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In the Ottoman–Turkish political evolution (from 1299 to the present) both government and civil bureaucracy went through signiﬁcant changes. An early classiﬁcation among the political institu- tions of the Ottoman Empire was that by Lybyer (1913), which distinguished the “Ruling Institu- tion” from the “Moslem Institution”: the former was made up of the sultan and his household, the civil b ureaucracy, a nd t he m ilitary; t he l atter c onsisted o f t he re ligious b ureaucracy. The “execu- tive” a nd “administrative” f unctions were c arried out, at l east during t he e arlier c enturies, by t he civil a nd religious bureaucracies, respectively (İnalcık, 1954). According to a nother classiﬁcation (Karpat, 1968, p. 72), t he latter together formed t he “men of pen,” who were d istinguished f rom the “men of sword,” or the military. In the Republican Turkey (1923 to t he present), the “general
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civil service” comprised oﬃcials and employees of the central government, including judges, foreign service personnel, teachers and professors in public schools and universities, and the administrative and clerical staﬀ of the ministries (Kingsbury and Aktan, 1955, p. 22).

This c hapter i s a n a nalysis o f t he p lace o f t he h igher civ il s ervants i n t he O ttoman a nd t he Republican Turkish politics. The bureaucratic elite in question were primarily involved in “politics” rather than in “administration.” The higher bureaucrats, in fact, considered themselves as a group quite diﬀerent from the middle and lower bureaucrats. Midhat Pasha, grand vizier during the late
1860s, referred to the middle and lower echelons of bureaucracy as “ordinary functionaries and sec- retaries” (Pakalın, 1940, p. 41). And one author referred to the higher civil servants of the Ottoman Empire and Republican Turkey as “high cadre” (Atay, 1969, p. 365). Certainly, higher bureaucrats in both the Ottoman Empire and Republican Turkey were far superior to the rest of civil servants, by virtue of the education they received (Berkes, 1964; Dodd, 1965; Mardin, 1969a).

During the Ottoman period, higher civil servants generally carried the title of “pasha.” Before the Tanzimat (Reform) period, starting in 1839, that title was given to the governors of the prov- inces, the viziers of the capital, and the oﬃcials immediately below in rank. A fter 1839, the oﬃ- cials i n t he ﬁ rst four (of n ine) g rades of t he civ il (and m ilitary) h ierarchy h ad t he t itle of pa sha (Deny, 1936, pp. 1030–1031). Republican Turkey retained that title for oﬃcers only (and that for a while). During the Republican period, the higher civil service comprised undersecretary, general director, chairman of ministerial boards of inspection, and other oﬃcials in similar advisory and controlling positions in the highest ranks (Dodd, 1965, p. 269; Roos and Roos, 1968, p. 27).

4.1    The Initial Institutionalization Pattern and Its Degeneration,  ca. 1299–1789
The a loof attitude of Ottoman and Turkish higher civil servants toward their subordinates, was a replica of their relations with social groups, and later, with politicians. The Ottoman–Turkish polity and its social structure developed out of a n ucleus of ghazi1  traditions a nd in the process adopted Islam. The group of ghazis  that eventually formed the state had come into contact with Islam when they were placed on both sides of the Islam-Byzantium frontiers. They had, however, even during those e arlier c enturies, preserved t he autonomous norms of a r uling t radition ( Wittek, 1965, pp. 17–18). L ater, t his t radition w as rei nforced w hen t he R uling I nstitution w as s erved a lmost exclusively by the converts to Islam having the status of slaves of the sultan (İnalcık, 1973).

Although i nitially, yo ung “ Turks” were re cruited, g radually C hristian b oys, sp ecially l evied and educated, constituted the backbone of the civil and military bureaucracies. From the bright- est a mong t hem, a g roup was selected to b e t rained i n t he Palace School (Enderun), e stablished by M ehmet t he C onqueror (1451–1481), sh ortly a fter t he f all o f C onstantinople i n 1453. There they re ceived a n i ntensive t raining l asting a s l ong a s 1 2 ye ars. E ventually, a c hosen fe w were given responsible positions in the civil bureaucracy. Others were destined to serve in the military (Toynbee and Kirkwood, 1927; Miller, 1941; Gibb and Bowen, 1950). Such a recruitment pattern and t he sp ecial e ducation w hich t he re cruits wen t t hrough m ade t hem f aithful s ervants o f t he sultan: “[The civil bureaucrats and the members of the military were] entirely devoted to the will and commendments of the Grand Signor, that is, one who does blindly all that he orders, and if possible, all that he thinks” (Miller, 1941, p. 70).

Thus during this earlier period in the Ottoman–Turkish political evolution, bureaucrats sup- ported an absolute system of government with power concentrated at the apex of the polity, that is, in the sultan. This concentration of powers was considered necessary in order to preserve harmony

through p roviding justice. A n o ld m axim rep eated i n Turkish p olitical l iterature f rom Kutadgu Bilik in the eleventh century to the Gülhane  Rescript of 1839, indicated t he need for upholding justice: “A ruler can have no power without soldiers, no soldiers without money, no money without the well-being of his subjects, and no popular well-being without justice” (İnalcık, 1964, p. 43).

As a prop to the institutionalization pattern delineated here a ﬁef, or timariot, system had been established. The state held the legal ownership of the land where the ﬁefs worked, leaving only the right of usufruct to the distinguished members of the cavalry. The cavalry obligated the villagers, part of the reaya (subject people who paid taxes but had no part in government), to cultivate land or to g o t hrough a m ilitary d rill a nd be pa rt of a c avalry u nit which joined t he su ltan’s a rmy in time of war. The m erchants a nd cr aftsmen were r igidly organized i nto g uilds. I stanbul h ad not existed as a Muslim city before its fall in 1453, and the conquerors found there no ancient Islamic society w ith its i nner s tructure a lready f ull-grown, a nd, t herefore, n o n atural l eaders i n a ncient families with an inherited social prestige (Hourani, 1968, p. 47).

This pa rticular so cial s tructure r uled o ut t he ﬂ ourishing o f a ny au tonomous l ocal a ristocra- cies. A nd m embers o f t he p olity o ther t han t he su ltan were e ssentially s alaried f unctionaries o f the state with no feudal privileges. They did not usually own any signiﬁcant amount of land; after their death, their riches would be seized by the state. The sultan monopolized all of the economic resources (Heper, 1980).

The s ystem t hat em erged w as e ssentially a c losed s ystem, s ave fo r l imited i nteractions w ith other systems through war, and as such was primarily an indigenous system with no trace of West- ernization or t he democratization processes. The concept of t he “Ottoman way” was t hus devel- oped; it included a belief in the superiority of the system. At the time it was  superior, particularly in military terms, to the systems around it. The awareness of this fact led to an overconﬁdence in the system itself and to an undue eﬀort to keep it intact. Thus was developed the concept of nizam, roughly meaning “preservation of order.”

However, as soon as the Ottoman Empire was consolidated into its quasimedieval structure (ca. the second part of the sixteenth century), destructive forces began to work within it. In the ﬁrst place, fundamental transformations that took place in the pattern and volume of production and trade, and of precious metal s tocks, a nd t he re sultant price i ncreases i n Eu rope, played a f undamental role i n the disintegration of the socioeconomic structure of the empire. In the process, handicrafts declined; industry could not ﬂourish. The ensuing adverse trade relations led to ﬁ nancial diﬃculties. Second, the wars that the empire engaged in toward the end of the sixteenth century and thereafter, no longer provided war booty and, in the last analysis, led to ﬁnancial losses (Shaw, 1976, pp. 171–174).

As a c onsequence, t he ﬁ ef s ystem w as e liminated, a nd t he t axing r ights were so ld to p rivate parties—the so-called tax-farmers. This was followed by the emergence of ayan,  or local notables. The re sultant c ompartmentalization of power a nd politics between t he c enter a nd t he periphery loosened the grip of the sultans on the economic resources of the empire, with an accompanying slackening of their control on the bureaucracy.

Consequently, two cardinal principles of the military were abandoned: the prohibition against marriage before retirement on pension, and the prohibition against engaging in any craft or trade (Gibb a nd B owen, 1 950, p . 1 82). C oncerning t he civ il c omponent o f g overnment, ﬁ rst, t he initiation of policy was gradually transferred from the sultan to t he grand vizierate. During the sev- enteenth c entury, t he g rand v iziers’ oﬃ cial residence, which in time came to be known as the Sublime P orte, b ecame t he re al c enter o f g overnment. The I mperial D ivan s till m et, b ut o nly occasionally and for purely ceremonial matters (Lewis, 1961, p. 372). Second, with the degenera- tion of training (Toynbee and Kirkwood, 1927, p. 26) and with the introduction of nepotism into the ranks of the civil bureaucracy, that institution developed political orientations not in keeping

with t he political philosophy of t he earlier period: t here was a g rowth in caprice in government. During t his p eriod of c hange, t he O ttoman “government b ecame de cidedly less ‘constitutional’ than it had been” (Gibb and Bowen, 1950, p. 199).

During the early Ottoman centuries, the civil bureaucracy was a relatively insigniﬁcant com- ponent of the government. During the period of disintegration, it beneﬁted from the disintegra- tion of power at the apex. At the time, civil bureaucratic elite became part of the ruling oligarchy comprising the military, religious, and civil bureaucracies; they shared with the other members of the oligarchy norms deriving from neotraditionalism and Islam. A set of bureaucratic norms in the form of Westernization goals was to develop only when the civil bureaucratic elite began to make contacts w ith t he West f rom t he eighteenth c entury onward. In t he latter set of norms could be found the seeds of a bureaucratic ruling tradition.

4.2    The Emergence of a Bureaucratic Ruling Tradition and the Reactions to It, ca. 1789–1909
The period of nearly a century, extending from the accession of Sultan Selim III (1789) to the First Ottoman constitutional period (1876–1879), is a cr ucial era for the emergence a nd development of the bureaucratic ruling tradition (Findley, 1980, 1989). During this period, eﬀorts were made to c urb t he d isintegration process t hat h ad s tarted t wo c enturies e arlier; i n t he process t he civ il bureaucratic e lite b ecame t he leading c omponent of g overnment. Du ring t he l ast quarter of t he nineteenth c entury a nd t he ﬁ rst decade of t he following c entury, however, t he civ il bureaucracy and the worldview it represented came under severe attacks.

From the end of the eighteenth century it was conceived as appropriate to diverge from the old order, which had degenerated a nyway, in order to s ave the empire (Shaw, 1971). The new world- view admitted the superiority of European countries, at least in some respects, and of the need to adopt ﬁrst some “techniques” and later full “technologies” from those countries.

In accordance with the new strategic decision to abandon a static concept of society, an eﬀor t was made to free the polity from any ready-made formula, which would impede its ability to eﬀect the c hanges deemed necessary. From t his point on t he public, policies a nd programs were to b e complimentary neither to basic Islamic formulae nor to the “will” of the ruler in its old sense; the only criterion in promulgating such policies and programs was going to be “reason” (Berkes, 1964, pp. 132–133).

It was really the civil bureaucratic elite who, in the process, assumed the policy-making func- tion. The su ltan w as re sponsible fo r p romulgation o f p olicy de cisions, b ut m ore a nd m ore t hey were developed by the advisory councils of the quasiautonomous ministries and departments and by a dvisory c ouncils o utside a nd a bove t he m inistries o r depa rtments. A ll t hese a gencies were gradually staﬀed by a n ew generation of civ il servants d iﬀerent i n t heir outlook a nd w ith a n ew sense of responsibility (Lewis, 1961, p. 99).

The rise to prominence of the civil bureaucratic elite was a consequence of the eﬀorts of Sultan Mahmut I I (1807–1839) to re legate i nto a s econdary p osition t he o ther p owerful g roups i n t he polity. The ﬁrst move along these lines was against provincial notables who had deprived the cen- tral ruling bodies of some of their economic resources. In 1812, immediately after the conclusion of the peace treaty with Russia, Mahmut II began to suppress such notables. He crushed them by military means, often using one against the other, or deprived them of their titles and leases so that they were forced to submit. It was then decided to entrust public services in the provinces exclu- sively to salaried civil servants appointed by the central government. The tax-farming system was

abolished in 1831, and the central administration appointed revenue collectors (muhassıls)  directly attached to the central government (Lewis, 1961, p. 61; Shaw and Shaw, 1977, pp. 1–54).

Once the provincial notables were to a large extent suppressed, Mahmut II could make his move against the Janissaries, the cream of the military. A fter much maneuvering, he was able to get rid of them in 1826. He also entrusted to the civil bureaucracy the administration of evkaf— the charitable foundations and endowments which constituted the chief repository of ecclesiastical economic power (Chambers, 1964, p. 317).

The e conomic re sources so re trieved c ame to a g reat de gree u nder t he c ontrol o f t he civ il bureaucracy. The objective was to develop a bureaucracy able to save the empire through political formulae based on “reason.” The newly created military, known as Nizam-ı Cedit, or New Order, was e xpected to su pport t he civ il b ureaucracy i n t he l atter’s m ission i n q uestion. The  military bureaucracy was rendered subordinate to the military.2
Contacts of t he bureaucracy w ith t he West h ad s tarted long b efore S ultan S elim I II’s rei gn, when some bureaucrats were sent to Western capitals on fact-ﬁnding m issions. M ore o rganized contacts wi th th e West f ollowed i n th e l ate e ighteenth an d e arly n ineteenth c enturies. Ear ly borrowings f rom t he West were i n t he a rea o f t he m ilitary. Then, a s t he e arlier a ssumption of Ottoman su premacy w as a bandoned, t he S ultans b egan to s end re gular d iplomatic m issions instead of ad hoc envoys to the major Western capitals.

In t he c apital, w hat m ay b e c onsidered a s t he ﬁ rst i nstitution o f e ducation fo r t he n ew group of higher civil servants was the Translation Chamber, established by Mahmut II in 1833 when, after the Greek revolt in the late 1820s, he gave up his reliance on Greek interpreters and replaced them with Muslims. The Muslims were to master French in the Translation Chamber. The establishment of this chamber was soon followed by founding of several schools to provide training fo r b ureaucratic c areers. The ba sic g oal w as to t rain “enlightened s tatesmen” ( Onur,

1964, pp. 45– 46).

The civil servants who received education in the said chamber a nd the schools viewed them-
selves a s a g roup apa rt f rom so cial g roups, a s f rom t he su ltan. I n t heir o pinion, t hey were t he
only group ﬁt to administer the empire (Mardin, 1962, pp. 179, 182–183, 187–188). The y were
known as “the group of high oﬃcials belonging to the ReŞit Pasha school” (Pakalın, 1940, p. 59).3
The m embers of t his g roup c onsidered t hemselves a s t he s ervants of t he s tate, n ot of t he su ltan
(Mardin, 1957a, p. 13). They assumed that the policies developed by them and freed from Islamic
traditions wo uld b e b est fo r t he em pire. G rand V izier Â li P asha, o f t his g roup o f b ureaucrats
known as the Old Ottomans, justiﬁed the measures he had taken in order to stay on top by saying
that he could not trust other people (Mardin, 1955, p. 10).
In order to ensure the continuity of their pattern of rule, the Old Ottomans developed the idea
of “ institutions rep lacing i ndividual r ulers.” R eŞit Pasha a rgued t hat c onsistency a nd i ntelligent
administration could only be obtained if “institutions” were established and if these institutions
were endowed with a ruling tradition.4 Such an approach was diametrically opposed to the coun-
cil of a certain Sarı Mehmet Pasha, who in the eighteenth century had argued that the Ottoman
Empire could be saved only if competent sultans could be had (Wright, 1935).
In t heir eﬀorts to re alize t he autonomy of t he civ il bureaucracy, t he Old O ttomans re sorted
to heavy-handed p olicies. S uch m ethods fo und t heir o pponents i n t he p ersons o f t he Young
Ottomans. Some members of the civil bureaucracy broke camp in the 1860s with the grand viziers
of t he decade (Âli a nd Fuat Pashas), a nd started a gitating for t he i ntroduction of some sort of a
liberalization process. They put particular emphasis on “representation”: “Âli was… [in the Young
Ottomans’ view] the symbol and apex of a tyrannical bureaucracy. Namık Kemal [a leading critic
of the Old Ottomans] wrote with eﬀective irony about the peasant who visiting Istanbul and seeing
many ﬁne houses, thinks there must be many Sultans. There are many Sultans, the peasant is told, but they lack the title. They are ministers” (Davison, 1963, p. 223).

It is signiﬁcant, however, that the Young Ottomans had only a rationalist democracy in mind. According to Namık Kemal, “the government could limit individual rights and liberties only by laws c onforming t o abst ract good ” (B erkes, 1964, p . 211). Ac cording t o t he Young Ot tomans’ version of representative principle, the good of the country was to be decided not by a handful of bureaucrats but by a larger group of intelligentsia.

The bureaucratic ruling tradition espoused by the Old Ottomans experienced even more dif- ﬁcult years during the era of Abdülhamit II (1876–1909). The strategic decision of the Hamidian era was to a great extent abandon Westernization and replace it with “Islamic civilization” (Berkes,

1964, p p. 2 61–262, 2 68). The n eotraditionalism i n q uestion re jected b oth t he s ecular p olicies of t he Old O ttomans a nd “ liberal” p olicies of t he Young O ttomans. One re ﬂection of this new approach was t he emphasis placed on religion u nder t he ba nner of Pan-Islamism, formulated to hold the empire together through Islamic solidarity.

Abdülhamit II tried hard to render the civil bureaucracy subservient to him. For instance, he allowed no grand vizier to become entrenched in oﬃce until he found men he trusted. During the

6 ye ars a fter he prorogued t he Parliament i n 1877, t here were 1 6 ten ants of t he g rand v izierate. In t he e yes o f A bdülhamit I I, “ meritorious b ureaucracy” w as “ loyal b ureaucracy” ( Pears, 1917, p. 106).

However, even during this period, bureaucratic orientations acquired during the Old and Young O ttoman t imes were n ot en tirely a bandoned. A s L ewis (1961, p p. 194–195) h as n oted, “The government of Turkey was still the accepted and recognized prerogative of an elite of profes- sionals who retained all the rights and duties of politics, including that of opposition.”

In the persistence of such political orientations among the bureaucratic elite, secularly oriented high sc hools p layed a cr ucial ro le. A mong suc h h igh sc hools, t he Civ il S ervice S chool, o r Mül- kiye, c ontinued to b e a n i ntellectual c enter. Even u nder t he pressure of t he Ha midian re gime it remained a “forcing ground of new ideas” (Lewis, 1961, pp. 180–181). Of the many forces which contributed to t he re volution o f 1908, a s a c onsequence o f w hich A bdulhamit I I w as rem oved from h is t hrone a nd t he S econd C onstitutional P eriod i naugurated, a W estern t ype o f e duca- tion and Western liberal ideas among the Ottoman intelligentsia have been considered important (Kazamias, 1966, p. 99). Among others, some of the high oﬃcials had become rallying points for discreet opposition against Abdülhamit II (Hourani, 1968, p. 59).

It must b e n oted t hat a lthough t he e arlier p olitical orientations p ersisted during t he A bdül- hamit era, the members of the civil bureaucracy who had such orientations were largely precluded from holding in ﬂuential p ositions. Nevertheless, a s i ndicated, t he r uling t radition of t he e arlier decades was not altogether abandoned. It is true that during the Young Turk period (1908–1918)5 that f ollowed th e Ab dülhamit e ra, th e m ilitary s pearheaded W esternization e ﬀorts. The  civil bureaucracy, however, was not entirely out of the political scene.

4.3    Consolidation of the Bureaucratic
Ruling Tradition, ca. 1909–1950
The leaders of t he Young Turk er a were, a ccording to B erkes (1964, p. 329), t he “ Turks w ho h ad broken with tradition through education.” This description of those leaders unequivocally shows the strategic decision of this period: again it was a decision to resort to Westernization. In fact, this was the period during which the ground was prepared for the early Republican secularizing reforms.
In 1916, a bill was passed with the aim of doing away with the Şe riat (Islamic Canon Law). The bill a lso provided for t aking away f rom Sheikhulislam (the h ighest religious oﬃcial) the admin- istration of those primary schools which operated with the income of the pious foundations. The new Marriage Act introduced civil marriage instead of the religious one. The Koran was translated into Turkish, despite great protest from the religious community (Sugar, 1964, p. 134).

On the whole, the military spearheaded the eﬀorts at secularization. From the late Abdülhamit II er a, because of t he signiﬁcance at tached to i ncreasing m ilitary t hreats f rom abroad, emphasis had been placed on higher military schools. The m ilitary sc hools f ar o utnumbered t he sc hools from w hich t he civ il f unctionaries c ame ( Ramsaur, 1957, p. 18). B esides t heir g reater numbers, the military schools were better in quality than the civil schools: “In the Empire the best schools, teachers, a nd e quipment h ad b een provided for t he oﬃcers: the oﬃcer c orps h ad hence b ecome Westernized early” (Sugar, 1964, p. 162). The military thus assumed leadership of the seculariza- tion process. In fact, during the early years of the Young Turk era, the oﬃcers dismissed “(p)alace- oriented pa shas a nd re actionary a nd u seless f unctionaries” ( Pears, 1919, p. 24 4; L ewis, 1961, p. 238), whom they despised (Whitman, 1919, pp. 162–163).

However, a s a w hole, t he civ il b ureaucracy c ontinued to p lay a si gniﬁcant ro le. De spite t he militaristic trappings of the Young Turk government, internal policies of that government neces- sitated paying increased attention to the civil bureaucracy. For one thing, the policy of developing a “national economy”6 made it imperative that a governmental machinery for “economic planning and control” be developed (Sugar, 1964, p. 160). Still more signiﬁcantly, the objective of progress involving “ cultural” cha nge7 m ade t he i nvolvement o f t he civ il b ureaucracy i n c arrying o ut “progressive” policies indispensable:

It is noteworthy… that as early as the Young Turk Revolution of 1908, the part played by Enver the Soldier appears to have been spectacular rather than genuinely dominant, and t hat t he m ovement w as d irected a nd su stained b ehind t he sc enes b y Talat B ey, (originally) a Sa lonican te legraphy c lerk a nd J avid B ey, a ﬁ nancier of Jewish e xtrac- tion—that is by Turks who had received their training in t wo non-military branches of Western technical achievement. (Toynbee and Kirkwood, 1927, p. 39)

In fact, the contribution of civil functionaries to the Young Turk movement had begun during the l ast ye ars o f t he A bdülhamit I I er a. J unior b ureaucrats—schoolteachers, te legraph c lerks, and junior administrators—had joined the camp with the military in the movement against the regime (Rustow, 1964, p. 361; Ahmad, 1969, pp. 1–13). During the Young Turk period, special attention w as g iven to t hese l ower e chelons a s pa rt o f t he so cialization a ctivities o f t he C om- mittee of Union a nd Progress—the p olitical organ of t he Young Turk movement (Szyliowicz,

1966, p. 269).

Consequently, as already noted, the civil bureaucracies were not altogether out of the political
scene; to a c ertain extent, they participated in the politics of the Young Turk era (İnal, 1951). A s
a continuation of the political ideology of the Young Ottoman,8 the Young Turks championed, at
least in their early years, the liberal political norms. In the face of Islamic resistance, however, the
movement soon reverted to heavy-handed policies, to eﬀect an “enlightened despotism” (Yalman,
1956, p. 55).
With this reorientation, the ruling tradition of the military and civil bureaucracies was again
revived. In t he process, t he intellectuals of t he Young Turk movement f urther elaborated on t he
earlier concepts. One such intellectual was a certain Ahmet Rıza, a bureaucrat. He aimed at awak-
ening Turkish p eople t hrough e ducation. R ıza i ntroduced a c oncept w hich i mplied i nvariable
relations between “things.” Since such a law could only be conceived by experts, it was necessary to l eave p olitics to t he l atter (M ardin, 1969b, p p. 6 –7). A nother i ntellectual o f t he p eriod w as Abdullah Cevdet. The core of Cevdet’s thought, too, consisted in the idea of educating the people, who were to be guided by the elite (Mardin, 1969b, pp. 12–16).

In these ideas, one can easily see the seeds of various concepts later encountered in the bureau- cratic r uling t radition of t he e arly R epublican er a (1923 to t he present). The new s trategic de ci- sion of the early Republican period was “wholesale” acceptance of “Western civilization”—a total transformation of the social, economic, and political life of the nation.

However, a s a c ontemporary au thor h as n oted, A tatürk b elieved t hat o nly a fter “ cultural” awakening c ould t he Turkish n ation at tempt e conomic de velopment ( Karaosmanoğlu, 1 968, p. 116). The t ransformation was to b e total i n a c ultural sense (Mardin, 1971). It was still to b e selective Westernization, but borrowing f rom t he West was no longer to b e h indered by Islamic traditions.

By far the most signiﬁcant step in the formation of the leading cadre of the Republic was what is often referred to a s “Angora Reform”—to solidify t he hold of Atatürk a nd h is close a ssociates on the dominant intellectual group in Turkish society. Atatürk believed that reason and scientiﬁc method c ould cre ate a n a lmost u nlimited f uture o f m aterial p rogress ( Ward, 1942, p p. 51–52). Thus, if an elite could be trained with a secular and rational bent of mind, such a group could lead Turkey to prosperity and esteem (Frey, 1965, pp. 40–42).

The n ew p olitical c adre o f t he e arly ye ars o f t he Turkish R epublic em erged f rom a sm all group composed of Atatürk and his close associates. These intellectual-political leaders, however, comprised a t iny g roup i n terms of t he polity proper. Even i f t he new political-“cultural” goals aimed at transforming some “superstructure” institutions only, the implementation of the ensu- ing p olicies would h ave necessitated t he s ervices of a b ureaucracy. For t his purpose, out of t he three i nstitutions, i nitially, t he m ilitary w as u tilized to a g reat e xtent. H owever, o nce t he War of I ndependence (1919–1922) w as o ver, t he m ilitary w as p layed do wn a nd m ore at tention w as paid to t he civil bureaucracy. The new approach made it necessary, of course, t hat t he religious bureaucracy be suppressed to a large extent.

On t he other hand, what emerged f rom t he war was a civ il bureaucracy w ith a d ual loyalty: “Alongside n ational yo ung b ureaucrats… (there were) b ureaucrats f rom t he Sub lime Porte. The nationalist wing of the bureaucracy always found the Sublime Porte wing in opposition to itself in the reformist movements” (Avcıoğlu, 1969, p. 155). Consequently, ﬁrst, some purges were made, and s econd, s teps were t aken to g ain t he loyalty of t he rem aining former bureaucrats, w ho h ad to be employed because of a lack of qualiﬁed personnel. However, as the civil bureaucratic cadres were less t han s atisfactory for c arrying out t he Westernization p olicies, a n ew breed of civ il s er- vants had to be created (Heper, 1980–1981).

As a re sult, a l ong-range program of educating a n ew generation of civil servants loyal to t he Republican e thics w as a dopted ( Atay, 1969, p . 4 48). C onsequently, t he n ew sc hools o f h igher learning, a ccording to A tatürk, were i ntended to b e n ot m erely t he t raining g round fo r h igh oﬃcials and legal specialists but, more important, the basis of a new jurisdiction consistent with revolutionary ideals and in harmony with the social needs of Turkey (Wortham, 1931, p. 207).

The formal e ducation oﬀ ered i n t hese sc hools w as c onducive to a n e xtremely e litist p olitical attitude. I t a imed at cre ating g raduates w ho were i ntellectually su perior, we ll-versed i n n orma- tive-theoretical formulations (Kazamias, 1966, pp. 135, 147, 151, 220ﬀ ). As a result of this pat- tern of education and the speciﬁc mode of modernization—Westernization with an emphasis on only selective institutions—reformism soon acquired a s tatic meaning (Selek, 1968, p. 713). For instance, when in 1945 a land reform bill was proposed:

(T)he deputies in the Assembly binded into two groups as soon as the debate on the law s tarted—one i n f avor o f t he l aw, t he o ther o pposed to c ertain pa rts, n amely to the d rastic e xpropriation a spects o f t he l aw… The ﬁrst g roup w as c omposed m ostly of i ntellectuals a nd g overnment oﬃ cials w ho a dopted a so cial-intellectual ap proach to land reform. The second group, composed mostly of deputies with some personal interests involved, adopted a technical viewpoint. (Karpat, 1959, p. 119)

Gradually the civil bureaucracy’s place in the polity was solidiﬁed. The civil bureaucracy was orga- nized as a career civil service. Special laws and regulations protected the bureaucracy from arbitrary interference by the political executive. A civil servant who was denied promotion or removed from an attractive post remained in the service and could seek promotion and reinstatement by appeal to the Council of State (the Turkish version of France’s Conseil d’Etat). The later council was composed of civil servants and as such provided a secure bulwark against unfair treatment. The civil bureaucracy was also made a close system through the seniority rule and an educational caste system. Initial entry was governed by educational qualiﬁcations; thereafter, seniority played a signiﬁcant role. Lateral entry was insigniﬁcant (Eren, 1963, p. 36; Chambers, 1964, pp. 308–309). The civil bureaucrats, secure in their jobs, enjoyed relatively high salaries. During the war years, their salaries were rei nforced with assistance in kind-coal, clothing, sugar, fat, rice and the like (Karpat, 1959, pp. 129–130).

The bureaucratic ruling tradition reached its zenith in t he late 1930s, when t he civil bureau- cracy adopted the principles Atatürk and his associates had developed and when its place was rein- forced in the polity and society. At the same time, however, forces were preparing the doomsday of the happy marriage between the bureaucratic and political elites of the 1930s. While the ruling elite had assumed “an integrated and classless society” to b e raised “to the level of contemporary civilization” t hrough p opulist a nd n ationalist a nd to a l esser e xtent étatist p olicies, t heir n on- doctrinaire a nd a mbivalent e conomic ap proach a llowed t he s trengthening o f c ertain so cial a nd economic interests in society.

The new economic groups had no ambition to capture the political oﬃce so long as the polit- ical–bureaucratic e lite s atisﬁed t hemselves w ith re forms t hat d id not u nfavorably a ﬀect t he e co- nomic interests of the new groups. When this came to an end, the new groups decided to capture the g overnment. They were a ided by a n emerging l iberal i ntelligentsia opposed to t he repressive policies of the 1940s (Frey, 1965, p. 282). With the coming to power of the Democratic Party (DP) in 1950, a new era started.

4.4    The Bureaucratic Ruling Tradition on Trial
in the Second Half of the Twentieth Century
The Democrats wished to break the shackles that had been imposed upon the polity by the bureau- cratic elite; they were opposed to the latter’s prescriptive static Westernization and rather cautious economic policies (Heper, 1991, p. 679). The Democrats made a d istinction between Westerniz- ing reforms “accepted by the people” and those not accepted (Tunaya, 1962, p. 223). They made concessions on religious matters (Reed, 1954, p. 281). Concerning t he economy, t hey wanted to speed up the processes toward more liberal economic polices. The intellectual–bureaucratic reac- tion against the Democrats was primarily a re action to t he new concept of state, which was per- ceived as contrary to t he earlier bureaucratic ruling tradition: the intellectual–bureaucratic elites thought t hat politics was no longer used “to promote t he interests of t he nation a s a w hole,” but

to promote the ends of “a privileged few.” Second, because of concessions on the Westernization reforms, “ irrational” w as preferred to “ rational.” I ntellectualism w as a bandoned; politics w as no longer based on “reason.”

Under the shield of autonomy granted to them in 1946, university professors had largely initi- ated the intellectual–bureaucratic reaction. Four basic ideas had been given special emphasis: (1) action should be guided by ideas, (2) ideas should be intellectually respectable, (3) politics should not be a process of providing beneﬁts to certain social groups, and (4) the civil bureaucracy should be given a more prominent place in Turkish polity.9 The professors’ most willing audience were the civil bureaucrats (Berkes, 1964, pp. 89ﬀ.).

As would be expected, the democrats reacted negatively to t he ideas. W hen a l aw was passed to re strict a cademic f reedom, a f aculty m ember f rom t he S chool o f P olitical S cience ( Mülkiye) of A nkara University a sked a dep uty (an old f amily f riend) w hy he h ad sp onsored t hat bill; t he deputy’s a nswer was “I c an’t stand t he ideas you spread i n t he f aculty. I w anted to p ut a s top to them” ( Ross, 1960, p . 1 7). A si milar s tatement w as m ade b y t he t hen P rime M inister A dnan Menderes, too (Aksoy, 1957, p. 11). At t he t ime, t he government pa ssed separate laws to re strict academic freedom.
Even if the civil bureaucrats did not play as active a role as the university staﬀ members, they, too, in their own way tried to keep alive the bureaucratic ruling tradition. Despite the fact that the DP governments dismissed some key bureaucrats, reduced the economic status of the civil bureau- cracy, a nd av oided t he u sual b ureaucratic c hannels a s m ush a s p ossible,10 t he b ureaucratic e lite asserted their right to r ule, that is, to contribute substantially to t he making of critical decisions. “Unshakably conﬁdent of … [their] higher responsibilities to t he nation” they did not look with favor at t he eﬀorts to make them more responsive to closer public scrutiny (Bent, 1969). Imbued with a pater nalistic philosophy (Eren, 1963, p. 170), they complained that the new political elite dragged p olitics down i nto t he s treets ( Yalman, 1956, p. 2 27). I n re sponse to a su rvey question the author put to them, 34 of the 36 civil servants, who held the highest bureaucratic posts in the

1945–1960 period, agreed (in 1969) that “what Turkey needs more than a nything else is experi- enced and informed people signiﬁcantly contributing to publish policy-making,” and, needless to say, they considered themselves as best ﬁtting that deﬁnition (Heper, 1976, p. 516).

Not u nlike t he civ il b ureaucratic e lite at t he t ime, t he m ilitary, to o, to ok dem ocracy a s a discourse at a h igher level of r ationality. A s a c onsequence, t he 1961 C onstitution, d rawn up i n the w ake o f t he 1 960 m ilitary i ntervention, l egitimized t he de f acto p olitical i nﬂuence o f t he bureaucratic intelligentsia. Article 4 stipulated, “The nation shall exercise its sovereignty through the authorized agencies as prescribed by the principles laid down in the Constitution.” The 1924

Constitution had simply stated that the nation would exercise its sovereignty through the Grand National Assembly. The authorized agencies included the newly created Constitutional Court and National Security Council; the Council of State, which had new powers; the Turkish R adio and Television agency, which had autonomy and independence from the government; the universities, which were n ow g ranted f ull a cademic f reedom. The Constitution a llowed incomplete p olitical participation, a nd it de signated c ertain bureaucratically staﬀed a gencies a s t he watchdogs of t he political regime (Heper, 1985, pp. 88–89).

The p olitical e lite, however, h ad no s ympathies w ith t he re gime, t hat t he 1961 C onstitution aimed at i nstitutionalizing i n Turkey. C elal Bayar, president of t he republic f rom 1950 to 1960, declared the Constitution was no more than a constitutional legitimating of the bureaucracy and the i ntellectuals (M ardin, 1973, p. 186). S üleyman Dem irel, s everal t imes p rime m inister a fter

1965, repeatedly complained that the country could not be governed with the 1961 Constitution
(Heper, 1985, p . 8 9), a nd t he Justice pa rty g overnments o f t he l ate 1960s a nd t he N ationalist
Front governments of t he 1970s c ontinually challenged t he jurisdictions of t he C ouncil of State and the Constitutional Court.

The bureaucratic e lite’s re sponse w as t hat of en gaging i n “negative p olitics”; t he bureaucracy on one side and the government and parliament on the other became hostile powers (Heper, 1977, pp. 80–82). The bureaucratic elite a lso attempted to promote the idea of state capitalism, feeling that they needed a new kind of legitimation (Karpat, 1973, p. 91).

Signiﬁcant social and structural changes caused by economic development, rural immigra- tion, and urbanization in a milieu now infused with “liberalism”11 led to ideological polarization and political fragmentation. In such a n environment, t he bureaucratic elite could not keep t heir ground. Particularly from 1973 onward, what Kalaycıoğlu (1988, p. 166) calls “amoral partyism” increased b y l eaps a nd b ounds. F rom 1973 to 1 980, Turkey w as g overned b y c oalition g overn- ments, t heir m embers h eavily en gaged i n u nrestrained pat ronage a nd n epotism. N ever b efore in Turkish p olitical de velopment h ad civ il s ervants b een re shuﬄed to the extent they were dur- ing t his p eriod ( Heper, 1979–1980, pp. 105–106). W hile i n t he 1962–1974 p eriod, t he average number of years that a director general of a state economic enterprise kept his oﬃce was 3.5 years, and for the 1974–1980 period, the corresponding ﬁgure was 1.7 years (Tutum, 1980, p. 290). In addition, the more critical posts were u sually ﬁlled by ideologically committed militants or even by outright partisan roughnecks. Even the most sensitive agencies, such as the police and security services, were n ot i mmune f rom suc h p enetration o f t he civ il b ureaucracy b y p olitical pa rties (Tutum, 1976, p. 29; Çulpan, 1980, p. 3; Karpat, 1981, pp. 38–40).

Thus, when the military intervened in September 1980 they no longer viewed the bureaucratic elite a s t he u pholders o f t he n orms t hat h eld t he c ommunity tog ether a nd, t hus t ried to i nject

some degree of rationality12 into politics. In fact, in the eyes of the military the bureaucratic intel- ligentsia had rather low status. General Kenan Evren, head of the junta, accused those in the civil bureaucratic ranks of having subscribed to “reactionary ideas” and “perverted ideologies.”

Initially, the military took action against those civil servants who had committed administra- tive acts falling under the category of “punishable oﬀense.” Extremist governors and mayors were replaced w ith mo re mo derate oﬃ cials o r by re tired oﬃ cers. L ater, m easures were t aken a gainst many other oﬃcials, too. Several civil servants either retired or were simply relieved of their duty. The m ilitary a lso to ok a ction a gainst t he C ouncil o f S tate a nd u niversities. C onstraints were placed on the jurisdiction of the Council of State. Through the newly established High Board of Education t he m ilitary w ished to r ationalize t he p romotions a nd ap pointments i n u niversities, and see to it that the curricula at t he universities would not challenge the normative bases of the Republic. There were also some eﬀorts to streamline the bureaucracy structurally so as to make it more eﬃcient and eﬀective, that is, turn it into a legal–rational bureaucracy. The latter approach to bureaucracy was an upshot of the fact that, unlike the earlier one, the military intervenors of the

1980–1983 period had, particularly in economic matters, a less étatist orientation.
In this last respect, the post-1983 Motherland Part governments went even further and adopted
a l iberal e conomic p olicy.13  The earlier policy of import substitution was replaced by an export-
oriented one. From now on, an emphasis on market forces rather than regulation from above was
to c arry t he d ay. The relevant objectives c oncerning t he bureaucracy were t wofold: reducing t he
scope of the bureaucracy in politics and rendering the bureaucracy more eﬃcient and eﬀective. For
this purpose, four polices were adopted: privatization of state economic enterprises, simpliﬁcation
of bureaucratic procedures and other organizational reforms, decentralization at the localities, and
reduced bureaucracy at the center.
Concerning the ﬁrst three objectives, the Motherland Party governments scored only limited suc-
cess. Although privatization of the state economic enterprises was a cornerstone of those governments’
programs, little progress could be made in that direction. Even with regard to those enterprises that were proﬁtable, the buyers expected the state to provide watertight guarantees. In order to make those in the red more competitive, subsidies made to them from the general budget were reduced to a mini- mum. In response, the enterprises constantly raised the prices of their goods and services. They could do this with impunity as they continued to have a near-monopoly in their respective markets.
With respect to reform of bureaucratic procedures and organizations, the overriding goal was to encourage the exercise of initiative. This could take place, it was reasoned, if everybody k new what they were supposed to do. Thus , eﬀorts were made to deﬁne function, authority, and respon- sibility, better. The purpose was to achieve an improved division of labor and coordination among the various bureaus and to encourage the delegation of authority. However, oﬃcials were reluctant to change t heir administrative styles. For instance, t hey resisted t he delegation of authority. The governments a lso t ried to m ake civ il s ervants m ore en thusiastic a bout t heir wo rk, a nd fo r t his purpose the following measures were adopted: application of a merit principle for more successful functionaries (e.g., promotions by jumping e chelons a nd pay ing of b onuses), more f requent pay increases, and greater ﬂexibility in moving people through set civil service positions. The Mother- land Party governments were also keen to facilitate the citizens’ dealing with the bureaucracy; thus they sought to simplify the procedures where the citizens had face-to-face interaction with govern- ment oﬃcials. Thes e eﬀorts to make easier citizens’ relations with the bureaucracy met with some success. Where the elaborate rules and regulations had to be left intact, the governments urged the oﬃcials emphatically to be as helpful to the people as possible. The governments’ success in mak- ing the oﬃcials more enthusiastic about their work and be more helpful to citizens was less than satisfactory. Here, too, the oﬃcials could not easily shed their traditional behavior patterns. And, on the whole, they could not adapt themselves to the policy shifts in many areas introduced by the Motherland Party governments. The governments’ response to this state of aﬀairs was twofold— decentralization at the localities and debureaucratization at the center.

Decentralization at t he l ocalities p rimarily c oncerned m unicipalities. A t t he m ajor u rban centers, a t wo-tiered municipal s ystem c onsisting of a m etropolitan municipality a nd a n umber of di strict m unicipalities w as es tablished. The t utelage p owers o f t he M inisters o f I nterior a nd Public Works a nd Resettlement over the metropolitan municipalities were g reatly curtailed. The resources at the disposal of the municipalities were greatly bolstered.

Decentralization vis-à-vis t he municipalities in t he major urban centers, however, stopped at the level of metropolitan municipality; it did not extend to the district municipalities. The district mayors felt that they would have been more eﬀective if they had greater autonomy. In their turn, the oﬃcials at t he metropolitan level regarded the district mayors a s novices who should ﬁrst go through a period of training.

The attitude of the metropolitan municipality toward the district municipalities reﬂected the traditional at titude o f t he c enter to ward t he p eriphery. L ater, e ven t he l imited de centralization in question was not maintained intact. Primarily, a s a re action to t he high level of inﬂation that Turkey experienced from the mid-1980s onward, the central government cut back on its lending to the municipalities. In addition, as a consequence of some alleged irregularities at municipalities the central government expanded its oversight of them.

It fo llows t hat i n t he l ate 1 980s, t he M otherland P arty g overnments b ecame u nwilling to delegate authority to localities. This did not mean that they were ready to reinstate the traditional bureaucrats at t he center, in power and status. In fact, Prime Minister Turgut Özal and his close entourage g ave short sh rift to c ounsel f rom t he t raditional civ il servants. De spite t heir so -called liberal revolution, Özal’s government felt no compulsion to convert the public bureaucracy into a legal–rational one. Instead, during t his decade, too, political elites tried to t urn t he bureaucracy into a virtually subordinate arm of the government. And now they were even more successful.

Thei r ﬁrst tactic was a further politicization of the public bureaucracy. They placed their follow- ers in a number of important agencies. Civil service posts were made less secure; many functionar- ies were obliged to work on a contract basis. Certain higher civil servants in critical agencies were purged. Within the existing agencies, some autonomous units were created: they were headed by persons brought from outside. Some functions were transferred from an existing agency to a newly created one. The l atter, to o, were l ed by oﬃ cials appointed f rom outside t he bureaucracy. W hat used to be the autonomous agencies were brought under the closer control of the government.

Those p ortions of t he bureaucracy not c onsidered ﬁt for t he i mplementation of new p olicies and consequently left to t heir own devices continued to f unction in a cumbersome manner than before. Citizens, including members of weighty social groups, faced a bureaucracy labyrinth that showed s trong si gns o f pat hology. A b ureaucracy t hat, at t imes, h ad b een t he m ost si gniﬁcant element o f t he c enter n ow b ecame either e xtremely p oliticized o r de adwood. This w as ba sically a consequence of the historical rift between the center and the periphery and the inability of the bureaucratic a nd p olitical e lites to de velop a h armonious re lationship a mong t hem a nd o f t heir inability to eﬀect a transition from virtually complete bureaucratic domination to virtually com- plete political domination.

4.5    The Early 2000s
In 1999, a c oalition g overnment c omprising t he Dem ocratic L eft Party, t he N ationalist A ction Party, a nd t he M otherland P arty a nd l ed b y Bü lent E cevit c ame to oﬃ ce. I n N ovember 2 000 and February 2 001, it f aced t wo s evere e conomic cr ises. The re sult w as a r adical de valuation of the Turkish L ira a nd w idespread u nemployment. There w as a n eed fo r d rastic m easures i n t he economy, including an International Monetary Fund (IMF) sponsored economic reform program. Kemal Der viŞ, a n expert Turkish economist a nd in recent years World Bank vice-president, was called i n by t he government to s erve a s a m inister i n t he c abinet re sponsible for t he economy. Mr. DerviŞ, acting in tandem with t he World Bank a nd IMF policies, tried to re vitalize market forces a nd lessen g overnment i ntervention i n t he e conomy, w hich meant g iving priority to e co- nomic considerations over the political ones. Privatization was seen to be the most critical path for the market mechanism to function, which would at the same time reduce, if not totally eliminate, the abuse of public resources and using public oﬃces for purely political and partisan goals.

Parallel with the attempts to reduce the eﬀect of the “political” over the economy, such regu- latory a gencies a s t he F air C ompetition B oard, t he C apital M arket B oard, t he B anking B oard, the Energy Board, and the Telecommunications Board were e stablished. These Boards tended to constitute the new bureaucratic power centers. Indeed, these developments adversely aﬀected the status of t he t raditional civ il bureaucratic elite, a s only t hose at t he heads of t he new re gulatory agencies began to make the crucial decisions with respect to t he economy. This occurred to such an extent that even the Ecevit government itself became critical of these new agencies and accused them of acting too autonomously.14 Meanwhile relations with the European Union (EU) were on the r ight t rack m ostly d ue to K emal Der viŞ’s a nd F oreign M inister İ smail C em’s i nternational experience and popularity. The traditional bureaucracy regarded this development as yet another threat to i ts role a nd power, a s t he EU, a longside t he I MF, seemed to b e t he additional political superordinates. However, on t he w hole, t he E cevit-led c oalition g overnment e stablished a wo rk- ing relationship with the civil bureaucracy, which was ba sed on mutual respect rather than total agreement on all issues (Kınıkoğlu, 2002, p. 21).

Yet, the coalition had its problems; an especially serious one was with respect to the Turkey–EU
relations. A burning issue in this regard was the degree to which Turkey should make compromises
on those issues considered critical with respect to t he national unity in and territorial integrity of that c ountry. W hile t he Nationalist A ction Party de fended t he p osition t hat Turkey should not make undue sacriﬁces, the Motherland Party gave the impression that it was for the accession of Turkey to the EU, virtually at all costs. For this and also other problems that cropped up because of Ecevit’s worsening health problems, the government decided to go to elections 18 months ahead of the schedule. In the elections held on November 3, 2002, the Justice a nd Development Party (JDP) swept the votes, and formed a majority government.

Though it had its roots in religiously-oriented political parties that preceded it, the JDP deﬁned itself a s a dem ocratic–conservative pa rty would subscr ibe to re formist a nd modernistic p olicies, and at least until recently (2006) it acted as such (Özel, 2003, p. 81; Heper, 2006). For instance, the JDP government opted for an economic policy based on “free but intelligently regulated mar- ket economy” (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi Programı, passim).

The new government has indicated that its style of governance would alter the existing étatist economic policy that they had inherited, which they viewed as unresponsive to the needs and demands of the people. Not unlike the Özal governments of the 1980s, the JDP government, too, regarded the civil bureaucracy as closed, elitist, ineﬀective, and ineﬃcient, and therefore, in need of reform (ÖniŞ and Keyman, 2003, p. 97). In its attempts to reform the bureaucracy, the govern- ment also received support indirectly and sometimes directly from the EU and the IMF. The JDP government also enacted an important new legislation for further democratizing the polity, which included the establishment of the Ethics Board concerning the civil servants a s well a s measures for the protection of individual rights and liberties (Berkman, 2007). As part of those measures, it introduced the Free Information Act.

As would have been expected, the JDP government also tried to appoint to critical posts bureau- crats who would not oppose and sabotage their policies. This would have been, of course, what every other government would have done. In the case of the JDP government, however, there was another reason for their acting in this manner: the bureaucratic cadres that the new government took over, not unlike many members of the secularist intelligentsia in general, were of the opinion that, given their Islamic roots, the JDP government would be engaged in Islamic dissimulation, or takiyye, that is hiding one’s real intentions until the time is ripe for disclosing them. They, thus, came to think that the new government would be prone to adopting the tactic of “one man, one vote, only once.” Since as a consequence, the bureaucratic cadres in question would not have been sympathetic to the JDP politicians, the latter tended to bring to the higher echelons of the civil service people who had served in the municipalities that the political party controlled from the 1990s onward.

This pa rticular situation i n t he c ountry a lso g ave r ise to a c onﬂict b etween t he g overnment and t he secularist president a nd other suc h self-appointed g uardians of secularism i n Turkey, a s the judiciary, the bulk of the faculty members as well as the military. The president often blocked the appointment of the bureaucrats favored by the JDP governments, to civ il service. In order to get around the opposition the JDP governments appointed their men to the higher echelons of the civil service as “acting” heads of the bureaus for which they were going to be responsible. This in turn has led to legal battles over the bureaucracy between the president and the government, the former attempting to u se the Constitutional Court for his own particular purpose and the latter trying to circumvent legal obstructions so created by taking advantage of some legal technicali- ties like the norm that the decisions of the Constitutional Court cannot be applicable concerning those decisions a lready taken. This ongoing tension in the Turkish polity has interfered with the eﬃcient and eﬀective functioning of the civil bureaucracy.

Under these circumstances, the government has attempted to decentralize the administration. On this issue, too, the government had to overcome stiﬀ re sistance f rom t he s ecularist c amp. However, the government’s success on economic plane—its achieving a re latively quick recovery

in t he e conomy i n t he a ftermath o f t he t wo s evere e conomic cr ises o f 2 000 a nd 2 001, p ulling down the hyperinﬂation to one digit ﬁgures by 2005, and making possible high growth rates—as well as starting Turkey’s accession talks with the EU, (October 2005) seem to have been gradually strengthening the hand of the government vis-à-vis its detractors.15 To such developments in favor of t he g overnment, o ne sh ould a lso a dd t he g rowing t ide o f n eoliberalism i n t he i nternational arena, with its prescription for “limited state” and “delimited democracy” (Keyder, 2004, p. 81). One may thus expect the government to have more control over the civil bureaucracy as the ﬁrst
10 ye ars o f t he t wenty-ﬁrst c entury pa ss b y. G iven t he dem ocratic–conservative d iscourse a nd praxis of t he JDP government, t he i ncreased c ontrol i n question would render civ il bureaucracy more eﬃcient, eﬀective, and professional, and not more religiously oriented.

