganizations; inter alia, the
EU, the Council of Europe, the IMF and the OECD. Tineact of neoliberal policies in terms of its imtat and external
developments was profoundly felt at subnationatllev

The external developments, inter alia the impacthef EU on Turkish governance and the impact oflipe@lization at
subnational level, particularly for the large metbtan municipalities (i.e. Istanbul, Izmir, AnkarBursa, Adana, Antalya, etc.),
through the 1980s and 1990s are also importantusecaf two-interrelated reasons. First of all, witle introduction of

3 For instance, the draft administrative law wasedtby the former President, Ahmet Necdet Sezethewrondition that it was
in breach of the constitution as it proposed lingtthe powers and responsibilities of the centreaffering extended powers to
the local administrations; weakening the organireti and functional features of the central adrai®n, and violating
deconcentration and administrative tutelage priesigGuney & Celenk, 2008).
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metropolitan municipalities and the related refertine scope of the responsibilities of local adstiations in the provision of
public services (housing, transportation, sewagattnent, and parking), along with the promotiornth&f social and economic
development of the relevant communities have bempareled (Elicin, 2011, p. 120). Such changes arate#sing
responsibilities, accordingly, have rendered mamgrapolitan municipalities to establish municipaterprises. New municipal
companies because of their monopoly positions a@n distribution of water, gas or public transpodatihave generated
substantial financial sources for the large muiliies (Bayraktar, 2007).

Although there has been a tendency towards thegakide of services to local administrations, and thunicipalities have
obtained some means to extract additional finamesburces, it is a well-known issue that tax exass an important problem
for Ankara. Within this context, the inadequacyl@¢al finance creates a chronic problem for murilifjes, suggesting that
local administrations are not economically wellrenthed to conduct certain activities in and oetsite national setting. This is
conceived in the context of the financial defiékelated to the first point, and because of the fir@rdeficit, several large
municipalities have started to borrow funds or flicial support from the various different internatib sources (Ozcan and
Turung, 2008, p. 182). The international interatdidhave not only taught them how to manage anduéxdaternational
projects, but also necessitated qualified persotmemplement those projects supported by inteomati donors. As Ozcan
(2000) rightly argued, because of the increasing aisd influence of foreign credit and internatiomatitutions in local
infrastructure project development and fundingreh®as been a significant expansion in foreignitfedurban projects starting
from 1985. Accordingly, this marked a total shiftterritorial politics by allowing municipalitie®tbypass the centre through
their direct links with international organisaticsarsd banks.

The wave of neoliberalization has certainly chanigedl economic development, city planning and dé&edization in Turkey

since the 1980s. Through the impetus of rapid udagion and industrialization of Anatolian citiesjbnational politics have
been transformed. This transformation brought aloifférent dynamics of territorial relations withand beyond the national
jurisdiction. The cities under rapid urbanizatiordandustrialization are usually medium-size anglytare commonly identified
as Anatolian tigers. In investigating the transfation of Turkish politics since the 1980s and cantithg a thorough analysis on
eleven Anatolian cities, Keyman and Lorogdé@010) argue that there is a need for examiniegyalevel from the bottom-up
perspective. It is because many studies in thia #veused on the national level without giving Eidint credit to provincial

level. The key point, they offer, is that the tfamsiation of Turkish politics has gone hand in havith the transformation of
Anatolian cities. This transformation has graduatigulted in a new city model, which is multi-dinseanal, multi-layered and
multi-agential.

The research conducted by Keyman and Lor@gisidahighly important because of the lack of conapiae research on Turkish
cities from the bottom-up perspective. This artisleilarly underlines the importance of the suborai level in order to
understand how and the extent to which the prooé$suropeanization has changed territorial polificsTurkey. However,
despite the efforts coming from the subnationatless Keyman and Lorosglsstress, one should not underestimate the rote tha
the national level plays in the transformation s of subnational politics. There is a need fdional support of local and
regional administrations to have some financial addhinistrative means at their disposal. This mayabhieved by public
administration reforms.

Admittedly, since the creation of modern Turkeyrimas administrative reforms, and research projeatge been conducted, in
particular during the periods between 1950s andd498 order to improve and enhance administrativxgesns and local
government and to tackle the problems that locatiadtrations encounter. Besides, the five-yearomati plans that included
local and regional development plans have beerapedby the Ministry of Development since 1960. Buthe lack of political
support, unstable coalition governments, economges (in 1994 and 2001) and three military intati@s (in 1960, 1971,
1980), some of those programmes and reform packages not able to bring about a considerable chaiipe common
concern of such reforms was, nevertheless, touasne central administrations rather than copé wie local administrative
structures (Celenk, 2009).

Prior to the Helsinki Summit of 1999, restructuritige administrative system was again on the agéundahe protection of
national unity towards the rising face of polititslam and ethnic separatism (Heper and Keymarg)1®@re the crucial aspects
of Turkish political life. While both issues cenbi hampered a move towards a new intergovernmémtalulation, there was
no strong external pressure to push Turkey to atgrelecentralization. Moreover, the relations wite EC/EU in the 1980s
declined sharply and Turkey was excluded from igteof potential members in the Luxembourg Sumrhit@7 (Usur, 1999).
This process impeded the diffusion of new ideas iastitutions in Turkish society within the procesfsintegrating the EU’s
governing mechanism (Ozcan, 2000, p. 227). In th&pect, the adaptational pressure in the contestecentralization and
regionalization had to wait until the victory oftlustice and Development Party (AKP) in 2002.

What needs to be emphasized here is that the fesaparatism and political Islam led the governmentd some veto players
(President, Constitutional Court and Military) to &lenost pathologically suspicious of anything irwog popular participation
during the 1990s. One result is that active pauditton of citizens in non-governmental politicaldagocial organizations has
remained very low— reducing the associational calin Turkey (Ertugal, 2005). Another result isttlecal administrations, a
symbol of opposition forces for the leftist groupdaparticularly the Kurdish local leaders, were tkap weak and ineffectual as
possible. While the issue of political Islam hasrsed to lose its merit as a source of threat tattity of the Turkish Republic,
the fear of separatism in some ethno-territoriabar(particularly the southeast part of Turkey wheurds predominantly live)
still dominates the insecurity agenda of TurkisHitips. Because of such insecurity, whenever anwll@ctor calls for more
power and freedom, Ankara has constantly exertedeitl lines on the issue of regionalization andfecentralization. In
summary, one cannot challenge this view of a stiamgralist tradition, but it does not explain thieole story. There is also a
need to focus on the subnational context in ordesee what kind of intermediating factors may ieflae the territorial politics
in Turkey. Let us develop this in the next section.
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4. SUBNATIONAL CONTEXT AND POLITICS
4.1. The Existence of Regional Distinctiveness

Regional distinctiveness refers to the existencetlofic, historical, linguistic or religious tiessthguishing a local community
(Brusis, 2010, p. 77). Regions having a distinctiutuze or longstanding political differences witheir respective national
governments are essential ingredients for a sttoce or regional tier motivated by regional distimeness. However, regions
in the sense of European policies, i.e. those ddflyy economic and cultural aspects, did not éxiSurkey. With the exception
of the authority for the development of the Souétsteérn Anatolian region (GAP, Turkish acronym) anahches of central units
in some regions (e.g. General Directorate of Higrsnand of State Hydraulic Works), there were naareg structures outside
Ankara for a long time. According to many civil gants interviewed in Ankara, the concepts of regimgionalism and
regionalization are the most sensitive issues irki$h political life. These concepts have alwaysrbassociated with the fear of
separatism, which has its roots in the long Ottofarkish history.

At this point, as Massicard (2009, p. 18) aptly sidared, the transition from the Ottoman Empirarimdern Turkey was a
tremendously violent and traumatic process. Thissisted of wars, independent movements and irressherdften supported by
foreign powers, especially in the Balkans and inAh&bic provinces, occupation by foreign powersssiee and often forced
migration, and finally immense territorial loss&giring this transition, political authorities penged province and periphery to
be potentially dangerous units. Such a fear ohtigration continued in the aftermath of the trémsiand throughout the new
Republican regime. With this fear in mind, Republisemhas often been coupled with centralization thiedefore the centrality
of the State has been built directly against hisadly and culturally defined regions, which haveeh perceived to have
potential ‘irredentism’.

Related to the fears of disintegration, Kymlica a@dpalski (2002) suggest a useful distinction betwten ways in which
territorial claims have been responded to by théesih Western and Eastern Europe. While it is idened in the context of
justice for the West, it is a security issue foe tBast. Here, justice requires self-government\Vf@stern Europe. On the
contrary, it is conceived as a threat to the stateastern Europe. The lessons drawn by Kymlica@pdiski from Eastern and
Central Europe may appropriately be linked to Turkeis because the issue of insecurity plays tcatirole in the heart of the
discussion of the multi-level modality in generatlan the creation of regional arrangements inipaer in Turkey. The fear of
insecurity has arisen from the ‘Sevres Syndrdraatl has become an integral part of the governméisgourse and strategy of
the republicianist regime throughout Turkish higtddlusoy (2009, p. 371) precisely examines thait ‘of wartime anarchy,
external invasion, and the danger of disintegratilbe Republic emerged as a Hobbesian state ofigécur

Quite the opposite, meaningful regionalization $semtial for strengthening the existing subnatidexadl and/or creating new
subnational actors. It appears that there is nonaltassessment on the issue of regionalizatiateoentralization inside Turkey
(also see Uygun, 2012). What is more essentiatHersubject matter is that because of such insgcuvhenever there is an
intention for networking between the EU institusoand local administrations in the southeast gafudkey, such insecurity is
raised againgengdl, 2009; Kelg 2011). The main reason here is that the natigoaérnment approaches this relationship full
of suspicion. In short, regionalization has usuaien reduced to the divisibility of the nation dahd State (Bafoil and Kaya,
2009). Additionally, national identity has been dédn the centrality of the State and shaped agtiesparticular regional
features. As a result, the trauma deriving from ferge of national dissolution has not providedilergrounds for flourishing
local and regional distinctiveness in terms of lzage, ethnicity and culture. Accordingly, this ¢esaan important hindrance in
the context of territorial politics in Turkey.

4.2. The Quality of Intergovernmental Relations

The level of friction and tug-of-war between thetiomal governments and the opposition-led munidiieal is an important
dimension. This is mainly because the level ofséattion with the national governments, or whafrégf(2000) calls ‘the
quality of intergovernmental relations’ between rzaional and national levels, are critical factoekplaining territorial politics
in a given national setting. For historical as veslpolitico-structural reasons, territorial paktin Turkey has long been focused
on the provincial and national levels, with veritldi in between. The establishment of most of thevipces is based on
traditions and historical evolution of the countapart from those created by the political gestufée centre has always kept
local administrations under control and been reloicto devolve political and economic responsibiitto the provincial groups
throughout Ottoman-Turkish history. Because of thdeuprivileged history of local administrations, ANhave thus become
creatures of the central state. This situationamy makes them weak and vulnerable vis-a-vis thigonal governments, but
also causes them to rely heavily on central insitis.

In such a statist tradition, the governors, agfegencies of the central government within ancdhbéythe jurisdiction of the
provincial administration, have become respondibtealmost all decisions taken at the subnatioeaell. As a direct result of
their excessive roles in provincial politics, thevgrnors are overwhelmed with routine and trivibligations that impair their
capacity to give administrative direction and leatig to their provinces (Polatll, 1978, p. 59). In the absence of governors as
leaders, mayors have become important figureshfergiven province. Nevertheless, suffice it to Haat the periodic strain

4 Many scholars refer to this insecurity problenilirkey as a ‘Sevres Syndrome’, which is based erbedief that the West
have tried to weaken Turkey both through partitignand through instigating domestic political tuitmBor example see Kirisci
(2004) and Bill Park (2005: 13).
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between mayors and governors has expressed isiéipolitical struggles between the ruling pamtyAnkara and the political
party that controls a particular provincial munadigovernment. Therefore, the recent tension oeeeutralization manifests
itself in some places (e.g. Izmir and Diyarbakis) &a power struggle between the locally elected onpalities and the state
controlled provincial administrative system. Thmrgtimes mirrors an explicit tension between sidémlogy and political
Islam (Ozcan, 2000).

Beyond the conflict between the governors and maybesimmediate problems in the context of inteeyamental relations
derive from the asymmetrical relationship betweenti@l and local administrations. Municipalitiesvlaalways been weak
institutions with scarce sources in terms of lakemuot finance. Because of this heavy dependency aad local administrations,
it is not surprising to observe that the indigenetfsrts at provincial development are often unssstul. Due to insufficient
financial sources, many municipalities have optadafdirect relationship with central institutiofvia the party political links) to
materialize their local objectives. Such a reladiip between centre and local levels has beendemesi in the context of party
politics in general and patron-client relationgarticular in the post multi-party era (see above).

Patron-client mode in subnational politics is deftaon the way to forming horizontal relationsaging from the Ottoman era,
isolation was the mode of peripheral life and pneialism that of the towndr{alcik, 1963; Kolars, 1973, p. 186). Perhaps due to
their having been completely subordinated and isdl#or centuries, the provincial groups did natvgrany aspiration towards
forming horizontal links that may have led to thmeegence of a genuine civil society or ‘a polityestates’ (Heper, 1985, p.
32). They, therefore, opted for vertical links witie bureaucratic centre, but these vertical mlativith the centre were merely
on an individual basis. Such a tradition is rengaig of Putnam’s (1993, p. 181) consideration @ncisse of South Italy, where
social and political relations have been verticatlyictured. In this sort of relationship, the f@rtn power look to ensure there
are available resources to municipalities under gantrol in order to limit the success of munaliies at least some of whom
are always in the opposition (Tekeli, 1983).

From the historical point of view, not all localrathistrations have been silent on the legacy ofpdieonage relationship. There
was a reaction against the patron-clientele modmweérnance in Turkish history during the 19709KEIl, 1990; Gedikli, 2009).
The first systematic and strong reaction againist idlationship and administrative tutelage fornbetween central and local
administrations was directed by the mayors of tigediies, many of whom took part on the Republiéoples’ Party side
(GOoymen, 2010, p. 84). Those mayors began pressindevolution instead of delegation. The mottatradt time was ‘full
participation of all social classes in the decisioaking process’ (Heper, 1989, p. 6). This movenhesty the social democrat
mayors was coined the ‘urbanist leftisregul, 2009, p. 133) or ‘social democrat local adstiation model’ (Géymen, 2010,
p. 85). The latter model suggests that local adstrmtions must shift from being weak, unauthoriZedncially and politically
dependent on the centre to democratic, participapvoductive, responsive, directive, regulativd ariegrative. The suggested
model is not a desirable solution for the naticimatitutions since local administrations that ave strong may eventually
become a challenge to Ankara, and ipso facto, Ankagards that it should keep an eye on the sunztievel.

4.3. The Presence of Pre-Existing Territorial Networks

In analysing the differences between the souththachorth regions in Italy, Putnam (1993) once adythat the efficiency of
subnational level is linked to the strength andhist¢orical tradition of civicness, which has areven dispersal in the peninsula.
He contends that the civic culture of regional sties is a determinant for understanding the sgcoedailure of a political
institution. Herrschel and Newman (2002) also seggeat the forming of associational culture inggiviocal and regional level
may be stimulated by particular events or challengéis is because such event(s) reinforce logabnal identity, but it may
alternatively be facilitated by the central stateairaging nationally relevant initiatives/projects

In Turkey, conditions are akin to those unitarytetaof the EU, where weak regional tradition enagas top-down policy

implementation for the creation of regional/loca&itworks. Top-down initiatives are a more likely edsr Turkey, although

there are a number of bottom-up endeavours mostiyetl from the developed western cities (e.g. izidiersin). No matter

how these territorial networks have been creat#ioerein a top-down or bottom-up fashion, they naalygl value to the territorial

politics in a given national setting. However sitalso important to emphasize that like many upistates in the EU, Turkey has
been facing a problem of regional inequalitiesémts of socio-economic development, particularljeen the east and the
west part of the country (Dinger et al., 2003). thokle the problem of uneven regional developmenbss different regions,

subnational efforts have been insufficient becaigbeir constant weakness in terms of human arahfiial sources throughout
history. Although some local actors, particularlythe more developed western regions, pressuredethiizal government for

more resources and decision-making powers, thesamds never crystallised into any regionalisatiaovement. Therefore,

one may hardly speak of a bottom-up regionalisgti@moting the pre-existing policy networks at arsational level in Turkish

history. Any efforts towards regionalization, excégr some cases (e.g. lzmir and Mersin), shouldsé&en in the context of
planning induced by top-down pressure that has ridtrative and technocratic components.

Prior to the EU accession process, the debateganaization and decentralization was in fact splar and ephemeral in the
Turkish domestic context. In that period (particiyabetween the 1950s and the 1990s), several ¢opidinitiatives and
‘regional plans’, in the sense of integrating seadtpriorities of development plans with spatiainénsions, were developed by
the Ministry of Development on an ad hoc basis. Elav, Turkey did have a tradition of regional pglimlike most of the
CEECs. Starting from the so-called planned era in019égional development policies and targets based sectoralist
approach and public incentives used to be detednimeder the five year national programmes, whichrewa central
development model (Kayasu, 2006). In such a regjidenelopment model, certain sectors were encodragout any spatial
consideration of regional or sub-regional dimensiddbulupgu (2005, p. 109) argues that the regimsales in these plans reflect
‘one-size-fits-all atomistic understanding’ in thiése regional plans were implemented by thetioadil incentive programmes,
especially in certain Priority Regions for Developm@RD), in order to attract capital and firmshe tagging regions.

49



THE IMPORTANCE OF DOMESTIC POLITICS IN EXPLAINING THE CHANGE IN  TERRITORIAL POLITICS IN
EU CANDIDATE STATES: TURKEY AS A CASE
Ali Onur OZCELK

The majority of these regional policy initiativegdchot produce development or institutional thickmédor regions or cities
because of clientelist consideration for the selaadf PRDs and insufficient use of public funds. iBes, the unstable economic
and political environment in Turkey, as well asuffisient experts and data in regions, exacerb#tedproblem. For instance,
the service in charge of regional policy had vew fpeople (25 officials) and no representativeth@éregions (CEC, 1998). A
further complicating factor is that the power shifowards a lower territorial tier were thwarted pgor administrative
competencies at the local level, as well as battiks in vertical coordination and control (Lagekdif al., 2009, p. 386). The
real problem was finding proper institutions to diee this responsibility and to ensure that thesgitutions are able to control
regional plans without politicization and to direwtional funds free of corruption. This highlighte ownership/interlocutor
problem within the subnational level, i.e., wha@ding to control this process, and the extent teckwihese institutions become
independent from the centre. To this end, the tfdkstitutional capacity together with the asstioiaal culture at subnational
level are considered serious problems for regiaattin in general and the creation of territorietworks in particular.

On the other hand, some cities/regions had alréagy privileged with the pre-existing local/regibnatworks owing to top-
down or bottom-up initiatives. Firstly, while Tunkénad not attempted to establish systematic formeegional governance
before the EU candidacy, there were several stitkanitiatives of regional support (Ertugal, 20Q&agendijk et al., 2009).
Some of these top-down initiatives have indeed édmit for those regions such as the Eastern AiaRyoject, Eastern Black
Sea Development Project and Southeast AnatoliafedraOther top-down initiatives, particularly fdyearing on regional
development, include the establishment, in 1998hefRegional Development Institute for Small anddMm-Sized Industry
Development Organization (KOSGEB), with the aim @dtéring regional development through supportingeSMnd investors
(Lagendijk et al., 2009). The common feature ofhstap-down initiatives manifests itself in the stgocentral hand in regional
and provincial affairs. Alternatively, there welde@msome bottom-up dynamics in some developedsajéey. Izmir, Mersin and
Antalya) through local cooperation in order to &sregional economic development and governanceh Siottom-up

developments undoubtedly have fostered the regiyreimics and created policy networks in their eeipe territories.

At a provincial level, one should also mention timpact of Local Agenda 21 (LA 21) for the creatiofiterritorial networks in
different cities in Turkey. The very first aim dfgse local initiatives entails the establishmen€i§y Councils, where a wide
range of actors and institutions including NGO%olar unions, academics, the representatives ofigabd private sectors,
individuals and locally elected actors may estabéislocal consultative forum in order to discusd éind solutions for their
respective local problems. As Goymen (2010, pp-208bserves, with the participation in these atities, different types of
co-operation and partnership are exhibited and rerpated among different actors in Turkey, truethlie essence of local
governance. This program has helped to increaséeteé of participation of civil society organizatis and private sectors in
decision-making and enhanced the level of decératain of governance. The LA 21 program has sprisadely spontaneously
and through local initiatives, a locally adapteddeloof City Councils from nine pilot municipalitig® more than 50 cities
throughout the country (Ozcan and Turung, 2007, 188). The successful implementation and activeigigation in the
programme has demonstrated its potential to triggecial transformation that accelerates the deakzdtion and
democratization process in the country, as welhasprocess of integration with the European Unitachievements have
been publicly recognized by one of the previousisténs as the ‘groundwork for Turkey’s EU Accessioocesses!

Overall, one may argue that the contributions eféRisting territorial networks and regional projexperiences, either designed
in a top-down down fashion (e.g. GAP, DOKAP) oratesl by the bottom-up dynamics (e.g. EGEVsilvienak, BAGEV, and
Mersin Development Council) or through LA 21 inihegs, for local/regional economic development amyegnance are
directly relevant to the main argument of thisdetiand therefore worth emphasizing. To begin withhpugh these regional
development communities and programmes, publicageivand third sector have had a chance to stangajcintly, which is
important for emerging horizontal relations withthee given territory. This participation among diffat local institutions has
enhanced the important steps towards regional gamee, although the central government still héilisncial, administrative
and political instruments. Secondly, the implemgoitaof EU programs and the participation in the Eidlti-level polity is
faster and more efficient in those cities that hayee-existing territorial network such as IzmideSamsun. Accordingly, it can
be argued that the existing territorial networkgeha positive impact on territorial politics in &gn national setting.

5. CONCLUSION

This paper has outlined the governance modalifjurkey in order to explore potential integral tgg or impediments for the
change in territorial politics in the country. ladpresented a number of domestic (national andasiobal) mediating factors.
Whereas most of the EU countries have engageddngaprocess of decentralization (Goldsmith andeR@§10), the Turkish
administrative system has been increasingly cepddilwith power almost completely focused on Ankdrais process was a
particular characteristic of the late Ottoman dmal Early Republican Era practices. There were pgridaignificant reforms in
the context of public and local administrations tg overall framework fundamentally remained iacgl.

The lack of a regional government tradition, anessive central tutelage on local administratiolns,indivisibility principle of
administrations and the fear of irredentism maygdesidered as the main characteristics of traditidinirkish governance prior
to the EU accession process during the 2000s. &uatacteristics display close parallels with Napoie state tradition. They
also contain various cultural elements of soutteuropean societies in terms of clientelism, patgenand weak civil society,
forming societal and institutional memory amongaloand regional administrations. In that respeastnof the structural limits
for territorial politics in general and their ratats through horizontal and vertical administratigeels in particular are to be
found in the history of the local and regional gewhs in Turkey.

5 See http://www.undp.org.tr/Gozlem2.aspx?WebSayfsio
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Prior to the Helsinki Summit of 1999, there seerteebe several reform efforts in the context ofiterial relations in Turkey.
Yet they were usually erratic and ephemeral dughéohesitancy of the national authorities to Idssrttutelage at subnational
level. Due to the centralization of power and iefiae at the national level, relations between gidmel level and central
government have been regulated through the modatelbge, which exercises financial, administratamed technical controls
over the subnational level. Local administratiormsé usually opted for vertical relations based mdividual links with the
political and national elites, instead of formingrizontal relations through different stakehold@sblic-private-third sectors)
that may in turn foster the collective action o¥an territories. In this sense, the traditional Kislt administrative system
represents an excellent case of unitary stateshénat been highly centralized, allowing little adistrative decentralization.
This seems to be an important obstacle for anyigerefforts towards an effective territorial paigi

The main argument here is that the domestic psliti@tters in order to examine the interplay betwasntre and periphery.
However, such a territorial politics is not only adited by certain national factors such as tefdatoand constitutional

framework as well as historical legacy and politicalture but also subnational factors, such asorey distinctiveness, the
quality of intergovernmental relations, and presérg regional networks. It was argued that while tegional distinctiveness
may play a negative role, the quality of intergoweental relations and the pre-existing regionalvngts may stimulate the
behaviour of SNAs. Overall, the article suggestd th order for a better understanding of Europetion of territorial politics

in candidate states, one should have a close aigBmon the domestic politics.
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