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Abstract 

The aim of this study is to examine the policies of decentralization which guide the planning 
of Turkish education system and which are involved in Development Plans of Turkey. The 
sample of study is composed of ten development plans for 5 years which have been published 
between the year of 1963 and 2014. Development plans were reached upon the website of 
Ministry of Development. Data of the study were collected via document review and were 
analyzed by using content analysis. As a result of the analysis of education policies in 
development plans, it cannot be said that there is a decentralization policy which is adopted in 
planning the Turkish Education System. In development plans, there are only objectives and 
strategies that point out possible decentralization policies. Decentralization policies in 
development plans are determined to be under the category of deconcentration and delegation 
in terms of extent of execution. Based on the results of the study, it is suggested that 
developing and executing decentralization policies should take more place in the plans for 
Turkish Education System in order to be able to meet educational needs which result from 
regional inequalities. The extent of decentralization should be decided by taking into 
consideration the need that decentralization would respond rather than the delegated and 
deconcentrated units. 

Keywords: Decentralization, Development plans, Turkish education system 
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1.  Introduction 

Decentralization can be considered as a policy and has aims for political, economic and 
administrative areas. Decentralization enables transferring of authority, resources and 
responsibility of decision-making to local levels (Camelia, Vladimir-Aurelian & Răzvan 
Cătălin, 2014). Distributing power or authority to local levels within the decentralization can 
be “decision-making”, “spending”, “planning”, “management”, “determining service 
provision level and quality”, and “use of resources” (Dubois & Fattore, 2009, p.709). 
Decentralization presents an understanding of local needs and problems. On one hand it 
enables different stakeholders’ having voice in education, on the other hand it helps 
understand to practices and decisions of central governments (Oktay, 2013). Local education 
needs can be addressed more and resource utilization can become more efficient through 
decentralization. This is because taking local needs into consideration can provide right 
matching between demands and resources (Cuellar-Marchelli, 2003). 

Democratization, market orientation, improving quality of education have brought about 
shifting toward decentralization (van Amelsvoort & Scheerens, 1997). Especially neo-liberal 
policies require the shifting toward decentralization. Neo-liberal policies transform countries 
by using different ways. Re-structuring of education sector is one of the ways used by 
neo-liberal policies for this purpose. Re-structuring of education sector has changed 
governance of the education sector in line with the paradigms of neo-liberal policies 
(Robertson, 2007). Neo-liberalism seeks to dominate educational policy decisions and to give 
schools more autonomy. Neo-liberal education reform creates a tension between 
centralization and decentralization (Horsley, 2014). Decentralization and deregulation are 
located in the focus of the neo-liberal educational reforms. Redistribution of power by means 
of decentralization and deregulation gives opportunities to markets in education (Wang & 
Ho-Mok, 2014). Although education is generally considered as a public good, private benefits 
of education require a shift toward an understanding of private good (Rizvi, Engel, Nandyala, 
Rutkowski & Sparks, 2005). Since decentralization gives more autonomy to schools and 
teachers, it is considered that decentralization leads to private education and creates a market 
in education (Duru-Bellat, 2014). 

There are many reasons for education stakeholders to support this change that progresses to 
decentralization. Among these reasons, there are local authorities’ being willing to get 
responsibility about education, decentralization’s reducing the center’s burden, parents’ 
thinking that they would be able to solve the problems in schools if they have control over the 
school, the business world’s thinking that decentralization would let private sector’s money to 
be used in schools, school principals’ thinking that their control over the school would 
enhance and political interest groups’ thinking that they would affect the educational 
programs (Gibton & Goldring, 2001). There are also evidences of researches that show 
teachers, too, support decentralization implementation which strengthens the school 
autonomy (Ekşi & Kaya, 2011; Laudams, 2013). 

In general, decentralization is classified under four different types named political, 
administrative, fiscal and market decentralization. While political decentralization deals with 
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giving the power to local governments for decision making processes, in administrative 
decentralization the planning and management responsibilities are given to local units. Fiscal 
decentralization is concerned with giving the control of financial resources to lower levels of 
government and market decentralization is a kind of transfer of resource to lower levels and 
even to private sector (Hinsz, Patel, Meyers & Dammert, 2006). Decentralization is also 
considered at three levels in terms of its extent in implementation.  Resource autonomy and 
delivery of services are closely related to the extent of decentralization (Dubois & Fattore, 
2009). These three levels are stated under the categories of deconcentration, delegation and 
devolution. Deconcentration means the authority is conveyed from center to local 
administrations in order to apply the rules, but they do not have the permission to create rules 
(Welsh & McGinn, 1999). In deconcentration the responsibility is transferred to the local 
units, but the authority is not totally. It is a very limited level of decentralization. In 
delegation the authority is lent to lower levels of government but it is easy to take it back. In 
devolution the authority is vested in a lower level of government, so that it can act on its own, 
without asking for permission (Hanson, 1997). 

There are many benefits of decentralization to education. Positive impact on student test 
scores and student performance (Falch & Fischer, 2012; Galiani, Gertler & Schargrodsky, 
2008; Yirci & Kocabaş, 2013), gaining support for change initiatives at local level and 
solving local educational problems (Therkildsen, 2000) are only some of these benefits. Di 
Gropello (1999) states that decentralization creates more flexibility in management process 
and it leads to much more faster decision making process. In this respect decentralization 
makes the process more responsive as the decision makers are able to experience the real 
conditions of their own district. Having said that, bureaucracy is going to be diminished and 
the decisions are going to be taken more effectively than centralized systems (Hanson, 1997). 
There are also some disadvantages of decentralization that are mentioned together with its 
advantages. Galiani, Gertler and Schargrodsky (2008) states that practices of decentralization 
are not reach the poor communities and help the good ones to get better. He (2011) found that 
decentralization causes inconsistency and incoherence between the theoretical underpinnings 
of the programs and the practices in schools and classrooms. Decentralization may cause the 
inequalities in education system to be more dominant (Cuellar-Marchelli, 2003). As 
decentralization would have these kinds of positive and negative reflections to education, 
administrative ability of the authorities, whose power is enhanced, should be improved 
through a well-planned program (de Guzman, 2007). Because of this reason before giving 
decision to execute decentralization, it is really important to make the required system 
analysis and preparations.  

To decide decentralization is a necessary policy purpose, analyzing its effects in the 
institutional-base in whole country (Lessmann & Markwardt, 2010). In order to be able to 
decentralize a system truly, the analysis of the existing system should be done first of all. The 
main goals of the decentralization should be determined. A common vision of reform should 
be formed among the units of education (Hanson, 1997). Decentralization should not be 
considered as a program, should be considered as a process. The way of using power and 
resources by the center at decision-making determines how effective decentralization process 
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is (Faguet & Sanchez, 2008). It would be possible with a good planning process that the 
required analysis and preparations’ getting ready for decentralization’s being executed 
effectively. Decentralization is an implementation that helps and leads to planning studies in 
education system as well. It contributes to success of educational plans by providing flexible 
ways in solving problems (Oktay, 2013). In countries which used decentralized education 
management, they change the long range plans into provincial plans. In doing this the main 
goal is to ensure that both the long range plan of government and provincial (local 
administrations) plans correspond to each other (Bahr, 2007).  

In Turkish Education System, the central organization’s extending too much has been 
criticized and local governments’ taking part in actions related with education is accepted as a 
solution to this problem (Turan, Yücel, Karataş & Demirhan, 2010). In Turkish Development 
Plans, the unequal level of education in different regions (e.g. The First Development Plan, 
1963-1967) and developmental disparities among rural-urban places (e.g. The Ninth 
Development Plan, 2007-2013) are considered as a problem and decreasing the disparity 
among regions is stated among objectives of education (e.g. The Eighth Development Plan, 
2001-2005 and Tenth Development Plan, 2014-2018). In this regard, it is stated that the 
problems’ being defined and solved in the point where they occur, the community’s taking 
active part in problem solving, redefining tasks of boards involved in educational regions, 
delegating to local government and giving authority to schools are required (Şişman & Turan, 
2003). It is suggested that the structure and principles of decentralization should be formed 
and the definition of duties and authorities should be executed by taking into consideration of 
schools’ local conditions and current facilities in Turkey (Özmen & Hozatlı, 2008; Şahin, 
2003). 

The extent of central organization and being not able to find a solution to local educational 
problems have made decentralization a current issue in political arena besides in community 
of education. First of all in Ministry of Education, Education Regions and Education Boards 
Instruction (1999), the education regions and education boards are mentioned in which each 
and every formal and non-formal educational institutions of Ministry of Education are going 
to be involved. In this instruction, mentioning educational regions can be considered as a kind 
of structuring that would lead up to decentralization. In political arena, Justice and 
Development Party (JDP) program (2001) made a mention of the principle of local 
self-government in accordance with the European Charter of Local Self-Government and 
following that, the 58th government program (2002) included some reforms for education. 
While the Ministry of National Education (MONE) would have a role of coordinating; local 
governments, civil society, and the private sector would have expanded roles in educational 
policy making concordantly. The Urgent Action Plan of 58th and 59th governments (2002) 
envisaged that provincial level and local branches of MONE would provide the educational 
services. Subjects related to the personnel and resources would be under these bodies’ 
authority. But curriculum and supervision issues would be under center’s authority (as cited 
in Şen & Bandyopadhyay, 2010).  Public Management Basic Draft Law which was 
published in 2003 proposed removing the provincial organization of Ministry of National 
Education and delegating the authority to local governments, but later this proposal was 
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abandoned with the Law about Basic Principles and Restructuring of Public Administration 
that was published in 2004.  

Since decentralization in different sectors including education serves for local and national 
development, decentralization is one of the important topics of national development plans. 
Romeo (2012) draws attention to link between decentralization and local development and 
states that developmental goals and national policy for development are necessary to 
implement decentralization successfully with the purpose of development. The contribution 
of decentralization to development and the necessity of determining goals and policy to carry 
out decentralization lead decentralization’s being included in development plans. Similarly, 
Woiwode (2009) points out the importance of decentralization and development planning. 
Decentralization is used for planning of development and serves to achieve economic growth 
and social equity (Rondinelli, 1983). 

Decentralization is considered as a way to maintain economic development and many 
developing countries carry out decentralized planning for development (Rondinelli & Nellis, 
1986) and support decentralization to handle administrative situations as well (Shin, 2001). It 
helps to manage economic and social development and increases participation of local units 
in these development areas as a development strategy. At this point, the primary aim of 
conducting decentralization is to provide the participation of all actors in development plans 
(Terfassa, 1994). 

Community development at local level has become an important issue with the beginning of 
planned development period in Turkey and local administrations have been involved in 
development plans in detail (Turkish Ministry of Development Specialization Commission, 
2014). Local administration units are among practitioners of planned development. It is seen 
that there are important determinations about local administrations in Turkish Development 
Plans (Kızılboğa Özaslan & Alıcı, 2014). Determinations regarding decentralization in 
Turkish Development Plans are directed to different sectors including education.  

In order to examine decentralization policies about education in Turkish Education System, 
Turkish Development Plans should be analyzed. Turkish Development Plans keep national 
development in perspective and include many sectoral planning from industry to education. 
Decentralization is considered within the scope of educational issues besides administrative 
issues and is discussed as part of the goals and policies which are directed to develop through 
education in Turkish Development Plans. 

In Turkish Education System decentralization isn’t executed exactly, but the fact that there 
are requests and initiatives towards executing decentralization induce to take into 
consideration decentralization policies in planning the education system even if it is limited. 
Therefore, there are limited targets and strategies that point out decentralization 
implementations in development plans. In this respect, examining the objectives that would 
be related with decentralization implementations in development plans can be useful in order 
to find out how decentralization policies lead to planning studies. 
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2. The Purpose of Study and Problem Statement 

In this research, it is intended to examine the policies of decentralization which guide the 
planning of Turkish education system and which are involved in development plans of Turkey. 
Following questions are investigated with this aim: 

1. What is the decentralization type of the decentralization policies that guide educational 
planning in Turkish development plans? 

2. What is the extent of decentralization policies that are developed to guide educational 
planning in Turkish development plans? 

 

3. The Significance of the Study 

Decentralization is evaluated as a planning and development strategy, since it contributes to 
economic and social development in various developmental areas. It especially provides that 
education systems respond to the needs of educational stakeholders in a short time and more 
effective way. It is therefore an important issue which should be taken into consideration for 
planning the education systems. But first of all, extent of decentralization and the areas which 
are subjected to decentralization should be determined.  

In this study, it is thought that examining how decentralization is considered in policies 
developed for Turkish Education System can contribute to actualizing of the planning process 
which takes the needs of educational stakeholders into account and produces outputs quickly. 
Performed and intended practices regarding educational decentralization can be understood 
within a developmental process with a holistic manner in case of examining the 
decentralization in education within the scope of development plans. Results of the study are 
also important to provide data for comparing the policies and strategies of the countries 
giving place to decentralization in planning of education system. 

 

4. Method 

Case study pattern is used in the study in which qualitative methods and techniques are used. 
Case study can be conducted to describe a process or explain a phenomenon (Kohn, 1997). 
Documents are among the main forms of data sources in case study researches since they 
reflect human activity (Olson, 2010). In this study, development process of decentralization 
understanding in Turkish Education System is considered as a process and development plans 
including established decentralization policies by governments are considered as documents.   

4.1 Population and Sample 

The population of study is composed of ten development plans for 5 years which have been 
published between the year of 1963 and 2014 (which contains the years between 1963 and 
2018) by State Planning Organization in Turkey. Development plans were reached upon the 
website of Ministry of Development. No kind of sampling method was used for the research 
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and ten five years development plans were totally included in the study. 

4.2 Collection and Analyzing of Data 

Data of the study were collected via document review and were analyzed by using content 
analysis. In document review, the parts of development plans about education and especially 
the parts which include educational policies and educational aims were analyzed and 
subjected to content analysis. Data analysis was implemented at three levels as themes, 
sub-themes and codes. The themes and sub-themes that were used in interpreting data were 
determined in the direction of research problems and related literature before the beginning of 
analysis process. Data were decided to be coded under the sub-themes of “political 
decentralization”, “administrative decentralization”, “fiscal decentralization” and “market 
decentralization” depending on “decentralization types” theme and sub-themes of 
“deconcentration”, “delegation” and “devolution” depending upon “the extent of 
decentralization” theme.  

Codes were determined as a consequence of analysis of the parts about education in ten five 
years development plans. Defined codes include administrational subjects which are included 
in policy statements and decentralized units. Under the coding process of the sub-themes 
which depend on types of decentralization and extent of decentralization themes, the same 
codes were coded. Due to the fact that codes were described as including the subject of 
decentralization and delegated units, thematic coding process was implemented by focusing 
type of decentralization and extent of decentralization to which these subjects correspond.  

Although the analysis of data was started with four sub-themes depending on decentralization 
types theme and three sub-themes depending on extent of decentralization theme in line with 
literature, it is determined that codes which have become evident upon the investigation of 
development plans are not included in entire sub-themes. Because of this reason, in the study 
coding process was performed depending on sub-themes of “administrative decentralization”, 
“fiscal decentralization” and “market decentralization” which belong to theme of 
“decentralization types” and depending on sub-themes of “deconcentration” and “delegation” 
which belong to theme of extent of decentralization’’ 

4.3 The Validity and Reliability of the Study 

In order to provide internal validity/credibility, expert review was conducted on consistency 
between raw data gathered from development plans and codification and also for the results. 
At the same time, attention was paid for the themes’ being consistent among themselves. In 
order to provide external validity/transferability, data gathering and analysis processes were 
explained in detail and the parts of development plans that include codes which were 
determined in codification process were quoted directly. 

Within the scope of the studies on internal and external reliability/ dependability and 
confirmability, reviews of two experts were asked to examine the parts of development plans 
regarding education, coding related to these parts and conclusions. Experts conducted 
consistency analysis regarding data gathering and analysis processes and confirmation 
analysis by comparing raw data and conclusions regarding judgments and interpretations 
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(Patton, 2002). In the study, data were coded by two different researchers and the correlation 
between two raters was calculated as .96. At the same time within the scope of reliability 
studies, not to make any kind of difference in codes’ meanings in time, coding process was 
conducted by writing notes upon concerning the way codes were defined (Creswell, 2009). 

 

5. Findings 

5.1 Findings on the Types of Decentralization of Decentralization Policies Guiding 
Educational Planning in Development Plans 

In consequence of the analysis of development plans, it is revealed that decentralization 
policies guiding educational planning are generated depending upon “administrative 
decentralization”, “fiscal decentralization” and “market decentralization” which are among 
the types of decentralization. Codes on subject of decentralization and units that are delegated 
and deconcentrated are included in the statements about administrative decentralization 
policies in development plans and quotations of these statements including these codes in 
development plans are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Codes depending on administrative decentralization sub-theme and quotations of 
statements including these codes in development plans 

Development 
Plan 

Quotations From Development Plans Codes 

The Fourth 
Development 

Plan 
(1979-1983) 

Division of labor among central and local 
organizations is going to be reorganized in order to 
provide active participation of local units of Ministy 
of Education in applied courses’ being arranged in 
school-wide in this stage (primary school/ secondary 
school) and providing delegation to local 
organizations is going to be carried out in short 
time. 

 Delegation to local 
organizations in applied 
courses’ being arranged 
in school-wide 

The Fifth 
Development 

Plan 
(1985-1989) 

In the fifth development plan period municipality, 
governorship and provincial special administration 
are going to help to provide land for school rapidly 
in suitable points of city at first to Ministry of 
Education, Sports and Youth. Working cooperatively 
with Ministry, they are going to contribute more 
widely in education investments. 

 Delegation to 
municipality, 
governorship and 
provincial special 
administration in 
providing land for school 
and contribution to 
education investments 

The Seventh 
(1996-2000) 
and Eighth 

Development 
Plan 

The central organization of Ministry of Education is 
aimed to achieve a kind of structure that creating 
policy at the macro level, executing the tasks of 
research and development, programming, ensuring 
coordination and making inspection tasks 

 
 
 
 

 Delegation to provincial 
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(2001-2005) effectively, reducing bureaucracy, giving more 
authority and responsibility to provincial 
organizations and facilitating the families’ taking 
part in decision-making process. 
 
With the aim of going towards to a kind of structure 
that depends on service basis and delegating 
authority and responsibility to provincial 
organizations of Ministry, arrangements are going 
to be done in Ministry of Education Organization 
Act law numbered 3797. 

organizations in 
administrative subjects 

The Ninth 
Development 

Plan 

(2007-2013) 

In the central organization of Ministry of 
Education, there is going to be a kind of 
restructuring that is based on service basis, 
institutional capacity is going to be strengthened; 
delegation to provincial organizations and 
educational institutions is going to be provided.  

 Delegation to 
provincial 
organizations and 
educational institutions 
in administrative 
subjects 

The Tenth 
Development 

Plan 

(2014-2018) 

Alternative financing models are going to be 
developed in education; private sector’s 
establishing education institutions and private 
sector’s and professional organizations’ taking 
part in professional education process in 
administrative and fiscal aspects are going to be 
encouraged.  

 Private sector’s and 
professional 
organizations’ taking 
part in professional 
education process 
administratively  

As it is seen in Table 1, administrative decentralization policies have started to take place in 
Turkey’s development plans with the Fourth Development Plan (1979- 1983). Except for the 
Sixth Development Plan, administrative decentralization policies have been included in each 
development plan that following Fourth Development Plan in limited way. Administrative 
decentralization policies have started by delegation of powers to local organizations (to 
provincial organizations of Ministry of Education); it has continued by delegation to 
municipality, governorship and provincial special administration and within the scope of 
these policies, lastly, it is made possible for private sector and professional organizations to 
take part in administrative processes. When development plans are analyzed generally, it is 
understood that administrative decentralization is treated mainly as delegation to provincial 
organization. Municipality, governorship, provincial special administrations and professional 
organizations are partly included in planning and administration processes only with respect 
to subjects related to education investments and education processes. 

Codes on subject of decentralization and units that are delegated and deconcentrated are 
included in the statements about fiscal decentralization policies in development plans and 
quotations of these statements including these codes in development plans are shown in Table 
2. 
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Table 2. Codes depending on fiscal decentralization sub-theme and quotations of statements 
including these codes in development plans 

Development 
Plan 

Quotations from Development Plans Codes 

The Seventh 
Development 

Plan 

 (1996-2000) 

Saving the university from centralist and 
bureaucratic structure, increasing the 
authority of boards of university and faculty 
and providing freedom of movement 
regarding funding and spending and 
maximizing the relationship between 
university and industry are aimed. By 
changing the 130th item in constitution, it is 
aimed to be able to establish university 
besides foundations.  

 Giving freedom of 
movement to faculties in 
funding and spending 

The Tenth 
Development 

Plan 

 (2014-2018) 

School administrations’ authority and 
responsibility in budgeting processes are 
going to be enhanced. 

 Enhancing the schools’ 
budgeting authority 

 

As it is seen it Table 2, fiscal decentralization policies are included barely in development 
plans and the kind of statements that can be regarded within the scope of fiscal 
decentralization have been seen in the Seventh Development Plan (1996-2000) for the first 
time. In policies that can be considered as fiscal decentralization policies are seen to give 
limited authority only to faculties and schools. It doesn’t come into question to delegate or 
deconcentrate to local administrations or to any kind of local unit in fiscal aspect. While 
freedom of movement is given to faculties in funding and spending, only the budgeting 
authority is enhanced for the schools by means of these policies. Because of this reason it is 
understood that fiscal decentralization policies don’t have many execution areas in Turkish 
Education System. 

Codes on subject of decentralization and units that are delegated and deconcentrated are 
included in the statements about market decentralization policies in development plans and 
quotations of these statements including these codes in development plans are shown in Table 
3. 
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Table 3. Codes depending on market decentralization sub-theme and quotations of statements 
including these codes in development plans 

Development 
Plan 

Quotations from Development Plans Codes 

The Ninth 
Development 

Plan 

(2007-2013) 

Private sources in education are going 
to be directed to enable the equality of 
opportunity. In all education levels, 
private sector’s share is going to be 
increased; public funding is going to be 
directed to the parts that need it most. It 
is going to be possible establish private 
universities providing that there is going 
to be an effective quality assessment and 
audit system. 

 To increase the share of 
private sector in all 
education levels 

 To enable private 
universities’ being 
established 

 

 

The Tenth 
Development 

Plan 

(2014-2018) 

Alternative financial models are going to 
be developed in education; private 
sector’s establishing educational 
institution, private sector’s and 
professional organizations’ taking active 
part in professional education process is 
going to be encouraged. 

 Supporting private sector’s 
establishing educational 
institution 

 Private sector’s and 
professional organizations’ 
taking part in professional 
education process 
financially  

 

As it is seen in Table 3, policies that depend upon market decentralization has started to 
taking part in development plans with the Ninth Development Plan (2007-2013) and in the 
most recently published Tenth Development Plan (2014-2018) these policies have been 
included. Therefore market decentralization can be discussed as a brand new decentralization 
type in Turkish Education System. Both in Ninth and Tenth Development Plans, market 
decentralization is defined as private sector’s being able to establish educational institution. 
In Tenth Development Plan, professional organizations’ taking part in education sector in 
fiscal aspect is supported as well. When these two development plans, in which market 
decentralization policies take very limited part, are examined generally; it can be said that 
market decentralization doesn’t have execution area in Turkish education system with its 
entire meaning. 

5.2 Findings on the Extent of Decentralization Policies Developed for Educational Planning 
in Development Plans 

As a result of the analysis of development plans, decentralization policies that could be used 
with the intention of educational planning have become evident to be considered under the 
sub-themes of ‘’deconcentration’’ and ‘’delegation’’ in point of extent of application.  

Codes on subject of decentralization and units that are delegated and deconcentrated are 
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included in the decentralization policies in development plans and these codes’ corresponding 
sub-themes in terms of extent of decentralization are shown in Table 4. Since these codes and 
quotations including these codes in development plans are shown in Table 1, 2 and 3, 
quotations aren’t given in Table 4. 

Table 4. Codes depending on deconcentration and delegation sub-themes 

Development Plan Codes Sub-themes 

The Fourth 
Development Plan 

(1979-1983) 

-Delegation to local organizations in 
organizing applied courses in school-wide 

Delegation 

The Fifth Development 
Plan (1985-1989) 

-Deconcentration to municipality, 
governorship and provincial special 
administrations in supplying school land 
area and in making contribution to 
education investment 

Deconcentration

The Seventh 
Development Plan 

(1996-2000) 

-Giving freedom of movement to faculties 
in funding and spending  

Delegation 

The Seventh 
Development Plan 

 (1996-2000) 

-Deconcentration to provincial 
organizations in administrative subjects 

Deconcentration

The Eighth 
Development Plan 

(2001-2005) 

-Delegation to provincial organizations in 
administrative subjects 

Delegation 

The Ninth 
Development Plan 

(2007-2013) 

-Delegation to provincial organizations and 
educational institutions in administrative 
subjects 

Delegation 

The Ninth 
Development Plan 

(2007-2013) 

-Increasing private sector’s share in entire 
education levels 

-Enabling to establish private universities 

Deconcentration

The Tenth 
Development Plan 

(2014-2018) 

-Enhancing the schools’ authority in 
budgeting 

Deconcentration

The Tenth 
Development Plan 

(2014-2018) 

-Supporting private sector’s establishing 
educational  institutions 

-Private sector’s and professional 
organizations’ taking part in professional 
education process in financial aspect 

 

Deconcentration
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When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that the policies made depending upon the types of 
administrative, fiscal and market decentralization are applied as deconcentration and 
delegation within the scope of extent of application. It is drawn attention that deconcentration 
is mostly preferred within decentralization policies. While delegation is preferred in 
expanding the authority of provincial units of Ministry of Education, especially within the 
scope of administrative decentralization, deconcentration is preferred in executing of 
administrative, fiscal and market decentralization.  

It is seen that the extent of decentralization policies in development plans are not in a certain 
development process with regards to chronological order of development plans.  In other 
words, it is not possible to say exactly that there is a systematic expanding in the extent of 
implementation of decentralization in time. 

 

6. Discussion, Results and Recommendations 

As a result of the analysis of education policies in development plans, it cannot be said that 
there is a decentralization policy which is adopted in planning the Turkish Education System. 
In development plans, there are only objectives and strategies that point out possible 
decentralization policies. Accordingly, in this research, the objectives and strategies that can 
lead up to decentralization within the scope of educational planning in Turkey are analyzed, 
too. Studies that have been conducted about decentralization in Turkey reveal different results 
on if decentralization is supported by educators or not. Turan, Yücel, Karataş and Demirhan 
(2010) determined that Turkish educational administrators do not want areas’, districts’ and 
municipalities’ to be so active in decentralization and they do not accept these units as 
authority in giving decision. Ölmez and Tonbul (2011) in their study with administrators 
determined that the situation in Turkey is not suitable for the implementation of transferring 
the educational administration to local governments which takes place among the objectives 
of Education Regions and Education Boards Instruction that was issued in 1999. They also 
found that targeted principles couldn’t carry out and interaction between internal and external 
stakeholders of school is not sufficient. Yalçınkaya (2004) in his study with administrator 
candidates found that candidates have positive opinions on school-based management and 
they perceive school-based management as an alternative to centralist model. It can be useful 
to take into consideration that Turkey has regional differences in socio-economic and 
socio-cultural aspects while interpreting these studies’ different results. In Turkish 
Development Plans, it is also aimed at decreasing the regional developmental differences (e.g. 
The Eighth Five Years Development Plan, 2001-2005 and The Tenth Five Years Development 
Plan, 2014-2018) and in analysis of current situation it is mentioned that there is inequality 
among regions in benefiting from educational opportunities, distribution of teacher is 
unbalanced and educational levels are not equal in different regions (e.g. The First, 
1963-1967; The Second, 1968-1972 and The Third Five Years Development Plans, 
1973-1977). If there are regional differences in a country in terms of wealth distribution, level 
of education, it is hard to create decentralized system (Oktay, 2013; Tracy, 1997). Therefore, 
conception of planning that takes decentralization policies to its center being not included so 
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much in Turkish Development Plans can be thought as a result arising from regional 
differences and economic and socio-cultural groundwork preparations’ being not ready.  

The analysis of development plans shows that policies that point out decentralization in 
Turkish Education System have been mostly developed depending upon administrative 
decentralization even if it is limited. It is seen that even in policies that can be related with 
administrative decentralization, delegation and deconcentration have been put into practice 
generally directed to provincial units of Ministry of Education. Decentralization can’t be put 
into practice completely when local governments and non-governmental organizations meet 
the demands of government with their authorization (Dubois & Fattore, 2009). But principles 
of decentralization can be stated as responsibility, autonomy, resource management at the 
local level, local curriculum adapted to local needs, participation and partnership (Camelia, 
Vladimir-Aurelian & Răzvan Cătălin, 2014). Therefore, even administrative decentralization 
policies take place in development plans limitedly, it cannot be said that these policies reflect 
the administrative decentralization philosophy exactly.  

Besides administrative decentralization, there are also other policy statements that can be 
related with fiscal and market decentralization in a limited way in development plans. 
Policies about fiscal decentralization have directed the planning studies in increasing schools’ 
and faculties’ authority. These policies have given freedom of movement to faculties in 
funding and spending, in other words, they have given the power to revenue collection to 
faculties. Increasing universities’ financial authority is considered within the scope of 
decentralization executions. Liu Rong (2009) states that trends of decentralisation require 
giving financial and operational autonomy to the lower levels and therefore redefining of 
relationship between university and government has become a necessity. Fiscal 
decentralization should prevent income inequality and includes “spending decentralization, 
revenue decentralization, and autonomy power” (Song, 2013, p.294). In this respect, it can be 
said that fiscal decentralization policies for universities in development plans enable spending 
and revenue decentralization. In development plans, the schools do not have the authority to 
revenue collection within the scope of fiscal decentralization policies, only the schools’ 
authority in budgeting is increased. In implementation of decentralization, local schools have 
their own budget and they decide about how they would distribute the resources on their own. 
Central institutions play the role of supporter, recommender and observer (Laudams, 2013). 
In this respect, in many countries a financial system which lets the budget’s being controlled 
much more at school level is constituted (Van Amelsvoort & Scheerens, 1997). From this 
respect, it is not possible to mention that in development plans, there is a policy that lets a 
transition to school-based management in Turkish Education System.  

School-based management which lets autonomy to school (Gorostiaga Derqui, 2001) is 
related with increasing the administrative quality (Alstete, 1997). Therefore fiscal 
decentralization for schools can lead up to administrative decentralization executions at the 
same time. But although it is stated that fiscal decentralization increases administrative 
accountability by making much more clear the process of policy formulation (Joanis, 2014), 
it is also mentioned that it strengthens the central planning (Gorostiaga Derqui, 2001) and 
expenditure decentralization which is considered in the scope of fiscal decentralization causes 
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more government expenditure (Jia, Guo & Zhang , 2014). Accordingly, the subject of fiscal 
decentralization’s getting formed in line with the school-based management is a critical 
subject both in fiscal and administrative aspects. Therefore it is required implementing both 
administrative and fiscal decentralization completely in education system in order for school 
based-management’s being included in development plans. When taken into consideration 
that in Turkish Education System administrative and fiscal decentralizations are not executed 
exactly, it is understood that it is not right to have an expectation that school-based 
management policies which strengthens school autonomy would lead to planning studies.  

In development plans there are policies, which can be related with market decentralization, 
that would enable private sector’s increasing share in education sector, establishing private 
educational institutions and professional organizations’ taking part in professional education 
process fiscally. These policies that are included in development plans accord with the 
philosophy of supporting private sector schools within the scope of market decentralization. 
In development plans there aren’t any policies or objectives related with political 
decentralization. Political decentralization can be thought as stronger evidence showing that a 
system lets decentralization. This is because political decentralization transfers power of 
giving decision to local governments in educational issues (Hinsz, Patel, Meyers & Dammert, 
2006). When taken into consideration other decentralization types’ execution areas and their 
extensities, it is understood clearly that political decentralization is not used as a policy in 
educational planning process. Without finding an area of execution exactly for the other 
decentralization types proposing delegation in planning, administration and distributing 
financial resources, expecting political decentralization to take part in Turkish Education 
System offers a way of thinking which is not rational.  

Decentralization policies in development plans are determined to be under the category of 
deconcentration and delegation in terms of extent of execution. In the plans there isn’t any 
policy related with devolution. Decentralization executions are used with the aim of 
empowering local units and/or private sectors (Lo, 2010). In development plans it is seen that 
which level this empowerment is going to be performed changes according to which sector is 
going to be empowered and what the subject of empowering is. Transferring administrative 
responsibility begins with the process of deconcentration. In this phase, educational 
institutions and local level should be strengthened to get technical expertise and decision 
making capabilities (Tracy, 1997). While administrative decentralization is linked to 
deconcentration, expenditure decentralization, included in fiscal decentralization, gives 
responsibility of providing services to local government or other authorities. This situation 
points out the type of authority given to lower levels can affect the extent of decentralization 
policies (Rounds Parry, 1997). Beyond doubt for the extent of decentralization’s enabling to 
devolution, all types of decentralization, including political decentralization, are required to 
have opportunity to get executed completely. As in Turkish Education System, in a system in 
which there aren’t any decentralization executions or there are limited decentralization 
executions in reality, it is not possible to carry out implementations that would enable to 
devolution. 

In order to be able to execute decentralization in devolution level, certainly it should be 
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provided that delegated units would have the required ability. Local units should have the 
potential to fulfill the devolved responsibilities (Rounds Parry, 1997). It can be said that the 
understanding of planning is true in carrying out the decentralization first of all in 
deconcentration and delegation levels in Turkish Development Plans when it is looked from 
the viewpoint that delegated units should have the required organizational ability. Besides 
there are also other important requirements like giving the essential training to delegated 
units to enhance their organizational ability, managing a supervision in this respect and 
enabling the required resources. Chan and Wang (2009) states that financial responsibility 
and necessary financial resources should be given to local units at the same time in order to 
prevent possible tension caused by decentralization. Taking these precautions at the same 
time has an important role in the success of decentralization execution generally. The success 
of decentralization depends on availability of resources, clarity of guiding policies, capacity 
of stakeholders (Chikoko, 2009), flow of information between the units and existence of 
monitoring (Lessmann & Markwardt, 2010; Meade & Gershberg, 2008), following to 
planning studies in designing policies and improving local capacity (Meade & Gershberg, 
2008). Therefore it can be said that the executions and strategies that would lead to improving 
the delegated units’ ability would serve to both the success of decentralization and increasing 
the extent of decentralization. In Turkish Development Plans, it can be seen that there aren’t 
these kinds of strategies and executions in planning decentralization. This finding shows that 
decentralization couldn’t find itself a place in Turkish Education System and a systematic 
long period of planning concept is required to carry out decentralization in devolution level. 

Based on the results of the study, it is suggested that developing and executing 
decentralization policies should take more place in the plans for Turkish Education System in 
order to be able to meet educational needs which result from regional inequalities. In order to 
strengthen administrative decentralization, different local units like municipality, 
governorship and schools should be authorized. It is suggested that fiscal decentralization 
should be executed by using more delegation and deconcentration from local governments to 
educational institutions in order to be able to finance of education by taking into 
consideration the local and institutional needs. The extent of decentralization should be 
decided by taking into consideration the need that decentralization would respond rather than 
the delegated and deconcentrated units, in other words it should be decided by considering 
the subject of decentralization. It is suggested that there should be a kind of planning concept 
related with supervision and education processes that would build delegated units’ capacities 
in development plans, in order to be able to increase the extent of delegation and develop 
successful policies about decentralization. 
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