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ABSTRACT 
 

Turkey was officially admitted in the Helsinki summit of European Union (EU) 

leaders in 1999 as a candidate country to join the EU, which indicates a growing 

influence of the EU in Turkey in terms of domestic political and economic life. In the 

EU, the regions have been strengthened along with the introduction of the “European 

of the Regions” policy. Therefore, regional development policies have been changing 

and implementing new policies in order to reduce the disparities between the regions 

in Turkey. The aim of the thesis is that to investigate the change and the 

implementation period of the regional development policies. Therefore, the thesis 

analyses the Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) as local institutions where 

regional policy, involving a bottom-up approach, has been decentralized. In order to 

be able to interpret how the governance practices of the EU, as the regional policy, 

pursued in Turkey, the thesis will analyse İzmir Development Agency and Çukurova 

Development Agency as the main case studies. The aim of the study is to follow the 

change in the organisation of the regional policy, and the process of formation of the 

RDAs in a centralised country, Turkey. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

 

Regional development disparities have been one of the significant problems of 

Turkey. Current regional policy approach has not met the needs of the country 

because of its hierarchical structure and state-centred co-ordination. Regionalisation 

process in Turkey goes hand-in-hand with the national plans and does not reflect the 

demands of local people. 

 

The shift from hierarchical to a more cooperative form of government, the move 

from government to governance, means that state authorities cooperate with private 

corporate actors and that private organizations are involved in public policy-making. 

Regional policy involving a bottom-up approach has been decentralized to regional 

and local institutions which are more capable of fostering the endogenous dynamics 

of localities. One of these institutions in Europe has been the Regional Development 

Agencies (RDAs). In Turkey first considerations about the RDAs have begun since 

the beginning of 1990s. In the creation process, both the promotion of endogenous 

dynamics of localities and the EU integration process have played an important role. 

 

In Turkey, the regional administrative capacity must be strengthened. In addition, 

strengthening the capacity of regional administration is a period of establishment of 

democratized regional development governance structures, namely RDAs.  

 

This thesis aims to examine the ongoing change in the organisation of the Turkish 

regional policy, and the process of formation of the Development Agencies in 

Turkey, a country with a highly centralized tradition. In examining the changing 

regional policies in Turkey, both previous and new policies will be discussed to 

determine their successes and weaknesses, and to offer a new policy framework for 

the regional development issue. 

 

The study object of the thesis is the process of developing a regional organisation in 

Turkey with İzmir and Çukurova Development Agencies as two cases. 
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The main questions raised in the thesis are as follows:  

� What is the relation between Regional Development Policies in Turkey and 

the policies in the EU?  

� What economical and political aspects may explain the transition period of 

Turkish regional policy? 

� What has been done for the regional policy in Turkey? To what extent the 

implementation of RDAs are applicable to the Turkish administrative 

structure?  

 

In the second chapter, theoretical framework of the thesis will be given to understand 

regional development policy. The change from the government to governance, 

governance in local governments, partnerships, and multi-level governance in EU 

will be discussed. 

 

The third chapter will give a general view of regional development policies and 

experiences in Turkey. A brief economic, social and political history of Turkey will 

give the idea of how the transformation of Turkey’s economy processes and how 

important the role of the military is. Later on, regional policies in national 

development plans of Turkey and their bringings will be discussed. Finally, the 

chapter will look at Europeanization process of Turkey and the change in perception 

of regional governance of Turkey. 

 

In the fourth chapter, the EU regional policy, the bottom-up approach and the RDAs 

in Europe will be discussed. The strengths of the regions will be introduced in the 

context of the EU, along with the introduction of the “European of the Regions” 

policy. 

 

In the fifth chapter, RDAs in Turkey will be explained with two experiences İzmir 

Regional Development Agency (İZKA) and Çukurova Regional Development 

Agency (ÇKA). The general description of the region, the structure of the regional 

organisation, the responsibilities of the Agencies and the organisation of the 

development plan and the contents of the plan will be clarified.  
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The sixth chapter will look at the problems encountered in the transition period in 

Turkey. The criticisms for the “Law on the Regional Development Agencies”, the 

criticisms from the EU and the criticisms from the author will be discussed.  

 

Different materials have been used in the thesis. The shift from Government to 

Governance is a contemporary problem. Thus, an immense interest and scholars from 

political, economic and social disciplines have discussed it. The materials used in the 

thesis are based on the literature has consisted of books, articles and conference 

papers. The methodology used in the thesis is based on the critical analysis of the 

information gathered by doing case studies, İzmir and Çukurova Development 

Agencies, unstructured interviews, and secondary analysis.  
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2.  GOVERNMENT TO GOVERNANCE 

 

2.1. Governance 

 

Government is “. . . the activity of the formal governmental system which 
takes place within specific administrative boundaries, involves the exercise of 
particular powers, duties (and) public resources . . . under clear procedural 
rules involving statutory relationships between politicians, professionals and 
the public . . . governance is a much looser process of steering localities 
which is multi-sectoral and in which networks, alliances and coalitions play 
an important part (and) may become formalised into structural arrangements 
such as partnerships” (Geddes, 2005, p. 359).  
 
 

Governance is used as a new, a non-hierarchical mode of governing, differing from 

the old hierarchical model, “where non-state, private corporate actors participate in 

the formulation and implementation of public policy” (Mayntz, 2003, p. 1). 

Governance is used to indicate “a shift from centralized and bureaucratic forms of 

decision-making [government] to a plurality of coexisting networks and partnerships 

that interact as overlapping webs of relationships at diverse spatial scales, from the 

neighbourhood to the globe” (Martin et. al., 2003, p. 115).  
 

In 1970s, particularly in countries used to have interventionist states such as Western 

European countries, there has been observed a certain shift from hierarchical to a 

more cooperative form of government. In addition, Mayntz (2003) states governance 

has become a pervasive form of political steering. In 1970s, there was a slowing 

down in economic growth which caused problems for isolated national state in terms 

of assuring constant wealth growing. The idea of state as an effective political 

steering centre of society collapsed and alternative modes of guiding socio-economic 

development found. One alternative was deregulation and privatization which means 

the turn from the state to the market. “Market principles became the backbone of the 

political ideology of neo-liberalism and Thatcherism” (Mayntz, 2003, p. 2). In 1990s, 

with the breakdown of state socialism in Eastern Europe, the idea of superiority of 

the market was strengthened. However, because of many political crises and 
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economic set-backs, the brilliant promises of the market as driving force of progress 

have been degraded. All these highlights the other alternative to the hierarchical 

state, the move from government to governance, “which means that state authorities 

cooperate with private corporate actors and that private organizations are involved in 

public policy-making” (Mayntz, 2003, p. 2). Moreover, the move from government 

to governance is closely associated with neoliberalism. According to Painter and 

Goodwin, there are four key elements of local state restructuring going along with 

changes in the post-Fordist mode of regulation. “These are a shift from welfare to 

workfare; from government-centred political management to a mode of governance 

which stresses entrepreneurial local leadership and public-private co-operation; fiscal 

austerity; and economic promotion through a range of local supply-side policies” (in 

Geddes, 2005, p. 360). In addition, Brenner and Theodore connect these changes 

with the “neoliberalisation of urban space” introducing the creation of “neoliberal 

localisation” which destroys the old local state apparatus (in Geddes, 2005, p. 360).  

 

Scharpf mentions that non-hierarchical forms of decision-making permit to process 

more information and to take a greater variety of values into account, and they make 

for higher flexibility and adaptability (in Mayntz, 2003, p. 2). As a cooperation of 

state and civil society in public policy, the direct collaboration of public authorities 

and private corporate actors in policy development is crucial. This kind of 

collaboration can occur in the form of neo-corporatist arrangements such as the 

institutionalized negotiation between the state, organized business, and organized 

labour about issues of macro-economic policy (Mayntz, 2003). Moreover, the 

emergence of policy-networks is a very important feature of modern governance. In 

policy networks, the state and civil society are not tightly combined, and their 

interaction produces a negotiated consensus which facilitates the formation and 

implementation of a policy. For the emergence of effective modern governance, 

societies need to meet certain institutional and structural preconditions, both on the 

political regime and civil society side. One precondition is that “political authorities 

must be powerful, but not omnipotent” (Mayntz, 2003, p. 4). The elected 

representatives must reflect the interest of all major socio-economic, ethnic and 

religious groups in society. Thus, political authorities become as guardians of public 

welfare in a general way (Mayntz, 2003). Other precondition is that “the existence of 

a strong, functionally differentiated, and well-organized civil society” (Mayntz, 
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2003, p. 5). “A civil society is a community of citizens, of individuals who enjoy 

legal equality and a set of fundamental rights, and whose freedom to pursue their 

private goals is only restricted by the same right of others and by the duties to the res 

republica that come with citizenship” (Mayntz, 2003, p. 5). This basic principle has 

an important consequence the development of a free market economy. Moreover, as 

an other precondition, modern governance also needs corporate actors represent 

different functional and socio-economic interests such as “organizations like labor 

unions ,business associations, organizations of health care providers, of scientists and 

scientific research institutes, and organizations representing consumer interests or 

ecological values” (Mayntz, 2003, p. 5). Furthermore, “interest organizations must be 

sufficiently autonomous and resourceful” in order to be able to make negotiations 

with opposite interests and with state authorities (Mayntz, 2003, p. 5). Final 

precondition is that there must be a common identity among the different social 

groups and organizations. The basis of this common identity must be social and 

cultural integration other than the national integration.  

 

In addition, modern governance has limitations. “By definition, governance refers to 

the solution of collective problems and the production of public welfare” (Mayntz, 

2003, p. 7). However, there is a danger of corruption more likely in horizontal than in 

vertical relations where mutually profitable exchanges can be implemented by public 

and private actors (Mayntz, 2003). Moreover, problems can be encountered during 

the decision processes aim to solve public problems. According to Scharpf, the basic 

problem with modern governance is therefore how to avoid stalemate and ensure 

effective problem solutions (in Mayntz, 2003, p. 5). Finally, the described 

preconditions for effective governance for national level can not be met at the 

international or global level sufficiently. 
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2.2. Governance in Local Governments 

 

On the international stage, the shift from local government to local governance leads 

certain changes observed such as a widespread adoption of new public management 

and public-private partnerships; involvement of organised local associations, interest 

groups and private actors in policy partnerships; and the introduction of new forms 

of citizen involvement. (Geddes, 2005, p. 361). 
 

According to Geddes (2005), any shift from local government to governance is 

associated with three tendencies. First one is necessitated the increased influence of 

private sector-inspired models of management within the local state with the 

declining role of the public sector and the growing role of the private and community 

sectors. Second one is that local governance strategies “tend to be positioned within 

overall ‘market-friendly’ strategic perspectives in which competitiveness and 

economic growth is the dominant force” due to the shift towards to entrepreneurship 

and enterprise in policy objectives (Geddes, 2005, p. 363). Final one is that 

partnerships represent “the involvement of actors drawn widely from beyond as well 

as within government”, “community leadership as steering not rowing”, and “the 

power of networks rather than hierarchies” (Geddes, 2005, p. 363). Ling suggests 

that ‘joined up government’ which is taking place through partnership-type 

relationships is “a reaction to the deficiencies of traditional, centralised functionally-

differentiated organisations and departments, and traditional relationships between 

politicians, bureaucrats and professionals”, and “the fragmentation of the public 

sector which neoliberal governments have encouraged” (in Geddes, 2005, p. 363). 

With the rise of partnership which is an elite form of local governance, there is a 

decline in the influence of politicians and political parties which are key actors and 

forums in traditional local government. 

 

Esping-Andersen argues that the typology of welfare regimes helps to understand 

and explain patterns of local governance of the country (in Geddes, 2005). For 

instance, on the one hand, in UK “liberal welfare regimes with residual welfare 

systems are the product of weaker middle class mobilisation behind the welfare state, 

so that their interests are partly and increasingly met by the market but a reduced 
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welfare state is preserved for the working class. How big this will be determined by 

how much of the middle class it also continues to serve. The welfare state is a 

selective, work-enforcing mechanism and a compensator of last resort. The context is 

one of market ‘civil’ citizenship not the social citizenship of a comprehensive 

welfare state” (p. 364). Moreover, in UK, “the development of a local partnership 

approach seemed to be particularly consistent with liberal welfare regimes. It 

appeared to offer a cost-effective way of targeting specific areas of working class 

welfare need, through local regeneration programmes with ‘workfare’ and 

‘enterprise’ agendas which were predicated on an assumption that poverty and 

exclusion will be ameliorated and local regeneration achieved, by improving local 

economic competitiveness. It was consistent with the emphasis on private provision 

of public services and competitive mechanisms for the allocation of resources” 

(p.365). On the other hand, in Turkey “more rudimentary and unevenly developed 

welfare systems are characterised by a more partially developed and fragmented 

welfare state, like the residual model stressing residualism and forced entry to the 

labour market, but in the context of an enduring domestic/community tradition of 

welfare. The rural economy remains important, providing a basis of subsistence. 

There is no full employment tradition, especially for women. In Turkey, the 

constitution now promises a modern welfare state” (p.364). Furthermore, in Turkey, 

“certain factors consistent with local partnership (e.g., the need for collaboration 

between the state and the not-for profit sector) but not others (weak welfare state, 

lack of involvement of social partners). The legacy of ‘authoritarian statism’ and 

clientilism in the economy and society were important reasons why local partnership 

could be difficult to establish” (p. 365). However the political importance attached to 

possible EU membership and the importance of the resources such as the Instrument 

for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA) offered by EU programmes and policies become 

a contribution to fulfilling the ‘welfare promise’, and this will lead growing 

internalisation of the partnership model in Turkey. Furthermore, there is a growing 

diffusion of the local partnership model in the EU countries, which consists of a 

pressure for convergence of policy regimes. On the one hand, globalised economy 

produces new forms of unemployment, poverty, inequality and social exclusion. On 

the other hand, “neoliberal policies of marketisation and cutting down on welfare 

provision are offering a less adequate social protection net” (Geddes, 2005, p. 366). 
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Thus, these pressures result in policy transfer and convergence between countries 

(Geddes, 2005). 

 

Local government actors expand and recombine their institutional repertoires through 

strategies of ‘remembering’, ‘borrowing’ and ‘sharing’ while creating a contingent 

and context-dependent process of institutional emergence (Lowndes, 2005). There is 

necessity to give short descriptions of these strategies. Firstly, institutional 

remembering “makes possible the rehabilitation of institutional alternatives that 

‘have become forgotten or hidden through disuse or failure to appreciate their 

possible relevance’” (Lowndes, 2005, p.302). Secondly, borrowing is mainly related 

with “the complex collective agent, who can simultaneously play different games in 

its different components” (Lowndes, 2005, p.302). In addition, this kind of complex 

collective agent is presented by the institutional borrowing of local governance. 

Finally, sharing provides access to the institutional repertoires of other actors who 

operate in different action space (Lowndes, 2005). In short, remembering is about 

looking backward, borrowing is about looking sideward, and sharing involves 

looking outward in the search to expand and recombine institutional resources 

(Lowndes, 2005). The rules of the local governance “are ‘nested’ or embedded 

within wider institutional frameworks that exist above, below and alongside local 

government itself. Moreover, “the institutions of local governance are shaped by 

rules that emanate from higher tiers of government (national legislation, EU 

directives), by ‘institutional templates’ that circulate in the wider society and 

economy (media, business, education), and by locally specific cultures and 

conventions (‘how things are done around here’)” (Lowndes, 2005, p.294). Ostrom 

states that in local governance, rules create ‘positions’ such as council leader, 

committee chair and partnership member; they determine how participants enter or 

leave these positions for instance elections, appointment, patronage and contract; 

they also determine what actions participants are permitted, and what outcomes 

participants are allowed to affect (in Lowndes, 2005). The rules are learned by the 

local government actors from one another have a motivation to work within these 

rules which are all restricted by the institutional framework. 
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2.3. Partnerships 

 

Key pillar of good governance is the promotion of partnerships among different 

levels of government or institutions, government and non-governmental alike 

(Brillantes, 2000). Governance is identified as “the exercise of economic, political 

and administrative authority to manage a country’s affairs at all levels. It comprises 

mechanisms, processes, and institutions, through which citizens and groups articulate 

their interests, exercise their legal rights, meet their legal obligations, and mediate 

their differences” (Brillantes, 2000, p. 86). Furthermore, good governance should be 

regulatory, participatory, sustainable, legitimate and acceptable to the people, 

transparent, accountable, promotes equity and equality; value efficient and effective 

use of resources, promote gender balance, tolerate and accept diverse perspectives, 

and strengthen indigenous mechanisms.  

 

Promotion of partnerships is necessary at different levels in order to develop and 

strengthen good governance. Partnerships promote creativity, innovation, synergy 

and a strong ability to tackle big problems. In addition, “they promote participation 

and responsibility, increase interdependence and interconnection among peoples, 

nation-states, cultures, governments and non-governmental civil organizations”. Joint 

cooperation between local and international stakeholders, government and non-

government alike address the concerns brought by globalization “such as in the areas 

of information technology, the computer revolution and even breaking down of trade 

barriers”, which is crucial in order to promote partnerships (Brillantes, 2000, p. 90). 

The eventual objective of promoting partnerships is empowerment at the local and 

national levels, and at the regional and international levels. There are various 

partnership mechanisms include international organizations, world conferences and 

universities for the promotion of global partnerships. “Each partner adds value to the 

other, and each is practically powerless without the other” (Brillantes, 2000, p. 91). 

Geingob emphasizes that “good governance is all about partnership of all 

stakeholders since they bring about synergies of effort and resources” (in Brillantes, 

2000, p. 91). The government ultimately is the accountable and responsible party, 

thus the state plays a key role in the promotion of partnerships among various actors 

of civil society including non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the private 
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sector (Brillantes, 2000). Somehow, governments in their own can not be able to 

effectively deliver much needed basic services to the people. In other words, the 

government as one participant “has successfully managed to fail” in this respect 

(Brillantes, 2000, p. 92). One solution to this can be by entering into partnerships 

with other sectors vertically or horizontally, thus the state can be more effective in its 

mission of governance (Brillantes, 2000). Moreover, it is also necessary that 

partnerships are transparent, and occur in mutual trust and good faith, which provides 

the context for openness of communication between and among the various 

stakeholders of the partnership. 

 

2.4. Multi-Level Governance in EU 

 

Multi-level governance “emphasizes power-sharing between levels of 
government, with ‘no centre of accumulated authority. Instead, variable 
combinations of governments on multiple layers of authority – European, 
national, and subnational – form policy networks for collaboration. The 
relations are characterized by mutual interdependence on each others’ 
resources, not by competition for scarce resources” (in Benz & Eberlein, 
1999, p. 329).  

 

European integration has challenged domestic patterns of territorial interaction and 

regional policies (Benz & Eberlein, 1999). There are two fundamental European 

challenges:  

a) the challenge of market competition, i.e. regional competition for 

investments and jobs in the Common Market; and  

b) the challenge of political representation and co-ordination, i.e. regional 

development policies being increasingly shaped by and included in European 

decision-making processes (Benz & Eberlein, 1999, p. 331).  

 

Moreover, interests of European regions in lobbying at the European level, defending 

their interests and increasing their level of participation in European decision-making 

have been increasing day by day (Benz & Eberlein, 1999). Pressures come from 

below such as from the regional level seeking more autonomy and participation in 

European policy games, and from above such as from the European Commission 

looking for partners and support for territorial and other policies for regionalisation 

of EU policies and the development of related patters of multi-level governance 
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(Benz & Eberlein, 1999). However, joining regional representatives to the national 

representatives in decision-making at the European level would create a problem for 

the system effectiveness which is the backbone of the EU legitimacy (Benz & 

Eberlein, 1999). Thus, there are three solutions to the problem of exclusion and 

inclusion. Firstly, in order to prevent of prevailing of centralization with all its 

negative consequences, higher-level decisions must leave some room for 

autonomous decision-making on the lower levels. Secondly, the solution can be “a 

flexible dissociation of external relations from the intraorganizational arena during 

the policy-making process” (Benz & Eberlein, 1999, p. 333). Thirdly, by patterns of 

“loose coupling”, actors may act in or connect multiple arenas make 

“interorganizational linkages and co-ordination between simultaneously operating 

areas of negotiation” (Benz & Eberlein, 1999, p. 333). Benz and Eberlein suggest 

that European multi-level governance can successfully cope with the challenges. 

“The interaction of Europeanization and regionalization triggered processes of 

differentiation of intergovernmental or intraregional decision-making structures. It is 

this process of differentiation which emerges as the primary precondition for the 

successful management of the multi-level system” (Benz & Eberlein, 1999, p. 342).  
 

Davies explains governance as implying “hollowing out of the state” through a 

reshaping of the roles and relationships between actors from the three spheres of 

state, market and civil society (in Geddes, 2005, p. 359). This explanation is closely 

related with the multi-level governance that is emerging with “the increasing 

importance of sub-national and supra-national governance alongside the nation state” 

(Geddes, 2005, p. 360). European cities are organised by the state, and also in 

relation to cities and regions in other countries, and in relation to Brussels. Moreover, 

the EU is a system of multi-level governance where the dominant structural feature is 

networks rather than hierarchical authority relations. To give cases in point, these 

networks are “networks of member state representatives, networks linking the 

national and the European levels of decision-making, and networks linking public 

and private actors across policy sectors and political levels” (Mayntz, 2003, p. 1). 

However, in the EU, there is a dilemma of governance with government. Governance 

is based on certain basic premises which are:  
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1) the existence of an elected central government with legitimate 

constitutional power recognized by both subordinate governments within its 

territory and the international system of which it forms part  

2) the incorporation of society through regular elections as well as a range of 

other mechanisms (political parties, interest groups, corporatist structures, 

etc.) which vary widely across national states  

3) the existence of a national identity which may be contested by several 

smaller groups within the nation state but which is nonetheless accepted by 

the majority (Sbragia, 2002, p. 2).  

 

However, none of these premises apply to the EU. For instance, due to the lack of an 

elected government of the EU, the Commission exists, which gives the EU 

administrative capacity. The Commission is unique, and a novel institution, even 

more novel than the European Parliament. It “can be seen as a key member of the 

“core executive” of the European Union” (Sbragia, 2002, p. 3). Moreover, the 

Commission sets the legislative agenda due to the fact that only it can propose 

legislation. The Commission has mainly administrative and legal resources rather 

than the political resources. Cram states that ‘good governance’ is less about the 

participation of others and more about the effective functioning of existing structures 

(in Sbragia, 2002, p. 5).  

 

In July 2001 the European Commission published its White Paper on Governance 

with the purpose of enhancing democracy in the EU by promoting new forms of 

governance (Dobson & Weale in Bomberg& Stubb, 2005). The Commission 

identifies governance as the rules, processes and practices determining how 

European powers are exercised. In addition, openness, participation, accountability, 

effectiveness, and coherence are the norms encourage European governance. The 

aim of the governance is “to strengthen the efficiency and overall quality of public 

management, and also to bring about the involvement of citizens to a greater extent 

in devising and putting into effect the decisions that concern them in their daily 

lives” (p. 169). However, critics arise because of the narrow interpretation of both 

‘legitimacy’ and ‘governance’ in the Paper (Table 1). 
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Table 1: The White Paper on European Governance: A Critique 

 

The 2001 White Paper was the European Commission’s attempt to improve 

governance in the EU. But several criticisms have been levelled at this effort. Four 

are summarized below. 

1. The White Paper’s view of ‘the problem’ is skewed. 

It places too much emphasis on efficiency and effectiveness, and sees legitimacy 

as almost entirely a matter of performance. 

2. Despite its stated aims, the White Paper does not and cannot address the 

problems of democracy in the EU. 

Efficiency governance cannot be a democratic substitute for parliamentary 

activity. There needs to be one space where matters can be publicly debated, the 

interactive effects of policies considered, and decisions coordinated. 

3. Even within the sphere of policy-making performance, the Commission’s 

plans will not necessarily boost democratic legitimacy. 

Although the White Paper invites wide participation it is not clear who precisely 

will have access to policy-making forums. More attention needs to be paid to 

issues of power and equality between participating groups 

4. Overall, the White Paper’s proposal would do more to strengthen the role of 

the Commission than to enhance democracy or legitimacy. 

In the Paper, the Commission retains discretion over whom, when, and how to 

consult. Incorporating more actors into more extensive consultation procedures 

would also expand the Commission’s management role.      

  Source: Dobson & Weale in Bomberg& Stubb, 2005, p. 169 

 

Although, the narrow interpretation of both ‘legitimacy’ and ‘governance’ in the 

Paper causes criticisms, European policy does not fail in business. European regional 

policy has two main goals which are furthering economic and social cohesion and 

reducing the gap between the development levels of different regions. “From a 

scientific approach, regional policy brings added value to actions on the ground” 

(European Commission, 2006). The policy supports particular projects for regions 

whilst financing. The main purpose of the initiative regions for economic change “is 

to create potential so that the regions can fully contribute to achieving greater growth 



 

 

 

22 

and competitiveness and, at the same time, to exchange ideas and best practices” 

(European Commission, 2006). 

European regional policy contributes as a tool for changing political priorities at the 

EU level into real consequences on the ground. In order to implement the policy, 

broad network of regional and local actors, namely the partnership is crucial. This 

partnership “contributes to better economic governance and to ownership of the 

Lisbon agenda for growth and jobs” (European Commission, 2006). 

European regional policy has particular effects (European Commission, 2006). First 

one is the leverage effect of the policy. EU funding, which is added to national 

sources, helps develop Private Public Partnerships, and sustain investment and 

growth even during periods of economic hardship. Second one is the return effect of 

the policy. EU investments in less affluent regions make a significant return for the 

wealthier Member States and regions. Third one is the programming effect of the 

policy. Regional development plan over the longer term is possible with the 7 years 

programming. “This would not be possible in a purely national context”. Fourth one 

is the governance effect of the policy. “Implementation of EU regional policy leaves 

room for initiative, boosts civil society, and gender equality whilst developing 

control and evaluation systems”. This is based on partnership of EU, Member States, 

regions, economic and social partners, and NGOs with definite responsibilities and 

raises sharing of experience. Final one is the effect on other EU policies. European 

regional policy makes an important contribution to implement the other policies of 

the Union such as “employment, rural development, trans-European networks, 

research and the knowledge-based society”. Moreover, “it has been a major force for 

implementing public procurement rules in Member States, as well as for respecting 

the environmental impact directive or publishing national lists of Natura 2000 sites” 

which is protection of natural habitats.  

In addition, European regional policy has a specific effect on the candidate countries. 

These countries have to fulfil the requirements of the accreditation, and the regional 

policy is one. Most of the time, the candidates have insufficient conditions in terms 

of the regional disparities, such as Turkey. In the next chapter, regional development 

policies of Turkey will be discussed. 
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3.  REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 

AND EXPERIENCES IN TURKEY 

 

3.1. A Brief Economic, Social And Political History Of 

Turkey 

 

In the Western developed countries and underdeveloped countries, since 1970s, 

significant transformations have been taken place. The liberal ideology had been 

advocated since 1930s and became popular late 1970s with the change in the global 

economic conditions such as the oil crisis, transnationalization of capital, increasing 

global competition. Moreover, since 1970s, neoliberalism has been dominant both at 

the ideological level and the policies. On the one hand, neoliberalism appears to 

support a declining role for governments, and decreasing social expenditures. On the 

other hand, neoliberalism appears to support a commitment to free market, private 

property and individual incentives.   

 

3.1.1. Transformation Of Turkey’s Economy and the Role of 

the Military Coup 

 

In the wake of global crisis of capitalist social relations in late 1970s, there have been 

radical economic and political transformations through the introduction of neoliberal 

policies in Turkey since 1980. Moreover, these transformations have had a purpose 

of opening to the international markets in its competitive sectors via state’s economic 

incentives. During 1970s, there were crises in the political and economic areas in 

Turkey. Thus, the solution was the transformation of economy according to the 

bourgeoisie, the IMF, and the World Bank. Beginning from 1980s, the new 

orientation of export-led growth has had influence on the economy with the 

pervasive reforming of the economic policy and neoliberalism. “This new order 

brought increasing foreign trade, interest rate liberalization, deregulation, 
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privatization, decreases in state expenditures on social services and a liberal foreign 

exchange regime instead of the state interventionism of the previous period” (Şener, 

2004, p.8). Şener argues that market forces have their own regulating capacities, 

which means that a free market is bringing productivity and efficiency. Moreover, “a 

powerful bureaucracy was not seen as the precondition of development; it was an 

obstacle for the operation of the free market” (Şener, 2004, p.8). The IMF and the 

World Bank and “World Trade Organization have played significant roles in the 

restructuring of Turkish economy through the 24th January economic measures in 

1980” (Şener, 2004, p.8). This program is the third, and according to Yalpat, “the 

heaviest dose of IMF medicine” in to years (in Şener, 2004, p.8). IMF monitored the 

program which contained “a 33 percent devaluation of Turkish currency, elimination 

of price controls and subsidies to state economic enterprises, and termination of 

deficit spending” (Şener, 2004, p.9). According to Cizre-Sakallıoğlu, these measures 

started the move towards neoliberalism and the military coup of September 12 in 

1980 created the political conditions for the execution of neoliberalism without 

opposition from working classes and intellectuals (in Şener, 2004, p.9). 

 

In modern Turkey, armed forces have always played a particularly important role in 

the politics since the foundation of the Republic in 1923. There have been three 

military interventions which were in 1960, 1971 and 1980. The purpose of all 

interventions was to re-establish or protect democracy or the state as mentioned by 

the armed forces. According to many scholars, the military coup of 1980 was a 

significant factor in the integration of Turkey with world capital (Şener, 2004).  

 

In 1983, the military regime and Motherland Part of Turgut Özal ,who drafted the 

economic measures of 24th January in consultation with the IMF, found the previous 

order as undesirable due to its outdated policies. Turgut Özal was a key figure in the 

implementation of neoliberal policies (Şener, 2004). Şener argues that even if it was 

achieved through a military intervention, it was crucial that Turkey’s loyalty to the 

interests of creditors and international financial institutions was guaranteed (2004, 

p.14). To sum up, for the integration of Turkey with the world system, the function 

of the new regime was preparing the economy to the new path of capital 

accumulation (Şener, 2004). Savran identifies that the prerequisite for this new 

orientation was a significant change in the balance of forces between the two major 
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classes of capitalism in favour of the bourgeoisie, which was successfully 

accomplished by the military dictatorship (in Şener, 2004). 

 

3.2. Regional Policies In National Development Plans Of 

Turkey 

 

Turkish state formation was formally established as a national unitary state without a 

legal definition of ‘the region’ but the province. The basic unit of scalar organisation 

of Turkish state formation is the provincial level, which has been firmly controlled 

and dominated by the governorship. The governorship is the representative body of 

central state, which is also accompanied with two main elected bodies, the special 

provincial administration and the municipalities. The local state space in such a 

scalar form has traditionally been constructed through rather clientalist forms of 

representations, while central state has been dominated by noticeably organised 

forms of representation of classes and factions.  

 

However, the regional scale has sometimes been involved in Turkish state space in 

different ways. The first time the regional scale enters into Turkish national state 

space is through establishing official regional inspectorships in 1927 which aims to 

control particular ethnic and political dynamics at particular regions within an order 

of national unity (Gündoğdu, 2006). This regional inspectorship was supposed “to 

follow and control local dynamics including local officers and, if necessary, to hold 

particular state power upon them so as to secure the local order in the name of 

Turkish national state” (Gündoğdu, 2006). However, in 1952, the practice of the 

official regional inspectorships was cancelled due to the fact that these regional 

spaces were not influential in changing scale of the relations between state and 

society. 

 

The second time the term of region enters into political agenda along with the period 

of so-called planned development. State Planning Organization (SPO) “was 

established as a crucial part of a particular hegemonic strategy by Turkish emergent 

industrial capital seeking to grow up within domestic markets through import-

substitution” (Gündoğdu, 2006). Yalman indicates that SPO was regarded as to direct 
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social, economic and natural resources towards expanding domestic market which is 

assumed to operate in favour of society as a whole through the Five-year National 

Development Plans in collaboration with private sector (in Gündoğdu, 2006).  In this 

framework, regional policy was seen as an inseparable part of the process of national 

development.  

 

The First Five-year National Development Plan (1963-1967) clearly underlines 

regional policies within national development. In this framework, remarkable 

planning projects for particular regional spaces where there were considerable social 

and economic potentials to be incorporated in national development such as Eastern 

Marmara Planning Project, Zonguldak Project, Çukurova Regional Project were first 

developed by SPO. In this sense, regional spaces were rather conceived as part of the 

national state space supporting inward oriented capital accumulation. Moreover, the 

inequalities between regions were mentioned many times within Five-year National 

Development Plans. In this sense, the term “backward regions” was first used in the 

Second Plan (1968-1972) (Gündoğdu, 2006). The plan states that “backward regions 

should be supported by state investment and subsidies in order to sustain a balanced 

national development” (Gündoğdu, 2006). In addition, the plan proposed the 

constitution of a “growth centre” within backward regions by state investments such 

as big industries or infrastructures which are expected to attract capital and to 

overcome the disadvantages of spatial uneven development. Thus, according to 

Bayramoğlu, some state institutions dealing with big infrastructural investment were 

increasingly founded within artificially-constructed regional spaces as the efficient 

units of state services at the provincial level (in Gündoğdu, 2006).   

 

Although regional space began to be more apparent in the first two planned periods 

of the inward-oriented capital accumulation process, there was no constant definition 

of regional state space. “Regional spaces were constructed by the central state 

through redistributive policies embodying state investment in building and plant and 

biasing of infrastructure spending towards backward regions in order to alleviate 

social and spatial consequences of uneven development for the inward-oriented 

capital accumulation within national space” (Gündoğdu, 2006). Although the central 

state was playing a crucial role in the existence and durability of the regional spaces, 

the relation was not one-sided and so simple. Şengül argues that “as far as regional 
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and/or local development depended on redistributive policies directed and 

administrated by the central state, it was carried to the political arena, albeit on a 

cross-class basis, by various social actors in different ways, mostly through political 

parties” (in Gündoğdu, 2006). Thus, as a result, there was an increase in political 

pressure on capital accumulation dynamics, which was quite explicitly expressed in 

the Third Plan (1973-1977) “when the inward oriented capital accumulation process 

faced economic and political pressures in the early 1970s” (Gündoğdu, 2006). 

Bayramoğlu states that the Third Plan argued that the attempts for alleviating the 

differences in development across regions in a short period of time led to the 

irrational and unfair distribution of economic resources, and thus decreased the 

velocity of capital accumulation (in Gündoğdu, 2006). In this context, the need for a 

particular principle of redistributive policy across regions was raised by the Plan. 

SPO stated the result as a separation of sub-national spaces in terms of their priority 

in development (Gündoğdu, 2006). Thus, the Third Plan clearly left a particular 

claim of a balanced spatial development within national space that was involved in 

the first two Plans, and spatial imbalanced development innate within capital 

accumulation process was taken into the Plan as an ideological premise. This basic 

premise was followed by the next Five-year Development Plans. “A particular 

regional development policy of ‘the priority regions in development’ has been a 

constant feature of Development Plans since then” (Gündoğdu, 2006). According to 

Müftüoğlu, since the Fifth Plan, within such regional policy, the constitution of the 

Organised Industrial Districts (OID) has been proposed as a crucial means of 

challenging regional inequalities (in Gündoğdu, 2006). In the Fifth, Sixth and 

Seventh Plans, there were no crucial suggestions about regional development except 

for the OIDs. On the other hand, some conventional redistributive regional policies 

remained for some specific regions. The South-eastern Anatolia (GAP) project is a 

quite important case in this regard. The GAP project has a distinctive regional 

development administration headed by the central state to coordinate investment in 

the region. This project is a case where conventional regional policies have partly 

remained for specific purposes.  

 

However, in the Eighth Five-year Development Plan (2001-2005) and Ninth Five-

year Development Plan (2007–2013), there is a considerable change in the approach 

to regional policies. In the plans, the global economy is taken as a new social reality 
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which involves both opportunities and threats for national development. Moreover, 

“it is argued that sub-national regional economies with strong linkages, 

interdependencies between different sectors and reflexive relations provide the best 

case for benefiting from the global flows of economy” (Gündoğdu, 2006). Thus, 

according to SPO, regional policies should come to the agenda after the long silence 

on them since 1970s (Gündoğdu, 2006). The plans argue that small and medium 

sized capitals with different spatial specificities have gained increasing economic 

role within the global economy (Gündoğdu, 2006). Additionally, space and spatial 

differences across the country have become more important in constituting 

development strategies. Thus, regional planning has emerged as a necessary link 

between national priorities with sectoral analysis and local demands with spatial 

differences (Gündoğdu, 2006). SPO has an attempt to support the interferences for 

constituting local industrial clusters with entrepreneurship, innovation and 

specialisation. In this framework, a new scale of planning at the provincial level has 

also been introduced into scalar hierarchies of planning within Turkish state space 

(Gündoğdu, 2006). Governorships in cooperation with local actors have been 

involved in the provincial development plan in cohesion with regional development 

in order to make localities more competitive.    

 

Moreover, these two plans have a particular strategic goal regarding accession 

process of Turkey into the EU. In addition, it is clearly stated that Turkish regional 

policies are developed in cohesion with EU regional policies. This strategic target 

necessitate a more regionalised governance model which requires a regional 

classification of national state space and a distinct subnational regional institution for 

regional development (Gündoğdu, 2006). The implication of these requirements for 

Turkey would be a remarkable rise of subnational regional scale within Turkish state 

space. 

 

In contrast to all these arguments towards the regionalisation issue in the Five-year 

National Development Plans, Ertugal argues that these plans aim to direct 

investments at the economic and sectoral levels, without any consideration for 

regional distribution. Ertugal also continues that these national plans predominantly 

focus on economic measures and city plans at the local level have a physical 
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character, neither of which are suitable for tackling regional disparities (Ertugal, 

2005). 

 

3.3. Europeanization of Turkey 

 

“The Helsinki summit of EU leaders in 1999 when Turkey was officially admitted as 

a candidate country to join the EU marks a significant increase in the influence of the 

EU on domestic political and economic change in Turkey” (Loewendahl-Ertugal, 

2005, p. 19). Thus, on the one hand, important changes have taken place in Turkey’s 

regional governance in recent years. On the other hand, major problem in Turkey’s 

accession prospects to the EU has become that “[t]he fact that Turkey’s Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP) per capita at purchasing power parity (PPP) constitutes 

around one third of EU15 average, coupled with extreme regional disparities” 

(Ertugal, 2005, p. 2). “In terms of geographical size Turkey encompasses an area 

bigger than that of Germany, Italy and Portugal combined, with a population of 

approaching seventy million” (Loewendahl-Ertugal, 2005, p. 20). According to the 

SPO, the GDP per capita of Turkey, in 2001, in the highest three regions in the 

Western and Northwestern parts of Turkey accounted for up to 150 per cent of 

Turkey’s average income. However, “the GDP per capita in the poorest three regions 

of Turkey in the Eastern and Southeastern parts of Turkey, however, accounted for 

only 40 per cent of Turkey’s average income” (Loewendahl-Ertugal, 2005, p. 20).  
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Figure 1: GDP per capita at PPP ($) Comparison of Highest and Lowest Three 

Regions, and Turkey in General in 2001 
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Source: prepared based on the data of Turkey Statistical Institute  

 

The main concern of the EU is the Europeanization literature in order to affect its 

member states and candidate countries. “Europeanization has very often been used to 

examine the extent and degree of domestic adaptation to the pressures emanating 

from the EU” (Ertugal, 2005, p. 2). Due to the Turkish political system, “the 

Europeanization process in Turkey faces constraints and contradictions” (Ertugal, 

2005, p. 2). These constraints can be figured out as a security conscious centralized 

state, patronage relations, weak civil society, and Turkey’s traditional approach to 

regional development and regional disparities. 
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3.3.1. Regional Governance of Turkey 

 

Turkey is a unitary and centralised country under the terms of the Constitution. Very 

limited powers are given to the territorial administrative units such as provinces and 

districts. “Their functions have been until present essentially executive, and based on 

the principle of deconcentration” (Loewendahl-Ertugal, 2005, p. 26). Provinces, 

municipalities and metropolitan areas, in addition to village administrations are the 

types of local government in Turkey. In addition, recently, as a response to EU’s 

conditions, Turkey has made a number of changes in relation to its regional policy. 

These include the establishment of 26 new regions to form the provisional NUTS II 

classification in 2002, preparation of the Ninth Five-year National Development Plan 

aimed to draw up the guidelines of economic and social cohesion policy for 2007-

2013, and the adoption of the draft law establishing Regional Development Agencies 

(RDAs) for 26 new regions in 2006. Currently, two RDAs have established which 

are İzmir and Çukurova Regional Development Agencies. 

 

Regional governance and regionalisation are strongly associated with regional 

separatism and demands for political autonomy in Turkey. Due to the norm of 

territorial integrity, regionalism is seen as a threat. The tendency of state elites in 

Turkey perceives economic and political regionalisation inseparable, in contrast 

within “the EU regionalism is about economic development and about stronger 

administrative capacity” (Loewendahl-Ertugal, 2005, p. 46). Turkey has a strong 

central planning tradition, and the centre takes all decisions because it is believed 

that the centre “knows best”. There is a fear is created by the strong centralised 

tradition about losing the power when authority is decentralized to the regions, in 

contrast to the main motive of Western Europe countries for decentralizing power to 

the regions that enhances the capacity of the national level most of the time. 

Although, “regional governance is seen as useful for abolishing regional disparities 

and for resource allocation between regions, there are no clear ideas about what kind 

of a role regional planning and development should play in national development or 

even about the usefulness of regional planning” (Loewendahl-Ertugal, 2005, p. 46). 

Because of the importance of national planning and lack of ideas about regional 

planning, suitable institutional structures and capacity at the regional level could not 
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be created. EU influence provides an opportunity for the central administration to 

learn from the practices of the EU countries, particularly through EU technical 

assistance (Loewendahl-Ertugal, 2005). The central administration needs to learn 

because the strong influence of state norms has blocked institutional change, and 

there is “lack of sufficient knowledge and ideas about the relationship between 

regional economic development and regional governance” (p. 47). “The various 

mechanisms of institutional change indicate that as EU conditionality and changing 

ideas increasingly challenge deep rooted state norms in Turkey the prospects for 

institutional change are high” ( p. 47). 

 

Ertugal identifies that “patronage relations pose a formidable obstacle not only to 

Europeanization of ‘effective’ regional governance but also to social and economic 

development efforts in Turkey” (Ertugal, 2005, p. 17). In Turkey, clientelist type of 

relations between state and society and the civil society and the business sector are 

very problematic. This kind of relations are formed on the basis of primordial ties 

make the inclusion of non-state actors into policymaking for developmental purposes 

(Ertugal, 2005). “However, the issues of clientelist relations and patronage politics 

are not addressed by the EU nor do they form part of the EU conditions for 

membership” (p. 17). Ertugal argues that “the EU’s approach ought to take into 

account the nature of “civil society” in Turkey if the ultimate aim of Turkey’s 

transformation is to be achieved. Otherwise, the EU’s standard remedies, which may 

very well produce the intended consequences in a developed Western European 

society, can easily lead to unintended or undesirable consequences in the Turkish 

context” (p. 17). 

 

3.4. Regional Development Experiences In Turkey 

 

In Turkey, Regional-Local Development Agencies are differentiated from each other 

in terms of establishing date, establishers, organisation and administrative structure, 

legal status, and field of activity (TEPAV, 2005). These agencies might have several 

statuses such as foundational status, status concerning company, projection status, 

status of local government association.  

 



 

 

 

33 

YHKB (Yeşilirmak Basin Development Association) and OKAB (Middle Blacksea 

Development Association) have the closest field of activity with the Turkish 

Regional Development Agencies established by the adoption of the law in 2006 

(TEPAV, 2005). These organisations are mainly designed in order to transfer their 

investment resources to the certain projects in the region, which are supported by the 

SPO. Although, EGEV (Aegean Regional Development Foundation) and BAGEV 

(Development Foundation of West Mediterranean Economic) have different 

structures, they have the same field of activity (TEPAV, 2005). The first outstanding 

structural difference is that YHKB and OKAB are organized as an Association of 

Special Provincial Administration, and EGEV and BAGEV are organized as 

foundations wherein Municipalities, Universities and Union of Chambers take place. 

These establishments are the coordinators in order to determine the projects in the 

region, and supply resources to them instead of carrying out projects. Thus, 

establishments have a mission to determine strategic priorities of the region for the 

medium and long term period with the regional actors.  

 

EGEV and MEKİK have a particular importance in between the regional 

development experiences due to the fact that they have become the base of the first 

two established pilot projects as Regional Development Agencies in İzmir and 

Çukurova. EGEV has a principal aim which is “introduc[ing] a regional development 

planning mentality in the region, which would facilitate an effective institutional 

infrastructure and organization of technology in the region” (Ertugal, 2005, p. 15). In 

order to realize this aim, the bottom-up formulation of a regional plan for the Aegean 

has been promoted and the co-operation of the SPO has been requested by EGEV. 

“Key stakeholders in the region make a direct link between the institution of regional 

government and the ability to achieve economic development and international 

competitiveness. However, the weakness of institutional capacity and lack of synergy 

and cooperation among institutions in the Aegean region are seen as preventing the 

competitiveness of the region in the global economy” (p. 15).  

 

Furthermore, MEKİK (Mersin Development and Cooperation Council) and SABEK 

(Samsun Regional Economic Development Joint Stock Company) have 

distinguishing characteristics which MEKİK encloses the province of Mersin, and 

SABEK encloses the province of Samsun (TEPAV, 2005). Thus, they are identified 
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and organized as provincial development agency. MEKİK is the most active 

establishment in terms of international relations. MEKİK and SABEK are constituted 

by a council might be called economic and social council, wherein representatives of 

the governor of the province, the mayor, the university in the province, the trade 

associations, the chamber of commerce take place. GAP GİDEM (Southeastern 

Anatolia – Project Entrepreneurship Development Centres) and DAKAP (The 

Linking Eastern Anatolia to Progress Programme) are identified as projects of UNDP 

(TEPAV, 2005). Although, these two constitutions aim at regional development in 

their establishment goal, they have more limited and focused vision and scope in 

comparison to other constitutions. GAP-GİDEM supports particularly entrepreneurs 

in manufacturing industry in Southeastern Anatolian Region. In addition, it supplies 

services counselling and training. The scope of DAKAP is rural development and 

tourism. GİDEM is organized as project offices in regional provinces and 

coordination unit in Ankara. DAKAP maintains its activities within University of 

Erzurum Atatürk.  

 

Although the agencies declare their missions as ‘economic, social, cultural, etc. 

development’, they predominantly pursue their activities in economic development. 

Occasionally in the local and regional level, there are dialogue problems between 

various actors and these problems engender other problems on common decisions 

and activities. The relationship between agencies and universities has exceptional 

significance. Local universities are both in the decision taking process and in the 

regional development process wherein necessary data, information and specialization 

are supplied. Thus, it is clear that the role of the universities in the regional 

development effort must overreach ‘symbolic representation in the government’. 

Developing ‘pool of the associated specialist’ has become potential cooperation area. 

Among the agencies, specialists are needed in the areas of the development of SMEs, 

clustering and conflict resolution. It is important to constitute the participant 

development plan of the provinces which is related with some practical problems in 

the application (TEPAV, 2005). The first potential problem is determining the 

direction of the priorities. Local and national priorities must harmonize with each 

other well. Thus, SPO must be the intervener in the process. The second potential 

problem is that the harmonization in between various strategic plan practices must be 

accomplished. Institutions display activities in particular spatial boundaries such as 
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municipalities and special provincial administration, wherein scope of the strategic 

plan includes also the economic development. Thus, the logical solution to that law 

of local government and the issue economic development must be united and be 

harmonised. Lastly, transparency and democratisation of the participation and 

administration in planning promotes collaboration.  

 

In the chapter, regional development policy and the experiences of Turkey were 

discussed. In order to understand how far Turkey is from the demands of the EU, the 

EU regional development policy and the RDAs will be investigated in the next 

chapter. 
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4.  EU REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY 

 

A region is meeting of various concepts of space which are political, social 

interaction, economic, functional and territorial. It is also an institutional system 

either in the form of a regional government or as a group of institutions operating on 

a territory. In the 1960s with the modernisation efforts in nation state, region became 

an important element. It is the space of action of the state. At the Keynesian era 

macroeconomic policies address to region as an appropriate level. In 1970s 

regionalism stalled after economic crisis (Keating, 1998). A new impetus is given to 

regionalism in Europe during 1980s and 1990s. This new regionalism composed of 

two thoughts. First, the region is becoming the crucible of economic development 

and second, the region should be the prime focus of economic policy (Lovering, 

1999). 

 

After the 1970s crisis, regions re-emerged as new industrial spaces which had 

successfully responded to the crisis of fordism by adopting the system of flexible 

specialization (Collis and Webb, 1999). This restructuring follow two 

complementary logic which are the process of transformation responds to 

international markets (decision of transnational corporations, capital flows) and a 

territorial logic (Keating, 1998). Production is reduced its dependency on natural 

resources and reduced transportation and communication costs have permitted a 

geographical dispersion of production. Social effects of territories mediated by 

political and cultural elements shape the production process. 

 

The region most notably is defined as a means of exploring a set of issues around 

competitiveness, innovation and institution building (Yaşar, 2003). The change of the 

role of the nation state has been most marked in the economic policy area because 

Keynesian economic management has formally been abandoned. By the 1970s 

centralized regional policy was under strain and 1980s and 1990s have given way to 

a more competitive approach in which regions are obliged to seek their own place in 

the European and global division of labour (Keating, 2001).  
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There has been a major shift in approaches and formulations regarding to regional 

development policies since 1980s, in order to improve the performance of firms and 

regions in general, while addressing structural weaknesses in the less favoured 

regions, particularly in Europe. Changing regional production systems and regional 

policies in the context of globalization have accelerated those approaches that locate 

the region at the focal point of economy and economic development policies. Region 

has been taking on a role as the fundamental basis of economic and social life as well 

as a vital relational significance for developing competitive advantage. Moreover, 

“cohesion, competitiveness, research and technology policy were brought together 

for the first time as common objectives” (Charles in Lawton-Smith et. al., 2003, p. 

859). At the same time, competition policy, and particularly the removal of barriers 

to trade which is the cornerstone of the single European Market, is also designed to 

be a regional development tool to be used to encourage convergence (Lawton-Smith 

et. al., 2003, p. 859).   

 

The process of globalization involving an increase in free international trade and 

capital mobility has undermined the ability of nation states to manage their 

economies. Regions are considered as being certain sub-national scales, which 

regulate a part of the functions of nation states. The nation state now shares its power 

with supranational, sub-national and private authorities that led to the emergence of a 

new kind of regional policy. The regional policy turned to a decentralised set of 

policies. The new bottom-up policy a nascent mode of regulation and coordination 

based around the inter-firm networks and public private partnerships at the regional 

level that has developed from below (Collis and Webb, 1999). The competitiveness 

of economies has been increasingly attributed to the ability to innovate, particularly 

within the environment of learning, interaction and networking between enterprises. 

Development policies now lay more stress on endogenous or altering investments 

with qualities linked to territory such as the environment, the quality of life, the 

labour force (Keating, 2001).  

 

Along with the introduction of the “European of the Regions” policy, the strengths of 

the regions have been increased in the context of the EU. European integration has an 

impact on the sub-national governmental reform, and regions are recognized as 
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active partners in the promotion and implementation of EU regional policies. 

Therefore states, more accurately regions, established regional structures and 

strengthened regional institutions in the quest for getting structural funds (Keating 

1998). RDAs as being such institutions have roles in the implementation of relevant 

EU policies, management of EU credits and subsidies, motivation for other economic 

actors to participate both locally and regionally in the EU programmes.  

 

Region in Europe is seemed as a political arena where social, economic and political 

actors meet and debate on such as economic development and as actors in the 

national and community political arenas, pursuing their own interests (Keating, 

1998). European integration has important economic and political impacts on regions 

and as a result it has posed a series of challenges to regions.  Regions have found 

themselves obliged to implement European regulations within their sphere of 

competence, while many other European policies affect them indirectly (Yaşar, 

2003).  

 

There has not been any regional policy in the European Community (EC) until the 

first enlargement period. Successive enlargements increased the regional disparities 

which are against some of the Articles in the Treaty of Rome which states as an 

objective “a continuous and balance expansion”. Moreover, according to the EC 

unresolved regional disparities might pose a threat to common market and to the 

basis of Community itself. As a result in 1975 the European Regional Development 

Fund (ERDF) which was a peak point of a process leading to Community regional 

policy was established. Its objective was “to correct the principle regional 

imbalances within the Community resulting in particular from agricultural 

preponderance industrial change and structural underemployment”. After ERDF, the 

1987 Single European Act (SEA) is a catalyst in the development of Community 

regional policy. The regional policy importance was recognized with SEA and 1988 

reforms of Structural Funds (Yaşar, 2003). After the SEA the belief that the 

subnational forces could play a positive role in the cohesion was encouraged. Prior to 

1985 European integration was dominated by the member states or more truly the 

national organs of the member states. By SEA and agreement to create a single 

market, member states not only gave up control of their external borders to EC but 

also agreed to transfer significant portions of their policy making powers in specific 
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sectors, one of which has been regional policy (Yaşar, 2003). Since the SEA, there 

has been a reaction from the regions which insist on being heard by the EU 

institutions as well as by the national governments when they are preparing 

negotiations within the EU (Keating, 1998). Because, in the context of the new treaty 

national governments could no longer exclude subnational institutions, groups and 

forces from becoming actively engaged in the European integration process and 

becoming direct interlocutors with EU (Yaşar, 2003). It can be said that before 1988 

Structural Reforms there was no serious Community regional policy existed. In 1992 

with Maastricht Treaty and Economic and Monetary Union policy comprise the 

following principles: 

• need to eliminate locational disadvantages of the poorer regions in the 

production of goods and services, 

• large-scale movements of labour must not become a major adjustment 

factor, 

• regional transfers should be sufficiently large to effect the necessary 

reduction in disparities among member states, 

• need for aid should be determined on the basis of regions, not of 

countries, and aid should be concentrated in the poorer regions, 

• composition of regional transfers should be weighted in favour of 

program financing rather than project financing; moreover it should be 

designed to catalyze private sector investment in the regions so that they 

become self sustaining, 

• the EU regional transfers should be financed from the resources of the EU 

and should be complemented by macroeconomic policies directed toward 

financial stability in the medium term (Yaşar, 2003).  

 

The regions are recognized as active partners in the promotion and implementation 

of EU regional policies. The European integration has an impact on the sub-national 

governmental reform. This is evident because regions become the links between the 

national governments and EU in the formulation and administration of sectoral 

policies and they are linked to the determination of economic outcomes at the 

regional level (Yaşar, 2003). Because of the Commission principles of additionality 

and transparency funds are directly allocated to the region not to the state budget. A 
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planning system is set up with a partnership between the regions, the states and the 

Commission allowing some direct links between the region and the Commission. 

States more accurately regions, to get the structural funds, established regional 

structures, administer policies, strengthen regional institutions, lobby in an active 

fashion in the EU and redraw regional boundaries (Keating, 1998). “The aim of the 

EU regional policy is to reduce and prevent regional disparities by allocating 

resources to less-favored regions without replacing national regional programs and 

taking account of integration, enlargement, globalization and technology” (Yaşar, 

2003, p. 13).  

 

From the mid 1980s new concepts of regional development began to evident. The 

competitiveness of economies was increasingly attributed to ability to innovate, 

particularly within the environment of learning, interaction and networking between 

enterprises. Technological and organisational changes were altering the way in which 

companies organised their activities both internally and with suppliers and 

customers. Internationalisation of economic activity through foreign investment, 

trade and interfirm links was accelerated. In this context new theories of regional 

development were recognised that competitive advantage increasingly implied the 

ability and capacity of regions to facilitate the generation, acquisition, control and 

application of knowledge and information. The spatial interrelationship such as 

participation in information and research networks, supply chains, SMEs 

collaboration, government-industry links between organisations were recognised as 

critical. The policy response to these changes was a strategic management of regional 

development (Yaşar, 2003). Development policies now lay more stress on 

endogenous development or alternating investments with qualities linked to territory 

such as the environment, the quality of life, the labour force than on the state 

subsidies (Keating, 1998). In the old regional development policy approach, place 

was taken into account as a location, distance from the markets, labour or raw 

material. The new approach see place as a complex of social relationships, norms, 

institutions and understanding (Keating, 2001). Services are emphasized as much as 

manufacturing and there is much encouragement of networks among producers and 

public-private partnership to mobilize local energies and resources. Labour market 

policy and training are given prominence. Training policies have widely been 

decentralized to complement other instruments of intervention. There is a strong 
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emphasis on research development and technology transfer. Much effort is put into 

forming networks and linkages among firms and between them universities, research 

centres and governments, to foster untraded interdependencies (Keating, 2001). In 

the attraction of investment stress has moved from grants and subsidies to promoting 

the competitive advantage of region as a location to do business. This type of supply 

side policies requires a high degree of local knowledge and connections as well as a 

capacity for horizontal integration. Thus, policy has been decentralized to regional 

and local institutions which are increasingly competing with each other (Yaşar, 

2003). One of these institutions in Europe is Regional Development Agencies which 

will be examined in the next chapter. 

 

4.1. Regional Development Agencies In Europe 

 

Networked polity is “a structure of governance in which both state and societal 

organization is vertically and horizontally disaggregated (as in pluralism) but linked 

together by cooperative exchange (as in corporatism)” (Ansell, 2000, p.311). Ansell 

associates the networked polity with the regional development strategies in Western 

Europe.  

 

“Organizational structures in the networked polity are organic rather than 
mechanistic, which means that both knowledge and initiative are 
decentralized and widely distributed. Horizontal relationships within and 
across organizations are at least as important as vertical relationships, and 
organizational relationships in general follow a pattern of many-to-many 
(heterarchy) rather than many-to-one (hierarchy). Exchange is diffuse and/or 
social rather discrete and/or impersonal. The logic of governance emphasizes 
the bringing together of unique configurations of actors around specific 
projects oriented toward integrative solutions rather than dedicated programs. 
These Project teams will crisscross organizational turf and the boundary 
between public and private. State actors with a high degree of centrality in the 
web of interorganizational linkages will be in a position to provide facilitative 
leadership in constructing or steering these project teams” (Ansell, 2000, 
p.311).  

 

Börzel indicates that “[t]he Europeanization of the national state is perceived as a 

process which fosters the emergence of a new mode of governance, characterised by 

the shift from hierarchical, state-cantered co-ordination to non-hierarchical self-
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coordination of public and private actors across all levels of government” (in Ansell, 

2000, p.313).  

 

Regional policy involving a bottom-up approach has been decentralized to regional 

and local institutions which are more capable of fostering the endogenous dynamics 

of localities. One of these institutions in Europe has been the RDAs. Over the last 

two decades RDAs, which have been created mainly by the cooperation of local 

economic development actors, have played a role in stimulating, organising, 

supporting economic development all over Europe and the world. In fact, any 

organisation having a mission of economic development encompassing the global 

economic interest of a geographical zone that involves significant ties with a local 

authority as much from the point of view of its financing or from its objectives, is a 

Regional Development Agency (Yaşar, 2003). The definition of the RDA is, 

according to Halkier and Danson, “a regionally based, publicly financed institution 

outside the mainstream of central and local government administration designed to 

promote economic development” (in Hughes, 1998, p. 616). According to European 

Association of Regional Development Agencies (EURADA) “a RDA is an 

operational structure that identifies sectoral or overall development problems, 

chooses a range of opportunities or methodologies for their solution and promotes 

projects which can maximise the solutions to the problems” (Yaşar, 2003, p. 27). 

RDAs have existed since 1930s throughout the world e.g. the first RDA in the world 

is the Tennessee Valley Authority established in the USA during 1930s. However, 

they have been operating more widespread in Europe since 1950s and 1960s in order 

to decrease the negative effects of the Second World War and keeping up with rapid 

technology development in the world (DPT, 2000). However, in Central and Eastern 

European countries that is mostly EU candidate countries, the establishment of 

RDAs generally has begun from the 1990s which may a result of mostly the 

European integration and the resurgence of region both politically, economically and 

institutionally. In 1990s, development of a particular region is no longer the 

responsibility of just one organization, central government or a regionally based 

development agency. A range of organisations involved in this process. Some of 

them are local some are regional and other again acting on behalf of national or 

European institutions. Most of these agencies will be working together and involved 

in partnership arrangements with private sector actors and organisations. Today 
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regional development bodies would appear to be essentially networked organisations, 

achieving their objectives by working in partnership with other private and public 

actors (Yaşar, 2003). The fundamental change in the 1988 structural reforms showed 

a clear commitment to partnership between the EU, member states, local and 

regional authorities in tackling regional difficulties. These reforms led to greater 

decentralisation of decision making to local and regional authorities. The concept of 

regional partnership became central to the planning and implementation of Structural 

Fund programs. The increased interest in economic development partnerships has 

been argued to be part of stimulating greater bottom-up development or developing 

endogenous potential compared with some former top-down policies. In this 

partnership model for access to the Structural Funds becomes a changing role for 

RDAs vis-à-vis the other organisation the regional development field (Yaşar, 2003). 

Moreover, RDAs generally stimulate their regions’ economy by assisting in the 

establishment of firms, counselling of firms and training of their managers, 

promotion of enterprise zones or attraction of local or foreign investors, stimulation 

of technology transfer and inter-company partnership, creation and management of 

company incubators, provision of risk capital, conducting of studies and territorial 

planning initiatives, regeneration of areas made derelict by industrial blight (Yaşar, 

2003). 

 

Furthermore, there are a wider range of criteria which can be applied as tests of 

‘model’ RDAs (in Hughes, 1998, p. 616). 

• The structure should be semi- or quasi-autonomous of government 

• The objectives should be sufficiently broad: 

o Regional competitiveness 

o Regional growth 

o Indigenous/SME growth and 

o Inward investment 

• There should be multiple policy instruments: 

o Environmental improvement 

o Industrial infrastructure 

o Business advice 

o Venture capital 
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Today most of the RDAs are bottom-up approaches while the national level policies 

have mainly a top-down characteristic (Table 2). The most specific differences 

between the two policies are: 

• the political environment and sponsorship relations differ both with 

regard to the spatial dimension and the degree to which elected politicians 

are involved in regional policy, 

• the implementing organizations operate in different territorial domains on 

the basis of different resources, pursuing objectives and strategies that are 

not necessarily compatible, 

• policy implementation includes some overlap with regard to policy 

instruments but has important contrasts with regard to modes of 

implementation and the firms targeted by public policy, suggesting rather 

different forms of interaction between public and private actors, 

• the economic environment in which each of the two approaches is likely 

to make a sizeable impact would also seem to differ, with top-down 

policies requiring the presence of private firms establishing branch plants 

and RDAs needing endogenous firms willing to improve their market 

position and network relations. 
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Table 2: The Changing Paradigm of Regional Policy 

 Traditional New  
Conceptual Basis 
 Industrial location theories  

Key factors are regional 
attributed e.g. production 
costs availability of 
workers 

Learning region theories 
Regional capabilities e.g. 
innovative milieu, clusters, 
networks 

Problems 
 Lack of capability 

Lack of qualified labour 
Exploit scale economies 

Lack of entrepreneurship 
Lack of innovation 
Lack of specific know-how 
Lack of internationalisation 

Policy Characteristics 
Aim Equity or efficiency Equity and efficiency 
Objectives Employment creation 

Increased investment 
Increased competitiveness 

Sphere of actions Narrow 
(economic/industrial) 

Broad (multi-sectoral) 

Mode of operation Reactive, project based  Proactive, planned 
strategic 

Policy structure 
Spatial focus Problem areas All regions 
Analytical base Designation indicators 

Regional exporting 
Regional SWOT analysis 

Key instrument Incentive scheme Development program 
Assistance Business aid 

Hard infrastructure 
Business environment 
Soft infrastructure 

Organisation 
Policy development Top down/centralised Collective/negotiated 
Lead organisation Central government Regional authorities 
Partners None  Local government 

Voluntary sector, social 
partners 

Administration Simple/rational Complex/bureaucratic 
Project selection Internalised  Participative  
Timescale Open ended Multi-annual planning 

periods 
Effects 
 No self sustained 

development  
Increased dependence 

Self-sustained 
development 
International 
competitiveness 

Evaluation 
Stage Ex post Ex ante, interim, ex post 
Outcomes Measurable  Difficult to measure 
Source: Bachtler, J. et. al., 2003, p. 12 
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Being a bottom-up approach provide some advantages to the RDAs by overcoming 

some problems in local markets such as inadequate information for market 

participants, problems associated with rapid growth and technological change. 

Halkier and Danson state the problems as: 

• A regional institution is better placed to develop strategies tailored to the 

specific problems of individual region especially if the production 

systems are becoming increasingly localised and differentiated.  

• Bottom-up approach to regional policy requires staff dealing with 

individual firms in a business-like manner and a position outside the 

mainstream bureaucracy would make it easier to recruit specialist staff 

and adopt a more flexible approach to policy implementation and 

collaboration with private actors. 

• A position outside the mainstream government apparatus allows a more 

integrated and proactive approach use of public resources, and also 

generate a business-like image more attractive to private actors than the 

traditional civil-service image of traditional government departments. 

Therefore they can target available resources on key industrial problems 

in a region, facilitate greater integration of economic and land use 

planning processes and address problems associated with the intra-

regional distribution of economic activity. 

• A semi-autonomous position limits direct party-political interference or 

local territorial interests and allows the adoption of a long term 

perspective capable of tackling structural weaknesses of the regional 

economy. With an arm’s length relation, political sponsors only interfere 

with the activities of the policy-making organisation on a very general 

level, such as allocation or resources. 

• A separate regional institution not only may enhance regional influence of 

the political sponsors in relation to other public bodies but also may 

function as a visible symbol of party political commitment to the 

development of region. 

• RDAs offer certain advantages over local authorities in the economic 

development area such as providing promotional activity, embarking on 

major firm rescue operations, setting out strategies to retain local 
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ownership in key local companies and in promoting new sectors (in 

Yaşar, 2003, p. 30). 

 

According to Halkier, Danson and Damborg, the ideal RDA is a multifunctional 

agency that is semiautonomous from central administration. “This autonomy grants it 

the latitude to adopt “integrated” policy strategies and to act as a hub in a web of 

public and private actors engaged in service provision or planning (centrality, not 

centralization)” (Ansell, 2000, p.315). Furthermore, the semi-autonomy of the RDA 

assists to the agency engaging in public-private partnerships. Regional development 

agencies are often at the centre of regional planning and innovation networks 

(Ansell, 2000). In addition, “[t]he European Commission has acted on the European 

scale much as regional development agencies have acted at the regional or local level 

– as creators and managers of a web of interorganizational networks oriented toward 

specific planning, service delivery, or innovation projects” (Ansell, 2000, p.321).  

 

In the EU, the approach towards the regional policy has changed from traditional to 

new, up-to-bottom approach to bottom-up. The success of the change can be seen in 

the organisation structure and implementation of the RDAs. European regional 

policy is considerably different from the regional policy of Turkey. Turkey has a 

centralised tradition, which can be perceived in every smallest institution of the state, 

and abolishing this fixed structure will take a long time. Next chapter will give an 

idea how long it will take.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

48 

 

5.  REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AGENCIES 

IN TURKEY 

 

Regional policies in Turkey have started to implement since 1960 via Five-year 

Development Plans which include the regional development. The fundamental 

principle of these plans was to eliminate regional development disparities between 

regions, however, up until now, these plans failed to achieve it. In the Ninth Five-

year Development Plan, SPO stated that RDAs are evaluated as a mean to achieve 

regional development in the changing conceptualization of region (SPO, 9th 5 year 

Development Plan). Thus, the operations about establishing the RDAs have been 

accelerated since then. In Turkey, 26 new regions have been formed as the NUTS II 

classification in 2002, and the draft law establishing RDAs in all 26 regions have 

been adopted in 2006. Currently, there are two RDAs which are İzmir and Çukurova 

Regional Development Agencies. These two regions have been chosen, because they 

have a tradition concerning regional development, and they are two of the most 

prosperous and wealthiest regions when their GDP per capita at PPP ($) compared 

with the GDP average in Turkey.    

 

Figure 2: GDP per capita at PPP ($) Comparison of İzmir and Çukurova 

Regions and Turkey 
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In Turkey first considerations about the RDAs have begun since the beginning of 

1990s. In the creation process, both the promotion of endogenous dynamics of 

localities and the EU integration process have played an important role. However 

most of the experiences have not passed to the implementation stage and have stayed 

as projects. RDAs in Turkey was firstly planned by SPO and emerged as up-to-

bottom organizational and regional structure that’s under the control of central 

authority. In addition, as Kayasü stated [r]egional development projects have been 

designed, mainly for the less developed regions, and regional development policies 

have been developed as part of the National Development Plans, which have been 

also prepared by SPO (Kayasü, 2006). Therefore, regionalisation process in Turkey 

goes hand-in-hand with the national plans and does not reflect the demands of local 

people. 

 

In order to grasp the issue of the RDAs coherently and be able to imagine the 

situation in the future in Turkey, discussing English RDAs experiences will be a very 

good example. England is the largest and most populous constituent country of the 

United Kingdom which is one of the wealthiest countries of the EU. Like Turkey, 

particularly since 1980s, England has a recent history, which is a centralised country 

with a sometimes self-effacing sense of national identity (Deas, & Giordano, 2003). 

Regional institutional structures of England, for the most part, are relatively weak. In 

1998, regional assemblies were created in all nine regions. Outside London, 

assemblies are not directly elected and the powers of them are limited. The functions 

of the English regions are essentially devolved to them from Government 

departments or have been taken over from pre-existing regional bodies, like in 

Turkey. In Turkey, SPO is responsible from the RDAs and it devolves its 

contributions to the regions, and also pre-existing regional bodies are come together 

under the same roof, namely the RDAs. In England, each region has associated 

institutions, including a RDA. Moreover, each regional assembly makes proposals 

for the UK members of the Committee of the Regions, with members drawn from the 

elected councillors of the local authorities in the region (Wikipedia, 2007a). Major 

contribution of RDAs is creating innovation in development projects. In addition, the 

final nominations are made by central government. The final decision is also given 

by the central government in Turkey. Due to the EU demand, officially organized 

regions were established in the UK. The demand proposed to the member countries 
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that in order to benefit from the Structural Funds programme, they have to create 

regions (Ansell, et. al. 1997). By the Structural Funds, regional disparities tried to be 

minimized both within nation-state and in European scale in order to create 

competitive regions. However, it is hard to say these funds have achieved their 

targets. Reodriguez-Pose and Fratesi argue that “…the European development funds 

could be perceived more as a means of preventing further divergence, rather than as a 

way to achieve greater cohesion” (Reodriguez-Pose and Fratesi, 2003, p.24). 

Moreover, the EU has the same demand from the candidate countries such as Turkey. 

First and foremost, Turkey has created NUTS II regions and currently has been 

establishing the RDAs because of the accession conditions. Regional policies have 

gained priority in the EU membership process. In the EU membership process and 

globalization period, region emerged as an appropriate level in order to achieve 

global targets for both international organizations and companies.  

 

In England, the RDAs are no blueprints of one another. They adapt arrangements 

according to their regional circumstances like in Turkey. Currently, in Turkey, there 

are two RDAs which make their regional development plans according to the 

regional conditions. Additionally, same as in England, the RDAs are charged with 

developing and implementing a regional strategy alongside a range of regional actors 

and interests, with regional development proposals to be achieved through 

consultation and public-private partnership (Yaşar, 2003). In Turkey, each province 

has its own chamber, however there are no regional chambers, unlike in England. 

Alongside the RDAs, regional chambers were established in each English region. 

Regional chambers were established because government believes that an additional 

means of consultation with local people is necessary (Yaşar, 2003). The RDA 

programme has been criticized in a same way both in England and Turkey. The first 

relates to the issue of accountability with the criticism that too much power and 

authority is retained at the central level (Collis and Webb, 1999). Second and a 

related criticism comes to their autonomy. The RDAs are limited in their scope and 

capacity for autonomous activity because their powers are either delegated from 

central government or come from existing bodies. Third criticism relates to the 

RDAs provision of business driven regional economy with the fear that focus on 

competitiveness will undermine the goals such as sustainability and social inclusion. 

The last criticism is on the composition of RDA boards. The RDAs are intended to 
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be business led meaning that business figures will be strongly represented on their 

boards, rather than representatives of local authorities (Yaşar, 2003). Moreover, 

again in both two countries, since their establishments RDAs have faced a number of 

pressing contradictions, they lack the flexibility to respond the regional needs. 

Furthermore, it cannot be denied that RDAs have strong links with central 

government instead of regional actors. The major threat to RDAs’ role as innovator 

is that of becoming mainly delivery vehicles for central government policy (Hughes, 

1998). Hart, Haughton, and Peck (1996) argue that English local governance has 

changed from “the hierarchical, closed, top-down decision-making processes once 

typical of central-local government, to more porous power and resource-sharing 

systems of networks and alliances”, and nowadays Turkish local governance has also 

been changing (Ansell, 2000, p. 311). 

 

Currently, Turkey is experiencing RDAs have the same regional organisation and 

responsibility area; in addition, regulations of them come from the centre, namely 

SPO. On the other hand organisation of the development plan and the contents of the 

plan of the agencies differ from each other because plans are made according to the 

needs of the region. Here is the agencies, firstly İzmir Development Agency and 

secondly Çukurova Development Agency. 
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5.1. İzmir Development Agency (İZKA) 

 

Figure 3: TR 31, İzmir Region 

 
 

Source: EUROSTAT, 2005 

 

5.1.1. Description of the Region 

 

İzmir is the third most populous city of Turkey and the country’s largest port after 

İstanbul (Wikipedia, 2007b). It is located in the Gulf of İzmir, by the Aegean Sea. It 

is the capital of İzmir Province. The city of İzmir is composed of nine metropolitan 

districts, which are Balçova, Bornova, Buca, Çiğli, Gaziemir, Güzelbahçe, 

Karşıyaka, Konak and Narlıdere. Each district, and often also the neighbourhoods 

within, possesses distinct features and a particular character. In 2000, the population 

of this urban zone was 3.370.866.  
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Figure 4: GDP per capita according to Purchase Power Parity ($) for İzmir 

Region 

 

 

Source: Turkish Statistical Institute, 2001 

 

In addition, as it is mentioned before, İzmir is the one of the most prosperous regions 

in Turkey according to the GDP per capita at PPP which is 9185.0 $ in 2001. The 

aim of “using a PPP basis is arguably more useful when comparing differences in 

living standards because PPP takes into account the relative cost of living and the 

inflation rates of the countries, rather than using just exchange rates which may 

distort the real differences in income” (Wikipedia, 2007c). Workforce of İzmir, and 

particularly its rising class of young professionals, concentrated either in the city or 

in its immediate vicinity (such as in Manisa), and under either larger companies or 

SME's, affirm their name in increasingly wider global scale and intensity. İzmir is 

widely regarded as one of the most liberal Turkish cities in terms of values, ideology, 

lifestyle, dynamism and gender roles. The city hosts an international arts festival 

during June/July, and İzmir International Fair, one among the city's many fair and 

exhibition events, is held in the beginning of September every year. It is served by 

national and international flights through Adnan Menderes Airport and there is a 

modern subway-rapid transit line running Southwest to Northeast. Modern İzmir also 
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incorporates the nearby ancient cities like Ephesus, Pergamon, Sardis and 

Klazomenai, and centres of international tourism such as Kuşadası, Çeşme and Foça.  

 

5.1.2. Regional Organisation 

 

Table 3: Organisational Structure of the Agencies 

 
 

Source: Yaman, 2007 

 
Firstly, Development Council has an aim to enhance cooperation in the region and to 

guide the agency. The members of the council are public institutions, private sector, 

non-governmental organisations, universities and local authorities (composed of 

maximum 100 members representing the provinces in a balanced way). Moreover, 

council has some certain duties and authorities which are discussing and evaluating 

regional issues (plans) and making proposals on them; selecting representatives from 

private sector and non-governmental organizations to the Administrative Board; and 

making recommendations to Administrative Board. Secondly, Structure of the 

Administrative Board which is a decision making body of the Agency is composed 

of representatives from public sector, local governments, private sector and NGOS 

such as one governor, the chairman of the Provincial Council, the mayor of 

metropolitan municipality, the chairman of the Chamber of Industry, the chairman of 

the Chamber of Commerce and three representatives of private sector and/or NGOs 
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elected by Development Council. Thirdly, General Secretariat is a technical and 

executive body of the Agency. The secretariat implements the decisions of 

Administrative Board, and employs qualified experts. The Secretary General must be 

an authorising officer. Finally, Investment Support Offices have certain duties and 

authorities which are following and coordinating the permission and licence 

transactions of investors in private sector and to monitor the investments; informing 

and guiding the investor in accordance with the application conditions and required 

documents within the framework of the related legislation; carrying out pre-

examination about the applications; and informing the Governorship and Secretariat 

General about the works, transactions and bottlenecks. 

 

5.1.3. Responsibility Of The Regional Agency 

 

There are several preconditions for the success of RDAs which are political 

commitment, coordination, finance, human resources, and autonomy. The aims of the 

RDAs in Turkey are: 

 
• Enhancing the cooperation among public sector, private sector and non-

governmental organizations,  

• Ensuring the efficient and appropriate utilization of resources 

• Stimulating local potential through; 

o accelerating regional development,  

o ensuring sustainability 

o reducing inter-regional and intra-regional development disparities 

(Yaman, 2007). 

 

RDAs have basic characteristics which are that the RDAs have an autonomous 

structure, legal personality and monitoring and evaluation function. They are subject 

to the provisions of private law and flexible in terms of budget and employment 

provisions. Moreover, the RDAs are based on public / private partnership, built-in 

bottom-up-participatory mechanisms, and coordinator and organizer for public, 

private sector and NGOs. The RDAs support capacity building and development for 

all stakeholders. In addition, they are catalyst and stimulating, and efficient and 

effective use of financial resources. 
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5.1.4. Organisation Of The Development Plan And The 

Contents Of The Plan 

 

İzmir has a high population growth rate, internal migration rate, and unemployment 

rate. The level of technology is low in İzmir and there is also low level of R&D in 

the production of the industrial goods. İzmir is a metropolitan area which means that 

is one of the development engines of Turkey. This area specialises in industry uses 

low level of technology such as food and textile industry. However, İzmir has tacit 

knowledge on forgoing industry, subterranean and aboveground prosperities, 

traditional and modern infrastructure facilities, and high quality of educational 

institutions and human resources. In the region, educational institutions provide to 

create the creative class while giving educations in certain fields of training such as 

engineering, architecture, art, medicine, economics and education. Existence and the 

heterogeneous structure of the creative class have become an important source of 

creating new ideas and approaches. These advantages used with the proper 

development strategies of İzmir may ensure the city to have high competitive power 

and living standard as mentioned in the vision of the city. The vision of İzmir which 

is “being a world city that has rich natural, historical, cultural and human resource, 

which is preserving and keeping them sustainable and integrating with technology; 

also has a competitive power, reduced inter-regional differences in terms of 

development, and a high-standard life”. Izmir oriented development strategies, which 

is composed of related sectors and subsectors, may become oriented towards creating 

the regional development platforms. According to Kumral (2007), a model of 

development platform of İzmir may be composed of four main areas, which are 

firstly, biotechnology that can be categorised in farming and industrial 

biotechnology; secondly, organic farming and food industry based on organic 

farming; thirdly, tourism such as culinary and cultural tourism; and finally, 

information and communication technologies (ICT).   

 

İZKA has currently a pre-regional development plan for the period of 2007-2008, 

which has three basic aims that are development of human resources and capital; 

preserving and strengthening quality service and environment potentials while 
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increasing the metropolitan centre functions and attractiveness and accessibility 

factors of the region; and increasing the competitive power of the enterprises.  

 

Stephens has particular suggestions for İzmir Region. According to the suggestions, 

there should be set strict limits on staff size, recruited quality people and ensured 

minimum level of projects to reduce overheads. The region should engage in genuine 

dialogue with businesses and respond to their priorities, and work hard to identify 

and deliver regional political priorities. In addition, the region should develop strong 

economic action plans that can genuinely drive delivery by a number of different 

parties, and develop meaningful targets that force integration of different aspects of 

economic development. Investing in infrastructure, culture, skills, environment, 

information and promotion is crucial for the region. Finally, İzmir should use foreign 

investors to drive change through local supply chains and recruitment practices. 

 

5.2. Çukurova Development Agency (ÇKA) 

 

Figure 5: TR 62, Çukurova Region 

 
 

Source: EUROSTAT, 2005 
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5.2.1. Description of the Region 

 

The study area of Cukurova Development Agency contains Adana and Mersin 

provinces of the Eastern Mediterranean. “The region covers an area of 29.745 km2, 

the 3.8% of the total surface area of Turkey and the total population of the region is 

3.5 million in 2000 (Adana: 1.85 million, Mersin: 1.65 million)” (Çukurova 

Development Agency, 2006). Çukurova Region has appropriate elements for 

development such as climate, historical and cultural structure, wide hinterland, 

developed infrastructure and strategic position between Europe and Middle East. 

“The Region has become a rapidly developing area” (Çukurova Development 

Agency, 2006). In addition, as it is mentioned before, Çukurova is the one of the 

most prosperous regions in Turkey according to the GDP per capita at PPP which is 

6836.0 $ in 2001.  

 

Figure 6: GDP per capita according to Purchase Power Parity ($) for Çukurova 

Region 

 

Source: Turkey Statistical Institute, 2001  

 

68.5% of the total population lives in the urban area, and the rest live in the rural 

areas. The total agricultural area of the region constitutes the 3.8% of the Turkey. 

Agricultural activities in the region are focused on fruit and vegetable products 

compared with national averages. “It is observed that the region has a very high ratio 
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of export to import which is 115% compared to the country average which is 65%” 

(Çukurova Development Agency, 2006). The region has a potential in terms of 

different kinds of tourism alternatives such as business and conference, plateau, faith, 

sea tourism. However annual tourist figures are far from being enough. Furthermore, 

“Yumurtalık, a district of Adana, is at the intersection of pipelines of crude oil and 

natural gas and this position gives the district a significant potential of investment in 

fields of oil refinery, petrochemical industry, oil products and thermal power plants” 

(Çukurova Development Agency, 2006). “The port of Mersin, being one of the most 

important ports of the Eastern Mediterranean, is a leading port of Turkey in imports, 

exports and transit trade” (Çukurova Development Agency, 2006). The first free 

trade zone of Turkey was set up in Mersin and today, it has the largest trade volume. 

The region is an investment centre for foreigners due to closeness of its location to 

big international markets like the Middle East, North Africa, Eastern and Western 

Europe, Russia and former Soviet Republics. Furthermore, there are three 

universities in the region, which are Çukurova University located in Adana and 

Mersin and Çağ Universities in Mersin.  

 

5.2.2. Regional Organisation 

 

Firstly, “Development Council is formed in order to direct agency and to help 

regional development of Adana and Mersin by ensuring the close cooperation with 

public authorities, nongovernmental organizations, universities, private organizations 

and local governments which are situated in this region” (Çukurova Development 

Agency, 2006). “Development Council is consist of 100 members; 51 from Adana, 

49 from Mersin in order to represent Adana and Mersin in a balanced way, who are 

the representatives of public sector, non-governmental organizations, and private 

sector” (Çukurova Development Agency, 2006). Development Council, which has to 

assemble at least twice in a year, has same duties and authorities with the İZKA 

because of these duties and authorities are decided in the legislative act. Secondly, 

“Board of Directors is the decisive organ of Agency; which is composed of 

Governors, Metropolitan Municipality Mayors, Chairmans of Provincial Council and 

Chairmans of Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Adana and Mersin” (Çukurova 

Development Agency, 2006). Chairmanship is on a rotative basis because the region 
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consists of two cities. The tasks and duties of Board of Directors of ÇKA are again 

the same with the İZKA. Thirdly, General Secretariat is the executive body of the 

Agency and consists of able experts and support staff (Çukurova Development 

Agency, 2006). Finally, the aims of the Investment Support Offices (ISOs) are to 

attract domestic and foreign investment to the region, and to promote 

entrepreneurship in the region. “The main functions of the ISOs founded to serve the 

investors as ‘one stop offices’ and facilitate the investing procedure which is the 

same with the İZKA” (Çukurova Development Agency, 2006). 

 

5.2.3. Responsibility of the Regional Agency 

 

Çukurova Development Agency has a vision that “Çukurova will be the heart of the 

Eastern Mediterranean- an entirely developed region with its urban and rural areas; 

competitive in fields of agriculture, industry, tourism, logistics and energy; the 

gateway of Turkey to the world with its harbour and its free trade zones” (Çukurova 

Development Agency, 2006). Furthermore, “[t]he mission of ÇKA is to enhance the 

local development by activating the local potential through its able and dynamic 

experts” (Çukurova Development Agency, 2006). The Agency provides assistance to 

the entrepreneurs and investors in the region and promotes the business and 

investment opportunities of the region with the capacity of planning, programming 

and allocating funds. ÇKA gathers the representatives of both private and public 

sectors and NGO’s, and aims to promote the cooperation among them. 

 

ÇKA has a role of enhancing the local development and activating the endogenous 

potential, with an aim of reducing the threats of globalisation while determining the 

local development strategies to enable the maximum benefits from it (Çukurova 

Development Agency, 2006). The projects and actions prepared by the local actors 

are supported with grants that are provided currently by the national resources and in 

future by the EU funds. The agency aims “to induce the charm of the region and to 

promote the region in national and international area by activating the endogenous 

potential of the region; to support the activities related with the production and 

employment increase; to develop the human resources and to achieve the efficient 

migration management” (Çukurova Development Agency, 2006).  
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5.2.4. Organisation of the Development Plan and the Contents 

of the Plan 

 

Certain determination studies have been made in order to understand the existing 

situation by benefiting regional statistics within the framework of Çukurova 

Regional Preliminary Development Plan. “Basic economic and social development 

indicators, indicators pertaining to human resources, agriculture, industry, tourism 

and energy sectors as well as data on port and free trade zones” have been used in the 

studies (Çukurova Development Agency, 2006). In following phase, SWOT analysis 

has been done in order to determine through the meetings with regional actors. ÇKA 

has particular objectives and priorities which are introducing economic and social 

potential in order to improve the attractiveness of the region and to make publicity of 

the region both in national and international-wide; developing human resources 

capacity and ensuring effective management of migration; and supporting activities 

in connection with increasing production and employment in the region. 

 

In Turkey, the RDAs are formulated as a special model according to the national 

needs and demands of the development-oriented local organizations, while 

concerning the political, administrative, economic and social conditions of the 

country, additionally the needs of the age and the EU membership. However, 

currently, this model cause tensions, and particular groups do not approve and would 

like to make changes on it. In the next chapter, the problems are going to be 

investigated.  
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6.  PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN THE 

TRANSITION PERIOD 

 

In Turkey, agency system aggravates the conflicts in between the central government 

institutions and local institutions. Additionally, these conflicts are caused not because 

of the bureaucratic disagreement, but because of basic interest differences related 

with the political-executive system. Bachtler et. al. (2003) summary the difficulties 

encountered in the new member states and candidate countries, which overlap with 

the problems in the regional development in Turkey (p. 16). First, and most crucially, 

there are only limited financial resources allocated to regional policy. Second, 

regionalisation is slow and partial. Third, a lack of co-ordination between 

government ministries and with other levels of governance is a recurring problem. 

Finally, EU regional policy has tended to dominate the agenda, potentially leading to 

tensions with national policy objectives. 

 

6.1. Problems with the Law on the Regional Development 

Agencies (RDAs) 

 

In Turkey, there are tensions caused by the difficulties mainly related with the 

establishment of the RDAs which is still an early phenomenon according to a certain 

group of people. There is a long way in front of Turkey in order to be able to increase 

the investments in financial resources for the regional development. In addition, 

because of the process of regionalisation takes a long time, just making and changing 

regulations do not work in order to implement and adopt the law on the RDAs. 

Turkey must build a strong infrastructure for the regional development policy. 

Furthermore, the idea of governance is substantially new concept. Although Turkey 

has regional development experiences and local has been able to raise its voice 

particularly since 1990s, the regulation and co-ordination scale of the regional policy 

has a top-down approach. Moreover, the concept of “regionalisation” is opposed by 

particular groups. Because Turkey has a unitary structure, and the tendency to divide 
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the country into the federal regions is not possible first of all due to anti-

constitutional structure of regionalisation. Finally, “[t]he future development of 

regional policy in an enlarged EU cannot be viewed simply from a national 

perspective but needs to consider the inter-relationships between national policies, 

EU regional policy and EU competition policy” (Bachtler et. al., 2003, p.1). Thus, 

the EU has various demands from Turkey as a candidate country. Additionally, the 

EU does not like current regional policy of Turkey even 26 new regions have been 

formed in the NUTS II classification, the RDAs have been establishing, and many 

changes have been done in terms of the political regulations.  

 

Sak (2006) argues that in Turkey, there are basic problems. Turkey has never had an 

industrial policy. In addition, even there is a rapid increase in the global integration 

recently, there are no any strategies for the integration in Turkey. Regional 

development policies require an extensive policy framework and analysis. For 

instance, as the aim has become “do it and benefit from the funds”, the problems 

have been much more complicated. The policy makers should learn to think “think 

globally, act locally” for the regional development. RDAs have been establishing, 

however, this is not enough. Firstly, capacity of the local public should be 

constructed (Sak, 2006). Thus, localisation period should start. The capacity and 

technique of effective service production should be developed in the local level, and 

later on the capacity of thinking. Secondly, capacity of the local civil should be 

constructed (Sak, 2006). The role of the Chambers should be strengthened not just in 

the centre, but also in the local. Additionally, the strong cooperation between 

Chambers and universities is important. The capacity of local policy analysis and 

design should be strengthened. Finally, it is necessary to build and apply the 

industrial policy in Turkey (Sak, 2006). A strategy is needed in order to create an 

opportunity and manage the risks arising from the global tendencies. The problems 

and breakdowns of co-ordination should be overcome. The reform of investment 

environment must be completed. The strategy of transition period should be defined 

correctly. The analysis of the clusters in the axis of sector and region is required, and 

also the barriers in front of the competitive power should be determined one by one. 

At this point, Sak (2006) is asking the question that why the RDAs has been 

establishing before building the capacity, searching and designating the sources of 

the problems. 
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Turkey falls behind the developed countries in terms of implementing the regional 

development policies on time. Bilen (2006) shows this delay in the table below:  

 

Table 4: The Transition Period 

 
Source: Bilen, 2006, p. 14 

 

The reasons why Turkey comes from behind developed countries are various. First of 

all, the scope of the programmes for the regional planning is inharmonious with each 

other (Bilen, 2006). Additionally, the regional planning does not stand on operational 

programming, and it has no connection with annual investment programmes (Bilen, 

2006). The layouts of public administration and local administration have 

contradictions with the constitutional provisions. The public administration has no 

connection with the national planning. Moreover, provision of the new layouts 

differs from the existing executions. There is no functional connection between 

necessity of the EU integration and the layouts. Finally, most importantly, there is 

considerably strong counter side for the idea of regionalisation or localisation 

(Bilen, 2006). Furthermore, there is confusion in the concept of “Omnibus Act of the 

Development Agencies”, rather there is no consensus in the opinion of the act. The 

act needs accreditation in order to work under the Instrument for Pre-accession 

Assistance (IPA). However, Development Agencies (DAs) still do not get any money 

from the IPA. Institutional constitution and capacity development of the DAs will 

take some time.  

 

According to TURKONFED (Turkish Enterprises and Business Confederation), 

regional development strategies are the product of globalisation. The process of 

globalisation has increased the importance of local economies and enabled local 
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enterprises to connect directly with global markets. Moreover, in spite of increasing 

competitiveness, it is necessary to organise small and medium-sized productive 

capital and local and regional spaces in particular ways as competing with other 

firms and spaces. Furthermore, TURKONFED (2007) claims that in order to reduce 

current account deficit and increase added value and employment, regional 

development must be realised particularly in the undeveloped part of the country. 

Thus, DAs are crucial for the regional development in Turkey. However, 

administration of these agencies should be composed of mainly public officers, 

instead of voluntary civil business world organisations. MUSIAD (The Independent 

Industrialists’ and Businessmen Association) offers a bottom-up approach for the 

powerful local government as an essential way of overcoming the above difficulties 

in the economy. Turkey has a highly centralised characteristic which makes the state 

inadequate in mobilising and preparing local and regional actors to the global 

economy. According to MUSIAD, serious regional development policy is a necessity 

for Turkey, which will ensure economic restructuring. TUSIAD (Turkish 

Industrialists’ and Businessmen’s Association) emphasizes the highly centrally-

organised aspects of Turkey, which cause crucial difficulties for the public 

administration system in the operation of local entrepreneurships and industrial 

development, such as the increasing unemployment in localities, migration to big 

cities and intensifying economic and political problems. Furthermore, there are 

remarkable differences within the Turkish capitalist class. While MUSIAD and 

TURKONFED supported devolution towards subnational scale, TUSIAD, the 

dominant business association in Turkish political life and the architect of former 

decentralization in Turkish state, surprisingly took a critical stance against the draft 

Law on the Establishment, Coordination and Duties of Development Agencies 

(Gündoğdu, 2006). Ömer Sabancı, the chairman of TUSIAD, clearly stated the 

opinion as follows: 

 

Local administrative services should be controlled by the centre in terms of 
national principles, targets and standards. However, there are not enough 
sentences to provide particular control mechanisms in the Law on Public 
Administration Principles...In a more localised administration model [to be 
brought along Justice and Development Party (JDP)’s proposition, which is in 
the power as a government], there will appear a risk of providing the unity in 
administration and controlling the operation of transferred services in terms 
of national targets, principles and standards. (in Gündoğdu, 2006).  
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The trade unions also have a critical stance against JDP’s proposition, which are 

nationally organised, and leftist political parties. The criticisms came to the changes 

in the scale of economic and political relations, which were related to their increasing 

attack on labour, and the capitalist dynamics generally seen as the operation of some 

international bodies such as World Bank, IMF, OECD and the EU. “Therefore, the 

shift of state power to the subnational scale was generally conceived as driven by 

international capital seeking to exploit new spaces through fragmenting the unity of 

national space” (Gündoğdu, 2006).  

 

In the revised law, the RDAs are no longer conceived as having a considerable power 

in determining regional development strategies. In contrast to the first law, the 

revised law does not include any tasks and functions of preparing regional plans and 

strategies given to the RDAs. The new Law assumes that SPO is the only institution 

for determining and preparing regional plans and strategies. A remarkable critical 

position against the revised Law is taken by MUSIAD and TURKONFED. 

According to these associations, “the renewed Law represents a backward step from 

the first one which considerably encourages local and regional actors to compete in 

global markets through developing their local potentials” (Gündoğdu, 2006). 

 

Union of Chambers of Turkish Engineers and Architects (UCTEA) see the 

process of globalization as an attack to labour comes from the capital has 

world-wide consequences (Makine Mühendisleri Odası, 2005). This 

transformation especially might generate fatal consequences for 

underdeveloped and developing countries. The needs of the globalised capital 

purify the state’s roles have social attribution; makes labour market irregular 

and flexible; and removes the national barriers in front of the capital while 

engendering the restructuring of the nation states. At the same time, this 

necessity brings up the restructuring of the local administration. According to 

UCTEA, the period of “globalisation-localisation” is imposed as “adjustment law” 

while excluding the approaches of development and planning including regional 

development. This process causes an abandonment of every part of the country to the 

market powers. There is a particular example which is GAP. In accordance with the 

“adjustment law” of the EU, administration of GAP will be removed at the end of 

2007. Term of office of GAP regional development administration will terminate and 



 

 

 

67 

later on in accordance with the adjustment law, there will be established three 

development agencies. In such case, accumulation of the GAP project will be 

destroyed and this region will become open to the economic benefits of international 

forces. On the other hand, because of these three development agencies do not have 

any responsibility for the developing infrastructure, the future of the project will be 

affected negatively.  

 

İstanbul Institution of Court resists the reform programme which has an aim to make 

fundamental changes in the functions and the organisation model of the state 

(İstanbul Barosu, 2006). “Local administration reform” restructures the 

administrative stages of the state, duties of every administrative unit, and the 

organisation model. This arrangement was done bearing date of 25,04,2003 by the 

25th clause of “The Draft of Local Administration Basic Bill” under the title of 

Establishment of Regional Development Agencies. The first draft was not approved 

both by the President of the Republic because the draft had Constitutional 

discrepancies. Another solution was found for the rejected draft by the executive 

authority, which was dividing the text of the law into fragments. The first step was to 

abolish Directorate General of Rural Services. The second step was to prepare “The 

Law on the Establishment, Coordination and Duties of Development Agencies” and 

submit it to TBMM (Turkish Grand National Assembly). The new draft was put to a 

vote in 26.01.06 and became law. İstanbul Institution of Court suggests that with the 

inclusion of the phrase of “region” from the draft, the Government wanted to avoid 

the discussions on the Regional Administration and Federal System (İstanbul Barosu, 

2006). İstanbul Institution of Court continues that the draft could not avoid the idea 

of Regional Administration System even there is an inclusion of the “region” phrase. 

Furthermore, the Law of Development Agencies comes from outside sources, 

namely the EU. This new condition of the regional development has two 

consequences. Firstly, priority of both planning and application is given to the 

private sector in the regions. Secondly, the economy of the regions has become 

focused on equity trading investment. The most important conclusion is that class 

factions, and social, economic and political constitutions have entered into a 

dispersal process while interfering with each other. İstanbul Institution of Court 

states that the law should be assessed from the perspective of globalisation arises 

from postmodernism that defends divided, dispersed ethnic and regionalisation 
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(İstanbul Barosu, 2006). Thus, the unitary structure of the nation-state is an obstacle, 

since this structure is contrary to the concept of postmodernism and globalisation. 

Nation-state cares the general interest of the whole country with its central 

administration while preparing its plans and programmes that can be opposed to 

interest of the big international companies applying globalisation in the world. In the 

USA and EU, these big companies are integrated with their countries. In short, DAs 

have a character to facilitate the colonialist dispersion of big companies. Thus, DAs 

are in contradiction with the structure of the unitary state, nation state. İstanbul 

Institution of Court argues that development and industrialisation of a country can be 

realised with using the central power, resources and organisational structure of the 

state (İstanbul Barosu, 2006). In other words, regional administration power cannot 

realise the development and industrialisation of the country. DAs engender negative 

consequences in the administration structure constructed with a long term 

experiences synthesised with modern law norm in Turkey. Instead of a planning 

approach looking at the nationwide with a holistic point of view, an approach 

considers localisation might engender disregarding of the national interest. This law, 

which is proposed by the suggestion from outside, might cause irreparable economic 

damages and loss of resources.    

 

UCTEA sued about cancellation and motion of stay of “Public Act about Working 

Procedure and Origin of Development Agencies”, and Council of State decided to 

stay of execution and apply to Constitutional Court (TMMOB, 2007). In addition, the 

suit still continues about establishing of the DAs. Without any rectification in 

Constitution, DAs bring a different model inadequate to the administration structure 

of the Constitution. Many of the articles of the law have unclearness and enable 

arbitrariness. Moreover, the law does not refer to the national development plan and 

is charged with regional planning and programming without any necessity for the 

engagement with the national development plan. Competitiveness of regions is 

brought in the foreground instead of public interest. UCTEA sees compulsory that 

the development plans must be underlied by the science, technology, innovation and 

industrialisation policies, and Turkey must make own national plans in every fields 

and sectors. In addition, according to UCTEA, the fact of “region” and the strategy 

of “regional development” are contrary to the principles of independence, democratic 

participation, public interest and social benefit.  
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In sum, Turkey is in a transition period since 1990s, which is a relatively long period. 

The conflicts caused by the law on Development Agencies seem arise in the future 

increasingly. Due to the fact that the suit about establishing the DAs still continues in 

the Constitutional Court, İzmir and Çukurova Development Agencies have recessed 

their activities for a while until the legislation will be arranged again (İZKA, 2007). 

The Development Agencies have still private and legal personality, thus the 

employees continue their regular work, and the agencies continue their vital 

activities.  

 

6.2.  Criticisms from the EU 

 

“The Law on the Establishment, Coordination and Duties of Development Agencies” 

is evaluated by the EU as a critical improvement in regional policy and regional 

governance for Turkey’s accession process. However, the EU has further suggestions 

about constitution of more active regional structures in regional governance in 

Turkey. According to the EU, the current dominant position in preparing and 

implementing regional development plans of the SPO is to be limited to preparing 

macro strategies. The EU Commission, in its annual report on Turkey’s accession, 

suggests as follows: 
 

Turkey may consider delegating responsibility for sectoral strategy, 
implementation and monitoring to the sectoral ministries and to regional 
structures so that the State Planning Organization could focus on its planning 
mandate and its role as a coordinator. The establishment of, and provision of 
institution building support to, permanent structures, namely to Regional 
Development Agencies, could go a long way to redressing the shortfall in 
administrative capacity at regional level (Gündoğdu, 2006). 

 

 

Put another way, the EU suggests establishing the DAs with a considerable power on 

sectoral strategies, implementation and monitoring of regional planning. The EU 

argues such DAs are also important in constituting favourable environment for 

domestic and foreign capital investment (Gündoğdu, 2006). However, the role and 

functions of the DA’s need much more concern. Two development agencies were 
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established in the Çukurova and İzmir Regions without structures such as an inter-

ministerial coordination body. Additionally, these structures are “for coordination 

with other line ministries and interaction with these in relation to regional 

development has generally been confined to consultation on documents in an 

advanced stage of preparation rather than involvement from inception. Managing 

Authorities for the implementation of the regional development component of IPA 

have not yet been established in the relevant line ministries” (Commission Of The 

European Communities, 2006, p. 54). Decision making is still concentrated under the 

control of a small number of officials within SPO. Moreover, there has been very 

limited decentralization of responsibility towards technical ministries and regional 

structures. Within the next few years, the DAs should “provide the necessary 

administrative capacity at regional level, taking over from Service Unions that have 

been established in all regions in which EU supported regional development 

programmes have been initiated” (p. 54). In sum, the law is not found as entirely 

compatible with the EU’s proposal. 

 

6.3. Criticisms from the Author 

 

In Turkey, regional policy is even more required than it was yesterday, due to the 

fact that the economic gap between regions has been growing rapidly and 

globalisation has an unsteady impact on regions. Therefore, DAs should increase in 

number in the nearest future. The most important function of DAs in general is 

accomplishing internal development of regions through collaborative attempts of 

local actors. The development of strategic plans should be in line with the national 

development plans and programmes. Donation system is an important tool of the 

DAs in order to decrease the regional disparities. The donation system assists the 

local enterprisers to make projects in various sectors and fields. The projects will be 

determined according to the inherent dynamism of local. (However, project making 

process will wait for a while because of the case about the establishing the DAs). The 

effect of the inherent dynamism of local can be seen in the regional development 

plan which is developed by considering the needs of the region.  
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The DA is an institution “incorporated and governed by the private law” (which is 

the vulnerable point of the present agencies in Turkey), thus it is neither public nor a 

private institution, which causes a serious problem because a substantial portion of 

the budget is provided by the national general budget revenue. Certain group of 

people sees that is problem due to that how a commission includes private sector can 

become a regional government with a certain budget. The concept of “region” creates 

fear in Turkey; additionally, the fear arises because of the possibility to create an 

autonomous government from the regional government particularly in the Eastern 

part of the country. Moreover, the DAs were established by the law; however, they 

have a flexible and dynamic structure that helps to catch up on the new trends and 

adopt themselves accordingly. For instance, DAs have different development models 

which belong to their own regions. 

 

In Turkey, SPO has a privilege to have a last word in decision-making processes for 

the regions, i.e. regional development plans of the DAs. Thus, the centre is still 

powerful in regional development processes that is actually desired firstly by the 

Constitution. Moreover, local governments largely depend on the funding of the 

central government and there is a limited local tax revenue. Turkey is a unitary state 

and this cannot be changed, but the effect of the central government on regional 

policies may be reduced, thus, DAs can become more autonomous. This can be 

achieved through increasing the number of representatives of private sector and non-

governmental organisations in the Development Council and the Administrative 

Board which can bring a more democratic environment. Thus, the role of local 

authorities may become vital in the democratization process, and in the economic 

development of the regions. In short, political authorities must be powerful, but not 

omnipotent. 

 

SPO was following the regional development policies in Europe intimately, but they 

could not be implemented in the regions due to the financing problems, and the lack 

of a local institution such as RDA. DAs are the necessity of Turkey whether they are 

the demands of the EU or not. The process had already started before the EU 

accession period with initiative of the local cooperation such as Chamber of 

Commerce, Chamber of Industry and foundations. However, it was hard to work 

without a legal basis established by the centre. 
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The scale of Turkey is huge and it is not easy to contribute the needs of the local 

from centre. DAs help to be able to work in a micro level, in local. RDA is a good 

tool to support all regions. A good governance model of the state may transfer the 

revenues of a prosperous region to a needy region. Furthermore, Turkey can find 

other support mechanisms to local people such as establishing regional chambers as 

an additional means of consultation which has being used in England. In Turkey, 

almost every province has its own chamber, and for instance in İzmir and Çukurova 

DAs, these chambers have a right to speak; however, this amount of participation is 

not enough.  

 

In the past, SPO had implemented a new policy in the most problematic regions as 

pilot ones, and called them “primary regions in development”, but the plans did not 

work. Today, this understanding has changed, and SPO has chosen İzmir and 

Çukurova regions as pilot ones because these two regions are successful in terms of 

economy and they have a regional development tradition. Moreover, “primary 

regions in development” caused problems in the regions which were not covered 

under this heading. Because even if it is a developed region, it needs a special care in 

order to increase the competitiveness of the region in the world market and to 

increase the prosperity of the region. Thus, today, it has been recognized that the 

centre needs a tool to realize the development in the regions with the RDAs which 

support the internal development and activate the dynamism of the regions with the 

local allocation mechanisms. Unlike in Europe, where the RDAs were established in 

a historically originated structure, RDAs in Turkey do not mean regionalization, and 

still depend on the centre. They are local-based in terms of economy, and centre-

based in terms of administration.  

 

The Turkish DA model is created by SPO in order to meet the needs of the country. 

Furthermore, the DA models in the country should be different from each other, 

because the needs of each region differ from the others. However, at present, DAs 

are similar to each other which will change in the future and DAs will adopt 

themselves to their own regions according to the needs of the local.  

 

In Turkey, the most important question is what we understand from regionalization, 

whether it is a threat or not. The answer is hidden in the economy. Therefore, Turkey 
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with a developed economy does not need to fear from regionalisation. In addition, in 

order to realise the economic development, firstly, regional development should be 

realised, of course in the beginning the country should take caution against threat. 

Moreover, the social structure and the administration tradition of Turkey are very 

different from Europe. Thus, regionalisation in Turkey is not perceived as in Europe. 

However, this does not mean it is impossible to overcome certain problems that 

Turkey is facing currently, this means that it will take time to realise democratic 

formation in regional level because of the centralised tradition of the country. DAs 

will help to reduce disparities between and within the regions; therefore, they are 

essential in regional development policy of the state, whose necessity can be 

recognised by the European experiences and the European regional policy. The 

government in order to provide humane living conditions for their citizens should 

make a regional policy that helps people to find work and live better in their 

neighbourhoods. The policy should bring periphery regions closer to the centres of 

economic development by constructing highways, high-speed trains and airports. The 

policy should create enterprises in backward regions. The policy should improve the 

environment in inhospitable surroundings, the information society particularly in 

rural areas, and spare time services established in the suburbs. If all these come true 

at the end, regional economic attractiveness of the country will increase which lead 

to an overall development in the region.  
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7.  CONCLUSION 

 
The thesis explores the transition period of regional development policy of Turkey 

has been processing currently from national regional development policies to 

Regional Development Agencies while considering the EU regional policy as a 

starting point, particularly the governance issue.  

 

In Europe, the idea of state as an effective political steering centre of society 

collapsed and an alternative mode of guiding socio-economic development found 

which is the move from the government to governance. The emergence of policy-

networks is a very important feature of modern governance. In policy networks, the 

state and civil society are not tightly combined, and their interaction produces a 

negotiated consensus which facilitates the formation and implementation of a policy.  

In the modern world, role of the public sector is declining and role of the private and 

community sectors is growing. Moreover, there is a decline in the influence of 

politicians and political parties which are key actors and forums in traditional local 

government with the rise of the partnership.  

 

In Turkey, the legacy of ‘authoritarian statism’ and clientilism in the economy and 

society were important reasons why local partnership could be difficult to establish. 

“The interaction of Europeanization and regionalization triggered processes of 

differentiation of intergovernmental or intraregional decision-making structures. It is 

this process of differentiation which emerges as the primary precondition for the 

successful management of the multi-level system” (Benz & Eberlein, 1999, p. 342). 

The history and the administrative structure of Turkey play crucial roles in terms of 

causing constraints and contradictions in the Europeanization process. “These 

constraints are in the form of a security conscious centralized state, weak civil 

society, patronage relations and Turkey’s traditional approach to regional disparities 

and regional development” (Ertugal, 2005, p. 4). Moreover, regional governance and 

regionalisation are strongly associated with regional separatism, which demand a 

political autonomy in Turkey.  
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EU influence provides an opportunity for the central administration to learn from the 

practices of the EU countries, particularly through EU technical assistance 

(Loewendahl-Ertugal, 2005).  RDAs have a particular importance in between the 

practices of the EU countries. First of all, many of the member states have 

established RDAs in these countries to get the EU funds, namely the Structural 

Funds. On the other hand, in order to understand the needs and find solutions to the 

problems of the local, the RDAs are beneficial institutions. RDAs are seen as the 

new bottom-up policy a nascent mode of regulation and coordination based around 

the inter-firm networks and public private partnerships at the regional level that has 

developed from below (Collis and Webb, 1999). 

   

In Turkey first considerations about the RDAs have begun since the beginning of 

1990s. In the creation process, both the promotion of endogenous dynamics of 

localities and the EU integration process have played an important role. Due to the 

fact that demands of the EU and in order to get the EU funds, 26 regions in NUTS II 

system have been formed in 2002 and İzmir and Çukurova Development Agencies 

have been established in 2006 in Turkey. The RDAs have been formulated as a 

peculiar model according to the national needs and the development-oriented local 

organizational demands, regarding the political, administrative, social and economic 

conditions of Turkey in addition to the world experience and the European Union 

Membership. Regional organisations and responsibilities of the RDAs have been 

determined by the centre, namely the SPO. However, they are not blueprints of one 

another. The development plans of the agencies have been created according to the 

regional/local needs.    

  

However, in Turkey, agency system aggravates the conflicts in between the central 

government institutions and local institutions. Additionally, these conflicts are 

caused not because of the bureaucratic disagreement, but because of basic interest 

differences related with the political-executive system. Turkey must build a strong 

infrastructure for the regional development policy. Furthermore, the idea of 

governance is substantially new concept. Although Turkey has regional development 

experiences and local has been able to raise its voice particularly since 1990s, the 

regulation and co-ordination scale of the regional policy has a top-down approach. 
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The policy makers should learn to think “think globally, act locally” for the regional 

development. 

 

The main conclusion can be that the transition period of regional development policy 

of Turkey from traditional ways to DAs is considerably problematic. The RDAs have 

not been seated well in structure because certain factors have not been considered 

efficiently, which are the organisation and partnership by considering the issue of 

social inclusion, relations and legitimacy with the central government, functions and 

accountability, and funding resources. 
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