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Restructuring of the Turkish Public Sector as Part of the Europeanisation Strategy····   

 

1. Introduction 

The European Union (EU) has completed an enlargement process in the year 2004 and has 

grown up to 25 member states with the ten new members. The Union is now preparing for the 

next enlargement. As regards the remaining candidate countries, Bulgaria and Romania hope 

to join by 2007; Croatia has just begun its preparation stages for integration, while Turkey is 

not currently negotiating its membership yet. The European Union and the people of the 

member states began discussing Turkey’s integration in many aspects, such as its influence on 

the cultural, economical and political “future” of Europe. On the other hand, very different 

agents, who represent different internal dynamics of Turkey, have also debated the Turkish- 

EU relations for quite a while. Towards the end of 2004 it seems that these debates have 

gradually become denser. It is agreed by everybody that, there are various dimensions of 

Turkey’s process of integration with EU. Turkish bourgeoisie and the government concern 

about the economic integration process, the political criteria and the conclusions of the 

European Council meetings. The liberal left parties, the social democrats and most of the civil 

society organisations try to keep the human rights issues in the current agenda, related with 

EU.i 

This paper aims at assessing the whole process from rather a different point of view; trying to 

debate an area, which is observed not to have been analysed sufficiently. That is to say, this 

paper will assess the issue of the restructuring of the Turkish State, as a process that is 

considered as the part of the Turkish integration process with EU. While assessing the 

restructuring process the main focus will be mainly upon the public employment relations and 

the public labour processes. Additionally, the ways in which the restructuring of the public 

employment and public administration affect the public employees will be analysed. 

 

                                                 
·  Özo� lu, Burçak, “Restructuring of the Turkish Public Sector as Part of the 
Europeanisation Strategy”, A.Ü. SBF-GETA Tart� � ma Metinleri , No 79, Aral�k 2004. 



2. A Brief Look at the Turkish- EU Relations 

Turkish capitalism has linked itself to Europe for nearly two centuries. Turkey asked to be 

accepted in the European Economic Community (EEC) 40 years ago and in 1963 the 

association agreement was signed. 

With the beginning of the foundation of the The Republic of Turkey, the class character of the 

governing groups was clearly set. Turkish bourgeoisie declared “westernisation” as the main 

goal of the young republic in the process of integration with the world capitalist system. With 

this in mind, being part of Europe became one of the priorities of almost every government of 

Turkey ever since. During the early years of The Republic there were various political 

cornerstones of this “Europeanisation” and capitalisation process of Turkey. Whereas it can 

easily be stated that the second half of this 40 year period can especially be defined as 

providing the basis of EU- Turkey relations in the year 2004. 

The industrialisation strategy, which lasted almost 52 years between 1927 and 1979 and based 

on import substitution, had reached its limits in the late 70s. The year 1980 became the 

beginning of a new Turkish political economy context characterised by the neo-liberal model. 

The economic programme of liberalisation and market-led adjustments were put into full 

force by the military government after the coup. The civilian successors followed the path 

with only few deviations since that time. (Yeldan and Boratav, 2001) 

The economic crisis periods beginning in the late 90s and continued through 2000s 

emphasized the liberalisation process of the country. This process clearly meant the reshaping 

of the power relations between social classes. The Turkish State as a whole has been in the 

relation of a partnership with the capital classes of the country. This partnership had in a way 

declared that the post-1980 era would be an anti-labour one. Besides all these national 

dynamics, the role of the international bodies should be stated. The liberalisation process of 

the Turkish economy and the accompanying political and ideological spheres were mostly 

designed, defined, and imposed by those international organisations as well. (Yeldan and 

Cizre, 2002) 

It can be said that EU became one of those leading international bodies in Turkey’s 

liberalisation process. After the 1963 association agreement, 32 years of transition process 

was adopted for Turkey. This period ended with the Customs Union in 1995. In the year 1999 

at the Helsinki European Council, Turkey was declared a candidate state. At the Copenhagen 

summit in 2002 it was decided that Turkey would begin accession negotiations at the end of 

2004 without delay provided that progress report by the EU Commission confirms that 

Turkey had fulfilled the political criteria. The commission revealed the regular progress report 

for Turkey in October 6th 2004. (CEC, 2004a) Regular reports of the Commission record 



Turkey’s progress towards accession over the past twelve months and also examine Turkey’s 

track record in respect of the political and economic criteria for accession since the decision 

by the Helsinki European Council 1999. The report of the year 2004 had a special meaning, 

being the provider of the basis of European Council’s decision on Turkey - EU relations’ 

future. The commission presented a strategy consisting of three pillars. The first pillar 

concerns with the cooperation to reinforce and support the reform process in Turkey in 

particular in relation to the continued fulfilment of the Copenhagen criteria. Second pillar 

assesses the specific conditions for the conduct of accession negotiations, and third one 

concerns with the strengthened political and cultural dialogue between people of the EU 

member states and Turkey.  The recommendation presupposes a “smooth integration” process 

for Turkey with the precondition that, the relations between the EU and Turkey must ensure 

that Turkey remains fully anchored in European structures. (CEC, 2004b)  

Turkey has been in a process of rapid reforms beginning from the 2002 Copenhagen Council. 

As regards to the political criteria, two major constitutional reforms in 2001 and 2004 and 

eight legislative packages were adopted by parliament between February 2002 and July 2004. 

All these reforms in civil-military relations, human rights, scope of fundamental freedoms of 

Turkish people, the minority rights and other political issues have been implemented in a very 

short time period although, the practical aspects of all these are very much controversial. The 

concern of this paper is with the issues, which are subject to reform, about the restructuring of 

the State. A series of Codes reforming public administration and local government were 

adopted by Parliament in July 2004 although subsequently vetoed by the President.ii 

 

3. The Restructuring of the Public Sector in Turkey  

The European model or in other words Europeanisation process in the public sector is closely 

linked with the social policies of the Turkish State. Besides it is directly related with the 

restructuring of the state itself and the role of EU governance has a significant importance on 

this issue. Gullien and Palier (2004) discuss the EU influence on the Nation States, which are 

in the process of accession. The writers emphasize a very critical point in this 

“Europeanisation”, indicating that the changes in social policy in candidate countries should 

be considered in terms of the interaction between adaptive pressures coming from both the 

EU and the other international organisations, namely the World Bank and International 

Monetary Fund. (Guillen and Palier, 2004; 204) 

When Turkey is concerned, the balance among all these actors could be identified as a 

complex division of labour. The WB and IMF become the leading pressure on Turkey’s 



liberalisation process. These two international bodies impose all the marketisation policies as 

well as the structural adjustment practices on the country. Turkey carries out this dependent 

relationship with WB and IMF in order to prove itself as a reliable and stable partner state in 

the global capitalist order. (Yeldan and Cizre, 2002) Although these dependent relations seem 

to be enough for modifying Turkey’s “westernisation” objective, the EU has its special place. 

EU has its significant influence on Turkey’s structural adjustments, but also seeks cooperation 

with other international bodies. In the 2003 Accession Partnership Document, the short term 

economic criteria for Turkey begins with the recommendation of keeping the dependent 

relationship with the IMF and WB. It goes on like that: 

“…Ensure implementation of the current disinflation and structural reform 

programme agreed with the IMF and the World Bank in particular ensure the 

control of public expenditure.” (Council of the European Union, 2003) 

It can be stated that the WB and the IMF seem to have the role of defining the economic 

model, whereas EU has the role of defining the political and social restructuring. This is what 

is called as the division of labour among these bodies.  

European Social Model, in accordance with the “good governance”, offers the “New Turkish 

Social Policy”. On the other side, the existence of a European Social Model is being debated. 

It is argued that there is no clear European social model promoted at the EU level, but rather a 

conflict between “economically oriented actors” promoting market type solutions and 

“socially oriented actors” trying to find new perspectives for a productive approach to social 

policy. (Guillen and Palier, 2004; 206) It may not be possible to comment on the controversial 

and exclusive discussions within the Union but may be stated that the inclusive social model 

of the Union is more unanimous. The social model of EU, promotes social provisions with the 

precondition of economic liberalisation. In the discussion which has been cited above, the 

writer Guillen and Palier also come to a similar conclusion. They point out that the European 

Social Model is “proclaimed but not sustained in the Copenhagen criteria nor through explicit 

policies”. (Guillen and Palier, 2004; 208) They confirm that the EU member states (especially 

the older ones) continue to defend the European Social Model and not explicitly promote a 

liberal model, but in practice the process goes to the privatisation of social protections; cuts in 

welfare state expenditures; implementing a general social dumping and social devaluation 

strategy. (Guillen and Palier, 2004) 

When we turn back to Turkey, it can be observed that the Turkish governments have begun 

the structural reforms, in the economic sense, in the 80s, and by the end of 90s the political 

and social transformations have begun. These transformations took place concurrently with 

the European integration policies of the country. Now, in 2004 the JDP government declares 



that they accept the European Governance as a model for restructuring the Turkish State. The 

concept of “European Governance” is explained in the official web site of the European 

Commission as corresponding to the so-called post-modern form of economic and political 

organisations. (http://europa.eu.int/comm) At the same place Rhoderick Phodes is cited for his 

statements about different meanings for governance. Six different meanings are listed; the 

minimal state, corporate governance, new public management, good governance, social-

cybernetic systems and self organized networks. European Commission explains European 

Governance as being “… the rules, processes and behaviour that affect the way in which 

powers are exercised at European level, particularly as regards openness, participation, 

accountability, effectiveness and coherence”. (CEC, 2004c)  

This model is defined as the “New Public Management” in some other contexts. A new 

paradigm is introduced and transformations in the public sphere are rationalized by 

introducing the “demands of the citizens/customers for superior service and more choice”. 

(Thompson and Miller, 2003) In accordance with this, the New Public Management is 

presented as; decentralised, flatter, perhaps smaller organisations structured around sets of 

generic value creating processes and specific  competencies, high performance HRM 

practices, modern information technology, balanced responsibility budgeting and control 

systems and loose alliances of networks. (Thompson and Miller, 2003) 

It is possible to come across this “governance” model in the newly approved Constitution of 

Europe. This is the first time, the concept of “governance” is defined in the Union’s primary 

legal texts. In the constitution: 

In Article I-50: “In order to promote good governance and ensure the 

participation of civil society, the Union institutions, bodies and agencies 

shall conduct their work as openly as possible…” 

And in the Article III-193: “ The Union shall define and pursue common 

policies and actions and shall work for a high degree of cooperation in fields 

of international relations, in order to… promote an international system of 

good global governance in advance…” (Conference of the Representatives 

of the Governments of the Member States, 2004) 

Turkey seems to have begun preparing for integration with this system of “good global 

governance” in advance.  

After a seven months period of pre-discussions, the Turkish Parliament approved the “The 

Bill of The Code of Principles and Restructuring of Public Administration” in July 2004. 

(T.N.A., 2004) That Bill can be considered as the legislative part of a broader process of 

liberalisation of the Turkish State. Although President Ahmet Necdet Sezer had vetoed the 



Bill on the basis of some contentious points and returned it to the government, the 

restructuring process was accepted to be started. 

The Justice and Development Party had declared their plan about reforming the Turkish State 

structure as one of their primary objectives from the times of their election campaign. In the 

programme of JDP (so-called Emergent Action Plan) the need for restructuring the public as a 

whole in accordance with the “modern needs of our times” was stated.(JDP, 2002) Prime 

Minister R.Tayyip Erdo� an introduced the programme of the 59th Government of the Turkish 

Republic in March 2003, emphasizing more or less the same statements. (TR, 2003) In the 

Government programme it was declared that they were resolved to achieve a transformation, 

which aimed to build a public administration system in line with the concept of modern 

administration. According to this framework JDP Government declared some specific targets 

in which the restructuring of the public administration would be in order to; 

·  to overcome centralised and highly hierarchical structures 

·  to increase social monitoring and participation 

·  to reduce paperwork, formality, bureaucracy and inefficiency 

·  to prevent institutional enlargement and bulkiness 

·  to eliminate favouritism and decadence. 

The “conservative democrat” (as the party defines itself) JDP Government began to 

implement this programme in full force. In addition to the restructuring programme of the 

public administration, the new government declared a series of other liberalisation targets and 

emphasized its dedication to the aim of completing the privatisation of the public sector as a 

whole. 

In October 2003 Prof. Dr. Ömer Dinçer was promoted as the Head Advisor of the Prime 

Ministry. He was assigned to be the head of coordination of the so-called reform studies. 

Dinçer’s assignment provoked many arguments because of his radical Islamist  reputation.iii  

In about a month Dinçer’s team introduced a draft of the proposed Code on public 

administration. Towards the end of December 2003 the draft was sent to the parliament. It 

was July the 15th 2004 when the draft became “The Bill for Code of Restructuring and the 

Basic Principles of Public Administration” and was enacted at the Turkish Parliament.  

 

4. The Basic Principles of the Restructuring 

In the rationale of the first draft the aim and the basic principles of the new Code were stated 

as: “Change in management to manage the change!” The leading motives of the whole 

process may be summarised by three objectives, which are, privatisation, the principle of 



subsidiarity and participation of the civil society. A deeper assessment will help us to 

recognise that these three different objectives are pointing to the same single direction: the 

liberalisation of the state as a whole. 

The restructuring process introduces the concept of “governance” as being the new principle 

of governing techniques. This governance rationale is believed to realise a significant change 

in the Turkish State structure. It is believed that the State will evolve towards being efficient, 

open to social monitoring and participation, productive and transparent.  

The critical motive of this transformation lies beneath the “market logic”. The rationale of the 

whole process declares that the new administration ethic will be respectful to the market rules 

and will utilise the market forces as much as possible. It should be recalled that the 

associations and unions of the representatives of the private sector were directly involved in 

the process of preparation of the Code for restructuring public administration. 

Besides the term governance, the draft paper used another new expression, which is “glocal”. 

Being glocal, basically meant being determined by the global and local dynamics 

concurrently, but on the other hand this should be understood as fulfilling the necessities of 

the international bodies at the localities.  It can be said that, glocal means liberalisation for the 

sake of the foreign investors; structural adjustment programmes dictated by the international 

agents and other similar dependency topics for Turkey. 

 

4.A.Privatisation 

The transformation process of the state in Turkey clearly states privatisation as being one of 

the main objectives. In the programme of the 59th government the scope of this objective is 

stated as follows: 

“… Privatisation will be regarded as the transfer of public institutions and 

establishments that perform economic activity into private sector in market 

conditions…” 

It goes on with more emphasis: 

“… The fundamental objective of privatisation is to create the necessary 

condition for the better functioning of the free market in the economy and to 

enable efficiency and productivity…” 

These expressions show us that the principle of privatisation is much more than simply 

transferring the economic activity from public institutions to the private sector. The whole 

process indicates a broader transformation of the state. This can be interpreted as a state 

structure, which is led by the market forces. 



In order to achieve this, a plan for opening the public services sphere to the private sector is 

implemented. There are several regulations in the Bill accordingly. First of all in the Article 

11 of the Bill, the central administration and the local authorities are defined as having the 

opportunity to assign private bodies for any kind of services. Authorities don’t have to do 

much; they only need to specify the need to be more efficient in order to assign the private 

sector for some part of public services. Secondly, in the Article 5-l the public entities are 

restricted to establish enterprises, manufacture any goods or found service establishments, 

they cannot keep personnel or any equipment for these purposes unless the sectors are directly 

specified. The principle of acquiring full liberalisation for the transfer of the public services to 

the private sector is considered to be the first priority. Besides the Bill of the Public 

Administration there are some other components of this restructuring process in relation with 

the privatisation objective. A Bill for the redefinition of the State Economic Enterprises is on 

the way. According to this preparation the SEE’s will be defined as “enterprises with public 

stocks” and will be restructured as joint-stock companies. (Güler, 2004) 

 

4.B. The Principle of Subsidiarity and Decentralisa tion 

The transformation of the state has a structural side as well as the political aspects. In this 

process of restructuring a comprehensive change in the sphere of local entities is targeted. The 

Government introduced “the principle of subsidiarity”, in a way which is stated in the Treaty 

of Europe. For the European union this principle mainly defines the relationships within the 

Union. The subsidiarity principle is defined as the intention to ensure that decisions are taken 

as closely as possible to the citizen .Similarly, in the Bill of Public Administration the Article 

5-e states the principle of assigning the duty, responsibility and authority to the bodies which 

are the closest to the citizens involved. The restructuring process according to this principle 

aims the transfer of authority from central bodies to the local ones. The decentralisation 

process, being quite similar with the privatisation objective, aims at transferring public 

services to the private sector. The local public authorities plan to cooperate with the private 

partners in the areas which the whole body of the service cannot be transferred. The services 

excluding the central administrative ones will be expelled from the central structure in order 

to realize the decentralisation process. In addition; the principle of limiting the control of the 

authority of central administration on local institutions will be implemented. The provincial 

administrations will be restructured accordingly. In many areas the Ministries’ authorities, 

powers, personnel and resources will be handed over to the Governorates and Special 

Provincial Administrations. For example, health, agricultural, social assistance related, 



cultural, tourism, environmental, stockbreeding, construction and transportation services will 

be provided at provincial level. Whereas the Ministry of Justice, Ministry of Internal Affairs, 

Ministry of National Defence, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Labour and Ministry of 

National Education are kept in the central administration and authorised for establishing rural 

institutions. 

In the decentralisation process the organisational structure of the state will be reviewed. The 

organisation will be redefined as a whole including the number and size of the ministries and 

the structures of all the related and associated institutions. The decentralisation regulations are 

prepared as a package of codes including: The Bill of the Code for Special Administration of 

Providences, accepted by the Parliament on 24.06.2004 but vetoed by the president; The Bill 

of the Code of Municipalities, accepted 09.07.2004 but vetoed; Code of the Grand 

Municipalities, enacted on 23.07.2004; Proposal of the Code about the Regional 

Administrative Unions, being discussed in the Parliament commissions. Besides the 

preparation for the implementations of the Regional Development Agencies, which is 

amongst the recommendations of the EU, are to be considered part of the decentralisation 

processes related with the liberalisation practices. 

 

4.C. Participation of the Civil Society 

The objective of civilisation can be considered as the complementary part for both the 

privatisation and decentralisation objectives. The civil society appears to be anything that is 

non-state. On the other side, it should be noticed that these non-state categories mainly 

indicates the capital classes.  The labouring classes are specified either with the concept of the 

“poor” or with the “customers”.  

When it is examined carefully and objectively it can be noticed that the civilization objective 

leads to a type of restructuring of the state that constricts the state body and opens space for 

the “non-state”. The civil society is defined to fit in this space acting according to the market 

rules. The objectives and principles of social monitoring, increased participation, the right to 

be informed, transparency etc, can all be considered as in relation with the civilisation target. 

The new logic indicates that the whole system is to be simplified. The main aim of this 

simplification seems to abolish bureaucratic obstacles for the investors. Similarly, the 

transformations to increase efficiency in the public sector and to achieve transparency can be 

considered as trying to make things easier for the private investors. The Bill with its Article 6-

d states that the central administration has the responsibility of building way of cooperation 

between public bodies, companies, associations/chambers and other NGO’s. 



In short the “new civilised Turkish State” is introduced with a regulatory role and having 

simple legislation and administrative structure. In addition the “unnecessary” institutions are 

announced to be abolished. This can be easily recognized as a clear message of a flexible and 

liberalised public sector. 

 

5. Change in the model of Public Employment 

The agenda of the New Public Management introduces the concept of New Public 

Employment within its context. The New Public Employment is one of the most important 

components of the transformations in the public sector and more broadly one of the areas of 

concern about the restructuring processes of the State. By transforming the model of 

employment in the public sector, the public labour processes are also reorganised in many 

aspects like; the model of recruitment, management techniques and the whole conceptual 

framework of “public work” and state labour forms. 

The thematic context of “performance management” defines the European new public 

management. The system for this theme is called “management by objectives”. MBO is 

related to the use of operational objectives and performance indicators. This is a management 

system led by quantified targets and aim at the continuous performance improvement. The 

sequence of the system goes like; target setting; decentralised operationalisation and 

implementation; monitoring of the results; practical conclusions based on a final performance 

assessment. The criteria for performance are the satisfaction level of the customers, indicating 

the citizens who receive public service. In short this system is introduced as the 

transformation from a role-oriented to a performance oriented administration. (Mosley et.all, 

2000) 

This is another transformation towards a flexible administrative system. The transformation 

from a system driven by the requirement to achieve equity, consistency and the other 

bureaucratic values to a system driven by efficiency and effectiveness criteria. This is a 

performance-oriented approach where flexibility is needed. (Richards, 1990) Britain is the 

place these transformations realised rather earlier than the rest of Europe. Richards (1990) 

indicates that the management change by Thatcher government in the Britain’s public sector 

was driven by two factors. Firstly it was the government’s desire to cut public expenditure as 

part of the strategy of rolling back the frontiers of the state. Secondly, it was the quest for 

value for money with more efficient and effective management. (Richards, 1990) This new 

management model evoked many problematic issues in the public sector in Britain. For 

example the “agency work” practices in Britain’s public sector should be assessed critically. 



In the UK, about 500 thousand employees are stated to be working as “agency temps”. 

(Kirkpatrick and Hogue, 2004) Among this, the ratio of the temporary workers in the public 

sector is rising rather dramatically. More and more teachers, physicians and nurses are 

becoming contracted temporary workers. The employers prefer “agency work”, in the terms 

of cost reduction and being part of the decentralized management ethos that treats workers as 

expendable commodities with a fixed term “sell by date”. (Kirkpatrick and Hogue, 2004; 

Conley, 2002) 

Turkey’s public employment system is undergoing a similar process of transformation 

towards flexibility. On the other side the personnel regime of the country is also on its way to 

be restructured. French public administration system has been a model for Turkish bodies in 

particular the public personnel regime. France, as being one of the leading countries of 

Europe has been in a restructuring of its public administration system as well. French 

governments have developed a strategy of incremental transformations in the administrative 

reform. Beginning from the 80s France experienced series of reforms like; administrative 

modernisation with Mitterand, public service renewal with socialist Prime Minister Rocard. 

Decentralization reforms took place in the beginning of 90s. The left wing governments 

started the process, the right wing governments continued on. That is to say the 

transformation processes in the public administration system of France carried a character of 

continuity. (Meriaux, 2004) French process of modernization in the public administration led 

to the transformation of the statutory system to contractualisation. The new model can be 

considered to be a more business-like approach to public management. 

 

6. The Restructuring of the Turkish Public Employme nt 

Model 

Reorganisation of the public personnel regime is one of the components of the restructuring of 

the state in Turkey. The “Administrative reform” includes some special packages of 

regulations, such as, the local authorities’ regulations; social security reform; public financial 

management reform and the public employment reform. The Action plan of the JDP was 

indicating the framework for the transformation of the public employment. The plan indicated 

that, with the “State Personnel Regime Reform”, standard staff positions would be introduced 

in all public agencies and establishments, and objective criteria would be introduced for 

recruitment and promotion, number of statuses would be reduced, economic and social 

differences between similar statuses would be eliminated, wage and salary system would be 

simplified, imbalances would be eliminated, and flexible working hours would be introduced. 



Besides, the new model of public management was also indicated in the document. It was 

stated that, the Total Quality Management philosophy would be introduced in the supply of 

public services. TQM was introduced  as the most important tool for preventing corruption, 

and supply standards and durations of services like; land registry, public security, 

municipality, customs incentives, leave, license, contract award, progress payments to 

contractors, civil registry etc. 

According to the framework which was introduced, the regulations in the public employment 

model include two main pillarsiv. The first pillar is the reorganisation of the employment and 

recruitment model including the strategies of pay management. The second one is the 

restructuring of the labour processes of the public services by the introduction of the New 

Public Employment model in accordance with the governance rationale. 

There are 2.750.000 Turkish citizens employed in the non-military public organisations in 

Turkey. (Table.1) This is approximately %4 of the total population and %9 of the labour 

force. (Güler, 2003) Public employment system of Turkey is defined as a “combined 

personnel regime”, which includes three parts of the State structure. (Güler et.al, 1999) These 

are the central administration; the local administration and the state economic enterprises. In 

the Turkish Public Law there are two main types of employment categories, which are 

statutory and contractual. The public employment types in different parts of the State structure 

are also categorised by these two forms. Civil servants, contractual personnel and temporary 

staff are subject to statutory category where “worker” positions are subject to contractual 

employment.  The central administration covers the civil bureaucratic structure of the state, in 

which there are the ministries, their institutions and associated bodies, their rural 

organisations, and the juridical bodies. In the central administration, according to the 2002 

data, there are 2.029.185 public employees. This means %74 of the total public employment 

is in the central administrative structure.  In the local administration and state economic 

enterprises, there are 270.000 and 450.000 employees, respectively. (Figure 1) When the 

employment types are concerned the distribution among the structures are as follows: More 

than 90% of civil servants are employed in central administration bodies; contractual 

employment overweighs in the state economic enterprises whereas workers seem to have 

more even distribution among different structures. (Güler, 2003)(Figure 2) 

In the draft documents for the new public personnel regime, there is a new structure for 

recruitment. The new model of employment for the public workers, introduces five different 

employment types, which are, the civil servants, employees on contracts, workers, temporary 

statues and other public employees. The new public personnel regime plans to limit the “civil 

servant” positions. Civil servants are employed in fundamental and continuous duties of the 



public service. In the draft document there is a list of 77 civil servant position titles, indicating 

mostly the top level managers, experts, researchers, inspectors and auditors. Many civil 

servant positions are planned to be transferred to contractual employment. The new draft 

regulation introduces the ways in which the transfer of the current employees should be 

realised accordingly. Contractual employment is defined for the positions, performing public 

services which are within the liabilities of the state; state economic enterprises and the other 

public juristic personalities. These positions are employed either full time or part time and not 

considered as the “worker” statues. In the list for contractual employment, there are 194 

position titles in which there are all the health personnel including physicians, nurses, 

pharmacists, all the education sector workers, all types of office workers, firemen, postmen 

and many others.  

By the late 90s some regulations had taken place and the application of new employment 

forms had begun in the public sector in Turkey. The flexible employment models like, 

temporary work; sub-contracting and special contract workers became widespread. Besides 

these, an implementation called “norm position” was introduced. The main rationale of the 

norm position regulations is the objective of achieving a more balanced distribution of the 

staff across the country. In the implementation of these regulations firstly some “standard” 

positions are specified within the public bodies and institutions and then assigned to the staff 

by the rule of seniority. The excess positions are employed in places, which have vacancies or 

shortages. This was rather a unrecognised form of employment for the Turkish public sector. 

The norm staff implementations are obviously deforming the principle of continuity of the 

public jobs, and restructure the job security aspects. The excess positions create vague work 

places and job schedules. These practices can be named as flexibility in the employment 

schemes in the public sector. Another example for this search of flexibility is within the draft 

document for the Code of Personnel Regime. In the contractual forms of the public 

employment, the duration of the contracts are defined for a time period. This means at the end 

of each period the employee will be re-employed. In the rationale of this implementation it is 

stated that the new model would change the life time employment implementations of the 

Turkish public personnel regime. It is clearly declared that contractual employment is not 

defined as promoting job continuity. Contractual public employees would gain permanent 

positions only after ten years of employment. In the year 2003 an implementation in the 

health sector took place named the “The Employment of Health Personnel in the Places 

having Shortages”. (Ministry of Health, 2003) According to this regulations health workers 

began employed as contracted employees for one year. At the end of the yearly periods, the 

needs are reconsidered and the employees are re-employed accordingly.  



In this new employment model, another important implementation is the performance pay 

policies. Performance pay should also be considered as a part of the “flexibility” objectives. 

The performance criteria depend solely on the measures of “competitiveness”. In other words, 

performance of the public employees is defined by the market dynamics. 

Another area which is subject to change is the management model for the public sector. Total 

quality management techniques and model have been implemented in the public institutions 

for a while. The European Excellence Model has been implemented in some public bodies, 

such as the Ministry of Education. The instructions and regulations have been translated from 

the documents of the European Quality Management Association. Implementation of the 

quality management model in the public sector has been organised as a national campaign at 

the end of 90s and the campaign is continuing till then.v 

To organise the public services according to the model of TQM, means redefining the role of 

the state as the controller of the labour processes. TQM model introduces the concept of 

quality in the public services. The labour processes are now organised for the objective of 

receiving the quality that is actually defined by the market forces and competitiveness. The 

public services are to be standardised in order to give the “best service” to their “customers”. 

Some new roles are emerging for some of the public employees. There will be “leaders” of 

the quality teams, “entrepreneur managers” will be formed and as a result the whole 

management system will change. 

This transformation process will definitely present some very critical problems. First of all, it 

should be made clear that these restructuring aspects are leading the privatisation process of 

the public services. Privatisation of the public services is one of the critical transformations of 

the neo liberal policies, which have very clear oppositions with the logic of public services for 

the sake of the society as a whole. Secondly, in this alteration, the reorganisation of the labour 

processes form individualised and segmented relations for the public employees. The 

capitalist character of the public labour processes becomes clearer and furthermore the role of 

the state in these processes becomes more “capital-like”. 

 

7. Discussion: The Restructuring of the State and t he 

Public Labour Processes 

The arguments around the alteration issues attract our attention to one of the important points 

as the effect of the new state structures on the public labour processes. How will the labour 

relations area as being part of the social policies be changed during this transformation 

period? 



In order to assess this point, the position of the state on the point of production, that is to say, 

in the direct labour process, will be the focus. 

The capitalist process of production consists of the combination of the labour process and the 

process of creating value (valorisation process). The labour process is the process where 

‘work’ is defined within. The labour process is the combination of the purposeful activity 

(work), the object on which work is performed and the instrument of that work. This 

framework helps us to develop a critical analysis for explaining the changes in the work 

practices. Each ‘work’ type should be analysed in the labour process to which it belongs and 

each labour process should be considered as part of the capitalist process of production. This 

mapping out of first principles enables us to assess the totality of change. By means of such 

an analytical tool, both particular economies and capitalism as a system may be analysed 

critically in terms of production. (Özo� lu, 2002) 

Analyses of most of the approaches that concern ‘work’ depend on an examination of the 

point of production. Differing types of production/service organisation represent the 

transformation process. A critical observation of the determinants of organising production in 

innovative or new ways has to acknowledge the fundamental motives for changes in 

production, but would these very motives – driven in large part by profit maximisation and/or 

market forces under capitalism – that provide the essential continuity. This logic of capitalist 

production is often hidden inside the ‘shell’ of the transformation process. On the other hand, 

it should be stated that the labour process is directed centrally at the fundamental project of 

capitalism i.e. the generation of surplus value. That is to say, the labour process is at the heart 

of capitalist production relations through the production of surplus value. Furthermore, the 

central dynamics of that process are to be considered in terms of exploitation. (Cohen 1987) 

Taking all these points into consideration, we can proceed on putting the state in its place in 

this framework. Without going into a detailed debate on the relative autonomy of the state, the 

position of the state against the social classes should be indicated. Boratav (1991) summarizes 

this as follows; the class, which has the economical sovereignty and seizes the surplus, has the 

control over the state apparatus. Only when there are big social crises or in the transition 

periods between forms of productions, state behaves somewhat independently from the 

sovereign class. (Boratav, 1991)  

Then the next question comes; how should the relation between the state and the labour 

processes be stated? Taking into consideration both the capitalist labour process and capitalist 

state definitions an approximate explanation can be driven. Capitalist state controls and /or 

organizes the capitalist labour process. The main motive for this is the rationale of the labour 



process being the point the surplus is produced and valorised. That is to say, the state aims to 

control the point at which the capitalist exploitation is realised. 

When it comes to the “public labour processes” and the influence of the state, it gets a little bit 

complicated. The public sector has two argumentative points about this topic. Firstly, the 

capitalist character of the production relations is not as clear as it is in the private spheres. 

This gives the public labour processes an ambiguous side about being capitalistic. Secondly, 

in relation with the first point, the class positions of the public workers are also considered 

vague. Carter (1997) puts it in this way; during the public labour processes there is the 

production for the determined needs, but there is also another point, which is the securing of 

the accumulation of the capital. That is to say, the public labour process is not independent of 

the capitalist relations and at the end, the needs that are to be fulfilled are defined by capitalist 

relations. Public labour process should be considered as the combination of the needs that are 

stated by the state and the pressure of the capital accumulation processes. (Carter, 1997) This 

helps to point out the capitalist character of the public labour processes. Especially when the 

public service and public industrial enterprises are concerned, the public labour processes 

appear to be the component of the capitalist production relations. State, in these examples, has 

direct influence on the labour processes with the employment policies, legal regulations, 

proposed production techniques and management mechanisms. 

Another area of concern is the significant labour process of the “state employment”. 

Particularly for the cases of civil servants, the permanency and security of the services 

become critical. Civil servants perform the main duties of the state and the labour processes 

are organized in a way that this duty necessitates. Although the capitalist character of these 

processes is obvious, the role of the state in organising the labour process differs. In that point 

it is not only the regulations and employment policies but the rules and the administration 

model as well determine the public labour process. 

In the example of the restructuring of the Turkish State, it is not state’s withdrawal from the 

public labour processes. On the contrary, the restructuring enables new forms and new roles 

for the state in the public labour processes. For example in the privatisations, the state hands 

over its role as a “boss” to the private sector, to the “new” bosses and becomes the “regulative 

actor”. In the privatised enterprises the “public” labour processes become private and the role 

of the state transforms to a regulative one. In the restructuring, the labour processes that were 

not privatised also transform. The state reorganises the public labour processes in accordance 

with the market rules. The flexibility regulations and the subcontracting methods are the tools 

for this reorganisation. The withdrawal of the state from the production areas indicate that the 

regulation role of the state also changes. The state now regulates the labour processes in 



favour of the markets, for the sake of free competition and for the capital classes as a whole. 

This new model is named the governance model.  

When it comes to the influence of this new model on the public employees, it can be said that 

they cannot just keep step with this transformation at all. The restructuring of the state for 

them, means insecure and vague employment relations, plus the working conditions that are 

solely determined by the market rules causing long working hours and inconvenient 

conditions. Performance pay relations could easily become low pay policies, which are 

determined subjectively. Public employees will be spending their earnings, which are 

determined by the market rules, in the public services market. The main needs of the people 

will be served in the market, like education, health, municipality services etc. It is not difficult 

to assume that the public employees will experience peer competition within their workplaces. 

Trade unions will lose strength because they will be becoming more and more non-functional 

in the “quality” system of the public institutions. Working conditions will become more and 

more irregular, inconvenient, temporary and individualised. 

Privatised and market-led public services will imply that the needs of the society come in the 

second place. It is strongly felt that, this is something alienating for the public employees. 

Being respectful to the market not the labour engenders becoming competitive entrepreneurs 

instead of productive helpers for the society. 

Public employees are asked to be professionals who are serving “customers” according to the 

rules of the free market, applying the performance criteria for the sake of “pay rises” and 

chasing “quality” to alter their colleagues! 

The implementers of this restructuring are imposing this process as being the only alternative 

for Turkey’s modernisation. And the whole process is linked with Turkey’s integration with 

the EU. The ruling classes of the country insist on being part of Europe and playing the game 

with the rules of the EU. The rules are introduced as being set by the European Governance 

Model. On the other side for some others in the country the new model is associated with; 

deepening of inequalities, more poverty, more dependency etc. Namely, everything what neo 

liberalism means to labouring classes. Then the question comes: Is EU the only alternative 

future for Turkey? 
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i On October 6th 2004, European Commission prepared a Recommendation on Turkey’s progress towards 
accession as a communication to the Council and the European Parliament.  This recommendation basically 
depended on the Commission’s regular report on Turkey’s progress towards accession. This report and the 
recommendation will be the basis for Council’s decision in December 17th 2004. The Council will decide 
whether or not to open accession negotiations with Turkey. The critical point for this decision will be the notion 
of fulfilment of the political criteria which were stated at the Copenhagen European Council in December 2002. 
ii President Ahmet Necdet Sezer, send the Bill document which he received on July 21st 2004 back on August 
7th 2004 requesting the Parliament to discuss the draft once more regarding some points which the Presidency 
emphasized to be inharmonious with the Constitution. 
iii  In 1995 Ömer Dinçer had submitted and presented a paper in a symposium stating that Turkey should change 
the Republican government model with a more representative one and proposing the principle of secularism 
should integrate with the Islamic ideology. In 2003 He has declared that he is still with his word. Professor 
Dinçer is an academician but also was famed with his other occupations. He was the one of the advisers of R. 
Tayyip Erdo� an during his Mayorship of �stanbul. He has been adjudicated for a case of unlawful action during 
his executive board membership of Istanbul’s main city power resources distribution company. He is in the 
executive boards of around 10 companies almost all of which are in municipality services businesses. 



                                                                                                                                                         
iv The New Public Employment Model has not been reflected in a written legal document yet. However there 
have been various indicators like, symposiums held by the State Personnel Presidency, official declarations of 
intension etc. There are also couples of ordinances regarding some incremental changes. Besides there is a non-
official draft document called “Public Personnel Code” in informal circulation. The only official sources for the 
transformation in the public employment model are the Bills for Regional Administration and the Bill of the 
Code for Public Administration. In the Chapter One of the Part IV, named Miscellaneous and Temporary 
Provisions, the Article 46 defines the principles of the proposed public personnel regime. 
v For broader information visit the web site of the Turkish Quality Association, KalDer: www.kalder.org.tr 
 
 
 


