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ABSTRACT The system of government in Turkey shifted from a parliamentary 
to an intrinsic presidential system, in which the president solely employs the 
executive power granted from the constitution, after the elections held on 
June 26, 2018. Following the elections, the central government was reorga-
nized in quite a short time. While the reorganization process will continue 
for a certain period, it seems that the main policymaking actors and their 
role in the new system have substantially emerged. This study provides a le-
gal and institutional analysis of how the public policy process and the roles 
and responsibilities of policy actors changed as a result of the restructuring 
of Turkey’s central government under the new presidential system.
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Introduction

In the aftermath of the controversial presidential election in 2007, Turkey 
passed a constitutional referendum to introduce popular presidential elec-
tions. The country’s president was elected directly by the people for the first 

time in 2014. As a result, the Turkish system of government moved closer 
to semi-presidentialism in practice, although it remained parliamentarism 
de jure. Taking into consideration the risks and problems that the system’s 
ambiguity entailed, a new constitutional referendum was held on April 16, 
2017 –when the electorate agreed to the adoption of the ‘Presidency’ system 
of government. Those changes presented Turkish policymakers with a new 
reform wave in public administration. Following the June 2018 presidential 
and parliamentary elections, the country formally transitioned to presiden-
tialism and it became necessary for the authorities to create a system of public 
administration compatible with the new system. Thus, Turkey restructured 
the organization and functions of its public administration, as the process of 
public policy development, the decision makers and their roles underwent 
certain changes.
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The presidential system of govern-
ment replaced the parliamentary 
system, under which a collective 
body had wielded executive power, 
and made it possible for a single, 
popularly-elected individual to exer-
cise executive authority for a period 
of five years. Under the new rules, 
the president emerged as the main 
agent of policymaking. The Prime 
Ministry, which was a key policy-

making body under parliamentarism, was abolished, as the organizational 
structure and functions of the Council of Ministers and the various ministries 
underwent certain changes. Likewise, the organization of the Presidency was 
revised in line with the president’s constitutional powers and duties.

This article employs the process model, a frequently-used tool in public pol-
icy analysis, as a framework to make sense of the restructuring of the public 
administration and the changes in the policymaking process –which rose to 
prominence against the backdrop of Turkey’s transition to a presidential sys-
tem of government. In this context, the paper aims to analyze the country’s 
new administrative model, which was designed to be compatible with the new 
system, and to identify the agents of policy development and their changing 
roles. Furthermore, it provides an analysis of Turkey’s new system of govern-
ment with reference to global reform trends.

In this regard, the first section of this article explains how the public policy-
making process works; taking this process as an analytical framework, the ar-
ticle then engages in a discussion of the reasons behind Turkey’s transition to a 
presidential system of government and how the transition process unfolded. It 
proceeds to analyze the central government’s restructuring process within the 
context of public administration reforms of the recent years –with an emphasis 
on the changes that the Presidency has undergone. Finally, it examines, with 
an eye to the central government that was redesigned according to a presiden-
tial system of government, the policymaking process and the changing roles of 
policy actors under Turkey’s new system.

Analysis Framework: Public Policymaking as a Political Process

The analysis of public policy relies on an approach that concentrates on policy 
actors, actor networks or institutions. Those approaches, however, tend to fo-
cus on some parts of the public policy process and ignore others. Furthermore, 
in cases where major changes, such as the adoption of a new system of govern-
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ment, take place, engaging in a network- or actor-centered analysis would be 
more suitable for micro-level examinations. Provided that the system operates 
on the macro level, it is better to examine the development of public policy as 
a political process comprised of a sequence of stages.

To be clear, viewing the development of public policy as a process with multi-
ple stages isn’t a novel approach. According to Harold Lasswell, who was one 
of the first political scientists to use the ‘stages’ model, the public policymaking 
process consists of seven stages: collecting information (intelligence), identi-
fying policy options (promotion), setting general rules (prescription), taking 
into account harmony between the rules and concrete situations (invocation), 
implementing the option that complies with the general rules (application), 
assessing the merits and shortcomings of policy (appraisal) and putting an end 
to the implementation of rules (termination).1

Today, we tend to use a five-stage model to analyze the public policymaking 
process. According to this model, the first stage, i.e. agenda-setting, refers to 
policy actors showing interest in a problem actively and seriously. The ‘pol-
icy formulation’ stage involves the elimination of inapplicable options and the 
development of lasting, widely accepted and applicable solutions. At the ‘deci-
sion making’ stage, a certain course of action is determined for legislation or 
implementation purposes. The fourth stage, ‘policy implementation,’ refers to 
the implementation of the previously determined policy through the public 
administration. Finally, at the ‘policy evaluation’ stage, policymakers monitor 
the outcome of policy decisions, identify their merits and shortcomings, and 
reconceptualize problems and solutions as a result of policy learning.2

The process model makes it easier for scholars to understand the roles of par-
ticipants in the policymaking process, how they interact with and relate to 
each other, and how every action influences others. In this regard, it considers 
the policymaking process dynamic rather than static.3 Looking at the devel-
opment of public policy as a process, it becomes possible to engage in com-
prehensive analyses of the roles that official and unofficial stakeholders play, 
how they form coalition networks among themselves, and various factors in-
cluding institutional culture, ideas, norms and values –separately or together.4 
One must add that the various stages are not necessarily linear in real life. As a 
matter of fact, they either become intertwined or can be skipped on occasion. 
For example, policy formulation may occur before a given problem receives at-
tention from the government, or formulated policies may be eliminated before 
they are actually implemented.5 In practice, the nature of policymaking can be 
quite complex, as it involves the participation of multiple actors and a series 
of regulations. Notwithstanding, as Stewart et al. indicate, separating policy 
into multiple stages “gives a framework for classifying the many activities that 
occur in public policymaking.”6 
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Turkey’s transition to a presidential system of government entailed certain 
changes to the policymaking process as a result of the reorganization of the 
country’s central administration. New actors have been introduced to the 
above-mentioned policy stages and some pre-existing policy actors have as-
sumed new roles. At the same time, certain new policy tools, such as presiden-
tial decrees and bylaws, have emerged.

Background of the Transition to the Presidential System in Turkey

Over the years, Turkey’s parliamentary system has been frequently criti-
cized for failing to address political instability, prevent military interven-
tions in civilian politics, stop the bureaucratic oligarchy, and solve economic 
problems. Provided that reform efforts could not address the shortcomings 
of parliamentarism, which were inherent in the country’s political culture, 
Turkey started looking for a new system of government. Consequently, the 
parliamentary system, whose institutionalization process was yet incomplete, 
became a contested topic in recent political history. Various politicians and 
academics maintained that the presidential system was more closely aligned 
with Turkey’s administrative history and tradition, political culture, and so-
cial structure.7

Within the context of Turkey’s parliamentary system, the executive branch was 
dualistic in nature. It consisted of the president, who exercised vast powers 
without accountability, and the politically accountable Council of Ministers. 
The country’s parliamentary system was distinguished from classical parlia-
mentarism by the extensive authority that Turkish presidents wielded.8 Under 
those rules, the Council of Ministers, as the primary policymaking body, was 
responsible for setting public policy, finalizing draft laws, and making admin-
istrative regulations. Prime minister, in turn, guided and oversaw the policy-
making process with the help of deputy prime ministers and the departments 
and bodies of the Prime Ministry.

The dualistic nature of the executive branch fueled occasional tensions in 
Turkish politics and resulted in various crises and conflicts over the years. Fur-
thermore, keeping in mind a series of weak and short-lived coalition govern-
ments formed in the 1990s, Turkey’s parliamentary system failed to maintain a 
certain level of effectiveness. It was the same political climate that limited the 
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ability of successive governments to solve problems and develop policy.9 Politi-
cal instability and economic crises made it difficult for Turkish governments to 
implement public policy to enact desperately needed reforms, and to monitor 
their success. Furthermore, weak coalition governments tightened the bureau-
cratic guardianship regime’s control over civilian politics.

In the wake of the 2007 presidential election, which was surrounded by con-
troversy, Turkey passed a constitutional referendum to introduce popular 
elections for the Presidency. In addition to worsening the problem of dual 
legitimacy already plaguing the executive branch, this move represented an 
additional step away from classical parliamentarism. Consequently, the first 
popular presidential election, which took place on August 10, 2014, pushed 
Turkey’s system of government closer to semi-presidentialism.10 Under those 
circumstances, the president was popularly elected yet devoid of accountabil-
ity. As such, potential tensions between the president and the prime minister 
and growing confusion among bureaucratic ranks slowed down the state ap-
paratus and prevented the development of effective public policy. Moreover, 
several major crises, including a series of terror attacks in 2015, persistent na-
tional security threats, and July 2016 coup attempt by the Gülenists –officially 
known in Turkey as the Fetullahist Terrorist Organization/Parallel State Struc-
ture (FETÖ/PDY)– to overthrow the country’s democratically elected govern-
ment, deepened the public debate on a new system of government.

As a result, the project of eliminating groups that attempted to shape the po-
litical arena and Turkish society through extra-parliamentary channels, ad-
dressing the problem of dual legitimacy within the executive branch, and in-
creasing the public administration’s capacity to take swift and effective action 

The first cabinet 
of the Erdoğan 
Administration, 
created on the 
basis of the new 
presidential 
system, meets for 
the first time on 
July 13, 2018. 
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became the top items on Turkey’s 
political agenda. It was against this 
background that the country held a 
constitutional referendum on April 
16, 2017, to adopt a presidential 
system of government and created 
a roadmap for transition. In accor-
dance with the amended provisions 
of the Turkish Constitution, presi-
dential and parliamentary elections 
took place simultaneously on June 

24, 2018. Whereas Recep Tayyip Erdoğan received 52.6 percent of the votes 
to win the presidential race, the Justice and Development Party (AK Party), 
which had advocated the presidential system in the first place, claimed more 
parliamentary seats than any other party with 42.6 percent.

Following the April 2017 constitutional referendum, the AK Party government 
formed an oversight committee with 15 members, along with five sub-commit-
tees with seven members each, to facilitate the transition to presidentialism. 
Tasked with the restructuring of the executive branch, the public personnel 
regime, the amendment of the body of law on political parties and elections, 
local governments, and parliamentary bylaws, the sub-committees received 
input from various individuals and institutions to lay the groundwork for the 
transition in terms of regulations and institutional organization.11 Based on 
the work of those committees, the authorities made preliminary information 
about the organizational structure of the Presidency and the central govern-
ment available to the public. Shortly after the elections, the parliament passed 
harmonization laws to abolish institutions and rules that were unique to the 
parliamentary system, and the president built on his constitutional mandate to 
issue a series of decrees in order to address key issues related to the organiza-
tional structures, tasks and powers of the central government’s various institu-
tions as well as the appointment of senior public officials.

Public Administration Reform and the Presidential System in Turkey

One of the main issues related to the adoption of the presidential system was 
the need to restructure the central government, starting with the organization 
of the Presidency, in line with the new rules. To account for the changing pub-
lic policy process, it is necessary to understand how the main policy actors, 
such as the Presidency, Ministries, the Council of Ministers and other parts of 
the central government, have changed. In this context, we examine below the 
fundamental values that shaped public administration reform in Turkey and 
proceed to analyze the allocation of responsibilities and duties.

One of the main issues 
related to the adoption of the 
presidential system was the 
need to restructure the central 
government, starting with the 
organization of the Presidency, 
in line with the new rules
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A Short Analysis of Public Administration Reforms after the 1980s
Since the 1980s, a global wave of public administration reform has affected 
developing and developed countries. New public management (NPM) and 
governance have been two of the main approaches that inspired governments 
and public institutions to transform administrative structures based on tradi-
tional principles and values. Reforms driven by the principles and values of 
NPM and governance became intertwined and were implemented by various 
governments around the world until the 2000s.

The public administration reforms that fell within the scope of NPM promoted 
smaller government, the elimination of bureaucracy, privatization, deregula-
tion, and certain values including effectiveness and efficiency.12 In this regard, 
governments and public institutions concentrated on outputs rather than in-
puts and administrative processes; advocated the decentralization of public 
administration, flexible organizations, and a focus on the demands and expec-
tations of the public; opted for small-scale and autonomous institutions based 
on horizontal organizations; employed market-like structures in the manage-
ment and allocation of public services; transferred private sector management 
techniques, including human resource management, strategic planning, per-
formance management and total quality management, to the public sector; 
and held public officials responsible for performance and results.13 NPM re-
forms affected some countries deeply. In other places, traditional approaches 
to public administration and related practices persisted, while certain NPM 
principles influenced policies and implementation.14

Governance, which entered the radar of governments in the 1990s, added new 
principles to the list of NPM reforms. It promoted a multi-actor approach 
based on democratic values such as horizontal cooperation, bargaining, par-
ticipation, interaction, negotiation and joint production at the expense of the 
traditional approach to public administration, which was top-down, isolated, 
based on vertical hierarchy and in favor of single-directional communication 
and passive participation.15 With regard to those values, governance repre-
sented a challenge to the traditional approach of public administration and 
complemented NPM. After all, the NPM approach created a central admin-
istrative structure based on a small-scale and flexible organization that pro-
motes the decentralization of authority and distinguishes policymaking units 
from implementing bodies. Consequently, the problems associated with the 
fragmentation of central authority were addressed through networks and co-
operation mechanisms.16

From the mid-2000s onwards, earlier reform approaches dominated the realm 
of public administration across the world and the reform agenda underwent 
certain changes as a result of certain political, economic, social and techno-
logical developments. The 2008-2009 financial crisis revived the idea of ‘mar-
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ket failure’ and influenced how the 
United States and European coun-
tries regulated the financial sector, 
taxation, privatization and public 
savings.17 Moreover, the so-called 
trade wars between the United 
States and other nations, includ-
ing European countries, Canada 
and China, fueled uncertainty in 
international markets due to the 
economic measures implemented 
by those governments against each 
other.18 In particular, the strength-
ening of connections between fi-
nancial markets and the deepening 

interdependence of various nations in key areas including energy, food and 
industry, created new global dynamics that governments seeking to reorganize 
their public administration must take into consideration.

In addition to new economic and financial challenges, certain policy issues, in-
cluding global warming, international migration, human trafficking, security, 
and terrorism have become more prominent in the agendas of governments 
and international organizations.19 Whereas xenophobia, Islamophobia and na-
tionalist extremism fuel social tensions in certain parts of the world, emerging 
threats in other regions, starting with the Middle East, including separatist 
movements, violent conflicts and war, place global peace at risk. It is quite 
salient that governments are not capable of addressing such problems by using 
their own bureaucratic mechanisms or market tools.

Keeping in mind the opportunities and problems that the contemporary prog-
ress in information and communication technologies (ICTs) entails, increas-
ingly complex public issues require political, administrative and social actors 
to work more closely at the local, national and international levels, and increase 
the need for networks, coordination, horizontal communication and coopera-
tion.20 In recent years, digital transformation, which entailed the integration of 
smart technologies into public services, has replaced the NPM model’s passive 
service recipients with active stakeholders that coproduce and collaborate, and 
active users who create content.21

Although those developments and problems take place at various levels, they 
affect many countries and compel their respective governments to pursue new 
types of reform agendas. In this regard, additional emphasis has been placed 
on institutional integration to prevent the fragmentation of public adminis-
tration, re-centralization for the purpose of improving state capacity, and 

In the 1990s, when the average 
time that Turkish governments 
remained in power was less 
than 18 months and political 
and economic instability were 
widespread, there was an 
extended debate on public 
administration reforms, yet 
only partial steps were taken in 
the end
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re-regulation to facilitate the restoration of the state’s regulatory role. Fur-
thermore, building additional political and administrative capacity for cen-
tral governments, promoting horizontal and vertical cooperation within the 
public administration and strengthening coordination are some of the policies 
that governments currently implement. In line with those goals, governments 
prefer reforms geared toward promoting horizontal governance and cooper-
ation on the basis of joint programs and projects by ministries and councils 
and between various sectors. Consequently, a new perspective that brings to-
gether different approaches to reform is increasingly needed by policymakers 
that encounter complex societal problems.22 This new perspective, which has 
emerged in public administration, has come to be known as ‘post-New Pub-
lic Management’ (post-NPM) in recent years. It represents an effort to strike 
a new balance between decentralization and recentralization, fragmentation 
and coordination, hierarchy and networks, and autonomy and central control 
to meet contemporary needs.

Reforming the Traditional Public Administration in Turkey: Towards a Post-NPM 
Approach?
It is possible to examine the post-1980 public administration reforms in Tur-
key in the categories of NPM, governance and post-NPM. Since the 1980s, 
the aforementioned approaches entered the radars of successive governments 
and policymakers at various levels. The governments of Prime Minister Turgut 
Özal, who came to power by winning popular elections after the September 
12, 1980 coup d’état, promoted economic policies including economic liber-
alization, integration into the global economy, smaller government, privatiza-
tion, administrative decentralization, elimination of bureaucracy and deregu-
lation.23 During this period, independent regulatory agencies (IRAs), emerged 
in Turkey for the first time due to the state’s withdrawal from certain markets.

In the 1990s, when the average time that Turkish governments remained in 
power was less than 18 months and political and economic instability were 
widespread, there was an extended debate on public administration reforms, 
yet only partial steps were taken in the end. With the rise of the AK Party 
to power in 2002 and the combination of political stability, the government’s 
popular support and Turkey’s vision for the European Union, a number of 
legal and institutional reforms were implemented.24 A closer look at the pro-
grams of AK Party governments and national policy papers from this period 
reveals that those reforms clearly reflected the principles and values of NPM 
and governance.

Although it is difficult to distinguish them from one another categorically, re-
cent practices, including the creation of a smaller central government, empow-
ering local governments, the reorganization of public financial management 
with an emphasis on the principles of effectiveness and efficiency, the adop-
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tion of a performance audit system based on human resource management in 
public administration, and the privatization of state business enterprises, were 
similar to what the academic world calls the NPM approach.25 At the same 
time, a number of other steps, such as the recognition of the right to informa-
tion and the policy of openness in government, the identification of ethical 
rules for public officials and the creation of the Public Officials Ethics Board, 
the establishment of the ombudsman institution, and the adoption of interna-
tional conventions on transparency and anti-corruption, were initiated in line 
with the ‘democratic governance’ approach.26 As such, it is possible to argue 
that the economic liberalization process, which kicked off in the 1980s, con-
tinued in the early 2000s as a combination of NPM and governance reforms.

A series of political, social, and economic problems since 2009 have shifted the 
direction of Turkey’s public administration reforms. Emerging needs rendered 
the reference points of earlier reforms –NPM and governance– inadequate. It 
is possible to find the traces of that shift in various reform efforts. 

Turkey reorganized its central administration by issuing a number of decrees in 
2011 to abolish state ministries and reduce the number of executive ministries 
through mergers and abolitions. Furthermore, it created a number of councils 
intended to promote horizontal cooperation and stronger coordination among 
central government institutions to address various issues including economic 
development, the war on drugs, immigration and counter-terrorism. Through 
additional regulation, which the Turkish government added in the same year, 
the central administration was equipped with additional monitoring powers 
over regulatory councils.27

The 2012 legislation, in turn, reduced the number of local governments includ-
ing municipalities, special provincial administrations and villages, expanded 
the territory of cities, and promoted administrative integration through the 
metropolitan system. In this context, the number of metropolitan municipali-
ties soared to 30 and provincial special administrations and villages were abol-
ished in metropolitan areas to simplify the local administration system.

In Turkey, there has been a serious increase since 2010 in public-private part-
nerships (PPPs) which rose to prominence together with the post-NPM ap-
proach as a model that relies on cross-sectoral cooperation. Compared to $7.2 
billion in 2010, the volume of PPP projects skyrocketed to $23.1 billion by 
2013 –the highest number on record.28 Institutional integration efforts, which 
emerged within the context of e-government and digitalization, such as the 
institutional reorganization process in the central administration regarding 
migration management due to the Syrian civil war, resulted in the abolition of 
certain directorates and the creation of the Disaster and Emergency Manage-
ment Authority (AFAD) in 2009 to promote effective disaster and crisis man-



REFORMING THE POLICYMAKING PROCESS IN TURKEY’S NEW PRESIDENTIAL SYSTEM

2018 Fall 193

agement –which were reminiscent of post-NPM re-
forms elsewhere.

One must add, however, that the Turkish govern-
ment did not adopt a policy framework, strategy or 
program indicating that reform efforts would reflect 
the post-NPM approach. During this period, vari-
ous political, economic and social crises fueled by 
domestic and external factors, along with the nature 
and complexity of the country’s problems, resulted 
in the adoption of policies designed to promote co-
operation and coordination among public institu-
tions and restore integration between fragmented 
institutions.

Other important factors that influenced the Turk-
ish public administration’s reorganization process in recent years include the 
fight against the terrorist organization led by Fetullah Gülen, FETÖ/PDY, and 
the July 15, 2016 coup attempt. The July 15 coup attempt clearly established 
that the organization had infiltrated not just the Turkish Armed Forces but all 
public institutions in the country. Therefore, the event served as a reminder 
that Turkey must eliminate the threat of weak coalition governments in its 
political system, develop a new system of government that would prevent the 
emergence of power vacuums and promote lasting stability, and restructure 
the entire state apparatus from scratch.29

In this regard, the Turkish government reformed the country’s military institu-
tions in the immediate aftermath of the failed coup d’état and, at the same time, 
took necessary steps in order to remove FETÖ operatives from the civilian and 
military bureaucracy. With those goals in mind, Turkey launched a reform 
program that aimed to promote complete civilian oversight over the national 
security apparatus, to create a new and more balanced security mechanism 
that would prevent the concentration of power in a single hand, to diversify 
the personnel hiring system, and to stop the rise of ideologically-motivated, 
autonomous structures within the bureaucracy.30 In the end, Turkey’s public 
administration underwent changes which extended to the executive, legisla-
tive and judicial branches of government along with relevant institutions and 
policy actors that paved the way to the reorganization of the state. 

The New Structure of Turkey’s Central Government

The Turkish government system’s legal and structural compliance with pres-
identialism was ensured through a series of decrees in line with the consti-
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tutional amendments passed in 
April 2017. Moreover, a number of 
presidential decrees, which were is-
sued based on the Constitution and 
various laws, created the respective 
organization of public administra-
tion, identified the powers, respon-
sibilities and duties of each agency, 
and regulated the appointment of 
senior public officials and other 
bureaucratic appointments. The 
reorganization of actors involved 
in the development and/or imple-
mentation of public policy, as well 
as the roles and responsibilities of 

those actors created a new public policy process under the presidential system 
–which is quite distinct from the process under parliamentarism.

The Presidency 
Under Turkey’s new system of government, the president has been tasked with 
the implementation of the Constitution and has been deemed responsible for 
the regular and harmonious functioning of state institutions. It should be un-
derlined that the president does not just monitor the harmony and coordina-
tion between state organs and public institutions but also is required to facil-
itate it under the new system. Under Article 104 of the Constitution, which 
stipulates that the president alone exercises executive power, the president is 
located at the very center of the entire system of government.

As a result of this arrangement, a number of new executive powers and re-
sponsibilities have been added to the president’s pre-existing constitutional 
mandate. To ensure that presidents exercise all of their rights and perform all 
of their tasks in an effective and rational manner, it became necessary to reor-
ganize the Office of the President, which had a narrow and a limited number 
of administrative departments under the parliamentary system. How the orga-
nization of the Presidency will be structured and which policy items and issues 
shall be prioritized will depend on the presidents themselves.31

Having received 52.6 percent of the popular vote to become Turkey’s first 
president under the new presidential system of government, Recep Tayyip Er-
doğan –unlike his opponents– shared with the public and the electorate how 
he intended to structure his administration. Upon winning the presidential 
race, Erdoğan carried out the necessary legal changes to facilitate the institu-
tionalization of the new system. The new structure of the Presidency, as shown 
in Figure 1, has thus been created.

In contrast to the traditional 
relationship between public 
institutions in Turkey, which 
were based on hierarchy and 
tutelage, the new system 
promotes NPM-friendly 
policymaking units that rely 
mostly on the horizontal 
structure and reduce 
hierarchical echelons
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Figure 1: Organization of the Presidency
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A closer look at Figure 1 would reveal that the organization of the Presidency 
has been structurally expanded to become inclusive of a large number of units 
that perform various political and administrative tasks. At the same time, the 
Presidency came to rely heavily on horizontal structures as opposed to hierar-
chical ones. In contrast to the traditional relationship between public institu-
tions in Turkey, which were based on hierarchy and tutelage, the new system 
promotes NPM-friendly policymaking units that rely mostly on the horizontal 
structure and reduce hierarchical echelons.

The various organs and bodies of the Office of the Presidency perform tasks 
ranging from assisting the president in the development and implementation 
of public policies to the creation of the president’s daily schedule, and to the 
management of media and public relations. Therefore, the bodies known as 
councils, offices and directorates report directly to the president. Furthermore, 
there are vice presidents who are directly appointed by the presidential ap-
pointees and are responsible toward the president.

Vice President(s)
Under the parliamentary system, the prime minister, in his/her capacity as the 
politically accountable policymaker within the executive branch was able to 
appoint a certain number of deputies. In the new system of government, the 
president, who now bears criminal liability, exercises executive power alone. 
Article 106 of the Constitution stipulates that, upon election, the president can 
appoint one or more vice president(s). The vice president(s) report directly to 
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the president and are accountable to the Parliament. They have an obligation 
to answer written questions submitted by members of parliament and may be 
subjected to parliamentary investigations if they are accused of committing 
crimes in public office. By contrast, they enjoy legislative immunity if charged 
with crimes unrelated to their official duties.

The vice president serves as acting president if the Office of the President is va-
cated for any reason and until a new president is elected. Moreover, they have 
the right to serve as acting president if the office is temporarily vacated due 
to incapacitation or international trips. The vice president is a member of the 
National Security Council and has the right to suggest agenda items and chair 
meetings in the president’s absence.

Offices
Executive offices are quite common in countries with presidential systems of 
government. For example, there are nine such offices in the United States, in-
cluding the Office of Management and Budget, the Office of Science and Tech-
nology Policy and the Office of Cabinet Affairs.32 Under Turkey’s parliamentary 
system, a small number of administrative bodies, such as the State Supply Office 
(Devlet Malzeme Ofisi), have been called offices. By contrast, a number of new 
offices emerged under the presidential system and those offices came to play a 
critically important role in the development, monitoring and implementation 
of certain public policies. Under the new system, the various offices are public 
entities that enjoy administrative and financial autonomy and are directly re-
sponsible to the Office of the President. According to Article 528 of the Presi-
dential Decree on the Organization of the Presidency,33 each executive office is 
managed by a public manager who is accountable to the President in terms of 
general administration and representation. Office leaders are expected to man-
age their respective offices in line with the goals, policies and strategies identi-
fied by the President, and to promote coordination and cooperation with public 
institutions and non-governmental organizations operating in relevant areas.

Viewing executive offices as the closest public institutions to the Office of the 
President under the new system of government, President Erdoğan described 
them as a ‘backyard’ for the development of public policies and projects. He 
stressed that the various offices would work directly with the president in 

A number of new offices emerged under 
the presidential system and those offices 
came to play a critically important role 
in the development, monitoring and 
implementation of certain public policies
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order to bypass bureaucratic hurdles and manage 
relevant projects with an eye to the president’s pri-
orities –and therefore were executive in nature.34 In 
this regard, the Erdoğan Administration established 
four offices in strategic areas: the Finance Office, the 
Office of Human Resources, the Office of Digital 
Transformation and the Investment Office. 

Policy Councils
Temporary and permanent councils can be found 
under parliamentary and presidential systems of 
government alike. In countries with presidential 
systems, policy councils operate at various levels of 
government. They may consist of cabinet ministers 
or bureaucrats exclusively, or involve civilian stake-
holders such as representatives of relevant business 
sectors. For example, there are six such councils 
within the Executive Office of the President in the 

United States, including the Council of Economic Advisers, the Council on 
Environmental Quality, the National Security Council, the Domestic Policy 
Council, and the President’s Intelligence Advisory Board. Those advisory 
councils provide information to the president regarding their respective areas 
of interest, make recommendations, develop public policy proposals, and fa-
cilitate the participation of various stakeholders in the public policy process.35

Under the recently-adopted presidential system, Turkey formed nine execu-
tive councils –including the Council on Local Government Policies, the Social 
Policies Council, the Healthcare and Food Policies Council, the Council on 
Culture and Art Policy, the Council on Legal Policy, the Security and Foreign 
Policy Council, the Council on Economic Policy, the Education Policy Coun-
cil, and the Council on Science, Technology and Innovation Policy.36 The pres-
ident chairs each council, which consists of a minimum of three members that 
are presidential appointees. One of the members serves as the acting chairper-
son of each council. 

Some of the main duties and powers of policy councils are to make recom-
mendations on presidential decisions and policy issues; to work on policy and 
strategy proposals approved by the president; to provide feedback to public 
institutions in relevant areas; to receive feedback from ministries, public insti-
tutions, civil society and representatives of relevant business sectors on their 
areas of interest; to monitor policy implementation and developments, to re-
port them to the president, to monitor the practices of ministries and other 
public institutions with an eye to the presidential agenda and provide reports 
to the president; to invite representatives of ministries, public institutions, and 
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civil society and relevant business sectors, along with experts and other stake-
holders, to extended council meetings; and to analyze demands, needs and 
their impacts related to their areas of interest.37

A closer look at the powers and responsibilities of policy councils reveals that 
those bodies work directly with the president in order to analyze existing pol-
icies, develop new approaches, and propose new solutions to policy-related 
problems at the president’s request. They work closely with ministries, other 
public institutions, state business enterprises and other administrative units. 
Furthermore, policy councils are allowed to invite representatives of minis-
tries, other public institutions, civil society and the business community, along 
with academics and experts, to their events and meetings. In this regard, they 
facilitate cooperation and coordination between public institutions and across 
sectors to address multi-dimensional problems.

Presidential Decree No. 2018/3 abolished all councils and commissions that 
existed under the parliamentary system of government to transfer policy de-
velopment and consultation powers to the relevant policy councils of the Office 
of the Presidency, and to implement the powers of the relevant public institu-
tions. In this regard, a total of 64 obsolete councils comprised of representa-
tives of the Prime Ministry and various ministries, were terminated and, in 
the words of an advisor to President Erdoğan, “the state’s implementing bodies 
were simplified and narrowed down in terms of their organizational structures 
but augmented in terms of their functions and impact.38

Directorates
In the wake of the Prime Ministry’s abolition, a number of public institutions, 
which were either attached to or were accountable to the Prime Ministry, were 
transferred to the Presidency under the new system of government. In this re-
gard, the Directorate of State Archives (Devlet Arşivleri Başkanlığı), the Direc-
torate of the State Auditing Council (Devlet Denetleme Kurulu Başkanlığı), the 
Directorate of Religious Affairs (Diyanet İşleri Başkanlığı), the Secretariat-Gen-
eral of the National Security Council (Milli Güvenlik Kurulu Genel Sekreter-
liği), the Directorate of the National Intelligence Organization (Milli İstihbarat 
Teşkilatı Başkanlığı), the Directorate of the National Palaces Administration 
(Milli Saraylar İdaresi Başkanlığı), the Turkey Wealth Fund Management Co. 
(Türkiye Varlık Fonu) and the Directorate of Defense Industries (Savunma San-
ayii Başkanlığı) are currently responsible to the Office of the Presidency.39 Some 
of those institutions retained their official names, whereas others have been 
designated as presidencies and attached to the Office of the President.

In addition to the existing presidencies, the new system of government en-
tailed the creation of the Strategy and Budgeting Directorate (Strateji ve Bütçe 
Başkanlığı), the Directorate of Administrative Affairs (İdari İşler Başkanlığı) 
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and the Directorate of Communications (İletişim Başkanlığı).40 Under Article 
3 of Presidential Decree No. 14, the Directorate of Communications has been 
tasked with the execution and coordination of all activities related to media re-
lations, publicity, propaganda and the communications of the Turkish state and 
the Presidency. The Strategy and Budgeting Directorate (SBD), in turn, was 
launched to concentrate on the drafting and use of the annual budget –now 
part of the presidential mandate– as well as to create development plans and 
monitor their implementation.41 The SBD is responsible for drafting the annual 
budget by bridging the president’s vision, goals and policy priorities with the 
financial resources to be allotted to public institutions.

Finally, the Directorate of Administrative Affairs, which consists of four 
pre-existing departments (the Directorate General of Law and the Body of 
Laws, the Directorate General of Personnel and Principles, the Directorate 
General of Security Affairs, and the Directorate General of Support and Finan-
cial Services), provides services that presidents require to exercise his/her con-
stitutional mandate, oversee relations with the Grand National Assembly of 
Turkey (TBMM), takes necessary steps to facilitate coordination among pub-
lic institutions, identifies principles to ensure that the state organization can 
function in an effective and orderly fashion, and performs tasks related to the 
coordination of domestic and foreign security and counter-terrorism efforts as 
well as monitors and assesses their impact on public opinion.42 The Director 
of Administrative Affairs, who is considered the country’s top public official, is 
accountable to the president regarding the activities of all directorates.43

It is possible to argue that the newly-established directories concentrate on 
helping presidents to fulfill their constitutional obligations, assist the Presi-
dency’s general administration, and aim to promote coordination between the 
various parts of the central government. In this context, they oversee the pres-
ident’s relations with the Grand National Assembly, facilitate the Presidency’s 
coordination with public institutions, monitor the president’s relations with 
the media and the public, and perform administrative tasks related to the in-
ternal functioning of the Organization of the Presidency. Among the various 
presidencies, the SBD, which undertakes two crucial parts of the public policy 
process (i.e. policy planning and budgeting), plays a more significant role in 
respect to policy development.

The Council of Ministers
Under the presidential system of government, the Council of Ministers is com-
prised of ministers who are directly appointed and dismissed by the President. 
The new rules make it possible for non-members of the Turkish Parliament to 
serve as ministers and require that the membership of MPs is automatically 
dropped upon their appointment as ministers. This principle imposes tighter 
limits on the appointment of MPs to cabinet positions and ensures that minis-
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ters are selected on the basis of ex-
pertise rather than their political in-
fluence.44 Therefore, it is possible to 
argue that ministerial appointments 
are more likely to reflect the candi-
date’s experience, level of expertise 
and merit instead of the outcome 
of political negotiations, political 
power, interests and expectations.

Under the parliamentary system, 
the Council of Ministers performed 
a number of tasks including policy 
development, the appointment of 
senior public officials and creating 
bylaws to explain how laws ought to be implemented. Provided that the pres-
ident alone exercises executive power under presidentialism, however, almost 
all of the Council’s powers and duties have been transferred to the Presidency, 
and the Council’s authority to issue bylaws and decrees has been abolished 
completely. As such, the Council of Ministers has evolved into a body that 
facilitates consultation, promotes coordination and engages in monitoring un-
der the presidential system of government.

Ministries
Under the parliamentary system –especially if coalition governments were in 
power– political heavyweights could be included in the Council of Ministers 
and the number of ministries increased unnecessarily to ensure that a balance 
of political power could emerge between coalition partners through the alloca-
tion of cabinet positions. This situation resulted in a waste of public resources, 
inefficiency and delays, and increased the difficulty of facilitating coordination 
between the various ministries. Since coming to power in 2002, the AK Party 
has gradually reduced the number of ministerial posts. By 2011, the number 
of executive ministries was lowered to 21 through the abolition and mergers 
of multiple ministries.

It would appear that the same trend will continue under the presidential sys-
tem of government. Today, the Erdoğan Administration features 16 ministries: 
the Ministry of Justice, the Interior Ministry, the Ministry of National Defense, 
the Ministry of Education, the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Energy and 
Natural Resources, the Ministry of Environment and Urban Management, the 
Ministry of Culture and Tourism, the Ministry of Youth and Sports, the Minis-
try of the Treasury and Finance, the Ministry of Family, Labor and Social Ser-
vices, the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, and the Ministry of Industry 
and Technology.

The president has been granted 
the power to issue decrees 
related to the executive 
authority under Article 104 
of the Turkish Constitution. 
Presidential decrees are 
subject to a review by the 
Constitutional Court regarding 
their compliance with the 
Constitution
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Analyzing the changes in the names and functions of the ministries, the for-
mer Ministry of the European Union has been merged with the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Family and Social Policies has been merged 
with the Ministry of Labor and Social Security, and the Ministry of Forestry 
and Water Works was merged with the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and 
Livestock. Meanwhile, the Ministry of Transportation, Maritime and Com-
munication, and the Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology have been 
renamed.

It is possible to argue that the most substantial changes at the ministerial level 
have occurred with regard to the economy. In response to the criticism that the 
previous administrative structure had fragmented the economic administra-
tion, which created problems due to a lack of coordination, Erdoğan aimed to 
unify the country’s economic leadership.45 Under the new government model, 
the former Undersecretariat of the Treasury has been merged with the Min-
istry of Finance. At the same time, the former Ministry of Development was 
merged with the Ministry of Industry and Technology, and the Ministry of 
Customs and Commerce has been renamed the Ministry of Commerce. Fi-
nally, the administration has aimed to assist economic policymakers by creat-
ing the Finance Office and the Investment Office, which are attached directly 
to the president.

In addition to these changes, the internal organizations of various ministries 
have undergone major changes. In 2011, Turkey adopted certain changes to 
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create a new position, that of the 
deputy minister, who had similar 
responsibilities as the undersec-
retary in ministries. Although the 
undersecretary was a permanent 
bureaucratic position, the deputy 
ministers are expected to leave of-
fice upon the dismissal of the gov-
ernment. Notwithstanding, as the 
duties and responsibilities of the 
deputy ministers collide with un-
dersecretaries, conflict arose in certain cases between these two sides in some 
ministries.46 In order to address this problem and simplify the hierarchical 
structures of ministries, the positions of undersecretary and deputy undersec-
retary have been abolished, and deputy ministers have become the most au-
thoritative official after ministers themselves. Furthermore, department heads 
and their superiors at ministries and other parts of the central government 
were designated as senior public officials, who would be appointed directly by 
the president or by the approval of the president.

Efforts to reduce the number of ministries and levels of positions within the 
ministries, promote efficiency and effectiveness in the public administration, 
prevent the waste of resources, eliminate bureaucracy and support quick de-
cision making, clearly reflect NPM values. However, some steps, including 
the prevention of institutional fragmentation within the central government 
and the strengthening of coordination and horizontal collaboration, are based 
on post-NPM values. It should be noted that there has been no reference to 
the concept of post-NPM as a reform strategy in any policy document issued 
during the restructuring of the public administration. It seems that post-NPM 
reforms have been implemented with regard to domestic political and admin-
istrative necessities.

An Analysis of the Changing Roles of Policymaking Actors in Turkey’s 
New Presidential System

A closer look at Figure 1 would reveal that the Presidency has vast powers 
in terms of the development of public policy but also in the stages of moni-
toring, coordination and implementation. The president undertakes policy 
development and implementation by appointing senior public officials, issu-
ing decrees and bylaws, and guiding directorates, policy councils and exec-
utive offices. Under the new system, the right to issue decrees –which the 
Council of Ministers exercised in the former system– was abolished. Instead, 
the president has been granted the power to issue decrees related to the ex-

Under the presidential system, 
ministries are now required 
to transfer their powers in the 
area of policy formulation to 
policy councils and certain 
presidencies operating as part 
of the Presidency
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ecutive authority under Article 104 
of the Turkish Constitution. Presi-
dential decrees are subject to a re-
view by the Constitutional Court 
regarding their compliance with the 
Constitution.

The president has the power to 
regulate the rules governing the 
appointment of senior public offi-
cials, to create and abolish minis-
tries, to identify the responsibilities 

and powers of ministries, to regulate the organizations of ministries, to cre-
ate the central and provincial organizations of ministries, to determine the 
working principles of the State Auditing Board, the duration of its members’ 
terms in office and other entitlements, and to regulate the National Security 
Council’s organization and responsibilities through presidential decrees. Fur-
thermore, Article 123 of the Turkish Constitution stipulates that presidential 
decrees, in addition to laws, can create public entities. As such, presidential 
decrees are the primary way of developing public policy at the level of the 
central government, setting service standards, and monitoring the outcomes 
of policies.

Under the presidential system of government, the president will necessarily 
rely on the Parliament to formulate and adopt certain types of public policies. 
The parliamentary system made it possible for the Council of Ministers to fi-
nalize bills, which were drafted by the relevant ministries, before submitting 
them to the Parliament as draft laws. Provided that presidentialism subscribes 
to a rigid form of separation of powers, however, the Council of Ministers is 
no longer authorized to draft legislation, nor is the president allowed to sub-
mit draft laws to the Parliament –with the notable exception of the annual 
budget bill.47 Yet elected presidents are no longer required to sever their ties 
to political parties under Turkey’s new system of government. The president 
could influence the legislative process to some degree if his party has a strong 
enough majority in the Parliament. In all other cases, the president manages 
his relations with the Parliament through the Directorate of Administrative 
Affairs under the new rules. The Parliament, in turn, monitors and examines 
policies that the executive branch develops and/or implements through the 
tools of questions, general debate, parliamentary inquiries and parliamentary 
investigations.

In addition to the vice president(s) and presidential advisors, the new-
ly-formed directorates, offices and councils, along with the Council of Min-
isters and ministries, play particular roles in and have certain responsibilities 

Executive offices are expected 
not just to collect and report 
data or to develop policy 
proposals and projects but 
also to perform certain tasks 
related to the implementation 
and coordination of relevant 
policies and projects
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regarding the formulation, monitoring and evaluation of the president’s policy 
decisions. A closer look at the role of executive offices in the public policy-
making process reveals that they are responsible for promoting coordination 
among public institutions, developing and implementing projects, presenting 
reform proposals, monitoring certain business sectors and developments, en-
gaging in relevant activities, and generating, collecting, updating and distrib-
uting information and data on certain issues. In other words, executive offices 
are expected not just to collect and report data or to develop policy proposals 
and projects but also to perform certain tasks related to the implementation 
and coordination of relevant policies and projects.

Policy councils are the primary units improving the president’s policy develop-
ment capabilities. Under the new system of government, councils go beyond 
their traditional role of promoting coordination and become part and parcel 
of the public policymaking process. In addition to develop policy proposals 
and draft decisions by building on their expertise and employing participa-
tory methods, they are expected to develop the capacity for policy analysis in 
various areas. Indeed, presidential decrees related to the councils in question 
indicate that those bodies must develop policy proposals, provide feedback to 
ministries, monitor and prepare progress reports on executive activities, and 
promote more active participation among all stakeholders, including non-gov-
ernmental organizations, representatives of relevant business sectors and aca-
demics, in the public policymaking process.

Analyzing the role of the executive directorates, on the other hand, shows that 
certain institutions that formerly reported to the Prime Ministry and have 
since been transferred to the Presidency, such as the Directorate of the Na-
tional Intelligence Organization, the Directorate of Religious Affairs and the 
Directorate of Defense Industries, will continue to contribute to the formula-
tion of public policy in relevant areas. The SBD is responsible for some of the 
most strategic functions of the public policy process including policy planning 
and budgeting. Therefore, the SBD will probably work closely with all minis-
tries, starting with the Ministry of Treasury and Finance and the Ministry of 
Commerce. The Directorate of Communications will conduct and coordinate 
all efforts related to media relations, publicity, propaganda and the communi-
cations of the Presidency and the Turkish state.

The Council of Ministers, which played a critical role in the development and 
implementation of public policy under the parliamentary system of govern-
ment, will serve the purposes of consultation, coordination and policy mon-
itoring in the new system. Under parliamentarism, the Council of Ministers, 
as the politically accountable part of the executive branch, was responsible 
for designating and formulating public policies including the economy, com-
merce, education, healthcare, and national security, finalizing draft laws prior 
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to their submission to the Parliament, supervising the operations of public in-
stitutions, issuing decrees with parliamentary consent, and producing bylaws 
in line with the body of law. Under the new system of government, however, 
almost all of those powers have been transferred to the president. By contrast, 
some powers, such as the right to issue decrees and bylaws, have been com-
pletely abolished. Under presidentialism, the Council of Ministers is expected 
to emerge as a platform for ministers to share policy proposals with the pres-
ident in their respective areas of interest and to promote coordination in ar-
eas that fall within the jurisdiction of multiple ministries. The president may 
evaluate the implementation success and outcomes of specific policies with 
ministers.

The parliamentary system required ministries to perform two tasks as part of 
the public policy process: (i) policy formulation, since they started the leg-
islative process, and (ii) policy implementation through bylaws and other 
regulatory means. In this regard, the various ministries offered policy advice 
and implemented relevant policies. Under the presidential system, ministries 
are now required to transfer their powers in the area of policy formulation to 
policy councils and certain presidencies operating as part of the Presidency. 
In this sense, ministries are expected to evolve into implementing bodies at-
tempting to meet policy goals identified by the Presidency. At the same time, 
the outcomes and implementation problems of policies shall be monitored and 
assessed not just by ministries but also by the Presidency through relevant 
councils, offices and presidencies.

Conclusion

This study provides a legal and institutional analysis of how the public policy 
process and the roles and responsibilities of policy actors changed as a result 
of the restructuring of Turkey’s central government under the new presiden-
tial system. As a result of those changes, the influence of certain stakeholders, 
which played a key role in policymaking under the parliamentary system, on 
the public policy process have been limited, and a number of new actors, in-
cluding policy boards, have gained importance.

An examination of the central government’s overall restructuring process 
within the context of public administration reform would reveal that the most 
recent developments, including the abolishment of dysfunctional boards, the 
creation of a new set of boards with a focus on policy development, and the 
merger of various ministries to reduce their numbers, are in line with the NPM 
paradigm. It would appear that Turkey has discovered new aspects of the NPM 
paradigm, which had been reduced to the privatization of government busi-
ness enterprises since the 1980s. A clearer distinction between policy devel-
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opment and policy implementation 
units, and the subsequent down-
sizing of the central administrative 
organization, a reduction in the 
number of boards and ministries 
to boost their effectiveness, and the 
elimination of certain levels within 
the hierarchy of central administra-
tive institutions are in line with the 
NPM reforms that rose to promi-
nence in the early 2000s in Turkey.

On the other hand, the need to 
strike a balance in the implemen-
tation of public services between 
efficiency and performance-oriented work, and to provide services in a fair 
and objective manner, as well as efforts to promote horizontal collaboration 
between public institutions and to facilitate stronger coordination through 
boards, the merger of certain ministries and public institutions to prevent 
the fragmentation of the administration, and to improve the central govern-
ment’s capacity to exert control, were more closely aligned to what came to be 
known as post-NPM in recent years. The public statements of policymakers 
suggest that they examined developed and developing nations, yet did not 
engage post-NPM reforms systematically as part of a certain strategy, policy 
framework or program.

It will take time for the new system, which concentrates on the develop-
ment of public policy, to take root. In order to understand the Turkish pub-
lic policymaking processes and analyze their various dimensions, it will be 
necessary to ensure that the Parliament will be structured accordingly and 
to monitor how the judiciary will rule and create precedents under the new 
system.

The new system, which calls for the separation of policy design and policy 
implementation units, requires the employment of policy analysts with cer-
tain specialties by directorates, boards and offices in particular. In recent 
years, the discipline of policy analysis has been developing in Turkey. Yet the 
country still lacks an undergraduate program designed to train specialists 
in public policy and the number of graduate programs remain limited. Fur-
thermore, there are no public sector employees with the title ‘policy analyst.’ 
Although there are certain relevant positions, such as planners, data analyz-
ing and control operators and advisors, the officials performing those tasks 
do not appear to engage in policy analysis. In this regard, it is necessary to 
launch new programs at universities to provide human resources and spe-

In order to understand the 
Turkish public policymaking 
processes and analyze their 
various dimensions, it will be 
necessary to ensure that the 
Parliament will be structured 
accordingly and to monitor 
how the judiciary will rule and 
create precedents under the 
new system



MEHMET ZAHİD SOBACI, ÖZER KÖSEOĞLU, NEBİ MİŞARTICLE

208 Insight Turkey

cialization relevant to the new system and to promote academic renewal to 
help the discipline develop further. Finally, new specialized positions must 
be created for public sector employees trained to work at offices, presidencies 
and councils. 
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