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V306ek O.

JIEB'SITAM ILJTAH PO3BUTKY (2007-2013) I HOBA PETTOHAJIBHA MTOJIITHKA
PO3BUTKY TYPEUYUHMU: ITIPOBJIEMU TA IEPCIIEKTUBHA

3 HOBUM ITaHOM pO3BUTKY Typeuunnu, sxuii BBenernit y 2006 porri, OyB po3poOieHui HOBUIT miaxif 10
BUPIIIEHHS CTPYKTYpHHUX HPOOJIEeM pETiIOHAJBHOTO PO3BUTKY B TypeuunHi. KOHIEHTpyIOUHCh Ha akTyalbHi
NUTAaHHA MICIIEBOTO  CAaMOBDPSAIYBaHHS, NApaJUI'MH PO3BHUTKY, CUIBCBKOTO IUTAaHYBAaHHS, CHCTEMH
TEPUTOPIAIFHOTO TUTAaHYBaHHSA 1 pO3PaxyHKy iepapxii, el HOBHHA CTpaTETiYHHN ITOKYMEHT IIiIKPECIIOE
HEOOXiOHICTP BHUKOHAHHS 3aBJaHb B pO3pI3i  YOTHUPHOX HANPSAMIB: Teperada MiCHEBUM peTioHaTbHIX
MPIOPUTETIB, CTpATETii IIIICHOTO PO3BHUTKY, HOBE IUIAHYBAHHS CLIBCHPKAX HACENICHUX ITYHKTIB, CTpaTeris
CyOHAIlOHAJIBHOTO IUIAHYBAaHHS. Y JaHIi CTaTTi aHaJi3y€eThCs PO3BUTOK IOJITHYHUX IHMTaHb, MpoOjeM Ta
nepcriektuB [leB'atoro miany po3Butky Typewuwnu (2007-2013) mogo mux 4OTHPHOX HANpPSIMIB IMOJITHKH.
MeTo/10510Ti4HO, 3aMiCTh TOTO, 100 MOBHICTIO ONMCOBOTO aHaji3y, B CTAaTTi Oyna 3pobieHa crnpobda KPUTHYHO
TUIaHyBaHHs po3BUTKY TypeudrnHH 32 OCHOBHUMH HANpPSIMKaMH MOJITHUKH PO3BUTKY.

KoarouoBi cioBa: perionanbHuii po3Butox, HoBuii mian possutky Typeuunnu, HoBa perionanbHa
TIOJIITHKA PO3BHUTKY i CTPYKTYPHI MPOOIEMH COIaIbHO-IIPOCTOPOBOTO PO3BUTKY B TypeuunHi.

Oryc Y30ex

JIEBATBIN IIJIAH PA3SBUTHS (2007-2013) 1 HOBASI PETUOHAJIBHAS ITOJIMTHKA
PA3BUTHUSA TYPUUU: IPOBJIEMbBI U IIEPCITIEKTUBbI

C HOBEBIM IITaHOM pa3BuTHsa Typumu, KoTophiid BBeneH B 2006 romxy, ObuT pa3paboTaH HOBBIH MOAXOI K
PELICHUI0 CTPYKTYPHBIX NPOOJEM perHoHaIbHOro pa3BuTHs B Typumu . KoHUIEHTpHpysch Ha akTyaslbHbBIE
BOIIPOCHI MECTHOTO CaMOYINpPAaBICHUS , MapaJurMbl pPa3BUTHS , CEIbCKOTO IUIAHUPOBAHUS , CHCTEMBI
TEPPUTOPUAITLHOTO TUTAHUPOBAHMS M pacdyeTa HepapXyH , 3TOT HOBBIH CTPATETHUECKUI TOKYMEHT ITO{4€PKHUBAET
HEOOXOZMMOCTD BBITIOJHEHUS 33/1a4 B pa3pe3e YeThIpeX HalpaBlCHWH :@ mepelada MECTHBIM PETHOHAIBHBIX
NPUOPUTETOB , CTPATETMU MEJIOCTHOTO pPAa3BHTHS , HOBAs IUIAHUPOBKA CEJbCKUX HACENCHHBIX ITyHKTOB,
CTpaTerusi CyOHAI[MOHAJIBFHOTO IUIAHHUPOBAHMA . B n1aHHON cTaThe aHAIM3MPYETCS Pa3BUTHE HOJIMTUYECKHUX
BOIPOCOB, mpoOieM u mepcrektuB Jlesitoro mnada pasButus Typuuum (2007-2013) mo atuM yeTsipem
HaNpaBICHUSAM TOJUTUKA. METOAONOTHYECKH, BMECTO ITOJIHOCTHIO OMHMCATENBHOTO aHajHW3a, B CTaThe OblIa
CleTaHa TMOIMBITKa KPUTHYECKOTO aHAJH 3a IIIAHWPOBAHHS Pa3BUTHS TypIMH MO OCHOBHBIM HAaIlpaBIICHHSM
MOJIUTHKH PA3BUTHA .

KaloueBble cioBa: pernonansHoe passutve , HoBblil mian passutust Typumu , HoBast pernonanbHas
MOJINTHKA PA3BUTHS M CTPYKTYPHBIE IIPOOJIEMBI COIIMAIBHO - TPOCTPAHCTBEHHOTO Pa3BUTHS B Typuuu.

Introduction. The experiences of development planning in Turkey seemed to be closely
associated with the general and idiosyncratic paradigm of economic development (state capitalism or
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etatisme) and administrative concerns of the unitary state. In this vein, regional development strategies
and practices have a recent history in the Modern Turkish state. The spatial planning tradition in
Turkey is mostly based on a centralised public administration system and to the extent that, the
planning of socio-economic development remained as a key issue in the realm of the Turkish state
since its foundation in 1923. However, the institutional problems (inefficient implementation tools of
spatial planning, the institutional and administrative deficiencies like bureaucratic structure of public
administration, partisanship and misuse of political power) negatively affected the implementation and
management of regional development plans and strategies.

With the New Development Plan of Turkey introduced in 2006, a new approach was
developed to address the structural problems of regional development in Turkey. Concentrating on the
actual issues of local administration, development paradigm, rural planning, spatial planning system
and settlement hierarchy, this new strategic document emphasises the necessity of performing tasks in
four policy areas: local devolution,regional prioritisation, holistic development strategy, new rural
planning strategy and subnational planning. It is very early to evaluate the performance of this new
regional approach in the aforementioned fields. However, it is obvious that this new regional strategy
has to grasp the nettle of the spatial planning system and public administration in Turkey in a similar
way to the past. In this respect, the latest development plan of Turkey reflects the structural and
hereditary problems of development planning in which the issues of management, governance,
implementation and public administration remained neglected and under-theorised since the Planned
Era of the 1960s.

Within this framework, this paper analyses the development policy issues, problems and
prospects of the Ninth Development Plan of Turkey (2007-2013) in respect to four policy areas stated
above. Methodologically, instead of making a fully descriptive analysis, the paper tries to develop a
critical view of Turkish development planning regarding the main policy areas in the latest
development plan.

The Ninth Development Plan and New Regional Development Policy of Turkey. Since 1923, in
Turkey, the development effortsgot off the ground on a central planning ideologyand acquired a neo-liberal
character starting from the 1950s. However, the spatial basis of this development ideology remained under-
conceptualised until the Planned Era in the 1960s.Therefore, developing strategies and preparing plans for
regions has a relatively recent history in Turkey and the main aim of the regional development policy was to
eliminate or lessen the disparities between the east and west part of Turkey that still exist among regions as
illustrated in Figure 1 by per capita gross domestic product (GDP) (Ozbek, 2012: 253).
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Figure 1 Regional (NUTS 1) distribution of per capita GDP in Turkey, 2001
Source:  Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of Turkey, 2002 and T.R. Prime Ministry Turkish
Statistical Institute, 2008.

In Turkey, the spatial planning attempts starting from the late Ottoman period gained an
institutional presence and legal clarity in the Republican era (since 1923). Among these attempts,
regional planning emerged as a new policy area in the 1960s. However, a periodisation for regional
planning in Turkey must take account of the 1950s at the time when the morphological changes in the
cities have been occurring due to rapid rural-urban migration. Starting from the 1950s,the regional
development policy of Turkey evolved from an investment-centric approach to a growth pole strategy
emphasising the socio-economic disparities between regions. In this development process, the regional
development policy in Turkey evolved through a number of stages: the spatial allocation of “public
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investments” throughout the 1950s and the beginning of 1960s, the launch of “regional development
projects” through the financial support of international institutions during the 1960s and the beginning
of 1970s, the implementation of regional development projects for underdeveloped regions with a
strong state incentive in the 1970s and last, a reorientation to the development projects for assisted
regions since the 1980s (Eraydin, 2004: 139-40).

Today, the content of regional development policy in Turkey is determined by the priorities of
“neo-liberalism with a regulatory state component” (Onis and Senses, 2007: 20-24)despite the claims
of the official discourse on a social welfare oriented development policy. The 2000s saw a change in
the policy priorities of regional development in Turkey whereas the neo-liberal context of the
development policy remainedsame. The key institutional changes shaped the scope of development
policy in this period.

The regional development policy of Turkey in the early 2000s gained a new dimension parallel
to the restructuring efforts on the hierarchy of spatial planning (see Figure 2 for the spatial planning
system of Turkey).
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Figure 2 Spatial Planning System of Turkey
Source: Ozbek, 2009b, p. 676.

For this institutional restructuring, the main turning point is the introduction of the Ninth
Development Plan of Turkey that attempts to establish a new strategic framework for spatial planning.
The introduction of the Ninth Development Plan (2007-2013) of Turkey represents an important shift
in terms of the institutional restructuring of spatial planning and new regional development policy. In
institutional terms, the new development plan addresses some key issues including local governance,
regional incentives, new development paradigm and subnational planning (Ozbek, 2012: 259). The
Ninth Development Plan is the first development plan abandoning a pre-determined vision of five
years economic development plans in Turkey.In the report of this plan, the importance of institutional
restructuring to implement a holistic development strategy is addressed at both regional and sub-
regional levels. Addressing the issues of the institutional structure of spatial planning in Turkey, the
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plan redefines the geographical scope of the development strategies. “The preparation of a regional
development strategy at the national level” aims both to build cooperation among the national spatial
and economic development efforts and to provide an institutional framework for “lower level plans
and strategies” (T.R. Prime Ministry State Planning Organisation, 2006: 91). Here, a new spatial
planning hierarchy is aimed to establish through both organising local development initiatives toward
a predetermined goal of economic development and makingsub-regional level (NUTS 2) central to the
achievement of goal consistency between spatial plans at various levels and national development
strategies. (Ozbek, 2008b: 226). However, in spite of the increasing importance of sub-regional level
for development planning,the provincial level (NUTS 3) regained its strategic importance as the main
spatial framework for the formulation of spatial development policies in the last phase of the plan. The
local development efforts, which are most evident in the provincial development plans in Turkey
during the early 2000s, can be regarded as a kind of deviation from the strategic priorities of the Ninth
Development Plan.

The Ninth Development Plan specifies new tasks, policy tools and strategies on governance,
development and spatial planning system in Turkey. These tasks and strategies seem to be very
consistent with the socio-economic and socio-political conjuncture of Turkeyin which there are
tensions betweenthe efforts of centralisation and decentralisation in administrative and institutional
terms in the first decade of the 2000s.The strategic content of the Ninth Development Plan is mainly
characterised by a number of new policy areas: local devolution, regional prioritisation, holistic
development strategy, new rural planning strategy and subnational (provincial) planning. New policy
areas in the Ninth Development Plan bundled with a number of implementation tools introduced by
new planning legislation. However, there are important hereditary constraints affecting the efficiency
of these approaches and tools. A systematic discussion of these issues made below may be useful to
clarify how the new spatial planning strategy of Turkey must efficiently match the policy tools with
the implementation problems in regional development policies. The implementation and management
issues appear to be neglected in the plan and this negatively affects the performance of the new
policies introduced in the plan.

One of the structural problems of development planning in Turkey was and is associated with
the public administration system hindering a better performance of local actors like municipalities in
the issues of spatial planning and socio-economic development. Here, the key problem is the
uncertainty in the allocation and use of planning power. The issues of the allocation of planning power
among the institutions responsible for spatial planning in Turkey are important to comprehend why a
new power structure is necessary for the better performance of planning practices. Here, the
channelisation of executive power into the local initiatives (particularly municipalities) has a central
importance. In the Ninth Development Plan, a rearrangement of the allocation of planning power aims
to enhance the executive power of local institutions. In the same plan, local devolution is highlighted
as an important policy area in the determination of different levels of spatial planning. In recent, a
need for a new planning mechanism providing coordination between the local and national planning
authorities became apparent due to the authoritative ambiguity in the performance of planning
practices in Turkey. Providing coordination between different planning levels and determination of
tasks and responsibilities in the preparation and implementation of spatial plans appears to be the
important topics in the local and national devolution. The report of the Ninth Development Plan also
emphasises the necessity of a redefinition of the tasks, power relationships and responsibilities
between local and central initiatives in terms of institutional “cooperation” and “supervision” in
regional and local development (T.R. Prime Ministry State Planning Organisation, 2006: 91). Here,
one of the prerequisites of this institutional cooperation is carrying out better practices for
management and governance and this implies the necessity of a public administration reform which
has been debated for a long time by the political parties and non-governmental organisations in
Turkey.

The foundation of a new planning mechanism also requires the introduction of a broad spatial
planning strategy bridging between regional, urban and rural development strategies in the Turkish
case. In Turkey, the socio-economic imbalances between rural and urban settlements and regions
fuelled by rural-urban migration make necessary the implementation of “a holistic spatial development
policy” including local measures to be taken to overcome particular regional problems (T.R. Prime
Ministry State Planning Organisation, 2006: 46). In the establishment of a holistic approach to the
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“management and monitoring” of development and spatial plans, to determine the interscale planning
tools and standards and to implement a “deconcentration principle” appear as the important tasks to
carry out. In this respect, the plan highlights that effective and inclusive spatial development strategies
cannot be introduced without addressing the issues of governance and management in the Turkish
case.

The establishment of development agencies at sub-regional level is very consistent with a
policy shift toward realising local devolution and implementing a holistic development strategy in
Turkey stated in the Ninth Development Plan of Turkey. In this policy setting, the development
agencies under the coordination of the State Planning Organisation are the new actors of indigenous
economic development in Turkey. After a problematic legal process on the Law No. 5449 on the
Establishment, Coordination and Duties of Development Agencies introduced in 2006, the agencies
started to operate in 2008 (Ozbek, 2012: 260). According to the Ninth Development Plan, regional
development agencies will have a crucial role to play in helping to facilitate the completion of the
regional development plans and strategies of all regions in Turkey and the financial support for this
endeavour will be provided by the state.Some of the selected tasks of the development agencies
include: to provide technical assistance to the planning projects of local administrations, to support
actions and projects in the implementation of regional plans, to coordinate the regional actors (public
and private sectors and non-governmental organisations) involved in economic development, to
activate local entrepreneurship through institutional and financial support in the project making
process and to eliminate regional disparities through the improvement of regional economic and social
indicators (Resolution of the Grand National Assembly of Turkey, 2006 and T.R. Prime Ministry State
Planning Organisation, 2010).

The other important issue highlighted in the new spatial planning strategy of Turkey is
subnational planning and interscale planning tools. With new institutional arrangements and acts,
subnational level becomes a prominent scale in the introduction of spatial development strategies in
Turkey. In this sense, the state’s efforts aim at providing a suitable regulatory environment for the
promotion of local initiatives in regional planning in a collaborative manner (Ozbek, 2008b: 226).
According to the Ninth Development Plan of Turkey, in the preparation of regional development plans
in Turkey, local initiatives and regional partnerships will jointly determine the course of regional
economic development and cooperation. Here, it is aimed at achieving both endogenous and
cooperative economic development with “flexible, dynamic, participatory and applicable” regional
development plans (T.R. Prime Ministry State Planning Organisation, 2006: 91).

As highlighted above, the subnational development and planning efforts concentrate mostly on
provincial strategies rather than strategies based on functional regions despite the existence of a
growth pole strategy carried out through large regional development projects in the assisted regions of
Turkey. Recent hierarchical arrangements on regional planning in Turkey make local initiatives and
new planning tools rested on the power of local initiatives focal in terms of the achievement of
economically sound development in normative territorial units (Ozbek, 2008b: 226). New subnational
planning tools like provincial development plans and strategicplans bring new responsibilities and
tasks to local institutions. Provincial development planning was introduced as an intermediate
planning level that bridges the gap between spatial and socio-economic development plans in the early
2000s in Turkey. In this period, provincial development plans mainly functioned as lower level or sub-
regional development strategies between environmental adjustment plans and regional development
strategies.

Last, the Ninth Development Plan emphasises the necessity of an area-specific regional
development strategy: the establishment of a new settlement hierarchy through a policy of regional
prioritisation. In the plan, regional “prioritisation” is suggested as a major policy tool in both creation
of new regional centres and restructuring of the hierarchy of regional economic relations in favour of
the less developed regions and provinces in Turkey: “[i]n terms of improvement of quality of life,
increase of job opportunities, providing accessibility and establishment of intra- and inter-regional
interaction, regional prioritisation will be given urgent attention in public investment projects and
service supply”. As to this policy, especially in underdeveloped regions, new growth poles will be
determined and so these centres will facilitate the generation of spread effects (Myrdal, 1957) in their
regions. While the central position of these centres will be enhanced through transportation
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investments, social infrastructure will also be strengthened in these centres. (T.R. Prime Ministry State
Planning Organisation, 2006: 91-92).

The Ninth Development Plan also highlights how regional prioritisation will be used as the
main strategic tool for establishing new settlement hierarchy in the planning of rural areas. At this
point, it is pointed out that the characteristics of rural areas and the needs of rural communities will
determine the principles of this new rural planning strategy. In the preparation of rural development
plans, “it will be given precedence to rural centres, tourism areas, nature conservation areas and
disaster-prone areas”. In rural areas, “participatory and cost-sharing pilot projects” that aim at both
promoting cooperation among local initiatives and supporting “local entrepreneurship” will be
launched. The implementation scope of “the most successful projects” will be extended nationwide.
For more efficient use of economic and natural resources in rural development, certain rural centres
will be determined and these centres will serve as both rural growth centres and socio-cultural sub-
centres. District centres and some sub-district municipalities will serve as rural centres in this new
spatial context (T.R. Prime Ministry State Planning Organisation, 2006: 93-94).

In conclusion, the new spatial planning system of Turkey brought by the last development
plan is bundled with legislative, administrative and executive arrangements.The performance and
efficiency of new policy tools in the Ninth Development Plan appears to be dependent on addressing
the structural and actual problems of spatial planning in Turkey. However,the strategic framework of
the previous and latest development plans in Turkey had and has a cyclical and cosmetic feature and
these plans had the short-run policy tools instead of pursuit of structural policies on public
administration and spatial planning system.

New Regional Development Policy and Structural Problems of Socio-Spatial Development in
Turkey. Through a critical evaluation of the last development plan of Turkey, this section aims to
briefly outlinethe structural problems of socio-spatial development in Turkey. This critical discussion
is two-fold: the structural and institutional problems of pursuing and implementing regional
development policies in Turkeyand the strategic problems associated with the content and policies of
the Ninth Development Plan of Turkey.

One of the development goals of the Modern Turkish statewas to achieve an even socio-
economic development in the realm of nation-state since 1923. However, these policies have had no
territorial or spatial basisand the policy and implementation scope of development planning in
Turkeyremained as an obscure field until the 1960s. Starting from the 1960s,regional development
policies in Turkey oriented towards eliminating socio-economic development disparities among the
regions. In the implementation of regional development policies and strategies in Turkey, some
structural problems negatively affected and still affect the performance of these policies: rapid pace of
urbanisation, inefficient implementation tools of spatial planning, the institutional and administrative
deficiencies like bureaucratic structure of public administration, partisanship and misuse of political
power, socio-political events leading to a complete breakdown in the developmental trajectory of
Turkey and emerging vicious cycle of underdevelopment at regional level (Ozbek, 2008a: 77).

The traditional problems of a centralised public administration and bureaucratic structure
inherited from the Late Ottoman Period as well as an unclear and complex spatial planning system
intensified these structural problems. Here, one of the most important problems is related to the
institutional characteristics of spatial planning system. The administrative and organisational
framework for spatial planning is not well defined in functional terms. There are three important
problem areas in Turkish spatial planning system: goal inconsistency among different spatial scales,
lack of interscale implementation tools and complexity of institutional structure for spatial planning
(Ozbek, 2008b: 231). In one way, these are the problems associated with the structural characteristics
of state bureaucracy and public administration in Turkey.

Today, the problems regarding both the hierarchical characteristics of the spatial planning
system and the allocation of planning power among different institutional actors negatively affect the
performance of socio-economic development strategies and limit the prospects of these strategies in
spatial terms. The executive conflicts between the state planning institutions and local municipalities
hamper the implementation of spatial development policies in the long-run. One of the most notable
problems is that there is not a clear hierarchy of spatial planning in Turkey. Also, the legislative
framework on spatial plans is more complex and not complementary. The plans at each spatial scale
function as the independent implementation tools rather than being complementary in terms of
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planning and administrative scope (Ozbek, 2008a: 79). The lack of hierarchical relations among the
plans can be seen as a different expression of goal inconsistency between the same spatial plans. This
is most evident in the hierarchical gap between regional development strategies and urban plans.
These structural deficiencies and hierarchical gaps contribute adversely to the efficiency of spatial
development strategies at each scale. In this respect, current attempts to establish coordination among
various development policy priorities at regional level like the Ninth Development Plan have placed
emphasis upon the need for both a new spatial planning hierarchy and a new conceptual framework for
spatial planning units.

Most of the conflicts and problems affecting the performance of spatial development policies
in Turkey stem from the institutional characteristics and the size and composition of geographic units
in Turkish public administration system. The spatial planning system in Turkey is under rule of central
administrative units. Since the Planning Era of Turkish regional development policy in the 1960s, the
conceptualisation and classification of regional planning units (administrative or geographic) appeared
to be problematic. The problem is that there is no clear spatial planning hierarchy whereas the
administrative division of spatial units is well defined in the Turkish version of “inclusive
governorship system”. The legislative framework of spatial planning is very complex and the
multiplicity of implementation tools (urban development plans, tourism plans, urban conservation
plans, environmental adjustment plans etc.) at scales from intra-urban to sub-regional leads to a
disorder in the use of planning authorities. A lack of coordination among various spatial plans and an
unclear allocation of tasks and roles among planning authorities decrease the efficiency of regional
and local initiatives in the participation to planning process. A top-down hierarchy of spatial planning
can be seen an outcome of a centralised administrative structure in which municipalities and other
local authorities have limited legislative tools rather than playing proactive roles in their planning
areas (Ozbek, 2008a: 77-79).

In such an institutional setting of development planning in Turkey briefly stated above, the
development policies and strategies ought to address the radical and structural solutions. However,
recent strategic documents like the Ninth Development Plan seem to replicate the cyclical policies and
proposals of the former five year development plans in Turkey. This is most prominent in the general
development approach of the Ninth Development Plan: to achieve a holistic development. This
approach was formulated in the plan as the integration of interscale planning tools (both rural and
urban) into a single regional development strategy. To actualise such a holistic development strategy
entails the introduction of new planning legislation as mentioned earlier. Despite the claim about a
holistic development in the report of the Ninth Development Plan, the same plan regards the rural
development planning as a different strategic field of spatial planning instead of rolling rural and
urban development strategies into one national regional development strategy “[i]n accordance with
the National Rural Development Strategy, a Rural Development Plan will be prepared and
implemented” (T.R. Prime Ministry State Planning Organisation, 2006: 91-93). The plan also neglects
to consider both how the priorities of physical plans will be reflected in the upper scale plans (regional
development plans) and how provincial goals will be formulated to determine the main spatial
development framework for lower level plans (urban development plans) are unclear in the Ninth
Development Plan. The implementation experiences of the provincial development plans in a number
of Turkish provinces since the early 2000s partially illustrate these ambiguities. In this respect,the
holistic development approach of the plan appears to have no geographic basissince the increasing
intra-regional development efforts (provincial development or strategic plans)in Turkey are
inconsistent with the development strategies of the plan that are formulated at sub-national and sub-
regional levels in the plan.

Furthermore, old-fashioned the growth pole strategy expressed as a policy of regional
prioritisation in the Ninth Development Plan seems problematic in terms of elimination of (structural)
regional disparities in Turkey. Here, the main problem is whether new growth poles will promote the
generation of spread effects or backwash effects (Myrdal, 1957).With the creation of new growth
poles, it is more likely thatthe socio-economic inequalities between developed and underdeveloped
regions will be reproduced at the intra-regional level through backwash effects. The experiences from
ongoing regional development projects like the Southeastern Anatolia Project (GAP) indicate thatnew
regional centres act as demographic magnets attracting population outflow from the surrounding poor
areasinstead of both enhancing investment and job opportunities and directing capital flows into the
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backward regions.For that reason,a policy of regional prioritisation cannot succeed without both
eliminating negative lock-in effects of underdevelopment stemming fromthe feudal structure of
production and social class relations, physical geography and political tensions and creating an
entrepreneurial climate in the aforementioned regions of Turkey.

Despite new institutional efforts for reformulation of development policy like the Ninth
Development Plan, there is still a need for institutional revision of the regional development policy in
Turkey. The efficient use of all policy tools for the new regional development policy of Turkey
appears to be bound up with the well-functioning institutional system of spatial planning and public
administration. Here, the devolution of planning power to local initiatives has utmost importance and
regional prioritisation and growth pole strategy can be only realised through strengthening the local
administrative structure in Turkey. One important task for this purpose is to give more initiative to the
municipalities not only for a better performance of spatial development plans, but also for a reversal of
top-down treatment of local development issues. But the key importance of local initiatives ought not
to mean the neglect of sub-national and sub-regional development efforts. Here, there is a need for
reorganisation and redefinition of regional area in Turkey on a functional basis rather than a normative
basis.

Conclusion.Despite the tradition of planned economyand planning of socio-economic
development for over fifty years in Turkey,regional economic development policiesare far from a
complete success.The key objectives of these policies like the elimination of regional disparities and
creation of an entrepreneurial climate in the underdeveloped regions remained unachieved. The
reasons for the poor performance of these policiesare associated with a wide array of structural
problems ranging from political, institutional and administrative ones to demographic, economic and
geographical ones as stated in the previous sections. In this regard, the strategic content of the last
development plan of Turkey, the Ninth Development Plan seems to have the same cosmetic and
cyclical characteristics inherited fromthe former development policies and plans in Turkey.Although
the plan focuses on new policy tools like local devolution, regional prioritisation, holistic development
strategy, new rural planning strategy and subnational planning, these tools are far from being a remedy
for the structural problems of regional development in Turkey.

The Ninth Development Plan to cope with the ongoing problems of socio-economic
development in Turkey highlighted a need for a new regional planning approach and spatial planning
hierarchy. The last development plan puts emphasis on how an efficient coordination and
complementariness between various spatial planning levels can be provided. However, the lessons
learned from the implementation of the former development plans in Turkey demonstrate that the
establishment of new institutional bodies like development agencies and new implementation tools
like provincial and rural development plans will have limited success without both revision of the
overall institutional system of spatial planning and public administration.

In this context, two structural policies are worth to mention: changing the market (or neo-
liberal) centric view of development issues with a social state approach and reorganisation and
redefinition of regional area in Turkey on a functional basis rather than a normative basis. Definitely,
these institutional tasks in the long-run entail a radical departure from the traditional planning logic
and centralised bureaucratic structure in Turkey. In the same vein, further studies may offer new
insights into this issue in the triangle of development policy, planning and implementation.
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