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ABSTRACT 
 
The major subject matter of this thesis is the development of International Relations 

(IR) studies as an academic discipline in Turkey. Despite its firm history, the high level 

of institutionalization and its considerable size, the IR community in Turkey (IRCT) has 

not been able to contribute to the theoretical studies of global IR. The thesis suggests 

that Turkey and Western IR communities have been functionally integrated. Whereas, 

the Western IR communities tend to produce theoretical knowledge, the IRCT has 

mainly contributed to the Western IR literature as local/area experts. The IRCT tend to 

specialize on Turkish foreign policy, area studies and Turkey (as a region of study) with 

a special focus on political-security issues. The thesis analyzes the IRCT in terms of two 

major groups of academics: the Western-IR-socialized scholars and other scholars. The 

thesis aims to analyze major factors behind the functional division of labor between the 

Western and Turkish IR communities, Turkish IR scholars tendency to produce 

empirical knowledge related with Turkish foreign policy and the low level of theoretical 

coordination and fragmentation between the Western-IR-socialized and other scholars 

in Turkish IR.  

 

In order to explore the case of Turkish IR, the thesis uses Richard Whitley’s theoretical 

model in the sociology of science and focuses on the internal and external structure of 

the Turkish IR discipline. Both qualitative and quantitative research techniques such as 

descriptive statistics, questionnaire survey, semi-structured interviewing, publication 

analysis, discourse analysis, citation analysis and process-tracing method were used in 

the thesis. The thesis argues that the Western IR community has a high level of control 

over the competence and performance standards and key resources of knowledge 

production in IR. This tendency results in high level of mutual dependence and low 

level of task uncertainty between Western and Turkish IR scholars and lead to 

functional integration between them and encourage the IRCT to produce empirical 

knowledge related with Turkish foreign policy. Moreover, as a consequence of the low 

level of control over competence and performance standards, the low level of 

standardization of research skills and methods and the low level of common technical 

background and norms, the mutual dependence and theoretical coordination between 

Turkish IR scholars is low.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Since its establishment as an academic discipline the field of International Relations 

(IR)1

The overarching objective of the thesis is to understand and explain Turkish

 has often reflected on its status. These debates have covered issues such as the 

scope of the field, its scientific status, its relevance to the domain of policy formation 

and its future trajectory (Bull, 1972; Wight, 1966; Zimmern, 1939). In an influential 

argument first published in 1977 Stanley Hoffman labeled the discipline an American 

social science (Hoffman, 1977). Hoffman’s intervention spawned a number of 

subsidiary debates, many looking at the history and development of the field. In recent 

years, a group of scholars have turned their attention to an assessment of this American 

dominance and to assess the prospects for contributions to the field from European and 

other IR communities (Acharya and Buzan, 2007a; Jorgensen, 2000, 2003; Jorgensen 

and Knudsen, 2006a; Tickner and Waever, 2009a; Tickner and Blaney, 2012; Waever, 

1998). Following Ole Waever’s (1998) path breaking article on American ‘hegemony’ 

in the field, most of these studies focus on to what extent IR is truly ‘global’ or 

‘international’. Some scholars believe that IR should be a truly global discipline and 

they point out that we know so little about IR beyond our national boundaries (Bilgin 

and Tanrısever, 2009:168; Jorgensen, 2003:330; Jorgensen and Knudsen, 2006b:xiv; 

Tickner and Blaney, 2012; Waever and Tickner, 2009:1). Hence, there is a vital need for 

national IR community studies in order to foster inter-community dialogue and promote 

contributions of all IR communities around the world. In this line, this thesis aims to 

analyze the development of international relations studies as an academic discipline in 

Turkey and to explore the prospects for theoretical contributions to the field from the IR 

community in Turkey (IRCT).  

 
2

                                                 
1 Whereas the term ‘International Relations (IR)’ denotes the discipline of International Relations, the 
term ‘international relations (ir)’ denotes international relations as a subject matter. 
2 Turkish, American or Western are used to indicate the geographical location of the IR communities and 
they are not related with the ethnic origins of the scholars.   

 IR 

scholars’ tendency to produce knowledge related with Turkish foreign policy and 

fragmentation within the IRCT. In order to tackle with this question the thesis will focus 

on the internal structure of the IR discipline in Turkey and its impacts upon the form of 

knowledge that is produced by the members of that discipline. The thesis will focus on 

social, political, intellectual, scientific and economic contextual factors that shape this 

internal structure and causal mechanisms that play a role in the knowledge production 
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process in Turkey. Turkey provides an interesting case study because the trajectory of 

IR in Turkey raises interesting research questions about sources of dominance, 

functional division of labor and impacts of socialization and external events upon 

knowledge production in IR.  

 

First, despite its long history and considerable size, the IRCT has not been able to 

contribute to the theoretical studies of global IR but it has been functionally integrated 

to the Western IR community (Bilgin and Tanrısever, 2009:176). Ole Waever and 

Arlene Tickner have argued that in order to understand the development of the 

discipline in a global context more studies need to be carried out that examine the 

specific development of IR in particular national contexts (Waever and Tickner, 2009:2-

3,18). This study can be viewed as a contribution to this emerging body of literature. 

The thesis provides an empirically rich and detailed account of the development of IR in 

Turkey. However, then it aims to place this development within the global context and 

demonstrate how the place of Turkish IR in the discipline arises as a consequence of the 

functional differentiation of labour that has emerged in the field. An in-depth study of 

the development of IR studies in Turkey (IRST) will help us to understand and explain 

the sources of dominance in IR and the causes of the functional division of labor 

between Western and non-Western IR.  

 

Second, the thesis also aims to address how socialization to Western IR influence the 

teaching and research practices of IR scholars in Turkey.  The thesis seeks to compare 

and contrast the IR departments in Turkey in which the majority of IR scholars have 

been highly socialized to the Western IR community and those in which the majority of 

the members of staff have been trained in Turkey.  The comparison of these two groups 

of IR departments in Turkish IR will help us to explore the impacts of socialization on 

research practices of the non-Western communities of IR. Third, the rise of political and 

economic preeminence of Turkey and its impacts upon Turkish IR will shed light on the 

links between external events and theoretical studies in IR. The first section of the 

introduction will address the research problems and aims of the thesis. The second 

section will discuss the significance of the thesis and why this study is needed. The third 

section will outline the theoretical framework of the thesis and its research design. It 

will also discuss qualitative and quantitative research techniques that have been 

employed in the thesis. The final section will present the chapter outline. 
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Research problems and aims 

 

The thesis aims to analyze scientific knowledge production in the field of IR in Turkey. 

There is a considerable IR community in Turkey, which has been highly 

institutionalized since the mid-1950s. As of June 2011, there are over five hundred full-

time teaching staff in seventy six IR departments in Turkey. However, despite its firm 

history, the high level of institutionalization and its considerable size, the IRCT has not 

been able to contribute to the theoretical studies of global IR (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:10-1; 

Bilgin, 2005a:10, 2008a:6; Bilgin and Tanrısever, 2009:176). The broad objective of the 

thesis is to analyze major factors behind the Turkish IR community’s tendency to 

produce knowledge related with Turkish foreign policy and to explore the prospects for 

theoretical contributions to the field from the IRCT. Besides this general objective, the 

thesis aims to answer four sub-questions. 

 

First, the thesis aims to answer whether the relationship between Western and Turkish 

IR plays any role over the contributions of the IRCT to the global IR literature. The 

thesis suggests that the Western3

Every year, an increasing number of IR scholars from Turkey participate in the annual 

Western IR conferences. For instance, the average number of academics from Turkish 

universities that attended the International Studies Association’s (ISA) Annual 

Conventions, has increased from 10.6 in the early 2000s to 46.5 in the late 2000s

 and Turkish IR communities have been functionally 

integrated. That is to say, since its establishment, the training process in Turkish IR has 

been modeled after Western IR. The Western IR literature has been extensively used in 

teaching and research in Turkish IR. Almost half of the faculty members in Turkish IR 

completed their graduate training (PhDs) in the Western universities. The members of 

the IRCT prefer to publish their research in international publications (Social Science 

Citation Index (SSCI) and other international IR journals in English) almost at the same 

degree as they publish at national journals. In addition, they tend to engage with the 

writings of the Western IR community more than the writings of their national 

colleagues.  

 

4

                                                 
3 The United States, Canada and Europe. 
4 10.6 and 46.5 refer to the average number of scholars from Turkish universities that attended the ISA 
Annual Conventions from 2000 to 2005 and from 2006 to 2011 respectively. This data was extracted 
from the online programs of past ISA meetings by the author (ISA, 2011).  

 (ISA, 

2011). In this context, the IRCT has been highly integrated to the Western IR 
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community. However, the IRCT has mainly contributed to the Western IR literature as 

local/area experts (Bilgin, 2005a:10). The members of the IRCT tend to specialize on 

Turkish foreign policy, area studies and Turkey (as a region of study) with a special 

focus on political-security issues. Moreover, they tend to use and apply theoretical 

knowledge that has been produced by the Western IR communities. In that sense, the 

thesis aims to analyze how this relationship influences the contributions of Turkish IR 

scholars.  

 

Second, the thesis aims to analyze how socialization to Western IR affects the relations 

and functional differentiation between Turkish IR scholars. The IRCT can be analyzed 

in terms of two groups of academics. One of the major distinguishing features of these 

two groups is their different training backgrounds. Namely, in 31 IR Departments5 in 

Turkey the ratio of scholars who completed their PhDs in Western countries is over 50 

% (5.3 academics per department). The total number of Western-IR-trained IR scholars 

in these departments is 164. In the remaining 40 IR departments6

Nevertheless, despite all these factors, the Western-IR-socialized scholars and non-

Western-IR-socialized scholars in the IRCT perform similar functions. That is to say, 

 in Turkey, the ratio of 

scholars who received their PhDs in Western countries is below 50 % (1.7 academics 

per department). The total number of Western-IR-trained IR scholars in these 

departments is 68. Graduate training in Western IR can be interpreted as a socialization 

process, hence, the Western-IR-socialized scholars have been highly concentrated in the 

former group. Although both of the groups have been functionally integrated to the 

Western IR community, the degree of integration is higher in the former. The members 

of the former group tend to publish in international IR journals and participate in the 

Western IR conventions more than the latter. Moreover, the former grouphas a 

significant degree of control over the IR job market in Turkey and the prestigious 

Turkish IR journals as well.  

 

                                                 
5 These universities are Abant İzzet Baysal, Akdeniz, Atılım, Bahçeşehir, Balikesir, Bilkent, Boğaziçi, 
Çağ, Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart, Çankırı Karatekin, Çukurova, Doğuş, Erciyes, Eskişehir Osmangazi, 
Fatih, Galatasaray, Gediz, Haliç, Işık, İstanbul Arel, İstanbul Şehir, İzmir Ekonomi, Koç, Okan, Orta 
Doğu Teknik, Sabanci, Selçuk, Ufuk, Yeditepe, Yeniyüzyıl and Zirve. The percentages are calculated on 
the basis of the total number of IR scholars whose PhD training information can be reached.  
6 These universities are: Adnan Menderes, Ahi Evran, Ankara, Atatürk, Başkent, Beykent, Çankaya, 
Dokuz Eylül, Dumlupınar, Ege, Gazi, Gazikent, Giresun, Hacettepe, İnönü, İstanbul Aydın, İstanbul 
Bilgi, İstanbul Gelişim, İstanbul Kemerburgaz, İstanbul Kültür, İstanbul Ticaret, İstanbul, İzmir, Kadir 
Has, Kahramanmaraş Sütçü İmam, Karadeniz Teknik, Kırıkkale, Kocaeli, Maltepe, Marmara, Melikşah, 
Sakarya, Süleyman Demirel, TOBB Ekonomi ve Teknoloji, Trakya, Turgut Özal, Uludağ, Yalova, Yaşar, 
Yıldız Teknik. The percentages are calculated on the basis of the total number of IR scholars whose PhD 
training information can be reached. 
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both group of academics are mainly interested in foreign policy analysis and they tend 

to produce theoretically informed studies at similar levels. More interestingly, Turkish 

IR scholars in the former group of universities tend to be more interested in Turkish 

foreign policy than the rest. These analyses imply that the level of functional 

differentiation between them is low. Moreover, there have been limited ties between 

them in terms of information exchange. Namely, Turkish IR scholars tend to refer to 

Western IR scholars more than their national colleagues in their research. According to 

some senior Turkish IR scholars, the IRCT consists of ‘small networks’, ‘bounded 

communities’ or ‘small islands’ (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)7

Finally, the thesis aims to answer whether the rise of political and economic 

preeminence of Turkey in international politics have had a significant impact upon the 

research interests and practice of the Turkish IR community. Turkey, with its unique 

geopolitical position, has been one of the key actors in regional and world politics. 

There is a wide consensus in the public, international media and in the academy that 

Turkey has been following a more activist and assertive foreign policy in its 

neighborhood since the end of the Cold War (Sayarı, 2000:170; Müftüler-Baç, 

1996:259; Öniş, 1995:50; Karaosmanoğlu, 2000; Kirişçi, 1993:2; 2001a:630; Kut, 

2000:46; Uzgel, 2000:393; Özcan, 2000a:27-8; Güvenç, 2000:142; Altunışık, 

2000a:326; 2000b:172; Kirişçi, Tocci and Walker, 2010:3,4). From the perspective of a 

foreign Turkish foreign policy expert, these foreign policy initiatives “have increased 

the country’s international stature and regional influence” (Larrabee, 2010:157). The 

. In this context, the 

thesis aims to answer whether or how the high level of socialization to Western IR 

affects the functional division of labor and fragmentation in the IRCT.  

 

Third, one of the interesting features of the IRCT is the immense growth in its size and 

in the number of its institutions (departments, journals, etc.) from the 1990s towards 

2011. Whereas there were eight IR departments in Turkey in 1990, the number has 

increased to seventy six in 2011. In the same period, the number of teaching staff in 

Turkish IR has risen from forty to over five hundred and the number of Turkish IR 

journals has increased from four to twenty-nine. In this context, the Turkish IR 

community and its institutions have substantially grown within the last two decades. 

The thesis aims to explore the effects of this growth on Turkish IR scholars’ preferences 

and practices and especially the functional division of labor between them. 

 

                                                 
7 Author’s interviews 21.07.2009; 04.06.2010; 07.10.2010.  
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thesis aims to explore the links between the increase in international stature of Turkey 

and Turkish IR scholars’ tendency to produce  knowledge related with Turkish foreign 

policy.  

 

Significance of the thesis 

 

The thesis attempts to make a contribution to some significant stalemates and gaps in 

IR, social theory and sociology of science. First, it aims to contribute to the studies on 

the sources of American and/or Western dominance in IR8

Nevertheless, various studies challenge these arguments and argue that actually the 

global IR discipline is characterized by diversity rather than US hegemony (Jorgensen, 

2000, 2003:334; Long, et.al, 2011:6; Groom, 2005; Groom and Mandaville, 2001; Cox 

and Nossal, 2009:304; Holden, 2008; Porter, 2001). A. J. R. Groom and Peter 

Mandaville argue that “There is now a nascent “European IR community” that is alive 

and well and living, for the most part, in the EU…There are…no hegemonies, 

something that may also be true beyond the confines of the EU and North America’ 

(Groom and Mandaville, 2001:163). Knud Erik Jorgensen argues that “hegemony is a 

grossly misleading notion of the current state of affairs” in the IR discipline (Jorgensen, 

. The debates over the 

development and recent status of global IR have raised significant issues. However, two 

major issues, in particular, have generated contentious debates: whether the global IR 

discipline is characterized by American ‘hegemony’ or diversity and to what extent the 

IR discipline is ‘global’? A group of scholars suggest that IR has been and still an 

American social science (Alker and Biersteker, 1984; Aydınlı and Mathews, 2000; 

Biersteker, 2009:309; Crawford and Jarvis, 2001; Friedrichs, 2004:2-7; Friedrichs and 

Waever, 2009:261; Goldman, 1995; Holsti, 1985:103; Krippendorf, 1987; Long, et.al, 

2011:34; Smith, 2000:376, 379; Tickner and Blaney, 2012:4-5; Waever, 1998, 2007; 

Waever and Tickner, 2009:3). Besides having the most prestigious PhD programs and 

journals in the field, the dominance of American IR also arises out of the fact that the 

American IR community is largely responsible for the production of theory in the field 

(Holsti, 1985:103; Smith, 2000:376; Waever and Tickner, 2009:1, 335; Jordan, et.al, 

2009; Long, et.al, 2011:34).  

 

                                                 
8 The dominance in IR have been discussed in terms of American (Waever, 1998; Smith, 2000), Anglo-
American (Holsti, 1985) or Western IR dominance (Acharya and Buzan, 2007a,b). The thesis will refer to 
American and/or Western IR dominance depending on the context of the discussion. However, in general, 
the thesis will focus on Western IR dominance.   
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2003:334). Long et.al suggests that “the range of epistemological, methodological, and 

theoretical approaches documented by our survey suggests that scholars outside the 

United States are not merely consumers of ideas produced by the U.S. IR community” 

(Long, et.al, 2011:34-5). These different perspectives on the dominance of American IR 

imply that more studies on relations between the Western and non-Western IR 

communities should be conducted.  

 

Inevitably, this debate gives rise to another debate on the causes of American 

dominance and lack of non-Western IR communities’ contribution to the theoretical 

studies in IR. If there is ‘hegemony’, what are the causal mechanisms that reproduce it? 

One of the major explanations implies that the US dominance in IR stems from its 

control over the definition of proper ‘scientific’ theory (meta-theory) and its role in 

producing theory (Smith, 2000:394, 399; Tickner and Waever, 2009b:335; Drulak, 

2009:170; Berg and Chillaud, 2009; Bilgin, 2005a:7; Bilgin and Tanrısever, 2009:176; 

Roter, 2009; Acharya and Buzan, 2007a:297; Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:54,188-90). 

According to this model,  

 
IR does exhibit an intellectual division of labor in which the center has come to be viewed 
as the primary producer of scientific theory while peripheral sites are deemed incapable of 
theoretically based thinking and therefore constitute sources of “data” or, in the best cases, 
local expertise. By claiming authority over decisions concerning what qualifies as “theory” 
the core reproduces this hegemonic arrangement (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:335; 
emphasis original)9

Nevertheless, many scholars reject the idea that ‘hegemony’ in global IR stems from 

American IR’s role in theoretical knowledge production. Based on the analysis of 

various national IR communities, Arlene Tickner and Ole Waever imply that the 

dominance of American IR does not stem from her ability to frame questions for the 

other IR communities or define what IR theory is (meta-theory) (Tickner and Waever, 

2009b:336). They argue that “it is mainly theories that come from the United States. 

The questions are not imported. Each academic community is guided by distinct 

.  
 

In other words, the center (Western IR) and periphery (non-Western IR) are functionally 

different and there is a hierarchy between them due to the center’s role of theoretical 

knowledge production (Korany, 1986; Mitchell, 2003; Bilgin, 2005a:7; Bilgin and 

Tanrısever, 2009:176; Aydınlı and Mathews, 2008; Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:54,188-90).  

 

                                                 
9 This argument has also been emphasized by Korany, 1986; Mitchell, 2003; Bilgin, 2005a; Aydınlı and 
Mathews, 2008.   
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research interests based largely upon its respective country’s foreign relations. Nor are 

the meta-theories…What is clearly provided by the center and not produced locally is 

IR theory” (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:336; emphasis original). However they also 

argue that, in the periphery, “theories are not used in very disciplined or tight ways, but 

are subject to a fair amount of “picking and choosing” based upon local needs and 

readings. Therefore, these theories do not necessarily “control” very much” (Tickner 

and Waever, 2009b:336-7). Wayne S. Cox and Kim Richard Nossal also urge that some 

dominant meta-theories or research methods in the US are not widely adopted in 

Britain, Canada, Australia, Ireland or New Zealand (Cox and Nossal, 2009:302; Tickner 

and Waever, 2009b:337).  

 

Hence, it seems that there is no clear agreement on whether or how American IR 

scholars’ role in production of theoretical knowledge or meta-theory allows them to 

exert control over the IR discipline. Also, there is no consensus on how the functional 

division of labor between the Western and non-Western communities of IR works and 

reproduces itself. In this context, there is a need for studying the global and local 

dynamics of Western dominance in IR and lack of contribution of the non-Western 

communities of IR. The analysis of the functional integration between the Turkish and 

Western IR communities will help us to understand the sources of dominance and how 

the dominance in IR works. It will also help us to explore the prospects of theoretical 

contributions from the IRCT and other non-Western IR communities.  

 

Second, the thesis will help us to explain the causes of functional division of labor and 

impacts of socialization in social groups. In order to explore the sources of dominance 

in IR, major factors behind the functional differentiation and stratification between the 

center and periphery in global IR shall also be analyzed. What factors drive the Western 

and other IR communities to play different roles? In social and IR theory, there is a 

stalemate between two major approaches regarding the driving forces of functional 

differentiation (differentiation of units or functional division of labor). According to the 

Durkheimian tradition, if the size of a social group and the interaction between the 

members of the group increase, then these factors are likely to promote competition 

between them (Durkheim, 1933:262; Thompson, 1985:28; Barkdull, 1995:671). In turn, 

the high level of competition brings about differentiation of units and a greater division 

of labor (Durkheim, 1933:262; Thompson, 1985:28; Barkdull, 1995:671). However, the 

second tradition argues that the effects of socialization/interaction and competition 
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depend upon the structural setting of interaction. That is to say, under the absence of a 

superior authority, the high levels of interaction/socialization and competition in a 

social group are likely to lead to emergence of functionally similar units (functional 

homogenization) (Buzan, et.al, 1993:39; Waltz, 1979:76; Ikenberry and Kupchan, 

1990). On the contrary, under the presence of a superior authority, the units are 

encouraged to specialize in different functions (Waltz, 1979:107; Buzan, et.al, 1993:39).  

 

Whereas, the former tradition suggest that socialization/interaction process functions 

regardless of the structural setting (Ikenberry and Kupchan, 1990:290, ft.15; Barkdull, 

1995:675), the other tradition claims that socialization refers to “a process through 

which actors come to conform to the structural norms” of the social group or system 

(Ikenberry and Kupchan, 1990:290, ft.15). In this sense, there is a disagreement over 

whether socialization and competition lead to differentiation or homogenization of units 

and whether structural settings play a role in socialization. Moreover socialization has 

also been considered as an important mechanism through which the dominant actor 

exerts power over the rest (Ikenberry and Kupchan, 1990:285). Many studies imply that 

training and socialization in the Western IR community is an important factor that 

promotes the diffusion of American IR’s influence (Biersteker, 2009:309; Cox and 

Nossal, 2009:302-3; Drulak, et.al, 2009a:248; Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:274; Tan, 

2009:121-2). However, none of these studies systematically analyze the impacts of 

socialization upon the research practices of non-Western communities of IR. In this 

context, the analysis of the center-periphery relations in Turkey aims to contribute to 

social theory and studies on size, socialization, competition and functional division of 

labor.  

 

Finally, the thesis will attempt to shed light on debates over the impact of external 

events on the development of IR studies. To what extent the international events lead to 

shifts in preferences and practice of the global IR community, such as shifts in dominant 

theoretical approaches, is a matter of dispute in IR. Several studies view great wars or 

major conflicts as major causes of the shifts in dominant theoretical approaches in IR 

(Bull, 1972; Vasquez, 1983; Viotti and Kauppi, 1999). Nevertheless, many scholars 

disagree and view these explanations as myths (Wilson, 1998; Ashworth, 2002; 

Schmidt, 1998, 2002; Smith, 2000). Brian Schmidt argues that the link between changes 

in international politics and changes in the field of IR has not been empirically 

demonstrated (Schmidt, 2007:13-4). Waever believes that IR theories construct their 
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subject matter rather than being determined by them (Waever, 2007:290). Turkey’s 

foreign policy has been the major subject matter of the Turkish IR community. Thus, 

the analysis of Turkey’s active involvement in international politics and its implications 

upon Turkish IR aims to make a significant contribution to the relevant studies in IR.  

 

Theoretical framework of the thesis 

 

Through analyzing the case of Turkish IR, the thesis aims to find out the major 

tendencies in scientific knowledge production in national IR communities and the 

causal mechanisms that reproduce them. The broad objective of the thesis demands a 

theoretical model which can explain how variations in different settings result in 

different types of knowledge production. The sociology of science/science studies is an 

area of study which deals with the influence of cultural, social, political, institutional 

and intellectual factors on academic communities and scientific knowledge production 

(Law, 1986; Merton, 1973; Bucchi, 2004). The Mertonian (Institutional) School of 

Sociology of Science, the Kuhnian tradition, the Strong Programme of Science and the 

Cultural Studies of Science are some of the major approaches in the sociology of 

science. However, the thesis suggests that none of these approaches are able to explain 

the variations between and within the sciences and scientific disciplines. Their 

theoretical frameworks are based on descriptive, unitary or non-comparative views of 

science. The best framework in the sociology of science for analyzing variations in 

scientific knowledge production in different settings has been offered by the 

Organizational Theory of Science (OTS) which has been developed by Randal Collins 

(1975), Richard Whitley (1984a, 1984b) and Stephan Fuchs (1992, 1993a,b). The thesis 

will particularly apply Richard Whitley’s theoretical assumptions to Turkish IR and test 

them, because Whitley’s model is the most comprehensive one among them. 

 

Whitley assumes that variations in the internal organization/structure of scientific 

disciplines result in production of different types of knowledge, e.g theoretical, 

empirical, specific, diffuse, etc (Whitley, 1984a:6; Whitley, 2006:1154). In other words, 

different forms of organization and control in different disciplines lead to production of 

different types of knowledge (Whitley, 1984a). According to Whitley, there are two 

major factors that shape the internal structure of the discipline: mutual dependence and 

task uncertainty (Whitley, 1984a). Moreover, there are three major contextual factors 

that affect the internal structure: the level of autonomy over performance and 
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competence standards, the degree of concentration of control over resources (jobs, 

funds, journal space, etc.) and audiences of the academic community (Whitley, 1984a). 

The thesis will discuss the strengths and weaknesses of Whitley’s model by comparing 

it with the four major structural models in social theory. Afterwards, the thesis will offer 

certain amendments to his model in order to provide a better explanation of scientific 

knowledge production in IR.  

 

Research design and methods 

 

The thesis is a single-case longitudinal study which will attempt to explain the 

development of IR studies in Turkey from the 1940s to 2010. Case study is a non-

experimental research design in which the investigator examines a bounded system (a 

case) or cases over a sustained period of time such as an event, an activity, a process or 

individual(s), in significant detail through collecting data from multiple sources of 

information (observations, interviews, documents, reports, etc.) (Burns, 2000; Creswell, 

2007:15; Johnson and Reynolds, 2005:84; Gerring, 2007:20). A case is “as an instance 

of a class of events” and the aim of the case study is to develop theory by analyzing “the 

causes of similarities or differences among instances (cases) of that class of events” 

(George and Bennett, 2005:17-8). This project is a single-case study which will analyze 

and explain the development and current status of the IR studies in Turkey from the 

1940s to 2010. It is an explanatory type of case study which aims to apply, test and 

develop the causal hypothesis of the OTS (Yin, 2003; Johnson and Reynolds, 2005:84).  

 

There are advantages and disadvantages of case study research designs. Case studies 

can be used effectively to specify new variables and hypothesis, to identify and measure 

best indicators, to examine causal mechanisms, intervening variables and scope 

conditions (George and Bennett, 2005:19-21; Gerring, 2007:47-50). They are also 

useful in dealing with complex causal relations, various causal paths leading to the same 

outcome (equifinality) and complex interactions among variables (George and Bennett, 

2005:22). However, first of all, sometimes case studies are criticized because subjective 

judgments are used in the operationalization and measurement of concepts (construct 

validity) but this threat can be avoided by the use of multiple sources of evidence (Yin, 

2003:35). Second, among the major threats to internal validity (ability to establish 

causation) such as maturation, history, instrumentation, mortality, selection, testing 

(Johnson and Reynolds, 2005:59-64); history is one of the major threats for this single-
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case study. There has been a great debate about whether international events such as the 

end of the Cold War, September 11, etc. might have influenced the knowledge 

production in IR (Schmidt, 1998; Hoffman, 1977; Waever, 1998). Since this study is a 

longitudinal single case study, it involves multiple observations through decades so that 

any influence of historical events or long term trends could be identified.  

 

Third, selection bias is another major threat especially for the single case studies. The 

selection bias may occur due to selection on the dependent variable (for a particular 

outcome), preliminary knowledge about values of variables, desire to confirm a favored 

particular hypothesis (confirmation bias), accessibility of evidence or historical 

significance of the case (King, Keohane and Verba, 1994:28; George and Bennett, 

2005:22-4; Gerring, 2007:6). Since this thesis focuses on Turkey as its major case 

study, the selection bias might be a serious threat. Fourth, the major threat against a case 

study is the low level of external validity (George and Bennett, 2005:31; Yin, 2003; 

Gerring, 2007:6). Whether the results of this case study are generalizable to other 

communities of IR or other social scientific disciplines? Why should readers outside 

Turkey care about Turkish IR? What can be learned about the Turkish case? Especially, 

single case studies are more vulnerable to threats for external validity because the 

sample is too small to make inferences about a larger population and there is no 

variation on the dependent variable (King, Keohane and Verba, 1994:208-211; George 

and Bennett, 2005:32; Gerring, 2007:6).  

 

However, in order to avoid the selection bias and increase the level of external validity, 

the thesis employs a cross-case analysis and suggests that Turkish IR is a typical or a 

representative case. John Gerring argues that there are nine major techniques for case 

selection: typical, diverse, extreme, deviant, influential, crucial, pathway, most-similar 

and most-different (Gerring, 2007:88). One of these selection procedures is the typical 

case. “The typical case exemplifies what is considered to be a typical case set of values, 

given some general understanding of a phenomenon. By construction, the typical case is 

also representative case” (Gerring, 2007:91). Robert Yin notes that a representative or a 

typical case “may represent a typical “project” among many different projects, a 

manufacturing firm believed to be typical of many other manufacturing firms in the 

same industry, a typical urban neighborhood, or a representative school, as examples” 

(Yin, 2003:41).  
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A case can be chosen as a typical case on the basis of a set of descriptive characteristics 

or values (Gerring, 2007:91). These characteristics are determined according to the 

theoretical approach of the researcher, the relevant factors at play and the sample of 

potential cases (Gerring, 2007:92-3). Gerring claims that the case selection procedure is 

based upon a prior analysis of the larger population of potential cases (cross-case 

analysis) and the reasons for this choice rests upon the way in which the case is situated 

or positioned within that population (Gerring, 2007:90-1). According to Gerring, 

“Where the selection criteria are multidimensional and a large sample of potential cases 

is in play, some form of factor analysis may be useful in identifying the most-typical 

case(s)” (Gerring, 2007:92). Initially, the researcher identifies the relevant variables and 

then he/she selects the case that has typical values relative to the overall model 

(Gerring, 2007:93).  

Although the project focuses on a single case, it will compare and contrast the Turkish 

case with various other national or regional IR communities. However, the comparisons 

will be based on secondary research and depend on available data and information in the 

IR literature. The thesis suggests that Turkey shares many similarities with other 

peripheral IR communities and Turkey has a set of typical values on many dimensions 

which will be discussed in the following chapters. In addition, both qualitative and 

quantitative research techniques such as descriptive statistics, questionnaire survey, 

semi-structured interviewing, publication analysis, discourse analysis, citation analysis 

and process-tracing method will be employed in the thesis. Whereas, the publication 

analysis (the journal article and PhD thesis database), discourse analysis and citation 

analysis allow me to identify and discuss major trends in the development of IRST, the 

survey and interviews help me to make comparisons across individuals, publications 

and universities in Turkish IR. 

 

First of all, a journal article and PhD thesis database is constructed in order to analyze 

writings and research practice of the IRCT (Please see Appendix_05)10

                                                 
10 The analysis of articles and PhD theses will be referred as ‘the article or PhD theses database’ in the 
thesis. 

. This analysis 

aims to reveal general tendencies in the domestic and international publications of the 

IRCT in terms of level of abstractness, theoretical approach, methodology, 

epistemology, issue area, region of study, substantive issue, normative arguments, etc. 

The journal article database includes the analysis of 1011 articles which have been 

published by the members of the IR departments in Turkey in the following IR journals: 
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Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi (Ankara University Journal of Faculty of Political 

Sciences) (1943-2010), Turkish Yearbook of IR (1960-2009), Perceptions (1996-2009), 

Uluslararası İlişkiler (International Relations) (2004-10), Insight Turkey (2004-8), 

Uluslararası Hukuk ve Politika (International Law and Politics) (2004-10), Middle 

Eastern Studies (1993-2009), Turkish Studies (2000-9) and other international journals 

(61 different journals) (1976-2009). Moreover, 125 PhD theses from 7 different 

universities in Turkey and 37 PhD theses from different universities in the US and 

United Kingdom have been analyzed in similar terms as well.  

 

Second, a citation analysis database has been constructed in order to analyze to what 

extent Turkish IR scholars depend upon Western IR scholars or their national 

colleagues in producing new scientific knowledge (Please see Appendix_07). The 

database also aims to provide information about the level of information exchange and 

dialogue among the members of the IRCT. In order to construct the database, journal 

articles and major textbooks which were published by the members of the IRCT have 

been analyzed. The analysis covers three journals: Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi 

(Journal of Ankara University Faculty of Political Sciences) (1943-2010), Uluslararası 

İlişkiler (International Relations) (2004-10) and Turkish Studies (2000-9) and 11 major 

textbooks in the sub-fields of IR theory, foreign policy analysis, IR politics, IR Law, IR 

organizations and Turkish Foreign Policy (Gönlübol, 1978(2000); Eralp, 1996a, 2005a; 

Arı, 2004, 2006; Sönmezoğlu, 2005; Dağı, 2007a; Özcan and Kut, 2000; Oran, 2006a; 

Pazarcı, 2005; Hasgüler and Uludağ, 2004). Sixth, in order to explore the level of 

mutual dependence between the Turkish and Western IR communities, the reading 

items that are used in the training of undergraduate and graduate students in Turkish IR 

have also been scrutinized. Following Hayward Alker and Thomas Biersteker (1984), 

Biersteker (2009), Arlene Tickner (2003) and Ole Waever’s studies (1998), the syllabi 

of courses on IR theory of eighteen IR departments in Turkey have been collected and 

all the items in them were coded according to the national base of authors, language and 

meta-theoretical orientation (Please see Appendix_08).  

 

Third, one of the major weaknesses of the studies on development of IR studies in 

Turkey is the lack of systematic data on major characteristics, history, development and 

current status of the IR academia. In order to collect data about how international 

relations is taught and how IR scholars in Turkey perceive the discipline, an online 

survey was conducted among all the faculty members of the IR departments in Turkey 
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in May-July 2009. The survey was prepared by Prof. Mustafa Aydın11 and myself and 

conducted on behalf of Uluslararası İlişkiler Konseyi (UİK) (the International Relations 

Council)12

In order to reach at least some of the faculty members face to face and to increase the 

response rate, the questionnaire was first circulated among the participants of the Third 

International Relations Studies and Education Congress organized by UİK (the 

 in Turkey. The Survey consisted of 55 questions and it consists of five parts: 

Teaching International Relations, International Relations Discipline, International 

Relations in Turkey, Areas of Interest and Personal Information (Please see 

Appendix_01). The questionnaire includes questions about the IR discipline in Turkey, 

the IR curriculum, courses, dominant topics and research subjects, area of interests, 

regions and major theoretical approaches, political attitudes, funds, language and types 

of publication, academic journals, universities, job market, competence and 

performance standards, the involvement of academy in policy-making process and non-

academic intellectual activities, etc. 

 

In order to conduct the survey, initially, we identified all the universities that have a 

Department of International Relations (IR) in Turkey from the Republic of Turkey 

Higher Education Council`s official list of public and private universities. We found out 

that, as of May 2009, 53 universities in Turkey have a Department of IR. There are 40 

Departments of IR, 10 Departments of Political Science and International Relations, 2 

Departments of International Relations and European Union in Turkey. Sabanci 

University Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences was also added to the list because 

although the Faculty has no separate departments, there is a group of IR scholars in it. 

We then identified all full- and part-time IR faculty members in these departments 

through a series of web searches, emails and communications with department 

secretaries. As of May 2009, we identified a total of 758 faculty members (including 

research/teaching assistants) in these departments. The distribution of these faculty 

members according to their titles is as follows:  111 Professor Dr., 98 Associate Prof. 

Dr., 206 Assistant Prof. Dr., 61 Lecturers/Instructors, 21 Dr., 227 Research/Teaching 

Assistants and 34 titles cannot be identified. The sample did not include researchers 

employed in government, private firms, or think tank institutions.  

 

                                                 
11 Prof. Mustafa Aydın was the Head of the Department of International Relations in TOBB Economic 
Technical University, Turkey and the head of Uluslararası İlişkiler Konseyi (UİK) (the International 
Relations Council) in Turkey in 2009.  
12 The survey will be referred as the UİK Survey 2009 in the thesis. 
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International Relations Council) in 28-31 May 2009 in Trabzon, Turkey. Out of 98 

faculty members, who attended the Congress from 36 different universities, 15 

respondents answered our survey. Afterwards, on 1 June 2009, we sent e-mails to 615 

faculty members and asked them to complete our online survey. Out of 758, the e-mail 

addresses of 143 scholars cannot be reached. Each individual was sent a live link to our 

web survey (invitation e-mail)13

Fifth, a publication preferences analysis of the IRCT has also been employed (Please 

see Appendix_06)

. The invitation e-mail involved all necessary 

information about the survey, the nature of the project and procedures (Please see 

Appendix_01). The participation to the survey was voluntary. Furthermore, the 

respondents were informed that they were free to refuse to answer or skip any questions. 

We promised confidentiality to all respondents and no answers were linked to any 

individual respondent. We sent 5 follow-up e-mails to non-respondents or who 

responded partially from 15 June to 27 July, 2009. As a result of this process, 195 

scholars responded our questionnaire either through online (180 respondents) or via a 

hardcopy in the Congress (15 respondents). In this context, among the whole population 

of 758, our response rate is 25.7 %. Among the population of 615, to whom the 

questionnaire can be sent or delivered, our response rate is 31.7 %. The findings of the 

survey were published in Uluslararası İlişkiler Dergisi (the Journal of International 

Relations) in 2010 (Aydın and Yazgan, 2010). 

 

Fourth, qualitative face-to-face semi-structured interviews were conducted with 26 full-

time academicians in the field of IR from 15 different IR departments in 7 different 

cities in Turkey in 2009, 2010 and 2011 by the author (Please see Appendix_02). These 

cities are İstanbul (9 interviewees), Ankara (9 interviewees), İzmir (3 interviewees), 

Konya (2 interviewees), Bolu (1 interviewee), Kırıkkale (1 interviewee), and Trabzon (1 

interviewee). 8 of these interviewees were the editors (6 chief editors/2 co-editors) of 6 

different major IR journals in Turkey. 10 of the interviewees were either existing or 

former heads of departments. The interviews aim to investigate the internal groupings in 

Turkish IR, Turkish IR’s place in global IR, the peer-review process in major Turkish 

IR journals, academy-state relations in Turkey and various other topics.  

 

14

                                                 
13 We used 

. The analysis aims to find out which journals Turkish IR scholars 

tend to publish their research. Hence, it aims to reveal whether the members of the 

IRCT tend to take the Western and/or Turkish IR community, the public decision-

www.surveymonkey.com for the survey. 
14 This analysis will be referred as “the publication preferences analysis” in the thesis. 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/�
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makers or the society in Turkey as their major audience. The analysis also includes 

information about the popular publication types in Turkish IR and popular languages 

that Turkish IR scholars tend to use in their publications. The analysis is based on the 

research output of 157 IR scholars in 21 different universities in Turkey.  

 
Sixth, besides these data collection techniques, the thesis will also use the process-

tracing method in order to analyze the causal mechanisms in the internal and external 

structures of the IR discipline in Turkey. The process-tracing method aims to identify 

the intervening causal process (the causal chain and causal mechanism) between major 

factors in a theoretical model (George and Bennet, 2005:206; 2001:143; Gerring, 2007; 

Checkel, 2006b:366). A causal mechanism refers to “the process, entity or state-of-

affairs involved in, or responsible for, an action, reaction or outcome of a natural or 

social phenomenon” (Wight, 2006:34). There are certain problems in Richard Whitley’s 

model in terms of defining causal relations and mechanisms. The thesis will attempt to 

identify and solve these problems by using the process-tracing method. 

 

Moreover, the causal mechanisms will be analyzed within the larger political and social 

context of the scientific knowledge production in IR therefore this study can also 

partially be considered as a thick description (Geertz, 1973). Thick description is a type 

of ethnographic study which aims to understand the culture within which actions gain 

meaning. Clifford Geertz defines culture as a context within which social events, 

behaviors, institutions, or processes can be thickly described (Geertz, 1973:14). This 

study does not exclusively take culture as a symbolic system and will not focus on the 

semiotic nature of culture as Geertz does (Geertz, 1973:14,17), but it aims to analyze 

practices of scientists within their larger social and political contexts. Finally, the thesis 

aims to provide an analysis of academic discourse in order to better explain the 

intellectual structure of Turkish IR. The discourse analysis will be based on the writings 

of the members of the IRCT such as books, book chapters, articles and research papers 

of the members of the IRCT. The analysis will be used to compare and contrast the 

discourses of Turkish and Western IR communities.  

 

Chapter Outline 

 

The first chapter focuses on the major approaches in Sociology of Science (SoS) and 

addresses major assumptions, merits and demerits of the Mertonian (Institutional) 
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School of Sociology of Science, the Kuhnian tradition, the Strong Programme of 

Science and the Cultural Studies of Science in SS. This chapter outlines Richard 

Whitley’s model and address the relationship between structure of scientific disciplines 

and its implications upon different types of knowledge production. The second chapter 

assesses the strengths and weaknesses of Whitley’s model with respect to four major 

structural models in social theory. The analysis will particularly focus on the impasse 

regarding the explanation of functional division of labor and the role of structure in 

socialization.  

 

The third chapter analyzes the historical development and the current state of the higher 

education system and social sciences in Turkey. The historical development of the 

system will be analyzed on the basis of four periods: the legacy of the Ottoman Empire, 

the formation period (1910-1950), the period of growth and turbulence (1950-1980) and 

the institutionalization, centralization and standardization of the system (1980s-2000s). 

Afterwards, the chapter aims to discuss different aspects of the current state of the 

Turkish higher education system. The fourth chapter aims to analyze the development 

and current state of the IR discipline in Turkey. The first part deals with the historical-

institutional development of IR in Turkey from the 1950s onwards. The second part 

analyzes the current status of the IR discipline in Turkey. The third part focuses on the 

relations between the Turkish and the Western IR communities. This chapter discusses 

the high level of socialization of Turkish IR to Western IR and the functional 

integration between them.  

 

The fifth chapter aims to focus on the internal structure of the IR discipline in Turkey. 

The chapter analyzes how varying degrees of mutual dependence and task uncertainty 

influence the research problems, methods, outcomes and coordination and control in the 

IR discipline in Turkey. The chapter discusses the causes of the low level of functional 

differentiation between the Western-IR-socialized scholars and other scholars in 

Turkish IR. The final chapter focuses on the major contextual factors that shape the 

internal structure of Turkish IR. The degree of reputational autonomy, the concentration 

of control over resources and the degree of variety and reputational equivalence of 

audiences in the IR studies in Turkey will be analyzed in this chapter. The chapter also 

addresses the degree of mutual dependence between the field of IR and other fields. The 

conclusion discusses the results of the thesis and addresses the prospects of theoretical 

contributions from the Turkish IR community to the global IR studies. 
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CHAPTER I: SOCIOLOGY OF SCIENCE & THE STRUCTURE OF 
SCIENTIFIC DISCIPLINES 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The broad objective of this thesis is to explore why national scientific communities tend 

to produce different types of knowledge in different settings. In order to explore the 

sources of these variations, the thesis will focus on the contextual environment of 

scientific disciplines, their internal social and intellectual organizations/structures and 

their productions. The Sociology of Science15

First, the chapter aims to discuss whether or how these theoretical approaches analyze 

the relationship between social factors and the content of scientific knowledge. Second, 

it will particularly focus on how they analyze the social and intellectual structure of 

scientific disciplines. Third, it will address whether they are able to explain variations in 

the contextual environment of scientific disciplines and the production of different types 

of scientific knowledge. The chapter will argue that the best framework that analyzes 

variations between and within sciences and scientific disciplines is the Organizational 

Theory of Science (OTS) (Collins, 1975; Whitley, 1984; Fuchs, 1992). The comparative 

framework of the OTS offers the best tools that can be used to explain why national 

scientific communities tend to produce different types of knowledge. The chapter 

 (SoS) is an area of study which deals with 

institutional organization, structure, processes, contexts and products of science 

(Zuckerman, 1988; Jasanoff, 1995; Hess, 1997; Bucchi, 2004; Yearley, 2005; 

Sismondo, 2004; David, 2005). It deals with the sociology of scientific community itself 

and the relations between science and society. It aims to answer whether social factors 

play a role in scientific knowledge production and the ways in which a scientific 

community is conditioned by its social and cultural contexts (Zuckerman, 1988; 

Jasanoff, 1995; Hess, 1997; Bucchi, 2004; Yearley, 2005; Sismondo, 2004; David, 

2005; Dolby, 1971). The chapter focuses on four major approaches in SoS: the 

Mertonian (Institutional) School of Sociology of Science, the Kuhnian tradition, the 

Sociology of Scientific Knowledge (the Strong Programme of Science, the Interest 

Theory, the Empirical Program of Relativism, the Constructivist Approach to Science, 

Actor Network Theory) and the Organizational Theory of Science.  

 

                                                 
15 The relationship between social factors, knowledge, scientific knowledge, sociology and science, have 
been discussed under the labels ‘the Sociology of Knowledge’ (Law, 1986; Gaston, 1978), ‘the Sociology 
of Science’ (Merton, 1973), ‘the Sociology of Scientific Knowledge’ (Shapin, 1995), ‘the Science and 
Technology Studies (STS)’ (Jasanoff, 1995; Sismondo, 2004), ‘the Social Study of Science’ (Bucchi 
2004; Yearley, 2005) and ‘Science Studies’ (Hess, 1997). I would prefer to use the sociology of science 
(SoS). 
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consists of two major parts. The first part will address major assumptions, merits and 

demerits of these major approaches in SoS. The second part of the paper shall deal with 

the OTS in detail.   

   

PART I - MAJOR APPROACHES IN THE SOCIOLOGY OF SCIENCE    
 

The sociology of science (SoS) is a sub-field of the sociology of knowledge. Whereas, 

the sociology of knowledge investigates the relations between human thought, 

knowledge claims and social and cultural factors (Meja and Stehr, 1993:637; Camic, 

2001:8143), SoS focuses on social features of science and especially social production 

of scientific knowledge (Mulkay, 1993:638). Although, the works of Max Scheler, Karl 

Mannheim, Emile Durkheim, Lucien Levy-Bruhl and Marcel Mauss can be considered 

as part of SoS literature, Robert K. Merton is seen as the founding father of this sub-

field (Knorr-Cetina and Mulkay; 1983a:2; Shapin, 1995:294; Law, 1986:1; Merton, 

1973:xi; Dolby and Barnes, 1972:9-10; Yearley, 2005:8; Bucchi, 2004:16).  

 

The Mertonian Approach 
 

In 1945, Merton offers a paradigm for the sociology of knowledge and enumerates 

major subject matters that it deals with (Merton, 1973:12-3): (a) the social or cultural 

basis of knowledge, (b) what type or which aspects of knowledge are sociologically 

analyzed, (c) whether there is a causal, functional, symbolic or organic relationship 

between knowledge and its social basis, (d) the functions of knowledge and (e) the 

conditions between the social base and knowledge (Merton, 1973:12-3). Merton was a 

pioneer because his idea that “the discovery of truth is socially (historically) 

conditioned” encouraged many scientists to focus on the social determinants of 

knowledge (Merton, 1973:11). His theoretical model inspired many scientists to 

undertake various studies on the institutional mechanisms that govern science 

(Hagstrom, 1965). Stratification studies and the cumulative advantage / disadvantage 

theory (Crane, 1965; Cole and Cole, 1973; Rossiter, 1993; Merton and Zuckerman, 

1973a,b), productivity studies (Fox, 1983, 1995; Cohen, 1980, 1981; Gieryn and Hirsh, 

1983; Allison, et.al, 1976), specialty studies (Chubin, 1976; Hess, 1997:73-4), citation 

studies and bibliometrics (Price, 1963; Merton and Zuckerman, 1973a,b; Cano, 1991; 

Broadus, 1987) are some of these studies. Nevertheless, due to limited space this 

chapter will focus on Merton’s own theoretical model. 
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Merton argues that society is composed of various institutions (e.g. economy, religion) 

and science16 is one of them. Every institution serves a necessary function and “The 

institutional goal of science is the extension of certified knowledge” (Merton, 

1973:270). Merton focuses on the institutional structure of science which he calls ‘the 

ethos of science’17

(c) Disinterestedness: Disinterestedness is the idea that scientists shall refrain to follow 

their personal interests through illicit means in the scientific domain. A scientist is 

attributed to have “a passion for knowledge, idle curiosity, altruistic concern with the 

benefit to humanity, and a host of other special motives” (Merton, 1973:276). (d) 

Organized skepticism: This element implies that scientists should suspend their 

judgments about all new ideas until they have been scrutinized on the basis of logical 

and empirical criteria (Merton, 1973:277). These four institutional imperatives derive 

. The ethos is composed of norms and values and they are “expressed 

in the form of prescriptions, proscriptions, preferences, and permissions” (Merton, 

1973:268-9). These norms guide the behavior of scientists and they can be considered 

as institutional imperatives (Merton, 1973:270). Those who follow them are rewarded 

and there are sanctions for those who violate them. They are internalized by scientists 

and shape their consciousness (Merton, 1973:269). The entire structure of norms 

promotes scientists’ efforts to advance scientific knowledge. 

 

There are two types of norms: technical (cognitive) and cultural (social) (Merton, 

1973:268). ‘Empirical evidence’ and ‘logical consistency’ are two major technical 

norms (Merton, 1973:270). Nevertheless, Merton solely focuses on social norms and 

emphasizes the cultural structure of science (Merton, 1973:268). The structure consists 

of four major norms: (a) Universalism: Universalism implies that there are universal 

criteria for deciding the validity claims in science. “truth claims…are to be subjected to 

preestablished impersonal criteria: consonant with observation and with previously 

confirmed knowledge” (Merton, 1973:270, 271, ft.6, emphasis original). (b) 

Communism: Communism implies that scientific products are considered to be the 

property of the community because they are generated through social collaboration 

(Merton, 1973:273). “The scientist’s claim to “his” intellectual “property” is limited to 

that of recognition and esteem” (Merton, 1973:273).  

 

                                                 
16 According to him, science refers to “a set of characteristics methods”, “a stock of accumulated 
knowledge” and/or “a set of cultural values and mores” (Merton, 1973:268).  
17 The ethos of science refers to “the emotionally toned complex of rules, prescriptions, mores, beliefs, 
values and presuppositions that are held to be binding upon the scientist” (Merton, 1973:258, ft.15, 268-
9).  
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from the aim of science and its methods (Merton, 1973:270). They are binding not only 

because they have a methodological rationale, but also because they are believed to be 

right and good (Merton, 1973:270).  

 

Besides the internal cultural structure of science, Merton is also interested in the 

relations between science and other institutions in society. He believes that different 

institutional spheres of society are interdependent (Merton, 1973:175, 181). Science, as 

an institution, is dependent upon religious, economic or political institutions. Merton 

shows how social and material conditions affect the development of science in his study 

on the emergence of science in England in the 17th century (1938). He argues that 

before its emergence and institutionalization, science need to justify its utility, function 

and value to a society. According to him, the values of Puritan ethic18 and the pressing 

economic, military and technological problems provided a substantial basis for the 

legitimacy of science and contributed to its institutionalization in England in the 17th

                                                 
18 Puritan ethic promoted the emergence of values such as rationalism, individualism and empiricism, 
which were vitally important for science to emerge (Bucchi, 2004:16). 

 

century (Merton, 1973:181-3, 229, 254). Merton argues that the relations between 

different institutions in society are historically and socially conditioned (Merton, 

1973:176). In some societies, social and material conditions provided a suitable 

environment for the legitimacy and institutionalization of science but in others they did 

not (Merton, 1973:229, 254). Thus, he “raises the question about the kind of social 

structure in which these doctrines of the utility of science are apt to emerge and prove 

consequential” (Merton, 1973:186).  

 

However, after science emerged as a legitimate institution, it gradually gained a certain 

degree of autonomy and the impact of social and material factors lessened (Merton, 

1973:185-6). In fact, Merton disconnects the link between social and material factors 

and the content of scientific knowledge and he does not offer any substantial arguments 

about the content of science (Sismondo, 2004:21; Bucchi, 2004:16; Waever and 

Tickner, 2009:12). The material and social conditions are necessary only for the 

establishment of science as an institution. He does not sufficiently analyze how 

changing social conditions influence the content of scientific knowledge. Therefore, the 

Mertonian model is not capable of explaining variations in social conditions and their 

impact upon the internal structure of scientific disciplines and the production of 

different types of scientific knowledge.   
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In addition, Merton distinguishes between technical/cognitive and cultural/social norms 

and he solely focuses on the latter (Sismondo, 2004:21). Merton and his colleagues only 

focus on institutional aspects of science (Bucchi, 2004:16). Furthermore, Merton’s 

theoretical assumptions have not been firmly supported by empirical evidence 

(Zuckerman, 1988:517; Yearley, 2005:10-1; Bucchi, 2004:17; Sismondo, 2004:26). The 

empirical studies on the normative structure of science demonstrate that scientists 

sometimes follow four norms depicted by Merton, but sometimes they follow counter-

norms, namely, particularism, individualism, interestedness and organized dogmatism 

(Mitroff, 1974:592; Bucchi, 2004:18; Zuckerman, 1988:517; Mulkay, 1993; Yearley, 

2005:10-1; Sismondo, 2004:26). In this context, to what extent the cultural/normative 

structure of science governs the behavior of scientists is a matter of debate.  

 

The Kuhnian Approach 
 

During the 1960s and 1970s, the writings of Thomas Kuhn had a deep impact on the 

growing literature about sociological study of scientific knowledge and communities 

(Whitley, 1984a:2-3; King, 1971:4). Kuhn defines science or scientific disciplines on 

the basis of a scientific community and their shared beliefs (Kuhn, 1970:177, 179). The 

members of a scientific community are bound by a “strong network of commitments-

conceptual, theoretical, instrumental, and methodological” (Kuhn, 1970:42). Kuhn calls 

this set of commitments as a paradigm (Kuhn, 1970:176). In fact, Kuhn defines 

paradigms on the basis of two meanings19

In terms of the former meaning, a paradigm is composed of sets of ordered elements 

(Kuhn, 1970:182). First of all, there are symbolic generalizations like f=m.a. They serve 

to denote scientific laws which describe systematic patterns of behaviors among 

elements or individuals. Second, it consists of beliefs in particular models (Kuhn, 

. On the one hand, paradigm refers to “the 

entire constellation of beliefs, values, techniques, and so on shared by the members of a 

given community” (Kuhn, 1970:175). On the other hand, it implies “one sort of element 

in that constellation, the concrete puzzle-solutions which, employed as models or 

examples” (Kuhn, 1970:175).  

 

                                                 
19 Kuhn elaborates the concept of paradigm in the Postscript of his book, the Structure of Scientific 
Revolutions, which he revised in 1969. As Margaret Masterman notes, in the main script of original 
edition, the term paradigm was used in at least twenty-two different ways (Kuhn:1970, 174, Masterman, 
1964). However, in order to prevent misunderstandings, I would like to focus on Kuhn’s elaboration of 
these two meanings.  
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1970:184). Models present analogies or metaphors, they give an idea of what an 

acceptable explanation or a solution is, and they imply which are more important 

(Kuhn, 1970:184). Third, a paradigm consists of values (Kuhn, 1970:185). Values guide 

scientists about how predictions or theories should be or what science should seek, etc. 

Fourth, exemplars constitute another element of paradigm (Kuhn, 1970:187). They are 

the most important elements of a paradigm since “differences between sets of exemplars 

provide the community fine-structure of science” (Kuhn, 1970:187). Exemplars are 

concrete or technical solutions of problems. Their function is vitally important because 

by studying these problems, a student can understand and internalize what a problem is, 

how concepts, tools and methods are used, etc (Kuhn, 1970:187). The student can see 

how they are related to nature and identify similarities in different situations. In this 

way, he/she acquires “a way of seeing” (Kuhn, 1970:189). According to Kuhn 

paradigms guide scientists through models and rules but research is possible without 

rules so models or modeling is very crucial for science (Kuhn, 1970:47).  

 

Kuhn denies the idea that scientific development is the incremental accumulation of 

knowledge (Kuhn, 1970:1-2). He suggests that “mature science” develops through 

successive transformation of one paradigm to another through revolutions (Kuhn, 

1970:12). Kuhn distinguishes between three stages of development. In the ‘pre-mature’ 

phase, a scientific discipline is characterized by different competing views of their 

subject matter and there are no standard set of methods or of phenomena that guide the 

practitioners of that field (Kuhn, 1970:15-7). In the ‘normal science’ period, a paradigm 

emerges and scientists begin to share certain assumptions about the nature of the field’s 

subject-matter, possible problems in the field and their solutions (Kuhn, 1970:10). In 

this period, they tend not to search for new concepts, elements or theories; on the 

contrary, they generally resist new inventions (Kuhn, 1970:23-4; 52). They deal with 

‘mopping up operations’ or ‘puzzle-solving’, namely, making the paradigm more 

precise and coherent, filling its gaps, removing ambiguities and trying to solve the 

problems that it defines (Kuhn, 1970:27; 34, 36, 38, 52).  

 

However, sometimes there might be some problems that cannot be solved by using 

existing rules and procedures or certain methods and techniques yield unexpected 

results. When these “anomalies” reach to a certain point, then the revolutionary phase 

begins (Kuhn, 1970:5-6, 69, 74-5, 77, 88). In these periods, scientists start to look for 

new and alternative solutions and these novel theories give rise to the emergence of new 
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commitments (Kuhn, 1970:5-6, 90-1). When these new commitments replace with the 

older ones, a scientific revolution occurs. Revolution denotes “a reconstruction of the 

field from new fundamentals, a reconstruction that changes some of the field’s most 

elementary theoretical generalizations as well as many of its paradigm methods and 

applications” (Kuhn, 1970:85, 181).  

 

Due to his notion of paradigm and his argument that scientific progress is not an 

approximation to the truth, Kuhn has been criticized as being a relativist (Kuhn, 

1970:170, 206). However, he argues that his position is not relativist because he 

believes that sequential paradigm changes is a sign of scientific progress (Kuhn, 

1970:206). Scientific progress is “a process of evolution from primitive beginnings-a 

process whose successive stages are characterized by an increasingly detailed and 

refined understanding of nature. But nothing that has been or will be said makes it a 

process of evolution toward anything” (Kuhn, 1970:170, emphasis original). The 

elaborate understanding of nature does not take us to the truth since paradigms are 

constitutive of science and nature as well (Kuhn, 1970:110).    

 

Thomas Kuhn has presented one of the most significant and controversial models that 

explain the structure of scientific revolutions. One of the major significance of Kuhn’s 

model is that it has presented a firm challenge to foundationalism (Sismondo, 2004:15). 

Foundationalism is the thesis that truth or falsity of our claims or beliefs can be 

evaluated on the basis of objective or neutral procedures (Sismondo, 2004:15). 

Moreover, Kuhn’s ideas about the revolutionary shifts in science challenge the Whig 

history which explains the development of science as a series of steps towards present 

(Sismondo, 2004:18). In addition, Kuhn’s idea that what scientists see is dependent 

upon the theory that they already hold transformed the study of science and his 

“description of science as ‘paradigm dependent’ opened up…science to sociology” 

(David, 2005:13).   

 

Nevertheless, Kuhn solely focuses on internal dynamics of the scientific community 

(Bucchi, 2004:38-9) and his approach adopts a unitary view of scientific disciplines and 

change (Whitley, 1984a:3). Namely, scientific fields are similar and when a scientific 

field becomes mature, it is expected to follow the same pattern of intellectual change 

regardless of its contextual environment (Whitley, 1984a:3). “These two assumptions of 

uniformity and inevitability in knowledge development in mature fields prevented 
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social scientists from studying variations between the sciences and investigating the 

social conditions in which radical intellectual change will occur” (Whitley, 1984a:3). 

On the contrary, scientific production and assessment can change in different 

environments and as a result different types of knowledge might be generated (Whitley, 

1984a:4). Although, the Kuhnian approach presents a valid argument by rejecting the 

assumption that social relations have no impact upon the content of scientific 

knowledge, he could not offer a comparative framework to analyze variations in 

scientific disciplines. A “comparative understanding is an essential part of any adequate 

sociology of scientific knowledge which seeks to analyze how different knowledges are 

produced and changed” (Whitley, 1984a:6; Zuckerman, 1988:539; David, 2005:18).  

    

The Sociology of Scientific Knowledge (SSK) 
 

Besides Kuhn’s substantial intervention, the Sociology of Scientific Knowledge (SSK) 

emerged as another influential school of thought in SoS in the 1970s. Initially, it was 

called the Edinburgh School and Barry Barnes, David Bloor, Michael MacKenzie, 

Steve Shapin, Harry Collins and Andrew Pickering were some of the influential figures 

(Pickering, 1992:1; Shapin, 1995:290; Collins, 1983a). In parallel with Kuhn, SSK 

emerged as a reaction to one of the predominant assumptions in the philosophy and 

sociology of science. The assumption20

According to the SSK, historians of science empirically demonstrated that the scientific 

knowledge production is influenced by its immediate scientific context and the wider 

social context (Barnes, 1996:62-3). Moreover, they argue that observation/experience is 

not independent from language or theories (Barnes, 1996:63). In this context, SSK 

argues that the content and nature of scientific knowledge should be a subject matter of 

sociological analysis (Bloor, 1991:3; Pickering, 1992:1). Their landmark argument is 

that “scientific knowledge is constitutively social” (Pickering, 1992:4; Barnes, 

1983:19). Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, several approaches flourished under the 

 is that because the production and validation of 

scientific knowledge is depended upon objective and absolute methods (observation and 

experiment) and because scientific thought is governed by reason (or logic), social 

factors do not have an impact upon knowledge at all (Dolby, 1971:3; Whitley, 1984a:1; 

King, 1971:3; Barnes, 1996:62). This argument was one of the predominant ideas in 

SoS in the 1940s onwards and implicitly defended by the Mertonian School.  

 

                                                 
20 Some scholars call this assumption ‘epistemological rationality’ (Whitley, 1972:76). 
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title of SSK such as the Strong Programme of Science, the Interest Theory, the Social 

Contructivist School, the Empirical Program of Relativism, the Laboratory Studies, the 

Actor Network Theory, Symbolic Interactionism and Ethnomethodology (Shapin, 

1995:295-6; Pickering, 1992:1; Cole, 1996:274; Hess, 1997:82; Sismondo, 2004:49). 

Obviously, all these approaches offer a wide variety of arguments about the production 

of scientific knowledge. The following discussion will briefly summarize the major 

tenets of four of these approaches.  

 

The Strong Programme of Science and the Interest Theory 

 

The Strong Programme of Science and the Interest Theory are two major sub-schools of 

SSK. David Bloor (1991), Barry Barnes (1975, 1983, 1996; Barnes and Edge, 1982a,b), 

Andrew Pickering (1992) and James Henry (Barnes, Bloor and Henry, 1996) were some 

of the influential figures. The Strong Programme is generally associated with Bloor’s 

four major tenets which provided a point of reference for later works (Bloor, 1991:7): 

(a) Causality: there is a causal relationship between knowledge and its social conditions 

(Bloor, 1991:166). (b) Impartiality: the sociology of knowledge shall be impartial 

towards both true and false beliefs. (c) Symmetry: the same type of causes would 

explain both true and false beliefs (Bloor, 1991:16) and (d) Reflexivity: the explanations 

of the sociology of knowledge must also be applicable to sociology itself. However, 

these two sub-schools offer other significant assumptions.   

 

The members of these schools focus on scientific knowledge, what actually scientists do 

(the scientific practice) and “the field of resources that practice operates in and on” (the 

scientific culture) (Pickering, 1992:2). They define scientific knowledge as a single 

conceptual network (Pickering, 1992:2; Barnes, 1983:23-4). Concepts in this net are 

connected to one another through generalizations and each generalization is associated 

with a degree of certainty or probability (Pickering, 1992:2; Barnes, 1983:23-4). The 

concepts are also connected to “the natural world by the piling up of instances under the 

headings of various observable terms” (Pickering, 1992:2). They define scientific 

practice as “the creative extension of the conceptual net to fit new circumstances” 

(Pickering, 1992:2). Thus modeling or analogy is very important.   

 

These extensions or scientific practices are carried out within the context of scientific 

culture (Barnes, 1996:61; Bloor, 1991:5). According to Bloor, the scientific culture 
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involves shared assumptions, standards, purposes and meanings (Bloor, 1991:5). 

Scientific community shapes use of reason through these shared elements and also 

provides the conditions for sustaining and reinforcing knowledge. In this sense, 

knowledge is influenced by culture (Bloor, 1991:5). Moreover, the extensions of 

scientific knowledge generate controversies and disputes and require consensus and 

authority. Since reason and experience do not sufficiently determine which knowledge 

should be accepted as scientific, knowledge production involves an element of 

agreement or consensus within the scientific community (Barnes, 1996:65). Barnes 

claims that general acceptance of a belief as knowledge might be a sufficient ground for 

its validation though it is not the single criterion (Barnes, 1996:61). According to him, 

knowledge is “customarily accepted belief” and it is sustained by consensus and 

authority of custom and tradition (Barnes, 1996:61). 

 

Furthermore, the extension of knowledge is an open-ended process (Pickering, 1992:2). 

During this process, disagreements or controversies between scientists emerge because 

application of received knowledge requires interpretation and evaluation (Barnes, 

1983:26, 28, 1996:61). The members of this school focus on these controversies and try 

to understand how they are closed (Pickering, 1992:4). How scientists reach consensus 

over new scientific knowledge or why they chose a particular convention over others 

(Barnes, 1996:67)? Barnes, Bloor, Henry and Pickering suggest that interests and goals 

play a significant role in the emergence of consensus in science (Barnes, 1996:67; 

Pickering, 1992). They believe that “Goals and interests are associated with scientific 

research in all actual situations, and operate as contributory causes of actions or series 

of actions which constitute the research” (Barnes, et.al,1996:120). They emphasize the 

instrumental aspect of scientific knowledge. Namely, “knowledge is for use…and actors 

have their own interests that instruments can serve well or ill” (Pickering, 1992:4). 

Thus, scientists may try to extend scientific knowledge in ways that might serve their 

interests.   
 
Specific objectives and interests may be posited to reside in specific situated scientific 
communities. When beliefs are evaluated in such communities and the business of 
deciding what precisely is to count as knowledge is under way, there will be alternative 
possibilities available for consideration, all rationally defensible as compatible with 
experience. Where a specific collective choice is made it may be amenable to 
explanation as the choice most appropriate to some relevant objective or interest. The 
objective or interest may be considered as a cause of the choice (Barnes, 1996:67).  

 

Moreover, “interests serve as standards against which the products of such extensions, 

new conceptual nets, can be assessed. A good extension of the net is one that serves the 
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interest of the relevant scientific community best” (Pickering, 1992:4). In sum, 

“scientific knowledge has to be seen…as knowledge relative to a particular culture, with 

this relativity specified through a sociological concept of interest” (Pickering, 1992:5). 

However, it should be noted that, interests are not the elements that distort the operation 

of reason but the fusion of interests and reason influences what a community takes to be 

true or false (Barnes, 1996:69).  

 

The Empirical Programme of Relativism (EPOR) 

 

The Empirical Programme of Relativism (EPOR) is another sub-school of SSK which 

explores the social dimension of scientific knowledge on the basis of a three-stage 

model (Collins, 1974, 1981, 1983a, 1983b; Collins and Pinch, 1993). First, Harry 

Collins, one of the leading figures of this approach, argues that empirical data does not 

solely provide an adequate ground for validation of scientific knowledge (Collins, 

1981:6-7; 1983b:95). He believes that any piece of data can give rise to more than one 

interpretation of its meaning so the evidence is not sufficient for the closure (resolution) 

of scientific disputes. The meaning of all thoughts and actions (acting, seeing, 

measuring, etc.) are given by taken-for-granted rules of a culture, since cultural contexts 

vary across time and place, truth can vary too (Collins, 1983b:90-1). Thus, one needs to 

analyze “the taken-for-granted rules of the culture” (native competence or tacit 

knowledge) in order to understand the meaning of all action (Collins, 1983b:90-1). In 

this context, Collins implies that local cultural contexts influence scientific knowledge 

production.  

 

Second, Collins investigates social negotiations between scientists and aims to identify 

how scientific debates and controversies are closed (Collins, 1981:4; 1983b:95). Collins 

focuses on institutional and social-network based closure mechanisms.  Collins and 

Trevor Pinch emphasizes the role of persuasion, successful mobilization of supporters 

or high level of control over research funding in the closure of scientific disputes rather 

than the role of reason, data or experiments (Collins and Pinch, 1993;Yearley, 2005:33). 

Third, the relationship between the scientific community and the wider social 

environment is another factor that influences how controversies end (Collins, 

1983b:95). Collins implies that scientific controversies are closed because sometimes 

broader economic, political, social or cultural forces favor one interpretation over 

another (Collins, 1983b:95-6; Yearley, 2005:31).   
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The Constructivist Approach to Science 

 

The Constructivist Approach (or the Laboratory Studies) focuses on scientific practice 

and aims to demonstrate how scientific knowledge is socially constructed. Scientific 

knowledge is something selectively created, constructed and fabricated in the laboratory 

(Knorr-Cetina, 1981:3-4, 26-7; 1995:145). Scientific products are constructed through 

an internal structuring which refers to a process of fabrication. This internal structuring 

involves selections (chains of decisions and negotiations) and translations 

(transformation of one definition of problem or one chain of selections to another) at 

several levels (Knorr-Cetina, 1981:5-6; 1995:147). Selections can only be made on the 

basis of previous selections so they have to be translated (Knorr-Cetina, 1981:81). Thus, 

previous selections turn out to be both topic and resource for further selections by other 

scientists. Furthermore, selections are depended upon “the context of research” and 

“concrete research situation” (which are defined as indexicality) and “local 

idiosynracies” (Knorr-Cetina, 1981:33, 37). Meaning of things, rules, acts, etc. are 

depended on context, research situation, local interpretations and local know-how. 

Hence, scientific practice is contextually and situationally contingent and local (Knorr-

Cetina, 1981:33, 37).  

 

In addition, a scientist’s selections in the laboratory are also influenced by a 

contextuality beyond the laboratory and beyond his/her scientific community (Knorr-

Cetina, 1981:81-2). Karin Knorr-Cetina calls them as “variable transscientific fields” 

(Knorr-Cetina, 1981:82). Variable transscientific fields refer to networks of symbolic 

relationships (Knorr-Cetina, 1981:82). Besides the scientific community itself, a 

variable transscientific field includes administrators of universities and research 

institutes, members of research foundations, government officials, representatives of 

industry, managers or editors of publishing houses and scientists from other fields 

(Knorr-Cetina, 1981:82). Neither transscientific fields nor the laboratory scientists 

(neither scientific/internal/cognitive nor external/social factors) are determinant of 

scientific products and practice (Knorr-Cetina, 1981:88-9). The commitments and 

interests negotiated in transscientific fields are taken into consideration by scientists in 

knowledge production (Knorr-Cetina, 1981:89). In this sense, scientific products are 

reciprocal accomplishments (Knorr-Cetina, 1981:86).     
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Actor Network Theory (ANT)         

       

Actor Network Theory (ANT), is another leading sub-school of SSK. It has been 

developed by Bruno Latour (1983, 1987), Steve Woolgar (Latour and Woolgar, 1986; 

Woolgar, 1983) and Michel Callon (1986, 1999). They view science as a two-faced 

janus: ‘science in the making’ (or open controversies) on the one side and ‘ready made 

science’ (black boxes) on the other. They are interested in the construction of scientific 

facts and the closure of controversies in science (Latour, 1987:4; Latour and Woolgar, 

1986:17). Facts are constructed through micro-processes of negotiation (Latour and 

Woolgar, 1986:40-1, 235). The process of construction refers to the practical craftwork 

or operations by which a statement can be transformed into a fact or an artefact. The 

major question for a scientist is that how many alternative statements are equally 

probable for his/her statement (Latour and Woolgar, 1986:241). If there are many, the 

major aim of the scientist is to perform all operations so that his/her colleagues will 

have to admit that the alternative statements are not equally possible (Latour and 

Woolgar, 1986:241). In this way, a statement might turn out to be a scientific fact. In 

order to realize this, the scientist has to increase the cost for others to assert equally 

probable alternatives (Latour and Woolgar, 1986:241).  

 

A scientist increases the costs by building up network alliances with both human and 

non-human actors (Bucchi, 2004:72). According to Latour, both human and non-human 

actors have interests and powers that can be accommodated, changed, used or 

constructed (Latour, 1983:145; Yearley, 2005:55). A scientist’s efforts in a laboratory 

can change or translate interest and power of these actors and build an alliance. For 

example, Louis Pasteur, a famous French scientist, developed a vaccine, cured the 

illness (the anthrax bacillus) of farm animals and prevented their death. By developing 

the vaccine in his laboratory Pasteur reverses the power of farmers, animals and 

microbes. Moreover, the success of the vaccine allows him to capture the interests of 

various social groups such as farmers, biologists or veterinarians. Pasteur persuades 

them that their interests are inseparable from his own and manages to build a strong 

alliance of microbes, cattles, farmers, veterinarians, biologists, etc (Latour, 1983:147-

150). 

 

Scientists can also build alliances, increase the costs and persuade others through the 

use of literary inscriptions. During their daily laboratory activities scientists use various 
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items or set of items apparatus (inscription devices) and these devices are used to 

transform materials into written documents such as a figure or a diagram (Latour and 

Woolgar, 1986:51,58, 64). In addition to these written documents, scientists use 

statements of other scientists and create a network of texts. According to Latour and 

Woolgar, a scientific paper is “a network of texts containing a multitude of statements” 

and “The network itself comprised a large body of operations on and between these 

statements” (Latour and Woolgar, 1986:83). Through the use of literary inscription 

devices scientists generate networks and transform a statement from one form to another 

(e.g. artifact to a fact) (Latour and Woolgar, 1986:84,151). 

 

ANT defines a network as “a set of positions within which an object…has meaning” so 

that “facticity of an object is relative only to a particular network or networks” (Latour 

and Woolgar, 1986:107). Furthermore, networks differ both over space and time 

(Latour and Woolgar, 1986:110). Once a scientific fact has firmly established through 

this process, it becomes a black-box, it is accepted and used without being questioned 

(Bucchi, 2004:72). Scientific controversies occur between competing alliances and the 

closure of the controversy depends on whether an alliance is stronger or weaker than the 

other one (Latour, 1987:127). Hence, successful alliances construct the truth. ‘Reality’ 

is not a cause of the closure of a scientific dispute rather it is the consequence of it 

(Latour and Woolgar, 1986:236). 

 

The various sub-schools of SSK provided a strong criticism against the view that 

experience and reason are sufficient to validate scientific knowledge. They demonstrate 

that social factors play a role in production and validation of scientific knowledge. They 

“marked the first…attempt to develop a theoretical vocabulary tied to practical case 

studies in the sociology of scientific knowledge” (Yearley, 2005:53). Moreover, they 

have presented various empirical studies and enriched the field of SoS. Nevertheless, 

one of the most important weaknesses of SSK is that the style of these studies is 

descriptive and non-comparative (Fuchs, 1992:78). “Implicitly all science is treated as 

being the same, and there are usually no acknowledgements of possible temporal and 

disciplinary variations in scientific practice” (Fuchs, 1992:78). As Stephan Fuchs 

mentions, in the Laboratory Studies, the Strong Programme, ANT and EPOR,  

 
nothing is allowed to vary. Closure mechanisms, discursive practices, or the dynamics 
of knowledge construction and fact production are all treated as constants. In a way, 
science is treated as if it did not change over time, and as if scientific practices did not 
vary across fields and disciplines (Fuchs, 1992:79, emphasis original).  
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For instance, ANT does not consider the variation between networks in different 

scientific disciplines (Yearley, 2005:64). “Scientific fields may differ in the strength and 

level of concentration of the symbolic and material resources mobilized to support 

statements” (Fuchs, 1992:89). Thus, networks might differ in terms of their density or 

power structure in different scientific disciplines (Fuchs, 1992:89). Moreover, the 

arguments of EPOR imply that scientific controversies “are equally likely to occur in all 

scientific fields, that the social processes of conflict resolution do not vary across 

disciplines, and that all controversies are closed through much the same social factors, 

independent of time and patterns of community organization” (Fuchs, 1992:103). On 

the contrary, the frequency of scientific controversies, the social factors that play a role 

in the closure of controversies and the response of scientific communities to 

controversies might change across disciplines (Fuchs, 1992:103).  

 

Furthermore, another weakness of SSK is that it underlines the idiosyncratic, local and 

contextual nature of scientific knowledge production. Whereas, rationalist individualist 

approach emphasize that scientific practice is governed by universal, general, trans-

disciplinary rules, SSK and especially the Laboratory Studies emphasize that scientific 

outcomes are constituted by local, situational and contextual elements at a particular 

time and place. Many scholars believe that SSK exaggerates the idiosyncratic character 

of scientific knowledge production (Zuckerman, 1988:546; Gieryn, 1982; Fuchs, 

1992:84). SSK’s understanding ignores the existence of translocal and comparative 

standards for evaluating scientific research and outcomes (Fuchs, 1992:84). This 

overemphasis of local character of scientific knowledge productions brought about lack 

of interest in variations in different scientific communities. Finally, many scholars argue 

that causality is a problem in SSK. First, SSK has a problem in demonstrating a clear 

causal path from interests to actions (Woolgar, 1981:381; Sismondo, 2004:46; Yearley, 

2005:53-4). Second, if there is a causal relation between interests and closure of 

scientific disputes then “a change in former should necessarily give rise to a change in 

the latter. But this obviously does not always happen: numerous theories or approaches 

may succeed one another in the same political or cultural context” (Bucchi, 2004:56). 

Third, SSK underestimates the relative importance of factors which are internal to the 

scientific community (Bunge, 1991, 1992; Bucchi, 2004:55-6; Yearley, 2005:36-7). 
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In this context, the analysis of major approaches in SoS reveals that these approaches 

have either ignored the impact of social factors on the content of scientific knowledge or 

their theoretical frameworks are based on descriptive, unitary and non-comparative 

views of science and scientific disciplines. As mentioned above, this thesis aims to 

explore to what extent variations in structure of scientific disciplines can account the 

production of different forms of scientific knowledge. Thus, the second part of the 

chapter will focus on one of the major approaches of SoS, which offers a systematic and 

comparative model to analyze variations in scientific disciplines.  

 

PART II - THE ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY OF SCIENCE (OTS) 
 

In the literature of SoS, the best framework for analyzing the variation between and 

among the social scientific disciplines at the national and international level has been 

offered by the Organizational Theory of Science (OTS). The OTS has been mainly 

developed by Randal Collins (1975, 1988), Richard Whitley (1984a, 1984b) and 

Stephan Fuchs (1992, 1993a,b). Compared to Collins’ model, Whitley’s theoretical 

framework is more systematic and comprehensive. Fuchs aims to integrate his model 

with Actor Network Theory (Fuchs, 1992:75), therefore the thesis will particularly 

focus on Whitley’s model. The aim of Whitley is “to explain how and why particular 

social activities become organized in different ways with different outcomes as a result 

of being carried out in differently organized institutional contexts” (Whitley, 

2006:1154). Hence, Whitley implies that different societal-institutional contexts lead to 

variations in the organization/structure of social scientific disciplines which results in 

the production of different types of knowledge (Whitley, 1984a:6).  

 

Science as a work organization 

 

Whitley considers science as a particular kind of work organization (Whitley, 1984a:6-

7; Fuchs, 1992:7). “Scientific fields can…be best understood as particular kinds of work 

organization which produce intellectual novelty by working on intellectual artifacts to 

solve intellectual problems” (Whitley, 1984b:776). He defines scientific disciplines as 

intellectual fields and they refer to “relatively well-bounded and distinct social 

organizations which control and direct the conduct of research on particular topics in 

different ways through the ability of their leaders to allocate rewards according to 

the merits of intellectual contributions” (Whitley, 1984a:7). There are two major 



 45 

values that differentiate scientific organizations from other organizations: (a) “their 

commitment to producing novelty and innovations” and (b) “the collective 

appropriation of task outcomes to produce new knowledge” (Whitley, 1984a:11, 13; 

Merton, 1973:287-88; 293-4). First of all, scientists are oriented and institutionally 

committed to produce new and better knowledge because only novelty is rewarded and 

published in scientific disciplines (Whitley, 1984a:11, 13). Second, the commitment to 

production of novelties leads to collective appropriation of research outcomes. 

Scientists need to convince their colleagues that their productions are novelties because 

only scientists who work in similar fields can appropriate and assess the merit of a 

scientific work (Bourdieu, 1975:23). Moreover, although scientific knowledge is used 

by several groups and for several purposes, the most highly valued knowledge is the one 

which is used by other scientists (Whitley, 1984a:11-2). The reputation of a scientist 

and the value of his productions depend upon to what extent his novel productions are 

used by other influential scientists to produce more novelties (Whitley, 1984a:11-2; 

Whitley, 1984b:777). “Novelty production is managed by allocating rewards on the 

basis of how successful a result is in influencing the direction and conduct of others’ 

work” (Whitley, 1984a:13). Hence, “innovations have to be accepted and used by one’s 

competitors for positive reputations” (Whitley, 1984a:13). 

 

In this context, what motivates scientific researchers is “the desire to develop a 

reputation in the field and to contribute significantly to it” (Whitley, 1984b:777; Becher 

and Trowler, 2001:75; Hagstrom, 1982:21; Bourdieu, 1975:22-3; Merton, 1973:287-88; 

293-4). Whitley defines scientific disciplines as “reputational systems of work 

organization and control” because “Rather than careers being patterns of succession in 

organizational status in a single authority hierarchy, they are constituted here by a 

succession of reputations in one or more intellectual fields” (Whitley, 1984a:11; 

1984b:777). Reputation and recognition is important because, first, jobs, research 

facilities and similar rewards are allocated according to reputations (Whitley, 1984a:25-

6, 1984b:777; Fuchs, 1992:73). Whitley says “Jobs and other valued resources are 

largely allocated according to reputations in the organization so that statuses and 

authority in employment organizations is dependent on one’s standing in the wider 

intellectual “community”” (Whitley, 1984a:11; 1984b:777).  

 

In addition, reputation also brings about an ability to influence research problems, 

methods and theories in a field (Whitley, 1984:25-6; Fuchs, 1992:73). It increases a 
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scientist’s capacity to influence other colleagues’ ideas and their direction. Pierre 

Bourdieu defines scientific disciplines as areas of competitive struggle between 

scientists and “what is at stake is in fact the power to impose the definition of science 

(i.e. the delimitation of the field of the problems, methods and theories that may be 

regarded as scientific)” (Bourdieu, 1975:19, 23). In sum, reputation denotes a struggle 

over resources, priorities, status, prestige and employment and “The particular ways in 

which these struggles are organized in different fields result in different patterns of 

intellectual organization and change” (Whitley, 1984a:26; 1984b:776-7). 

 

Major characteristics of the internal organization of scientific disciplines 

 

Whitley analyzes the differentiation between different intellectual fields on the basis of 

two aspects: (a) their internal organization and (b) their social contexts and 

environments (Whitley, 1984a:7, 10). Two major factors shape the internal organization 

of scientific disciplines: (a) “the degree of mutual dependence between researchers” and 

(b) “the degree of task uncertainty” (Whitley, 1984a:85; 1984b:778; Fuchs, 1992:81; 

Fuchs and Turner, 1986). The degree of mutual dependence has two dimensions (a) to 

what extent scientists depend upon ideas and research results of their colleagues in order 

to make significant contributions to the field (the degree of functional mutual 

dependence) and (b) to what extent they have to convince their colleagues about the 

significance of their work to gain reputations (the degree of strategic mutual 

dependence) (Whitley, 1984a:87, 88). The degree of task uncertainty refers to the 

degree of uncertainty regarding the results/outcomes of scientific research (the degree of 

technical task uncertainty) and the priorities and goals of research and the strategies that 

are used in the scientific research (the degree of strategic task uncertainty) (Whitley, 

1984a:121, 123, 148).  

 

According to the variation of different degrees of these four variables, scientific fields 

manifest different characteristics in terms of the following dimensions (Whitley, 

1984a:94-103; 165-6). First, they affect the degree of specialization and standardization 

of research concepts/materials and problems/topics. Second, they might have an impact 

upon the degree of specialization and standardization of research methods and skills. 

Third, they also influence the degree of differentiation into research schools and the 

hierarchy between them. Fourth, the degree to which research is organized and 

controlled by impersonal and formal procedures and reporting systems are also 
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influenced by these variables. Fifth, they affect the degree of theoretical coordination or 

fragmentation in the field. Finally, they influence the scope and intensity of conflicts 

between scientists.  

 
More specifically, Table 1.1 shows us how varying degrees of mutual dependence and 

task uncertainty shape the internal structure of scientific disciplines: 

 
Table 1.1: The impacts of mutual dependence and task uncertainty on scientific disciplines21 

Mutual 
Dependence 

Functional  

High 

Greater specialization of research topics and problems 
Greater standardization of research skills and techniques and 
competence standards 
Greater coordination of research outcomes 
Intense conflicts over a limited scope of problems 

Low 

Various research topics and research schools 
Various research skills and techniques  
No standardization of competence standards  
Non-comparable research outcomes and low division of labor 
Weak boundaries and identity 

Strategic 

High 

Few limited research topics and research schools 
Intense debates over the relative merits of skills and techniques 
Considerable standardization of competence standards 
High level of theoretical coordination 
High level of competition between research schools 

Low 

Various research topics 
Particular strategies, goals and procedures  
Distinct research outcomes 
Low level of theoretical coordination 
Low level of competition between research schools 

Task 
Uncertainty 

Technical  

High 

Tacit, personal, fluid research skills and techniques 
No standardization of competence standards  
Non-comparable ambiguous research outcomes 
More personal and informal coordination of research  
Low degree of theoretical coordination 

Low 

Well-established research skills and techniques  
Highly standardized formal training programmes 
Predictable, visible and comparable research outcomes 
Greater standardization of competence standards 
High degree of theoretical coordination 

Strategic 

High 

Large number of different sorts of problems 
No standardization of research skills and techniques 
Lack of significance criteria 
Considerable degree of theoretical pluralism 
Non-comparable research outcomes 

Low 

Agreement on ordering of research topics  
Uniform and stable research skills and techniques 
Standardization of competence standards 
High degree of theoretical coordination 
Little autonomy for individual scientists 

 
 

Whitley argues that scientific fields are categorized according to the combinations of 

varying degrees of these four variables so he distinguishes between sixteen types of 

sciences, as can be seen in Table 1.2: 
                                                 
21 The table is adopted from Whitley, 1984a, chapter 3 and 4 and Whitley, 1984b. 
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Nevertheless, nine of them are either “empirically improbable” or “unlikely to be 

stable”, so he focuses on seven types of sciences: (3) technologically integrated 

bureaucracies, (4) conceptually integrated bureaucracies, (7) professional adhocracies 

(8) polycentric professions, (10) partitioned bureaucracies, (13) fragmented adhocracy 

and (14) poly centric oligarchies (Whitley, 1984a:156-7, 159-163). As summarized in 

Table 1.3, these seven types of sciences lead to different patterns of intellectual 

organization and different types of knowledge (Whitley, 1984a:165).  

 
Table 1.3: Different types of scientific fields and knowledge production23 

Types of scientific fields Types of knowledge production Examples 
 

technologically integrated 
bureaucracies 

Empirical, specific knowledge 20th century Chemistry 

conceptually integrated 
bureaucracies 

Specific theoretically oriented 
knowledge 

Post-1945 Physics 

professional adhocracies Empirical, specific knowledge Bio-medical sciences, 
engineering 

polycentric professions Specific, theoretically coordinated 
knowledge 

Physiology, mathematics 

partitioned bureaucracies Analytical, specific and empirical 
knowledge 

Anglo-saxon Economics 

fragmented adhocracy Diffuse, discursive knowledge of 
commonsense objects 

Management studies, 
political science, British 
sociology  

poly centric oligarchies Diffuse, locally coordinated 
knowledge 

European ecology 

 
 
Major contextual factors that influence the internal organization of scientific disciplines 

 

Whitley believes that scientific research is practiced, organized and controlled in 

different ways and this differentiation mainly derives from the variation in 

circumstances and contexts which are historically contingent (Whitley, 1984a:6). He 

                                                 
22 Copied from Whitley, 1984a:155. 
23 Copied from Whitley, 1984a:158. 

Table 1.2: Sixteen types of sciences22 

Degree of 
technical 

uncertainty 

  

Degree of functional dependence 
Low High 

Degree of strategic 
dependence 

Degree of strategic 
dependence 

Low High Low High 

Low 
Degree of 
strategic 

uncertainty 

Low 1 2 3 4 

High 5 6 7 8 

High 
Degree of 
strategic 

uncertainty 

Low 9 10 11 12 

High 13 14 15 16 
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argues that there are three major sets of contextual factors that affect the variations in 

the degree of mutual dependence and task uncertainty. First one is the degree of 

autonomy from competing intellectual organizations and the wider social structure in 

setting standards (Whitley, 1984a:104, 220; Fuchs, 1992:182-3). The degree of 

autonomy is related with to what extent members of a scientific field have control over 

their research methods and skills, research goals and their field’s domain and 

terminology (Whitley, 1984a:104, 141-3, 220-3; Fuchs, 1992:183). Second, the level of 

concentration of control over access to key resources (grants, funds, jobs, research 

facilities, space in most prestigious journals) of scientific knowledge production is 

another contextual factor (Whitley, 1984a:227; Fuchs, 1992:180). The level of 

concentration of control shall be analyzed between the universities (vertical 

concentration) and between the members of a department (horizontal concentration). 

Third, the number and variety of audiences and the hierarchy between them have a 

significant impact upon the degree of mutual dependence and task uncertainty (Whitley, 

1984a: 104, 141, 234).  

 

Besides these three major factors, Whitley also argues that an important component of 

the context of a scientific field is its position vis-à-vis other fields and the particular 

location within the wider system of science (Whitley, 1984a:266; Becher and Trowler, 

2001:172-3). The variations in the structure of the sciences in general and their 

operation lead to changes in internal organization of social scientific disciplines and 

their relative dependence (Whitley, 1984a:266)24

                                                 
24 The Mode 2 Knowledge (Gibbons, et.al, 1994), the Triple Helix Model (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 
2000), Post-normal Science (Funtowicz and Ravetz, 1993), the Post-academic Science (Ziman, 2000) and 
Strategic Research (Rip, 2004) are some models that present different interpretations of the recent 
transformations of science and the relations between universities, industry and government.   

. Nevertheless, Whitley analyzes these 

impacts on the basis of mutual dependence between scientific fields (Whitley, 

1984a:266). Scientific fields depend upon each other for their own status, access to 

resources, autonomy, coherence and their direction (Whitley, 1984a:266, 268). There 

are two aspects of mutual dependence between scientific fields: (a) functional 

dependence: the degree of dependence between scientific fields in making significant 

contributions to their own objectives and (b) strategic dependence: to what extent 

reputations and significance research are evaluated on the basis of standards and criteria 

of other fields (Whitley, 1984a:268). Whitley argues that all these contextual factors 

shape the internal social structure of a scientific discipline, which in turn influences its 

internal intellectual structure.  



 50 

CONCLUSION 
 

This chapter aims to explore the major approaches in SoS and how they analyze the 

relationship between external social conditions, internal organizations of scientific 

disciplines and their impact upon the content of scientific knowledge. The analyses of 

three major approaches in SoS demonstrate that they do not provide necessary 

conceptual tools to analyze the relationship between these three sets of factors. 

Whereas, the Mertonian approach ignores the technical/cognitive aspects of science and 

bracketed the content of scientific knowledge, the Kuhnian model presents a unitary 

view of scientific disciplines and knowledge production. Although, various schools of 

the Sociology of Scientific Knowledge offers a substantial challenge to the 

foundationalist views in philosophy and history of science, they cannot provide a 

comparative framework to analyze the variations between scientific activities and forms 

of knowledge. In this context, the best framework to analyze the relationship between 

the structure of social scientific disciplines and scientific knowledge production has 

been offered by the Organizational Theory of Science (OTS). 

 

Richard Whitley assumes that social scientific disciplines do not produce unitary forms 

of scientific knowledge. Variations in the societal-institutional contexts of scientific 

disciplines influence the degree of mutual dependence between researchers and the 

degree of task uncertainty (the internal organization of scientific disciplines). According 

to variations in internal structures of scientific disciplines different forms of knowledge 

emerge. In this context, the OTS provides a comparative framework that enables us to 

explore why national scientific communities tend to produce different types of 

knowledge in different settings. The next chapter will analyze Whitley’s model in more 

detail on the basis of four major structural models in social theory. 
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CHAPTER II: THE ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY OF SCIENCE 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

One of the major arguments of the previous chapter is that the best framework that 

analyzes the social and intellectual organization and structure of scientific disciplines 

within the literature of the Sociology of Science (SoS) is the Organizational Theory of 

Science (OTS). However, as a structural theory, Richard Whitley`s structural model has 

certain strengths and weaknesses. This chapter aims to reveal these strengths and 

weaknesses from the perspective of four major structural models in social theory. One 

of the objectives of this chapter is to analyze whether Whitley’s structural model is 

immune from the typical problems of structural theories such as  idealism vs. 

materialism. Moreover, the chapter aims to discuss to what extent Whitley’s 

comparative framework is capable of explaining the particular objectives of this thesis. 

Namely, how Whitley’s framework explains the functional division of labour and 

functional integration between different national scientific communities, the sources of 

control in scientific disciplines and the production of different forms of knowledge.  

 

The major argument of the chapter is that Whitley’s structural model is the best 

alternative to analyze the development of International Relations (IR) studies in Turkey 

because he is able to combine different elements from these alternative structural 

models. Particularly, Whitley conceptualizes the internal structure of a scientific 

discipline on the basis of level of interdependence, which signifies the role of material 

factors and task uncertainty, which signifies the role of ideational factors. In this 

context, Whitley is able to combine material/objective and ideational/cultural factors in 

a comparative framework and this is one of the major strengths of his model. The 

chapter shall consist of four major parts. Each part deals with a distinct model of social 

structure in social theory followed by a discussion on similarities, differences, strengths 

or weaknesses of Whitley’s model.  

 

THE FIRST MODEL: STRUCTURE AS PATTERNS OF AGGREGATE 
BEHAVIOUR  
 

According to Douglas Porpora, there are four different ways of conceptualizing the 

notion of structure (Porpora, 1987, 1989:185; Wight, 2006:127): 
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1. Patterns of aggregate behavior that are stable over time. 
2. Law-like regularities that govern the behavior of social facts. 
3. Collective rules and resources that structure behavior. 
4. Systems of human relationships among social positions. 

 

One of the major strengths of Richard Whitley`s model is that it involves various 

elements from these different models. The first model is based on a behavioural 

understanding of structure (Collins, 1981; Porpora, 1989:197; Wight, 2006:128). In this 

model, structure refers to “people`s repeated behaviour in particular places” and it is 

defined as patterns of aggregate behaviour which are relatively enduring and persistent 

(Collins, 1981:985, 988, 994; Porpora, 1989:196-7). Randal Collins is one of the major 

figures of this approach. Collins defines macro-phenomena as “large-scale and long-

term social processes” such as state, organization, class, economy, etc and micro-

phenomena as “what people do, say, and think in the actual flow of momentary 

experience” (Collins, 1981:984). He argues that all macro-phenomena/events/situations 

are or can be translated into aggregates of micro-phenomena/experiences/events 

(Collins, 1981:987, 989). He suggests that structures are abstractions from the 

behaviour of individuals therefore there is no such thing as a state, economy, class, 

culture, etc., they are “only collections of individual people acting in particular kinds of 

microsituations” (Collins, 1981:988-9; Porpora, 1989:197). 

 

Whitley also aims to reveal behavioural patterns in scientific fields through which 

reputations are made. In Whitley’s model, “Within different social structures of 

organization and control, scientific reputations are made in different patterns of 

behavior, and thus different intellectual structures are favored” (Pickering, 

1987:466). Nevertheless, Whitley also argues that scientific activities are carried out in 

social contexts. In these social contexts, scientists develop their skills and competences 

and they “make sense of their actions in terms of these collective identities, goals and 

practices” (Whitley, 1984a:8). Scientific fields are major forms of social structures 

“which structure the framework in which day-to-day decisions, actions, and 

interpretations are carried out by groups of scientists” (Whitley, 1984a:8). In other 

words, Whitley argues that behavioural patterns cannot only be explained on the basis 

of micro-phenomena.  

 

Collins presents an individualist approach which assumes that “all social phenomena, 

and especially the functioning of social institutions, should be understood as resulting 
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from the decisions, actions, and attitudes, etc. of human individuals” (Popper, 1966:98; 

Carlsnaes, 1992:249). All social facts and regularities are explained on the basis of facts 

about individuals, their motives, powers, beliefs and capacities (Little, 1990:183, 186; 

Lukes, 1968:121). Kenneth Waltz labels individualist theories as reductionist because 

these theories explain structural or systemic outcomes through elements or 

combinations of elements (Waltz, 1979:60). “With a reductionist approach, the 

whole is understood by knowing the attributes and the interactions of its parts” 

(Waltz, 1979:18). Individualist theories are unable to identify or disregard the impact 

of contextual or structural factors, in that sense; they are incomplete in terms of 

explanation. Although Whitley aims to reveal behavioral patterns in scientific fields, 

one of the strengths of his model is that he also focuses on the contextual environment 

of scientific knowledge production. 

 

THE SECOND MODEL: STRUCTURE AS LAWLIKE REGULARITIES THAT 
GOVERN THE BEHAVIOUR OF SOCIAL FACTS 
 

The second model is traditionally associated with Emile Durkheim (Durkheim, 1966). 

Durkheim defines social structures25

Similar to Durkheim, Whitley also aims to explain patterns of law-like regularities 

among social facts, which constitute the social structure. In Whitley`s model, according 

to the variation of different degrees of mutual dependence and task uncertainty, 

scientific fields manifest different characteristics (Whitley, 1984a:87, 88, 121, 123, 

148). These different types of sciences “organize and control knowledge production and 

evaluation in different ways which result in different patterns of intellectual 

 as collective “ways of acting, thinking, and 

feeling” or “collective aspects of the beliefs, tendencies and practices of a group” 

(Durkheim, 1966:liii, 3, 7). He argues that the association between individuals (or 

elements/units in general) leads to the emergence of new phenomena (the 

whole/society) (Durkheim, 1966: xlvii, 102; Porpora, 1987:9; Wight, 2006:129). 

Durkheim argues that “A whole is not identical with the sum of its parts” (Durkheim, 

1966:102, xlvii). The whole or society have certain distinct properties and functions 

which the units/parts do not have (Durkheim, 1966: xlvii, 102). These “social facts or 

group properties are related to each other by a pattern of lawlike regularities, which 

together constitute social structure” (Porpora, 1989:197; Wight, 2006:129).  

 

                                                 
25 Durkheim uses the notions of “social facts”, “social structures” and “social phenomena” 
interchangeably (Durkheim, 1966:liii, 3, 7).  
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organization (Whitley, 1984a:164-5; emphasis mine). What motivates scientific 

researchers is “the desire to develop a reputation in the field and to contribute 

significantly to it” (Becher and Trowler, 2001:75; Hagstrom, 1982:21; Bourdieu, 

1975:22-3; Merton, 1973:287-88; 293-4). Reputation and recognition of a scientist is 

important because jobs, research facilities and similar rewards are allocated 

according to reputations (Whitley, 1984b:777).  

 

Hence, reputation denotes a struggle over resources, priorities, status, prestige and 

employment (Whitley, 1984a:26). “The particular ways in which these struggles are 

organized in different fields result in different patterns of intellectual organization 

and change” (Whitley, 1984a:26; 1984b:776-7; emphasis mine). Whitley defines an 

intellectual field as “relatively well-bounded and distinct social organizations which 

control and direct the conduct of research on particular topics in different ways 

through the ability of their leaders to allocate rewards according to the merits of 

intellectual contributions”…and he says “It is their patterns of organization, 

interconnections and change which are the major concerns of this book” (Whitley, 

1984a:7; emphasis mine). Whitley suggests that the internal social structure of 

disciplines provide a “connection between certain general aspects of the social 

contexts of scientific fields, and their dominant patterns of knowledge production 

and validation” (Whitley, 1984a:153). In this context, it is evident that Whitley aims 

to explain patterns of regularities between social and intellectual organization of the 

scientific disciplines.  

 

Moreover, Durkheim’s model adopts the positivist covering law model of explanation 

(Porpora, 1987:2, 1989:198; Wight, 2006:129). According to this model, scientific 

explanations take the form of the subsumption under a law (Porpora, 1989:197; Wight, 

2006:130). “Laws are conditional statements of the form ‘if ‘x’ happens, ‘y’ (will) 

happen(s)” (Neufeld, 1995:29). For example, if a law identifies that if event A happens, 

then event B must happen. In this case, event B is explained as a logical deduction from 

the law and the prior occurrence of event A (Porpora, 1989:197). The regularities or 

variations are expressed in an ‘if…then’ form. In addition, the behaviors of social facts 

are considered as relationships which are called “concomitant variations” (Porpora, 

1989:198; Wight, 2006:130). Concominant variations refer to the idea that quantitative 

variations in a social fact are related with quantitative variations in another (Porpora, 

1987:1-2, 14). 
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Whitley also relies upon the covering law model in order to explain the law-like 

relations between the contextual factors, the internal structure of scientific fields and 

the different types of knowledge. For instance, in explaining relations between the 

contextual factors and two variables that shape the internal structure of scientific 

disciplines, he relies upon covering law model of explanation. “If employers can use 

a variety of skills, or organize them in ways which transgress existing reputational 

boundaries, to produce valid knowledge, then scientists’ dependence upon a 

particular reputational group is limited” (Whitley, 1984a:105; emphasis mine). He 

finds out law-like regularities between contextual factors (the level of autonomy) 

and the level of task uncertainty such as “a low level of reputational autonomy, high 

reliance on personal means of directing and coordinating research, and openness to 

lay audiences are likely to be associated with considerable task uncertainty” 

(Whitley, 1984a:147). There are various other examples in Whitley’s book which 

shows us that his framework is based on the covering law model.  

 

Nevertheless, Whitley`s explanations are not entirely consistent with the covering 

law model. That is to say, first, the covering law model is based on the idea of 

priority of causes to their effects (Gerring, 2005:175), that is why, it takes the form 

of “if…then”. The form of explanation, “If a happens, then b will happen”, presumes 

that a occurs prior to b and the causal direction is from a to b. However, in Whitley`s 

model, the causal relationship between the factors are rather complex and they need 

to be specified more clearly. The relationship between the degree of control over 

performance and significance standards and the level of technical task uncertainty is 

an example of this problem. On the one hand, Whitley argues that the high level of 

control over performance and significance standards brings about low level of technical 

task uncertainty because if the contributions of academics are assessed by competence 

standards of non-scientific groups or other fields, then it is difficult for the field 

members to develop and standardize their own research skills (Whitley, 1984a:141). On 

the other hand, he also argues that the reductions in the level of technical task 

uncertainty will lead to high level of control of competence and significance standards. 

Whitley says 

 
Where such technical control is difficult to manifest, the ability of researchers to control 
competence and performance standards totally is limited and in general it seems reasonable 
to suggest that growing technical certainty is a necessary, though not sufficient, condition 
for growing reputational control over these standards (Whitley, 1984a:141; emphasis 
mine).  
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As Richard Simpson notes, in Whitley`s model, “it is not always obvious, what is 

cause, what is effect, and what is tautology” (Simpson, 1985:658). 

 

Second, the covering law model is also based on the principle of differentiation. “A 

cause must be differentiable from the effect it purports to explain” (Gerring, 

2005:174). In Whitley`s model it is sometimes hard to distinguish between factors. 

For example, “the degree of strategic task uncertainty…encompasses uncertainty 

about intellectual priorities, the significance of research topics and preferred ways 

of tackling them” (Whitley, 1984a:123; emphasis mine). Moreover, reputational 

autonomy involves control over significance standards and “control over 

significance standards, deals with assessment of problems and research 

strategies…It is the overall importance and primacy of problems which are 

controlled by these standards” (Whitley, 1984a:221; emphasis mine). It seems that 

the strategic task uncertainty and control over significance standards are similar. In 

this context, it is hard to distinguish between causes and effects in Whitley’s model 

and thereby establish causal relations between these factors.  

 

In fact, one of the major problems about Whitley’s model is that his model comprises 

too many factors. Whitley attempts to establish causal and constitutive relations 

between too many factors in defining the external and internal structure of scientific 

disciplines. First, there are three contextual factors: the degree of autonomy, the 

concentration of control over resources and plurality and structure of audiences 

(Whitley, 1984a:220). These three factors are sub-divided into other factors. For 

instance, the autonomy of the scientific community is divided into control over 

performance standards, significance standards and descriptive terms and concepts 

(Whitley, 1984a:220). Besides these three factors, Whitley adds the degree of mutual 

dependence between scientific fields as another contextual factor. Moreover, there are 

some other factors that influence these contextual factors such as the relative 

status/prestige of the scientific field among other fields (Whitley, 1984a:236), the 

relation between the field`s goals and the interests of non-scientific groups (Whitley, 

1984a:237), the size of the community (Whitley, 1984a:233, 238), the organization of 

higher education (Whitley, 1984a:230), the degree of concentration of control over 

resources at the international level (Whitley, 1984a:231-2), economic conditions and 

general availability of jobs (Whitley, 1984a:233), etc.  
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Second, the degree of mutual dependence and task uncertainty are two major factors 

that shape the internal social structure of scientific fields. These two factors are sub-

divided into functional and strategic dimensions. Moreover, they influence various 

dimensions of the scientific field such as specialization and standardization of tasks and 

materials, degree of segmentation, degree of differentiation into schools, hierarchization 

of sub-units, impersonality and formality of control procedures, degree of theoretical 

coordination, scope of conflict and intensity of conflict (Whitley, 1984a:94-103; 165-6). 

Finally, there is the intellectual structure of scientific fields which is analyzed in terms 

following dimensions: theoretical-empirical, diffuse-coordinated, analytical-discursive, 

specific-ambiguous (Whitley, 1984a:158).  

 

Moreover, he distinguishes between the internal structure of a scientific discipline and 

its contextual environment. Nevertheless, he does not clearly specify how he draws the 

boundaries between the internal environment of a field and its external context. For 

instance, he argues that the degree of concentration of control over resources of 

knowledge production is an important contextual factor (Whitley, 1984a:220). 

However, he distinguishes between horizontal and vertical concentration and suggests 

that the degree of vertical concentration of control over resources signifies to what 

extent control over resources in a scientific discipline is distributed among the members 

of a department (Whitley, 1984a:227). To what extent vertical concentration is an 

external factor to a scientific discipline is a matter of dispute.  

 

Durkheim believes that the behavior of social facts, as a domain, is completely separate 

from the domain of behavior of individuals (Porpora, 1989:197; Wight, 2006:130). He 

argues that “the determining cause of a social fact should be sought among the social 

facts preceding it and not among the states of the individual consciousness” (Durkheim, 

1966:110, xlix, 145). Social facts or group properties can only be explained on the basis 

of other social facts but not on the basis of processes or phenomena at the individual 

level (Durkheim, 1966:xlix; Porpora, 1989:197; Wight, 2006:130). In that sense, the 

Durkheimean model rejects individualism (Carlsnaes, 1992:248-49; Little, 1990:186; 

Elster, 1989:13). These arguments summarize some of Durkheim’s meta-theoretical 

assumptions. The integration or combination of different factors from the different 

spheres of life necessitates a meta-theoretical perspective (Wight, 2006:174-5). In 

combining different types of factors, structural theories have implicit or explicit 

assumptions about which factors (e.g. ideational or material or both) are more important 
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than others in constructing theories and the ways in which we can relate them to one 

another. In Whitley’s model relations between different factors need to be clarified. 

 

Another major concern about Whitley’s structural model is related with its capacity to 

explain the functional division of labor between scientists. Whitley argues that varying 

degrees of mutual dependence and task uncertainty have certain impacts upon the 

various dimensions of the scientific field such as specialization and standardization of 

tasks and materials, degree of segmentation, degree of differentiation into schools, 

hierarchization of sub-units, impersonality and formality of control procedures, degree 

of theoretical coordination, scope of conflict and intensity of conflict (Whitley, 

1984a:94-103; 165-6). One of these dimensions is the functional division of labor 

between scientists. One of the major objectives of this thesis is to explore the functional 

division of labor between the Turkish and Western IR communities and between the 

core and periphery within the Turkish IR community. In that sense, to what extent 

Whitley’s model is able to explain the functional division of labor between and within 

different groups of scientists is an important question.  

 

Whitley is inspired from Emile Durkheim’s arguments in explaining the functional 

division of labor between units or functional differentiation of units in scientific 

disciplines. According to the Durkheimian tradition, if the size of a social group and 

interaction between its members increases, then these factors are likely to promote 

competition between them (Durkheim, 1933:257, 260, 262; Thompson, 1985:28; 

Barkdull, 1995:671; Buzan and Alberts, 2010:320; Perrin, 1995:793; Larkins, 

1994:250). The high level of competition brings about differentiation of units and a 

greater division of labor (Durkheim, 1933:262; Thompson, 1985:28; Barkdull, 

1995:671). “Placed in closer proximity and more frequent contact, the similar units of 

segmentary society find that they are competing for the same resources and duplicating 

one another’s functions. This potential for conflict leads them to differentiate 

themselves” (Barkdull, 1995:672). Thus, in Durkheim’s words, “The division of labor 

varies in direct ratio with the volume and density of societies” (Durkheim, 1933:262; 

emphasis original).  

 

Similarly, Whitley argues that an increase in the degree of mutual dependence (both 

functional and strategic) between scientists enhances the degree of competition and 

increasing competition between them leads to specialization and differentiation of 
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research tasks, restricted scope of research problems/topics and an elaborate form of 

division of labor (Whitley, 1984a:100, 101). When the level of functional 

dependence between scientists increases they feel the need to demonstrate how their 

research fits in with the research of a leading group and how they adhere to the 

technical competence standards set by this group. Hence, the level of competition 

between them increases and “Rather than competing directly by working on 

identical problems, which is obviously a high risk strategy, scientists in these fields 

prefer to tackle distinct but related issues which contribute to overall general goals 

without leading to sharp confrontations over priorities” (Whitley, 1984a:101). As a 

consequence, “increasing functional dependence thus leads to greater specialization 

and differentiation of research topics and results, with a growing division of labor 

and tasks” (Whitley, 1984a:101).  

 

However, the Durkheimean tradition has been challenged by other approaches in 

social theory. The second tradition argues that the effects of socialization and 

competition depend upon the structural setting of interaction. Kenneth Waltz argues 

that under the absence of a superior authority, the high level of 

interaction/socialization and high level of competition in a social group lead to 

homogenization of units (similar units) rather than differentiation (Waltz, 1979:76; 

Buzan, et.al, 1993:39; Ikenberry and Kupchan, 1990). According to this approach, 

socialization enhances homogenization of units mainly because during the 

socialization process units in a group are socialized into the practice of the most 

successful units (Waltz, 1979:128; Buzan, et.al, 1993:40). In order to avoid facing 

disadvantages that stem from failure to adhere to successful practices, units are 

encouraged to copy or imitate successful practices (Waltz, 1979:128; Buzan, et.al, 

1993:40). Moreover, under the pressures of competition, in order not to fall prey to 

stronger units, weaker units are encouraged to imitate the practices of the stronger 

and successful units (Buzan, et.al, 1993:40). On the contrary, in the presence of a 

superior authority, units are encouraged to specialize in different functions because 

specialization increases their value against others so a greater division of labor is 

likely to occur (Waltz, 1979:107; Buzan, et.al, 1993:39). The efficiency of the 

division of labor is the major factor that motivates units to differentiate themselves 

from others (Waltz, 1979:106-7; Buzan, et.al, 1993:41).     
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One of the major disagreements between this approach and the Durkheimean 

approach is over the role of the structural context on socialization and the role of 

competition on differentiation of units. Socialization refers to a process through 

which newcomers or novices adopt and internalize values, norms, rules, ideas, 

ideals, attitudes, roles, understandings and behaviors of a social group or a system 

(Checkel, 2006a:5; Johnston, 2001:494-5; Ikenberry and Kupchan, 1990:289-90; 

Alderson, 2001:417). The advocates of the Durkheimean approach suggest that 

socialization process functions regardless of the structural setting (Ikenberry and 

Kupchan, 1990:290, ft.15), and competition leads to differentiation of units and an 

ever-greater division of labor (Barkdull, 1995:675). On the contrary, the other 

tradition urges that “What one might want to do in the absence of structural 

constraints is different from what one is encouraged to do in their presence” (Waltz, 

1979:107) so socialization refers to “a process through which actors come to 

conform to the structural norms” of the social group or system (Ikenberry and 

Kupchan, 1990:290, ft.15). Under different structural settings socialization means 

different processes and competition lead to different outcomes (the homogenization 

or differentiation units). In this context, there is a stalemate in social theory on 

whether socialization and competition lead to differentiation or homogenization of 

units and whether structural settings play a role in this process.  

 

In order to remedy these problems about Whitley’s model, the thesis suggests that 

causal mechanisms between these factors should be identified. It is not sufficient to 

find co-variation between two or more factors; one needs to provide the explanation 

of a mechanism which refers to a systematic set of statements that provide a 

plausible account of how X and Y are linked to one another (King, et.al, 1994:85; 

Hedstroem and Swedberg, 1998; Checkel, 2008). According to Alexander George 

and Andrew Bennett, a causal mechanism refers to an intervening connection 

between causes and outcomes, in other words, it is a “component of a causal process 

that intervenes between agents with causal capacities and outcomes” (George and 

Bennett, 2001:139). Colin Wight defines a causal mechanism as “the process, entity 

or state-of-affairs involved in, or responsible for, an action, reaction or outcome of a 

natural or social phenomenon” (Wight, 2006:34). 

 

The process-tracing (P-T) method is a very suitable method to study causal 

mechanisms (Checkel, 2006b:363, 366; 2008; George and Bennett, 2001:143; 2005; 
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Wight, 2006:31; Kurki, 2008; Gerring, 2010; Guzzini, 2011). The P-T method aims 

to identify the intervening causal process (the causal chain and causal mechanism) 

between major factors in a theoretical model and the outcome of the process (George 

and Bennet, 2001:143; 2005:206; Gerring, 2007; Checkel, 2006b:366). The P-T 

method is a useful approach to identify alternative causal paths, to “point out 

variables that were left out in the initial comparison of cases, check for spuriousness, 

and permit causal inference on the basis of a few cases or even a single case” 

(George and Bennet, 2001:144; George and Bennet, 2005:206-7, 217-9). It is a very 

useful tool to develop or test a theory “not only because it generates numerous 

observations within a case, but because these observations must be linked in 

particular ways to constitute an explanation of the case” (George and Bennet, 

2005:206-7).  

 

The P-T exercise would help us to analyze the relative weight of different factors in 

Whitley’s model. It will help us to analyze on what basis internal and external 

factors can be distinguished. Moreover, it will be helpful to identify causal or 

constitutive relations between different factors that were used by Whitley. The P-T 

method is more useful in single case studies (George and Bennet, 2005:207; Gerring, 

2007; Bennett and Elman, 2007) therefore the analysis of the development of 

Turkish IR on the basis of Whitley’s framework through a process-training method 

might be helpful for identifying mechanisms that bring about control, socialization 

and functional differentiation in social scientific disciplines. 

 

THE THIRD MODEL: STRUCTURE AS RULES AND RESOURCES  
 

The third model defines structure as shared ideas or inter-subjective knowledge. One of 

the outstanding examples of this model is Anthony Giddens’ structural perspective. 

According to Giddens, a social system is defined as “patterns of relationships between 

actors or collectivities reproduced across time and space” and systems exhibit structural 

properties (Giddens, 1995:26; 1979:64, 66; 1984:17). He argues that structure refers to 

“rules and resources” associated with systemic relationships (Giddens, 1979:63-4; 

1984:17; 1995:26). Rules are defined as “techniques or generalizable procedures 

applied in the enactment/reproduction of social practices” (Giddens, 1984:21). A rule 

cannot be a generalization of regular conducts of people rather rules are like 

mathematical formulas such as “a formula: an = n2 + n – 1” (Giddens, 1984:20). “To 
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know a rule…is to ‘know how to go on’, to know how to play according to the rule” 

(Giddens, 1979:67). They imply methodological procedures of social interaction. 

Resources are structural properties of social systems and enable individuals to command 

over objects, goods or persons and actors (Giddens, 1984:33). The structure (rules and 

resources) is both “the medium and outcome of the practices which constitute social 

systems” (Giddens, 1979:67, 103-4; 1984:25, 162; 1995:27). Rules and resources 

structure (produce, reproduce or govern) the systemic patterns of interactions (Giddens, 

1995:27; Porpora, 1989:201; Wight, 2006:142).  

 

However, Giddens claims that “structures have only a ‘virtual’ existence” (Giddens, 

1981:26) and “Structure has no existence independent of the knowledge that agents 

have about what they do in their day-to-day activity” (Giddens, 1984:26). Structure only 

exists in the memory of knowledgeable agents and temporarily in the instantiation of 

social systems (the moments that systems are constituted) (Giddens, 1979:63; 1984:25; 

Wight, 2006:141, 144). Thus, Giddens implies that the existence of rules, norms or 

symbolic elements depend upon the knowledge or acknowledgment of 

agents/individuals (Porpora, 1989:202; Wight, 2006:143). In this context, rules and 

resources are “cultural constructs that are intersubjectively shared” (Porpora, 1989:202).  

 

In Whitley’s model, the degree of task uncertainty is one of the important factors that 

shapes the internal structure of a scientific discipline. Whereas technical task 

uncertainty refers to the extent to which research techniques are well understood and 

produce reliable research outcomes (Whitley, 1984a:121), strategic task uncertainty 

refers to the level of uncertainty about the significance of research topics and strategies 

(Whitley, 1984a:123). If the degree of technical task uncertainty is high, then research 

“results will be ambiguous and subject to a variety of conflicting interpretations and the 

use of technical procedures will be highly tacit, personal and fluid” (Whitley, 

1984a:121). If the strategic task uncertainty is high then the scientists are likely to deal 

with a large number of different sorts of problems and the relative importance of these 

problems are unclear and subject to various interpretations (Whitley, 1984a:121).   

 

However, Whitley argues that the degree of task  uncertainty is determined by the 

amount and coherence of shared/common background knowledge between the members 

of the scientific discipline. In defining task uncertainty, Whitley says that  
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The production and recognition of new knowledge depends, then, on the existence of and 
structure of current knowledge and expectations. The more systematic, general, and precise 
is existing knowledge, the clearer will any results be in terms of their novelty and 
significance for this common stock of knowledge (Whitley, 1984a:119). 

 

Whitley says that “Variations in the extent to which work procedures, problem 

definitions, and theoretical goals are shared between practitioners, and are clearly 

articulated, are thus related to the degree of task uncertainty in scientific fields” 

(Whitley, 1984a:119-20). He also says that  

 
Task outcomes in scientific fields where such background knowledge is widely shared and 
organized into a relatively coherent system will tend to be more predictable, and their 
implications more easily drawn, than they are in fields where the amount and coherence of 
existing knowledge which is shared between practitioners is not so great (Whitley, 
1984a:119; emphasis mine).  

 

As can be seen from these statements, task uncertainty is related with the amount of 

shared/common knowledge between the members of a scientific discipline. In this 

context, one of the major elements of internal structure in Whitley’s model is based on 

inter-subjective/shared/common ideas similar to Giddens. 

 

Another important similarity between Whitley’s and Giddens’ models is that both of 

them emphasize the importance of resources. Whitley argues that the degree of 

concentration of control over resources is an important contextual factor that shapes the 

internal structure of scientific disciplines. Those who have control over these resources 

are likely to influence research problems, projects and strategies of their colleagues and 

the academic standards that govern their practice (Whitley, 1984a:107-8). If there is a 

high level of control over resources by a small group in a scientific field, the larger 

group will be dependent upon them for their reputations. Among those resources 

Whitley cites jobs, facilities, funds and journal space. However, in Whitley’s model 

there are two important resources that need to be incorporated into the framework. One 

of them is the number of scientists in a scientific field and the other is the intellectual 

resources. 

 

The number of scientists is an important human resource that can have a substantial 

impact upon the organization and production of knowledge in a scientific discipline. 

According to Tony Becher and Paul Trowler, the size of a community might have an 

impact upon the communication patterns, the nature and scale of the research problems, 

the relationship between the members of the field and the level of competition for 
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resources and journal space (Becher and Trowler, 2001:185). In the International 

Relations (IR) discipline, size is one of the important factors that explain the dominance 

of the American IR community (Biersteker, 2009:309; Inoguchi and Bacon, 2001:9). 

According to Thomas Biersteker, “American intellectual hegemony is a simple product 

of the sheer volume of American IR scholarship…there are more active IR research 

scholars working in the U.S. than in any other country in the world” (Biersteker, 

2009:309). Biersteker suggests that the sheer market size has certain structural benefits 

such as there are more publication outlets in the US than anywhere else (Biersteker, 

2009:309). As a result, the communication patterns and dialogue between the IR 

scholars take a different form in the American IR community. Henrik Breitenbauch and 

Anders Wivel argue that the market size is an important factor that influences the level 

of intellectual diversity (Breitenbauch and Wivel, 2004:420). In a large market, the 

diversity would be higher (Breitenbauch and Wivel, 2004:420). 

 

Intellectual resources of a scientific discipline is another important factor that Whitley 

ignores as a contextual factor. Intellectual resources might refer to the common 

knowledge of society, common scientific knowledge or the past intellectual history of a 

scientific discipline itself. In social sciences, scientists in many disciplines in the 

Western countries has greatly benefited from philosophical, religious, political or other 

intellectual traditions and the works of classical figures such as Aritotle, Sokrates, Plato, 

etc. (Acharya and Buzan, 2007b:433; Yaqing, 2007:325; Alagappa, 2009:11). Amitav 

Acharya and Barry Buzan argue that theories of International Relations “as developed in 

the West drew heavily, and continues to do so from the thinking of classical figures, 

dating back to the Greco-Roman era” (Acharya and Buzan, 2007b:433). Moreover, 

since the Renaissance the Western countries have sustained a clear and systematic 

intellectual culture which has substantially affected the development of scientific 

disciplines (Yaqing, 2007:325).    

 

In fact, Whitley admits that certain theories or techniques have a significant influence 

upon the social organization of scientific disciplines. In the field of physics, the formal 

theory (mathematical analysis and modes of expression) has played a significant role 

and the institutionalization of this theory has numerous serious consequences (Whitley, 

1977). First, scientists restrict their subject matter, namely, they focus on relevant 

features or properties of their objects which are congruent with the theory (Whitley, 

1977:148-9; 153). For instance, in physics, scientists focus on purely formal properties 
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of concepts and relations and exclude others. They “devalue qualitative distinctions in 

favour of quantitative continua” (Whitley, 1977:153). Second, it directs attention to 

certain problems, hence; directly influence the significance standards (Whitley, 

1977:149). Third, formalization is considered as the most scientific activity and the 

most acceptable type of science (Whitley, 1977:144). Hence, it influences the 

competence and performance standards.  

 

Fourth, the principle is used for justifications for particular authority structures and it 

shapes the competition for authority (Whitley, 1977:143,163). Scientists are granted 

recognition or reputation on the basis of their success in developing elegant formal 

theories rather than conducting experimental research (Whitley, 1977:154). In parallel, 

“Competition in such a science focuses on the successful reduction of phenomena to an 

arithmetic formalism” (Whitley, 1977:149, 153). In this sense, this theory influences the 

reward system and control over resources. Fifth, mathematical abstraction and 

formalism enable the exclusion of lay audiences (Whitley, 1977:149). “The longer the 

training period and the more it focuses on abstract formalisms the more a science 

distances itself from lay expertise and demonstrates its professional status and so can 

claim intellectual and social autonomy” (Whitley, 1977:161). In this context, Whitley 

implies that formal theory has influenced the contextual factors and the internal 

structure of physics as well. 

 

Randall Collins mentions that “The past history of a field gives it intellectual 

resources (or lack of resources) that in turn affect its social structure, via the 

organizational variables that Whitley spells out” (Collins, 1988:298). A workable 

theory or a well-established technique, which is part of the intellectual structure, 

might influence the autonomy and level of task uncertainty as well (Collins, 

1988:298). In that sense, different forms of the intellectual stock of knowledge have to 

become part of the structure and explanation as well. Roy Bhaskar claims that all 

intentional human activity presupposes the prior existence of social forms. “Thus in 

science the raw materials used in the construction of new theories include established 

results and half-forgotten ideas, the stock of available paradigms and models, methods 

and techniques of inquiry, so that the scientific innovator comes to appear in retrospect 

as a kind of cognitive bricoleur” (Bhaskar, 1979:34; emphasis original). In Whitley`s 

model, the influence of the pre-existing of social forms seems to be ignored. 
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THE FOURTH MODEL: STRUCTURE AS SYSTEMS OF HUMAN 
RELATIONSHIPS AMONG SOCIAL POSITIONS 
 

According to the fourth model, structure refers to a nexus or system of human 

relationships among social positions (Porpora, 1987:109, 1989:198; Wight, 2006:164). 

The systems of relationships are distinguished from each other by their organizing 

principles according to which social positions are related (Porpora, 1987:109). Marxist 

understanding of structure is one of the outstanding examples of this view of structure. 

Karl Marx argues that “Society does not consist of individuals, but expresses the sum of 

interrelations, the relations within which these individuals stand” (Marx, 1978a:247). 

According to Marxism, structure refers to a nexus of relationships between social 

classes (Porpora, 1987:109, 1989:198; Wight, 2006:164). The most important form of 

relationship between social classes is relations of production and social classes are 

categories of individuals who are similarly positioned vis-a-vis the means of production 

(Porpora, 1987:109; Wight, 2006:164). Roy Bhaskar`s Transformational Model of 

Social Activity (TMSA) is based on a similar understanding of structure (Bhaskar, 

1979:25; Harre and Bhaskar, 2001:36-7). Bhaskar defines structure as the network of 

relations between “the positions (places, functions, rules, tasks, duties, rights, etc.) 

occupied (filled, assumed, enacted, etc.) by individuals, and of the practices (activities, 

etc.) in which, in virtue of their occupancy of these positions (and vice versa), they 

engage” (Bhaskar, 1979:41; emphasis original). There are certain interests, resources, 

powers, capabilities or constraints that are built into each position (Porpora, 1987:200). 

Porpora notes that the network of relations and the various interests, resources, powers, 

capabilities or constraints that are bind to them “comprise the material circumstances in 

which people must act and which motivate them to act in certain ways” (Porpora, 

1987:200). In this sense, the relational understanding of structure emphasizes the role of 

material or objective factors. 

 

Richard Whitley’s model is partially similar to this relational understanding of structure. 

First of all, Whitley suggests that the reputation of a scientist depends upon its ability to 

influence others’ works. Whitley says “Intellectual innovations are valued in this system 

of knowledge production for their usefulness to researchers in producing more 

innovations” and “research is valued to the extent that it affects, influences and is 

essential for others’ work to be successfully accomplished” (Whitley, 1984a:12). In this 

sense, the value of a scientist’s work depends upon its relation to others’ works, namely, 

to what extent it influences or is influenced by them (Whitley, 1984a:12). Second, 
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scientists’ practices are also influenced by their positions against the leaders of the field 

and especially their colleagues who control access to resources and/or determine 

performance and competence standards. One of the major dimensions of the internal 

structure in Whitley’s model is the level of mutual dependence/interdependence and 

interdependence is a form of relationship. Whitley suggests that in varying degrees 

scientists depend upon ideas and research results of their colleagues in order to produce 

novelties (Whitley, 1984a:86). Also, they might have to persuade their colleagues of the 

significance of their work especially those who control access to resources and 

determine performance and competence standards. In these cases, they “have to 

coordinate and interrelate their research with that of a well-defined and bounded group 

of fellow specialists” (Whitley, 1984a:86). In this context, scientists are inter-dependent 

and the level of inter-dependency influences their practice. Whitley argues that the 

varying degrees of inter-dependence affect the choice of research problems, the scope 

and nature of research problems, the choice of research methods and strategies, intensity 

and scope of conflicts between scientists or the level of theoretical coordination 

(Whitley, 1984a:94-103; 165-6). Thus, the relations and positions between scientists 

influence their practice. 

 

Third, Whitley underlines the significance of relations between different scientific 

fields. He says “a major part of the environment of any scientific field is the set of 

immediately adjacent fields and their interconnections constitute an important 

component of its context...the particular location of a field within that system is a major 

factor in determining its autonomy, coherence and direction” (Whitley, 1984a:266). The 

position of a scientific discipline within the general system of knowledge production is 

an important part of the external structure of scientific disciplines (Whitley, 1984a:268). 

In this sense, Whitley’s conception of internal and external structure is partially based 

on a relational understanding of structure and demonstrates how material/objective 

relations shape the actions of scientists. 

 

In the relational model of structure, structure represents objective and material 

circumstances/conditions which are external to individuals and which has causal 

properties and effects (Porpora, 1989:201-2). On the contrary, in the third model, 

Giddens underlines the importance of idealist elements such as intersubjective rules, 

norms, symbolic elements, etc. There is a difference between these two views, structure 

as an objective/material/external entity vs. intersubjective/cultural/ideational/internal 
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entity. In this context, by conceptualizing the internal structure of a scientific discipline 

on the basis of level of interdependence and task uncertainty which is based on shared 

knowledge, Whitley is able to combine material/objective and ideational/cultural 

factors. This is one of the major strengths of his model. 

 

Nevertheless, one of the major objectives of this thesis is to explore the relationship 

between the positions of Western and Turkish IR communities and the impacts of this 

relationship upon their knowledge production. In that sense, whether Whitley’s model is 

capable of explaining this issue is an important question. One of the interesting 

questions regarding the positions is whether the positions govern the practices or the 

practices govern the positions. Although, Whitley’s model has emphasized the 

importance of relations between scientists and scientific disciplines in scientific 

knowledge production, there is a stalemate between Whitley’s model and Bhaskar’s 

model. Whereas, Whitley implies that practices lead to positions, Bhaskar suggests that 

positions govern the practice.  

 

Whitley argues that status, standing, authority or position of a scientist in a scientific 

field depends upon his/her reputation (Whitley, 1984b:777). He says careers in 

scientific fields are constituted by a succession of reputations (Whitley, 1984b:777). 

Moreover, prestigious/positive reputations are won by producing novelties and “by 

persuading the relevant audience of colleague-competitors of the importance of one’s 

work for their research” (Whitley, 1984b:777). In this sense, in Whitley`s model, 

practices (production of new knowledge and persuasion) lead to positions (standing in 

the wider field). However, in Roy Bhaskar`s framework, position and practice influence 

each other. In Bhaskar’s model, positions govern, enable and constraint the practice of 

individuals (Bhaskar, 1975:196; 1979:36, 38, 40; 1986:130).  

 

Bhaskar argues that structure refers to the network of relations between the positions 

occupied by individuals (Bhaskar, 1979:41). The systems of relationships are 

distinguished from each other by their organizing principles according to which social 

positions are related (Porpora, 1987:109). The organizing principle and social positions 

establish distinct activities for those who occupy those positions. Individuals engage in 

these activities in virtue of their positions. According to Bhaskar, “Social activity occurs 

when agents occupy positions and engage in practices effectively given to them, which 

they reproduce or transform” (Bhaskar, 1986:131). There are certain interests, 



 69 

resources, powers, capabilities or constraints that are built into each position (Porpora, 

1987:200). Positions govern the practice of individuals through these elements. For 

instance, there are interests that are tied to positions. In a liberal free market economy, 

for example, investors have an interest to maximize their profits because they are in a 

competitive relationship with other investors (Porpora, 1989:208). Moreover, the 

capabilities of a person over other person(s) or object(s) are attached to social positions 

(Porpora, 1989:207). The abilities/causal powers of a boss, such as firing, promoting, 

determining the pay or workload of a subordinate, are capabilities that are built into the 

social position of the boss (Porpora, 1989:204, 207).  

 

Nevertheless, this does not mean that these elements determine the behaviour of 

individuals. Actors may or may not follow their interests or use their capabilities. Actors 

are motivated to act in their interests but they do not always pursue their interests 

because they may not recognize them or sometimes other contradictory forces may 

influence them to behave in different manners (Porpora, 1987:200; 1989:208). In that 

sense, although positions enable and constrain the practice of individuals they do not 

determine them (Bhaskar, 1975:196; 1979:36, 38, 40; 1986:130). On the contrary, 

through their actions individuals may change the structure (network of relationships) in 

intended or unintended ways (Porpora, 1987:200). In this model, “there is a dialectical 

causal path that leads from structure to interests to motives to action and finally back to 

structure” (Porpora, 1987:200). Bhaskar argues that structures are not independent from 

the activities of individuals (Bhaskar, 1979:38, 40; 1986:130). However, through their 

activity, individuals might reproduce or transform the structures (Bhaskar, 1979:35). 

“Society does not exist independently of human activity (the error of reification). But it 

is not the product of it (the error of voluntarism)” (Bhaskar, 1979:36). 

 

In this context, whereas in Whitley`s model practices of individuals determine their 

positions, in Bhaskar`s model, positions govern the practices of individuals. In other 

words, there is a stalemate between these two approaches positioned-practices vs. 

practice-based-positions. The relationship between position and practice is important 

because one of the objectives of this thesis is to explore the relationship between the 

Western and Turkish IR communities. The thesis suggests that the Turkish IR 

community have mainly contributed to the Western IR literature as local/area experts. 

Namely, they tend to provide local data and analysis about Turkey and Turkish foreign 

policy with a special focus on political-security issues. Moreover, they tend to use and 
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apply theoretical knowledge that has been produced by the Western IR communities. In 

this context, whereas the Turkish IR community is in the position of a consumer of 

theoretical knowledge, the Western IR community is in the position of a producer.  

 

The relative positions of the Turkish and Western IR communities raises interesting 

theoretical questions regarding the relationship between positions and practices. One of 

the interesting questions regarding this issue is whether Turkish IR scholars tend to 

produce local expertise because they have a position against Western IR as consumer of 

theories or because of their position against Western IR they produce local expertise? In 

other words, whether practice determines position or position determines practice? As 

Ole Waever and Arlene Tickner mention the positions between the Western and non-

Western communities of IR influence the practices of scientists in these communities 

(Tickner and Waever, 2009b:333). Namely, when these non-Western IR communities 

were established or began to develop, they were faced with already existing Western IR 

communities. They say “any formation of an academic research community necessarily 

takes place in the shadow of already-existing, larger, and predefining IR communities. 

This basically means that it is difficult to create the dynamics of academic standards as 

the primary regulator of scholarly activity due to the fact that the pinnacle is already 

occupied” (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:333).  

 

In parallel, Pierre Bourdieu suggests that a scientific field will “always be organized 

around the principal opposition between the dominant…and the dominated, the 

challengers” (Bourdieu, 2004:35). The dominant refers to the existing leaders of the 

scientific field who draws the boundaries of the field and defines the standards that 

govern the discipline. According to Bourdieu, this group enjoys “decisive advantages in 

the competition, one reason being that they constitute an obligatory reference point for 

their competitors, who, whatever they do, are willy-nilly required actively or passively 

to take up a position in relation to them” (Bourdieu, 2004:35). In this context, these 

authors suggest that positions are important factors that influence the practice of 

scientists.  

 

CONCLUSION 
 

Douglas Porpora suggests that there are four alternative accounts of structure in social 

theory. Conventionally, many scholars in social theory and in some other branches of 
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social sciences, defend one of these models and position themselves in opposition to 

others. In the field of International Relations, for example, Kenneth Waltz, inspired by 

Durkheim, positioned himself against reductionist theories. In sociology, Anthony 

Giddens positioned himself against objectivist accounts of structure, etc. Hence, the 

major tendency in structuralist approaches is to develop alternative models of structure 

in opposition to existing prevailing models. The consequence of this tendency is that all 

these models prioritize one aspect of social ontology or existence at the expense of 

others (Wight, 2006:174). Whereas, some models prioritize materialist elements against 

ideational elements, some of them prioritize individual level factors at the expense of 

structural level factors.  

 

In this context, this chapter aims to analyze Richard Whitley`s model from the 

perspective of four alternative conceptualizations of social structure in social theory. 

The major strength of Whitley`s model is that he is able to combine different elements 

from these alternative accounts of structure. On the one hand, Whitley’s structural 

model is similar to Roy Bhaskar’s structural model which defines structure as systems 

of human relationships among social positions. Whitley defines the internal structure of 

a scientific discipline on the basis of the degree of interdependence and interdependence 

is a form of relationship. In the relational model, structure represents the objective and 

material circumstances and conditions therefore Whitley demonstrates how material 

factors affect the practice of scientists. On the other hand, Whitley argues that the other 

major dimension of the internal structure of scientific disciplines is the degree of task 

uncertainty, which is defined as inter-subjective or shared knowledge. The shared 

knowledge as an element of the structure of scientific disciplines underlines the role of 

ideational factors in scientific knowledge production. In this context, Whitley is able to 

combine material and ideational factors in his structural model. This is one of the major 

strengths of his model. 

 

However, there are some missing elements in Whitley`s model and there is a need for 

clarifying the actual relationships between the elements that Whitley uses to construct 

his own model. In order to reveal these missing elements and to figure out actual 

relationships between them, there is a need for analyzing his model more closely, on the 

basis of a single case study. The rest of the thesis will present an analysis of the 

development of International Relations studies in Turkey on the basis of Whitley’s 

theoretical model. This analysis will help us to identify the relations between the 
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elements of the social structure of a scientific discipline and understand the dynamics of 

knowledge production in scientific disciplines. The following chapter will begin to 

analyze the development of IR in Turkey by addressing the development of Turkish 

higher education system. 
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CHAPTER III: THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION 
SYSTEM IN TURKEY    
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
One of the major arguments of the previous chapter is that Richard Whitley’s theoretical 

approach needs to be tested empirically. According to this model, the production of 

scientific knowledge is shaped by the interaction between the internal structure of social 

scientific disciplines and contextual factors in which the process of scientific knowledge 

production takes place. Hence, the internal structure of the International Relations (IR) 

discipline in Turkey and its contextual environment will be analyzed in the following 

chapters. However, before applying the theoretical model of Richard Whitley to the case 

of Turkish IR, this chapter aims to analyze the historical development, major 

characteristics and the current status of the higher education system in Turkey. The 

national higher education system is crucial to understand the dynamics of scientific 

knowledge production in a national setting because it provides the context in which 

scientific activities are carried out. How scientific education and research are organized, 

funded and coordinated at the national level vary from country to country and it 

substantially affects the internal dynamics of scientific disciplines.  

 

One of the defining features of national higher education systems is the authoritative 

relationships between the state, funding agencies, universities, local scientific elites, 

national and international scientific elites and private business actors over research 

goals and assessment (Whitley, 1984a; 2000; 2003a:1021; 2010:7-10). In other words, 

to what extent the state, funding agencies, university administrations and business actors 

are willing to delegate control over research goals, competence and performance 

standards, employment decisions, distribution of research funds to practitioners, etc. 

The degree of scientists’ autonomy over these issues affect the social and intellectual 

organization of scientific disciplines therefore many scholars in the field of Sociology 

of Science underline the importance of the autonomy of scientists in understanding and 

explaining the dynamics of scientific knowledge production (Whitley, 1984a; 2000; 

2003a:1021; 2010:7-10; Bourdieu, 2004; Ziman, 2000; Wagner and Wittrock, 1991a; 

Wagner, 1989; Becher and Trowler, 2001; Tickner and Waever, 2009b:328). In this 

context, this chapter not only portrays the general characteristics of the national higher 

education in Turkey, but it will also help us to understand how authoritative 
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relationships in the national higher education system and the autonomy of scientific 

community in Turkey have developed and changed. 

 

The first part shall consider the historical development of the higher education system in 

Turkey starting with the legacy of the Ottoman Empire. Afterwards, the historical 

development of the Turkish higher education system will be analyzed on the basis of 

three periods. The first period shall deal with how the first universities and the 

university system emerged and formed in Turkey from the 1910s to 1950s. The second 

period will deal with the growth and turbulences of the university system in the 1960s 

and 1970s. The third period covers the institutionalization, centralization and 

standardization of the higher education system from the 1980s onwards. The second 

part shall deal with the different aspects of the current state of the Turkish higher 

education system. It shall analyze the system in terms of major steps of higher 

education, demand and access, governance, institutional structure, finance, research and 

output. It will also present empirical findings about the general characteristics of the 

system and compare some of these findings with other countries. 

 

PART I - THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE TURKISH HIGHER EDUCATION 
SYSTEM AND SOCIAL SCIENCES IN TURKEY   
 
 
The legacy of the Ottoman Empire 
 
The framework of the contemporary Turkish higher education system was established 

during the late Ottoman Period in the 19th century. From the 19th century onwards to 

mid-1920s there were four types of higher education institutions in the Ottoman 

Empire: Medrese (the Madrasah26), Enderun (the School of Palace), the vocational 

higher schools/colleges and the modern-type universities. From the 13th and 14th 

century, the highest level of education took place in madrasah in the Ottoman Empire. 

Madrasah was mainly a public boarding higher education institution. In the 16th

                                                 
26 Madrasah means ‘the place where teaching takes place’ (Ataünal, 1998:6). 

 century 

new madrasahs were established in order to train civil servants, clergy and technicians 

(Umunç, 1986:435; Ataünal, 1998:5-6; Okçabol, 2007:82). The major courses in 

madrasahs were religion, canon law, rhetoric, philosophy, astronomy, grammar, 

administrative sciences, geography, natural sciences, mathematics and medical sciences 

(YÖK, 2004a:1; Ataünal, 1998:4-5; Widmann, 1999:51; Umunç, 1986:433). 

Nevertheless, religious courses constituted the core of the education.  
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The second type of higher education institution was Enderun (the School of Palace). 

Enderun was established in 1455 and closed in 1909 (Okçabol, 2007:82). Enderun 

aimed to train sultans, high level bureaucrats and diplomats as well. Apart from the 

courses that were taught in madrasahs, state administration, military training, music, art, 

modern languages, gymnastics and Turkish culture and traditions were taught in 

Enderun (Ataünal, 1998:6; Timur, 2000:38; Okçabol, 2007:82). Enderun had a secular 

character in which students were recruited regardless of their religion, ethnic origin or 

language and they later became military leaders or high-level administrators of the 

Empire (Ataünal, 1998:6).  

 

The third type of higher education institutions in this period were vocational higher 

schools. From the 17th

In this context, vocational higher schools (colleges) and academies were established in 

the fields of military and medical sciences, agriculture, mining, industry, commerce, 

communication, forestry, administrative and political sciences, etc. from the late 18

 century onwards, the Ottoman Empire entered into the period of 

decay in all aspects of social and economic life. The Empire confronted several 

problems against the major powers of Europe due to its weaknesses especially in 

science and industry. In order to modernize the country, the Ottoman Emperors initiated 

substantial reforms in several aspects of social and economic life. Furthermore, the 

increase in volume of economic relations and trade with the Western European 

countries and the inauguration of the new centralization process in the Ottoman Empire 

stimulated the need for recruitment of well-educated people and the establishment of the 

modern type higher education institutions (Timur, 2000:82).  

 

th 

century to early 20th century (Ataünal, 1998:7-8; Widmann, 1999:51; Gürüz, 2000:296; 

Okçabol, 2007:85,91) (Please see Table A.9.1 in Appendix_9). During this period, the 

French education system and educational perspective were influential on the Turkish 

higher education system therefore these vocational schools were similar to Grandes 

Ecoles (Widmann, 1999:57; Hatiboğlu, 2000:129; Gürüz, 2000:296; Okçabol, 2007:91). 

French professors and administrators served at different levels in them (Widmann, 

1999:57) and they were mainly established to meet technical requirements. There was 

also another institution that was founded as a typical liberal arts college of the Anglo-

American higher education system: Robert College (YÖK, 2004a:2). Robert College 

was established by the American missionary and philanthropist Cyrus Hamlin in 1863 



 76 

and it later turned into today’s Boğaziçi (Bosphorus) University. Although these schools 

were not fully-fledged universities, they signified the end of the madrasah era in the 

Ottoman higher education system and in later periods these institutions were combined 

to form the nucleus of modern Turkish universities (YÖK, 2004a:2; Şimşek, 

2006:1004).  

 

The establishment of these vocational schools also signifies the early foundations of 

social scientific disciplines in Turkey. The development of the social sciences dates 

back to the Ottoman Empire and especially, the Tanzimat Period (1839-1876)27. During 

the Tanzimat Period, debates on economics, politics, governance or societal problems 

took place at the societal level and not organized as scientific disciplines. Nevertheless, 

courses on some social scientific disciplines began to be taught in these vocational high 

schools. For instance, beginning from the mid-19th

Finally, the first modern western-oriented secular university in Turkey emerged during 

Tanzimat (1839-1876) and Meşrutiyet (the Constitution) Periods (1876-1908) 

(Widmann, 1999:51-2). The first modern-type secular university was established at the 

beginning of the 20

 century until the 1930s, economy as 

a course was taught as a sub-discipline in several vocational schools (Kazgan, 1997:91). 

Moreover, there were special high schools which were specialized on social scientific 

disciplines such as law and political science. The administrative and legal affairs of the 

Empire and the growing commerce and industrial relations with foreign countries gave 

rise to the need for the recruitment of well-educated civil servants (Timur, 2000:84-5, 

125). In order to meet this demand, Mekteb-i Mülkiye (the School of Political Science) 

was established in 1859. French professors and administrators played an important role 

in the establishment and development of Mülkiye (Widmann, 1999:57). The School had 

a two year-program that offers courses on the art of writing, prose, history, geography, 

statistics, governmental law, international public law, international treaties and 

economy-politique (Timur, 2000:86).  

 

th century, Darülfünun-ı Şahane (the House of Sciences28

                                                 
27 The Tanzimat Period is a reformation and reorganization period in the Ottoman history which began in 
1839. 
28 The title of the House of Sciences was changed in later periods to the Ottoman House of Sciences, the 
Ottoman University and the Istanbul House of Sciences (Istanbul University). 

) 

(established in August, 1900) (Gürüz and Pak, 2002:23; Widmann, 1999:52). The 

House of Sciences was established because the madrasahs were no longer capable of 

providing sufficient training and education for undergraduate or graduate students. By 



 77 

founding the House of Science the political leaders aim to establish a modern Western 

type university, to prevent brain drain, to contribute the development of modern 

sciences and to raise the awareness of public. It was composed of five departments: 

religious sciences, law, medical sciences, natural sciences and literature (Ataünal, 

1998:11, 13). In 1900, Mülkiye was affiliated to the House of Sciences. 

 
1910s – 1950s: The Period of Formation  
 
The Ottoman Empire, which was the predecessor of the Republic of Turkey, collapsed 

after the World War One and the new republic was established in 1923. After the 

establishment of the new Republic, Mustafa Kemal Atatürk and the other founding 

fathers of Turkey, initiated a comprehensive modernization period in all spheres of 

social life. Atatürk aimed to reconstruct the Turkish state and society as a secular 

republic which is committed to modernism. The new governing elite aimed to raise the 

standards of Turkish society to the most advanced level of contemporary civilizations. 

In the educational sphere, the first reform was made in 1924. The adoption of the law of 

unification of education (Öğretim Birliği Kanunu or Tevhid-i Tedrisat Kanunu) enacted 

the closure of all the madrasahs (Gürüz, 2000:297). Furthermore, the Turkish 

Government decided to modernize the House of Sciences. The Grand National 

Assembly of Turkey (GNAT) adopted the Decree of 1924 which recognized the 

corporate legal personality of the House of Sciences and it acquired scientific and 

administrative autonomy (Ataünal, 1998:18; Hatiboğlu, 2000:114; Okçabol, 2007:99). 

In addition, the budget of the House of Sciences was increased.  

 

Nevertheless, the modernization efforts which aimed to improve the conditions and 

standards of the House of Sciences turned out to be unfruitful. The House of Sciences 

could not demonstrate any progress and it was indifferent to needs and radical 

transformation and modernization of the Turkish society and Turkish Revolution 

(Korkut, 1983:316; Baskan, 2001:25; Ataünal, 1998:26-7, 30; Timur, 2000:231; 

Hatiboğlu, 2000:114; Okçabol, 2007:101). Hence, the Turkish Government decided to 

undertake a radical renovation process in the House of Sciences and for this purpose, in 

1932, Swiss Professor Alfred Malche was invited to Turkey and he was asked to 

prepare a report on the re-organization and modernization of the House of Sciences. As 

a response to Prof. Malche’s report29

                                                 
29 In his report, Prof. Alfred Malche advised the Turkish Government to guarantee the autonomy of the 
university and the academic freedom, to change the methods of teaching, to recruit foreign instructors for 

, the Turkish Government initiated the Istanbul 
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University Reform in 193330

The most important innovation of the 1946 University Reform was the recognition of 

the legal personality and the scientific and administrative autonomy of the universities 

(Hatiboğlu, 2000:196; Umunç, 1986:443; Doğramacı, 2007:16). In addition, the 

faculties turned out to be autonomous institutions and the governing bodies of the 

faculty were responsible for “fiscal matters, elections, distributions of resources and 

posts among departments, nomination and promotion of professors, and proposals 

concerning the establishment or closure of departments in the faculty” (Umunç, 

1986:444-5). However, the Law of 1946 also consisted of several provisions that 

stipulate the supervisory role of government in the higher education system. The 

 (Ataünal, 1998:27-8, 263-275; Umunç, 1986:439; 

Widmann, 1999:51). In 1933, the House of Sciences were closed down and the Istanbul 

University in Istanbul and Higher Institute for Agriculture in Ankara were established 

with a new decree (Ataünal, 1998:19) (Please see Table A.9.2 in Appendix_9). The new 

decree set the major purposes and the vision of universities, which were similar with 

modern Western universities (Korkut, 1983:317; Ataünal, 1998:31-6; Hatiboğlu, 

2000:105, 113, 120; Okçabol, 2007:102).  

 
The positive results of the 1933 reform in higher education system, the beginning of the 

multi-party system in Turkish politics and the intensification of the democratization 

process brought about a need for greater opening in Turkish higher education system in 

the 1940s (Ataünal, 1998:37; Timur, 2000:245). One of the major steps of 

institutionalizing the higher education system in Turkey was taken in 1946. The Law of 

1946 clearly defined the major responsibilities of universities, revised the curriculums, 

set the standards of training, appointment and promotion of teaching staff, established 

the Inter-university Council and designated the Minister of Education as the head of the 

universities (Korkut, 1983:322-3; Ataünal, 1998:38-9; Gürüz, 2000:299; Hatiboğlu, 

2000:163; Okçabol, 2007:105).  

 

                                                                                                                                               
teaching foreign languages, to introduce foreign language proficiency exam, to increase the number of 
scientific publishing in Turkish, to centralize the administration of libraries, to revise the process of 
appointment and promotion of teaching staff in universities, to establish the Faculty of Social Sciences 
and Economics, to increase the interaction between society and the university, to convene public 
conferences and to publish a scientific journal in Turkish (Ataünal, 1998: 271-302; Widmann, 1999:78-
9).  
30 In fact, the Istanbul University Reform was a part of the Ataturk’s Cultural Reform which lasted from 
1924 to 1940s. Ataturk’s Cultural Reform consisted of several reforms in social and educational spheres 
such as Law of Unification of Education (1924), adoption of the new Turkish alphabet (1928), the law 
reform, the abolishment of the Sultanate and Caliphate (1924), the establishment of the Ankara State 
Conservatory, Gazi Institute for Language and History and the Higher Institute for Agriculture 
(Widmann, 1999:17, Hatiboğlu, 2000:114). 
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Minister of Education was the head of the universities and had the authority to chair the 

Inter-University Board, to ratify the resolutions and policies of the universities and to 

appoint professors and associate professors (among the candidates which are proposed 

by the universities). Furthermore, the universities were fully financed and audited by the 

government.  

 

The social sciences began to develop in this period. The first chairs (departments) of 

social scientific disciplines emerged in İstanbul in the House of Sciences at the 

beginning of the 20th century. The first chair of sociology was founded in 1910 under 

the Faculty of Literature, in the House of Sciences (Akşit, 1997:16). The Faculty of Law 

in Ankara was founded in 1925 and the Faculty of Law in İstanbul was reorganized 

(Mumcu, 1997:139). Table 3.1 summarizes the dates when first chairs in social sciences 

and humanities were established in Turkey: 

 
Table 3.1: The first chairs in social sciences and humanities in Turkey31 

Date of 
establishment 

Chairs Faculty/University/Place 

1910 Sociology Faculty of Literature, the House of Sciences, İstanbul 
1915 Geography Faculty of Literature, the House of Sciences, İstanbul 
1919 Psychology Faculty of Literature, the House of Sciences, İstanbul 
1925 Law School of Law, Ankara 
1933 Philosophy Faculty of Literature, the House of Sciences, İstanbul 
1934 Archeology Faculty of Literature, the House of Sciences, İstanbul 
1936 Economy Faculty of Economics, the House of Sciences, İstanbul 
1936 Political Science Faculty of Political Science, Ankara 

 
In 1919, the first chair of psychology was founded in the House of Sciences under the 

Faculty of Philosophy (TÜBA, 2007c:124; Şahin, 1997:205). The first chair of 

economy was established in 1936 in the House of Sciences and the first graduate 

student received his PhD in 1940 (Kazgan, 1997:91).  

 

During the early decades of the republic until the 1950s, one of the major objectives of 

the social scientists was to aid the needs of the state and society (Heper and Berkman, 

1979:308). After the establishment of the Turkish Republic, the new government 

initiated a modernization process and the Turkish reforms aimed to replace traditional 

institutions with contemporary ones (Heper and Berkman, 1979:308). Moreover, they 

replaced Ottoman Islamic cultural legacy with secular orientations. The political leading 

figures believed that “macro-level social transformation was possible through the cross-

cultural borrowing of certain institutions” (Heper and Berkman, 1979:308). In order to 

                                                 
31 YÖK, 2004a:2. 
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realize that they borrowed the institutions from the West and launched a cultural 

secularization programme. In this context, the universities were expected to “train a new 

generation of bureaucrats who would promote and safeguard the goals of the Turkish 

revolution” and they were asked to disseminate Republican ideas (Heper and Berkman, 

1979:308; Heper, 2000:126). Thus, in this period, the social scientists had a normative 

understanding of science and they were mainly concerned with comprehensive macro-

level solutions (Heper and Berkman, 1979:308; Heper, 2000:126).  

 
1950s – 1980s: The Period of Growth and Turbulence  
 
After the Second World War, the international environment significantly changed. The 

relations between the United States and the Soviet Socialist Republic deteriorated and 

gave rise to a world order which is characterized by the struggle between two opposing 

ideologies and economic systems. The new world order and the ideological conflict 

between two major powers influenced all spheres of life worldwide. During this period, 

Turkey began to follow Western-oriented policies and entered into a political and 

economic liberalization period (Oran, 2006:492; Boratav, 2005:93-4). One of the major 

indications of this shift was the transition from a single-party system to a multi-party 

system (Ahmad, 2002:102; Koçak, 1995:181). In 1950, the Democrat Party won the 

general elections and took power in Turkey. The new government allied with the 

Western countries, benefited from the Marshall Plan, received aid under the Truman 

Doctrine, favored market oriented policies and joined NATO in 1952. Obviously, the 

Western orientation of the new government had significant impacts in the sphere of 

culture and education.  

 

Before the 1950s the higher education system in Turkey was designed according to the 

Continental tradition. Although the impacts of this tradition continued, the Democratic 

Party began to follow the American model beginning from the 1950s (Aybay, 1977:16; 

Ataünal, 1998:49; Widmann, 1999:59; Hatiboğlu, 2000:129; YÖK, 2004a:2; Şimşek, 

2006:1005; Okçabol, 2007:110). In order to meet the requirements of the economy and 

the demand for high-quality technical personnel, the Turkish government decided to 

expand the higher education system and established four new universities in different 

cities of Turkey (Please see Table A.9.3 in Appendix_9). These campus universities 

were designed according to the American model32

                                                 
32 These universities were Ege, Karadeniz Teknik, Orta Doğu Teknik and Atatürk. 

. Orta Doğu Teknik Üniversitesi (The 

Middle East Technical University), which was established in 1956, possessed typical 
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characteristics of an American university and its medium of instruction was English33. 

Atatürk Üniversitesi (Atatürk University) aimed to help the technical, social, cultural 

and economic development of the Eastern Anatolia and to develop the agricultural 

sector in the region (Korkut, 1983:324; YÖK, 2004a:3). The organization of the 

university was similar to American land-grant institution34

The period between 1960 and 1980 was one of the most controversial periods in the 

history of Turkey. Three coup d’états occurred in this period in 1960, 1971 and 1980 

and the political environment radically changed with ups and downs. However, unlike 

other countries the military coups in Turkey were short-lived and civilian governments 

 (Ataünal, 1998:49; YÖK, 

2004a:3). Through the end of 1960s, Ankara Tıp Fakültesi (the Faculty of Medicine of 

the Ankara University) was converted into Hacettepe Üniversitesi (the Hacettepe 

University) and the Robert College was converted into Boğaziçi Üniversitesi (the 

Bosphorus University). The structure and administration of Hacettepe Üniversitesi (the 

Hacettepe University) was an amalgamation of the American and the Continental model 

of university system (Reed, 1975).  

 

The scientific and administrative autonomy of universities were one of the hot issues in 

the 1950s between the government and major universities in Turkey. Although the 

Democrat Party has a liberal-right political outlook, after the mid-1950s, the Party 

began to follow intolerant anti-democratic policies against the opposition parties and 

movements (Ahmad, 2002:110; Akşin, 1995:223). The Party followed policies that 

centralized the power in the hands of the government in certain spheres of political and 

social life (Ahmad, 2002:110; Akşin, 1995:223). It was not very sympathetic to 

autonomy of the universities. In 1953, the government amended the Article 46 (d) of the 

University Law. According to the amendment, if a professor expresses his/her political 

ideas in public or publish his/her views, this will be considered as a reason for expulsion 

(Law No.6185) (Hatiboğlu, 2000:213). Furthermore, in 1954, the Law No. 6435, which 

authorized the Minister of Education to expel or re-assign teaching staff in universities, 

was adopted (Hatiboğlu, 2000:213; Timur, 2000:250). These enactments breached the 

scientific and administrative autonomy of the universities and created an intense debate 

between the government and universities in this period.    

 

                                                 
33 Orta Doğu Teknik Üniversitesi (the Middle East Technical University) was governed by a lay board of 
trustees until 1976 which was designated by the Council of Ministers, the head of the university (rector) 
was determined by the Board and the University had greater administrative and financial autonomy 
(YÖK, 2004a:3; Gürüz, 2000:300). 
34 Atatürk Üniversitesi (Atatürk University) was administered by a lay board of advisers. 
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were established within 2-3 years after the military interventions. Democrat Party’s anti-

democratic policies, political instability, the decline in the economic growth and 

prosperity and the deterioration in the socio-economic-cultural life gave rise to the 

military intervention in 1960 (Oran, 2006d:666; Ahmad, 2002:125). However, the 

military wanted to restore power and transfer it to a civilian government so they asked a 

group of university professors to prepare a new constitution which turned out to be one 

of the most democratic and liberal constitutions in Turkish history (Oran, 2006d:666; 

Ahmad, 2002:136; Fırat, 1997:1). 

 

In 1960, a new constitution was adopted by the Parliament and 40 articles of the 

Universities Law of 1946 were amended. The article 120 of the 1961 constitution 

emphasized the scientific and administrative autonomy of the universities (Ataünal, 

1998:52; Hatiboğlu, 2000:221). The amendments guaranteed that teaching staff in 

universities cannot be expelled by authorities outside the universities and the expulsion 

of professors from their duties could only be done through judicial enactments 

(Okçabol, 2007:113). In addition, one of the most significant changes of the University 

Law was the abolishment of the authority of the Minister of Education. His role as the 

head of the universities, his supervisory role in the system, his right to chair the 

meetings of the Inter-University Board and to ratify the resolutions and policies of the 

universities were all abolished (Umunç, 1986:446; Hatiboğlu, 2000:222; Okçabol, 

2007:111). Hence, the universities became more autonomous (Baskan, 2001:27; YÖK, 

2004a:3).  

 

The new Constitution, the shift to centrally planned economy and increasing freedom in 

the universities promoted the development of social sciences in the 1960s. Mübeccel 

Kıray argues that in the 1960s, social sciences in Turkey underwent substantial changes 

and a new type of thinking emerged in Turkey (Kıray, 1979:45-6). Beginning from the 

1960s, social sciences were characterized by systemic, analytic and empirical research 

which sought to explain, predict and control. There was a greater enthusiasm in 

universities for more research and the number of outputs increased. Furthermore, 

professional associations were established which consisted of members who dealt with 

modern type of research. Thanks to these associations, the number of publications and 

textbooks increased. Moreover, national and international seminars and conferences 

were held. Kıray also notes that the quality of writings improved during this period and 

some of them even received international recognition (Kıray, 1979:46).  
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Kıray contends that these developments were a result of various factors. First, “There is 

no doubt that what stimulated the social sciences both inside and outside the universities 

in the 1960s was the influence of the metropolitan countries, particularly the United 

States of America” (Kıray, 1979:46). The collaboration between Turkish and foreign 

scholars intensified and the former was able to use external funds more independently. 

Second, when Turkey entered into a centrally planned economy era and when certain 

governmental and non-governmental agencies were founded, the demand for the use of 

empirical data and the significance of empirical research increased. Socio-economic 

problems were given more weight which expected to increase the interest in social 

sciences. Third, the teaching and use of empirical sciences were also encouraged by the 

allocation of more resources by these planning organizations and their recruitment of 

both foreign and local social scientists who were experts in modern research techniques. 

Fourth, the emergence of new universities with novel administrative organizations and 

new social science departments led to new ways of thinking in social sciences. These 

faculties were able to receive funds from national and international sources for research 

and built-up necessary frameworks. Fifth, the new generation of scholars, who were 

equipped with modern research skills, also added new stimulus to these developments.     

 

Nevertheless, during the 1960s, Turkish society became politicized and polarized and 

“the new freedoms provided by the constitution permitted ideological politics for the 

first time” (Ahmad, 2002:139). Two new activist groups emerged in the domestic 

political arena in Turkey: students and workers (Oran, 2006d:668; Ahmad, 2002:134). 

“There was now a left-wing presence in the country especially in the universities. 

Students had organised their own political associations, some affiliated to the Workers’ 

Party....The right, alarmed by this awakening, abandoned its complacency and began to 

mobilise its own forces against what was described as the struggle against communism” 

(Ahmad, 2002:139). The political and ideological confrontations between the leftist and 

rightist organized movements were also influenced by the 1968 student movements in 

France and Europe. “By January 1971, Turkey seemed to be in a state of chaos. The 

universities have ceased to function” (Ahmad, 2002:147). The violent clashes between 

leftist and rightist groups and economic deficiencies led to another military intervention 

in 1971 (Oran, 2006d:666; Ahmad, 2002:147). 
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The 1970s were considered as the period of turmoil, chaos, disorder and unregulated 

growth (Umunç, 1986:449-50; Şimşek, 2006:1006). In order to restore the order, the 

government amended the constitution which covered almost all the institutions in the 

country including universities (Ahmad, 2002:152). Two new laws (Law No.1739 and 

No.1750) were adopted in 1973 which brought about several innovations in the higher 

education system. The establishment of Yüksek Öğretim Kurulu (the Council of Higher 

Education) (YÖK) and Üniversite Denetleme Kurulu (the University Supervisory 

Council) was a significant development (Ataünal, 1998:57-60; Hatiboğlu, 2000:229-

264). Whereas, the former was responsible for planning, administration, control and 

coordination of the higher education, the latter was a supreme administrative body 

which supervises and audits the universities (Gürüz, 2000:301; YÖK, 2004a:6; Şimşek, 

2006:1006; Hatiboğlu, 2000:231). The Council of Higher Education was headed by the 

Minister of National Education and consisted of lay members. The University 

Supervisory Council was chaired by the Prime Minister and all universities are subject 

to the Council. The Council can automatically take over the administration of the 

universities if they did not abide by the rules and regulations of the Council (Ahmad, 

2002:156). Hence, the autonomy of the universities decreased and political decision 

makers were involved in the administration of the universities (Ahmad, 2002:156).  

 

The Council was established in order to prevent the radicalism and activism of students 

and some professors and to seize violent clashes in the universities. The composition 

and power of these Councils were considered as a breach of the autonomy of 

universities and resisted by them (Umunç, 1986:446; Timur, 2000:293; Hatiboğlu, 

2000:265; Baskan, 2001:28; YÖK, 2004a:6; Şimşek, 2006:1006). Moreover, the Law 

revised the priorities and goals of universities and set education as the major goal of 

universities rather than research (Timur, 2000:293). Besides these developments, ten 

new universities were established in various regions of Turkey which signified the 

change in the relative geographic distribution of universities in Turkey (YÖK, 2004a:5; 

2004d: 21) (Please see Table A.9.4 in Appendix_9). However, the higher education 

system was characterized by the existence of various types of higher education 

institutions which were administered by different authorities (Şimşek, 2006:1007).  

 

There were four types of institutions: i) universities (4-year undergraduate programs), ii) 

academies (4-year undergraduate programs, independent administration), iii) higher 

vocational schools (2-year programs, affiliated to the Ministry of Education), iv) teacher 
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training institutions (3- year programs, affiliated to the Ministry of Education) (YÖK, 

2004d:21; Şimşek, 2006:1007). There was also distance education system. In addition, 

political affinities, ideologies and ideological contentions prevented the development of 

proper mechanisms for the appointment and promotion of the teaching staff and 

administrators (Umunç, 1986:449-50). The shortages of qualified teaching staff, lack of 

necessary laboratories, libraries, classrooms, etc, lack of standardization in curriculums, 

syllabuses, admission criteria and teaching methods, limited financial resources, were 

some of the major problems of the higher education system in this period (Umunç, 

1986:449-50).     

 

Moreover, the development of social sciences was hindered by the implications of ups 

and downs of social and political life in Turkey in the 1970s. First of all, the social and 

political upheavals in Turkey had severe impacts upon social sciences. The Turkish 

academic community in social sciences was politicized and became ideologically 

fragmented (Heper, 2000:129-130). Moreover, due to the political inclinations of the 

academy there was a division between social scientists and the state. Obviously, this 

division constrained the development of social sciences in this period. Natural sciences 

were considered as more important compared to social sciences because of the 

politicized and normative nature of the latter (Heper and Berkman, 1979:309). Social 

scientific disciplines were undervalued and distanced. Whereas, a major institute was 

established to fund research in natural sciences, a comparable institute for social 

sciences was not established.  

 

Second, the preferences and attitudes of governments and their pressure on universities 

to transform themselves into professional schools were another factor that hinders the 

development of social sciences (Heper and Berkman, 1979:309). Third, as a result of 

scholasticism35

                                                 
35 According to scholastic view of education, ‘to learn’ means to transfer accepted knowledge and to 
know becomes more important than to analyze, to think and to discover new relations (Kıray, 1979:42).  

 among the teaching staff and the great number of students enrolled in 

social science faculties, teaching was given more weight and these factors also led to the 

low quality and the limited amount of research in Turkey (Kıray, 1979:43). Moreover, 

there were problems in the training of methodology and research techniques (Heper and 

Berkman, 1979:309; Kıray, 1979:44). Fourth, the level of dialogue and cooperation 

among teaching staff is low due to ideological cleavages and their different 

backgrounds. Some of them were trained in Western countries according to different 
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traditions so that they preferred not to get into dialogue with other traditions. In 

addition, courses were only given by senior professors which prevented necessary 

training of junior assistant professors. Metin Heper mentions that the politicized, 

normative, macro-oriented, descriptive and non-analytical mode of studies were 

dominant in social sciences in the 1960s and 1970s (Heper, 2000:131).  

   

1980s – 2000s: The Period of Standardization and Institutionalization  
 

The 1980s signified significant changes in the Turkish higher education system. As 

discussed above, a military intervention occurred in Turkey in 1971 and the new 

government attempted to take all political, legal and social precautions in order to 

restore the order in the country. Nevertheless, another wave of political violence 

emerged after the mid-1970s between the leftist and rightist groups in Turkish society. 

Moreover, the political instabilities, weak coalition governments and their difficulties to 

oversee the economic problems brought about chaos and anarchy (Ahmad, 1993:176). 

The societal conflicts have serious repercussions in the universities as well in the 1970s. 

Anarchy and ideological clashes emerged between organized student groups. The 

ideational polarization between socialist, communist and anarchist oriented and liberal, 

nationalist and fascist oriented groups turned out to be armed conflicts in universities. 

These groups also fought with university administration, governmental bodies, police 

and armed forces. In several universities education were interrupted for a year.  

 

As a result, on 12 September 1980, the military took over the power. The 1980 military 

coup substantially shifted Turkey’s political, economic and social affairs. Besides other 

spheres of social life, the military employed radical reforms in the higher education 

system. The student events and the ideological confrontations in universities were the 

major problems in the higher education system. The low rate of schooling in higher 

education, lack of auditing, problems in promotion of professors, huge gaps between 

metropolitan universities and rural universities, low success rate of students, low rates 

of international publications and lack of standardization in academic titles and diplomas 

were some of the major problems (Ataünal, 1998:61-9). The Higher Education Law 

2547 was adopted in 1981 and it was the most comprehensive higher education law in 

Turkey since 1933 (Şimşek, 2006:1007).  

 

Major provisions of the Law 2547 were as follows (Umunç, 1986:450; Ataünal, 

1998:74; Hatiboğlu, 2000:277-341; YÖK, 2004a:5). First, the legal personality and 
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scientific autonomy of universities were guaranteed and universities were composed of 

faculties, departments, institutes, vocational higher schools and similar institutions 

(Article # 3). However, administrative autonomy of the universities was relinquished. 

Second, training was identified as the major goal of the universities (Article # 4). Third, 

YÖK (The Higher Education Council) was revitalized and turned into a constitutional 

body which regulates and coordinates the major activities of higher education 

institutions such as planning, organization, governance, instruction and research (Article 

# 6-7). Fourth, major governing bodies of the university were the senate, the university 

administrative board and the rector (Article # 13-15). Fifth, the university system was 

restructured, nine new universities were established and department-based academic 

organization was adopted. Sixth, the Law allowed the non-profit foundations to 

establish higher education institutions and the first private university in Turkey was 

established in 1984 (Bilkent University). Seventh, minimum standards in the duration of 

courses, curricular objectives, admissions, teaching responsibilities, tuition fees were 

set. Eight, academic promotions were introduced. The promotions were based on 

research and international academic publications. 

 

The restructuration of the university system in 1981 seized the institutional and 

functional fragmentation of the higher education system and created a unified one. 

Nevertheless, the abolishment of the administrative autonomy of the universities, 

prioritization of educational role of the universities and the expulsion of several 

professors, associate professors and students from universities (this was actually based 

on the Law No. 1402) were some of the mostly criticized aspects of the Law No. 2547 

(Hatiboğlu, 2000:343; Okçabol, 2007:128). After the military coup, many professors 

were either expelled from their duties or resigned because of their political ideas. 

Besides that, from the 1980s to 1990s, there was an immense growth in overall higher 

education system. The number of students enrolled (increased by 380 %), participation 

rates (increased by 3.7 %), the number of teaching staff (increased by 65 %), the 

number of assistant, associate and full professors (increased by 126 %) were all 

increased substantially (Şimşek, 2006:1008). In order to keep up with the economic and 

social pressure, twenty five new universities were established in various cities of the 

country; hence, the geographic expansion of the higher education system to the country 

was accomplished in the 1990s (YÖK, 2004a:5).  
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In addition, the institutionalization process gained a momentum in several branches of 

social sciences in the 1980s and especially in the 1990s (Denkel, 1997:38). In the field 

of sociology, thirty two new departments were established from the 1980s to 1990s. The 

Association of Turkish Sociologists was founded at the beginning of the 1990s (Akşit, 

1997:16). The Association of Turkish Philosophy was founded by the members of the 

academia in 1987 and publishes its own periodical, Felsefe Dünyası (the World of 

Philosophy) (Denkel, 1997:37). Turkish philosophy has been represented internationally 

by the Turkish Philosophy Foundation (TPF) which was established in 1974. TPF 

became a member of the International Philosophy Foundations Confederation (FISP) in 

1979. After 1982, psychology departments were established under the faculties of arts 

and sciences (Şahin, 1997:207; TÜBA, 2007c:140). Türk Psikoloji Dergisi (Turkish 

Psychology Journal), which has been published since 1978, was included in the Social 

Science Citation Index since 1995 (Şahin, 1997:209; TÜBA, 2007c:125). Turkish 

Psychology Association was established in 1976 and it was a member of International 

Union of Psychological Science and European Federation of Professional Associations.   

 

PART II - CURRENT STATUS OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM IN 
TURKEY 
 
 
Institutional Structure 
 

In Turkey, the institutional structure of the higher education system is based on Law 

No. 2547. At the top level, there are two governing bodies: YÖK (the Higher Education 

Council) and the Inter-University Board. YÖK consists of 22 members and it is a 

corporate public body which consists of a General Assembly, an Executive Board and a 

president. Major responsibilities of YÖK are “planning, coordination and supervision of 

higher education within the provisions set forth in the Higher Education Law” (YÖK, 

2004b:1). Seven of those members are directly appointed by the President of the 

Republic, seven of them are proposed by the Inter-University Board and appointed by 

the President and eight of them are chosen by the Government and appointed by the 

President for a renewable four-year period. The Inter-University Council is an advisory 

board which consists of rectors of all universities and one member from each of them. 

The Council aims to facilitate coordination and collaboration among universities.  

 

YÖK defines higher education as “all postsecondary programs with a duration of at 

least two years” (YÖK, 2004c:1). Major units of the higher education are universities. 
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In 2011, there are 165 universities, which are located in 81 cities of Turkey (YÖK, 

2011). 103 of these universities are public universities and 62 of them are private 

universities (YÖK, 2011). Universities are composed of faculties and four-year schools 

which offer bachelor’s degree and two-year vocational schools which offer pre-

bachelor’s (associate’s) degree. The latter are strictly vocational programs. In addition, 

some of the universities offer evening programs36

The academic structure of private universities in Turkey is similar to public universities 

and is based on Law No.2547. In terms of administrative structure, the only difference 

is the existence of the Board of Trustees. The Board of Trustees represents the legal 

personality of the university and it is responsible for administration of the universities. 

The Board has the authority to appoint teaching staff and all administrative staff, set 

tuition fees and salary scales, prepare the budget of the university and appoint the rector 

and deans (YÖK, 2007b:9).   

. There are also master’s and doctoral 

level programs which are administered by institutes for graduate studies in universities 

and medical specialty training programs.  

 

In the Turkish higher education system, the rector is the head of university and chairs 

university boards, implements resolutions, coordinates and supervises the constituent 

units of the university. Two major governing bodies of universities are the Senate which 

is responsible for undertaking the legal-administrative affairs of the university and the 

University Administrative Board which is responsible mainly for ensuring the 

implementation of decisions of the Senate and the governing bodies of higher education 

(Article # 14-15). Faculties are composed of departments and departments are divided 

into divisions. Deans are the head of faculties. The educational program, research and 

publication activities of the faculty and the main principles of the plans and programs 

are some of the issues that are decided by the Faculty Board which is composed of the 

Dean, the heads of departments, the directors of graduate schools, six members of 

teaching staff (Article # 17). The Faculty Administrative Board consists of the Dean and 

six members of the teaching staff and major responsibilities of the Board are to 

implement decisions of the Faculty Board, to ensure the implementation of academic 

plans and programs and to draft proposals for the budget and programs of the Faculty 

(Article # 18).  

 

                                                 
36 In order to meet the demand for higher education, Turkey introduced the evening programs in 1992. In 
evening programs, education takes place in same institutions after the normal education (YÖK, 
2007a:47).   



 90 

The organizational chart of the higher education system and universities can be seen in 

Figure 3.1: 

 
Figure 3.1: The organizational chart of the Turkish higher education system37

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
37 Copied from YÖK, 2007a:44.  
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After 1982, the government and YÖK designed the organization of scientific disciplines 

according to a common format. Although, the faculty and departmental organization of 

private universities and some of the public universities may vary, in general, the 

departments are organized in a similar format. The organization of faculties in the 

Turkish higher education system can be seen in Table 3.2 below:  

 
Table 3.2: The organization of faculties in the Turkish higher education system 

 Departments 
Faculty of 
Architecture 

Architecture, City and Regional Planning, Industrial Design 

Faculty of Arts 
or Letters 

History, Philosophy, Psychology, Sociology, Archeology, Turkish 
Language and Literature, etc 

Faculty of 
Economics and 
Administrative 
Science 

Economics, Business Management, Political Sciences, International 
Relations 

Faculty of Law Law 
Faculty of 
Engineering 

Aerospace, Chemical, Civil, Computer, etc. 

Faculty of 
Education 

  Educational Sciences, Foreign Language Education, Elementary 
Education, etc. 

 
Faculty of 
Medicine 

Basic Sciences, Medical Sciences, Surgical Sciences, etc. 

Faculty of 
Sciences 

Biology, Chemistry, Mathematics, Statistics, Physics, etc. 

Faculty of 
Communication 

Communication Sciences, Radio, Cinema and Television, etc. 

Faculty of Fine 
Arts 

Ceramics, Sculpture, Interior Architecture, Painting, etc. 

Faculty of 
Agriculture 

Soil Science, Agricultural Machinery, Animal Sciences, etc. 

 
In all universities, graduate studies are undertaken in institutes and there are four major 

type of institutes: Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, Health Sciences and Atatürk’s 

Principles and History of Reforms (Arıcı, 2001:53).   

 

According to Hasan Şimşek, the system of appointment to executive positions such as 

rectors, deans and chairpersons in the Turkish higher education system is “a mix of the 

Continental European model of collegiality (based on elections) and the Anglo-

American tradition of appointment” (Şimşek, 2006:1012). In Turkish universities, 

candidates for rectors are elected by the faculty members and the list of candidates is 

presented to YÖK. Afterwards, YÖK chooses three candidates and presented to the 

President of the Republic and the President appoint any one of these candidates (Article 

# 13). In private universities, the rector is appointed by the Board of Trustees. Deans are 

appointed by YÖK from among the candidates nominated by the Rector (Article # 16). 

 



 92 

According to the European Universities Association (EUA), the autonomy of 

universities and scientists can be analyzed in terms of four dimensions and the level of 

organizational autonomy is one of them (EUA, 2009, 2011). The organizational 

autonomy refers to the capacity of universities to determine the organization of internal 

academic units (e.g. faculties, departments, etc.), to select the head of the university or 

to establish profit or non-profit organizations freely (EUA, 2011:55). The EUA argues 

that the level of organizational autonomy in Turkey is not very high (EUA, 2009:11; 

2011:24,56) because first of all “the procedures for the selection and dismissal of the 

executive head are stated in the higher education law” (EUA, 2011:55). Moreover, 

internal academic structures of the universities in Turkey are determined by law, 

faculties are listed by name and “the law defines the number, name and disciplinary 

scope of each faculty” (EUA, 2009:11; 2011:24).  As a consequence, the capacity of 

universities and faculty members to make decisions over the organizational matters is 

constrained in Turkey (EUA, 2009:11; 2011:24,56).  

 

Demand & Access 
 

There is a centralized system of admission to higher education in Turkey. Students are 

placed to the universities according to their scores in the nation-wide multi-stage 

university entrance examination which is done by ÖSYM (The Student Selection and 

Placement Center) every year. In 2011, the number of applicants was 1.759.998 and 

345.041 of these applicants were placed into a 4-year (bachelor’s) program (ÖSYM, 

2011a:1-2). From 1985 to 2005, the number of candidate students increased from 

480.633 to 1.851.618 (increased four times) (YÖK, 2007a:225). The total number of 

students enrolled in undergraduate and graduate level programs from 2000 to 2011 is 

shown in Table 3.3:  
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Table 3.3: The total number of students in Turkey (all universities) (2000-2011)38 
 Bachelor’s Master’s Doctoral Total39 Change % (Total) 
2000-2001 745.377 65.068 21.739 1.594.462 - 
2001-2002 775.139 73.466 22.514 1.664.364 4.4 
2002-2003 793.906 82.277 23.176 1.894.109 13.8 
2003-2004 823.740 90.057 24.835 1.946.442 2.8 
2004-2005 862.948 92.566 27.335 2.073.428 6.5 
2005-2006 915.043 111.814 32.503 2.309.918 11.4 
2006-2007 937.317 108.683 33.711 2.419.214 4.7 
2007-2008 965.293 104.028 34.879 2.497.473 3.2 
2008-2009 1.040.597 109.281 35.669 2.889.070 15.7 
2009-2010 1.145.201 139.463 44.407 3.493.819 20.9 
2010-2011 1.290.609 125.690 42.938 3.780.916 8.2 

 
As can be seen from Table 3.3 above, the demand for higher education in Turkey has 

been significantly increasing. The total number of students in tertiary education in 

selected European Union countries is listed in Table 3.4 (Eurostat, 2011d): 

 

Table 3.4: The total number of students in selected European Union countries 
 Tertiary education (1 000) 

 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
European Union (27 countries) 18530,2 18782,5 18884,2 19037,2 19470,4 
Belgium 389,5 394,4 393,7 401,7 425,2 
Bulgaria 237,9 243,5 258,7 264,5 274,2 
Czech Republic 336,3 337,4 362,6 392,5 416,8 
Denmark 232,3 228,9 232,2 230,7 234,6 
Germany 2268,7 2289,5 2278,9 2245,1 2438,6 
Ireland 186,6 186 190,3 178,5 182,6 
Greece 646,6 653 602,9 637,6 - 
Spain 1809,4 1789,3 1777,5 1781 1800,8 
France 2187,4 2201,2 2179,5 2164,5 2172,9 
Italy 2015 2029 2033,6 2013,9 2011,7 
Hungary 436 438,7 431,6 413,7 397,7 
Netherlands 565 579,6 590,1 602,3 618,5 
Austria 244,4 253,1 261 284,8 308,2 
Poland 2118,1 2145,7 2146,9 2166 2150 
Portugal 380,9 367,3 366,7 376,9 373 
Romania 738,8 835 928,2 1056,6 1098,2 
Finland 306 309 309,2 309,6 296,7 
Sweden 426,7 422,6 413,7 406,9 422,6 
United Kingdom 2287,5 2336,1 2362,8 2329,5 2415,2 
Norway 213,9 214,7 215,2 212,7 219,3 
Switzerland 199,7 205 213,1 224,5 233,5 
Croatia 134,7 136,6 140 143,4 139,1 
Turkey 2106,4 2342,9 2453,7 2532,6 2924,3 
United States 17272 17487,5 17758,9 18248,1 19102,8 
Japan 4038,3 4084,9 4032,6 3938,6 3874,2 

 
 
The autonomy of universities can also be assessed in terms of the capacity of 

universities to decide on overall student numbers, to introduce or abolish new 

                                                 
38 ÖSYM 2007; YÖK, 2004c:1; World Bank, 2007:11.  
39 The total number also includes the number of pre-bachelor students, open/distance education students 
and medical interns.   
40 This table includes the total number of persons who are enrolled in tertiary education (including 
university and non-university studies) in the regular education system in each country (Eurostat, 2011d). 
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programmes (e.g. bachelor, masters, etc.), to choose quality assurance mechanisms and 

to design the content of the academic programmes (EUA, 2011:44). The EUA defines 

this dimension of autonomy as academic autonomy. In Turkey, YÖK decides on the 

maximum number of students that can be admitted to each academic program after 

considering the proposals of the universities (EUA, 2011:45). The Council also 

determines the guiding principles of the selection and admission of students (EUA, 

2011:45). Turkey is the only country in which “student numbers are exclusively decided 

by the state” in Europe (EUA, 2009:36; 2011:45). In addition, the establishment of new 

degree programs (specifically bachelor and PhD degrees) needs to be approved by YÖK 

(EUA, 2009:34; 2011:48). Nevertheless, universities in Turkey are free to determine the 

content of the academic degrees (EUA, 2011:51-2).  

 

Academic Staff 
 

There was 108.462 academic staff, of which 15.529 were professors, 8.486 associate 

professors and 21.717 assistant professors, in the universities in Turkey in the academic 

year 2010-2011 (ÖSYM, 2011b). 5.394 of the total number of academic staff work in 

the area of social sciences (ÖSYM, 2011b). Assignments to assistant professor position 

are carried out according to the provisions of the Law 2547. A vacancy for an assistant 

professor position is advertised by the rectorate. In faculties, the Dean, after taking the 

written opinions of three professors or associate professors (one of them shall be from 

outside the university and one of them shall be an administrator of that unit) about each 

candidate, presents a list of candidates to the Rector. Assistant professors are appointed 

by the Rector from among that list (Article # 23). There are two major requirements to 

be appointed as an assistant professor: to have acquired a doctoral degree and to pass 

the foreign language examination (Article # 23).  

 

In order to receive the title of associate professor, assistant professors have to succeed in 

the Associate Professorship examinations which are held by the Inter-university Board 

(Article # 25). In order to be entitled to take the exam, candidates need to produce 

original scientific research and publications, and pass the nation-wide foreign language 

proficiency exam in a foreign language. The associate professors are appointed by the 

rector after having views of three professors and the University Administrative Board 

(Article # 25). To be promoted to professorship, an associate professor have to work in 

the relevant field of study for five years after receiving the title of Associate Professor, 



 95 

to have published original research of an international standard and to have been 

appointed to a staff position of professorship (Article # 26). Professors are appointed by 

the rector on the basis of the decision of the University Administrative Board.  

 

The staffing autonomy refers to the capacity of universities to recruit their own staff, to 

negotiate terms of employment and salaries and to determine standards that govern 

promotion of the faculty members (EUA, 2009:27). In Turkey, public universities have 

a limited degree of autonomy in staffing because the number of posts (e.g. posts for 

professors) is determined by the public agencies, namely the Ministry of Finance and 

YÖK (the Higher Education Council) (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010; EUA, 2009:28; 

2011:38-9). YÖK allocates a specific number of vacancies to universities and then 

universities recruit their staff on their own. However, if a post becomes available due to 

retirement or resignation, the post comes under consideration of YÖK (EUA, 2011:39). 

Moreover, individual salary levels of staff members are set by the Ministry of Finance 

in public universities in Turkey (EUA, 2009:30; 2011:41). With respect to promotion of 

academic staff, Turkish universities are not entirely free (EUA, 2011:42). In Turkey, the 

promotion of an academic staff is possible only if a higher level post is available (EUA, 

2011:43). In this context, the EUA suggests that the staffing autonomy in Turkey is not 

very high (EUA, 2011:59). 

 
Finance 
 
In Turkey, higher education has been interpreted as public service. Whereas, public 

financing is implemented for state universities, private universities are financed through 

private financing method. The method of financing of state universities is budgetary 

finance. Universities have three major sources of income: (a) state funds, (b) revenue 

from services (revenues from revolving capital, catering, accommodation, rent, etc.) and 

(c) student contributions (YÖK, 2007a:64). In 2011, the amount of the budget of the 

Ministry of National Education was 34,1 billion Turkish Lira (app. 18,9 billion US 

dollar), the amount of the budgets of YÖK and public universities was 11,5 billion 

Turkish Lira (app. 6,4 billion US dollar) and the amount of the total budget of education 

was 45,6 billion Turkish Lira (app. 25,3 billion US dollar) (MEB, 2011:195). The 

budgets the Ministry of National Education, YÖK and public universities from 2006 to 

2011 can be seen in Table 3.5 below: 
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Table 3.5: The budgets of the Ministry of National Education, YÖK and public universities (2006-
2011) (Turkish Lira)41 

Years 

The budget of the 
Ministry of 

National 
Education 

The budgets of  
YÖK and Public 

Universities 

Total  
Education 

Budget 

The proportion of 
total 
education budget 
in GDP 

2006 16.568.145 5.846.822 22.414.968 3.00 
2007 21.355.634 6.586.692 27.942.326 3.30 
2008 22.915.565 7.318.284 30.233.849 3.20 
2009 27.883.696 8.772.719 36.656.415 3.80 
2010 28.237.412 9.355.457 37.592.869 3.40 
2011 34.112.163 11.503.927 45.616.090 3.80 

 

In the EU countries, the overall proportion of EU-27 GDP given over to education was 

around 5.1 % in the period 2001-2006 (Eurostat, 2011a:121). Table 3.6 reveals that, at 

the same period, public expenditure on education as a percent of GDP in Turkey was 

2.9 %. 

 

Table 3.6: Public expenditure on education (% of GDP) (2001-2006)42 
 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
European Union-27 

 

4.99 5.1 5.14 5.06 5.04 5.04 
Belgium 6 6.1 6.03 5.96 5.93 6 
Bulgaria 3.78 4.03 4.23 4.51 4.51 4.24 
Czech Republic 4.09 4.32 4.51 4.37 4.26 4.6 
Denmark 8.44 8.44 8.33 8.43 8.3 7.97 
Germany 4.49 4.7 4.7 4.59 4.53 4.4 
Greece 3.5 3.57 3.56 3.82 4.04 - 
Spain 4.23 4.25 4.28 4.25 4.23 4.27 
France 5.94 5.88 5.9 5.79 5.65 5.58 
Italy 4.86 4.62 4.74 4.58 4.43 4.7 
Hungary 5.01 5.38 5.89 5.41 5.47 5.42 
Netherlands 5.06 5.15 5.42 5.46 5.48 5.46 
Poland 5.42 5.41 5.35 5.41 5.47 5.25 
Romania 3.25 3.51 3.45 3.28 3.48 - 
Sweden 7.12 7.43 7.3 7.18 6.97 6.85 
United Kingdom 4.57 5.11 5.24 5.16 5.36 5.47 
Switzerland 5.42 5.75 6 5.91 5.71 5.46 
Turkey 2.71 2.82 2.96 3.12 - 2.86 

 

The second major resource of finance is the revenue from the services provided by the 

university. The third major source of finance is student contributions. Nevertheless, the 

bulk of the university income comes from the state funds (YÖK, 2004c:16). In 2005, 

whereas the relative share of state funds in public university income was 57 %, the 

relative share of private sources and student contributions were 39 % and 4 % 

respectively (YÖK, 2007a:65). Table 3.7 shows that, in 2005, the allocation from the 

state provided budget per student was 1.898 US dollar and reel expenditure per student 

                                                 
41 MEB, 2011:195.  
42 This indicator is defined as total public expenditure on education, expressed as a percentage of GDP 
(Eurostat, 2011a:121). 
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was 1.197 US dollar in Turkey (YÖK, 2005:122). This figure is 25 % of the average of 

the OECD countries.  

 
Table 3.7: Expenditure per student in Turkey (allocated from 

the state provided budget) 
Year 2005 Prices 

(Million TL) 
Reel Prices 

(US $) 
Reel Expenditure 

per Student (US $) 
1981 3.663,00 1.932 1.487 
1982 2.894,36 1.778 1.297 
1983 3.363,23 2.048 1.556 
1984 3.152,09 1.494 1.180 
1985 2.208,72 1.070 813 
1986 1.978,63 1.002 781 
1987 1.663,43 952 714 
1988 1.802,34 1.020 734 
1989 1.858,16 1.002 661 
1990 2.563,92 1.389 1.000 
1991 2.652,52 1.319 976 
1992 2.780,35 1.503 1.157 
1993 2.965,60 1.632 1.256 
1994 1.914,42 1.185 889 
1995 1.298,98 755 604 
1996 1.797,89 943 651 
1997 2.210,29 1.435 937 
1998 2.350,60 1.238 821 
1999 2.418,69 1.221 890 
2000 2.594,10 1.247 896 
2001 1.759,88 727 506 
2002 2.079,09 989 709 
2003 2.254,32 1.311 969 
2004 2.306,82 1.398 1.072 
2005        2.529,30 1.898 1.197 

 
As shown in Table 3.8, in the OECD countries, the average annual expenditure on 

educational institutions per student was 7.840 US dollars in 2006, compared to 1.614 

US dollars in Turkey (OECD, 2009).   

 
Table 3.8: Annual expenditure on educational institutions per 

student (for all services, US Dollar, 2006)43 
  
  

Tertiary education Primary to tertiary 
education 

OECD countries   
United States 22.384 13.447 
Switzerland* 12.783 12.667 
Norway 10.730 11.487 
Austria 10.541 10.895 
Denmark - 10.395 
Sweden 8.855 9.523 
Netherlands 9.717 9.330 
United Kingdom 9.714 9.309 
Japan - 8.872 
Belgium 8.496 8.827 
Iceland - 8.823 

                                                 
43 OECD, 2009. In 2010 and 2011 the same data is not available for Turkey. 
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Australia 9.982 8.678 
France 8.016 8.428 
Italy* 5.628 8.263 
Ireland 8.407 8.092 
Finland 7.951 8.048 
Germany 7.996 7.925 
Spain 7.845 7.819 
Korea 7.517 6.811 
Portugal* 7.208 6.624 
New Zealand 8.010 6.222 
Czech Republic 6.464 5.174 
Hungary* 4.843 4.588 
Poland* 4.468 3.868 
Slovak Republic 5.324 3.485 
Mexico 5.393 2.460 
Turkey* 4.648 1.614 
OECD average 8.455 7.840 
OECD total 13.163 8.857 
EU19 average 7.592 7.682 
Partner Countries   
Brazil 10.067 1.811 
Israel - 6.293 
Russian Federation 3.948 2.761 
*Public institutions only 

 
 
Financing of private universities in Turkey depends on the private financing model. 

Private universities have three major resources of finance: (a) contribution of the 

foundation (b) student contributions and (c) state aids (YÖK, 2007a:65; 2007b:9). The 

ratio of these incomes and resources vary from university to university. The 

contribution of foundations demonstrates significant differences among different 

universities and according to YÖK, the majority of the universities depend on student 

contributions (YÖK, 2007b). In addition, in 2005, only 10 universities could receive 

state aids and the maximum level of state aids given to private universities was 3-4 % of 

their total income (YÖK, 2007b:11).  

 

The financial autonomy refers to the length and type of public funding, the capacity of 

universities to set tuition fees, keep surplus of public funding and borrow money in 

financial markets (EUA, 2009:20; 2011:30). In Europe, universities are either funded 

through block-grants or line-item budgets. In the block-grants system, financial grants 

are given as a block and universities are free to allocate them internally according to 

their needs. However, in the line-item budget system, “the ministry or parliament pre-

allocates university funding to cost items and/or activities” (EUA, 2011:30). In this 

sense, universities are unable to distribute their finds freely. In Turkey, funding 

mechanism for higher education is based on negotiated, incremental line-item budgeting 
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(Şimşek, 2006:1014). Every year universities prepare their annual budgets through 

negotiations with YÖK (the Higher Education Council), the Ministry of Finance and 

DPT (the investment part). Afterwards, the universities present it to YÖK and the 

Council consolidates all budget requests and sends it to the Minister of Education who 

defends the higher education budget in the Parliament (YÖK, 2004b:7; Şimşek, 

2006:1013).  

 

As a result of the line-item budget system, the universities’ ability to make allocation 

decisions is comparatively restricted in Turkey. According to the World Bank, “Public 

universities in Turkey have very little flexibility on how they use their resources with at 

least 50 line items in their budgets with little flexibility to switch resources. In addition 

the amount allocated to each line item is largely determined by history” (World Bank, 

2007:10). In Europe, the block-grant method is the most popular system among 28 

countries and the line-item budget system is only used in three countries, including 

Turkey (EUA, 2009:26; 2011:30). In addition, the fees for national students in public 

universities are set by the Council of Ministers in Turkey (EUA, 2011:36). As a 

consequence, the degree of financial autonomy is not very high in Turkey (EUA, 

2011:56).  

 
Research 
 

R&D is mainly performed by universities in Turkey and there are two major sources of 

finance in social scientific research in Turkey: domestic and external sources. There are 

four major domestic resources of funds. First of all, one of the resources is the 

university budget. Each university has a research fund (the University Research Fund) 

which is composed of income from the state-provided budget (by the YÖK Scientific 

Research Projects), from the revolving fund and from the earmarked projects given by 

Kalkınma Bakanlığı (the Ministry of Development) (YÖK, 2004c:6; TÜBA, 2007a:50-

1). Projects are selected by a board under the chairmanship of the university rector. As 

Figure 3.2 below shows, the amount of scientific research funds allocated from the 

state-provided budget to the higher education institutions has been increasing from 2003 

to 2010 (TÜBİTAK, 2011:24)44

                                                 
44 The table shows higher education institution’s research project funds (BAP) which are provided from 
the state budget.  

:  
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Figure 3.2: Scientific research funds provided from the state budget (2003-2010) 
 

 
 

The second source of income is TÜBİTAK (The Scientific and Technological Research 

Council of Turkey) funds. TÜBİTAK is a state funded agency. It was established in 

1963 and it is responsible for promoting, developing, organizing, conducting and 

coordinating research and development in line with national targets and priorities 

(TÜBİTAK, 2008). It has administrative and budgetary autonomy. Its major functions 

are (a) to support innovation, academic and industrial R&D studies, (b) to develop S&T 

policies, (c) to manage R&D institutions, (d) to carry out research, technology and 

development studies, (e) to fund research projects carried out in universities and other 

public and private organizations, (f) to conduct research on strategic areas, (g) to 

develop support programs, (g) to publish scientific journals, (h) to organize science and 

society activities, and (i) to support undergraduate and graduate students through 

scholarships and (j) to act as the funding agency for S&T (TÜBİTAK, 2008; OECD, 

1995; Uzun, 2006). TÜBİTAK is the only horizontal funding agency for R&D in 

Turkey. 

 

Most R&D in universities is funded by TÜBİTAK on project basis. The funding 

includes equipment, space, consumables, travel, salaries for auxiliary personnel, 

scholarships, etc. The project grants are allocated directly to faculty members and they 

are not included in the university budget and income. The number of research projects 

and the amount of research funds provided by TÜBİTAK to higher education 

institutions can be seen in Figure 3.3 below (TÜBİTAK, 2011:24)45

                                                 
45 The figure indicates the number of annual active projects and the amount of funds given for projects 
during 1998-2010 within the context of Research Support Program of TÜBİTAK-ARDEB (TÜBİTAK, 
2011:24).  
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Figure 3.3: Scientific research funds provided from TÜBİTAK (1998-2010) 
 

 
 

There has been a substantial increase in terms of both items since 2004. In 2010, the 

total amount of R&D spending provided by TÜBİTAK to universities in Turkey was 

139 million Turkish Lira (app. 94 million US $) (TÜBİTAK, 2011:24). 2.533 

TÜBİTAK funded projects have been implemented by the universities in 2010 

(TÜBİTAK, 2011:24).  

 

TÜBİTAK is governed by a Science Board. The Board consists of prominent scholars 

of universities, industry and research institutions. TÜBİTAK’s functions are performed 

by the Board and a number of research grant committees which selects sub-fields 

according to the priorities set by the Science Board and YÖK. The grant committees, 

which are composed of respected scientists and TÜBİTAK specialists, cover a broad 

range of areas. However, social sciences are excluded from the founding act of 

TÜBİTAK. It was only in 1998, TÜBİTAK began to fund social scientific research. 

Until the 2000s, social sciences have had a very small share among the projects funded 

by TÜBİTAK. From 1963 to 1993, agricultural and veterinary projects comprised the 

40 % of the total projects funded by TÜBİTAK (OECD, 1995:35). The foundation of 

Social and Humanities Scientific Research Group (SOBAG) under the TÜBİTAK in 

1999 stimulated a significant improvement for social sciences (TÜBA, 2007a:50). 
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Bilim ve Teknoloji Yüksek Kurulu (The Supreme Council for Science and Technology) 

(BTYK) is Turkey’s highest policy-making body for science and technology policy. It 

was chaired by the Prime Minister. It consists of some of the cabinet members, 

Kalkınma Bakanlığı (the Ministry of Development), YÖK, TÜBİTAK and Türkiye 

Atom Enerjisi Kurumu (the Turkish Atomic Agency) (TAEK). The Council sets targets 

for R&D for the fields that it deemed priority. Currently, these fields are biotechnology 

and gene technologies, information and communication technologies, nanotechnology, 

mechatronics, design technologies, agricultural and production process technologies, 

materials technologies, energy and environmental technologies (Uzun, 2006:554). In 

that sense, social sciences were not sufficiently funded until the 2000s in Turkey. 

 

Third, there are also limited amount of funds provided by TÜBA. Türkiye Bilimler 

Akademisi (TÜBA) (The Turkish Academy of Sciences) was established in 1993 and is 

affiliated to the Prime Minister. It aims to promote research activities in all scientific 

fields, to encourage researchers and scientists, to attract young talented people to 

research, to improve the status of scientists and to make efforts to meet international 

standards in higher education and it has administrative and budgetary autonomy. The 

establishment of TÜBA demonstrated the need for the establishment of infrastructure 

and support mechanisms for social scientific research (TÜBA, 2007a:50). Fourth, there 

are also limited amount of funds which are provided by some governmental agencies, 

private sector institutions, NGOs and international institutions and foundations (TÜBA, 

2007a:51).  

 

Figure 3.4 reveals that, in 2009, the amount of Turkey’s Gross Domestic Expenditure 

on R&D was 8,1 billion Turkish Liras (app. 4,4 billion US $ (current PPP)) which 

amounts to 0.85 of her GDP (TÜİK, 2010; OECD, 2011): 
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Figure 3.4: Turkey's Gross Domestic Expenditure on R&D (2000-2009) 
 

 
 

Between 1995-2005, Turkey’s average R&D spending increased 7.5 % on average per 

annum (YÖK, 2007c:1). Nevertheless, as can be seen in Figure 3.5, Turkey’s average 

ratio of R&D expenditure as a percentage of GDP between 2003-2009 is lower than the 

average of OECD countries (OECD, 2011): 

 

Figure 3.5: Gross domestic expenditure on R&D as a percentage of GDP  
(2003-2009, average, %) 

 

 
 

The number of full-time researchers has increased from 15.854 in 1995 to 57.759 in 

2009 in Turkey and 54 % of these researchers work in the higher education sector 

(Eurostat, 2011b).  
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Figure 3.6: Research and development personnel  
(Higher education sector, % of the labour force, 2009) 

 

 
 

Nonetheless, as Figure 3.6 demonstrates, the ratio of full-time researchers in higher 

education sector as percentage of the labor force in Turkey (0.13 %) is lower than the 

average of EU-27 (0.37 %) (Eurostat, 2011e)46

                                                 
46 Japan: 2006 data; Greece: 2007 data. 

.    

 

Moreover, there are three major external sources of finance. First of all, researchers in 

social sciences can utilize funds from the European Union (EU). Turkey joined the EU 

Science and Technology Development Sixth Framework in 2002 and Seventh 

Framework in 2007. These frameworks aim to contribute to the development of 

scientific research and technology potential in the beneficiary country and they provide 

funding for social scientific research (TÜBA, 2007a:51). The total budget of the 7. EU 

Framework is 50 billion € and it started in 2007 and will end in 2013. From 2007 to 

2010, 540 partners from Turkey have involved in projects under the 7. EU Framework 

and the total budget of these projects is 1,1 billion € (TÜBİTAK, 2011:26). The Turkish 

institutions has spend 82,4 million € of this total budget (TÜBİTAK, 2011:26). Second, 

social scientists in Turkey could also benefit from funds through certain inter-

governmental and international non-governmental organizations such as United Nations 

(especially UNDP, UNFPA), the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD), European Science Foundation and NATO (TÜBA, 2007a:52). 

Finally, there are also certain funds from various countries that Turkish scholars can 

apply (TÜBA, 2007a:52). 

0
0,1
0,2
0,3
0,4
0,5
0,6
0,7
0,8

EU
-2

7
EU

-1
6

B
el

gi
um

B
ul

ga
ria

C
ze

ch
 R

ep
ub

lic
D

en
m

ar
k

G
er

m
an

y
Es

to
ni

a
Ire

la
nd

G
re

ec
e

Sp
ai

n
Fr

an
ce

Ita
ly

La
tv

ia
Li

th
ua

ni
a

Lu
xe

m
bo

ur
g

H
un

ga
ry

N
et

he
rla

nd
s

A
us

tri
a

Po
la

nd
Po

rtu
ga

l
R

om
an

ia
Sl

ov
en

ia
Sl

ov
ak

ia
Fi

nl
an

d
Sw

ed
en

U
ni

te
d 

K
in

gd
om

Ic
el

an
d

N
or

w
ay

C
ro

at
ia

Tu
rk

ey
Ja

pa
n



 105 

Output 
   
The performance of Turkish academics has been steadily increasing since the 1980s in 

terms of research output. Whereas, Turkey ranked as 41st (464 papers) in terms of the 

number of papers in journals included in the Science Citation Index in 1983, Turkey’s 

position rose to 22nd (12.160 papers) in 2003 (Uzun, 2006:555; Şimşek, 2006:1016). 

According to Thomson ISI Essential Science Indicators (ESI), during the period 

between 1997 and 2007 August, Turkey ranks 23rd in terms of publications (95.357 

publications) and 30th in terms of citations (342.951 citations) among 146 countries 

(YÖK, 2007c:6). The total number of publications worldwide which are indexed in the 

Thomson ISI Web of Science data bank can be seen in the Table 3.9 below: 

 
Table 3.9: The total number of publications in the Web of Science 

(Thomson ISI) (1981-2006)47 
Countries Number of 

Publications 
Ratio of 

Contribution 
(%) 

Total 
Number of 
Citations 

Impact 
Factor 

U.S.  5.861.401  36,01 123.847.576  21,13  
United 
Kingdom  

1.443.131  8,87 24.893.165  17,25  

Japan 1.371.470  8,43 16.530.172  12,05  
Germany  1.318.796  8,1 18.496.102  14,02  
French 956.191  5,87 13.466.609  14,08  
Canada  771.300  4,74 12.680.206  16,44  
Italy  588.009  3,61 7.558.269  12,85  
China  478.737  2,94 2.524.807  5,27  
Australia  428.358  2,63 6.109.868  14,26  
India  405.785  2,49 2.008.846  4,95  
Netherlands  383.149  2,35 6.840.392  17,85  
Spain  375.133  2,3 3.832.993  10,22  
Sweden  308.197  1,89 5.722.457  18,57  
Switzerland  274.392  1,69 5.658.730  20,62  
Israil  197.446  1,21 2.903.772  14,71  
Poland  190.683  1,17 1.352.491  7,09  
Brasil  168.022  1,03 1.181.837  7,03  
Finland  137.856  0,85 2.135.932  15,49  
Austria  130.651  0,8 1.710.202  13,09  
Norway  100.975  0,62 1.447.127  14,33  
Turkey  98.186  0,6 428.642  4,37  
Greece  86.711  0,53 688.794  7,94  
Mexico  77.747  0,48 585.358  7,53  
Argentina  72.574  0,45 586.039  8,08  
Portugal 49.039  0,3 425.462  8,68  
Chili 37.388  0,23 351.619  9,4  
Iran  24.995  0,15 95.205  3,81  
Venezuella  16.678  0,1 141.474  8,48  
World Total 16.276.861  100 235.101.933 14,44  
Latin America  406.234  2,5 3.106.577  7,65  
Asia–Pacific 
(excluding 
Japan)  

1.840.399  11,31 14.411.698  7,83  

                                                 
47 Copied from TÜBITAK, 2007b:16. 
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Asia–Pacific  3.161.514  19,42 30.461.688  9,64  
European  
Union 
OECD 
Countries  

5.904.142 
12.833.766  

36,27 
78,85 

82.003.203 
207.511.166  

13,89 
16,17  

 
According to the ESI data, Turkey’s publications have increased 144 % in all fields 

between 1997–2006 (YÖK, 2007c:6). The greatest number of publications was 

published in the fields of clinical medicine, engineering, physics and biology and bio-

chemistry from 2000 to 2006. Table 3.10 shows the total number of publications from 

Turkey according to scientific disciplines, which are indexed in the Thomson ISI Web 

of Science data bank: 

 
Table 3.10: The total number of publications from Turkey in the 

Web of Science (Thomson ISI) (1981-2006)48 

Branches  
Total 

Number of 
Publications 

Total 
Number of 
Citations 

Impact 
Factor 

Computer Sciences 727  1.625  2,24  
Plant and Animal Sciences  5.040  13.791  2,74  
Biology and Biochemistry 4.316  25.127  5,82  
Education 137  170  1,24  
Ecology / Environment 2.969  11.903  4,01  
Pharmacology 3.143  17.587  5,60  
Physics 7.361  39.435  5,36  
Law 14  1  0,07  
Economics and Business 
Administration 

1.050  3.243  3,09  

Immunology 570  4.195  7,36  
Chemistry 13.245  71.514  5,40  
Clinical Medicine 38.161  150.692  3,95  
Material Sciences 3.790  14.283  3,77  
Mathematics 1.197  2.649  2,21  
Microbiology 897  5.872  6,55  
Molecular Biology and 
Genetics  

1.076  16.074  14,94  

Engineering  10.348  32.891  3,18  
Neurology and Behavioral 
Psychology 

2.213  17.756  8,02  

Interdisciplinary Studies 732  376  5,14  
Psychology 1.108  4.979  4,49  
Social Sciences (general) 1.177  2.708  2,30  
Space Sciences 647  3.455  5,34  
Geology 2.594  19.655  7,58  
Agricultural Sciences 3.594  13.459  3,74  
Turkey Total  106.106  473.440  –––––  

 
According to ISI Conference Papers data, 12.262 papers were presented in conferences 

by Turkish scientists from 1997 to 2006 (YÖK, 2007c:21). During the last ten years the 

number of conference papers has increased four times (YÖK, 2007c:21). The majority 

of these papers are presented in the fields of engineering, computer sciences, clinical 

                                                 
48 Copied from TUBITAK, 2007b:19. 
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medicine, physics and material sciences (YÖK, 2007c:21). In parallel to the increase in 

the number of publications, the number of patents has increased from 2 to 27 during 

1995-2005 period (YÖK, 2007c:24). In terms of patent numbers, Turkey was ranked as 

21st

 

 among the OECD countries in 2005 (YÖK, 2007c:24).   

CONCLUSION 
 
The first modern type higher education institutions in Turkey were established in the 

19th century. In the 1930s and 1940s, as part of Atatürk’s cultural reform, a university 

reform was carried out and new universities were established. Initially, the Turkish 

higher education system was influenced by the French, Austrian and German (from the 

mid-19th century to 1940s) systems. Since the 1950s, the Turkish higher education 

system has been under the influence of the American university system. After the 

1980s, like most of many other countries, it has become an integrated part of the 

Western higher education network. During the 1960s and 1970s, societal and political 

upheavals in Turkey generated turbulences in Turkish universities and led to a period of 

stagnation especially due to the politicization and ideological fragmentation of the 

students and academics. After the coup d’etat in 1980, the administration of the Turkish 

university system was centralized and standardized. In the 1990s and 2000s, Turkish 

higher education system experienced a serious growth and the institutionalization of the 

most of the scientific disciplines gained a momentum in this period. 

 

Unlike Western university systems, one of the major characteristics of the Turkish 

university system is that it was not formed through a historical evolutionary process; 

rather, major institutions and norms of the university system were adapted from the 

Western system. Since from the 1930s, state has heavily involved in the higher 

education system. Training or education has been set as the primary function of the 

universities. Another particular feature of universities in Turkey is that the domestic 

intellectual-political environment has been an influential factor that affects universities 

and scientists in Turkey. The administrative autonomy of universities in Turkey has 

always been a controversial issue between the governments and the universities. 

Moreover, as mentioned in the EUA Report 2011, the administrative/organizational, 

financial and staffing autonomy in Turkish universities are not very high compared to 

other European countries.  
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CHAPTER IV: THE HISTORICAL-INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND 
THE CURRENT STATE OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS DISCIPLINE IN 
TURKEY 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The previous chapter addresses the development of Turkish higher education system. 

Before analyzing the internal structure of Turkish IR discipline in detail, this chapter 

aims to analyze the historical institutional development, current state and intellectual 

output of the IR discipline in Turkey. The analysis of the development of Turkish IR 

demonstrates that there is a considerable IR community in Turkey which has been 

institutionalized since the mid-1950s. The chapter will show that the Turkish IR 

community has been highly socialized and integrated to the Western IR communities. 

The first part of the chapter will focus on the historical institutionalization of the IR 

discipline in Turkey within a chronological framework. The second part will present the 

current status of the IR discipline in Turkey and the development of the intellectual 

output of the IR community. The final part of the chapter will deal with the ties between 

Turkish and Western IR communities.  

 
PART I - THE HISTORICAL-INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE IR 
DISCIPLINE IN TURKEY 
 
The discipline of IR derived from the disciplines of History, Law and Political Science 

(PS) in Turkey (Kut, 2005b:134). In certain respects political thought and political 

sciences followed a different path of development in the Ottoman Empire than Western 

countries. Until the late Ottoman period, philosophy and political thought did not grow 

in the intellectual circles of the Empire. In this period, the legitimacy of the regime was 

based on traditions, individuals are expected to be loyal to their sultans and the state 

was considered as natural. Moreover, the lack of regular diplomatic relations with other 

countries and the belief in the supremacy of the Ottoman administrative system 

impeded the growth of political thought (Turan, 1997:187). Nevertheless, the decline of 

the Empire raised questions about the legitimacy of the authority and encouraged 

Ottoman intellectuals to think about alternative modes of governance. Hence, initially, 

research and analysis of political issues were carried out in order to identify societal 

problems and provide solutions to them (Turan, 1997:186).  

 

However, in parallel to the development of the discipline of PS in Continental Europe, 

the discourse on the theory and practice of politics emerged before the 
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institutionalization of the discipline and the discipline of PS derived from the discipline 

of law (Erozan and Turan, 2004:359). Due to the close relations between France and the 

Ottoman Empire in the mid-nineteenth century, the PS studies were adapted from the 

French system (Erozan and Turan, 2004:359). Following the model of the French 

School of Political Science (Libre des Sciences Politique), the School of Administration 

(Mülkiye) was opened in 1859 in Istanbul (Turan, 1997:186; Erozan and Turan, 

2004:359; Bilgin, 2008a:5)49

 

. The introduction of the PS education in Western 

standards was mainly derived from the need for modernization of the country and from 

the desire to save the country from decay (Bilgin, 2008a:5). Mülkiye was not a 

university but it is more like a vocational school and the training of the high- or mid- 

level bureaucrats was the major goal of the education (Aybay, 1977:13; Turan, 

1997:186-7; Erozan and Turan, 2004:359; Karaosmanoğlu, 2005:137). The earliest 

curriculum of Mülkiye included History, international law, law of treaties, 

administrative law, economics and essentials of Islamic law (Aybay, 1977:13-4). In 

these years, IR was not taught as a course but the courses that were taught included 

topics like diplomacy, diplomatic techniques, diplomatic protocol, etc (Karaosmanoğlu, 

2005:137). There were three sections in the school: politics, administration or 

economics and there was a course titled ‘International Law and Diplomatic 

Correspondence’ in the mid-1920s in the Politics section of Mülkiye (Menemencioğlu, 

1962:27; Aydın, 2005a:53; Turan, 1997:188). 

 

After the establishment of the Republic of Turkey in 1923, Ankara became the capital 

city and most of the governmental institutions were located in Ankara. In 1935, the 

governmental elite decided to move Mülkiye to Ankara and the name of Mülkiye was 

changed to Siyasal Bilgiler Okulu (the School of Political Studies). Despite its name, the 

School possessed almost all the characteristics of a Faculty (Hirsch, 1950:1415). The 

major goal of the School was still to train civil servants and bureaucrats but students 

were educated according to a secular, republican and revolutionary perspective. They 

were expected to serve the modernization efforts of the country and to be loyal and 

dedicated to the regime’s ideology and institutions (Aybay, 1977:16; Erozan and Turan, 

2004:360). The majority of the students were sponsored by the Ministries of Finance, 

Foreign Affairs and National Education on the condition that they agreed to serve in 

them after their graduation (Hirsch, 1950:1404).  

                                                 
49 According to governmental sources, the date of establishment was 1856 (Hirsch, 1950:1414). 
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Until the end of the Second World War, a traditional style of PS was implemented in 

Mülkiye (TÜBA, 2007d:178). The traditional perspective depends on chronological 

style of narrative and views politics in line with law, philosophy and history. It analyzes 

politics in terms of constitutional law and decrees and international relations in terms of 

treaties and diplomatic history. It represents a normative type of interpretation and 

focuses on Western political systems. The first journal about political science and 

international relations, Mülkiye Mektebi Mecmuası (the Journal of Mülkiye), was 

published in 1931 (Erozan and Turan, 2004:360). The name of the journal was changed 

as, the Journal of Political Science, after the School was moved to Ankara in 1935.  

 

Eventually, Siyasal Bilgiler Okulu (the School of Political Studies) was affiliated to 

Ankara University as a separate faculty in 1950. In 1956, “International Relations” was 

introduced for the first time, as a third-year course in the curriculum of the Section of 

Political Sciences, the Faculty of Political Sciences (FPS) in Ankara University (Bilge, 

1962:8-9; Ataöv, 1961:189; 1967a, 376; Sezer, 2005:38). In this sense, IR was born in 

Ankara in the FPS. In 1960, the Institute of International Relations was established in 

the same university (Aydın, 2005a:141). In the mid-1960s, the first generation of IR 

academic community, who studied IR in a scientific manner in Turkey, was formed in 

Ankara University (Sezer, 2005:40-1) (Please see Table A.9.5 in Appendix_9). 

Türkkaya Ataöv, Duygu Sezer and Ersin Onulduran all did their majors in IR and they 

were the first group of teaching staff that had purely IR background (Sezer, 2005:40-1). 

Almost all of these members of the community produced at least one textbook and 

several publications50

These developments were partially precipitated by Turkey’s alignment with the US. 

After the Second World War, Turkey allied with the Western powers and began to 

cooperate with the Western countries in various spheres of political and economic life. 

One of these spheres is higher education (Bilgin and Tanrısever, 2009:175). Beginning 

from 1949, Turkey joined the United States Fullbright Scholarship Program (Fullbright, 

2011). In this period, some visiting professors from the US gave lectures in the Ankara 

University and some Turkish students and scholars went to Western countries to study 

different branches of social science (Abadan, 1953:259; Bilgin, 2008a:5; Bilgin and 

. It could be argued that they formed the Mülkiye tradition in IR 

(Aydın, 2005a:29).  

 

                                                 
50 Meray, 1960; Ataöv, 1965; Bilge, 1966; Sander, 1967; Gönlübol, 1964; Sezer, 1967b; Kürkçüoğlu, 
1972d. 
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Tanrısever, 2009:175). They became familiar with the American IR literature. These 

scholars and students were influential in the introduction of IR as a separate course in 

the mid-1950s (Bilgin, 2008a:5; Bilgin and Tanrısever, 2009:175).  

 

The IR education in Ankara University aimed to train professionals and specialists 

(Bilge, 1962:13). The section of IR admitted 50 or 60 students in each year and they 

were trained as prospective diplomats of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Ataöv, 

1967a:378). In 1967, the faculty offered a 4-year program. The first two years aimed to 

give students a general background in political science, economics and law and in the 

third year students can specialize on anyone of the four sections: Finance and 

Economics, International Relations, Administrative Sciences and Business 

Administration (Ataöv, 1967a:377). Moreover, through the late-1960s, the Institute of 

International Relations consisted of chairs of Diplomatic History, International Law, 

Private International Law and International Relations (Ataöv, 1967a:377). 

 

In this period, there were two major courses on IR in Ankara University. One of them 

was a general course in IR for the second year students which aims just to raise the 

awareness of students about the international environment and a third-year course, 

named ‘International Politics’, which was designed according to the needs and interests 

of diplomats (Ataöv, 1967a:377). This was a specialized course which consisted of 

subjects such as “elements of national power, balance of power, purposes and 

formulation of foreign policy, ideologies, imperialism and the like” (Ataöv, 1967a:376). 

Due to the impact of the Continental and especially French higher education system, IR 

had been very much influenced by history and law (Bilgin, 2008a:5; Bilgin and 

Tanrısever, 2009:175). However, it was in these years (the late 1960s) that IR ‘as a 

separate field’ declared its independence from Diplomatic History and International 

Law, though these fields remained at the core of IR (Ataöv, 1967a:376). There were 

also independent courses on international organizations and area studies (Ataöv, 

1967a:380). In the early 1960s, there was increasing concern about the teaching of IR 

and how to conduct IR scholarship and education among the IR scholars in Ankara 

University. In 1961, they organized a symposium on the teaching of international 

politics and “the purpose of the symposium was to define the place and importance of 

international politics as a discipline of learning and research, to explain its contents, 

purpose, methods and means, and to consider ways of developing it” (Ataöv, 1961:188). 
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The major academic outlet in this period was Ankara Üniversitesi Siyasal Bilgiler 

Fakültesi Dergisi (Ankara University the Journal of Faculty of Political Sciences) 

(AUJFPS). AUJFPS has been published regularly since 1946. It was the journal of the 

Faculty of Political Science. Moreover, the Institute of International Relations began to 

publish Milletlerarası Münasebetler Türk Yıllığı (The Turkish Yearbook of International 

Relations) (TYIR) in 1960 which aimed to “provide an independent forum for the 

presentation and evaluation of Turkey’s foreign relations and also to compile factual 

data about foreign political and legal relations of that country” (Ataöv, 1967a:377). This 

was the first Turkish journal of IR. Besides these journals, the first books on IR in 

Turkey were published in the early and mid-1960s. Milletlerarası Siyasi Teşkilatlanma 

(International Political Institutions), written by Mehmet Gönlübol, was published in 

1964 (Ataöv, 1967a:375; Aydın, 2005a:141). Milletlerarası Politika (International 

Politics) was published in 1966 by Prof. Suat Bilge and it covered subjects such as 

power politics, balance of power, elements that influence foreign policy such as 

geography, demography, economy, international law, nationalism, etc. (Bilge, 1966; 

Ataöv, 1967a:375; Karaosmanoğlu, 2005:138). In 1967, Olaylarla Türk Dış Politikası 

(Turkish Foreign Policy Through Events) was published and served as the major 

textbook of IR for generations (Gönlübol, et.al, 1967). The book was prepared by the 

members of the Institute of International Relations and sponsored by the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs (Sezer, 2005:39).  

 

In the 1950s and 1960s, there was a very close relationship between the IR academic 

community and policy-making circles in Turkey (Aydınlı and Mathews, 2009:209-10). 

Both the academics and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were eager to benefit from the 

activities of each other. There were cross-postings between the faculty and the Ministry, 

the Ministry supported academic publications and textbooks and some of her 

representatives participated in conferences on IR education (Sezer, 2005:39, 40; Bilge, 

1962; Gönlübol, et.al, 1967). In this period, whereas the academic community tried to 

support practitioners with their technical expertise, they also expected to receive data 

from them (Bilge, 1962). In parallel, they tend to produce knowledge on international 

law, international organization and Turkish foreign policy. There was a strong demand 

from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the study of TFP was encouraged. 
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In the 1970s, similar to other branches of social sciences, the study of IR entered into a 

period of turmoil and decay in Turkey due to rising ideological and political 

confrontations among students in the universities and society at large. These political 

clashes impeded scientific education, research and training of students (Karaosmanoğlu, 

2005:139). In addition, the studies of academics were severely constrained by the 

political environment and the close surveillance of the state agencies. Ali 

Karaosmanoğlu notes that “One example concerning International Relations which was 

at that time increasingly studied at the United States and Great Britain was strategic 

studies. During those years it was something almost shameful to study strategic matters 

actually. Once you attempt that, you were regarded as militant” (Karaosmanoğlu, 

2005:139). Before the 1980s, “International Relations was too much ideology-ridden in 

Turkey. Its subjects were difficult to study, especially the subject of the Soviet Union or 

Russian studies. It was difficult at times to study political economy because you might 

be viewed as Marxist. Studying Turkish Foreign Policy was easy way out” (Aydın, 

2005a:146).  

 

Nevertheless, despite these developments international relations began to attract more 

attention in the universities and the Turkish society at large. In addition to Ankara 

University, “International Relations” was taught as a course in the School of 

Administrative Sciences (Middle East Technical University, Ankara), the Istanbul 

Economic Faculty (İstanbul University, İstanbul) and Robert College (İstanbul) as well 

in the 1970s (Ataöv, 1967a:375; Sezer, 2005:39; Aydın, 2005a:141; Erozan and Turan, 

2004:360). The interest on international relations was stimulated by various factors. 

First, until the mid-1960s, foreign policy was considered to be a taboo in the public 

opinion and the discussions on foreign policy were restricted to a small group of high-

level decision makers and political leaders. Nevertheless, especially from the mid-

1960s, foreign policy issues became a matter of discussion in public opinion (Sezer, 

1972:XIX). Duygu Sezer believes that democratization of foreign policy was promoted 

by the environment created by the 1960 Constitution which respects freedom of thought 

and expression (Sezer, 1972:XVIII-IX).  

 

Second, the outbreak of the Cyprus problem in 1963, the Johnson Letter, the Cuban 

missile crisis and the Jupiter missiles in Turkey and Turkey’s NATO membership were 

some of the foreign policy issues that attracted the attention of Turkish society and 

university students. Third, as discussed in the previous chapter, Turkish society was 
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highly politicized in the 1960s and 1970s. Activist student movements were one of the 

major political actors in this era. The leftist student groups were anti-imperialist and 

anti-fascist (Oran, 2006d:669). They adopted a nationalist view and also criticized the 

capitalist order through the policies of the United States (Oran, 2006d:669; Ahmad, 

2002:139). They were interested in international politics and American policies in the 

international arena were their major target.  

 

Fourth, the cooperation between Turkish and American universities under the Fullbright 

scholarship program continued in the 1960s and 1970s. For instance, Iowa and Istanbul 

Universities signed a cooperation agreement which covers the period from 1966 to 

1978. In this period, many American political science and IR scholars51

As discussed in the previous chapter, after the coup d’etat in 1980, the government 

decided to initiate a significant reorganization of the university system in order to bring 

universities under closer control of the central government and to prevent the spread of 

political radicalism in them (Erozan and Turan, 2004:360). All universities were 

organized according to a standard model. According to this model, departments of 

economics, business administration, political science and/or public administration and 

international relations were administered by a single unit which is the Faculty of 

Economics and Administrative Sciences (Erozan and Turan, 2004:360). IR has 

developed as a separate department in Turkey since the 1980s (TÜBA, 2007d:188). 

Professional training was set as the major goal in the universities (Turan, 1997:189). 

Moreover, similar to the 1970s, activities of scholars were also constrained by the 

political environment in the country during the 1980s as well. Şule Kut mentions that, in 

the 1980s, “the people who wanted to learn Russian language were seen as possible 

communists or agents” by the university administration or the police (Kut, 2005b:145). 

She says “I am lucky because I started my career as a teacher in International Relations 

 came to 

Istanbul and gave lectures as visiting professors (Arı, 1987a:vii). In parallel, some 

Turkish scholars had the chance to conduct studies in Iowa University as well. In this 

context, Turkish political science scholars and students became more familiar with the 

Western and American IR literature. Moreover, students in social scientific disciplines 

in Turkey increased their foreign language skills and began to follow the developments 

in political science literature in the US and Europe (Arı, 1987a:vi).  

 

                                                 
51 According to Önder Arı, James Murray, Myron Lunine, Devere Pentony, Richard Pfaff and Galen Irvin 
are some of the scholars that gave lectures in Istanbul University in this period (Arı, 1987:vii).  
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right before the 1989. I had the liberty to choose whatever region and whatever topic I 

wanted to study without limitations” (Kut, 2005b:145).   

 

In the 1970s, the cadres of Ankara University constituted the bulk of the IR community. 

When a significant part of the teaching staff of the university were fired or sent to jail 

after the 1980 coup d’etat, the IR discipline in Turkey underwent a great disruption 

(Aydınlı and Mathews, 2008:698). The Department could not rebuild itself until the 

1990s. In addition, due to politicization and polarization of the social scientific 

academic community, the relations between the state and the academy deteriorated in 

the 1980s (Heper, 2000:129-130; Heper and Berkman, 1979; Karaosmanoğlu, 

2005:139). However, beginning from the 1990s and through the 2000s, the Turkish IR 

discipline has experienced an immense growth.  

 

First of all, new constraints and opportunities which emerged after the end of the Cold 

War stimulated a growing interest on IR in Turkey and this growing interest encouraged 

many universities to open up separate IR departments (Karaosmanoğlu, 2005:140). 

From 1990 to 2000, 29 new IR departments52  were established under Faculties of 

Economics and Administrative Sciences. These departments constituted the 58 % of all 

the IR departments in Turkey at that period. Currently, as can be seen in Table 4.1, there 

are 165 universities and 76 IR Departments in Turkey. 54 of them are departments of 

‘International Relations’, 18 of them are departments of ‘Political Science and 

International Relations’, two of them are departments of ‘International Relations and 

European Union’ and one of them is a department of ‘European Union Relations’53. 39 

universities offered IR master’s program (either one or more) and 22 of these 

universities also offered PhD programs in IR.  

 
Table 4.1: The number of institutions in the field of IR in Turkey (2010-2011) 
The total number of universities  165 
The number of universities that have a 
department of IR 

76  

The number of universities that offer M.A. 
level graduate programs in IR 

3954 

The number of universities that offer PhD 
programs in IR 

2255 

 

                                                 
52 Departments of International Relations or departments of Political Science and International Relations.  
53 In addition, one of them has no separate departments but has an IR program. 
54 2009-2010 academic year. 
55 2009-2010 academic year. 
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Second, the number of students has also increased substantially. In 2010-2011 academic 

year, 6.291 and 1.536 new students were admitted to the IR undergraduate56 and 

graduate programs57 respectively (ÖSYM, 2011b). From the 2000-2001 to 2010-2011 

academic year, the total number of undergraduate students has increased from 9.962 to 

23.451 (ÖSYM, 2011b, c). In the same period, the total number of graduate students has 

risen from 332 to 4.158 (ÖSYM, 2011b, c). There are 843 PhD students enrolled to IR 

programs in Turkey in 2010-2011 academic year (ÖSYM, 2011b). As summarized in 

Table 4.2, roughly, there are 28.000 students in Turkey who are enrolled in IR programs 

in the 2010-2011 academic year. In this context, from 2000 to 2011, whereas there has 

been 135.4 % increase in the number of undergraduate students, the number of graduate 

students in 2011 is almost 13 times higher than the number of graduate students in 

2000.  

 
Table 4.2: The number of students in the field of IR in Turkey (2010-2011)58 

 2000-2001 2010-2011 Growth rate (%) 
The number of students enrolled in the IR departments 10.294 27.609 168 
Bachelor level 9.962 23.451 135 
Masters level 212 3.315 1465 
PhD level 120 843 602 

 

Third, Table 4.3 illustrates that there has also been a significant growth in the number of 

academic staff. The total number of full-time teaching staff is 282 in 2000-2001 

academic year. This number has increased to 713 in the 2010-2011 academic year. 

From 2000 to 2010, whereas the number of professors has increased from 32 to 103, the 

number of assistant professors has increased from 62 to 227.  

 
Table 4.3: The number of teaching staff in the field of IR in Turkey (2010-2011)59 
 2000-2001 2010-201160 Growth rate (%)  
The total number of teaching staff 282 713 153 
Professor 32 103 222 
Associate Prof. 26 83 219 
Assistant Prof. 62 227 266 
Other 162 300 85 

                                                 
56 IR undergraduate programs include International Relations, European Union Politics and International 
Relations, Global and International Relations and Political Science and International Relations. 
57 IR graduate programs include International Relations, European Union Politics and International 
Relations, European Union Law and Institutions, European Union Economics, European Studies, 
European Union, Turco-European Union Relations, International Finance, International Business 
Management, International Trade, Middle East Research, European Integration, Middle East and African 
Studies, Asian Studies, International Trade and Logistics and Political Science and International 
Relations. 
58 ÖSYM, 2011b,c. 
59 ÖSYM, 2011b,c. 
60 According to the data that I have collected, the total number of teaching staff in 2010-2011 is 881. 
There are 113 professors, 129 associate professors, 129 assistant professors and 380 other.  
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Compared to other national IR communities, Turkey belongs to the middle-range 

countries, which has a community of more than 100 but less than 500. As indicated in 

Table 4.4, Turkey has the fourth largest IR community among the twenty countries 

which participated in the Teaching, Research, and International Policy (TRIP) Survey 

2011 (Maliniak, et.al, 2011)61. 

 
Table 4.4: The size of national IR communities 

Over 500 United States 3751 
China 2000 
United Kingdom 842 

Between 100 and 500 Canada 488 
Turkey 45662 
Australia 280 
France 276 
Brazil 270 
Mexico 230 
Sweden 104 

Less than 100 Denmark 93 
Norway 82 
Israel 67 
Colombia 66 
Argentina 57 
Ireland 47 
Singapore 47 
New Zealand 42 
South Africa 40 
Hong Kong 32 
Finland 24 

 

Fourth, in parallel with the growth of the size of the academy, the number and variety of 

programs and courses in the IR departments have also increased from the 1990s 

onwards. The analysis of the curriculum of Turkish IR departments, in Table 4.5, shows 

that the number and variety of sub-fields which have been covered within the IR 

training programs have increased during this period. Recently, political or diplomatic 

history, domestic and international law, international organization, international 

politics/affairs, theories of international relations, area studies and Turkish foreign 

policy are some sub-areas that have been covered by the majority of the departments. 

Europe (and the European Union region), the Middle East and Central Asia (including 

Caucasus and Russia) are among the most extensively covered regions within 

area/regional studies. Latin America, Africa or Asia Pacific has been some of the less 

popular regions of the world in Turkish IR.  

                                                 
61 Table 4.4 is copied from the results of TRIP Survey 2011. 
62 The number of teaching members of staff excludes research/teaching assistants and instructors who do 
not have a PhD degree. 
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Furthermore, except the history of political thought, there are fewer IR departments that 

offer courses in philosophy of science, philosophy of social science, political thought 

and political theory. Although courses on research methods and/or statistics have been 

included in 98 % of IR departments, the content and effectiveness of these courses have 

severely been criticized by the members of the IR academic community in Turkey 

(Aydın, 2005a; Keyman and Ülkü, 2007:101; Aydınlı and Matthews, 2008). The 

curriculums of major universities in Turkey are under the influence of American or 

continental Europe and Britain (Kut, 2005b:135).  

 

Fifth, the number of publications and publication outlets has also immensely grown in 

Turkish IR. Currently, there are approximately 29 periodical academic journals in 

Turkey which are related with IR. From the mid-1990s to mid-2000s, 18 new journals 

were established. These journals are owned by universities, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
                                                 
63 The curriculums of 46 IR departments in Turkey were analyzed for this exercise. All the information 
was gathered from the websites of the IR Departments in Turkey in August 2008. Please see Keyman and 
Ülkü, 2007 for a comparison. 

Table 4.5: The analysis of the curriculums in the field of IR in 
Turkey63(Bachelor) 

Title of the sub-field % 
Theories of International Relations 80 
Political or Diplomatic History 100 
International Law 96 
Foreign Policy Analysis 31 
Area Studies 

European Union Studies 
Middle Eastern Studies 
Central Asia/Caucasus/Russia 
US Foreign Policy 
Balkans 
Asia Pacific 
Greece 
Africa 

100 
98 
87 
78 
67 
57 
35 
20 
11 

Turkish Foreign Policy 98 
International Political Economy 72 
International Politics 100 
International Organizations 100 
Globalization 48 
Security and Conflict Resolution 70 
Philosophy   

Philosophy of (Social) Sciences 9 
Political Philosophy 15 

Political Science  
Political Thought 85 
Political Theory 28 

Comparative Politics 46 
Research Methods/Statistics 98 
Foreign Language (compulsory or elective) 100 
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various Research Institutes within or outside the universities, Uluslararası İlişkiler 

Konseyi Derneği (UİK) (the Association of International Relations Council) and other 

bureaucratic institutions. Almost all of them possess a referee system and articles are 

selected after the assessments of two or three referees. Uluslararası İlişkiler Dergisi 

(Journal of International Relations)64, and New Perspectives of Turkey are included in 

the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI)65 since 2008.  

 

Sixth, the number and variety of academic IR conferences have also been increasing. 

“The METU Conference on International Relations” is one of the most important 

national conferences on IR in Turkey. The conference has been organized and hosted by 

the Middle East Technical University since 2002 on an annual basis. The conference 

aims to gather scholars from inside and outside Turkey to discuss various topics of IR. 

It consists of approximately 40-50 panels and roundtables. The 10th

Seventh, the establishment of UİK (the Association of International Relations Council) 

in 2004 is another indication of the growth and development of the Turkish IR 

discipline in the 2000s. UİK was established by a group of academicians, members of 

media and members of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 2004. The Council aims to 

encourage communication and cooperation among the members of the IR academic 

community and support research in IR in Turkey (UİK, 2008). Eight, there has been a 

steady increase in the number of research and documentation centers in universities 

since the 1990s. Universities in Turkey consist of research or documentation centers 

which aim to undertake comparative and in-depth research on various regions of the 

world or topics of international relations. Some of them offer graduate studies at the 

 annual IR 

conference at METU was held in June 2011, which is an important indication of the 

growth and institutionalization of the IR community in Turkey. In addition, UİK also 

held various periodical conferences and symposiums such as the International Relations 

Studies and Education Congress, Security Academy, NATO-EU Information Meetings, 

etc. Moreover, there has been a significant increase in the number of special disciplinary 

meetings in Turkish IR. For instance, whereas the only academic disciplinary meeting 

on IR was held in 1961, seven disciplinary meetings on teaching and education in IR 

have been organized from 1961 to 2011.   

 

                                                 
64 This is the third Turkish academic journal in Turkey and the first in the field of Political Science and 
International Relations, that was included in the SSCI in 2008 (Turan, 2008). 
65 Social Science Citation Index, has a central place in promotion of members of teaching staff, therefore, 
being included in SSCI is considered as a very significant achievement for an academic journal in Turkey.  
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master’s level. In 2008, 30 universities have 57 Research or Documentation Centers 

which are related with IR. 19 of them are merely related with the European Union, 15 of 

them are Strategic Research Centers, 10 of them are specialized on various regions of 

the world and one of them focuses on globalization and democracy.  

 

Finally, although the first think-tank institutions in Turkey appeared in the 1960s and 

1970s, the number of these institutions has expanded greatly in the 1990s and mid-

2000s (Güvenç, 2007a,b) (Please see Table A.9.6 in Appendix_9). The majority of these 

institutions aim to make research on international, regional and national affairs, issues 

and problems and to provide reliable data, independent and unbiased analysis for public 

and policy makers and to train specialists in various fields of international and national 

politics (TESEV, SAM, USAK, SETA, TEPAV, IKV, BİLGESAM, 2011). Many 

Turkish academics have been involved in the studies of these think-tank institutions 

therefore the growth of the think-tank institutions is another indication of the growth of 

the IR discipline in Turkey.  

 

All these developments in the 1990s and 2000s demonstrate that the size, knowledge 

production and activities of the Turkish IR community has been significantly increasing 

and there is a considerable IR community in Turkey which has been highly 

institutionalized since the mid-1950s. The substantial growth of the Turkish IR 

community stemmed from five major factors and the institutionalization and growth of 

the IR discipline in Turkey display similarities with the growth of IR in many other 

countries and the periphery. First of all, as discussed in the previous chapter, the 

increasing number of students and demand for higher education led to the expansion of 

the higher education system in the 1990s and 2000s. In parallel, the demand for IR 

studies at the undergraduate and graduate level increased and thanks to the higher 

education policies of the government, the IR discipline has expanded. Besides the 

increasing demand for higher education, there are four other dynamics that promoted 

the institutionalization and growth of IR discipline. 

 

There were two major periods in which the IR discipline significantly grew and 

institutionalize in the world. In India, China, Korea, Spain, Russia, Japan, Latin 

America and the Soviet Union, IR began to be institutionalized from the mid-1940s 

towards the mid-1960s (Alagappa, 2009:10; Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:253; Huang, 

2007:178,193; Inoguchi, 2009:90; Kook and Young, 2009:403; Lebedeva, 2004:263-4; 
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Segura, 2006:101,103; Tickner, 2009:33,47). After the Second World War, a new 

international order emerged and interaction between states increased. The increasing 

salience of Cold War politics and the establishment of new regimes and international 

institutions stimulated the needs of states for experts in international affairs, 

international law, international organization and regional studies (Lebedeva, 2004:263-

64). Moreover, the rise of the US as one of the major powers in the international arena 

and the influence of the American higher education system upon other countries were 

some other factors that promoted the establishment and development of IR around the 

world in the 1950s. Similar to some peripheral countries, Turkish IR discipline was 

established in the mid-1950s. 

 

Furthermore, in the mid-1980s and 1990s, the end of the Cold War, the progress in 

liberalization (democratization of foreign policy making process, development of civil 

society, freedom of speech), integration to the global political and economic system and 

the opening up to the outside world, promoted the growth and institutionalization of IR 

in Latin America (Tickner, 2009:35), China (Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:264; Wang, 

2009:107; Zhang, 2003:90), India (Alagappa, 2009:12), East Asia (Inoguchi, 2009:94), 

Korea (Kook and Young, 2009:406,411) and the Central and Eastern European 

countries (Drulak, 2009:168). Similarly, during the late 1980s and 1990s, the integration 

of Turkish economy to the world economy gained pace and Turkish government took 

significant steps towards the democratization and liberalization of the Turkish political, 

economic and societal system. In parallel, especially in the 1990s, Turkish IR discipline 

has experienced a significant growth and became a highly institutionalized discipline.  

 

In this context, there were four major dynamics that promoted the institutionalization 

and growth of IR discipline. The changes in place, position or status of a country in the 

international system (Acharya and Buzan, 2007b:430; Alagappa, 2009:12; Breitenbauch 

and Wivel, 2004:419; Buzan and Hansen, 2009:50-1; Crawford, 2001:222; Geeraerts 

and Jing, 2001:251,262,264,267; Hoffman, 1977:42-3,48-9; Ikenberry, 2009; Jorgensen, 

2003:331; Lebedeva, 2004:263-4; Segura, 2006:101; Tan, 2009:122-3; Tickner, 

2009:35,36; Tickner and Waever, 2009b:336; Wang, 2009:107,110), major international 

and regional developments (Breitenbauch and Wivel, 2004:430; Buzan and Hansen, 

2009:54-5; Holden, 2002:257; 2006:226; Inoguchi, 2009:94; Inoguchi and Bacon, 

2001:13; Kook and Young, 2009:404; Sergounin, 2009:224; Tan, 2009:122-3; Tickner, 

2003:345-6; 2009:35; Tickner and Waever, 2009b:331,334), the intensity and range of a 
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country’s involvement and integration to the international world economic and political 

system (Alagappa, 2009:12; Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:254, 262, 264; Wang, 2009:107; 

Zhang, 2003:90) and changes in political regime and culture of a country (Breitenbauch 

and Wivel, 2004; Hoffman, 1977:42-3, 48-9; Jorgensen and Knudsen, 2006a:3; 

Lucarelli and Monetti, 2002; Bajpai, 2009:123-4) are considered as substantial factors 

that enhances the development and growth of IR studies. 

 

When states integrate to the international system, when their status and power increases 

or when they try to identify their proper place and role in regional and international 

politics, these factors are likely to encourage the development of IR studies. Stanley 

Hoffman argues that “the rise of the United States to world power” was one of the key 

conditions of the development of IR in the US earlier than other countries (Hoffman, 

1977:48). Hoffman argues that the rise of the US gives rise to a need for an academic 

community which has the capacity to analyze the world from a global perspective and a 

political community concerned with international politics (Hoffman, 1977:48-9). 

Similarly, the rise of India, China and Russia encourages the development of IR studies 

in these countries (Alagappa, 2009:12; Wang, 2009:107; Geeraerts and Jing, 

2001:251,262,264,267; Tickner and Waever, 2009b:336).  

 

Tickner suggests that IR developed faster in countries which became regional powers 

such as Chile, Mexico, Brazil and Argentine (Tickner, 2009:36). According to Segura, 

Spain’s place in the international arena was an important factor that impeded the early-

development of the IR studies (Segura, 2006:101). In some countries, the growing 

international relevance of a country promote the desire for producing theoretical 

knowledge (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:336; Acharya and Buzan, 2007b:430). China’s 

rise to a world power status has encouraged IR scholars in China to develop IR theory 

with Chinese characteristics (Acharya and Buzan, 2007b:430). Tickner and Waever 

believe that, Russia’s IR community’s quest for homegrown theory is a reflection of the 

changing place of the country in the world (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:336). Similarly, 

Turkey followed more activist and assertive policies in her neighbourhood and 

abandoned her policy of non-involvement and neutrality after the end of the Cold War 

(Altunışık, 2000a:326; 2000:172; Güvenç, 2000:142; Karaosmanoğlu, 2000; Kirişçi, 

1993:2; 2001a:630; Kut,2000:46; Müftüler-Baç, 1996:259; Öniş, 1995:50; Öniş and 

Yılmaz, 2009:7; Özcan, 2000a:27-8; Sayarı, 2000:170; Uzgel, 2000:393). Turkey’s new 

role partially supported the growth of the IR discipline in Turkey. 
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In the 1990s, international developments had a significant impact upon the development 

of international studies. The democratization process, the end of the Cold War, the 

renewed US supremacy, the rise of neoliberal globalization and the decline of Latin 

America’s status gave an impetus to IR studies in Latin America (Tickner, 2009:35). 

The opening up of China to international society, China’s integration to the international 

world economy and the need for understanding the outside world stimulated the 

development of IR theory and desire to construct IR theory in China since the 1980s 

(Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:254,262,264; Huang, 2007:182-3; Wang, 2009:107; Zhang, 

2003:90). The end of the Cold War, the transformation of the European and 

international security led to the further development of the Copenhagen School 

(Breitenbauch and Wivel, 2004:430). According to Takashi Inoguchi, the economic 

development of the East Asia, the democratization process and enhanced civil society 

and the end of the Cold War, stimulated the growth of IR studies in Korea, Japan and 

Taiwan (Inoguchi, 2009:86,94; Kook and Young, 2009:411). Similarly, the end of the 

Cold War, the liberalization of Turkish political system and Turkey’s increasing 

integration to the global economic system supported the growth of IR discipline in 

Turkey especially after the mid-1980s.  

 

In parallel to the significant growth of the IR discipline in Turkey in the 1990s and 

2000s, the integration of Turkish IR community to the global IR community has gained 

pace. The social, intellectual and institutional relations between the Turkish and global 

IR communities show us that the IR community in Turkey (IRCT) has been highly 

socialized and functionally integrated to the IR communities in the United States (US), 

the United Kingdom (UK) and Europe, namely the Western IR community (Bilgin, 

2005a; Bilgin and Tanrısever, 2009:176). The primary research of the thesis also 

supports these arguments. Socialization refers to a process through which newcomers or 

novices adopt and internalize values, norms, rules, ideas, ideals, attitudes, roles, 

understandings and behaviors of a social group or a system (Checkel, 2006a:5; 

Johnston, 2001:494-5; Ikenberry and Kupchan, 1990:289-90; Alderson, 2001:417). 

Socialization is an important part of scientific knowledge production and a scientist may 

experience socialization during different types of scholarly activities such as training at 

the undergraduate or graduate level, making publications or attending conferences, 

seminars or workshops. As discussed above, in Turkey, the IR discipline was adopted 
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from the US in the 1950s and since then the ideas, norms, values and rules of the 

Western IR community have had a great influence on the development of the IRCT. 

 

First of all, according to the results of the UİK Survey 2009, whereas 42.5 % of the 

respondents were trained (PhD) in the US, UK and Europe, 51.4 % of the respondents 

completed their PhDs in Turkey (The UİK Survey 2009, Q. 52) (Please see Table A.9.7 

in Appendix_9). Moreover, as of July 2011, there are 584 teaching staff members in the 

IR departments in Turkey and the distribution of countries in which IR scholars 

completed their PhDs can be seen in Figure 4.1 below66

 

:   

Figure 4.1: Where IR scholars in Turkey receive their PhD’s (%) 
 

 
 

Figure 4.1 shows that 49.8 % of the faculty members took their PhD degrees abroad. 

48.5 % of these scholars graduated from academic institutions in North America and 

Europe. Especially, North America and the United Kingdom are the most popular PhD 

training locations for the IR scholars in Turkey. Moreover, as can be seen in Figure 4.2, 

from an historical perspective, the number of Turkish IR scholars who receive their 

PhD’s from the Western countries has been steadily increasing.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
66 As of July 2011, there are 584 faculty members (except research assistants) in the IR departments in Turkey. 547 of 
584 faculty members held a PhD degree. The percentages are calculated on the basis of 464 academics of whose 
information can be reached. Information about 83 academics cannot be reached.  
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Figure 4.2: Where and when IR scholars in Turkey receive their PhD’s (1950-2010)  
 

 
 

Second, the members of the IRCT prefer to publish their research in international 

publications and they tend to refer to the publications of Western IR scholars. The 

respondents of the UİK Survey 2009 indicate that the relative weight of English in their 

publications is 57.6 % on average67

                                                 
67 In order to calculate the average response for each category, the midpoint of each range is identified and multiplied 
by the number of respondents; then those responses were averaged across each category in order to compare the 
overall percent variation across categories. All average data in this thesis are calculated in the same way. Please see: 
(Peterson, Tierney and Maliniak, 2005:12-3). 

, which is slightly higher than Turkish (54.1 %) (The 

UİK Survey 2009, Q.38) (Please see Table A.9.8 in Appendix_9). In addition, they 

prefer to publish their articles in the Social Science Citation Indexed (SSCI) journals at 

the ratio of 45.3 % on average, which is slightly more than the ratio of national IR 

journals (40.7 %) (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.39) (Please see Table 6.15 below). 

Furthermore, in their publications, the members of the IRCT heavily engaged with the 

writings of the Western IR community. From 1943 to 1980, only 9 % of the citations in 

the articles published in Ankara Üniversitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi (the 

Ankara University Journal of Political Science), refer to the writings of their colleagues 

in Turkey. As can be seen in Table 4.6, the citation analysis of the articles in 

Uluslararası İlişkiler Dergisi (The Journal of International Relations) demonstrates that 

only 6.8 % of the citations refer to the IR scholars which are located in Turkey, whereas 

74.2 % of the citations refer to the IR scholars in the US, UK and Europe.  

1950-1959 1960-1969 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2010

TURKEY 1 2 5 11 59 141
TOTAL ABROAD 1 0 10 15 44 135
NORTH AMERICA 0 0 7 7 18 65
UK 0 0 1 4 13 29
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OTHER 0 0 0 0 1 2
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Table 4.6: The results of the citation analysis (journal articles) (2000-2008) 

 Ankara Üniversitesi Siyasal 
Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi 
(the Ankara University 
Journal of Political 
Science) 2000-2009 

Uluslararası İlişkiler (The 
Journal of International 
Relations)  2004-2007 

Turkish 
Studies 
2004-
2008 

Total 

 % % % % 
the United States 29.9 41.2 13.0 31.9 
United Kingdom 12.3 12.9 9.0 11.9 
Europe 16.0 20.1 4.7 15.6 
Other countries 5.6 1.2 3.6 3.1 
Turkey: Intra-
IR-Community 

6.9 6.8 12.1 7.9 

Turkey: Own 
reference 

1.4 2.3 3.8 2.3 

Turkey: Other 
people  

5.3 6.7 13.3 7.6 

Other Turkish 
documents 
(newspapers, 
magazines, 
official 
documents, etc.) 

3.0 2.3 22.3 6.7 

Other foreign 
documents 
(documents of 
International 
Organizations, 
newspapers, 
magazines, 
official 
documents, etc.) 

19.6 6.5 18.2 13.0 

 

Moreover, Table 4.7 reveals that 82.9 % of the citations in major IR textbooks in 

Turkey refer to the works of scholars from the US, UK and Europe. 

 
Table 4.7: The results of the citation analysis 

(textbooks)68 
 % 
the United States 66.8 
United Kingdom 11.5 
Europe 4.6 
Other countries 2.3 
Turkey: Inter-IR-Community 8.5 
Turkey: Own reference 0.8 
Turkey: Other people  3.1 
Other Turkish documents  0.2 
Other foreign documents  2.2 

 

                                                 
68 These books are as follows: Gönlübol, 1978(2000); Eralp, 1996a, 2005a; Arı, 1996(2004), 2006; Sönmezoğlu, 
1989(2005); Dağı, 2007a; Özcan and Kut, 2000; Oran, 2006a; Pazarcı, 2005; Hasgüler and Uludağ, 2004.   
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In addition, as can be seen from Table 4.8 below, the analysis of recommended readings 

in the course of International Relations Theories in 1869 major universities in Turkey 

illustrates that 90.3 % of the readings are works of the members of the Western IR 

community.  

 
Table 4.8: The affiliation of authors in the syllabi of 

IR Theory courses in Turkey 
Location % 

US & Canada 51.6 

UK 24.6 

Australia & New Zealand 3.7 
Europe 10.5 

Other 0.7 

Turkey 9.0 

Total 100.0 

 

Third, according to the UİK Survey 2009, Realism, Constructivism, Liberalism and 

Critical Theory are major theoretical approaches that are adopted by the IRCT (The 

UİK Survey 2009, Q.33; the TRIP Survey 2008, Q.26) (Please see Table A.9.9 in 

Appendix_9). In parallel, the results of the TRIP Survey 2008 show that similar 

theoretical approaches are adopted in other countries. Moreover, the European Union 

and the US are among the top four areas of study that IR scholars in Turkey tend to 

focus on in their research (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.36; TRIP, 2008, Q.29, 30) (Please 

see Table A.9.10 in Appendix_9). Fourth, according to the UİK Survey 2009, 48.6 % of 

the respondents indicate that 76-100 % of their assigned readings is in English (The 

UİK Survey 2009, Q.6) (Please see Table A.9.11 in Appendix_9). Besides that the 

medium of instruction in 77 % of the IR Departments in Turkey is either English or 

Turkish and English (Please see Table A.9.12 in Appendix_9).  

 

Fifth, the major theoretical approaches that have been developed by the Western IR 

community are taught in the classrooms in Turkey (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.8; TRIP, 

2008, Q.9) (Please see Table A.9.13 in Appendix_9). Sixth, the US, Europe and the 

European Union are among the four top countries/areas that are taught in the classrooms 

as case studies in the IR studies in Turkey (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.3; the TRIP 

Survey 2008, Q.4) (Please see Table A.9.14 in Appendix_9). Seventh, the Western IR 

community has a high level of prestige in the eyes of the IRCT. The respondents of the 

                                                 
69 These universities are Orta Doğu Teknik, Boğaziçi, Bilkent, Sabancı, Yıldız Teknik, Dokuz Eylül, Ankara, Abant, 
Başkent, Ege, Fatih, İstanbul, Kültür, İzmir Ekonomi, İzmir, Kadir Has, Maltepe, Ufuk.  
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UİK Survey 2009 chose Anglo-American scholars as the most effective scholars in the 

field of IR (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.15; the TRIP Survey 2008, Q.39, 40) (Please see 

Table A.9.15 in Appendix_9). Moreover, Western IR journals, such as Foreign Affairs, 

International Organization and International Security, are considered as the most 

effective journals (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.17; the TRIP Survey 2008, Q.42, 43). 

However, more importantly, they imply that their studies have been influenced by the 

works of major Western IR scholars. Table 4.9 demonstrates that Kenneth Waltz, 

Alexander Wendt and Immanuel Wallerstein are the most three influential scholars in 

Turkish IR (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.16). 

 
Table 4.9: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 16 

Question: Which one(s) of the following scholars has/have had an impact on your own academic 
work? (maximum five) 
 % Response count TRIP 2008 % 
Kenneth Waltz 41.5 54 6 
Alexander Wendt 35.4 46 7 
Immanuel Wallerstein 34.6 45 -70 
Hans Morgenthau 26.2 34 4 
Robert Cox 23.1 30 4 
Robert Keohane 22.3 29 8 
Barry Buzan 18.5 24 3 
Samuel Huntington 18.5 24 3 
James Rosenau 17.7 23 3 
John Mearsheimer 16.9 22 3 
Other 18.5 24 - 
 

Finally, the participation of the members of the IRCT in the Western academic 

platforms is another major indicator of the social interaction between the two IR 

communities. International Studies Association (ISA), American Political Science 

Association (APSA), European Consortium for Political Research (ECPR), Middle East 

Studies Association (MESA), British International Studies Association (BISA) and 

European Society for Central Asian Studies (ESCAS) are among the eight most popular 

academic associations in Turkey (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.55) (Please see Table 

A.9.16 in Appendix_9).  

  

Figure 4.3 shows that, every year, an increasing number of IR scholars from Turkey 

have been participating in the International Studies Association (ISA) annual 

conventions.  

 

                                                 
70 Not included in the first 25 names. 
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Figure 4.3: The number of participants in the ISA Annual Conventions from the Turkish 
universities (2001-2011) 

 

 
 

All these indicators demonstrate that the Turkish IR community has been highly 

socialized and integrated to the Western IR community. Especially, the high number of 

academicians who completed their PhD training in the Western countries implies that 

they have successfully been socialized into the Western IR community. Nevertheless, 

despite its firm history, the high level of institutionalization and its considerable size, 

the high level of socialization and integration to the Western IR community, the IRCT 

has not been able to contribute to the theoretical studies of global IR (Aydınlı, et.al, 

2009:10-1; Bilgin, 2005a:10, 2008a, 2011:401; Bilgin and Tanrısever, 2009:176). The 

primary research of this thesis demonstrates that the Turkish IR community has been 

functionally integrated to the Western IR community. Namely, the IRCT has mainly 

contributed to the Western IR literature as local/area experts (Bilgin, 2005:10). The 

members of the IRCT tend to specialize on Turkish foreign policy, area studies and 

Turkey (as a region of study) with a special focus on political-security issues. Moreover, 

they tend to use and apply theoretical knowledge that has been produced by the Western 

IR communities. 

 

First of all, according to the results of the UİK Survey 2009, which can be seen in 

Figure 4.4, Area/Regional Studies (22.3 %) is the most popular area of study/research in 

IR in Turkey (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.35; the TRIP Survey 2008, Q.27,28). The 

results of the TRIP Survey 2008 imply that international security is the main area of 

research in other countries.   
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Figure 4.4: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 35 (main area)  

 
Question: What is your main area of study/substantive focus of your research within 
International Relations discipline and which sub-fields you think you are more closely 
interested in? 
 

 
 

Moreover, as shown in Figure 4.5, Turkish Foreign Policy (TFP) (14.4 %) is the top 

choice as the second main area of study/research.  

 

Figure 4.5: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 35 (second main area) 
 
Question: What is your main area of study/substantive focus of your research within 
International Relations discipline and which sub-fields you think you are more closely 
interested in? (Second Main Area) 
 

 
 

The ratio of TFP, as an area of research in Turkey, is significantly higher than the 

average ratio of foreign policy of the host country (4 %) in other countries (The UİK 
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Survey 2009, Q.35; the TRIP Survey 2008, Q.27, 28). In that sense, there is a heavy 

concentration on foreign policy and TFP in Turkey. In addition, the article database 

shows that international security (47.3 %), foreign policy analysis (43.3 %), area studies 

(35 %) and TFP (34.4 %) are the four most popular sub-fields in the Turkish IR 

discipline between 1981 and 2010 (Please see Graph 11 below).  

 

Second, as can be seen in Table 4.10, the respondents of the UİK Survey 2009 believe 

that Turkish Foreign Policy, Turkish-EU relations and the European Union are the most 

popular and highly discussed issues in Turkey, whereas, the neo-realism vs. neo-

liberalism debate, rationalism vs. constructivism, positivism vs. post-positivism debates 

are among the least popular subjects (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.24). 

 
Table 4.10: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 24 

Question: Please list 5 subjects in descending order of priority that you think academicians in 
Turkey are mostly interested in/discussing? 
Subjects UİK 2009 % 1. Choice 2. Choice  3. Choice 4. Choice 5. Choice 
Turkish Foreign Policy 13.0 27 19 12 7 12 
European Union 12.0 30 16 13 3 9 
Turkish-EU Relations 11.8 18 20 9 10 13 
Middle East 10.5 3 13 18 18 10 
Security 10.0 9 15 14 14 7 
Other71 42.6  36 37 53 65 61 
 

The results of the article database support this view. According to the results of the 

article database Turkish foreign policy (33.1 %), inter-state conflict or crisis (24.7 %), 

European Union foreign policy (13.3 %) and Turkish-European Union membership 

(11.9 %) are the four most popular substantive issues in Turkish IR from 1981 to 2010 

(Please see Table 5.10 below). Similar findings have been presented in the report of the 

TÜBA (Turkish Academy of Sciences) in 2007. According to this report, Turkish 

foreign policy, Turkish-EU relations and security are the three most popular subject 

matters in the articles that have been covered in the Social Science Citation Index 

(SSCI) (TÜBA, 2007d: 189).  

 
Third, another major characteristic of the intellectual output of the Turkish IR 

community is the high level of concentration on Turkey as a region of study. Table 4.11 

                                                 
71 54 USA, 36 Globalization, 30 Geopolitics, 28 Terrorism, 22 Identity, 13 Russia, 12 Caucasus, 12 Central Asia, 10 
Europe (General), 7 Balkans, 6 Immigration, 4 Development, 4 Positivism/Post-Positivism, 3 Environment, 3 Neo-
realism/Neo-liberalism Debate, 2 Weapons of Mass Destruction, 2 Offensive/Defensive Realism, 2 Trade, 1 Gender 
Studies, 1 Rationalism and Constructivism Debate. 
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illustrates that, the relative weight of Turkey (64.5 %) is much higher than other regions 

and countries (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.3, 36; the TRIP Survey 2008, Q.4, 29, 30). 

 

Table 4.11: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 36  
Question: Which one of the following regions or countries of the world do you study? 
Regions/Countries UİK 2009 % TRIP 2008 % 
Turkey 64.5 - 
Europe (Members of the European Union) 46.3 1172 
Middle East  32.2 8 
USA 28.1 673 
Global/Inter-Regional 21.5 17 
Russia 19.8 774 

 

In parallel, the article database demonstrates that, Turkey (47.6 %) and Western Europe 

(25.2 %) are the two most popular regions of study among the domestic and 

international publications of Turkish IR scholars from the 1980s to 2010 (Please see 

Figure 5.2 below). The analysis of the selected PhD theses, in Table 4.12, also reveals 

that Turkey, as a geographic region of study, has been heavily analyzed. 40 % of the 

PhD theses, which have been completed in the IR departments in Turkey have either 

partially or entirely focused on Turkey.  

 
Table 4.12: The results of the PhD thesis database (regions) (1993-2010)75 

 Domestic International Total 
 Number % Number % Number % 
Turkey 50 40.0 26 70.3 76 46.6 
Western Europe 33 26.4 6 16.2 39 23.9 
Middle East 25 20.0 5 13.5 30 18.4 
US and Canada 23 18.4 3 8.1 26 16.0 
Global 19 15.2 1 2.7 20 12.3 
Balkans 14 11.2 3 8.1 17 10.4 
the Soviet Union /Russia 15 12.0 2 5.4 17 10.4 
Central Asia 12 9.6 3 8.1 15 9.2 
Caucasus 7 5.6 3 8.1 10 6.1 
Asia 
Pacific/China/Japan/Korea 

8 6.4 1 2.7 9 5.5 

 
In this context, a particular feature of IR studies in Turkey is the heavy concentration on 

Turkey as a geographic region of study.  

 

                                                 
72 Western Europe.  
73 North America (not including Mexico). 
74 Former Soviet Union/Eastern Europe (including Central Asian states, except for Afghanistan). 
75 This table is based on the analysis of 162 PhD theses, which have been completed in IR Departments in 
Turkey (125) and in the US and UK (37). 
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Finally, the primary research of the thesis shows that Turkish IR scholars tend to use the 

Western IR theories in an eclectic manner. According to the results of the UİK Survey 

2009, Realism, Constructivism, Liberalism and Critical Theory are major theoretical 

approaches that are adopted by the IRCT. The article database also shows that the 

Turkish IR scholars have adopted the major theoretical approaches which have been 

developed in Western IR.  

 
Figure 4.6: The results of the article database (theoretical approaches) (1981-2010)*  

 

 
 
* The proportions of theoretical approaches in articles published by the IRCT in selected 
domestic and international IR journals. 
 
 
The analysis in Figure 4.6 illustrates that Liberalism (33.4 %), Realism (17.6 %) and 

critical approaches (21.8 %) are the leading research schools in Turkish IR. In parallel, 

the results of the content analysis and interviews imply that one of the major 

characteristics of intellectual output of the IRCT is analytical eclecticism. According to 

Rudra Sil and Peter Katzenstein, analytic eclecticism is “an intellectual stance a 

researcher can adopt when pursuing research that engages, but does not fit neatly 

within, established research traditions in a given discipline or field” (Sil and 
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Katzenstein, 2010:412). Similarly, many IR scholars in Turkey tend to adopt an eclectic 

strategy in conducting their studies and tackling their research problems. This tendency 

can easily be observed in the field of Turkish Foreign Policy Analysis. Experts on TFP 

have inclined to analyze TFP especially in terms of Realism, Liberalism, 

Constructivism and sometimes Marxism and World System Theory as well. Moreover, 

many interviewees note that they prefer to use the theoretical approaches in IR 

eclectically (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)76

The hierarchical division of labour in the academic world of IR assigns a central role to 
those who are interested in theorizing about world politics and expects others to provide 
empirical data. Scholars working in/on the developing world are often assigned the role of 
‘area experts’. They are expected to adopt concepts and theories fashioned in and for the 
developed world...it is widely accepted that disciplinary generalists produce ‘universal’ 

.  

 

The results of the primary research of the thesis support findings of many other studies 

in the literature. Namely, many national IR communities, like Turkey, have not been 

able to contribute sufficiently to the theoretical studies of global IR. 

Practical/applied/policy-relevant/empirical studies are more prevalent in many countries 

and regions such as South Asia (India, Pakistan, etc.) (Behera, 2009:136-7, 141), China 

(Xinning, 2001:71-3), Arab countries, (Makdisi, 2009:186-7), Central and Eastern 

European countries (Drulak, et.al, 2009a:243,245; Drulak and Drulakova, 2000:281-2), 

Baltic countries (Berg and Chillaud, 2009:195), Italy (Lucarelli and Menotti, 2002:115; 

2006:50), Southeast Asia (Tan, 2009:125), Iran (Sariolghalam, 2009:168,170), East 

Asia (Inoguchi, 2009:94,96), Latin America (Tickner, 2009:43-5) and India (Alagappa, 

2009:10). In addition, similar to Turkey, theoretical and/or methodological studies are 

comparatively less developed. Foreign policy analysis and area studies are dominant 

sub-fields in the majority of these countries. Moreover, theories that have been 

developed in the US and UK have been heavily used in other national IR communities 

as well (Smith, 1987:18; Tickner, 2003b:297,300; 2009:42; Segura, 2006:114; Behera, 

2009:142; Kacowicz, 2009:199-200; Drulak, et.al, 2009a:243; Drulak and Drulakova, 

2000:281-2; Tan, 2009:125; Yaqing, 2007:317; Zhang, 2003:92; Kook and Young, 

2009:410,413-5).  

 

Thus, there is a hierarchical division of labor between the Western IR communities and 

others in terms of theoretical knowledge production. As Pınar Bilgin and Oktay 

Tanrısever mentions,  
 

                                                 
76 Author’s interviews 25.06.2009; 21.07.2009; 07.04.2010; 07.10.2010.  
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social knowledge and area specialists provide data and/or apply these theories and models 
to ‘particular’ regions (Bilgin and Tanrısever, 2009:176). 

 

Hence, Turkey’s functional integration to the Western IR community demonstrates that 

“Turkey’s IR scholars have also found for themselves a place in this disciplinary 

division of labor” (Bilgin and Tanrısever, 2009:176). In this context, one of the major 

problems regarding the intellectual development of the global IR studies is the absence 

or invisibility of “non-Western” contributions (Waever and Tickner, 2009:4-5; Acharya 

and Buzan, 2007b:432).  

 

CONCLUSION 
 
The analysis of the development of IR studies in Turkey reveals that there are 

significant similarities between the development of higher education system and the IR 

studies in Turkey. First of all, the discipline of political science and international 

relations were adapted from the Western countries. Initially, the PS studies were 

adapted from the French system but after the 1950s it has been influenced by Anglo-

American IR. Second, the introduction of the PS and IR education was mainly derived 

from the need for modernizing the country and training high level bureaucrats, 

therefore, training of students has always been given priority. Third, the political 

environment of the country has had a significant impact upon the development of 

Turkish IR. Especially after the 1980s, the IR discipline in Turkey underwent a great 

disruption. Nevertheless, the end of the Cold War opened a new era for IR in Turkey. 

From the 1990s onwards, the Turkish IR discipline has reached to a significant size. The 

establishment of numerous IR departments and journals, the increasing number of 

conferences and the establishment of a national professional association demonstrate 

that IR discipline has been firmly institutionalized in Turkey.  

 

The primary research of the thesis shows that the Turkish IR community has been 

highly integrated and socialized to the Western IR communities. IR education in Turkey 

has been modeled after the Western IR education. Turkish IR scholars tend to use the 

Western IR literature in teaching and research. Almost half of the IRCT completed their 

graduate level training in Western universities. To a considerable extent, they tend to 

publish their research in Western IR journals and tend to participate in Western IR 

conferences. Nevertheless, the thesis also demonstrates that Turkish IR scholars have 

mainly contributed to the Western IR literature as local/area experts. Despite its 

historical development, high level of institutionalization and considerable size, the IR 
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community in Turkey do not have a high profile in global IR in terms of theoretical 

studies of IR. Namely, their research has been heavily concentrated Turkish foreign 

policy, area studies and Turkey (as a geographic region of study) with a particular focus 

on political and security issues. While providing local expertise about Turkish foreign 

policy, the IR community in Turkey tend to use Western IR theories. Hence, the Turkish 

IR community has been functionally integrated to the Western IR community. The next 

chapter will aim to analyze and explain this relationship on the basis of Richard 

Whitley’s theoretical model.     
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CHAPTER V: THE INTERNAL STRUCTURE OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
RELATIONS DISCIPLINE IN TURKEY 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

According to Richard Whitley, the internal structure of social scientific disciplines is 

mainly shaped by the degree of mutual dependence and task uncertainty and variations 

in the internal social structure of scientific disciplines result in production of different 

types of knowledge, e.g theoretical, empirical, specific, diffuse, etc (intellectual 

structure) (Whitley, 1984a:6, 1984b, 2006:1154). One of the major aims of this thesis is 

to find out the causal mechanisms and links through which the social structure of social 

scientific disciplines influence the intellectual structure. In this context, this chapter will 

aim to analyze the elements of this causal chain/mechanism through the case of Turkish 

IR. In the previous chapter, the analysis of the institutional development of the IR 

community in Turkey (IRCT) shows that it has been highly integrated to the Western IR 

community. However, the Turkish IR discipline has mainly produced empirical, 

Turkey-specific and diffuse knowledge, therefore Turkish IR scholars have contributed 

to the Western IR literature as local/area experts.  

 

This chapter aims to analyze the internal structure of the IRCT. The first part of the 

chapter will focus on the general characteristics and the four major determinants of the 

internal structure of the IR discipline in Turkey. In this section, the level of functional 

and strategic mutual dependence between Turkish IR scholars and the degrees of 

strategic and technical task uncertainty in Turkish IR will be discussed. The second part 

will focus on the relations between these factors and their implications upon the level of 

competition, the division of labor, the degree of specialization and standardization of 

research concepts/materials and problems/topics, the scope and intensity of conflicts 

between scientists, the degree of specialization and standardization of research methods 

and skills, the degree of differentiation into research schools and the hierarchy between 

them, the degree of theoretical coordination or fragmentation in Turkish IR. In other 

words, the second part of the chapter will analyze the causal mechanisms within the 

internal structure of the Turkish IR discipline in more detail.   
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PART I - MUTUAL DEPENDENCE 
 

According to Richard Whitley, the internal organization of a scientific discipline is 

shaped by two major factors: the degree of mutual dependence between researchers and 

the degree of task uncertainty (Whitley, 1984a:85; 1984b:778; Fuchs, 1992:81; Fuchs 

and Turner, 1986). The degree of mutual dependence refers to (a) what extent scientists 

depend upon ideas and research results of their colleagues in order to make significant 

contributions to the field (the degree of functional dependence) and (b) to what extent 

they have to convince their colleagues about the significance of their work to gain 

reputations (the degree of strategic dependence) (Whitley, 1984a:87, 88). According to 

Whitley, if the degree of functional mutual dependence between the members of a field 

is low, they are less likely to use ideas and research outcomes of their colleagues in 

order to produce more innovations (Whitley, 1984a:90). Moreover, they would be less 

willing to coordinate their research outcomes and adhere to common competence 

standards (Whitley, 1984a:90; 1984b:798-9).  

 

The other dimension of the mutual dependence is the degree of strategic mutual 

dependence between scientists. Strategic dependence refers to “the extent to which 

researchers have to persuade colleagues of the significance and importance of their 

problem and approach to obtain a high reputation from them” (Whitley, 1984a:88). The 

degree of strategic dependence “covers the necessity of co-ordinating research strategies 

and convincing colleagues of the centrality of particular concerns to collective goals” 

(Whitley, 1984a88). In this sense, strategic dependence is related with the relative 

importance of research problems, research strategies and theoretical approaches and the 

necessity of coordinating and convincing of colleagues that particular research 

problems, strategies and approaches are more central to collective goals.  

 

The results of the primary research show that the level of functional and strategic 

mutual dependence between the members of the IRCT is low. First of all, as discussed 

in the previous chapter, the level of intellectual exchange of information and 

communication between Turkish IR scholars is low. The citation analysis of journal 

articles illustrates that only 7.9 % of the citations of Turkish IR scholars refer to other 

IR scholars in Turkey (Please see Table 4.6 above). Second, the citation analysis of 

major Turkish IR textbooks shows that only 8.5 % of the citations refer to the works of 

Turkish IR scholars (Please see Table 4.7 above). Third, the analysis of recommended 
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readings in the course of IR Theories in Turkish IR demonstrates that only 9.0 % of the 

readings belong to Turkish IR scholars (Please see Table 4.8). In parallel, only 6.1 % of 

the respondents of the UİK Survey 2009 indicate that 76-100 % of their assigned 

readings is in Turkish (The UİK Survey 2009, Q. 6). Fourth, the content analysis of the 

major publications of Turkish IR scholars also implies that there are few debates 

between the members of the IRCT. Fifth, the majority of the interviewees mention that 

there is low level of communication, coordination and debate between IR scholars in 

Turkey (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010, 2011)77

The IRCT can be analyzed in terms of two major groups of academics . One of the 

major distinguishing features of these two groups is their different training 

backgrounds. Namely, in 31 IR Departments

.  

 

These results imply that when Turkish IR scholars make their contributions to the field 

or when they teach courses, they do not highly depend upon a particular set of 

colleagues in Turkey. They are less likely to incorporate the research outcomes of their 

national colleagues to their research or teaching. Moreover, it also implies that the level 

and intensity of debates over the relative importance of research problems, strategies or 

sub-fields among the members of the IRCT is very low. In this context, the degree of 

functional and strategic mutual dependence between Turkish IR scholars is low. 

However, the primary research also demonstrates that the level of functional and 

strategic mutual dependence between Turkish and Western IR scholars is high. As 

discussed in the previous chapter, the Turkish IR community is highly integrated to the 

Western IR community. Nevertheless, there is a particular group of IR scholars  who are 

more integrated and socialized to the Western IR community. The level of functional 

and strategic mutual dependence between these scholars in Turkish IR and the Western 

IR community is higher.  

 

78

                                                 
77 Author’s interviews: 24.06.2009; 08.07.2009; 21.07.2009; 31.07.2009; 07.04.2010; 03.06.2010; 
04.06.2010; 20.07.2010; 28.07.2010; 28.09.2010; 19.05.2011. 
78 These universities are: Abant İzzet Baysal, Akdeniz, Atılım, Bahçeşehir, Balikesir, Bilkent, Boğaziçi, 
Çağ, Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart, Çankırı Karatekin, Çukurova, Doğuş, Erciyes, Eskişehir Osmangazi, 
Fatih, Galatasaray, Gediz, Haliç, Işık, İstanbul Arel, İstanbul Şehir, İzmir Ekonomi, Koç, Okan, Orta 
Doğu Teknik, Sabanci, Selçuk, Ufuk, Yeditepe, Yeniyüzyıl, Zirve. 
The percentages are calculated on the basis of the total number of IR scholars whose PhD training 
information can be reached. 

  in Turkey, the ratio of scholars who 

completed their PhDs in the Western countries is over 50 % (5.3 academics per 



 140 

department). In the remaining 40 IR Departments79, the ratio of Western trained IR 

scholars is below 50 % (1.7 academics per department). Graduate training in Western 

IR can be interpreted as a socialization process. Although the Turkish IR community 

has been integrated to the Western IR community, the Western-IR-socialized scholars 

have been more integrated to Western IR than the others. The publication preferences 

analysis of the Western-IR-socialized scholars and other scholars in Turkish IR shows 

that the former tends to publish their research in international journals more than the 

latter.  

 

Table 5.1: The results of the publication preferences analysis (International/Domestic journals)* 
 Group 1 (9 universities) Group 2 (12 universities) 
 The number of articles % The number of articles % 

International journals 500 59.9 164 24.8 
Domestic journals 335 40.1 497 75.2 
Total  835 100 661 100 
*The proportions of domestic and international publications in the total publications of Western-IR-
socialized Turkish IR scholars (Group 1) and other scholars (Group 2)  in the IRCT. 
 

As can be seen in Table 5.1 above, whereas 59.9 % of the articles of the Western-IR-

socialized departments has been published in the foreign IR journals, 75.2 % of the 

articles of the other IR departments has been published in the domestic IR journals. 

Moreover, the analysis of publication preferences of these two groups, in Table 5.2, 

shows that the most popular journals among IR scholars in the former are Turkish 

Studies and Middle Eastern Studies. On the contrary, the first seven most popular 

journals for the latter are domestic journals. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
79 These universities are: Adnan Menderes, Ahi Evran, Ankara, Atatürk, Başkent, Beykent, Çankaya, 
Dokuz Eylül, Dumlupınar, Ege, Gazi, Gazikent, Giresun, Hacettepe, İnönü, İstanbul Aydın, İstanbul 
Bilgi, İstanbul Gelişim, İstanbul Kemerburgaz, İstanbul Kültür, İstanbul Ticaret, İstanbul, İzmir, Kadir 
Has, Kahramanmaraş Sütçü İmam, Karadeniz Teknik, Kırıkkale, Kocaeli, Maltepe, Marmara, Melikşah, 
Sakarya, Süleyman Demirel, TOBB Ekonomi ve Teknoloji, Trakya, Turgut Özal, Uludağ, Yalova, Yaşar, 
Yıldız Teknik. 
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Table 5.2: The results of the publication preferences analysis  (all journals) 
The publication choices 
of Group 1 (9 
universities)80 

The 
number 
of 
scholars 

The 
number 
of 
articles 

The publication choices of 
Group 2 (12 universities) 

The 
number 
of 
scholars 

The 
number 
of 
articles 

Turkish Studies 18 35 Avrasya Dosyasi (Eurasian 
File) 

16 29 

Middle Eastern Studies 19 30 Jeopolitik (Geopolitics) 4 22 
New Perspectives on 
Turkey 

14 26 SBF Dergisi (Journal of 
Ankara University Faulty of 
Political Science AUFPS) 

14 19 

ODTÜ Geliştirme 
Dergisi 
(METU Development 
Studies) 

12 20 Uluslararası İlişkiler 
(International Relations) 

11 15 

Insight Turkey 11 17 Toplumsal Tarih (Societal 
History) 

6 11 

Perceptions 13 16 Turkish Review of Middle 
East Studies 

6 11 

Foreign Policy (Turkish 
Edition) 

10 15 Uluslararası Hukuk ve 
Politika (International Law 
and Politics) 

9 11 

South European Society 
& Politics 

7 13 Journal of Southeast 
European and Black Sea 
Studies 

4 10 

Doğu Batı (East West) 8 12 Stratejik Analiz (Strategic 
Analysis) 

5 10 

Security Dialogue  8 11 Foreign Policy (Turkish 
Edition) 

37 9 

Uluslararası İlişkiler 8 11 Turkish Review of Eurasian 
Studies 

5 9 

*The publications choices of Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR scholars (Group 1) and other scholars 
(Group 2)  in the IRCT. 
  

According to the citation analysis, 74.2 % of the citations in the journal articles and 82.9 

% of the citations in the major Turkish IR textbooks refer to the works of Western IR 

scholars (Please see Table 4.6 and 4.7). Third, the analysis of recommended readings in 

the courses of IR theory in Turkey shows that 97.2 % of the readings belong to the 

works of Western IR scholars. In addition, the Western-IR-trained scholars tend to 

participate in the major Western IR conferences more than the other group. For 

instance, Table 5.3 reveals that the number of participants in International Studies 

Association (ISA) Annual Conventions from the former between 2001 and 2011 is 

much higher than the latter.  

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
80 Please see Appendix_06 for the details of the publication preferences analysis.  
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Table 5.3: The number of participants in the ISA Annual Conventions  (2001-2011) 
 Group 1 (19 universities)81 Group 2 (20 universities) Total 

Number of participants 246 73 319 
% 77.1 22.9 100 

*The number of participants in the ISA Annual Conventions from Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR 
departments (Group 1) and other departments (Group 2). 
 

These results imply that the level of functional and strategic mutual dependence 

between the Western-IR-trained scholars  in Turkish IR and Western IR scholars is 

high. 

 

Turkish IR community is a typical case of a divided scientific community. Similar to 

Turkey, in Spain (Segura, 2006:115), Japan (Inoguchi and Bacon, 2001:17), Korea 

(Kook and Young, 2009:410), Latin America (Tickner, 2009:45) and Central and 

Eastern European countries (Drulak, 2009:169), the national IR communities are 

divided into two groups. The first group consists of scholars who are closely integrated 

to the Anglo-American IR community and these scholars aim to contribute to the global 

IR literature by participating in international venues or publishing in international 

publication outlets (Drulak, 2009:169). The second group is more active in their 

national contexts (Segura, 2006:115; Inoguchi and Bacon, 2001:17-8; Drulak, 

2009:169). Moreover, as discussed in the previous chapter, these communities depend 

upon the theoretical approaches, research methods and skills of the Western IR 

community (Smith, 1987:18; Tickner, 2003b:297,300; 2009:42; Segura, 2006:114; 

Behera, 2009:142; Kacowicz, 2009:199-200; Drulak, et.al, 2009a:243; Drulak and 

Drulakova, 2000:281-2; Tan, 2009:125; Yaqing, 2007:317; Zhang, 2003:92; Kook and 

Young, 2009:410,413-5). Thus, the level of functional and strategic mutual dependence 

between these IR communities and Western IR scholars are high as well.  

 

PART II - TASK UNCERTAINTY 
 

Whitley suggests that the degree of task uncertainty is the other major factor that shapes 

the internal organization of scientific disciplines (Whitley, 1984a:85; 1984b:778; Fuchs, 

1992:81; Fuchs and Turner, 1986). The degree of task uncertainty refers to the degree of 

uncertainty about the results/outcomes of scientific research (the degree of technical 

task uncertainty) and about the significance of research problems, goals and strategies 

                                                 
81 These universities are Sabancı, ODTÜ, Bilkent, Koç, Boğaziçi, Galatasaray, Bahçeşehir, İzmir Ekonomi, Işık, 
Okan, Fatih, Osmangazi, Yeditepe, Abant, Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart, Doğuş, Erciyes, Selçuk and Zirve.   
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(the degree of strategic task uncertainty) (Whitley, 1984a:121, 123, 148). First of all, the 

degree of strategic task uncertainty is related with the number, sort and formulation of 

problems (Whitley, 1984a:123). In fields with a high degree of strategic task 

uncertainty, scientists deal with a large number of problems with different sorts and the 

formulations of these problems are not very stable (Whitley, 1984a:123). Second, the 

degree of strategic task uncertainty is related with the value of the research problems, 

goals and strategies (Whitley, 1984a:123).  

 
The lack of a clear and generally accepted set of significance criteria where strategic task 
uncertainty is high means that specialist groups pursuing separate goals disagree over the 
importance and centrality of problems and there is no commonly agreed hierarchy of topic 
areas such that reputations in one area judged superior to those in another (Whitley, 
1984a:137).   

 

A high degree of strategic task uncertainty implies that there is no hierarchy of research 

problems, goals and strategies and there is no agreement among scientists on the 

relative importance of them (Whitley, 1984a:136). In these fields, “the ‘value’ of these 

problems to possible publics is indeterminate and shifting” and research groups are 

likely to engage in debates over the priority and superiority of their problems, goals and 

approaches (Whitley, 1984a:123, 137). In this context, reputations are changing and 

unstable because each group grants reputations according to their own criteria. In sum, 

the degree of strategic task uncertainty involves “uncertainty about intellectual 

priorities, the significance of research topics and preferred ways of tackling them, the 

likely reputational pay-off of different research strategies, and the relevance of task 

outcomes for collective intellectual goals” (1984:123).  

 

In Turkish IR, the degree of strategic task uncertainty is high. The primary research of 

the thesis shows that the intellectual priorities of the Turkish IR community and the 

significance of research topics in Turkish IR have not been stable. The agenda of the 

public decision makers and international and regional developments are closely tied to 

each other and they have had a significant impact upon the relative importance of 

research topics in Turkish IR. In other words, in parallel with the changes in Turkey’s 

foreign policy agenda and international and regional developments, the intellectual 

priorities and the significance of research topics in Turkish IR have changed as well. 

The impact of these two factors upon the agenda of the IRCT can clearly be identified 

from the 1940s until the 2000s. After the Second World War, the Soviet Union and the 
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United States emerged as two major powers in the world and they entered into a new 

kind of conflict, the Cold War.  

 

The Cold War can be defined as a strategic confrontation of the US and Soviet Union, 

an ideological stand-off between communism and capitalism, a geographical and 

military confrontation and an ongoing struggle for the future control of the Third World 

(Baylis and Smith 2008; Oran, 2006c:480-482). In this period, the US began to follow 

the idea of liberal internationalism “the intellectual and political tradition that believes 

in the necessity of leadership by liberal democracies in the construction of a peaceful 

world order through multilateral cooperation and effective international organizations” 

(Kegley and Wittkopf, 1996:47; Ikenberry, 2000:110). The US became a primary 

sponsor and supporter of the United Nations, initiated and designed the establishment of 

regional institutions, launched a foreign aid program and built a complex network of 

alliances (Kegley and Wittkopf, 1996:47).  

 

In this period, Turkey’s territorial integrity was threatened by the Soviet Union and in 

order to guarantee its security Turkey chose to ally with the Western countries (Ahmad, 

2002:107-8; Koçak, 1995:211; Hale, 2000:109; Oran, 2006c:494; Aydın, 2000:112). 

The major foreign policy goals of Turkey were to become part of the Western security 

system and a member of major international institutions of the Western Alliance. 

Turkey joined the United Nations (UN) as one of the founding members in 1945 (Oran, 

2006c:492). Turkey became a member of  the International Monetary Fund (IMF) in 

1947, the World Bank in 1947, the Organisation for European Economic Cooperation 

(OEEC, later OECD) in 1948, the Council of Europe in 1949 and the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1952 (Oran, 2006c:492; Hale, 2000:116-7). In 1947 

and 1948, Turkey received aids under the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan 

(Oran, 2006c:493; Hale, 2000:115). As a consequence of the increasing involvement of 

Turkey in international organizations, Turkey had to take a position on various 

international or regional issues and if necessary she had to defend its position and 

national interests in these international platforms. Obviously, Turkey’s need for experts 

on international law and organization grew considerably in this period. In parallel, these 

developments affected the area of interests of IR scholars in the 1940s and 1950s and 

the agenda of the IRCT were dominated by the sub-fields of international law, 

international organization and great power politics.  
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As can be seen in Table 5.4, in Ankara Üniversitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi 

(Ankara University Journal of Faculty of Political Science (AUJFPS)), 73.1 % of the 

IR-related articles focus on issues related with international law and international 

organizations. Organizational structure, membership, personnel policies, organs and 

agencies of the League of Nations and UN were some of the popular themes (Erim, 

1943; Aygen, 1951; Ataöv, 1959; Gönlübol, 1956b). 

 
Table 5.4: The results of the article database (sub-fields) (1943-1960)* 

Subfields % 
International Law 46.3 
International Organization 26.8 
International Security 23.2 
International History 11 
Foreign Policy Analysis 9.8 
Area Studies  7.3 
Turkish Foreign Policy 3.7 
*The proportions of sub-fields in IR-related articles in AUJFPS. 

 

Some scholars were particularly interested in decisions of the International Court of 

Justice and they closely followed the activities of the International Law Commission of 

the UN (Meray, 1954a, 1957b, 1958a, 1959a, 1960a; Bilge, 1952, 1955, 1959a; 

Gönlübol, 1956a,c). Law of Treaties, International Law of Sea, International Law of Air 

and International Human Rights Law were some of the different branches of 

International Law which were discussed by Turkish IR scholars (Bilge, 1950, 1951; 

Daver, 1953; Meray, 1955a,b,d,e, 1956b,1957a,1958b). Continental shelf, non-

alignment, self-determination principle, secession, territorial acquisition, human rights, 

treaties, legal statuses of diplomats, national boundaries were some of the issues that 

were analyzed in this period (Meray, 1947a, b; 1948a; 1955a,b,d; 1956a,b,c; 1957a; 

1960c,d,e; Bilge, 1959b; Aybar, 1943).  

 

During this period, major international actors and regions attracted the attention of IR 

scholars in Turkey, which shows us one of the ways in which international events 

influence the development of IR. Major foci of scholars were concentrated in Western 

Europe and the United States, in the sense that, they either focus on international events 

in these regions or their examples were taken from them. As shown in Table 5.5, 

whereas, 21 % and 16 % of the articles concentrated on Western Europe and the US 

respectively, 11 % of the articles were related with the Soviet Union.  
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Table 5.5: The results of the article database (regions) (1943-1960)* 
Region/Country % 
Western Europe 21 
the United States 16 
the Soviet Union 11 
Turkey 11 
Global 14 
*The distribution of regions in IR-related articles in AUJFPS 

 

In addition, the articles were written in respect to recent developments or events. 

Namely, 75 % of the articles dealt with issues within the contemporary time frame. In 

sum, it might be argued that Turkish IR scholars were mainly interested in recent events 

which involve the great powers and Turkey, besides global issues in international law 

and international organization. 

 

In the early 1960s, the competition between the US and the Soviet Union increased. In 

1962, the risk of nuclear war between them heightened when the US discovered that the 

Soviet Union had secretly deployed nuclear missiles in Cuba (the Cuban Missile Crisis). 

Nevertheless, after the crisis, the competition between these two powers was stabilized 

and lessened, which was followed by the detente period in the 1970s (Scott, 2001:82-3). 

During the detente, both the US and Soviet Union were eager to solve their problems or 

differences through negotiations and agreements (Froman, 1991; Garthoff, 1985; 

Bowker and Williams, 1988; Tinguy, 1999). In the 1960s, the power gap between these 

two powers decreased and the economic power of the European countries and Japan 

increased (Sander, 2005:331-4, 370-1). In addition, India, Yugoslavia and Egypt 

pioneered the establishment of the Non-Aligned Movement in the mid-1950s and with 

the participation of the newly independent states in the 1960s this movement gained 

power in the UN and international arena (Sander, 2005:431, 434-5). The solidarity and 

discipline of the Western and Eastern Blocs weakened and states around the world 

began to follow more autonomous policies (Altunışık and Tür, 2005:108-9). 

 

The detente period and relaxation of relations between the US and the Soviet Union had 

significant impacts upon Turkey (Fırat, 1997:4). In the 1960s and 1970s, Turkish 

Foreign Policy was in parallel with the policies of the Western allies (Oran, 2006d:679). 

However, Turkey had more room for manoeuvre in foreign policy and followed 

relatively autonomous policies compared to previous decades (Oran, 2006d:674-5; 

Hale, 2000:146; Fırat, 1997:4). In addition, the Cuban missile crisis and the Cyprus 

crisis (1963/64) provoked a debate over Turkey’s place in the Western alliance and 



 147 

whether Turkey has become more or less secure due to its commitments to the NATO 

(Altunışık and Tür, 2005:106). The Cuban missile crisis in 1962 was partially resolved 

by the removal of the Jupiter missiles in Turkey. However, the US did not consult 

Turkey when taking the decision to remove them therefore Turkish decision-makers and 

public opinion “learned she was little more than a bargaining counter in the negotiations 

between the super powers and that her ally did not take her interests into account during 

the negotiations” (Ahmad, 2002:139).  

 

Moreover, the US President Lyndon Johnson’s letter disappointed the Turkish 

government and generated a serious sentiment in the society (Ahmad, 2002:139, 141; 

Hale, 2000:149; Altunışık and Tür, 2005:106-7). The letter implies that if Turkey 

militarily intervenes in Cyprus, the US would not come to the aid of Turkey and Turkey 

could not use US-supplied weapons. Turkey perceived that the US favored the Greeks 

over Turkish interests which led to a rapprochement with the Soviet Union (Hale, 

2000:150-1). Anti-Americanism rose as a result of these developments especially 

among nationalist and leftist groups (Ahmad, 2002:141). In parallel, in the late 1960s, 

Turkey’s NATO membership was questioned both among the political elite and in the 

society as well. Whereas, the leftist groups argue that NATO membership did not 

provide security to Turkey, the rightist groups argue that withdrawal from the Alliance 

would seriously weaken Turkey against Greece and the Soviet Union (Hale, 2000:151-

2).  

 

Within this international context, Turkey began to follow multi-dimensional foreign 

policy in the late 1960s and 1970s (Fırat, 1997; Altunışık and Tür, 2005:107-8). The 

economic ties between Turkey and the Soviet Union increased and Turkey began to 

strengthen her relations with the Non-aligned countries and the Arab world (Oran, 

2006d:676; Hale, 2000:146; Altunışık and Tür, 2005:108). From 1967 to 1975, Turkey 

received significant amounts of economic assistance from the Soviet Union and they 

signed a Declaration of Good Neighbourly Relations (Hale, 2000:150-1). Turkey 

attempted to develop stronger ties with the oil-exporting countries and increased its 

support to Palestinians in the Arab-Israeli conflict (Altunışık and Tür, 2005:108). 

Nevertheless, these developments did not signify that Turkey re-oriented its foreign 

policy but it was still a member of the Western alliance. In 1963 an association 

agreement (the Ankara Agreement) between Turkey and the European Economic 

Community (EEC) was signed.  
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These international developments and public debates over Turkish foreign policy had 

clear impacts upon the agenda of the IRCT. First of all, as can be seen from Table 5.6 

below, in the 1960s and 1970s, whereas the number of IR-related articles in AUJFPS 

and Milletlerarası Münasebetler Türk Yılllığı (Turkish Yearbook of International 

Relations (TYIR)) on international law and international organization decreased, there 

was a significant increase in the number of articles in the sub-fields of Turkish foreign 

policy, foreign policy analysis, area studies and international security.  

 
Table 5.6: The results of the article database (sub-fields) (1943-1980) (%)* 

Subfields 1943-1960 1961-1980 1943-1980 
International Security 23.2 41.4 35.2 
International Law 46.3 25.9 33 
Foreign Policy Analysis 9.8 29.3 25.3 
International History 11 28.7 23.4 
International Organization 26.8 19 21.8 
Turkish Foreign Policy 3.7 24.1 19.9 
Area Studies  7.3 20.7 16.5 
*The proportions of sub-fields in IR-related articles in AUJFPS and TYIR 

 

Figure 5.1 also shows that, in parallel with the implementation of multi-dimensional 

Turkish foreign policy, the improvement in Turkish-Soviet relations and the emergence 

of new conflicts in the international arena, the number of articles related with Turkish 

foreign policy, inter-state conflicts and crisis and Soviet foreign policy increased. 

 
Figure 5.1: The results of the article database (substantive issues) (1943-1980) (%) 

 

 
* The ratios of substantive issues covered in AUJFPS and TYIR 
 

1943-1960 1961-1980
Turkish Foreign Policy 11,5 25,9
Inter-state conflict or crisis 5,7 17,2
Inter-state war and peace 11,5 9,8
Soviet Union's foreign policy 4,6 7,5
United Nations 14,9 7,5
Cyprus 1,1 6,9
American foreign policy 6,9 6,3
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A striking example of the impact of the policy-makers’ agenda is the increase in the 

number of articles related with Cyprus. As shown in Table 5.7, besides Turkish IR 

community’s interest on the Western powers and the US, after the 1960s, the ratio of 

articles that deal with Turkey, the Soviet Union and the Middle East as a region of study 

considerably increased.  

 
Table 5.7: The results of the article database (regions) (1943-1980) (%)* 

Region/Country 1943-1960 1961-1980 
Western Europe 21 13 
the United States 16 13 
the Soviet Union 11 13 
Turkey 11 21 
Middle East 5 10 
Global 14 9 
*The proportions of regions in IR-related articles in AUJFPS and TYIR 

 

Furthermore, similar to the previous decades, 86 % of the articles discuss issues within 

the contemporary time frame. In addition, the majority of the articles (83 %) were 

written in a descriptive format and the relative ratio of theoretically oriented studies is 

very low. In this period, Turkish IR scholars tend to deal with empirical type of research 

problems rather than theoretical or philosophical problems. 

 

In the period from the late 1950s towards the 1980s, the debates among IR scholars in 

Turkey were characterized by two major discourses: discourse on foreign policy 

(Ökçün, 1958; Bilge, 1958; Armaoğlu, 1958, 1972; Kürkçüoğlu, 1972a,b,c,d; 1978; 

1980; Sezer, 1972; Ülman and Sander, 1972; Öymen, 1970; Sander, 1973) and 

discourse on national security (Gönlübol and Ülman, 1966; Ülman, 1966;1967a; Ataöv, 

1968a;1969a,b; Oran, 1969, 1970). The discourse on foreign policy is mainly based on 

discussions about the role of various internal (domestic) and external (international) 

factors in formulation and implementation of foreign policy (Ökçün, 1958; Bilge, 1958; 

Armaoğlu, 1958; 1972; Kürkçüoğlu, 1972a,b,c,d; 1978; 1980; Sezer, 1972; Ülman and 

Sander, 1972; Öymen, 1970; Sander, 1973). Some of these scholars analyze Turkish 

foreign policy on the basis of these factors (Bilge, 1958; Armaoğlu, 1958; Kürkçüoğlu, 

1972a,b,c,d; 1978; 1980; Sezer, 1972; Ülman and Sander, 1972; Öymen, 1970; Sander, 

1973). These studies were concentrated on the determinants of foreign policy and they 

tend to deal with major factors that influence the foreign policy behavior of countries.  

 

On the other hand, the national security discourse concentrates on whether Turkey’s 

alliance with the Western countries and its membership in NATO make it more secure 
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or vulnerable (Gönlübol and Ülman, 1966; Ülman, 1966;1967a; Ataöv, 1968a;1969a,b; 

Oran, 1969; 1970). The discourse involves discussions about major political, 

economical and ideological motivations behind Turkey’s decision to ally with the 

Western bloc. The discourse emerged after the outbreak of the Cyprus Problem in 1963 

(Gönlübol and Ülman, 1966:143-144; Ülman, 1966:202). These two discourses were 

significant because they show how Turkey’s involvement in the international arena, her 

crisis with her neighbours and allies stimulated a discourse on national security and 

foreign policy among Turkish IR scholars. They also demonstrate how discourse among 

the IR scholars in Turkey was influenced by the non-academic domestic political 

discourse on international politics and foreign policy in Turkey.  

 

In the 1980s, the tension and confrontation between the US and the Soviet Union 

intensified and this period has been labeled as the Second Cold War (Scott, 2001:82). 

The Iranian revolution and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 intensified the 

tensions between the two superpowers at the beginning of the 1980s and the US adopted 

tougher policies against the Soviets, increased its military expenditure and aimed to 

surpass the Soviet Union in the arms race (Altunışık and Tür, 2005:111; Oran, 

2006:35). Due to the structural weaknesses in the Soviet economy, the economic 

stagnation in the 1970s and 1980s, the effects of Michael Gorbachev’s political reforms 

and the demands for independence from Soviet republics led to the dissolution of the 

Communist bloc. The Soviet Union replaced with the Confederation of Independent 

States and the Cold War was over at the beginning of the 1990s.  

 

In the post-Cold War period, global politics has changed in fundamental ways. First of 

all, the distribution of power in the world has been changing. The end of the Cold War 

signified the decline of the Soviet power and the end of bipolarity (the rivalry of two 

great powers). Although the US was still considered as the major power of the world, 

one of the most significant developments of the new period is the rise of new economic 

powers such as China, India, Brazil (Heywood, 2011:51,109). Many scholars believe 

that the global distribution of power is changing and the ‘South’, ‘East’ or ‘Asia’ is 

likely to become the new epicenter of power and struggle (Heywood, 2011:51,109). 

Second, after the end of the Cold War, the possibility of a global conflict between super 

powers in the world substantially decreased and regional and local threats became major 

foreign policy challenges (Oran, 2006e:208-9; Özcan, 2000a:13-4; Ülman, 2000:101; 

Güvenç, 2000:133; Türkeş, 2000:195; Aydın, 2004a:4). The concept and scope of threat 
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expanded and unconventional threats such as ethnic conflicts, terrorism, ecological 

disasters, human rights, drug trafficking, etc. gained priority (Özcan, 2000a:15; Ülman, 

2000:100). In the first decade of the 21st century, the advent of global terrorism was one 

of the most important agenda items in world politics. The September 11 attacks 

substantially changed the threat perception of the US and the US administration and its 

allies launched a ‘global war on terror’ (Brown, 2005:242; Leffler, 2011). 

 

Third, the end of the Cold War brought about new roles and identities for major 

international organizations (e.g. the UN, NATO, etc.) and the spread of regional and 

sub-regional organizations (e.g. the European Union, the African Union, the Arab 

League). The formation, institutionalization and enlargement of many regional 

organizations gained pace in this period. For instance, there has been significant 

progress in the deepening and widening processes of the European Union (EU) in the 

1990s and 2000s. Twelve new members joined the EU in the first decade of the 21st 

century and the size of the EU reached to 27 member states. In 2007, the EU members 

signed the Treaty of Lisbon which establishes a European constitution. The EU has also 

shown significant progress in the economic sphere in this period and in 2002, Euro 

notes and coins entered into circulation. 

 

Fourth, the advance of globalization is another significant transformation in the world. 

The spread of multi-national companies, the acceleration of production in multiple-sites, 

the revolution in information technologies and communication and the removal of 

barriers against direct investments promoted interdependence and globalization around 

the world. In parallel, the development of regional economic unions such as NAFTA, 

ASEAN, EU, etc accelerated (Oran, 2006e:205). In this period, the US highlighted the 

importance of democratization and the idea of democratic peace and it introduced 

various policies to enhance free trade and economic development around the world 

(Leffler, 2011). Nevertheless, in the mid-2000s, the world and especially the Western 

countries experienced serious troubles in the financial sector. The banking crisis in the 

US (the credit crunch), the bankruptcy of the Lehman Brothers and the loss of 

confidence within the international financial system and the following global economic 

crisis generated significant turmoil in the Western world (Blundell-Wignall and Slovik, 

2011; Heywood, 2011:108-9). The sovereign debt crisis in the Euro Area also 

exacerbates the problems in the Western economic and financial sectors.   
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Obviously, the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union were the most 

significant developments in the 1990s and they deeply influenced the security 

perception and foreign policy of Turkey (Oran, 2006e:209). Turkey acted as a buffer 

zone and it was the southern flank of the NATO alliance during the Cold War therefore 

Turkey’s geostrategic importance decreased as a consequence of the disappearance of 

the Soviet threat (Oran, 2006e:210,232). However, the establishment of new 

independent states, the emergence of new threats and conflicts (the war in Yugoslavia, 

the Gulf War, etc.) and the power vacuum in adjacent regions of Turkey, both pressured 

and enabled Turkey to play a more active role in the Middle East, Balkans, Blacksea, 

the Caucasus and Central Asia (Özcan, 2000a:16,25; Uzgel, 2000:393; Larrabee, 

2010:158; Türkeş, 2000:200; Kut, 2000:46; Uzgel, 2000:393; Oran, 2006e:237; 

Altunışık, 2000a:326; Güvenç, 2000:142). Moreover, Turkish national security 

perception shifted from external threats (Soviet threat) to internal threats such as 

separatist terrorist movements and religious fundamentalism (Özcan, 2000a:18, 76; 

Ülman, 2000:106; Larrabee, 2010:158). The Turkish-EU relations began to occupy an 

important place in the agenda of the decision-makers and public as well in the 1990s 

and 2000s. The Customs Union between Turkey and the EU became effective in mid-

1990s and in 1999, the EU announced that Turkey is a candidate state destined to join 

the Union.  

 

From the 1980s onwards, these international and regional developments and the agenda 

of the policy-makers have had a significant impact upon the area of interest and research 

problems of the IRCT. First of all, Table 5.8 demonstrates that, Area Studies and 

Turkish foreign policy have become two major areas of research in Turkish IR. 

 
Table 5.8: The results of the article database (sub-fields) (1981-2010) (%)* 

Subfields 1943-1980 1981-2010 
International Security 35.2 47.3 
Foreign Policy Analysis 25.3 43.3 
Area Studies  16.5 35.1 
Turkish Foreign Policy 19.9 34.4 
International History 23.4 28 
International Organization 21.8 23.7 
International Law 33 16.3 
*The proportions of sub-fields in the articles published by the IRCT in the selected 
domestic and international IR journals. 

 

Furthermore, as shown in Figure 5.2, Turkey has become the most popular region of 

study in Turkish IR. 47.6 % of the articles in domestic publications and 77.6 % of the 

articles in international publications in the article database between 1981 and 2010 are 
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partially or entirely related with Turkey. The neighborhood of Turkey also attracts 

attention of IR scholars since a significant ratio of articles are related with the Middle 

East and Balkans.  

 
Figure 5.2: The results of the article database (regions) (1981-2010) (%)* 

 

 
* The proportions of regions in articles published by the IRCT in selected domestic and 
international IR journals. 
 

In addition, the distribution of substantive issues in domestic and international 

publications of the IRCT, in Table 5.9, shows us that 33.1 % of the articles are related 

with Turkish foreign policy, which is the top agenda item. Inter-state conflicts (24.7 %), 

the EU foreign policy (13.3 %), the Turkish-EU membership (11.9 %), inter-state war 

and peace (10.8 %) and American foreign policy (10 %) are other major important 

issues.  
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Table 5.9: The results of the article database (substantive issues) (1943-2010)82* 
(1943-1980) (1981-2010) 

Substantive issue % Substantive issue % 
Turkish Foreign Policy 21.1 Turkish Foreign Policy 33.1 
Inter-state conflict or crisis 13.4 Inter-state conflict or crisis 24.7 
Interstate war and peace 10.3 EU Foreign Policy 13.3 
United Nations 10.0 Turkish-EU Membership 11.9 
American foreign policy 6.5 Interstate war and peace 10.8 
Soviet Union's foreign policy 6.5 American foreign policy 10.0 
Cyprus problem 5.0 Domestic politics 8.4 
Alliances 4.2 Terrorism 7.1 
Teaching and development of IR 4.2 Conflict Resolution & 

Peacekeeping 
6.3 

Law of sea 4.2 Cyprus 6.3 
NATO 4.2 Democracy & 

Democratization 
5.7 

Domestic politics 3.4 Identity 5.5 
Israel-Palestine Conflict 3.4 PKK Terrorism 5.5 
Law of treaties 3.4 Iraq War I-II 5.1 
World War II 3.4 Minorities/Diaspora 4.9 
National security 3.1 Politics of Natural Resources 4.7 
Human Rights 2.7 United Nations 4.7 
Conflict Resolution & Peacekeeping 2.7 Human Rights 4.4 
* The proportions of substantive issues in the publications of the IRCT in selected domestic and 
international IR journals. 
 

Table 5.9 shows that there is a high level of concentration on foreign policy analysis 

and Turkish foreign policy-relevant research questions in Turkish IR. Nevertheless, the 

scope of Turkish IR’s research area has increased and new sub-areas such as terrorism, 

natural resources, democratization, etc has emerged in Turkish IR in this period. 

Moreover, some of these most popular issues are related with Turkey’s national context 

such as domestic politics, PKK terrorism, democracy and democratization, Cyprus 

problem, human rights, minorities, etc. Similarly, significant regional or international 

developments such as the end of the Cold War, the European integration process, the 

Gulf War and the Iraq War 2003, have also influenced the agenda of the members of IR 

faculty in Turkey. For instance, in parallel with the current regional and international 

developments, Soviet foreign policy has replaced with the EU foreign policy. 

Especially, a striking example is the relations between Turkey and the European Union 

(EU). As can be seen from Figure 5.3 below, there is a correlation between the number 

of articles on Turkish foreign policy and EU’s foreign policy towards Turkey and the 

ups and downs in the actual relations between Turkey and the EU. 

 

 

 

                                                 
82 Please see Appendix_05 for the details of this analysis. 
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Figure 5.3: The results of the article database (Turkish-EU relations) (1990-2009)* 
 

 
* The number of articles published by the IRCT on Turkish foreign policy, Turkish-EU 
membership and EU foreign policy in selected domestic and international journals. 
 

The academic interest on the EU-Turkey relations began to increase in 1995-6, when the 

Customs Union between Turkey and the EU became effective. In December 1997, in 

the EU’s Luxembourg Summit, whereas the EU member states agreed to start accession 

negotiations with 10 countries from the Central and Eastern Europe, the Greek Cypriot 

administration of Cyprus and Malta as well, Turkey was excluded from the process and 

was not given candidate status. This generated a great disappointment and sense of 

exclusion in the Turkish side (Öniş, 1999:114; Müftüler-Baç, 1998:240; 2000a,b; 

2001a,b). In parallel, we see a significant rise in the analysis of Turkish-EU 

membership in 1998. Nevertheless, in the EU Helsinki Summit in December 1999, the 

EU leaders changed their policy towards Turkey and mentioned that “Turkey is a 

candidate State destined to join the Union on the basis of the same criteria as applied to 

the other candidate States” (EU, 2010a), again which had implications upon the studies 

of the IRCT.  

 

In December 2002, the Copenhagen EU Summit declares that the negotiations will be 

opened with Turkey if she meets the Copenhagen criteria which created an excitement 

and impetus for the Turkish government and public (ABGS, 2010). In addition, on 17 

December 2004, the EU leaders decided that Turkey sufficiently meets the Copenhagen 

criteria and the EU could open the negotiations with Turkey on 3 October 2004 (ABGS, 

2010). Nevertheless, the entrance of the Greek Cypriot administration to the EU in 2004 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

19
90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

N
um

be
r o

f a
rti

cl
es

Turkish Foreign Policy Turkish-EU Membership EU Foreign Policy



 156 

resulted in certain problems in the EU-Turkey-Greek Cypriot relations and the 

European Council in December 2006 decided that eight relevant chapters will not be 

opened and no chapter will be provisionally closed until Turkey opened her ports to the 

vessels from Greek Cypriot side (EU, 2010b). Hence, the EU-Turkey accession 

negotiations process slowed down. As can be seen from the graph above, all these 

positive or negative developments in the EU-Turkey relations have stimulated studies 

(the number of articles) on these issues within the IRCT. These results imply that the 

foreign policy agenda of the government and international developments have had an 

important impact upon the agenda of the Turkish IR community from the 1940s 

onwards. Shifts in the former result in changes in the latter, and this shows that the 

relative importance of research problems has not been very stable in Turkish IR. Thus, 

the instability of the relative value of research problems implies that the degree of 

strategic task uncertainty in Turkish IR is high.  

 

Although the level of strategic task uncertainty is high in the IR studies in Turkey, the 

level of strategic task uncertainty in international publications of Turkish IR scholars is 

lower. Namely, there is a hierarchy among the issue areas in which Turkish IR scholars 

make their publications in the international academic outlets. First of all, Figure 5.4 

demonstrates that there is a heavy concentration on the sub-fields of Turkish foreign 

policy (TFP) and security in the international publications of the IRCT. The sub-field of 

TFP is the second most popular sub-field and 51.3 % of the journal articles in 

international publications are related with TFP. The same ratio in domestic publications 

is 25.3 %. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 157 

Figure 5.4: The results of the article database (sub-fields) (1981-2010) (%)* 
 

 
* The distribution of sub-fields in articles published by the IR community in Turkey in selected 
domestic and international IR journals. 
 

Second, as can be seen in Table 5.10 below, TFP is the most popular substantive issue 

in international publications in Turkish IR between 1981 and 2010. There is a 

significant difference between the proportions of articles that are related with TFP in the 

domestic and international publications.  

 

Table 5.10: The results of the article database (substantive issues) (1981-2010)83* 
 Domestic Publications International 

Publications Total 

Turkish Foreign Policy 24.4 49 33.1 
Inter-state conflict or crisis 25.1 24.0 24.7 
EU Foreign Policy 11.1 17.5 13.3 
Turkish-EU Membership 7.6 19.8 11.9 
Interstate war and peace 13.1 6.5 10.8 
American Foreign Policy 10.5 9.1 10 
Domestic Politics 3.5 17.5 8.4 
Terrorism 5.5 9.9 7.1 
Conflict Resolution & Peacekeeping 
O i  

7.6 3.8 6.3 
Cyprus Problem 5.3 8 6.3 
Democracy & Democratization 3.5 9.9 5.7 
Identity 2.9 10.3 5.5 
PKK Terrorism 3.3 9.5 5.5 
Iraq War I & II 5.5 4.2 5.1 
Minorities/Diaspora 6.0 3.0 4.9 
Politics of natural resources 4.5 4.9 4.7 
United Nations 6.2 1.9 4.7 
Human Rights 4.7 3.8 4.4 

                                                 
83 Please see Appendix_05 for the details of this analysis. 
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*The proportions of substantive issues in the articles published by the IRCT in selected domestic and 
international IR journals. 
 

The 2007 TÜBA Report also supports these findings. Turkish foreign policy and 

Turkey-EU relations are by far the most popular subject matters in the articles published 

by Turkish IR scholars in the SSCI (TÜBA, 2007d:189). Third, the article database 

demonstrates that Turkish IR scholars have been heavily concentrated on Turkey as a 

geographic region of study. Whereas, 77.6 % of the articles in international publications 

focus on Turkey, in domestic publications the same ratio is 31.4 %. These results imply 

that there is a hierarchy between the research problems and issues in international 

publications of the IRCT. There is a significant difference between proportions of 

articles that are related with Turkish foreign policy and Turkey as a region of study and 

other categories. In this context, the level of strategic task uncertainty is lower between 

the Turkish and Western IR communities.  

 

In many countries, the hierarchy of research topics changes according to the 

international practice of the countries and regional and international developments 

(Breitenbauch and Wivel, 2004:430; Buzan and Hansen, 2009:54-5; Holden, 2002:257; 

2006:226; Inoguchi, 2009:94; Inoguchi and Bacon, 2001:13; Kook and Young, 

2009:404; Sergounin, 2009:224; Tan, 2009:122-3; Tickner, 2003a:345-6, 2009:35; 

Tickner and Waever, 2009b:331). For instance, the trajectory of Korean IR presents a 

similar case to Turkish IR. Xiaoming Huang claims that there is a close link between 

foreign policy of Korea and Korean IR studies (Huang, 2007:193). In addition, great 

power politics, international and regional developments had an important impact upon 

the agenda of the Korean IR scholars from the 1960s towards the 1990s (Huang, 

2007:193). In the 1960s and 1970s, national security issues, relations with North Korea 

and Korea’s security alliance with the US were the primary agenda items of the Korean 

IR community (Huang, 2007:179).  

 

In the 1980s and 1990s, American and European foreign policy and economic 

cooperation and trade relations with Western countries were some major agenda items 

in the Korean IR literature (Huang, 2007:179). From the 1990s onwards, foreign 

policies of Russia and China gained more importance and the role of Korea in the Asia-

Pacific region were intensively discussed (Huang, 2007:179). When the East and West 

Germany integrated, the Korean scholars’ interest on the European countries increased 

(Huang, 2007:186). From the 1960s towards the end of the 1990s, Korean scholars tend 
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to focus on East Asia and the Korean peninsula, as their major regions of study (Huang, 

2007:185-6). Moreover, the second major area of study was the US-Korean relations 

(Huang, 2007:186). Within the last two decades, similar to Turkey, Korean IR scholars 

tend to focus on East Asia (51.9 %) as a region of study (Kook and Young, 2009:411). 

In this context, similar to Turkish IR, the agenda of the Korean IR community have 

been heavily influenced by the Korean foreign policy, great power politics and regional 

and international developments (Huang, 2007:188-9,193). Hence, the level of strategic 

task uncertainty is high in Korea as well.   

 

Technical Task Uncertainty 

 

Technical task uncertainty refers to “the extent to which work techniques are well 

understood and produce reliable results” (Whitley, 1984a:121). Technical task 

uncertainty is related with the standardization of research methods and skills and to 

what extent they are shared commonly by the members of the field. If the level of 

technical task uncertainty is high then the use of research methods will be highly tacit, 

fluid and personal (Whitley, 1984a:121, 131, 132). When dealing with their research 

problems scientists will not be certain about which method to use, how to apply a 

particular method and whether it is applied successfully or not (Whitley, 

1984a:121,131, 132). On the contrary, if the level of technical task uncertainty is low 

then the field members have developed and standardized a set of research techniques 

which can be learned through a formal training program and which can be implemented 

easily and clearly (Whitley, 1984a:121). As a consequence, scientists tend to produce 

predictable, visible and replicable research outcomes and research results will not be 

ambiguous and not subject to a variety of conflicting interpretations (Whitley, 

1984a:121).  

 

Technical task uncertainty also influences the development and standardization of 

common training programs. In fields with low level of technical task uncertainty, “there 

will be a well-established set of research techniques which can be acquired through 

formal training programmes and whose use is relatively straightforward and success is 

easy to determine” (Whitley, 1984a:121). Through these common training programmes, 

the standardization in learning and implementation of research methods is provided and 

there will be clarity about the use and interpretation of research methods (Whitley, 
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1984a:121). The use of technical methods will be explicit, formal and stable and 

become part of the common stock of knowledge (Whitley, 1984a:121).    

 

The level of strategic task uncertainty influences the standardization of research 

techniques as well. Whitley suggests that the standardization and stabilization of raw 

materials and research problems is a pre-requisite of the standardization of research 

techniques and methods (Whitley, 1984a:122). Whitley says  

 
it is difficult to see how work procedures can be well established and understood 
without some degree of control over the phenomena being studied. Standardization of 
techniques implies standardization of raw materials to the extent that objects are 
constructed in such a way that general procedures can be applied to them…Indeed, it is 
difficult to see how reliable and well-understood techniques could be used in a 
relatively routine manner without the objects to which they are applied being similarly 
well-understood and highly controlled (Whitley, 1984a:122).  

   
Since Whitley views the standardization of raw materials as the standardization of the 

research problems84

As discussed in the previous chapter, before the 1950s, political science studies were 

under the influence of the Continental tradition and particularly the French ecole. As a 

consequence, the older generation of Turkish political scientists defended the 

Continental style and did not engage in debates over methodology. Therefore, although 

Turkish IR scholars were aware of these debates, some of the significant debates over 

methodology did not take place in the IR studies in Turkey (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009). The 

, the degree of technical task uncertainty (the standardization of 

research skills) is partially based on the degree of strategic task uncertainty 

(standardization and stabilization of research problems) (Whitley, 1984a:122).  

 
In the 1950s, Turkish IR scholars were aware of the various research methods that were 

employed in the US and Western European countries (Gönlübol, 1956c; Meray 1956a, 

1957a; Yasa, 1959). However, the relative weight of studies on methodology, research 

methods and research design in Turkish IR literature was very limited and the 

methodological part of the training programs was not sufficient. In the 1950s and 1960s, 

the traditional style of studying IR, which was more widely defended in the Continent 

and the United Kingdom (the traditionalist style), was challenged by the Behavioralist 

tradition in the US. The debate between Traditionalists and Behavioralists was mainly 

over methodology and the rigorous use of research methods which would make IR more 

`scientific` (Bull, 1966; Kaplan, 1966).  

 

                                                 
84 Please see Whitley, 1984a:122.  
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article database shows that journal articles on methodological issues have a very 

marginal share in the Turkish IR literature from the 1940s towards the 1980s. In this 

period only 2.3 % of the articles were related with methodology per se. Whereas, the 

majority of the articles (87 %) were written in a descriptive format, in 13 % of the 

articles qualitative research strategies were employed.  

 

In addition, the major teaching method that was used in the political science and IR 

training programs were not suitable for methodology training. In Turkish IR, the lecture 

method was predominantly applied in the courses and students generally relied on 

textbooks written by the professors (Gönlübol, 1962:117; Ataöv, 1967a:381; Aydın, 

2005a:29). “Teaching and learning was based on discipline, memorization, minimal 

external reading, taking vigilant notes from the professors’ lectures and writing exams 

based on those lectures” (Aydınlı and Mathews, 2008:698). External reading was not 

favorable among students. Furthermore, the available resources for scholars were not 

sufficient for methodological training. For instance, Suat Bilge notes that case study, as 

a teaching method, could not be used because of the small number of case studies in 

Turkish (Bilge, 1962:18, 115). The Mülkiye (Ankara University) style of education 

remained intact for long years because the students who were successful in this system 

were elected as graduate students and they later became members of teaching staff 

(Aydınlı and Mathews, 2008:699). In that sense, methodological studies were one of the 

under-developed areas of Turkish IR from the 1950s towards the 1980s. Hence, the 

level of technical task uncertainty in this period is high.  

 

From the 1980s towards 2000s, there has been a significant improvement in terms of 

use of research methods in Turkish IR. According to the results of the article database, 

qualitative and quantitative research methods were used in 58 % of the articles in 

Turkish IR during the period from 1981 to 2010. This tendency shows that the ratio of 

descriptive articles in Turkish IR literature has dropped from 87 % to 42 %, which is a 

substantial improvement. Similar to many other national IR communities, the 

qualitative research methods have become the dominant form of research methods in 

Turkish IR. Whereas the qualitative research methods were used in 53.5 % of the 

articles, quantitative research methods were used only in 4.5 % in Turkey during the 
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period from 1981 to 201085. Moreover, as shown in Table 5.11, the majority of the 

respondents of the UİK Survey 2009 indicate that they primarily employ qualitative 

methods.  
  

Table 5.11: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 41 
Question: In your research, which research methods/strategies do you employ? 

Research methods (%) Turkey US86  UK CAN AUST NZ IRE ISR SA HK SIN All87 
Quantitative analysis 23 23 7 7 3 8 31 24 0 11 0 17 
Qualitative analysis 68 68 77 85 78 81 52 68 67 72 87 71 
Content analysis 63.8 - - - - - - - - - - - 
Experimental 4 <1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 <1 
Counterfactual analysis - 1 1 2 5 0 3 3 0 0 0 1 
Pure theory - 2 8 2 5 4 7 0 33 0 9 3 
Formal Modeling 12 2 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 
Legal or ethical analysis 12 4 7 5 8 8 3 3 0 17 4 5 

 

Nevertheless, despite the improvements in the use of research methods in journal 

articles, the level of standardization of research skills and methods and the commonality 

of methodological training programs are low therefore the degree of technical task 

uncertainty in Turkish IR is high.  

 

First of all, the Turkish IR community adopted the research methods, skills and 

techniques from the Western IR community and there is a fragmentation in the Western 

IR discipline in terms of methodology and research methods and skills. 

Contemporarily, the IR discipline is divided among the positivist, post-positivist and 

scientific realist philosophy of sciences (Smith, et.al, 1996; Wendt, 1999; Wight, 

2002:36; Kurki and Wight, 2007:25). One of the basic divisions between positivists 

and post-positivists in social scientific disciplines is the division between 

quantitative and qualitative research methods (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005:2; Brady, 

Collier and Seawright, 2004:8; King, Keohane and Verba, 1994:4; Collier, 

Seawright and Brady, 2003:5; Mahoney and Goertz, 2006:229; Burns, 2000:11). 

 

Studies that use qualitative research tools tend to find out subjective experiences of 

individuals and pay attention to the context of actions (Mahoney and Goertz, 
                                                 
85 Türkiye Bilimler Akademisi (Turkish Academy of Sciences) (TÜBA) also suggests that in both the 
discipline of political science and IR, qualitative research techniques are predominantly applied (TÜBA, 
2007d:182, 190; Sezer, 2005:35). 
86 Data copied from the TRIP Survey 2008 (Jordan, et.al, 2009). In the TRIP Survey 2008, the question 
was asked as follows: “In your research, what method  do you primarily employ?”. US: United States, 
UK:United Kingdom, CAN:Canada, AUS:Australia, NZ:New Zealand, IRE:Ireland, ISR:Israel, SA:South 
Africa, HK:Hong Kong, SIN:Singapore. 
87 Excluding Turkey. 
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2006:229; Burns, 2000:11; King, Keohane and Verba, 1994:4; Collier, Seawright 

and Brady, 2003:5). Their general objective is to reveal causes of effects and they 

usually make limited number of observations (Mahoney and Goertz, 2006:229; 

Burns, 2000:11; King, Keohane and Verba, 1994:4; Collier, Seawright and Brady, 

2003:5). Quantitative studies aim to measure specific aspects of phenomena by using 

numerical/statistical techniques. Then they try to abstract from these particularities 

and establish general laws (King, Keohane and Verba, 1994:3; Collier, Seawright 

and Brady, 2003:5). Although, the qualitative research tools are more frequently 

used in the field of IR, there has been a significant debate between qualitative and 

quantitative oriented-scholars (Brady, Collier and Seawright, 2004; King, Keohane 

and Verba, 1994:4; Mahoney and Goertz, 2006). Many IR scholars have debated the 

merits of these two traditions for decades such as case studies vs. statistical studies, 

area studies vs. comparative studies, ‘scientific’ studies vs. ‘historical’ studies 

(Kaplan, 1966; Bull, 1966; King, Keohane and Verba, 1994:4; Hollis and Smith, 

1990; Elman and Elman, 2001). Gary King, Robert Keohane and Sidney Verba 

argue that these debates  

 
…bifurcates the social sciences into a qualitative-systematic-generalizing branch and a 
qualitative-humanistic-discursive branch. As the former becomes more and more 
sophisticated in the analysis of statistical data (and their work becomes less 
comprehensible to those who have not studied the techniques), the latter becomes more 
and more convinced of the irrelevance of such analyses to the seemingly non-replicable 
and nongeneralizable events in which its practitioners are interested (King, Keohane 
and Verba, 1994:4).  

 
According to James Mahoney and Gerry Goertz, the qualitative and quantitative 

research can be seen as alternative cultures. They say “Each has its own values, 

beliefs, and norms...Communication across traditions tends to be difficult and 

marked by misunderstanding” (Mahoney and Goertz, 2006:227). Norman Denzin 

and Yvonna Lincoln also note that qualitative and quantitative scholars are 

committed to “different styles of research, different epistemologies, and different 

forms of representation. Each work tradition is governed by a different set of genres; 

each has its own classics, its own preferred forms of representation, interpretation, 

trustworthiness, and textual evaluation” (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005:12,20).  

 
John Gerring notes that “Methodological divisions within the contemporary social 

sciences are therefore deep and complex, involving disciplinary, subdisciplinary, 

theoretical, methodological, philosophical, as well as old-fashioned ideological 

cleavages” (Gerring, 2001:2). He asks the question  
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what makes one method or theory better for a given task? How should we choose our 
methods and theoretical frameworks, and how, at the same time, might we judge the 
product of our choices? Although some standards rightfully apply to particular fields or 
topics, there must also be standards applying to social science at large; otherwise, we 
cannot possibly make decisions among available methods and theoretical frameworks 
(Gerring, 2001:4). 

 
Gerring asserts that “Because the various methods and theories that populate the 

social sciences are not effectively unified by a single methodology, less cumulation 

of knowledge and insight occurs that we might wish. The numbers and narrative 

camps, for example, are solidly entrenched. Rarely do they raise their heads above 

the barricades other than to mount a charge against their opponents” (Gerring, 

2001:6). Recently, Political Science and IR scholars discuss whether these two 

traditions are based on a common framework and whether we can or should establish 

the principles and norms that guide this different type of research (King, Keohane 

and Verba, 1994; Brady, Collier and Seawright, 2004; Gerring, 2001). Gerring 

suggests that “we need to provide a common vocabulary – a common framework 

according to which arguments and evidence can be evaluated, and alternative 

methods understood” (Gerring, 2001:6). In this sense, compared to physics or 

economics, the IR discipline is not characterized by a high level of standardization of 

unique research skills and techniques. The division between these two traditions and 

their different principles, norms, values and cultures decrease the level of 

standardization of research skills and methods and enhance the level of technical 

task uncertainty in the field of IR.  

 

In parallel, the predominance of qualitative research methods in Western and Turkish IR 

is also another factor that promotes the level of technical task uncertainty. The degree of 

predictability, reliability, visibility and validity of research outcomes which are 

produced through qualitative research techniques have been challenged by various 

studies (King, Keohane and Verba, 1994; Brady, Collier and Seawright, 2004; 

Gerring, 2001). According to Whitley, in fields which are characterized by a high 

degree of technical task uncertainty, the research outcomes might be subject to a variety 

of conflicting interpretations. The results of the UİK Survey 2009 indicate that two of 

the top three reasons of rejection of articles in Turkish IR are disagreement over major 

idea/hypothesis/argument of the article and methodological issues (The UİK Survey 

2009, Q.32). 
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Second, there are some problems about the use of research techniques and 

methodological training in Turkey. At the undergraduate level, research methods have 

been taught as a mandatory course in the curriculum of the 98 % of the IR departments 

in Turkey. Despite that, compared to other sub-fields, studies and training on 

methodology in Turkish IR have been underdeveloped (Aydın, 2005a:25; Eralp, 

2005b:142-3; Karaosmanoğlu, 2005:140; Dedeoğlu, 2005:49; Kut, 2005a:51). In 

Turkey, one of the most important problems in terms of research methods is that in 

formal research training neither qualitative nor quantitative research techniques can 

satisfactorily be taught to under- or post-graduate students (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:119; 

Eralp, 2005b:50; 143; Keyman, 2005:144). Students are superficially trained in 

quantitative and qualitative techniques. According to TÜBA (Turkish Science 

Academy) Report 2007, “the most important problem of methodological debates in 

political science in Turkey is the content, span and quality of methodological training” 

(TÜBA, 2007d). According to Ersel Aydınlı and Julie Mathews, “general educational 

training in analytical thinking remains under-emphasized in Turkey” and “There is little 

investment in on methodology training” (Aydınlı and Mathews, 2008:707).  

 

The results of the primary research also support these arguments. According to the 

majority of the interviewees, methodological studies have been one of the under-

developed areas of IR studies in Turkey (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010, 2011)88

                                                 
88 Author’s interviews: 22.06.2009; 24.06.2009; 30.06.2009; 08.07.2009; 21.07.2009; 24.07.2009; 
31.07.2009; 07.04.2010; 21.04.2010; 27.04.2010; 03.06.2010; 04.06.2010; 20.07.2010; 28.07.2010; 
28.09.2010; 07.10.2010; 19.05.2011.  

. 

They emphasize that the methodological aspect of undergraduate and graduate training 

in IR has not been sufficiently developed. The standardization of research skills and 

methods is provided through common training programs (Whitley, 1984a:99). One of 

the major indicators of common training programs is the development of common 

competence standards. However, as can be seen in Table 5.12, 74.8 % of the 

respondents of the UİK Survey 2009 disagree that Turkish IR community shared a set 

of common competence standards in PhD comprehensive exams (The UİK Survey 

2009, Q.30). 
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Table 5.12: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 30 
Question: Do you agree that members of the IR academic community in Turkey shared 
a set of common competence standards (assessment criteria) in PhD comprehensive 
examinations and in associate professorship exam? 
 % Response 

count 
Strongly agree 3.1 4 
Agree 11.0 14 
Neutral 8.7 11 
Disagree 52.8 67 
Strongly disagree 22.0 28 
Don’t know 2.4 3 

 

In addition, the PhD training process is not homogeneous in Turkey. Namely, whereas 

49.8 % of the academicians were trained abroad, 50.2 % were trained in the domestic 

institutions. Thus, different training backgrounds of Turkish IR scholars decrease the 

commonality of PhD training programs and the level of standardization in methodology. 

Hence, the degree of technical task uncertainty is high in Turkish IR. 

 

Third, the extent of methodological debates between Turkish IR scholars is still very 

low. The article database demonstrates that, only 1 and 2 % of the articles address 

methodological issues per se in domestic and international publications respectively. 

Besides the weaknesses in methodological training, one of the major causes of limited 

extent of methodological debates in Turkish IR is the limited size of the IRCT (Author’s 

interview, 2010)89. Teaching and practice of research methods is difficult and requires 

personnel and time (Author’s interviews, 2010)90. In parallel, the lack of resources and 

infrastructure is another important factor that impedes the use of different research 

methods in Turkish IR (Author’s interviews, 2010)91. The weaknesses in IR theory and 

methodology also stem from junior and high school education (Author’s interview, 

2010)92

Moreover, the links between the field of Political Science (PS) and IR are not very 

strong in Turkey and as a consequence there is less emphasis on methodology. In the 

United States, PS is a discipline in which theorizing has a superior status and there is 

significant emphasis on methodology (Acharya and Buzan, 2007a:299). In addition, the 

. Namely, during their high school education, students cannot sufficiently 

acquire necessary skills for abstract, analytical and critical thinking.  

 

                                                 
89 Author’s interview, 07.10.2010. 
90 Author’s interviews, 07.04.2010; 03.06.2010. 
91 Author’s interviews, 07.04.2010; 07.10.2010. 
92 Author’s interview, 27.04.2010. 



 167 

ties between PS and IR are strong therefore the American IR community put more stress 

on research methods and methodology training compared to other national IR 

communities. Similar to Turkey (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:114), in Israel (Kacowicz, 

2009:201), Japan (Murata, 2009:356-7; Inoguchi, 2009:91,94), the United Kingdom 

(Brown, 2011:309,311; Cox and Nossal, 2009:292), Russia (Lebedeva, 2004:273-4), 

Latin America (Tickner, 2009:36), Spain (Segura, 2006:101,102), France (Chillaud, 

2009:239; Smouts, 1987), and Czech Republic (Drulak and Drulakova, 2000:281-2), IR 

was either born out of the fields of history, philosophy and/or law or it is under the 

influence of these fields. In these cases the ties between PS and IR are not very strong 

and there is less emphasis on methodological studies or methodology training. In 

addition, in some of these countries, behavioralism, quantitative studies or formal 

theory have not had an impact as much as they do in the US. Similarly, the traditional 

approach has still been the dominant approach in IR studies in Turkey and the 

behavioralist approach has never had a strong foothold (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:114; 

Author’s interviews, 2010)93

Furthermore, in Turkey, there is no methodological plurality therefore the debates 

between different approaches in methodology has been very limited (Author’s 

interviews, 2010)

.  

 

94. IR scholars in Turkey tend to produce analytic-descriptive case 

studies. As discussed in the previous chapter, IRCT tend to provide case studies to the 

Western IR communities. A member of the IRCT notes that the articles in Turkish IR 

are always based on a case study and that case study is generally Turkey (Author’s 

interviews, 2009)95. Case studies are in the form of policy analysis or detailed 

narratives. Testing a theory through a case study is different from policy analysis and 

the latter is the dominant form of study in Turkey (Author’s interviews, 2010)96. The 

articles are written in a descriptive style with no theory and they generally make 

observations about how things happen in Turkey (Author’s interviews, 2009)97. The 

questions “Why did you do this case study?”, “Why are you telling about Turkey?” or 

“What is your opinion about this issue?” are generally not answered (Author’s 

interviews, 2009)98

                                                 
93 Author’s interviews: 07.04.2010; 03.06.2010; 28.09.2010; 07.10.2010. 
94 Author’s interview, 07.10.2010. 
95 Author’s interview, 25.06.2009. 
96 Author’s interview, 07.10.2010. 
97 Author’s interview, 25.06.2009. 
98 Author’s interview, 25.06.2009. 

. These arguments imply that there is a considerable degree of 
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uncertainty regarding the research outcomes and use of methods therefore the level of 

technical task uncertainty is high in Turkish IR.  

 

Nevertheless, the level of technical task uncertainty between the Western IR scholars 

and Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR scholars is lower. As mentioned above, the 

research skills and methods in Turkish IR have been adapted from Western IR. 

Moreover, a significant portion of the IR academics who did their PhD training in the 

Western countries share a common training background with Western IR scholars and 

they tend to use this background in their international publications compared to 

domestic publications. As can be seen in Table 5.13 below, the qualitative methods 

were used in 63.5 % of the international publications, of which 82 % of them were 

produced by the Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR scholars.  

 
Table 5.13: The results of the article database (research methods) (1981-2010)  

Research Methods International  
(# of articles) 

Domestic 
(# of 

articles) 

International 
(%)** 

Domestic  
(%)** 

Quantitative 15 14 5.7 2.9 

Qualitative 167 167 63.5 35.1 

Formal modeling 2 1 0.8 0.2 

Counterfactual - - - - 

Analytic/Non-formal conceptual 4 21 1.5 4.4 

Descriptive 49 195 18.6 41.0 

Experimental 2 - 0.8 0.0 

*The proportions of research methods in the domestic and international publications. 
**The percentages are calculated on the basis of the total numbers of international (263 articles) and 
domestic publications (476 articles). 

 

On the contrary, 41.0 % of the domestic publications, of which 68.2 % of them were 

produced by Turkish IR scholars who were trained in domestic institutions, were written 

in a descriptive format. This tendency shows that the level of technical task uncertainty 

between the Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR scholars and Western IR scholars is 

lower.  

 

PART III - TURKISH IR AS A FRAGMENTED ADHOCRACY 
 

According to Whitley, the varying degrees of mutual dependence and task uncertainty 

lead to different forms of organization and control in different scientific fields (Whitley, 

1984a:153). He categorizes different types of scientific disciplines in terms of particular 

combinations of these two dimensions. The particular combinations of these two factors 
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affect the level of competition, the division of labor, the degree of specialization and 

standardization of research concepts/materials and problems/topics, the scope and 

intensity of conflicts between scientists, the degree of specialization and standardization 

of research methods and skills, the degree of differentiation into research schools and 

the hierarchy between them, the degree of theoretical coordination or fragmentation in 

scientific fields. Thus, the particular patterns of causal mechanisms between these 

factors lead to different patterns of knowledge production and validation. As discussed 

in the previous section, there is low level of functional and strategic mutual dependence 

between Turkish IR scholars and high level of strategic and technical task uncertainty in 

Turkish IR. Whitley defines these types of fields as fragmented adhocracy. In this type 

of field, these four factors are related to each other in a particular pattern. In order to 

understand these patterns, the major causal mechanisms between these dimensions and 

their impacts upon the intellectual structure of scientific disciplines shall be analyzed.  

 

Whitley says that the degree of functional mutual dependence influences the degree of 

technical task uncertainty (Whitley, 1984a:88). “contributions which do not clearly fit in 

with existing knowledge and do not rely on similar techniques, methods and 

materials...are unlikely to be published in fields which exhibit a high degree of 

functional dependence” therefore they tend to comply with the technical standards of 

the leading group (Whitley, 1984a:88). As the degree of functional mutual dependence 

between scientists increases, they need to demonstrate their technical competence. As a 

result, they tend to follow similar procedures and norms which promote standardization 

of research skills and methods (Whitley, 1984a:99). The standardization of research 

skills and methods is reinforced through common training programs and the 

establishment of these programs throughout the field gives rise to common technical 

backgrounds and methods (Whitley, 1984a:99-100). In addition, if the level of technical 

task uncertainty is low, this will likely to lead to the production of predictable, visible 

and replicable research outcomes (Whitley, 1984a:131, 132). This causal mechanism 

can be seen in Figure 5.5 below: 
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Figure 5.5: The relations between functional mutual dependence and technical task 
uncertainty 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Moreover, the high level of functional mutual dependence, the low level of technical 

task uncertainty and the high level of competition between scientists lead to greater 

specialization and differentiation of research tasks, restricted scope of research 

problems/topics and an elaborate form of division of labor in a scientific field (Whitley, 

1984a100, 101). If the level of functional dependence between scientists is high then 

they feel the need to demonstrate how their research fits in with the research of the 

leading group and they have to compete over producing original novelties with other 

scientists (Whitley, 1984a:97, 100). Under the conditions of high level of competition,  

 
Originality is…shown by differentiating topics and approaches to them while claiming 
legitimacy by following approved procedures. Rather than competing directly by working 
on identical problems, which is obviously a high risk strategy, scientists in these fields 
prefer to tackle distinct but related issues which contribute to overall general goals without 
leading to sharp confrontations over priorities (Whitley, 1984a:100-1). 

 

A high degree of functional mutual dependence implies that research outcomes should 

be more specific, restricted in scope and should fit to the research of other scientists 
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(Whitley, 1984a:88,99,100). Hence, it encourages division of labor between scientists. 

If there is low level of functional mutual dependence and high level of technical task 

uncertainty, then scientists will tend to produce wide-ranging and broad research 

projects because specialized and narrow research do not lead to positive reputations 

among locally based research groups, since they do not share common similar 

approaches and practices. Hence, each group will tend to seek reputations for their 

overall contributions to general intellectual goals of the field (Whitley, 1984a:135).  

 

Whitley adds that the high level of functional mutual dependence, the high level of 

standardization of research methods and skills and the high level of division of labor 

enhance the theoretical coordination and control over the field and labor market by a 

leading group (Whitley, 1984a:100). As scientists become more dependent on a 

particular group of colleagues, the knowledge production is controlled and constrained 

by the goals, values, norms and skills of this leading group (Whitley, 1984a:99). On the 

contrary, the low level of functional mutual dependence and the low level of 

standardization of research tasks, skills and outcomes constraint the control and 

coordination of a field by a particular leading group, which promote theoretical 

fragmentation (Whitley, 1984a:133). The lack of standardization of skills, cognitive 

objects and research outcomes complicates the coordination of research around 

collective goals and the allocation of reputations and rewards through a formal, routine 

and collective process (Whitley, 1984a:131,133). “scientific fields with a high degree of 

technical task uncertainty rely heavily on personal networks to make sense of results 

and assess the merits of contributions” (Whitley, 1984a:133). There are no common 

standardized assessment criteria across research groups (Whitley, 1984a:136). These 

types of fields are rather decentralized and consist of small groups which are led by 

local leaders through personal connections and loyalties.  

 

Whitley also argues that the high degree of strategic mutual dependence enhances the 

level of competition and conflict over the relative importance of individual and group 

research problems, tasks and strategies, decreases the level of strategic task uncertainty 

and promotes theoretical coordination (Please see Figure 5.6 below) (Whitley, 

1984a:88, 101). If the degree of strategic mutual dependence in a scientific field is high, 

in order to acquire positive reputations, the scientists have to persuade their colleagues 

about the overall significance of their research for the collective goals of the field 

(Whitley, 1984a:101). In that sense, they enter into competition with other scientists 
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over the relative importance of individual and group research problems, tasks and 

strategies (Whitley, 1984a:88, 101, 103). The high level of competition enhances the 

intensity of debates and scope of conflicts between scientists (Whitley, 1984a:99-101). 

Depending on the level of standardization of research skills and methods, the 

competition between them might result in a hierarchy of research problems and 

strategies. Namely, problem areas or strategies might be ordered according to their 

importance and centrality (Whitley, 1984a:97,102). For instance, in physics, the high 

level of strategic mutual dependence and competition results in a hierarchy, according 

to which theoretical problems and theoretical model building skills are elevated to a 

higher status (Whitley, 1984a:102). In this context, there is a relationship between the 

degree of strategic mutual dependence and the degree of strategic task uncertainty 

(Whitley, 1984a:138).  

 

In addition, the high level of strategic mutual dependence increases the level of 

theoretical coordination and control between scientists. Since convincing a particular 

group of colleagues is important, scientists tend not to pursue separate strategies and 

topics (Whitley, 1984a:99-101). They tend to emphasize and demonstrate the theoretical 

relevance, connections and consequences of their research and how their research 

problems and strategies contribute to the central issues of the field (Whitley, 1984a:99-

102,103). In that sense, the knowledge production is controlled and constrained by the 

values, norms and skills of the leading group (Whitley, 1984a:99). In sum, the high 

level of strategic mutual dependence and the high levels of competition and intensity of 

debates over research problems and strategies promote the production of theoretical and 

coordinated type of scientific knowledge rather than empirical and diffuse knowledge 

(Whitley, 1984a:103-4). 
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Figure 5.6: The relations between strategic mutual dependence and technical task 
uncertainty 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The standardization of research skills and methods is also an important intervening 

factor which influences the impact of the strategic mutual dependence (Whitley, 

1984a:102-3). If there is no technical standardization of working methods in a field, 

then increasing strategic dependence would likely to lead to theoretical fragmentation 

(Whitley, 1984a:102). “Each local centre of research will follow particular strategies 

and interpretations of the field`s goals with distinct procedures and outcomes which are 

not easily compared and coordinated. Different theories will be developed by different 

schools and linked to different ways of working” (Whitley, 1984a:102). If there is some 

technical standardization of research methods, increasing strategic dependence will 

likely to lead to theoretical unity (Whitley, 1984a:103).  

 

Turkish IR and Fragmented Adhocracy 

 

As discussed above, Turkish IR can be characterized as a fragmented adhocracy due to 

the low levels of functional and strategic mutual dependence and high levels of 

technical and strategic task uncertainty. The low level of functional mutual dependence 

between Turkish IR scholars decreases the level of specialization and standardization of 

research skills and techniques (Please see Figure 5.7). The low level of functional 

mutual dependence also impedes the development and standardization of common 

training programs. Hence, the overall degree of technical task uncertainty is high, which 

give rise to the low level of predictability, visibility and replicability of research 

outcomes.  
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Figure 5.7: The impacts of functional mutual dependence in Turkish IR 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Moreover, as a consequence of the low degrees of functional and strategic mutual 

dependence, the level of competition between Turkish IR scholars is low. First of all, 

compared to the academic journals which are published in the Western countries, the 

figures in Table 5.14 below show that the level of competition between Turkish IR 

scholars for journal space is relatively lower. 

 
Table 5.14: The acceptance rates of major Turkish IR journals  

Journal title Acceptance Rate 
%99 

Uluslararası İlişkiler (International Relations) 50 
Ankara Üniversitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi (the Ankara 
University Journal of Political Science) 65.3  

Insight Turkey 66.6 
New Perspectives on Turkey 100 
Uluslararası Hukuk ve Politika (Review of International Law and 
Politics) 100 

Akademik Ortadoğu (Middle East) 100 
Perceptions (Journal of International Affairs) 100 

                                                 
99 Figures are based on Question 37 of the UİK Survey 2009 and interviews with the editors of these 
journals.  
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Second, there is a moderate level of competition for finding an academic job in Turkish 

IR. As can be seen in Figure 5.8, 38.1 % of the respondents of the UİK Survey 2009 and 

41 % of the respondents of the 2011 Teaching, Research, and International Policy 

(TRIP) Survey100

Figure 5.8: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 28  
 
Question: If you were looking actively, how easy or difficult would it be for you to find an 
acceptable academic position in IR in Turkey? 
 

 think that finding an academic position in IR in Turkey is neither easy 

nor difficult.  

  

 
 

In addition, the level of competition over jobs has been decreasing. As can be seen in 

the Figure 5.8, whereas the ratio of respondents who believe that finding an academic 

job is very difficult dropped from 19 % in 2009 to 6 % in 2011, the ratio of respondents 

who believe that finding an academic job is easy rose from 13 % in 2009 to 27 % in 

2011. Within the last ten years, 36 new IR departments have been established in Turkey. 

The establishment of these new departments has increased the availability of academic 

posts in Turkish IR therefore there is a moderate level of competition in the job market 

for the prestigious academic positions. Third, the level of competition over research 

funds and facilities is not very high in Turkish IR. The majority of the interviewees 

indicate that there is no high level of competition over research funds in Turkish IR 

(Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)101

                                                 
100 This question was asked to the respondents of the TRIP Survey 2011 in Turkey but it was not 
published in Maliniak, et.al, 2011. 
101 Author’s interviews: 24.06.2009; 25.06.2009; 30.06.2009; 07.07.2009; 08.07.2009; 21.07.2009; 
31.07.2009; 07.04.2010; 21.04.2010; 20.07.2010; 28.07.2010. 
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demonstrate that there is a low level of debate between Turkish IR scholars which 

shows that the level of competition between research groups over the centrality of the 

field is relatively lower.  

 

The low level of mutual dependence, the high level of technical task uncertainty, the 

low level of common training programs and the low level of competition decrease the 

specificity of research problems and outcomes and lead to a low level of division of 

labor between the core and periphery in Turkish IR. The primary research of the thesis 

shows that Turkish IR scholars deal with general, broad and wide-ranging research 

problems. As discussed above, area studies, security studies and Turkish foreign policy 

are the major sub-fields in Turkish IR. In the sub-field of area studies and Turkish 

foreign policy, Turkish IR scholars tend to deal with three major research problems. 

First, one of the major research problems of the IRCT is the identification of foreign 

policy objectives, positions or attitudes of major actors in the relevant areas/regions. For 

instance, in the sub-field of Turkish foreign policy (TFP), Turkish IR scholars aim to 

find out the foreign policy position, perceptions, priorities and approaches of Turkey, 

characteristics, direction and nature of TFP and historical development of relations 

between Turkey and other countries or institutions, etc. (Altunışık, 2000a,b; Aras and 

Polat, 2007; Arı, 1995a; Aydın, 1999, 2000; Aykan, 1996a,b; Bağcı, 2001a,b; Bağcı and 

Bal, 2004; Balcı and Miş, 2008; Bölükbaşı, 2001a,b; Bozdağlıoğlu, 2003, 2008; 

Çakmak, 2008; Çelikpala, 2010; Dağı, 1998; Davutoğlu, 2001a, 2008; Fırat, 1997; 

Dedeoğlu, 2001; Gözen, 2006a,b, 2009; Kirişçi, 1993, 2000, 2001a,b, 2006; Kut, 2001a; 

Oğuzlu, 2003, 2007; Onulduran, 1993; Oran, 1995; 2006b:8; Özcan and Kut, 2000; 

Özcan, 1998, 2001, 2004; Sever, 2007; Sander, 1993; Sayarı, 2000; Sönmezoğlu, 2001, 

2004; Türkeş and Uzgel, 2002; Uslu, 2006:14). Similarly, the foreign policy of the 

European Union (EU) has been one of the most popular issues in the EU Studies in 

Turkey (Açıkmeşe, 2004, 2007; Aydın, 2003; Çalış, 2006; Eralp, 1997, 2000a,b; Gözen, 

2006, 2009; Kahraman, 2000; Kirişçi, 2004, 2005; Müftüler-Baç, 2000a,b, 2001a,b, 

2002a,b, 2005, 2008a,b; Oğuzlu, 2002a, 2003, 2004a,b, 2007; Oğuzlu and Kibaroğlu, 

2008; Öniş, 1999, 2000, 2001; Öniş and Yılmaz, 2005; Özdemir, 2006). 

 

Second, they aim to address major foreign policy problems, conflicts or challenges in 

bilateral or multilateral relations in relevant areas/regions. In the sub-field of TFP, many 

studies aim to address major foreign policy problems and challenges of Turkey 

(Aydınlı, 2002; Aykan, 1993, 1996a,b; Bağcı and Bal, 2004; Çakmak, 2008; İçduygu 
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and Toktaş, 2002; Kirişçi, 2006; Müftüler-Baç, 2002a,b; Oran, 2001, 2006a; Sayarı, 

2000). The Turkish-Greek problems (Ayman, 2000,2001; Arı, 1995a; İnan and Acer, 

2004; Kut, 2001b; Oran, 2001; Öniş and Yılmaz, 2008; Pazarcı, 1983, 1986, 1988; 

Polat, 1998b, 1999; Rumelili, 2008), the Cyprus problem (Arsava, 1996; Bölükbaşı, 

1993, 1995, 2001a,b; Çelenk, 2007; Eralp and Beriker, 2005; Fırat, 1997; Müftüler-Baç, 

1999; Müftüler-Baç and Güney, 2005; Oğuzlu, 2002b; Özcan, 2004; Rumelili, 2008; 

Sönmezoğlu, 2001), Turkish-EU membership (Aydın, 2003a; Baykal and Arat, 2006; 

Çalış, 2003; Eralp, 2000a:4; Güney, 2004:154; Karaosmanoğlu, 2001; Müftüler-Baç, 

2000a; Oğuzlu and Kibaroğlu, 2008; Öniş, 2000; Rumelili, 2007), the PKK problem 

and terrorism (Ataöv, 1987a; Aydınlı, 2002; Beriker-Atiyas, 1997; Müftüler-Baç, 1996; 

Onulduran, 1993; Somer, 2004, 2005, 2008), the Armenian problem (Ataöv, 1994; 

Laçiner, 2005), trans-boundary water problems (Ataöv, 1981; İnan, 1994; Kibaroğlu, 

2008; Kibaroğlu and Sümer, 2006; Mazlum, 2000; Müftüler-Baç, 1996), Turkish 

minorities in the Balkans (Ataöv, 1987b, 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1994; Uzgel, 1991; 

Oran, 1993; 1994) and several other problems have been analyzed intensively in this 

sub-field by the IRCT.  

 

Third, the fundamental research problem of Turkish IR scholars is to find out major 

factors that influence or change foreign policy behavior of a/an 

country/organization/actor towards another country/organization/actor or towards a 

particular problem or an issue. The main research problem in the sub-field of TFP is to 

find out the determinant factors of TFP and the question of change (Altunışık, 2000a,b; 

Aydın and Açıkmeşe, 2007; Aykan, 1996a,b; Bağcı and Bal, 2004; Bozdağlıoğlu, 2003, 

2008; Balcı and Miş, 2008; Fırat, 1997; Kirişçi, 1993; Özcan, 2000a, 2004; 

Sönmezoğlu, 2001, 2004:86). That is to say, many IR scholars in Turkey aim to explain 

changes in foreign policy behavior of Turkey or changes in bilateral relations between 

Turkey and other countries and to find out what kind of factors play a role in these 

changes (Altunışık, 2000a,b; Aydın and Açıkmeşe, 2007; Aykan, 1996a,b; Bağcı, 1998; 

Bağcı and Bal, 2004; Balcı and Miş, 2008; Fırat, 1997; Karaosmanoğlu, 2000; Keyman, 

2009; Kirişçi, 1993, 2006, 2009; Müftüler-Baç, 1996; Oğuzlu, 2007; Sander, 2001; 

Sayarı, 2000; Sönmezoğlu, 2001; Öniş, 1995, 2003, 2005, 2009; Öniş and Yılmaz, 

2009; Özcan, 2000a, 2004; Uzgel, 2003).  

 

A similar tendency can be seen in the Middle Eastern Studies in Turkey. Turkey`s 

foreign policy towards the Middle East and factors that influence this policy have 
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constituted a major research problem for some IR scholars in Turkey (Altunışık, 

2000a,b, 2004, 2006, 2008; Altunışık and Tür, 2006; Aras and Köni, 2002; Aras and 

Aras, 2000a, 2005; Aykan, 1993; Bozdağlıoğlu, 2003; Çetinsaya, 2005; Davutoğlu, 

2001a; Gözen, 1998; Karaosmanoğlu, 1983; Kirişçi, 2001b; Müftüler-Baç, 1996; 

Oğuzlu, 2008a,b, 2010; Polat, 2007,2008; Sayarı, 1992; Sever, 2007). Particularly the 

explanation of patterns or changes in the foreign policy of Turkey towards Middle 

Eastern countries or shifts in bilateral relations between Turkey and other countries have 

been one of the major research problems of IR scholars (Altunışık, 2000a,b, 2006; 

Altunışık and Tür, 2006; Aras and Polat, 2007, 2008; Kirişçi, 2001b; Müftüler-Baç, 

1996; Oğuzlu, 2010; Sayarı, 1992).  

 

In the EU studies in Turkey, several studies focus on the dynamics of Turkish-EU 

membership and one of the major research problems of these studies is to find out the 

factors, motives, elements or drivers that influence the EU`s enlargement policy towards 

Turkey and/or Turkey’s foreign policy towards the EU (Aydın, 2003a; Avcı, 2002:92; 

Çalış, 2006:4, 7; Gözen, 2006a,b; Eralp, 1997:88; Kahraman, 2000; Kirişçi, 2004, 2005; 

Müftüler-Baç, 2000a,b, 2001a,b, 2008a,b; Oğuzlu, 2002a; Oğuzlu and Kibaroğlu, 

2008:945; Öniş, 2000, 2001a,b; Özdemir, 2006). The studies on Central Asia and 

Caucasia also demonstrate that bilateral or multilateral relations between Turkey and the 

former Soviet Republics and the major factors that shape these relations have been the 

major research tasks of Turkish IR scholars (Aydın, 2004a,b, 2006; Bilge, 1997; Caşın, 

2008; Criss and Güner, 1999; Çelikpala, 2005, 2010; Demir, 2005; Demirağ, 2003; 

Efegil, 2006; Erol, 2008; İşyar, 2008; Özkan, 2008; Sezer, 2000, 2001, 2002; Tellal, 

2005; Turan and Turan, 2001).  

 

The bilateral and multi-lateral relations include various dimensions and foreign policy 

making and implementation process might be influenced by numerous factors. IR 

scholars in Turkey tend to analyze TFP and other countries on the basis of a four-

dimensional framework.   
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Figure 5.9: The framework for the analysis of Turkish Foreign Policy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 5.9 shows that, first of all, one of the fundamental axis in which TFP has been 

analyzed is the internal/external dichotomy (Altunışık, 2000a,b; Özcan, 2001; Pazarcı, 

2001, 2005; Somer, 2004; Sönmezoğlu, 2001). Some scholars argue that there are 

external and internal factors that influence decision making and implementation of TFP 

and these factors interact with each other. The external-internal factors also involve 

different levels of analysis such as systemic, regional, national, sub-national or 

individual factors. Second, foreign policy is influenced by several types of factors such 

as political, economic, geographic, military, social, cultural, psychological, etc and this 

forms another spectrum that TFP has been analyzed (Çakmak, 2008; Kürkçüoğlu, 1972; 

Oran, 2006a; Sarıbay, 2001). Various authors emphasize the importance of different 

types of factors. Third, obviously, time presents us an important spectrum in which TFP 

has been analyzed. Major books on TFP can be read horizontally and vertically, 

following a chronological order (Oran, 2006a; Çakmak, 2008). Fourth, some scholars 

have analyzed TFP on the basis of dynamic or static factors (Aydın, 1999, 2000, 2004a; 

Davutoğlu, 2001a). In this context, the studies on foreign policy and TFP are based on a 

broad spectrum of factors.  

 

In addition, as mentioned above, foreign policy analysis has frequently been made with 

a descriptive-analytical method and scholars tend to favour multi-causality. They tend to 

conceptualize these relations within their complexity and to discover the impact of 

various factors at different levels and spheres of life, therefore, the scope of their studies 

Cultural 

Time 

Systemic/External 

Domestic/Internal 

Political 

Dynamic 

Static 
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are generally wide-ranging. The analysis of the EU-Turkish membership, in Table 5.15, 

is a significant example that illustrates the wide scope of the research outcomes.   

 
Table 5.15: The meta-analysis of studies on Turkey’s EU membership in Turkish IR 

 
Historical experiences  Avcı, 2002:97; Bağcı and Çalış, 2003 
International developments  

o The end of the Cold War  Baykal and Arat, 2006:326; Güney, 2004:140, 147 
o Oil crisis  Güney, 2004:140 

Geographical location  Avcı, 2002:97; Güney, 2004:140 
o Proximity to the Middle East  Oğuzlu and Kibaroğlu, 2008:946 

Identity  Aydın, 2003a:326; Baykal and Arat, 2006:326; Çalış, 2003: 395-
6; Karaosmanoğlu, 2001:157; Müftüler-Baç, 2000a:22; Öniş, 
2000:6; Rumelili, 2007 

o Culture or Security culture  Baykal and Arat, 2006:326; Karaosmanoğlu, 2001:157; Oğuzlu 
and Kibaroğlu, 2008:945; Öniş, 2000:6  

o Turkey is the other of Europe  Aydın, 2003:326; Öniş, 2000:6 
Turkey’s adoption of the EU 
acquis/criteria  

Müftüler-Baç, 2008b:201-2 

o Political factors  Eralp, 2000a:4; Öniş, 2000:7 
 Democratization  Öniş, 2000:7 

o Turkey’s economic 
deficiencies  

Eralp, 2000a:4; Güney, 2004:154; Öniş, 2000:5 

Internal dynamics of Turkey  
o Political instability  Güney, 2004:140 
o Public opinion  Gündüz, 2003 

Internal dynamics of the EU  Güney, 2004:140 
o EU’s perception of 

Turkey/Governments’ 
perception  

Eralp, 2000a:7; Güney, 2004:147; Oğuzlu and Kibaroğlu, 
2008:945 

o Convergence of the EU 
members’ interests  

Avcı, 2002:108; Müftüler-Baç, 2008b:202 

o EU’s absorption capacity  Müftüler-Baç, 2008b:202 
o Decision-making process  Güney, 2004:148 
o Public opinion  Avcı, 2002:97; Güney, 2004:147 
o Geostrategic reasons  Eralp, 2000a:7 

Misunderstandings or differences in 
outlooks  

Baykal and Arat, 2001:327; Öniş, 2000:13-4 

The Greece factor  Öniş, 2000:14 
Turkey’s relations with the US  Bağcı and Çalış, 2003; Güney, 2004:148; Oğuzlu and Kibaroğlu, 

2008:945 
 

In parallel, the degree of division of labor between the Turkish IR scholars is not very 

high. One of the common forms of division of labor in social scientific disciplines is the 

division between theoretical and applied form of research. The article database 

demonstrates that despite their different training backgrounds Turkish IR scholars102

                                                 
102 For this analysis 367 articles which were published by the faculty members of the Group 1 universities 
and 372 articles which were published by the Group 2 have been analyzed.  

 

produce similar levels of theoretical knowledge. That is to say, whereas 7.1 % of the 

articles produced by the Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR scholars can be categorized 

as purely theoretical, 6.5 % of the articles produced by the other scholars can be 
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categorized as such. In this context, the level of division of labor between these groups 

in terms of the production of theoretical and empirical knowledge is not very high. 

 
Table 5.16: The results of the article database (the level of abstractness) (1981-2010)* 

The level of abstractness in 
the publications 

Group 1 (# 
of articles) 

Group 2 (# 
of articles) 

Group 1 
(%) 

Group 2 
(%) 

Total % 

General theory/purely 
theoretical 

26 24 7.1 6.5 50 6.8 

Theoretical/empirical 170 121 46.3 32.5 291 39.4 

Empirical 161 220 43.9 59.1 381 51.6 

*The level of abstractness in the publications of Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR scholars (Group 1) and 
other scholars (Group 2) in the IRCT. 
 

In addition, the proportions of major sub-fields in the publications of these two groups  

demonstrate that there is no radical difference between articles devoted to IR theory. 

That is to say, as shown in Table 5.17, whereas, 13.1 % of the articles produced by the 

first group is related with IR theory, 9.7 % of the articles produced by the second group 

can be considered under this category.   

 
Table 5.17: The results of the article database (sub-fields) (1981-2010)* 

Primary Issue Area (Sub-
field) 

Group 1 (# 
of articles) 

Group 2 (# 
of articles) 

Group 1 (%) Group 2 
(%) 

Total % 

International Security 183 168 49.9 45.2 351 47.5 

International Political 
Economy 

34 16 9.3 4.3 50 6.8 

Human Rights 14 27 3.8 7.3 41 5.5 

Environment 12 9 3.3 2.4 21 2.8 

IR Theory  48 36 13.1 9.7 84 11.4 

Turkish Foreign Policy 163 93 44.4 25.0 256 34.6 

Foreign Policy Analysis 186 135 50.7 36.3 321 43.4 

History of the IR Discipline 13 6 3.5 1.6 19 2.6 

Philosophy of Science 1 1 0.3 0.3 2 0.3 

International Law 29 89 7.9 23.9 118 16.0 

International Organization 88 85 24.0 22.8 173 23.4 

Methodology 2 4 0.5 1.1 6 0.8 

Area Studies 139 121 37.9 32.5 260 35.2 

International Politics 44 55 12.0 14.8 99 13.4 

IR History  96 111 26.2 29.8 207 28.0 

Political History 5 2 1.4 0.5 7 0.9 

Political Science 33 18 9.0 4.8 51 6.9 

*The proportions of sub-fields in the publications of Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR scholars (Group 
1) and other scholars (Group 2)  in the IRCT. 
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These analyses imply that the level of functional differentiation between these groups is 

not very high. Namely, these groups do not deal with radically different research tasks, 

such as production of theoretical knowledge or empirical analysis.  

 

As Whitley notes, when mutual dependence increases studies become more specific and 

fit to each other so scholars tend to use the results of their colleagues in order to make 

more innovations. These connections promote theoretical coordination and control 

between scientists. However, Turkish IR scholars tend to incorporate the studies of 

Western IR scholars more than the studies of their colleagues in Turkey. They tend to fit 

their studies into the studies in the wider IR community. The results of the citation 

analysis demonstrate that the level of intellectual exchange of information and 

communication between IR scholars in Turkey is low (Please see Table 4.6 and 4.7 

above). As a result, the low level of functional mutual dependence decreases the 

theoretical coordination and control between the members of the Turkish IR 

community. 

 

Moreover, the low level of strategic mutual dependence between Turkish IR scholars 

leads to the low level of competition and intensity of debates between them. As 

discussed above, the level of competition between Turkish IR scholars is low. In 

parallel, the content and citation analysis imply that the general level and intensity of 

debates over the implications and significance of research outcomes among the 

members of the IRCT is low too. Although, Turkish IR scholars engage in theoretical 

debates with their colleagues from Europe, America and other countries, they rarely 

engage in debates with their colleagues in Turkey over their research outcomes (Bilgin 

and Tanrısever, 2009:178). Hence, there is low level of intellectual exchange among 

Turkish IR scholars.  

 

In addition, the low level of strategic mutual dependence and the low level of intensity 

of debates lead to low level of strategic task uncertainty. Namely, there is no stable and 

commonly agreed hierarchy between research problems and strategies in Turkish IR. 

The relative importance and hierarchy of research problems and strategies depend upon 

the agenda of the policy-makers and international developments, which will be 

discussed in the next chapter. In addition, the low level of standardization of research 

methods and skills in Turkish IR also decreases the level of strategic mutual dependence 

and negatively affect theoretical coordination. As a result, the low level of strategic 
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mutual dependence, the high levels of technical and strategic task uncertainty 

discourage the production of theoretical and coordinated knowledge and bring about the 

low level of theoretical coordination and control in Turkish IR (Please see Figure 5.10 

below).  

Figure 5.10: The impacts of strategic mutual dependence in Turkish IR 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As discussed in the previous chapters, theoretical studies is one of the under-developed 

areas in the IR studies in Turkey. The analysis of the intellectual output of IR literature 

in Turkey shows that they tend to focus on empirical problems or substantive issues 

more than theoretical problems. The results of the article database indicate that only 5.6 

% of the articles deal with pure theoretical issues. Moreover, the low level of exchange 

of information between Turkish IR scholars indicates that theoretical coordination 

between the core and periphery is low.  Theoretical connections between research 

outcomes have not been given high priority in IR studies in Turkey. The low levels of 

functional and strategic mutual dependence bring about the fragmentation of the IRCT 

and decrease the control over the field by a particular groups of scholars. As mentioned 

by a senior member of the IRCT, due to the lack of theoretical coordination Turkish IR 

scholars sometimes feel that they make their research in isolation:  

 
I, maybe like every other academic, view myself as an island, in Turkey. Somebody who 
writes something on its own, I do not have the feeling that we construct something, and I 
think most of the academics have the same feeling. Instead, all of us must have the feeling 
that, by putting one brick over the other, we are building a tradition, or creating an approach 
or I don’t know, we are explaining something. I, personally, do not have that feeling. I 
think one of the most fundamental problems in Turkey is this. Every academic is an island, 
on its own, an island which does his own work (Author’s interview, 21.07.2009). 
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According to some senior Turkish IR scholars, the IRCT consists of ‘small networks’, 

‘bounded communities’ or ‘small islands’ (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)103. Some 

of the interviewees note that personal relations and knowledge is important in control 

and coordination of research and the field of IR in Turkey rely heavily on small 

personal networks (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)104

 

. They mention that even there 

are divisions between IR scholars from different cities such as Ankara, İstanbul, İzmir, 

etc. Various authors note that although there has been significant progress in IR 

discipline in Turkey, IR academic community in Turkey does not form a community yet 

(Eralp, 2005b:49). Atila Eralp mentions that “we are working in an environment, which 

is different from each other, which has no dialogue and which has differences in quality 

(Eralp, 2005b:49). Ersel Aydınlı and Julie Mathews assert that “Unfortunately, even 

after 50 years, such a consolidated community does not yet seem to exist” (Aydınlı and 

Mathews, 2008:708). According to a recent report of the Turkish Academy of Sciences 

(TÜBA), one of the major setbacks of the political sciences in Turkey is that epistemic 

communities have not developed yet (TÜBA, 2007d:183). In this sense, one of the 

major tendencies of the IR academic community in Turkey is the low level of 

intellectual and social coordination and communication among the members of the 

community. All these results and arguments imply that the level of coordination and 

control over the field is relatively limited.  

 

Nevertheless, as discussed above, there is a high level of functional and strategic mutual 

dependence between the Western-IR-socialized scholars in Turkish IR and the Western 

IR community. As portrayed in Figure 5.11, the high level of functional mutual 

dependence between the former and Western IR scholars has increased the common 

technical background and implementation of norms and methods between them. As 

discussed in the section on technical task uncertainty, these scholars shares a common 

training background with Western IR scholars and uses this background in their 

international publications.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
103 Author’s interviews 21.07.2009; 04.06.2010; 07.10.2010. 
104 Author’s interviews 24.06.2009; 22.06.2009; 30.06.2009; 21.07.2009; 24.07.2009; 27.04.2010; 
03.06.2010;  04.06.2010; 04.07.2010; 20.07.2010; 28.09.2010; 07.10.2010. 
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Figure 5.11: The relations between Turkish and Western IR 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This tendency encourages the level of specialization and standardization of research 

methods and skills and leads to the low level of technical task uncertainty. Moreover, 

due to the high levels of functional and strategic mutual dependence, these scholars has 

to compete with the IR scholars in the Western countries and other national IR 

communities which are also integrated to Western IR.  

 

In many English-speaking countries the leading journals of the field are those published 

in the US, the UK and Europe (Jordan, et.al, 2009:50). In Western Europe, Israel and 

Southeast Asia, publishing in American IR journals is a vital factor for success in the 

academic job market (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:332). Moreover, the importance of 
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publishing in Western journals has also been increasing in East Central Europe, 

China, Japan and some countries in Latin America such as Brazil and Mexico 

(Tickner and Waever, 2009b:332; Xinning, 2001:73; Inoguchi and Bacon, 2001:18). 

In Korea, the government encourages IR academics to publish their research in 

journals which are listed in the Social Science Citation Index (Inoguchi, 2009:97). In 

Turkey, the publications in the Social Science Citation indexed journals and other 

Western or international IR journals have had a significant impact upon the 

performance, career and reputation of a scholar. According to the UİK Survey 2009, the 

most prestigious journals are those that are published in the Western countries (The UİK 

Survey 2009, Q.17). All these indicators imply that there is a high level of strategic 

mutual dependence between the Western IR community and other national IR 

communities, including IRCT. Thanks to the growing size of the global IR 

community and the high degree of strategic mutual dependence to Western IR, 

Turkish IR scholars have been publishing their research in a much more competitive 

environment at the international level. 

 

Furthermore, due to the high level of strategic mutual dependence and competition, the 

Western-IR-socialized scholars in Turkish IR tend to be concerned with the relative 

significance, theoretical connections and consequences of its research on the collective 

goals of the field of Western IR. They tend to prioritize certain research areas and limit 

the scope of their research problems and strategies according to their comparative 

advantage. Since production of theoretical knowledge in IR has been concentrated in the 

Western countries, these scholars tend to limit their contributions to Turkish foreign 

policy and Turkey as a geographic region of study, in which they have comparative 

advantage. In this context, the high level of concentration on Turkish foreign policy and 

Turkey as a geographic region of study in Turkish IR can be explained on the basis of 

the high level of functional and strategic dependence upon Western IR and high level of 

competition in the global field of IR. Moreover, the majority of the interviewees argue 

that they have been invited to produce local data/expertise by the Western IR 

community (Author’s interviews, 2009,2010,2011). Table 5.18 below compares the 

domestic and international publications of the Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR 

scholars from 1981 to 2010. The results demonstrate that they tend to focus on the sub-

field of Turkish Foreign Policy (TFP) in their international publications. Whereas, the 

ratio of TFP is 33.8 % in their domestic publications, the same ratio for international 

publications is 51.9 %. These results show us that Turkish IR scholars, especially 
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Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR scholars, tend to specialize on TFP at the 

international level.  

 
Table 5.18: The results of the article database (sub-fields) (International/Domestic) (1981-2010)* 
Primary Issue Area (Sub-field) International 

(# of articles) 
Domestic 

(# of articles) 
International 

(%)** 
Domestic 

(%)** 
International Security 104 79 48.1 52.3 
International Political Economy 25 9 11.6 6.0 
Human Rights 11 3 5.1 2.0 
Environment 6 6 2.8 4.0 
IR Theory  25 23 11.6 15.2 
Turkish Foreign Policy 112 51 51.9 33.8 
Foreign Policy Analysis 120 66 55.6 43.7 
History of the IR Discipline 9 4 4.2 2.6 
Philosophy of Science 0 1 0.0 0.7 
International Law 5 24 2.3 15.9 
International Organization 49 39 22.7 25.8 
Methodology 0 2 0 1.3 
Area Studies 77 62 35.6 41.1 
International Politics 26 18 12.0 11.9 
IR History  67 29 31.0 19.2 
Political History 2 3 0.9 2.0 
Political Science 29 4 13.4 2.6 
* The proportions of sub-fields in the domestic and international publications of the Western-IR-
socialized Turkish IR scholars. 
**The percentages are calculated on the basis of the total numbers of international (216 articles) and 
domestic publications (151 articles). 
 

In sum, the high degrees of functional and strategic mutual dependence, the high level 

of competition and intensity of debates and the high level of division of labor between 

the Western-IR-socialized Turkish IR scholars  and the Western IR community promote 

the theoretical coordination between them and enhance the influence of the Western IR 

community over the field of IR in Turkey. Whereas the level of theoretical coordination 

between Turkish and foreign IR scholars are high, the level of theoretical coordination 

among the IR scholars in Turkey is relatively lower. In parallel, although the Western-

IR-trained scholars  in Turkish IR has a low level of influence over the field of IR in 

Turkey, especially the Anglo-American community has, directly or indirectly, a 

considerable influence among the IRCT.  

 

CONCLUSION 
 

On the basis of Richard Whitley’s model, this chapter analyzes the internal structure of 

Turkish IR. It focuses on the degrees of mutual dependence and task uncertainty in 
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Turkish IR. The primary research of the thesis shows that, whereas the levels of 

functional and strategic mutual dependence between Turkish IR scholars are low, the 

degrees of technical and strategic task uncertainty is high. In this context, Turkish IR 

community can be defined as a fragmented adhocracy. Nevertheless, the Western-IR-

socialized scholars in Turkish IR has been more integrated and socialized to Western IR 

than the rest. The levels of functional and strategic mutual dependence between the 

former and the Western IR community are high. In addition, as a result of the high level 

of socialization to Western IR, the degrees of technical and strategic task uncertainty 

between them and the Western IR community is comparatively lower.  

 

This chapter also analyzes how varying degrees of mutual dependence and task 

uncertainty influences the research tasks and problems, research methods and skills, 

research outcomes and theoretical coordination and control in the IR studies in Turkey. 

Whitley argues that the high levels of functional and strategic dependence leads to high 

level of competition, high level of specialization of research tasks and methods, high 

level of standardization of research training programmes and research methods and 

promote theoretical coordination and control over the labor market. The analysis of the 

IR studies in Turkey signifies that the low levels of functional and strategic dependence 

in IR studies in Turkey result in the low level of competition, the low level of 

specialization and differentiation of research tasks, the low level of division of labor, the 

low level of standardization of research methods and skills and the low level of 

theoretical coordination and control over the field by a small elite group. On the 

contrary, the high levels of functional and strategic mutual dependence and low levels 

of technical and strategic task uncertainty between the Western-IR-socialized scholars 

and the Western IR, result in the high level of competition, the high level of 

specialization and differentiation of research tasks, the high level of standardization of 

research methods and skills, the high degree of concentration on Turkish foreign policy 

and the high level of theoretical coordination between Turkish and Western IR. As a 

result, the Western IR community has a high level of influence upon the Turkish IR 

community.  
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CHAPTER VI: THE EXTERNAL STRUCTURE OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
RELATIONS DISCIPLINE IN TURKEY 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
Richard Whitley assumes that different types of sciences emerge and foster in 

different ways in different contexts. Whitley believes that scientific research is 

practiced, organized and controlled in different ways and this differentiation mainly 

derives from the variation in circumstances and contexts which are historically 

contingent. According to him, there are three major contextual factors that affect the 

variations in the degree of mutual dependence and task uncertainty. The previous 

chapter aims to analyze the internal structure of the IR discipline in Turkey. This 

chapter will focus on the contextual factors and their impacts upon the internal 

structure of the IR discipline in Turkey. 

 

The first part of the chapter will focus on the degree of reputational autonomy of the 

IR community in Turkey in three major areas. It will discuss the control over 

performance and competence standards, significance standards and field’s domain 

and descriptive terms in Turkish IR. The second part will address the level of 

concentration of control over resources of scientific knowledge production in the 

Turkish IR community. It will address whether jobs, journal space and funds and 

facilities in Turkish IR have been controlled by a small group of IR scholars. The 

third part will analyze the degree of variety of audiences and the hierarchy between 

these audiences in Turkish IR. The degree of mutual dependence between the IR 

discipline and other fields will be the subject matter of the last section.  

 
PART I - REPUTATIONAL AUTONOMY 
 
In Whitley’s model, socio-contextual factors are the most significant elements that 

shape the internal organization of scientific disciplines and these are (Whitley, 

1984a:220): 

 

1. reputational autonomy 
2. concentration of control over resources of intellectual production  
3. structure and variety of audiences  

 

These three contextual factors and the relations between them are key to understand (the 

external or contextual) structure of scientific disciplines. The first factor is the 
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reputational autonomy. Whitley argues that “Reputational autonomy covers three 

separate areas of control: performance standards, significance standards, and 

descriptive terms and concepts” (Whitley, 1984a:220). First, performance standards 

are related with the research skills/techniques/methods/abilities (Whitley, 

1984a:221). “a low level of reputational control exists in a field when there are no 

clear work methods which are unique to that field” (Whitley, 1984a:220-1). In these 

fields, non-field members can easily make reputable contributions without changing 

their research methods. If the members of a field do have a distinct set of research 

skills/methods, the members of the field can distinguish between `amateur` and 

`competent` contributions so that non-field members have to use disciplinary 

methods in order to make contributions, which would increase the autonomy of the 

field members. Fields such as British social anthropology in the 1950s and 1960s 

and their use of particular skills such as the participant-observer techniques is an 

example of medium level autonomy (Whitley, 1984a:221). In highly autonomous 

fields such as economics, the elite group of the field defines necessary research 

skills and nobody can make any contribution without acquiring those skills in the 

common training programs. The professional group sets the performance and 

competence standards and they are “able to reject and ignore work produced with 

other skills and procedures” (Whitley, 1984a:221).  

 

Performance Standards 
 

The members of the IR community in Turkey (IRCT) have a low level of control over 

performance and competence standards. First of all, the influence of the Western 

communities of IR constraints the control over performance standards in Turkish IR. 

Institutionally, IR as a discipline was born in Wales, Aberystwyth after the First 

World War and mainly developed in the UK and the US and spread around the 

world after the Second World War. In that sense, the Western communities of IR 

have had a significant influence in the development of IR (Hoffman, 1977:6-8; 

Smith, 1987:14, 2000:394; Waever, 1998:687). Since dominant research skills, 

methods and theoretical frameworks were developed in the Western communities of 

IR, there is a high level of concentration of control over competence and 

performance standards in the global IR discipline. That is to say, the performance and 

competence standards of the Western IR communities have been widely adapted by 
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many other national IR communities. The IRCT have also been oriented to and 

adopted the competence and performance standards of the Western IR communities. 

 

However, the major factor that decreases the control over performance and 

competence standards is that the members of the global IR discipline have not been 

able to develop and standardize research skills, techniques or methods which are 

particularly unique to the field of IR. Rather, IR scholars tend to rely upon research 

skills and methods of other disciplines in natural and social sciences. The field of IR 

was formed and developed later than other branches of social sciences. The major 

research methods in social sciences have been developed in other fields and adapted 

by IR scholars. For instance, the studies of the Chicago School in the sociology 

discipline in the 1920s and 1930s enhanced the use of qualitative research tools in 

the study of human groups (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005:1). The fieldwork method, 

ethnographic studies and participatory observation were developed by 

anthropologists in the 1920s and 1930s (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005:1, 15).  

 

In addition, the methodological studies have been an under-developed area in IR 

studies in Turkey. As discussed in the previous chapter, the standards that govern 

these research skills and methods have not been shared by the members of the 

academy to an equal extent. According to Ersel Aydınlı, Erol Kurubaş and Haluk 

Özdemir, the major problem in IR is that some scientists from other disciplines, who 

are not familiar with IR’s unique concepts and conceptual frameworks, try to make 

generalizations by solely using their own discipline’s perspectives and methods 

(Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:31). In other words, some academics from other disciplines 

“conduct international relations studies only with their intellectual curiosity and 

titles and present these as (or perceived as) scientific “International Relations 

knowledge” (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:31). They agree that obviously, an academician 

from the discipline of Law or History can analyze international issues and make 

contributions to their own field, but the problem emerges when those who have non-

IR training background use their backgrounds in the field of IR (Aydınlı, et.al, 

2009:37). In this context, the lack of a unique set of research methods, the low level 

of standardization in research methods and the lack of shared standards which guide 

the design and implementation of research methods decreases the level of control 

over performance standards in Political Science and IR studies in Turkey. 

Obviously, as Bilgin and Tanrısever mention, this does not mean that “there are no 
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rules and norms that govern the community of scholars; nor should it be taken to 

suggest that it is easy to enter the field, get accepted, tenured and promoted” (Bilgin 

and Tanrısever, 2009:178).  

 

The second major factor that influences Turkish IR community’s control over 

competence and performance standards is the influence of public decision makers and 

university administrations on science and technology policies. Performance and 

competence standards is an important element of science and technology policies. In the 

higher education system in Turkey, the employers, university administrations and 

relevant public agencies play an important role in the determination of competence and 

performance standards since the 1980s. Moreover, due to the changes in the regulations 

and procedures of the associate professorship exam in the 1980s, the high degree of 

concentration of control over performance and competence standards in Turkish IR has 

decreased. 

 

As discussed in chapter three, in 1981, YÖK (the Higher Education Council) was re-

instituted as a constitutional body which centrally plans and regulates teaching and 

research in higher education institutions in Turkey. One of the significant reforms that 

were brought about by YÖK was the changes in performance and competence standards 

of scientists. Before 1982, a candidate for an associate professorship position, has to 

write a thesis or a long paper. Moreover, he/she is given a test on his/her ability to 

lecture by a panel which consists of scholars from her/his own university (Şenses, 

2004:86). In this period, in Ankara Üniversitesi (Ankara University), the associate 

professorship exam was made by a panel which is composed of the university’s 

professors and the report of the panel was read in front of all of the professors in the 

faculty (Author’s interview, 2009)105. In that sense, the members of the university used 

to have more control and autonomy over the standards that govern this process 

(Author’s interview, 2009)106

However, after the establishment of YÖK (the Higher Education Council), the system 

was centralized and to a certain extent, the autonomy of the academics was transferred 

to YÖK and ÜAK (the Inter-university Board) (Resmi Gazete (Official Gazette), 1983) 

. 

 

                                                 
105 Author’s interview 24.06.2009. 
106 Author’s interview 24.06.2009. 



 193 

(Author’s interview, 2009)107. In 1982, rules and regulations governing the promotions 

of scientists changed and new rules were based upon the assessment of a candidate’s 

research publications and his performance in an oral examination in front of a jury 

(Şenses, 2004:86). In 2001 these rules were re-instated and YÖK put more stress on 

research and international publications in academic promotion (Gossart and Özman, 

2009:328; Önder, et.al, 2008:550; Önder and Önder, 2011). The university 

administrations also played an important role in the emergence of the new system. 

According to some interviewees, university administrations encouraged and supported 

YÖK and ÜAK to give international and indexed publications more weight in the 

promotion of academics (Author’s interview, 2009)108

In this system, in order to be promoted, assistant professors have to pass the Associate 

Professorship examination which is administered by Üniversiteler-Arası Kurul (ÜAK) 

(the Inter-University Board)

. 

 

109

                                                 
107 Author’s interview 24.06.2009. 
108 Author’s interviews, 24.06.2009; 07.07.2009. 
109 The Inter-University Board is composed of rectors and deans of all universities and a representative 
from each university, which is chosen by the Senate of that university (ÜAK, 2010a). The Board aims to 
provide academic coordination between universities, take precautions to meet the academic personnel 
requirements of universities and prepare draft laws and regulations concerned with all universities. 

. According to ÜAK, in order to become an Associate 

Professor, a candidate must fulfill some minimum requirements. One of these 

requirements is that the candidate must make distinctive, original and scientific 

publications or conduct studies in the relevant academic field in the post-PhD period 

(Article 4 Par. 2-c). These scientific publications are classified and different types of 

publications are given basic points. ÜAK requires the candidates to make at least four 

publications which must be worth of minimum 6 points. The basic points given to each 

kind of publication are as follows: 
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Table 6.1: Basic points for the promotion of academics to associate professorship in Turkey 

Type of items 

ÜAK 
(Inter-
University 
Board)110 

Gazi 
University111 ODTÜ112 

Full articles that are published in journals which are included 
in SSCI, SCI-Expanded or AHCI  

4 50 20 

Full articles that are published in journals which are included 
in Area Indexes  

3 25113 15 114 

Full articles that are published in academic/professional 
refereed journals which are published in the leading countries 
in the relevant field  

2 25 10 

Books that are published by the leading international 
publishing houses in the relevant field  

5 50 40 

Book chapters that are published by the leading international 
publishing houses in the relevant field  

3 25 15 

Full articles that are published in national refereed journals  1 20 10 
Books that are published by the reputable national publishing 
houses (excluding text books)  

3 30 20 

Book chapters that are published by the reputable national 
publishing houses (excluding text books) 

1 10 8 

Minimum requirements 6 125 120 
 

As can be seen from Table 6.1, national publications are given less credit than 

international publications. Articles which are indexed in the Social Science Citation 

Index (SSCI) and Arts and Humanities Citation Index (AHCI) and books from 

international publishing houses are the most rewarding type of publications. All 

universities in Turkey have to adopt this scheme as the minimum criteria, however, 

some universities also have additional requirements. For instance, Orta Doğu Teknik 

Üniversitesi (ODTÜ) (Middle East Technical University) has a different point system 

and additional requirements, the candidate has to accumulate at least 25 points from 

national publications and has to make 2 international publications in order to be 

promoted to associate professorship (ODTÜ, 2010). In Boğaziçi Üniversitesi 

(Bosphorus University) the candidate must make at least one publication in SSCI 

journals (BOĞAZİÇİ, 2010). In many public and private universities115

                                                 
110 This table is translated from the website of ÜAK (the Inter-University Board) (ÜAK, 2010b). 
111 Gazi University has a different point system and some additional requirements, the candidate has to accumulate at 
least 125 points from publications, but the data is given in order to compare different weights given for domestic and 
international publications (GAZİ, 2010).  
112 The data is given in order to compare different weights given for domestic and international publications (ODTÜ, 
2010). 
113 Other Indexes. 
114 Other Indexes. 
115 These universities are Adnan Menderes, Akdeniz, Bahçeşehir, Balikesir, Başkent, Boğaziçi, Çanakkale 18 Mart, 
Çankaya, Çukurova, Dokuz Eylül, Ege, Erciyes, Eskişehir Osmangazi, Galatasaray, Gazi, Hacettepe, İstanbul, 
İstanbul Kültür, İzmir Ekonomi, Kadir Has, Karadeniz Teknik, Kırıkkale, Kocaeli, Maltepe, Orta Doğu Teknik, 
Sakarya, Selçuk, TOBB Ekonomi ve Teknoloji, Trakya, Uludağ, Yıldız Teknik. The information was gathered from 
the websites of these universities. 

, the points 

granted for journal articles published in international indexed journals and books 

published by international publishers are significantly higher than national publications. 
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Thus, especially after the 2000s, in parallel with ÜAK’s regulations, public universities 

raised their standards in recruiting or promoting teaching staff and they give priority to 

publication records (Önder, et.al, 2008:550).  

 

In many public universities, not only a candidate for an associate professorship position 

but also for an assistant professorship position is expected to have at least one 

publication in an indexed journal and to participate in research activities at the 

international level (Önder, et.al, 2008:554). “International research related activities 

(indexed or non-indexed publications, participation to international congresses, 

colloquia or symposia, chapters in books published by international publishers and the 

like) are weighted more heavily in evaluation of research performance. Publications in 

indexed journals thus constitute an important portion of overall research performance 

scores of younger academics” (Önder, et.al, 2008:554). In addition, beginning from the 

1990s, the number of private universities increased in Turkey and these universities 

were founded after the American model and they favor American culture of publish or 

perish (Önder, et.al, 2008:547). Hence, they tend to use publications in indexed journals 

as the major criterion in recruitment and promotion of teaching staff (Önder, et.al, 

2008:552-3). Furthermore, these universities renew the contracts of their members on 

the basis of their research performance which is measured by their publications in 

indexed journals (Önder, et.al, 2008:553). Besides these, they offer material rewards for 

indexed publications and citations in these indexes (Önder, et.al, 2008:554). 

 

Furthermore, public agencies introduced new research incentive schemes which 

encourage publishing in international and indexed academic journals (Gossart and 

Özman, 2009:328; Önder, et.al, 2008:551). As discussed in the third chapter, 

TÜBİTAK’s budget has substantially increased since 2001 and it increased its support 

for various scientific activities. One of these activities is the rewards for publications in 

indexed journals (TÜBİTAK, 2012a; Önder, et.al, 2008:550; Önder and Önder, 

2011:470). Since 2006, TÜBİTAK has been giving rewards for international 

publications in social sciences (ULAKBİM, 2012a). TÜBİTAK-ULAKBİM Ulusal 

Akademik Ağ ve Bilgi Merkezi (National Academic Network and Information Center) 

categorizes journals according to their impact factors and it offer higher rewards for 

high impact journals (ULAKBİM, 2012b). In 2008, “an article published in a SSCI-

indexed journal that is in the top quartile with respect to its impact factor (ranking 

involves subdisciplines, not all SSCI-indexed journals) is rewarded with 2,400 New 
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Turkish Liras (YTL), which is about 1,800 US dollars (conversion on basis of rates 

current on 24 August 2007)” (Önder, et.al, 2008:552). In 2010, “a single article in a 

journal in the top quartile of the impact factor distribution concerning the pertinent field 

of study is worth almost as much as an associate professor’s salary in a public 

university” (Önder and Önder, 2011:470). In 2012, this reward was raised to 2.600 

Turkish Liras (app. 1.500 US dollars116

These changes in scientific and technology policy increased awareness of international 

and indexed publications in the social science community in Turkey (Önder, et.al, 

2008:552). They put more pressure on scholars, especially junior ones, but at the same 

time they provided financial incentives and resources for them (Önder, et.al, 2008:552). 

As a consequence of these developments, there has been a significant increase in the 

number of Turkish scholars’ publications in international publication outlets (Gossart 

and Özman, 2009:325). For instance, within the period of 1990 to 2012, the annual 

average number of publications of Turkish IR scholars in SSCI in the field of IR 

increased from 1 in 1990 to 23.4 in 2012

) (ULAKBİM, 2012c). TÜBİTAK also provides 

financial assistance to scientists who present papers in international conferences, which 

also indirectly encourages Turkish scholars to publish in international publication 

outlets (Önder, et.al, 2008:551; Önder and Önder, 2011:470).  

 

In parallel, there has been a growing interest on the number of research publications in 

the higher education system in Turkey. YÖK (the Higher Education Council) and 

TÜBİTAK regularly monitor and broadcast statistical information about the 

publications of Turkish scientists in indexed journals (YÖK, 2012). Moreover, they 

ranked universities in terms of total number of publications or number of publications 

per faculty in these indexes (YÖK, 2012). These rankings are not tied to any funding 

scheme, however, they attract the interest of media and public. There has been a 

growing public and private attention on indexed publications which turn out to be one 

of the major indicators of success and prestige in the Turkish higher education system 

(Önder and Önder, 2011:470). Thus, the universities share these statistics and their 

ranking in their websites in order to attract better qualified students and academics 

(Önder and Önder, 2011:470). 

 

117

                                                 
116 The conversion is based on the exchange rate of 3 December 2012.  
117 The information is gathered from the Web of Science database in January 2013. 

. Moreover, the impact of this scheme can be 

seen upon the publication choices of IR scholars in Turkey. According to the UİK 
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Survey 2009, on average, 45.3 % of the respondents prefer to make their publications in 

the journals which are included in the SSCI and 35.9 % of them in international journals 

(The UİK Survey 2009, Q.39). Moreover, the publication preferences analysis shows 

that Turkish Studies, Avrasya Dosyası (Eurasian File), Middle Eastern Studies, New 

Perspectives on Turkey, and Uluslararasi İlişkiler (International Relations) are the most 

popular five academic journals in Turkey. Two of these journals are international 

journals and New Perspectives on Turkey and Uluslararasi İlişkiler (International 

Relations) are covered in the SSCI.  

 

In this context, public agencies and university administrations play an important role in 

the determination of the rules and regulations regarding the assignment and promotion 

of academics in Turkey. They put more stress on international publications and this 

policy is justified on the ground that the international journals and publishing houses 

have higher quality standards (Şenses, 2004:87). Proposals which are presented to 

international publishers are strictly assessed, refereed and edited before they are 

published (Şenses, 2004:92). Similarly, the refereeing processes in SSCI journals are 

more strict and they have high level of expectations from the articles (Şenses, 2004:92). 

“They are expected to have a significant research question and an adequate analytical 

content with an appropriate methodology and data analysis, and contribute to the state 

of knowledge in the field” (Şenses, 2004:92). The decision makers or university 

administrations in developing countries chose this strategy in order to enhance the 

quality of the academic works (Şenses, 2004:92). Nevertheless, as a result of this 

process, the control over performance and competence standards is partially transferred 

to the discretion of foreign IR scholars and this tendency decreases the level of 

autonomy of IR scholars in Turkey.  

 

Whereas, the associate professorship system enhances the strategic mutual 

dependence between the senior and junior scholars, the system also decreases the 

control of a particular group of Turkish IR scholars over the performance and 

competence standards in Turkish IR. The associate professorship exam is an important 

platform in which strategic mutual dependence between Turkish scholars can easily be 

identified. The strategic mutual dependence affect junior Turkish IR scholars’ teaching 

and research practice in different ways. First of all, their area of interests might be 

influenced by this dependence. A senior member of the IRCT gives two examples about 

his two junior colleagues and how they are constrained by the associate professorship 
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exam. One of them has expertise in International Political Economy (IPE) (Author’s 

interviews, 19). In the associate professorship exam, the publications of this junior 

academic were considered as non-Political Science (PS) or non-IR by the members of 

the panel, who were members of PS or IR departments (Author’s interview, 2010)118. 

The same publications were not considered as part of the field of Economy by a panel 

which consists of economists, because he did not use econometric models. Hence, the 

junior scholar had serious difficulties in passing the associate professorship exam 

(Author’s interview, 2010)119

Another junior member of the academy who had a PhD degree in IPE had to change his 

area of interests in order not to have difficulties in the associate professorship exam 

(Author’s interview, 2010)

.  

 

120. Eventually, he shifted to the field of finance. In the 

associate professorship exam, scholars who have expertise in inter-disciplinary areas 

have serious difficulties (Author’s interview, 2010)121. According to the interviewee, 

the boundaries of the disciplines are strictly drawn in Turkey due to the organization of 

the academic disciplines and this leads to the formation of a certain community of IR 

(Author’s interview, 2010)122. In the juries of associate professorship exam, panel 

members have certain boundaries in their minds and these boundaries are very clear, 

they might say this is Political Science and this is not. He suggests that this is something 

that impedes the development of social sciences in Turkey (Author’s interview, 

2010)123

Second, senior scholars might influence junior scholars’ choices regarding publication 

type, publication outlets or language of publications through the associate professorship 

exam. As ÜAK sets the criteria for the promotion of academics and puts indexed 

publications at the top of them, this inevitably influences the choices of junior 

academics. Some interviewees note that junior academics are highly oriented to make 

publications in indexed journals (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)

. 

 

124

                                                 
118 Author’s interview 24.06.2010. 
119 Author’s interview 24.06.2010. 
120 Author’s interview 24.06.2010. 
121 Author’s interview 24.06.2010. 
122 Author’s interview 24.06.2010. 
123 Author’s interview 24.06.2010. 
124 Author’s interviews 24.06.2009; 25.06.2009; 21.04.2010; 03.06.2010;  28.07.2010. 

. At the same time, 

associate professorship exam juries also encourage or sometimes pressure junior 

Turkish IR scholars to make both national and international publications and in Turkish 
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and other languages in a balanced way. During the first phase of the associate 

professorship exam, a scholar’s publications are examined, categorized and given points 

according to their type and publication outlet. If a scholar publishes her/his articles in 

similar journals or she/he has too many publications in the same journal, this is taken 

into consideration by the jury of the exam. Hence, senior scholars have an indirect affect 

on research of junior scholars. A junior member of the IRCT mentions that she is 

primarily concerned with the promotion criteria of her university, which demands 

academics to make publications in indexed journals (Author’s interview, 2009)125. 

Nevertheless, she says she also needs to make publications in Turkish language due to 

the associate professorship exam (Author’s interview, 2009)126. One of the senior 

members of the IRCT mentions that he was criticized because he mainly publishes his 

research in Turkish academic journals and he had few international publications 

(Author’s interview, 2011)127

Moreover, the system also decreases the control of a particular group of senior scholars 

over performance and competence standards. As mentioned above, YÖK designated 

ÜAK to administer the associate professorship exam and it is relatively autonomous 

from the departments (Author’s interview, 2009)

. Nevertheless, as discussed in the fifth chapter, this 

increasing level of strategic mutual dependence have not had a significant impact upon 

the level of communication, coordination and debate between the IR scholars in IRCT. 

Therefore, the degree of strategic mutual dependence is still low. 

 

128. In the new system, YÖK and ÜAK 

set the standards for whole universities and ÜAK assigns associate professorship exam 

juries. Since ÜAK chooses jury members from a pool of professors, the control over the 

performance and competence standards is relatively diffused. As the pool of the 

professors grow, the degree of concentration of control decreases. According to a senior 

member of the IRCT, the size of the community is an important factor that affects the 

control over these standards (Author’s interview, 2009)129. In the past, when the size of 

the community was smaller, there was a small group of professors who take part in the 

associate professorship exams (Author’s interview, 2009)130

                                                 
125 Author’s interview 25.06.2009. 
126 Author’s interview 25.06.2009. 
127 Author’s interview 09.06.2011. 
128 Author’s interview 07.07.2009. 
129 Author’s interview 24.07.2009. 
130 Author’s interview 24.07.2009. 

. At that period, the degree 

of commonality of these standards and the group’s control over these standards are 
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higher (Author’s interview, 2009)131. The juries were more homogenous (Author’s 

interview, 2010)132

Significance Standards 

. Nevertheless, as the community grew and new professors began to 

participate in the juries, the degree of  concentration of control over the associate 

professorship exam has lessened.  

 

These developments show how the autonomy of IR academicians in Turkey are 

conditioned by the university administrations, YÖK (the Higher Education Council) and 

ÜAK (the Inter-University Board). Moreover, it also shows the influence of competence 

and performance standards of the Western scientific communities upon the Turkish 

higher education system. Indeed, Turkish IR stands as a typical case in terms of the 

increasing importance of international publications in IR scholars’ performance in 

the periphery of the global IR discipline. In Israel (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:332), 

Southeast Asia (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:332), Spain (Segura, 2006:116), Korea 

(Inoguchi, 2009:97), Taiwan (Inoguchi, 2009:97), China (Jinxiu, 2004:120), the 

Central and Eastern European Countries (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:332) and Latin 

America (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:332), the relative weight of international 

publications, and especially the Western based journals, in hiring and promotion of 

academics has been increasing. In South Korea, the government encourages 

academics to publish works in those journals which are taken into account in SSCI 

(Inoguchi, 2009:97). Hence, the performance and competence standards of the 

peripheral IR communities are highly influenced by the standards of the Western IR 

communities.  

 

 
The significance standards are related with the importance of research problems, 

goals and strategies. The control over significance standards signifies field 

members’ ability to control overall importance and primacy of problems, objectives 

and research strategies (Whitley, 1984a:221-2). If the significance standards of a 

field are controlled by external groups, this means that the field has no central 

issues, problems or goals and its intellectual identity is rather weak. In these fields 

lay groups, employers, funding agencies or elites of other fields may decide which 

problems are more important and influence the direction of research objectives 

(Whitley, 1984a:221-2). On the contrary, fields like modern physics has a high level 

                                                 
131 Author’s interview 24.07.2009. 
132 Author’s interview 20.07.2010. 
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of control over significance standards since they have a high level of control over 

evaluation of contributions according to the values and goals of the field. In these 

fields, the leaders of the field determine central intellectual goals of the field and 

contributions are ranked according to these objectives (Whitley, 1984a:222). 

Whitley suggests that there are two major factors that influence the significance 

standards of a scientific discipline: the prestige of the field (Whitley, 1984a:105) and 

the concentration of control over resources (Whitley, 1984a:105). Although, these 

factors have a significant impact upon the control over significance standards, there 

are also some additional factors that Whitley did not address. 

 

As discussed in the fourth chapter, the IRCT has been functionally integrated to the 

Western IR community and contributed to the global IR literature as local/area experts. 

Turkish IR scholars tend to specialize on Turkish foreign policy and Turkey as a region 

of study with a special focus on political-security issues. In this sense, the major causes 

of ‘Turkey-centrism’ in Turkish IR help us to identify the level of autonomy over 

significance standards in the IRCT. In Turkish IR, there are five important factors that 

influence the control over significance standards: Turkey’s foreign policy agenda and 

policy-makers, international or regional developments, the Western IR community, the 

media and the wider general society in Turkey. First of all, the agenda of policy makers 

and significant international, regional or domestic events have substantial impacts upon 

the relative importance of research goals and priorities of many IR communities (Buzan 

and Hansen, 2009:54-7; Tickner and Waever, 2009b:331). As discussed in the previous 

chapter, in parallel to the changes in the agenda of policy makers and international 

developments, the overall importance and primacy of research problems in Turkish IR 

change as well. This tendency implies that Turkish IR community’s control over 

significant standards is low.  

 

Second, the Western IR community also have had an important impact upon the 

significance standards of the IRCT. On the one hand, the theoretical and philosophical 

debates in the Anglo-American IR community have influenced the agenda and goals of 

the IRCT. For instance, beginning from the early 1990s, the notion of identity, culture 

and their impact upon foreign policy have become significant issues in IR studies in 

Turkey (Bilgin, 2004c; Çalış, 1995; Dağı, 1993; Eralp, 1993:133, 1997; Öniş, 1999, 

2000:464; Karaosmanoğlu, 2001:157, 2004; Müftüler-Baç, 1998:240, 2000a:21, 24; 

Oğuzlu, 2002a:580, 2003:287; Yurdusev, 1997). Following the Western IR 
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communities, Constructivism and constructivist research problems have also become 

major research problems in the IRCT as well. As shown in Table 6.2, according to the 

UİK Survey 2009, Constructivism is the second most favorite theoretical approach in 

Turkish IR (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.33).  
 

Table 6.2: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 33 
Question: Which of the following International Relations approaches do you think you 
are closer to? 

Approaches % Response 
count 

Realism/Neo-realism 30.9 38 
Constructivism 16.3 20 
Critical Theory 9.8 12 
Liberalism/Neoliberalism 8.9 11 
Marxism 6.5 8 

 

On the other hand, invitations from the Western IR community also influence the 

control over significance standards in Turkish IR (Bilgin and Tanrısever, 2009:176). 

Several senior members of the IRCT mention that they receive invitations from the 

Western IR community to produce articles or book chapters on Turkey and Turkish 

foreign policy (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)133. Especially when an IR scholar from 

Turkey is invited to make a contribution to the global IR literature in English such as 

participating a panel in an international conference, writing an article in a Western IR 

journal, writing a book chapter in an edited book which is published by a well-known 

Western publisher, etc., they have been encouraged to write their work on Turkey and 

Turkish foreign policy (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)134. Some of them claim that 

they were mainly perceived as local/country experts therefore they are generally invited 

to contribute on the basis of their local expertise (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010, 

2011)135. “Sometimes they explicitly tell you or sometimes they implicitly encourage 

you to write something on Turkey and they usually invite you to apply a model which is 

developed in the Western world to the Turkish case” (Author’s interviews, 2009, 

2010)136. A senior member of the IRCT says that you are expected to write on Turkey 

on the basis of the presumption that you know Turkey better (Author’s interviews, 

2010)137

                                                 
133 Author’s interviews: 08.07.2009; 03.06.2010; 20.07.2010; 28.07.2010; 28.09.2010. 
134 Author’s interviews: 08.07.2009; 03.06.2010; 20.07.2010; 28.07.2010; 28.09.2010. 
135 Author’s interviews: 22.06.2009; 24.06.2009; 30.06.2009; 08.07.2009; 21.07.2009; 24.07.2009; 
31.07.2009; 07.04.2010; 21.04.2010; 27.04.2010; 03.06.2010; 04.06.2010; 20.07.2010; 28.07.2010; 
28.09.2010; 07.10.2010; 19.05.2011. 
136 Author’s interviews: 08.07.2009; 03.06.2010. 
137 Author’s interview, 28.07.2010. 

. Another interviewee notes that it is our comparative advantage, we know 



 203 

Turkey better so we focus on Turkey (Author’s interviews, 2010)138

Third, the Turkish media (newspapers, radio stations and television channels) also 

request Turkish IR scholars to write or comment on Turkish foreign policy, 

international daily events, Turkey’s major problems, etc (Author’s interviews, 2010)

. These tendencies 

show us how influential the Western IR communities on the significance standards of 

the IRCT. 

 

139. 

Some interviewees complain that the perception of the media institutions is that 

academics are experts who can be accessed any time and can provide insight on any 

subject. Their expectations and invitations put great pressure on IR scholars. Moreover, 

an interviewee notes that the university administrations would like to see you in the 

media because your appearance is a form of advertisement (Author’s interview, 

2010)140

Fourth, the larger society also expects you to contribute to immediate social problems in 

Turkey and to take social responsibilities. A senior member of the IRCT, who is an 

expert on conflict resolution and management, says that if you are studying conflict 

resolution and analysis you are expected to contribute to the solution of Turkey’s 

problems (Author’s interview, 2010)

. 

 

141. “You can not sit here and tell people that I am  

producing theories, I have contributed to theories, I have contributed what James and 

Smith say in a certain...nobody cares whether you have contributed to the conflict 

resolution theory, this is one of the reasons why there is no theoretical contributions 

from Turkey because there are no incentives, there is no immediate social culture here, 

no intellectual culture, on the contrary all incentives pressurize the opposite way 

(Author’s interviews, 2010)142. There are more incentives for academics to write on  

papers related with Turkish foreign policy than theoretical ones (Author’s interviews, 

2010)143

The availability and direction of research funds is a significant factor that affects the 

development of IR studies (Acharya and Buzan, 2007a:298; Breitenbauch and Wivel, 

. There is a societal need for this. In this context, the media and larger Turkish 

society also have had an impact upon the significance standards in Turkish IR.  

 

                                                 
138 Author’s interview, 28.09.2010. 
139 Author’s interviews: 07.04.2010; 07.10.2010. 
140 Author’s interview, 07.10.2010. 
141 Author’s interview, 07.10.2010. 
142 Author’s interview, 07.10.2010. 
143 Author’s interviews: 03.06.2010; 20.07.2010. 
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2004:419; Behera, 2009:148,152; Buzan and Hansen, 2009:60,63; Chillaud, 2009:249-

250; Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:274; Mahdisi, 2009:182; Smith, 2000:393; Tan, 

2009:123; Tickner, 2009:47; Tickner and Waever, 2009b:330,332,336; Zhang, 

2003:101). The source of funds and funder’s policy and priorities might influence the 

agenda of scientists and promote different types of research, e.g. theoretical or empirical 

research. According to Tickner and Waever, funding is concentrated in the hands of the 

state in India, Central and Eastern Europe, Latin America and South Africa and these 

funds are directed towards policy-oriented research (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:330, 

332). Therefore, they have contributed to the reinforcement of the intellectual division 

of labor between the core and periphery (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:332). In parallel 

with other periphery communities, research funds in Turkey has been concentrated in 

the hands of public institutions. However, after the liberalization of economy and deeper 

integration of Turkey to the international system, the sources of funds has been 

diversified. Furthermore, in some countries in the periphery, funds from the Western 

countries have played a key role in the trajectory of IR such as Latin America, India, 

Central and Eastern Europe, China and South Africa (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:332; 

Zhang, 2003:101). The Western funds played a significant role in the development of IR 

in Turkey. The Fulbright Scholarships allowed many scholars to complete their PhD 

training in the US. Moreover, funds provided by the European Union have played an 

important role in the development of EU studies in Turkey. 

 

Control over field’s domain and descriptive terms 
 

The third dimension of the autonomy of a field is concerned with the control over 

field’s domain, which is related with the ability of an organization to determine its 

boundaries, domain, problems, concepts and vocabulary (Whitley, 1984a:222). This 

control is crucial for a discipline because “The ability of an organization to 

determine its own boundaries and what is, or is not, an appropriate problem for its 

members to work on is clearly crucial to its identity” (Whitley, 1984a:222). If the 

boundaries of a field is drawn by non-scientific groups or leaders of other fields, or a 

discipline occupies the space which is left over from other disciplines, the field`s 

autonomy diminishes. Moreover, the control over terminology, concepts and 

vocabulary of a field is significant for the smooth functioning of the national and 

international communication system which is used to control research through 

reputations (Whitley, 1984a:223).  
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In highly autonomous fields, the leaders of the field control disciplinary issues and 

problems and how they should be interpreted though they may be constrained by the 

leaders of other more prestigious scientific fields or financial pressures (Whitley, 

1984a:224). For instance, the terminology and technical concepts used in human 

sciences are close to the vocabulary of common people so that the level of control 

over descriptive terms and field`s domain is restricted. Hence, they could not claim 

monopoly of particular issues or problems. “A medium degree of autonomy exists 

when technical terms and concepts are entrenched in training programmes, and are 

regarded as superior to everyday terminology, but there is still a considerable 

overlap between them and common-sense usages so that confusion can arise over 

cognitive objects and the implications of research results” (Whitley, 1984a:223).  

 

The boundaries and domain of IR as a discipline has been a matter of discussion in 

the world since the birth of the discipline (Zimmern, 1939; Wight, 1966; Waever, 

2007). However, until recently, the boundaries of the IR discipline have not created 

a big debate among members of the Turkish IR community. In the 1960s and 70s, 

although Turkish IR scholars were aware of the debates over whether IR or 

International Politics is a distinct discipline or not, they set aside these debates 

because International Politics began to be included in the curriculum of universities 

in the US, Europe and Turkey (Bilge, 1962; 1966: III, 8-9). Due to this de facto 

situation, they prefer to concentrate on systematizing the content of the course. 

Moreover, after the coup d’etat in 1980, the government decided to initiate a 

significant reorganization of the university system in order to bring universities 

under closer control of the central government and to prevent the spread of political 

radicalism (Erozan and Turan, 2004:360). All universities were organized according 

to a standard model. According to this model, departments of economics, business 

administration, political science and/or public administration and international 

relations were administered by a single unit which is the Faculty of Economics and 

Administrative Sciences (Erozan and Turan, 2004:360). The IR departments were 

organized as separate departments, though some universities have department of 

‘Political Science and International Relations’. In this sense, the boundaries of the 

IR discipline were separated from other disciplines institutionally since the 1980s 

(TÜBA, 2007d:188). 
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In addition, the educational backgrounds of the members of the IRCT signify that the 

ratio of scholars who did their PhDs in International Relations or Political Science is 

considerably high. The distribution of PhD backgrounds of the teaching member of staff 

in the IR Departments in Turkey, in Table 6.3, shows us that 53.1 % of them completed 

their PhDs in the field of IR and 28.2 % of them graduated from the political science 

programs.   

 
Table 6.3: PhD backgrounds of IR scholars in Turkey144 

PhD Area Number % 
International Relations 181 53.1 
Political Science 96 28.2 
History 24 7.0 
Law 18 5.3 
Public Administration 4 1.2 
Economy/Finance/Management 12 3.5 
Philosophy 0 0.0 
Anthropology 1 0.3 
American Culture And Literature 1 0.3 
Demography 1 0.3 
Sociology 3 0.9 
Total 341 100.0 

 

Some of these political science graduates are from the universities in the US therefore 

they are likely to specialize on IR as a sub-field, therefore, the number of IR graduates 

is likely to be higher. Thus, IR in Turkey is a separate field which has predominantly 

been controlled by the IR and Political Science graduates.  

 

Nevertheless, the boundaries of the IR discipline have become a matter of discussion 

recently. One the one hand, Ersel Aydınlı, Erol Kurubaş and Haluk Özdemir believe 

that the boundaries of IR in Turkey are not sufficiently clarified and it does not have 

sufficient autonomy from the other disciplines so the level of control over field’s 

domain has been constrained (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:17). They call this the identity 

problem and the problem is related with organizing IR’s relations with other 

disciplines (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:39). They claim that there must be interaction and 

intellectual exchange between disciplines but this should not set aside or dissipate 

their distinctive identities and boundaries between them (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:25). 

Rather “there should be meaningful and functional boundaries between them” 

(Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:25). They argue that, in Turkey, theoretical and methodological 

studies in IR, that can filter new entrants to the IR discipline, has not sufficiently 

                                                 
144 This table is based on the information about 341 IR scholars whose information about PhD training can be 
reached.  
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developed (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:36). The construction of concepts that can play a 

similar role are inadequate (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:36). “In other words there is no 

common language that IR academicians in different universities speak” (Aydınlı, 

et.al, 2009:36). On the other hand, a senior member of the Turkish IR community 

argues that the boundaries of the IR discipline in Turkey have been defined too 

strictly in Turkey (Author’s interview, 04.06.2010). He argues that IR is defined as 

International Relations Theory which is highly concentrated on security or issues 

like identity, etc. Instead, IR can also be defined from a broader perspective as 

International Studies which is an inter-disciplinary area and which includes 

sociologists, economists, anthropologists or historians, etc. 

 

Whitley argues that “Where scientific fields construct their domains in a largely 

residual manner, i.e. out of whatever other fields have omitted, such as sociology in 

the USA at the end of the nineteenth century, they are highly constrained by existing 

boundaries and so subject to other groups’ definitions and purposes” (Whitley, 

1984a:223). Similarly, the global discipline of IR was established and developed 

under the influence of other disciplines such as history, law and political science and 

the boundaries between IR and other disciplines have been drawn differently in 

different countries. In the United States, IR is considered as a sub-discipline of 

Political Science, in the UK it has close links not only with political science, but 

also with history, law, philosophy and sociology (Waever, 1998; Aydınlı, et.al, 

2009:18). In Germany, IR was under the influence of History and then Political 

Science and in France, Sociology, Philosophy and Anthropology have had a 

considerable influence on IR (Waever, 1998; Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:18-9). In this 

context, the IR community has had some problems about the boundaries of their 

field, however, as Ole Waever mentions, most of the time these problems are part of 

the power struggles within the discipline (Waever, 2007:292). Waever says 

“boundary drawing is usually less about ensuring the continuation of political 

science/IR than it is part of power struggles within the disciplines about who are to 

be included/excluded and who are more central than others” (Waever, 2007:292). 

Steve Smith very well summarizes the power struggles over the boundaries of IR, he 

says,  

 
the discipline gets defined as one founded on the problem of inter-state war and, thus, 
explaining this specific problem becomes the litmus test for international theory…those 
approaches that do not treat inter-state as the core problem to be explained by the 
discipline run the risk of their work being deemed ‘irrelevant’ or ‘not IR’…It is very 



 208 

difficult challenge that definition of the core problematic of the discipline without 
placing oneself outside the discipline (Smith, 2000:378). 

 
Waever says there are various disciplines which have continued to exist despite lack 

of agreement on their self-definition, subject matter or methodology (Waever, 

2007:291). In this context, the examples and debates over the boundaries of IR in 

Turkey show us that the IR scholars have a medium level of autonomy regarding the 

domain and boundaries of the field.  

 

Besides the control over a field’s domain, the control over the field’s terminology, 

vocabulary and concepts is the other dimension of this issue. IR scholars have a low 

level of autonomy over the field’s vocabulary and descriptive terms. Like many 

other human sciences, the concepts and terminology that has been used in the IR 

discipline are close to the common language. The IR community has developed 

certain technical concepts which distinguish between everyday language and the 

field’s vocabulary and descriptive terms such as anarchy, hierarchy, agency, 

structure, inter-dependence, balance of power, sovereignty, exclusive economic 

zone, territorial waters, etc. However, these concepts still overlap with common 

usage. Moreover, some of these concepts have been transferred from other 

disciplines such as Political Science, Law, Sociology, History, etc. In that sense, the 

autonomy of the field in respect of its vocabulary and descriptive terms is not very 

high both in the globe and Turkey as well.  

 

Whitley argues that the high degree of autonomy over performance standards, 

significance standards, field`s domain and language increases the degree of mutual 

dependence between scientists (Whitley, 1984a:105). “the more knowledge of a 

particular set of problems of a domain is produced only by possessors of particular 

skills, the greater is their mutual dependence (Whitley, 1984a:105). In addition, if the 

leading group of a field controls the significance standards which govern the value of 

contributions immune from the intervention of employers or funding agencies, the field 

members become highly dependent on the leading group for their reputations. Whitley 

emphasizes that if the prestige of the field is high and if the leaders of the field can 

control resources, then, the reputational autonomy is more likely to enhance the mutual 

dependence between them (Whitley, 1984a:105). On the contrary, if funding agencies or 

other scientific or non-scientific groups are able to influence the goals and strategies of 

a field, then the level of mutual dependence is likely to diminish. Furthermore, if the 
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members of a field are able to develop its own distinctive language and can draw the 

boundaries of the field, then, this will increase the significance of convincing colleagues 

of the merits of their research, namely, the level of strategic dependence (Whitley, 

1984a:106). These will also constraint the influence of extra-academic audiences.  

 

The level of technical and strategic task uncertainty are also influenced by the control 

over performance and significance standards. Whitley argues that the low level of 

control over performance and significance standards increases the level of technical task 

uncertainty because if the contributions of academics are assessed by competence 

standards of non-scientific groups or other fields, then it is difficult for the field 

members to develop and standardize their own research skills (Whitley, 1984a:141). In 

parallel, if non-scientific groups play a role in the determination of research problems, 

their importance and assessment, then the strategic task uncertainty will more likely to 

be higher (Whitley, 1984a:141). Moreover, when the field members have a low level of 

control over the field`s cognitive objects, language and domain, then a low level of 

technical and strategic task uncertainty is difficult to maintain (Whitley, 1984a:142-3).  

 

As discussed above, the IR studies in Turkey has been characterized by a low level of 

control over performance standards due to the absence of research methods and skills 

which are unique to the field of IR, the influence of the Western IR community and the 

low level of standardization in research methods. Moreover, the autonomy of the IR 

community over significance standards have also been constrained by the international 

developments, the agenda of the official foreign policy-makers and the agenda of the 

Western IR community. In parallel, the autonomy of the field members over the 

boundaries of the field and terminology is not very high. In that sense, the low level of 

reputational autonomy in general results in low level of mutual dependence and high 

level of task uncertainty.  

 

PART II - RESOURCES 
 

The second contextual factor, in Whitley’s model is the degree of horizontal and 

vertical concentration of control over key resources such as jobs, facilities, funds 

and journal space (Whitley, 1984a:227). The horizontal concentration of control over 

resources designates the distribution of control over resources among different 

departments or universities in a scientific field. If there is a high level of horizontal 
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concentration of control, then, a small number of departments, universities, 

employers or agencies distribute funds, academic posts or other resources so field 

members are highly dependent upon a small elite group (Whitley, 1984a:228). A 

lower degree of horizontal concentration of control implies that research can be 

conducted with limited resources which are distributed evenly among the 

universities or departments.  

 

The Horizontal Concentration of Control over Resources 
 

The horizontal level of concentration of control over resources in IR in Turkey 

might be analyzed separately for jobs, funds and facilities and journal space. Until 

the mid-1980s, Ankara University was the only institution that offers PhD degree in 

Political Science and IR therefore the IR job market was controlled by the faculty 

members in this university. However, during the 1980s and 1990s, new graduate 

schools were established and the number of PhD programs increased. In the mid-

1980s, İstanbul Üniversitesi (İstanbul University) and Boğaziçi Üniversitesi 

(Bosphorus University) began to offer PhD degrees in political science and IR. In 

1990, Bilkent Üniversitesi (Bilkent University) established its PhD program. In the 

1990s, the size of the community started to increase and the graduates of these 

departments began to enter into academic job market. In this context, these 

institutions have a great extent of control over the prestigious jobs in Turkish IR. 

Recently, 50.2 % of Turkish IR scholars took their PhD degrees from universities which 

are located in Turkey145. Table 6.4 demonstrates that, among them, the majority of the 

scholars completed their PhDs in the old public universities: İstanbul, Ankara, Marmara 

and Boğaziçi.  

 
Table 6.4: Where Turkish IR scholars receive their PhD’s in Turkey 

Universities Number of scholars % The date of establishment of the PhD Program 
İstanbul 48 26.5 1985 
Ankara 33 18.2 1960 
Marmara 22 12.1 1997 
Boğaziçi 18 9.9 1984 
Gazi 13 7.1 1992 
Bilkent 12 6.6 1990 
Dokuz Eylül 10 5.5 - 
Uludağ 8 4.4 - 
Orta Doğu Teknik 7 3.8 1997 
Other 10 5.5 - 
Total 181 100 - 

 
                                                 
145 This percentage is calculated on the basis of 464 academics of whose information can be reached. 
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Nevertheless, the establishment of new private universities in the field of IR after the 

mid-1990s has begun to change the structure of control in Turkish IR. Namely, 

besides the old public universities, some private universities began to exert control 

over the job market. Some private universities in Turkey offer better working 

conditions than the public universities therefore they can employ high numbers of 

teaching staff who completed their PhDs in the Western countries. As discussed in the 

previous chapter, 49.8 % of the Turkish IR community completed their PhDs abroad. 

Having a PhD degree in the US, UK or Europe is a key to access to prestigious jobs 

in Turkey and as shown in Table 6.5146, the majority of the members of the faculty 

in the leading private and public universities completed their PhDs in prestigious 

universities of the world.  

 
Table 6.5: Hiring practices of major IR departments in Turkey 

Universities The number of total IR scholars The number of IR scholars  
who did their PhDs abroad % 

Koç  13 13 100 
Sabancı  5 5 100 
Boğaziçi  12 12 100 
İzmir Ekonomi  11 10 90 
Bilkent  17 15 88.2 
Orta Doğu Teknik  23 19 82.6 
Galatasaray  7 5 71.4 
Kadir Has  10 5 50 
İstanbul Bilgi  8 3 37.5 
Marmara  16 4 25 
Ankara  13 2 15.4 
İstanbul  26 3 11.5 
Total 161 96 59.6 

 

Besides their better job conditions, these universities partially control the labor market 

through the reputation of their masters or PhD programs. According to the results of the 

UİK Survey 2009, the best graduate programs are offered by Orta Doğu Teknik, Bilkent, 

Boğaziçi, Ankara, Sabancı and Koç universities (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.23) (Please 

see Table A.9.17 in Appendix_9). The graduates of these universities have better 

chances to undertake graduate studies abroad and they are more likely to have better 

positions in their return. Hence, the concentration of control over the job market in 

Turkey has been shifting and began to be shared between the old public universities and 

some of the new private universities.  

 

Size of a scientific community is an important factor that influences the dynamics of a 

national IR community (Biersteker, 2009:309; Breitenbauch and Wivel, 2004:420; Cox 
                                                 
146 The data used in this table is based on 2009-2010 academic year. 
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and Nossal, 2009:293; Drulak, 2009:170; Inoguchi and Bacon, 2001:9; Jorgensen and 

Knudsen, 2006a). Whitley mentions that the size of a community have a significant 

affect on the concentration of control over the jobs but he did not elaborate his 

discussion on this topic (Whitley, 1984a:233). Henrik Breitenbauch and Anders Wivel 

suggest that jobs are more easily controlled in smaller scientific communities and the 

degree of control over jobs decreases in bigger ones (Breitenbauch and Wivel, 

2004:420). The results of the thesis supports these arguments. As addressed in the 

fourth and fifth chapters, the number of IR departments in Turkey has greatly expanded 

in recent decades. From 2000 to 2011, 38 new IR departments habe been established 

and new academic posts have become available. The considerable increase in the 

number of public and private universities has decreased the concentration of control 

over the academic job market in Turkey.  

 

Besides the growth in the number of IR departments,the Western IR community have 

had an indirect control over the academic job market in Turkey because having a PhD 

degree in the Western universities is a key to access to the posts in these universities. 

Moreover, as discussed in the third chapter, the level of staffing autonomy (the capacity 

of universities to recruit their own staff, to negotiate the terms of employment and 

salaries) in Turkey is not very high. Especially in public universities, YÖK (the Higher 

Education Council) and the Ministry of Finance have had a key role in the 

determination of number of posts, allocation of posts to different universities and salary 

levels of staff members. In this sense, the control of the IR scholars over the job market 

has been partially constrained. In this context, it could be argued that there has been a 

moderate degree of concentration of control over the prestigious jobs in Turkish IR. In 

addition, the shift in distribution of control over jobs in Turkish IR demonstrates the 

impact of size on the level of concentration of control over resources.  

 

Horizontal Concentration of Control over Funds and Facilities 

 

Whitley suggests that funds and facilities is another key resource of scientific 

knowledge production. The distribution of control over funds and facilities is an 

important contextual factor that influences the degrees of mutual dependence and 

task uncertainty. According to the UİK Survey 2009, university budgets, TÜBİTAK-

TÜBA (The Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey and the Turkish 

Academy of Sciences) funds and European Union (EU) funds are the most frequently 
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used funds in Turkish IR (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.27) (Please see Table A.9.18 in 

Appendix_9). First of all, one of the major resources of research funds is the 

university budget. Each university has a research fund which is called Bilimsel 

Araştırma Projeleri (BAP) (Scientific Research Projects) and faculty members can 

apply these funds individually. Obviously, in different universities the members of 

IR departments have access to different amounts of funds depending on the budget 

of their universities. The budgets of the universities might give some information 

about the level of concentration of control over these funds, however, there are 

various difficulties to compare and contrast the research budgets of the universities 

because the size of the universities is different, their establishment dates are 

different, the policies of the university administrations are different, etc. 

Nevertheless, Table 6.6 below gives some information about the research funds of 

public universities (MALİYE, 2010): 

 
Table 6.6: The budgets of the public universities in Turkey in 2010147 

 Amount  
(Turkish Lira) 

% 

Group 1 (10 universities)* 1.405.031.000 23.9 
Group 2 (25 universities)** 4.481.864.032 76.1 
Total 5.886.895.032 100 
*IR departments in Turkey in which more than 50 % of the scholars receive their PhDs from Western 
universities (Group 1) 
**Other IR departments in Turkey (Group 2) 
 

According to this table, there is not a considerable level of difference between the 

budgets of the Group 1 universitiesand the other public universities in Turkey. 

Whereas, the average amount of budget per university in the former group is 

140.503.100 Turkish Lira, the same data for the latter is 179.274.561 Turkish Lira. 

Moreover, as can be seen in Table 6.7, the total state-funded R&D budget of the 

former is almost half of the latter (MALİYE, 2010):   

 

Table 6.7: Total R&D budgets of public universities (2004-2010)148* 
 Amount (Turkish Lira) % 
Group 1 (12 universities)** 503.735.228 32.0 
Group 2 (23 universities)*** 1.072.208.884 68.0 
Total (All universities) 1.575.944.112 100 
*The total state-funded R&D budgets of the public universities in Turkey.  
** IR departments in Turkey in which more than 50 % of the scholars receive their PhDs from 
Western universities (Group 1) 
***Other IR departments in Turkey (Group 2) 

                                                 
147 (MALİYE, 2010). Public universities only. Unfortunately, the majority of the private universities do not disclose 
information about their budgets. 
148 (MALİYE, 2010). Public universities only. Unfortunately, the majority of the private universities do not disclose 
information about their budgets. 
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The average amount of total R&D budget per university for the former is 41.997.936 

Turkish Lira, compared to 46.617.778 Turkish Lira for the latter. Thus, there is no 

great difference between the budgets of these two groups of universities.  

 

The second major source of research funds is TÜBİTAK (The Scientific and 

Technological Research Council of Turkey) funds.  

 
Table 6.8: The distribution of TÜBİTAK funded research projects in Turkey in 2010149 

University Amount (x1000 
Turkish Lira) 

The number of panelists that 
involve in the decision-making 
process in 2010150 

Group 1 (28 universities)* 73.370 1.115 
Group 2 (45 universities)** 64.014 1.821 
* IR departments in Turkey in which more than 50 % of the scholars receive their PhDs from 
Western universities (Group 1) 
**Other IR departments in Turkey (Group 2) 

 
Table 6.8 above demonstrates that the amount of research funds provided by 

TÜBİTAK to Group 1 universities is higher than the rest (TÜBİTAK, 2010a). 

Moreover, applications for funds are distributed by panels who are composed of area 

experts from different universities. Whereas the number of panelists per university 

in the former is 41, the number of panelists per university in the latter is 40. These 

tables show that  there is a high level of concentration of control over the amount of 

TÜBİTAK funds and the decision-making process in the distribution of TÜBİTAK 

funds in Turkey (TÜBİTAK, 2010b). 

 

Third, the European Union (EU) is another major source of research funding in 

Turkey. In 1999 Turkey was considered as a candidate member to the European 

Union membership and in 2006 the negotiations over Science and Research chapter 

was concluded between the EU and Turkey (Gossart and Özman, 2009:326). As a 

consequence, Turkish scholars began to participate in European research programs 

and take part in regional or international research projects (Gossart and Özman, 

2009:326, 327). Furthermore, Turkey joined the EU Science and Technology 

Development Sixth Framework in 2002 and Seventh Framework in 2007 (TÜBA, 

2007a:51). These frameworks aim to contribute to the development of scientific 

research and technology potential, economic and social development and provide 

funding for social scientific research (TÜBA, 2007a:51). As a consequence, Turkish 

                                                 
149 (TÜBİTAK, 2010a). 
150 (TÜBİTAK, 2010b). 
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scientists were allowed to apply for EU funds for their research. Unfortunately, there 

is publicly available data about how much the universities benefit from these 

programs on the university basis. Nevertheless, the high level of interest on EU 

foreign policy and Turkish-EU membership implies that the EU funds have had a 

significant impact upon the research interests of Turkish IR scholars. Moreover, 

from the mid-1990s to 2008, seventeen European Union Research Centers were 

established in the IR departments of different universities in Turkey151

However, the role of the funds and facilities in the production of knowledge in IR 

should not be overemphasized. First of all, compared to natural or some other 

branches of social sciences, the use of funds and facilities do not play a similar role 

in knowledge production in IR. Namely, compared to physics, chemistry or biology, 

IR scholars have been able to conduct their research without using any funds at all 

or they use the funds at the minimum level (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)

. In sum, the 

information about these major sources of funds illustrates that there is a considerable 

level of concentration of control over research funds in the universities in which 

Western-IR-socialized scholars constitute the majority in the IR departments. 

Moreover, these universities also play an important role in the decision-making 

process.  

 

152. 

Second, the results of the UİK Survey 2009 in Table 6.9 below demonstrates that 

within the last 3 years 36.6 % of the respondents did not apply any research projects 

and 44.1 % of the applications have been denied (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.26).  

 
Table 6.9: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 26 

Question: How many research grant proposals have you prepared and how many of them have 
been accepted within the last three years? 
 0 1 2 3 and 

more 
Response 
count 

The number of research 
proposals that you have 
prepared 

37 (36.6 %) 22 (21.8 %) 27 (26.7 %) 15 (14.8 %) 101 

The number of research 
proposals that have 
been accepted 

41 (44.1 %) 22 (23.7 %) 22 (23.7 %) 8 (8.6 %) 93 

 
These results indicate that almost 80.7 % of the respondents have not used or could 

not use any research funds within the last three years. The results of the TÜBA 

                                                 
151 These universities are Akdeniz, Ankara, Başkent, Doğuş, Dokuz Eylül, Galatasaray, Gazi, Hacettepe, 
İstanbul Bilgi, İstanbul, İzmir Ekonomi, Kadir Has, Kocaeli, Marmara, Okan, Orta Doğu Teknik, 
Sakarya.   
152 Author’s interviews: 24.06.2009; 25.06.2009; 30.06.2009; 07.07.2009; 08.07.2009; 21.07.2009; 
31.07.2009; 07.04.2010; 21.04.2010; 20.07.2010; 28.07.2010. 
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Report 2007 also support these findings. The report notes that the project 

development and management capacity of academics in social sciences in Turkey is 

low (TÜBA, 2007e:10,21). Third, contrary to the statistical data about the 

distribution of resources which have been presented above, the majority of the 

interviewees mentioned that they did not have significant problems about having 

access to research funds but there are some procedural problems about the use of 

funds (Author’s interview, 2009, 2010)153

                                                 
153 Author’s interviews: 24.06.2009; 25.06.2009; 30.06.2009; 07.07.2009; 08.07.2009; 21.07.2009; 
31.07.2009; 07.04.2010; 21.04.2010; 20.07.2010; 28.07.2010. 

. Some scholars note that the procedures 

for using funds are designed for natural sciences therefore they have difficulties in 

fulfilling the procedural requirements. Thus, these results show that there is a 

considerable level of horizontal concentration of control over research funds but the 

impact of research funds on scientific knowledge production in IR is not very high.  

 

Horizontal Concentration of Control over Journal Space 

 

Until the mid-1990s, there was a high level of concentration of control over journal 

space in Turkish IR because there were four major academic IR journals in Turkey. 

As discussed in chapter four, two of these journals were Ankara Üniversitesi Siyasal 

Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi (Journal of Faculty of Political Sciences) (AUJFPS), and 

Milletlerarası Münasebetler Türk Yıllığı (The Turkish Yearbook of International 

Relations). AUJFPS was the oldest Turkish journal in the field of political science and 

IR and it has been published regularly since 1946. It was the journal of the Faculty of 

Political Science, Ankara Üniversitesi (Ankara University). Moreover, Milletlerarası 

Münasebetler Türk Yıllığı (The Turkish Yearbook of International Relations) (TYIR) 

was published by the Institute of International Relations of Ankara Üniversitesi (Ankara 

University) since 1960. The other two journals were METU Studies In Development and 

Dış Politika/Foreign Policy. The former was the journal of Orta Doğu Teknik 

Üniversitesi (the Middle East Technical University) and it was a faculty journal in 

which members of different social scientific disciplines can publish articles. The latter 

was established in 1971 by the Institute of Foreign Policy, which was a think-tank 

institution. In this context, AUJFSP and TYIR were two major journals in the field of 

IR in Turkeyand these journals were controlled by a small elite group of scholars in 

the field (the members of Ankara Üniversitesi (Ankara University)).  
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After the mid-1990s, the number of academic journals in the field of IR in Turkey 

has greatly expanded. 14 new journals were established from 1994 to 2010. Some of 

these journals were established by think-tank institutions and public agencies. In 

1994, Avrasya Dosyası (Eurasian File) was founded by Avrasya Stratejik 

Araştırmalar Merkezi (Eurasian Strategic Research Center) in 1994, Insight Turkey 

was founded by SETA Foundation for Political, Economic and Social Research in 

1999 and Turkish Policy Quarterly (TPQ) was founded by Arı Movement in 2001. 

In addition, Perceptions (Journal of International Affairs) and Avrasya Etütleri 

(Eurasian Studies) were introduced by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Center for 

Strategic Research in 1996 and Türk İşbirliği ve Koordinasyon Ajansı (TİKA) 

(Turkish International Cooperation and Development Agency) in 1994 respectively. 

Furthermore, some of the journals were founded by the universities such as Ankara 

Avrupa Çalışmaları Dergisi (The Ankara Review of European Studies) by Ankara 

Üniversitesi (Ankara University), Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International 

Relations by Işık Üniversitesi (Işık University), Uluslararası İlişkiler by TOBB 

Üniversitesi (TOBB University), New Perspectives on Turkey by Boğaziçi 

Üniversitesi (Bosphorus University), Spectrum by Orta Doğu Teknik Üniversitesi (the 

Middle East Technical University) and Middle East by Fırat Üniversitesi (Fırat 

University). Thus, in parallel with the growth of the size of the Turkish IR 

community, the number of academic journals increased. At the same time, the 

control over journal space diversified between different type of actors and 

universities and the degree of concentration of control over the journal space in 

Turkish IR decreased.  

 

Two of these journals have been indexed by Social Science Citation Index (SSCI), 

starting from 2008. According to the UİK Survey 2009, Uluslararası İlişkiler 

(International Relations), Perceptions: Journal of International Affairs, Insight 

Turkey, New Perspectives on Turkey and Avrasya Dosyası (Eurasian File) were 

considered as the journals that have the greatest impact on IR studies in Turkey by 

the respondents (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.21). The analysis of the editors, editorial 

boards and/or editorial advisory boards of 12 major journals shows that the control 

over journal space in IR studies in Turkey is divided between foreign scholars, 

faculty members from the Group 1 universities  and Group 2 universities in Turkey.  
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Table 6.10: The affiliation of academics in the editorial boards of major Turkish 
IR journals154 
 Number  % 
Group 1*  115 28.8 
Group 2** 115 28.8 
United States & Canada 49 12.3 
United Kingdom 42 10.5 
Other countries 31 7.8 
Europe 27 6.8 
Other  18 4.5 
Total 400 100 
* IR departments in Turkey in which more than 50 % of the scholars receive their PhDs 
from Western universities (Group 1) 
**Other IR departments in Turkey (Group 2) 

 
 
There are 400 academicians and thinkers in the editorial and/or editorial advisory 

boards in the major IR academic journals in Turkey. As can be seen from the Table 

6.10, whereas, 37.25 % of these people are located abroad, 28.8 % of them work in 

Group 1 universities in Turkey. 28.8 % of them are working inGroup 2. 

Nevertheless, the affiliation of editorial boards may be misleading, because the 

referees make the final decisions in most of the major prestigious journals in Turkey 

(Author’s Interviews, 2009, 2010)155. Unfortunately, most of the journals do not 

disclose information about the number and affiliation of their referees. The only 

journal that publishes the names and affiliations of referees is Uluslararası İlişkiler 

(International Relations).  

 
Table 6.11: The affiliation of referees in 
the journal of International Relations156 

Number % 

Group 1* 40 33.9 
Group 2** 63 53.4 
United States & Canada 1 0.8 
United Kingdom 3 2.5 
Other Countries 4 3.4 
Europe 2 1.7 
Turkey Other 5 4.2 
Total 118 100.0 
* IR departments in Turkey in which more than 50 % of the scholars 
receive their PhDs from Western universities (Group 1) 
**Other IR departments in Turkey (Group 2) 

 
As can be seen in Table 6.11, whereas 33.9 % of the referees are affiliated with the 

Group 1 universities in Turkey, 53.4 % of the referees work in Group 2 universities. 

In that sense, there is not a high level of concentration of control in Uluslararası 

                                                 
154 Editors, Editorial Board, Editorial Advisory Board, Assistant Editors, Advisory Boards of 12 journals have been 
analyzed for this table (IT, 2010a; SBFD, 2010; UHPD, 2010; AOD, 2010; NPT, 2010; PJIA, 2010; AJ, 2010; 
OAKAD, 2010; SJ, 2010; UİD, 2010). 
155 Author’s interviews: 22.06.2009; 24.06.2009; 07.07.2009; 08.07.2009; 31.07.2009; 04.06.2010; 27.04.2010. 
156 The journal has only published information about the referees of Volume 5 and 6, therefore the table only consists 
of these two volumes.  
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İlişkiler (International Relations). However, obviously more information is needed 

in order to be able to comment on this issue. Nevertheless, another indication of low 

level of concentration of control over journal space is the choice of publication 

outlets of IR scholars in Group 1 universities and the rest. Table 5.2 above shows 

that the IR scholars in the former and the latter prefer to publish their articles in 

different journals. 7 out of 10 of the most popular journals are different. This 

indicator illustrates that the concentration of control over the journal space is not 

very high and divided between three major groups.   

 

The Vertical Concentration of Control over Resources 
 

The vertical concentration of control over resources is concerned with the 

distribution of authority within the departmental units. If decisions regarding the 

appointments and promotions, allocation of research facilities and funds and 

scientific publications are made by the leader or the head of the department, then the 

vertical concentration of control is high (Whitley, 1984a:229). When there is a low 

degree of concentration, researchers are able to pursue their own goals, problems, 

strategies and approaches without too much concern for their departmental heads and 

Whitley believes that this may be because of early and easy access to permanent 

positions and less need for extensive research facilities (Whitley, 1984a:229). Whitley 

argues that different degrees of vertical and horizontal concentration of resources can be 

observed in different fields (Whitley, 1984a:229). 

 

In Turkey, there is low level of vertical concentration of control over resources within 

the departments. The departmental system and the distribution of authority in the 

departmental units in Turkey is similar to the Anglo-Saxon system. Whitley summarizes 

the major characteristics of the Anglo-Saxon system as follows: 

 
relatively decentralised authority systems, the post of department head typically rotates 
between the full professors, of whom there are a number, and each established faculty 
member pursues his or her own research with a team of doctoral students and post doctoral 
researchers. They often compete nationally for research funds, and work on different 
problems with limited departmental coordination. Here, the primary unit of knowledge 
production, the research team, is distinct from the main unit of administrative control, the 
department (Whitley, 2003a:1022). 

 
In Turkey, the department is administered by the Head of the Department (HoD) (the 

Higher Education Act No.2547, Article # 21). The HoD is appointed by the Dean for 

three years from among full-time professors in the department. “The Head of the 
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Department is responsible for education and research at every level in the Department 

and for the orderly and productive functioning of all activities within the Department” 

(Article # 21). Besides these general functions the HoDs do not directly interfere with 

the research activities of the members of the department. In the 1950s and 60s, the 

Turkish departmental system is similar to the Germanic system, in which the HoD acts 

as the head of the administrative and research activities. In this system, the HoD 

develops a distinctive research program for the department and “Both intellectual and 

resource control authorities are here clearly located in the hands of the full Professor 

who determines the division of labour within the group and integrates results around a 

single set of intellectual objectives. Research here is highly coordinated and relatively 

narrowly focused, with major intellectual change occurring only when the institute head 

retires or moves” (Whitley, 2003a:1022). However, the contemporary Turkish system is 

completely dissimilar to the Germanic system of research institutes. This difference can 

also be seen in the appointment and promotion of academicians, distribution of research 

funds and allocation of journal space in the academy.  

 

Different actors play differing levels of control over the appointments and promotions 

of academicians. As discussed above, the appointments of academicians are 

administered by the Rectorate. In faculties, the Dean, after taking the written opinions of 

three professors or associate professors (one of them shall be from outside the university 

and one of them shall be an administrator of that unit) about each candidate, presents a 

list of candidates to the Rector. Assistant professors are appointed by the Rector from 

among that list (Article # 23). In that sense, different actors are involved in the process. 

Nevertheless, according to the results of the UİK Survey 2009 in Table 6.12, the key 

actor in this process is the members of the department (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.29).   
 

Table 6.12: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 29 
Question: On balance, thinking about last hires in your Department, who played the most 
important role in selecting that candidate? 
 % Response count 
Members of my Department 34.4 43 
Head of the Department 21.6 27 
Head of the University 20.8 26 
The Higher Education Council 6.4 8 
Dean of the Faculty 4.8 6 
Head of the Board of Trustees 4.8 6 
Members of the Faculty 4.0 5 
Other 3.2 4 
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34.4 % of the respondents indicate that the members of the department are the most 

important actor in selecting the candidate. However, the HoD and the Rector also play 

an important role in the process; therefore, it could be argued that the control over the 

appointment of academicians is shared between these three actors.  

 

Similarly, different actors are involved in the promotions of academicians. In order to 

be promoted, assistant professors have to pass the Associate Professorship examination 

which are administered by Üniversiteler-Arası Kurul (ÜAK) (the Inter-University 

Board). When a candidate applies to ÜAK (ÜAK, 2010b), the Board assigns a five-

member panel from a list of area experts in the relevant disciplines (Article 5, par. 1). 

The area experts’ lists are prepared by ÜAK on the basis of the permission of the expert 

and official opinion of his/her university (Article 5, par. 2). Panel members are chosen 

from among the professors in all universities in Turkey on a fair, objective and equal 

basis (Article 5, par. 2). If a candidate succeeds in the Associate Professorship Exam, 

the associate professorship title is granted by ÜAK. However, in order to be appointed 

as an associate professor, the candidate should also fulfill the requirements of his/her 

own university/department.  

 

The universities themselves can apply their own criteria and procedures to grant the title 

to their staff members. These criteria and procedures differ from university to university 

in Turkey and different actors play different level of control over the issue, in that sense, 

the level of concentration of control over the assignment and promotion of academicians 

is low. For instance, in Bilkent Üniversitesi (Bilkent University), if a candidate passes 

ÜAK’s Associate Professor Exam, his/her file is sent to international referees (YÖK, 

2010). Afterwards, the Bilkent’s Appointment and Promotion Committee examines the 

file of the candidate and the reports of the international referees. Then the Committee 

sends the file and reports to the University Executive Council. The Executive Council 

sends the file to a five-member jury, which is composed of professors from the inland 

Turkey. If the jury confirms the promotion of the candidate then they propose their 

decision to the Board of Trustees. Although this process is unique for Bilkent, it clearly 

shows how the control over this process is shared by different actors and how the level 

of concentration is low.   

 

The level of vertical concentration of control over research funds and facilities is also 

not very high because, as discussed above, most of the applications to the research 
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funds are done individually. The HoD does not directly interfere with the research 

project applications of faculty members. Though, the University Budget is the most 

important source of research funds and the distribution of these resources are under the 

discretion of Head of the University and the Senate. One of the problems regarding this 

issue is that especially in technical universities research funds are distributed according 

to the criteria of natural sciences (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)157

Concentration of Control over Resources at the International Level 

. Similarly, in 

respect of the control over journal space, all faculty members are free to choose 

academic outlets in which they would like to publish their research. In that sense, the 

HoD or members of the department do not play a considerable role in the determination 

of academic outlets so the level of vertical concentration of control is low in this aspect 

as well.  

 

 

Whitley argues that the level of concentration of control over resources at the 

international level affects the degree of concentration of control over resources at the 

national level (Whitley, 1984a:230-1). He suggests that there are certain fields which 

are so internationalized that the impact of national employment structures is 

constrained by the international structure and these fields tend to reflect the major 

characteristics of the dominant national system (Whitley, 1984a:231). In these fields 

the leading group of scientists is able to set the significance and performance 

standards. They are likely to determine major forms of research skills and strategies 

and control research priorities and facilities.  

 

Moreover, scientists in other countries are oriented to the reputational system of the 

dominant country. Namely, they tend to confirm and adopt their significance 

standards and publish in the dominant country`s journals rather than their national 

journals. In addition, they tend to compete for academic positions in the dominant 

country and compete for training and certification in the dominant country’s 

universities (Whitley, 1984a:231). Reputations of scientists in the national context 

are determined by his/her reputation in the dominant system. If the degree of 

horizontal concentration of control over resources at the international level is low, 

then, research priorities, strategies and standards are determined by national leading 

groups and academics will tend to be oriented to their national colleagues. This 
                                                 
157 Author’s interviews: 24.06.2009; 25.06.2009; 30.06.2009; 07.07.2009; 08.07.2009; 21.07.2009; 
31.07.2009; 07.04.2010; 21.04.2010; 20.07.2010; 28.07.2010. 
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would increase the level of mutual dependence between them and give them 

autonomy from the international academia (Whitley, 1984a:233). Whitley suggests 

that French, English and Dutch academic systems have a considerable level of 

autonomy from the American academic system and national reputations are more 

valuable than international scholarly reputations in the social sciences (Whitley, 

1984a:233). 

 

There is a considerable level of horizontal concentration of control over resources in the 

field of IR at the international level; however, the control is exercised in varying 

degrees and in different ways. The Anglo-American communities of IR have had a 

significant influence in the development of IR accompanied by the success of the 

American university system and its adoption by various other nations after the 

Second World War. The influence is so high that various scholars argue that IR is 

and has been “an American social science” (Hoffman, 1977:6-8; Smith, 1987:14, 

2000:394; Waever, 1998:687). First of all, in many English-speaking countries the 

leading journals of the field are those published in the US and the UK. According to 

the TRIP Survey 2008, International Organization is the top IR journal in the ten IR 

communities that participated in the survey (Jordan, et.al, 2009:50) (Please see Table 

A.9.19 in Appendix_9). Moreover, in Western Europe (Tickner and Waever, 

2009b:332), Israel (Kacowicz, 2009:199), Korea (Inoguchi, 2009:90,97), Southeast 

Asia (Tan, 2009:125), China (Wang, 2009:108), Spain (Segura, 2006:116), publishing 

in Western journals is a key factor for success in the academic job market (Tickner and 

Waever, 2009b:332). 

 

Second, in many countries, having an academic degree from the Western 

universities play a key role in finding a prestigious job in the national academic job 

market. As can be seen in Table 6.13158

                                                 
158 Table 6.13 is copied from the results of Teaching, Research, and International Policy (TRIP) Survey 
2011 (Maliniak, et.al, 2011:51). 

, especially in peripheral countries such as 

Israel, Hong Kong, Singapore, South Africa, Argentina, Brazil, Colombia and 

Mexico, the majority of the respondents believe that a job candidate who has a PhD 

degree from the American universities is advantaged on their country’s job market 

compared to someone who received a PhD degree from a domestic university.  
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Table 6.13: The results of the TRIP Survey 2011, Question 45 
Question: Do you believe that a job candidate who completed his or 
her PhD in an American university is generally advantaged on the 
Country X job market compared to one who completed his or her 
PhD in a Country X university? 
 Yes No Don’t Know 
All 50 35 16 
US159 84  7 10 
UK  31 49 20 
Canada 54 32 14 
Australia 46 39 15 
New Zealand 47 27 27 
Ireland 65 19 15 
France 24 52 24 
Denmark 24 45 31 
Finland 17 83 0 
Norway 35 39 26 
Sweden 21 48 31 
Israel 60 25 15 
Turkey 85 9 6 
Hong Kong 88 13 0 
Singapore 100 0 0 
South Africa 53 26 21 
Argentina 63 25 13 
Brazil 45 41 14 
Colombia 68 15 18 
Mexico 69 23 8 

 

In some countries, like Korea, the influence of the Anglo-American IR is very high.  

60 % of the Korean Association of International Studies has their PhDs from the US 

(Inoguchi, 2001:374; Huang, 2007:182). In some other countries this tendency has 

been increasing. In China for instance, “More and more scholars who have received 

academic training in foreign institutions of higher education are taking over 

important academic and administrative posts” (Xinning, 2001:73). Third, the 

availability of research funds is a significant factor that promotes the development of IR 

studies. In some countries or regions such as South Asia (Behera, 2009:148,152), China 

(Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:274), France (Chillaud, 2009:249-250) and Arab countries 

(Mahdisi, 2009:182), either the funds were limited or the funding system did not favor 

social sciences and/or IR research.  

 

In the global IR discipline, there is a high level of concentration of control over funds. 

Research funds provided by the US and European countries or institutions has been an 

important factor that affect the development of IR in many countries and regions such as 

India, Central and Eastern Europe, Latin America, China and South Africa (Tickner and 

Waever, 2009b:332; Zhang, 2003:101). However, these funds are directed towards 

                                                 
159 The U.S. survey asked respondents if they believed that a job candidate who completed a PhD at a 
U.S. university is generally advantaged in the U.S. job market compared to another candidate who 
completed a PhD elsewhere.  
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empirical research rather than pure theory therefore they have contributed to the 

reinforcement of the intellectual division of labor between the Western and other IR 

communities (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:332). In this context, there is a high level of 

horizontal concentration of control over resources at the international level.  

 

In Turkish IR, the impact of this control can be observed more clearly. As discussed in 

the previous chapters, having a PhD degree in the US or the UK plays a vital role in 

finding academic posts in the most prestigious universities in Turkey. Moreover, 

publishing in the Western IR journals will directly determine one’s reputation in the 

IRCT. According to the UİK Survey 2009, the most prestigious journals are those that 

are published in the Western countries (The UİK Survey, 2009, Q.17). However, the 

funds and facilities provided by the US and the UK have a lower level of influence in 

Turkey. State budget and public funding agencies have a greater share in funding 

research in social sciences. Nevertheless, funds provided by the European Union began 

to have a substantial impact in the IR academia. In this context, the horizontal 

concentration of control over resources in the hands of the Anglo-American IR 

community plays an important role in the development of the IR discipline in Turkey 

with respect to the job market and journal space.  

 

Whitley suggests that “the more control over access to journal space, jobs, apparatus, 

and funds is concentrated among a relatively small group of researchers who are fairly 

cohesive, the more they will dominate the reputational system and the greater is the 

degree of both functional and strategic dependence” (Whitley, 1984a:108). In addition, 

high degrees of concentration of control over resources will also likely to decrease the 

level of technical and strategic task uncertainty (Whitley, 1984a:143). As discussed 

above, there is a moderate level of concentration of control over the job market and 

funds and facilities and a low level of concentration of control over the journal space in 

Turkey, which bring about a low level of mutual dependence and a high level of task 

uncertainty in Turkish IR.  The constraints over the control over the job market, the 

marginal impact of funds and facilities in knowledge production in IR and lack of 

prioritization of journal space does not lead to higher levels of mutual dependence and 

low level of task uncertainty. On the contrary, the Western IR community has had a 

high level of influence upon the global IR community therefore there is a high level of 

mutual dependence between the Western-IR-socialized departments in Turkish IR and 
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Western IR and the degree of technical task uncertainty between them is comparatively 

lower.  

 

Nevertheless, there is a need for further discussion on the causes of the high level of 

concentration of control over resources in a social scientific discipline in Whitley’s 

model. Namely, why the Western IR communities have a high level of control over 

the resources of knowledge production in the field of IR at the global level needs to 

be elaborated. Whitley argues that the degree of concentration of control over 

resources in a scientific field depends upon the organization of higher education 

(Whitley, 1984a:230), employment structures (Whitley, 1984a:230), nature of jobs 

(Whitley, 1984a:230), standardization of skills and symbol systems and level of 

technical task uncertainty (Whitley, 1984a:230), concentration of control over 

resources at the international level (Whitley, 1984a:231-2), general availability of 

jobs and conditions under which they are allocated (Whitley, 1984a:233) and size 

(Whitley, 1984a:233). However, there is a significant factor that affects the degree 

of concentration of control over resources, the control over performance, 

competence and significance standards in a scientific field. Legitimacy is an 

important factor that allows and promotes a high degree of  concentration of control 

over resources at the global level in a scientific field. Legitimacy is based on certain 

ontological, epistemological, methodological and theoretical assumptions and the 

Postcolonialist approach in IR problematizes the legitimacy of the high degree of 

concentration of control over resources, competence and significance standards in 

the field of global IR.   

 

Initially, it should be mentioned that the results of the thesis are in parallel with the 

arguments of the Postcolonialist approach in IR. First, Postcolonialist scholars’ 

arguments imply that, in the field of IR, there is a high level of concentration of 

control over resources at the international level. The Western IR communities have a 

high level of control over resources in global IR. They believe that non-Western 

societies and scholars have been under-represented in the process of knowledge 

production in the Western core (Acharya, 2000:8; Grovogui, 2007:231; Tickner, 

2003b:296-7). Arlene Tickner argues that “the ‘who’ of IR studies continues to be a 

select number of academics hailing primarily from the countries of the core” 

(Tickner, 2003b:296). She argues that Third World scholars is largely invisible in 

the global IR discipline and suggests that disciplinary gate-keeping practices prevent 
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participation of Third World scholars in the core of IR (Tickner, 2003b:297). 

Tickner believes that specialized journals, academic associations and academic 

experts in the core countries are important gate keepers in IR (Tickner, 2003b:301). 

The number of Third World scholars that publish articles in major IR journals are 

very low (Tickner, 2003b:301). Amitav Acharya notes that Western scholars act like 

gate-keepers and “they rule the discipline through their ideas and instruments (such 

as journals, editorship of prestigious monograph series, and positions which enable 

them to recruit students and provide grants)” (Acharya, 2000:8).  

 

Second, the performance and competence standards in the field of IR are highly 

controlled by the Western core. Acharya suggests that the terms of the theory-

building is determined by the Western core (Acharya, 2000:7). Tickner also shares 

this argument and says “IR reinforces analytical categories and research programmes 

that are systematically defined by academic communities within the core, and that 

determined what can be said, how it can be said, and whether or not what is said 

constitutes a pertinent or important contribution to knowledge” (Tickner, 

2003b:300). Because of power differences between cultures, some kinds of 

knowledge are ignored or marginalized such as IR perspectives of the Third World 

(Tickner, 2003b:303). The experience of the Third World is not seen as a legitimate 

source of knowledge (Tickner, 2003b:303). 

 

Third, the significance standards are controlled by the Western core as well. The 

research agenda of the Third World scholars could not find sufficient place in the 

agenda of the prestigious IR journals and conferences (Tickner, 2003b:301). 

Western core does not sufficiently recognize contributions from the non-Western 

world (Acharya, 2000:8). Postcolonialist scholars in the field of IR argue that 

Western IR is indifferent to non-Western IR (Acharya, 2000:1-4; Bilgin, 2008b:6; 

Tickner, 2003b:300; Tickner and Blaney, 2012:1). Third World scholars hardly 

publish articles in IR-theory oriented journals and what they publish mostly is 

related with their own country (Tickner, 2003b:301). They act like local experts. As 

mentioned in the previous chapters, postcolonialist scholars argue that there is a 

hierarchical division of labor in the field of global IR between the Western core and 

the non-Western periphery (Bilgin, 2005). Whereas, the Western core is the major 

producer of theoretical knowledge (generalists), the non-Western periphery provides 

data and local expertise (area specialists) to the core (Bilgin, 2005a:7; Bilgin and 
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Tanrısever, 2009:176; Korany, 1986; Mitchell, 2003; Rumelili, 2009:49-50; Tickner 

and Waever, 2009b:335). 

 

According to Postcolonialism, there are various causes of the division of labor 

between the Western core and non-Western periphery. Some of these causes also 

explains the indifference of Western IR to non-Western IR and the high level of 

control of Western core over resources of knowledge production, performance, 

competence and significance standards. One of these causes is the material 

distribution of power in the world. The authority/power behind the Western IR 

allows them to control knowledge production processes. Amitav Acharya suggests 

that theoretical knowledge production in the world is associated with the distribution 

of material power (Acharya, 2000:7). “it is the materially powerful that dictate the 

terms of theory-building” (Acharya, 2000:7).  

 

Second, ontological, epistemological, methodological and theoretical assumptions 

also promote the division of labor between the core and periphery in IR. 

Postcolonialist scholars problematize Western societies’ perception of the Third 

World (Grovogui, 2007:230). As discussed by Edward Said, the Western perception 

of the world is based on a division between self/West/Occident/man and 

other/East/Orient/native (Said, 2003:2). Whereas the European/Western societies are 

associated with the image of ‘Man’ and this image is associated with reason, science 

and technology, the non-Western world is associated with the image of ‘native’ and 

the image of native is associated with folklore, myths or superstition (Barkawi and 

Laffey, 2006:346; Grovogui, 2007:230; Hobson, 2007:94). They ignore or 

underestimate the culture, arts or science in the non-Western world. Moreover, 

social scientific disciplines contributed to these tendencies. 

 

The West sees itself as the subject of history and the non-West has been considered 

as an object (Bilgin, 2008b:6; Rumelili, 2009:52). The Western world was 

indifferent to the non-Western world “partly because the ‘West’ has usurped not 

only the material resources of the ‘non-West’ but also its image of itself as a subject, 

as opposed to a mere object, of history” (Bilgin, 2008b:7). According to Western 

way of thinking, the non-West or the colonized is a passive object and the West or 

the colonizer is an active subject which acted upon it (Waever and Tickner, 2009:6). 

Waever and Tickner suggest that, in IR theory, the influence of non-West is 
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excluded from the West through the Western thinking of division between subject 

and object and developed and developing (Waever and Tickner, 2009:6). This is 

mainly because Western scholars analyze the issues on the basis of perceptions and 

interests of the West (Bilgin, 2008b:11; Bilgin, 2012:32). “the ‘non-West’, even 

when it was made the focal point of IR, was not treated as the reference object 

(what/who needs protection)” (Bilgin, 2008b:11).  

 

Amitav Acharya argues that IR is blend with ethnocentrism and theoretical 

approaches in IR ignores culture and experience of the non-Western world (Acharya, 

2000:1-2). Acharya claims that ethnocentrism is based on the separation of self and 

other, in which the identity of the other is denied (Acharya, 2000:2-3). The Western 

IR community ignores the non-Western other (Acharya, 2000:4). Western scholars 

interpret the world and other cultures in terms of their own culture, national 

perspectives and experience (Acharya, 2000:5). Local concerns or motivating factors 

are ignored (Acharya, 2000:5). Western scholars took the whole world as their 

object of study and claimed to produce universal truths about it (Grovogui, 

2007:232). However, Postcolonialists believe that the ‘non-Western’ world did not 

take part in this knowledge production process. The observations that were made 

about the ‘non-Western’ world and the knowledge produced about it excluded the 

‘non-Western’ knowledge and ‘non-Western’ concerns (Grovogui, 2007:233). Thus, 

postcolonialists challenge the validity of scientific studies about former colonies 

(Grovogui, 2007:233).  

 

Postcolonialist scholars believe that the mainstream theories of IR are Eurocentric 

(Barkawi and Laffey, 2006:330; Seth, 2011:168). John Hobson argues that not only 

mainstream theories but also some critical approaches such as the Gramscian school 

and Critical Theory are also based on a  Eurocentric perspective (Hobson, 2007:94). 

According to the Eurocentric  perspective, “Europe is conceived as separate and 

distinct from the rest of the world, as self-contained and self-generating. Analysis of 

the past, present and future of world politics is carried out in terms - conceptual and 

empirical, political and normative - that take for granted this centrality and 

separation” (Barkawi and Laffey, 2006:331). The contemporary international system 

“has its origins in Europe and must be understood with reference to a specifically 

European history” (Seth, 2011:171). It is also based on the conventional account of 

the spread of modernity/capitalism (Seth, 2009:334, 2011:171-2). This account is 
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based on the idea that “capitalism began in Europe and later radiated outwards 

through trade, armies and the like. The intellectual task is, then, by definition to 

identify what was (or came to be) distinctive about Europe” (Seth, 2011:172). 

 

Moreover, one of the major premises of mainstream IR theories is that “the subject 

matter of international politics is struggle for power among sovereign nations” 

(Acharya, 2000:9). According to the them, “the exercise of power and the interaction 

between great powers are the determining feature of international relations” 

(Tickner, 2003a:325). Thus, small powers or Third World countries are not relevant 

to the study of international politics (Barkawi and Laffey, 2006:332; Bilgin, 

2008b:6; Tickner, 2003b:300-1). Those states which are not sovereign and which do 

not have enough power are inherently seen as objects of the international system and 

theories rather than a subject (Acharya, 2000:9; Barkawi and Laffey, 2006:332,337). 

Tickner claims that “when Malaysia and Costa Rica replace the great powers as 

authors of IR theory, an entirely new set of problems to be resolved and research 

agendas to be pursued comes into view” (Tickner, 2003b:301). The foundational 

assumptions of Neo-realism (that states can be treated as like units and that small 

states are of little consequence to world politics) is another factor that promoted the 

ignorance of the Third World in IR and the division of labor between core and 

periphery (Bilgin, 2008b:6). Major tenets of Neo-realism discourage students to 

focus on small powers and internal dynamics of states because what matters in 

international politics is the great power politics.  

 

In this context, postcolonialist scholars challenge the argument that Western ways of 

understanding and explaining the world is superior to non-Western ways (Acharya, 

2000:6; Grovogui, 2007:231). They believe that conceptual tools, analytical 

categories and concepts of Western IR are not suited and sufficient to explain and 

understand the realities and dynamics of the non-Western world (Tickner and 

Blaney, 2012:1; Tickner, 2003a:325,330; 2003b:296). The application of Western 

concepts to the Third World does not produce satisfactory results (Tickner, 

2003a:325). The mainstream theories of IR have mis-described the origins and 

character of contemporary international order (Seth, 2011:168). Postcolonialist 

scholars claim that the orthodox theories and concepts in IR are not relevant to the 

dynamics of the Third World (Bilgin, 2008b:11). When these theories focus on the 
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Third World, they could not satisfactorily understand and explain the concerns of 

people, states and societies (Bilgin, 2008b:11).  

 

As a consequence of these tendencies, area specialists cut their ties with theoretical 

studies due to the limited relevance of orthodox theories of IR in understanding and 

explaining the Third World dynamics (Bilgin, 2008b:12). Students in Western 

universities are not encouraged to focus on the Third World and even if they analyze 

it they usually impose Western concepts into the Third World, which are not 

relevant (Bilgin, 2008b:11). In this context, non-Western scholars turned away from 

theoretical studies and they become alienated. Acharya argues that alienation is one 

of the factors that give rise to a division of labor between general theorists and area 

studies (Acharya, 2000:10). “Alienation sets in when one’s own conceptions of how 

the world is conceived, organized, and managed finds no place in the prevailing 

orthodoxy of IR or among those who seek to challenge it. Alienation occurs when 

one is asked to view the world through a Waltzian, Gramscian, or Foucaldian prism 

instead of a Gandhian or Fanonian one” (Acharya, 2000:10). Acharya believes that 

alienation encourages non-Western IR scholars to specialize on area studies. 

 

The false promise of Area Studies is another major factor (Bilgin, 2008b:11-2). One 

of the major goals of Area Studies was to contribute social sciences in producing 

universal knowledge which can explain or be applied to any part of the world 

(Bilgin, 2008b:11). Area Studies served to provide data about the Third World or 

they aim to adopt and test theoretical frameworks which were developed by the 

West. These kinds of efforts supposed to aid disciplinary theorists to produce 

universal laws, nevertheless, the authority of theoreticians in the disciplines did not 

allow area specialists to raise their voices in the disciplines. Area specialists’ 

“efforts came to focus almost exclusively on representing the ‘non-West’ as part of 

an ostensibly ‘universal’ story told in and about the ‘West’” (Bilgin, 2008b:12). As a 

consequence, area specialists turned away from theories and they failed to make 

social sciences more universal and less parochial (Bilgin, 2008b:12).  

 

Postcolonialist scholars believe that “A proper understanding of current world 

politics demands a perspective that acknowledges “the mutual constitution of 

European and non-European worlds and their joint role in making history”” (Waever 

and Tickner, 2009:7; Barkawi and Laffey, 2006:329). The construction of the 
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modern world is not only a result of the industrial revolution, the Renaissance or the 

Enlightenment but it is also a result of the interaction between the West and the East 

in the colonial period (Waever and Tickner, 2009:7). PC argues that the 

development of capitalism and modernity is not endogenous to Europe but there are 

structural connections between different parts of the world before Europe’s rise and 

these connections provided the conditions for that rise (Seth, 2011:172). Rather than 

focusing on how modernity/capitalism/international society developed in the West 

and radiated towards the non-West, one needs to focus on how they are shaped by 

the interactions between the former and the latter (Seth, 2011:174). There is a need 

for studying the strong and weak powers together and their co-responsibility in 

making the modern world  in order to construct a better account of international 

relations (Barkawi and Laffey, 2006:333).  

 

Non-Western societies would better participate in the process of knowledge 

production because they can provide distinct ways of making sense of the world 

(Grovogui, 2007:231). Inspired from the feminist standpoint epistemology, 

postcolonialist scholars claim that social location plays an important role in 

knowledge production (Waever and Tickner, 2009:8). Their main argument is that 

“individuals involved in different kinds of social activity have distinct cognitive 

styles and worldviews” (Waever and Tickner, 2009:8). In other words, our beliefs 

and knowledge are influenced by our social situations (Said, 2003:10; Waever and 

Tickner, 2009:8). Knowledge production does not happen in universal or neutral 

settings (Grovogui, 2007:231). The colonial regions “were subjected across time to 

different forms of governance and political traditions that account for the diversity 

of approaches to society, science and knowledge” (Grovogui, 2007:230). The non-

Western world is considered as an outsider to the mainstream order of knowledge 

production, therefore, if they produce knowledge from their distinct experience and 

bring it to the existing order, this will increase the objectivity of the global scientific 

knowledge production (Waever and Tickner, 2009:8). Tickner claims that culture is 

an important element that might influence the knowledge production process 

(Tickner, 2003b:303). Tickner argues that different cultures occupy different places 

in the world and they have different worldviews (Tickner, 2003b:303). Thus, they 

explore different questions about the world and produce different kinds of 

knowledge (Tickner, 2003b:303).  
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Postcolonialist scholars argue that as a result of the interaction between the West 

and the non-West, not only the colonized but also the colonizer was also 

transformed as well (Waever and Tickner, 2009:6). The encounter between the two 

enabled the West to acquire material benefits. However, it also shaped how the West 

define itself and generated new forms and regimes of knowledge (Waever and 

Tickner, 2009:6). The colonial encounter led to “the new ways of perceiving, 

representing and acting upon the world which we designate as “modern”” (Waever 

and Tickner, 2009:7). Nevertheless, this does not mean that Western and non-

Western ways of producing knowledge are totally different. Some postcolonialist 

scholars suggest that the non-Western studies of IR are not fundamentally different 

from the Western studies of IR and they highlight the notion of hybridity which was 

developed by Homi Bhabha (Bilgin, 2008b; Tickner, 2003b:305-6; Tickner and 

Blaney, 2012:3; Tickner and Waever, 2009b:338). Bilgin believes that ‘non-

Western’ ways of thinking about IR are not fundamentally different from ‘Western’ 

ways because “‘Western’ and ‘non-Western’ dynamics as well as their 

interpretations have, over the years, clashed and fused in far too many different 

ways—ways that are not always acknowledged” (Bilgin, 2008b:7). There are strong 

cultural and intellectual interconnections between them (Bilgin, 2008b:6). Tickner 

notes that knowledge production in the non-Western world is hybrid. Namely, “it is 

culturally specific but nevertheless informed by systems of thought exported from 

dominant centres of knowledge” (Tickner, 2003b:306). However, due to their 

distinct cultures, the non-Western communities receive and use knowledge different 

than Western communities.  

 

In this context, the Postcolonialist approach helps us to question and explain the 

causes of the high level of concentration of control over resources, performance, 

competence and significance standards in the field of global IR. Furthermore, it also 

helps us to explain the intellectual division of labor between the core and periphery 

in the field of global IR. Finally, its arguments are in parallel with the result of the 

thesis. It demonstrates the role of intellectual ideas upon the social organization of 

the discipline, which was discussed in the second chapter. The intellectual 

dispositions affect the external and internal structure of the IR discipline.  
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PART III – AUDIENCE DIVERSITY AND EQUIVELANCE 
 

The third contextual factor is the diversity and relative importance of audiences 

(Whitley, 1984a:235). The degree of variety of these groups and their goals and 

assessment criteria are important contextual factors that influence the social structure of 

scientific disciplines. In certain fields scientists may only get reputation from their 

colleagues such as nuclear physics. However, in other fields like bio-medical sciences, 

scientists may get reputation from various groups such as scientists from other fields, 

physicians, decision-makers or administrators, etc. Scientists may follow the goals of 

these groups and these groups may act as a legitimate source of reputation. If the degree 

of audience variety is high in a scientific discipline, it is more likely that the control 

over significance standards and technical standardization is low (Whitley, 1984a:234). 

Moreover, the increase in the number of audiences will constrain the theoretical 

coordination within the field and weaken its boundaries (Whitley, 1984a:234).  

 

The relative importance of the audiences is another component of this contextual factor 

and the degree of equivalence “refers to the extent to which different audiences are 

roughly equal in respect of the reputations they control” (Whitley, 1984a:234). The size 

and importance of audiences for the members of a field may vary. Some journals may 

be more important and may have more prestige than others so the level of competition 

for these audiences will be higher (Whitley, 1984a:235). When there is no hierarchy 

among journals and when audience diversity is high, the competition will likely to be 

lower (Whitley, 1984a:235). The low level of competition is likely to lead to a low 

degree of mutual dependence and high degree of task uncertainty. In social sciences, for 

instance, since the diversity of audiences are quite high and each audience is seen as a 

legitimate source of reputation, the degree of mutual dependence is low and task 

uncertainty is high (Whitley, 1984a:235).  

 

Whitley suggests that the relation between the field`s goals and the interests of non-

scientific groups is an important factor that influence the diversity and relative 

importance of audiences in a scientific discipline (Whitley, 1984a:237). If the major 

research topics and concerns of the field are critical to the interests of the non-scientific 

groups, it might be difficult for the members of the scientific field not to be influenced 

by the goals and needs of this non-scientific group (Whitley, 1984a:237). In parallel 

with these arguments, some postcolonialist scholars argue that the rise of the US to a 
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hegemonic power status played an important role in the emergence of social sciences 

and IR (Bilgin, 2008b:7). Pınar Bilgin says, often, it is argued that, American 

approaches in social sciences spread around the world because the US is the dominant 

producer of ideas and things. However, she believes that this argument is incomplete or 

not sufficient (Bilgin, 2008b:8). She suggests that these theories and concepts and the 

channels through which they diffuse are related with US interests and US policy-

making (Bilgin, 2008b:8). According to Bilgin and Adam David Morton, the division 

between generalists and area studies is conditioned by the global security policies of the 

US (Bilgin and Morton, 2002:56). Social sciences were institutionalized and divided 

into discrete disciplines. In parallel with the liberal ideology’s division of the social 

world into state, market and civil society, the disciplines are divided among political 

science, economics, sociology and history (Bilgin and Morton, 2002:57). Furthermore, 

their focus was primarily the Western world and they consider this world in terms of 

political boundaries of sovereign states (Bilgin and Morton, 2002:57). Thus, social 

sciences were a creature of states (Bilgin and Morton, 2002:57-8). Moreover, they serve 

public and private interests and policy purposes of states (Bilgin and Morton, 2002:58). 

Anthropology for instance, served the interests of the imperial powers in the 19th and 

20th centuries in dominating the non-Western world.  

 

The rise of the US to a dominant power in the world necessitated the need for a group of 

area experts about the Third World (Bilgin and Morton, 2002:59). The government 

began to direct funds for area studies which deal with the countries that US offer foreign 

aid in the Third World (Bilgin and Morton, 2002:59). Hence, in the 1950s, the US 

government’s funds encouraged the establishment of centre of area studies which led to 

the emergence of a hierarchy between disciplinary generalists and area studies experts 

(Bilgin and Morton, 2002:59). These specialists believe that they produce 

general/universal laws and theoretical models which were developed for the First World 

can be applied to the Third World as well (Bilgin and Morton, 2002:59). Modernisation 

and development theories are some outstanding examples. At the same time, there was a 

special relationship between policy makers and social scientists in the Cold War period. 

The doctrines which were developed by social scientists served the policy purposes of 

governmental agencies (Bilgin and Morton, 2002:59-60). At the same time, 

governmental agencies and private foundations shaped the area studies through their 

funds (Bilgin and Morton, 2002:60). 
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 Moreover, similar arguments have been defended by many other scholars (Behera, 

2009:144; Berg and Chillaud, 2009:195-6; Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:253; Hoffman, 

1977:47; Huang, 2007:171; Inoguchi, 2009:90; Jorgensen and Knudsen, 2006a:4; 

Lebedeva, 2004:263-4; Tickner, 2009:33,36-7; Tickner and Waever, 2009b:330; 

Waever, 1998:695; Waever and Tickner, 2009:20; Yaqing, 2007:315). According to 

these scholars, state and societal needs is an influential factor which affect the 

establishment and growth of IR in the periphery. The field of IR, as an academic 

discipline, spread around the world in the 1950s and 1960s (Alagappa, 2009:10; Murata, 

2009:356; Inoguchi, 2009:90; Segura, 2006:101,103; Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:253). In 

many countries, the field of IR, as an academic discipline, was established in order to 

serve the needs of the state: to train future diplomats, to study outside world, to provide 

technical expertise and policy advice. Similar to Turkey (Bilgin and Tanrısever, 

2009:175; Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:57,60,61,114), in Latin America (Tickner, 2009:33,36; 

Tickner and Waever, 2009b:330), Japan, Korea and Taiwan (Inoguchi, 2009:90), South 

Asia (Behera, 2009:144), China (Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:253; Yaqing, 2007:315), 

Baltic countries (Berg and Chillaud, 2009:195-6) and the Soviet Union (Lebedeva, 

2004:263-4), state need is an important factor that influenced the establishment and 

development of the IR discipline (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:330). Especially after the 

Second World War, the needs of the state for experts and technical expertise in 

international affairs, international law, international organization and regional studies 

increased thanks to the emergence of a new international order and interaction between 

states. The US and the Soviet Union were two outstanding examples. Stanley Hoffman 

argues that “the rise of the United States to world power” was one of the key conditions 

of the development of IR in the US earlier than other countries (Hoffman, 1977:48). 

Hoffman argues that the rise of the US gives rise to a need for an academic community 

which has the capacity to analyze the world from a global perspective and a political 

community concerned with international politics (Hoffman, 1977:48-9). Moreover, the 

Soviet Union began to involve in international politics more actively after the Second 

World War and play an important role in the international arena. Hence, it felt the need 

for well-trained diplomats and guidance in foreign affairs and Soviet leaders decided to 

establish various centres and institutes which were specialized in training future 

diplomats (Lebedeva, 2004:263-64). 

 

In addition, state and societal needs might also encourage the production of certain 

types of knowledge in parallel with their interests. In many periphery communities, 
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research related with foreign policy of countries was encouraged in spite of theoretical 

studies (Acharya and Buzan, 2007a:297; Tickner and Waever, 2009b:336; Berg and 

Chillaud, 2009:195; Tickner, 2009:47; Waever and Tickner, 2009:20). Waever and 

Tickner argue that, in many countries, social sciences were created in order to serve the 

needs of the state (Waever and Tickner, 2009:20). Scientists are encouraged to produce 

empirical knowledge related with foreign policy because theoretical knowledge is a 

luxury (Acharya and Buzan, 2007a:297; Aydınlı and Mathews, 2008; Tickner and 

Waever, 2009b:335). In many countries, the issue of sustainable development brought 

about several immediate and pressing problems. In order to struggle with these 

problems, “The focus would all be on short-term local problem solving (perhaps 

typically foreign policy analysis for the state concerned, or at most regional level), and 

not on more grandiose efforts to understand larger systems” (Acharya and Buzan, 

2007a:297). In these countries, empirical knowledge which deals with specific, 

concrete, situational, immediate or general problems is considered as more useful and 

valuable than abstract general theories (Berg and Chillaud, 2009:195; Tickner and 

Waever, 2009b:336). Thus, in some cases, theoretical knowledge has been considered 

as irrelevant or not helpful (Tickner and Waever, 2009b:335). For instance, in Latin 

America, urbanization, integration to the capitalist system and industrialization resulted 

in economic, political and social problems for the society and state after the World War 

II. Social sciences were organized and institutionalized in the 1950s and 1960s in order 

to deal with these problems therefore they are prone to produce knowledge which is 

easily transferrable to practical public policy (Tickner, 2009:47).  

 

These arguments imply that the relations between the national IR communities and 

policy-makers is an important factor that influence the relative importance of audiences 

and research objectives of the field (significance standards and strategic task 

uncertainty). In global IR, policy-makers have been an important audience for many 

national IR communities (Acharya and Buzan, 2007a:298; Alagappa, 2009:11; Behera, 

2009:149; Berg and Chillaud, 2009:195; Callahan, 2001:76; Chillaud, 2009:249; 

Drulak, 2009:170; Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:272; Hoffman, 1977:49; Inoguchi, 2009:93; 

Inoguchi and Bacon, 2001:15; Kacowicz, 2009:202; Lebedeva, 2004:270; 

Sariolghalam, 2009:159; Smith, 1987; Tickner, 2009:47-8; Tickner and Waever, 

2009b:336; Wallace, 1996:311, 304; Wang, 2009:105; Xinning, 2001:69) and many 

scholars argue that the proximity between academic communities and policy-making 

circles enhances the growth of policy-relevant/empirical/applied knowledge at the 
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expense of theoretical knowledge (Acharya and Buzan, 2007a:298; Chillaud, 2009:244; 

Drulak, 2009:170; Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:272; Hoffman, 1977:49; Lebedeva, 

2004:270; Sariolghalam, 2009:159; Smith, 1987; Tickner, 2009:36,47-8; Tickner and 

Waever, 2009b:336; Wallace, 1996:311, 304). According to Amitav Acharya and Barry 

Buzan, “it is perhaps fair to say that the more closely linked the study of IR is to 

government and foreign policy establishments, the less theoretical it is likely to be” 

(Acharya and Buzan, 2007a:298). William Wallace argues that the more academics 

direct their energy and resources to produce theoretical studies, the more they move 

away from their policy-audience and the more they become detached from the world of 

practice (Wallace, 1996:304, 311). According to Stanley Hoffman, one of the major 

causes of the earlier development of the IR discipline in the United States (US) was the 

close ties between the government and the academic community, “which puts 

academics and researchers not merely in the corridors but also in the kitchens of power 

(Hoffman, 1977:49).  

 

In parallel, according to Geeraerts and Jing, the close link between research and policy 

making in China is one of the major reasons of underdevelopment of IR theory in China 

(Geeraerts and Jing, 2001:272; Callahan, 2001:76; Xinning, 2001:69). In Latin 

America, the close ties between the public sector and the academic community has been 

one of the major causes of the Latin American IR community’s tendency to produce 

policy-relevant knowledge (Tickner, 2009:47-8). Marina Lebedeva argues that very 

close relations between the academic community and the public sector have impeded 

the development of IR theory in Russia (Lebedeva, 2004:270). Petr Drulak claims that, 

in the Central and Eastern European countries, “given the closeness to governments, 

theoretical research tends to be seen as a mere distraction from the investigation of 

politically tangible issues” (Drulak, 2009:170). In these countries, the IR communities 

tend to serve political goals such as “telling the world about the uniqueness of the given 

country” or “facilitating the ‘Westernization’ and the ‘Europeanization’ of the country” 

(Drulak, 2009:169). Similar tendencies have been identified in Baltic Countries (Berg 

and Chillaud, 2009:195). 

 

Nevertheless, although the proximity between the academy and policy-makers might 

induce empirical studies, the distance between them do not always lead to the 

development of theoretical studies. In many countries such as Spain (Segura, 2006:109), 

France (Chillaud, 2009:249), Italy (Lucarelli and Menotti, 2002:129-130), Japan 
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(Inoguchi and Bacon, 2001:15), India (Alagappa, 2009:11), Iran (Sariolghalam, 

2009:159), South Asia (Behera, 2009:149) and Israel (Kacowicz, 2009:202), the ties 

between the academic community and the policy circles are weak and the level of inter-

sectoral mobility is not very high. However, this did not promote the development of 

theoretical studies in these cases. In this context, in several countries, the policy-making 

community has been an important audience for the IR community. Whereas, the close 

ties between these communities encourage the production of empirical knowledge, the 

distance between them does not always promote the development of theoretical studies. 

 

Since from the beginning, policy-makers is a very important audience for the Turkish 

IR community. As discussed in the fourth chapter, there was a very close relationship 

between the IR community and the policy-making circles in Turkey in the 1950s and 

1960s. However, due to socio-political environment of the country and politicization 

and polarization of the universities, the ties between them weakened in the 1970s and 

1980s. After the mid-1980s and 1990s, there were limited ties between the academy and 

the policy-makers mainly because of the high level of control over the foreign policy 

decision making by civil, bureaucratic and military policy-making elite. During the 

Prime Minister Turgut Özal’s leadership from the mid-1980s towards mid-1990s, 

foreign policy decision making was highly monopolized in the hands of Özal and even 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Parliament or the military had very limited impact 

upon Turkish foreign policy (TFP) (Uzgel, 2006:81; Altunışık, 2009:181). In the 1990s, 

due to the traditional status of the military, instabilities in the political system, weak 

coalition governments, frequent shifts of Minister of Foreign Affairs, rise of domestic 

and regional security threats, the military began to play an active role in TFP (Uzgel, 

2003, 2006:84; Özcan, 2009:85-6). According to the military’s perspective “foreign 

policy is a matter of existence and survival…and it is considered solely a national 

security issue” (Uzgel, 2003:189) therefore the impact of civilian actors were limited. 

Although, the military’s role in TFP waned through the early 2000s (Uzgel, 2003:208; 

Özcan, 2009:83-6), foreign and security policy of Turkey still remained the exclusive 

preserve of the political leaders, the professional diplomats, and high level military 

officers (Güvenç, 2007; Aktan, 2003; Larrabee and Lesser, 2003:30-1).  

 

Some scholars believe that in Turkey the bureaucracy is very powerful and intra-warded 

(Bağcı and Aydın, 2009:116; Bulut and Güngör, 2009:279; Ersun, 2009:237; Karasar, 

2009:355,359; Kınıklıoğlu, 2009:375-6; Koçer, 2009:387; Oğuzlu, 2009:444). For a 
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long period of time, security was defined narrowly in Turkey and perceived as the 

survival of the state and its territorial integrity (Oğuzlu, 2009:446; Koçer, 2009:387). 

There was a clear distinction between high and low politics and the scope of security 

was confined to military issues (Oğuzlu, 2009:446; Koçer, 2009:387). In parallel, civil 

and military bureaucracy were considered as the major guardians of the state and were 

seen as the key actors in the decision-making and implementation process of Turkish 

foreign and security policy (Oğuzlu, 2009:446; Karasar, 2009:355). In this context, the 

foreign and security decision-making process have been highly controlled by the 

government, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and military forces and the extent of active 

contributions of other civil actors such as academics is limited (Oğuzlu, 2009:446; 

Kınıklıoğlu, 2009:374). Many interviewees indicate that the ties between the policy-

makers and the IR community are weak (Author’s interviews, 2009, 2010)160 and they 

claim that the policy-makers are over-sensitive about sharing information (Author’s 

interviews, 2009, 2010)161

                                                 
160 Author’s interviews: 24.06.2009; 30.06.2009; 07.07.2009; 08.07.2009; 21.07.2009; 07.04.2010; 
27.04.2010; 03.06.2010; 28.09.2010. 
161 Author’s interviews: 24.06.2009; 30.06.2009; 07.07.2009; 08.07.2009; 21.07.2009; 07.04.2010; 
03.06.2010; 28.09.2010. 

.  

 

Thus, the level of information sharing between the IR community and decision-makers 

is low in Turkey (Bağcı and Aydın, 2009:120; Kınıklıoğlu, 2009:375; Kanbolat, 

2009:311) and the mobility between these two communities is limited (Karasar, 

2009:40, 359; Bulut and Güngör, 2009:276-8; Kanbolat, 2009:310; Köni, 2009:408). In 

addition, the relative weight of the Parliament in foreign and security policy making is 

lower in Turkey compared to some Western countries such as the US (Bulut and 

Güngör, 2009:266,279). Moreover, the ties between the political parties and the Turkish 

IR community are not very strong. The political parties either do not have research 

centers or the existing centers are not very effective (Kanbolat, 2009:315). Hence, these 

factors limit the Turkish IR community’s contributions to the foreign policy decision-

making process. In this context, from the 1980s towards mid-2000s, we see limited 

cooperation and weak ties between the academic community and policy-making circles. 

However, despite this distance between the academy and the policy-making circles, the 

development of Turkish IR demonstrates that policy-makers is an important audience 

for the IRCT and studies related with Turkish foreign policy increased in Turkish IR 

from the 1990s onwards.  
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According to the UİK Survey 2009 and the publication preferences analysis, 

Uluslararası İlişkiler (International Relations), Perceptions: Journal of International 

Affairs, Insight Turkey, New Perspectives on Turkey, Avrasya Dosyası (Eurasian File), 

Turkish Studies and Middle Eastern Studies are the major journals that IR scholars in 

Turkey tend to publish their research (Please see Table 6.14 below).  

 
Table 6.14: The results of publication preferences analysis (21 universities)162 
Journals The number of 

scholars 
The number of 
articles 

Turkish Studies 26 43 
Avrasya Dosyası (Eurasian 
File) 

22 39 

Middle Eastern Studies 24 38 
New Perspectives on Turkey 15 27 
Uluslararasi İlişkiler  
(International Relations) 

23 26 

Foreign Policy (Turkish 
Edition) 

13 24 

SBF Dergisi (Ankara 
University  
Journal of Political Science) 

18 23 

Insight Turkey 16 22 
Jeopolitik (Geopolitics) 4 22 
Perceptions 18 22 

 

Perceptions: Journal of International Affairs, Insight Turkey and Avrasya Dosyası 

(Eurasian File) are journals that are directly related with foreign policy analysis and 

Turkish foreign policy. Perceptions is a journal published by Stratejik Araştırmalar 

Merkezi (SAM) (The Center for Strategic Research), which is affiliated to the Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs (SAM, 2010). “The Center examines international conflicts, makes 

scholarly and scientific assessments of relevant issues, and reviews Turkish foreign 

policy with a futuristic perspective.” (SAM, 2010). Insight Turkey, which is published 

by SETA Foundation, focuses on “topics related to Turkish domestic and foreign 

policy, as well as its adjacent regions such as the Middle East, the Caucasus, the 

Balkans and Europe” (IT, 2010b). Turkish Studies is an academic forum which 

publishes articles on the history of Turkey, Turkish politics and policy-making process 

and public policies (TS, 2010). Middle Eastern Studies aims to provide “the most up-to-

date academic research on the history and politics of the Arabic-speaking countries in 

the Middle East and North Africa as well as on Turkey, Iran and Israel, particularly 

during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries” (MES, 2010). The missions and editorial 

                                                 
162Please see Appendix_06 for the details of the publication preferences analysis. 
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policies of these journals imply that the target audiences of these journals are experts on 

foreign policy.  

 

Moreover, as can be seen in Table 6.15, the article database illustrates that Turkish IR 

scholars’ articles in these journals are predominantly related with area studies and 

Turkish foreign policy. Moreover, Turkey, Western Europe, Middle East and Central 

Asia and Caucasia are the major regions that that have been covered by the Turkish IR 

community in these journals.  

 
Table 6.15: The results of the article database (primary issue areas and regions)  

 Primary Issue Areas, % Regions, % 
 Area 

Studies 
International 

Security 
Turkish Foreign 

Policy 
Turk

ey 
Western 
Europe 

Middle 
East 

Perceptions 52 39 30 37 33 17 
Insight Turkey 52 39 30 28 17 13 
Turkish Studies 45 28163 100  100 34 21164 
Middle Eastern 
Studies 

39 19 67 81 24 22 

 
 
As discussed in the previous chapter, the Turkish IR community has been closely 

following the agenda of the policy-makers. Similar to the policy-makers, the area of 

interest of Turkish IR scholars has been very sensitive to the international and regional 

developments. In this context, the heavy concentration on knowledge related with 

Turkish foreign policy, the choice of publication outlets and the significant impact of 

the agenda of the policy-makers upon the agenda of the IRCT imply that policy-makers 

is one of the major audiences of the Turkish IR community.  

 

Another major audience in the IR discipline is the Western IR community. First of all, 

Foreign Affairs, International Organization, International Security, European Journal 

of International Relations and Millennium are five Western publications which have the 

greatest impact in the IR discipline according to the respondents of the UİK Survey 

2009. Second, on average, the respondents of the UİK Survey 2009 use English (54.1 

%) slightly more than Turkish (57.6 %) in their publications (The UİK Survey 2009, 

Q.38) (Please see Table 9.8 in Appendix_9). Moreover, Table 6.16 shows that they 

prefer to publish their articles in Social Science Citation Indexed (SSCI) journals more 

than other type of publications on average (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.39). 

                                                 
163 Foreign Policy Analysis. 
164 Central Asia and Caucasus. 
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Table 6.16: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 39 

Question: Which product do you prefer most in your publications? 

Products 0-10 % 11-25 % 26-50 % 51-75 % 76-100 % Response 
count 

% 
Average 

SSCI Journals  10 (15.3 %) 15 (23.0 %) 18 (27.6 %) 7 (10.7 %) 15 (23.0 %) 65 45.3 
International 
Journals 

16 (20.0 %) 24 (30.0 %) 24 (30.0 %) 6 (7.5 %) 10 (12.5 %) 80 35.9 

National Journals 15 (16.6 %) 22 (24.4 %) 29 (32.2 %) 13 (14.4 %) 11 (12.2 %) 90 40.7 
International 
books/chapter in 
books 

16 (23.5 %) 20 (29.4 %) 13 (19.1 %) 10 (14.7 %) 9 (13.2 %) 68 37.3 

National 
books/chapter in 
books 

19 (25.6 %) 22 (29.7 %) 23 (31.0 %) 4 (5.4 %) 6 (8.1 %) 74 32.0 

Political 
analysis/reports 

14 (48.2 %) 6 (20.6 %) 4 (13.7 %) 1 (3.4 %) 4 (13.7 %) 29 28.3 

Other 0 0 1 0 0 1 50.0 

 
Third, the publication preferences analysis demonstrates that Turkish Studies and 

Middle Eastern Studies are among the three most popular journals in Turkey. These 

journals are the major outlets for the Turkish IR community through which they can 

address the Western audience who are interested in Turkish foreign policy. These 

journals are published in English and they publish academic works which are related 

with Turkish history, politics and TFP. Fourth, the publication preferences analysis also 

shows that IR scholars in Turkey prefer to publish in English especially in terms of 

book chapters and journal articles, which imply their inclination to address the foreign 

audience (Please see Table 6.17).  

 
Table 6.17: The results of publication preferences analysis (language) (21 
universities) 
 Books Book Chapters Journal Articles 

Turkish 63.2 % 44.3 % 40.6 % 
English 32.3 % 47 % 56.1 % 
Other Languages 4.5 % 8.7 % 3.3 % 
Total Number 353 874 1496 
*The proportions of languages in the publications of the IRCT. 

 
Fifth, the citation analysis of IR related articles in Uluslararası İlişkiler (International 

Relations) and Ankara Üniversitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi (the Journal of 

Ankara University Faculty of Political Studies) suggests that the ratio of cross-

community references is very low. The citation analysis of the articles in Uluslararası 

İlişkiler (International Relations) demonstrates that only 6.8 % of the citations refer to 

the IR scholars which are located in Turkey, whereas 74.2 % of the citations refer to the 

IR scholars in the US, UK and Europe.  
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The thesis acknowledges that citation counts cannot solely reveal major audiences of a 

scientific community. There are two major approaches that explains the motivations of 

citations. One of them is the normative approach. According to this approach, “Citation 

of a document reflects the merit/quality/impact/significance of that document” (Smith, 

1981:87). When a scholar is influenced by another work or when she/he finds it 

valuable, she/he includes it in his/her bibliography in order to give credit to it (Cozzens, 

1981:17). Scientists tend to cite the works that influence them (MacRoberts and 

MacRoberts, 1989:342-3) and “citations are a way to acknowledge intellectual debts 

and, thus, are mostly influenced by the perceived worth” (Nicolaisen, 2007:616). 

According to normative theory of citing, scientific activity is considered as a normative 

behavior because “the norms of science require them to cite the work that they have 

found useful in pursuing their own research, and it is assumed that they abide by these 

norms” (MacRoberts and MacRoberts, 1989:342).  

 

The second major approach to citing is the functional approach (Cronin, 1998:46) or the 

social constructivist approach (Nicolaisen, 2007:620-2). According to this approach 

“persuasion, not a desire to give credit where credit is due, is the major motivation for 

citing” (Nicolaisen, 2007:620). Social constructivist theory of citing suggest that 

“scientific closure is the outcome of a negotiation process in which one party convinces 

the other by mere persuasion” (Nicolaisen, 2007:620). Scientists aim to present 

authoritative arguments therefore they tend to cite documents in order to strengthen the 

goodness or authority of their arguments (Cozzens, 1981:18; Cronin, 1998:46; 

Nicolaisen, 2007:620, 622). One of the primary aims of writing a scientific paper is to 

convince the reader (other scientists) and “Every reference contributes to the work of 

convincing” (Cozzens, 1981:18).  

 

Nevertheless, some scholars defend unitary perspectives and suggest that there are 

multiple motivations for citing (Brooks, 1986:35; Cronin, 1998:48; MacRoberts and 

MacRoberts, 1989, 1996, 2010). Terrence Brooks, for instance, claims that there are 

multiple motives for scientists to give references in their works (Brooks, 1986:36). 

Brooks implies that scientists may cite a document in order to persuade, give negative 

or positive credit, alert other scientists, or in order to refer to operational techniques or 

up-to-date works at the same time (Brooks, 1986:35). Hence, reference list is a result of 

a complex interplay of multiple motives.  
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Multiple methods might better be used in order to decipher the communication between 

scientists and major motivations behind citing behavior. As Smith argues, “to 

investigate communication patterns among scientists, one could supplement citation 

data with those obtained via interview or questionnaire” (Smith, 1981:99). In this sense, 

citation analysis would better be complemented by different methods such as content 

analysis, discourse analysis, interviews, questionnaires, etc. In this context, the thesis 

considers citation analysis as one of the methods that give clues about the major 

audiences of the Turkish IR community. Moreover, as addressed in chapter five, the 

content and discourse analysis and the interviews also signify that the level of 

communication and exchange between Turkish IR scholars is low. These results imply 

that the Western IR community is a very important audience for IR scholars in Turkey.  

 

Besides, policy-makers and the Western IR community, intellectuals and domestic 

society is another important audience for the Turkish IR community. According to the 

UİK Survey 2009, 36.9 % of the respondents write in a newspaper or a journal, though 

in varying frequencies (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.46) (Please see Table A.9.20 in 

Appendix_9). In addition, 48.1 % of the respondents appear in TV and radio for 

commentaries, again in varying frequencies (The UİK Survey 2009, Q.47) (Please see 

Table A.9.21 in Appendix_9). Furthermore, the publication preferences analysis 

illustrate that IR scholars make publications in various types of journals which address 

intellectuals, thinkers and common people in society such as Foreign Policy (Turkish 

edition), Doğu Batı (East West), Liberal Düşünce (Liberal Thinking), Toplumsal Tarih 

(Societal History), Toplum ve Bilim (Society and Science), Sosyal Demokrat Değişim – 

SDD (Social Democrat Change), Demokrasi Platformu (Democracy Platform), etc. 

 

With respect to the reputational equivalence among these audiences, first of all, the 

publication preferences analysis shows us that the major audiences for the IR 

departments in Turkey which employ a high number of Western-IR-socialized scholars 

and other departments are different. As can be seen from the Table 5.2 above, the top 

seven journals for these two groups of universities are different, in that sense; the target 

audiences of these groups are not similar. In addition, the hierarchy of audiences in 

Turkish IR has not stabilized yet because some of these journals have relatively recently 

established such as Turkish Studies (2000), Uluslararası İlişkiler (International 

Relations) (2004), Insight Turkey (1999), Uluslararası Hukuk ve Politika (International 

Law and Politics) (2005) and Orta Asya ve Kafkasya Araştırmaları (Central Asia and 
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Caucasian Studies) (2006). Moreover, whereas the Western community of IR and 

policy-makers are important audiences for IR scholars in Turkey, the significance of IR 

community itself as an audience is comparatively lower. All these results and factors 

indicate that there is a high level of audience diversity and a high level reputational 

equivalence in IR studies in Turkey. 

 

Whitley says that  

 
In fields where audiences are more equivalent there is not a clear and commonly accepted 
hierarchy of importance of audiences or journals so that competition for the attention of a 
particular group or space in a particular medium is relatively low. Such a situation implies a 
low degree of mutual dependence and little need for practitioners to co-ordinate their 
research strategies or results (Whitley, 1984a:110).  

 
Similarly, the high level of audience diversity and lack of a clearly stabilized hierarchy 

among audiences in Turkey leads to a low level of competition between IR scholars. 

The acceptance rates of major academic IR journals in Turkey show us that the level of 

competition over journal space is low and the low level of competition brings about low 

level of mutual dependence. Whitley claims that a high degree of audience diversity will 

reduce the ability of scientists to develop standardized research skills and a formal 

communication system (Whitley, 1984a:146). If the scientists can address their research 

outcomes to different audiences then they are more likely to follow their standards and 

pursue their research interests. Hence, the high level of audience diversity and 

reputational equivalence leads to high level of technical task uncertainty.  

 

Similarly, the degree of strategic task uncertainty increases with the availability of 

various audiences which have similar degrees of prestige (Whitley, 1984a:147). If there 

are numerous journals addressed to various audiences and scientists can publish in any 

one of them without incurring too much loss of reputation, then they have greater option 

for choosing their research strategies and they are not constrained by one dominant 

leading group who have more prestige and could provide more reputation than others 

(Whitley, 1984a:147). In these fields, “Researchers have considerable scope in deciding 

what problem to work on, where to publish results, and which audience to impress; 

furthermore their preferences in these respects are quite fluid and liable to change” 

(Whitley, 1984a:147). Similar degrees of prestige of the audiences result in high level of 

strategic task uncertainty in the IR studies in Turkey.  
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PART IV - MUTUAL DEPENDENCE BETWEEN SCIENTIFIC FIELDS 
 

Whitley argues that the context in which scientists produce knowledge also consists of 

“the set of immediately adjacent fields and their interconnections” (Whitley, 

1984a:266). The location of a field and its dependence upon other scientific fields affect 

its autonomy, coherence, direction, status and access to resources (Whitley, 1984a:268). 

Whitley distinguishes between functional and strategic mutual dependence between 

scientific fields. The functional mutual dependence is related with the degree to which 

members of a scientific field have to use “technical procedures and instruments from 

other fields” (Whitley, 1984a:268). If the degree of functional dependence is high this 

implies that the field members use research output of other fields frequently and rely on 

these results in order to produce knowledge in their own fields (Whitley, 1984a:268). 

The high degree of dependence might weaken the boundaries and identity of the field 

and promote the development of trans-disciplinary techniques and procedures (Whitley, 

1984a:268-9). If the degree is low then the fields are more likely to function in isolation 

from each other. For example, since Biology uses the instruments and techniques of 

Physics and Chemistry to a considerable extent, it is functionally dependent on these 

disciplines and therefore the reputations in Biology is considered as less central to the 

science as a whole compared to Physics or Chemistry (Whitley, 1984a:270).  

 

The functional mutual dependence of the field of IR to other disciplines is rather high. 

First of all, IR was established later than other disciplines therefore inevitably the IR 

community was influenced by the developments in other disciplines. Social scientific 

disciplines, as institutionalized, separate, academic, professional and specialized 

disciplinary scholarly activity, emerged and developed from mid-19th to mid-20th

Second, in different phases of its development IR community relies upon the research 

outcomes of other disciplines. In the 1930s and 1940s, the IR discipline was considered 

under the Law, History and Philosophy (Wight, 1966:18; Smith, 1987:4-5). Inevitably, 

IR was influenced and depended on research tools, instruments and strategies of these 

 

century (1850-1945) (Wallerstein, et.al, 1996, 16, 20; Ross, 2003:206). For instance, 

Economics as a discipline began to institutionalize in the United States in the 1880s 

(Whitley, 1986:188). The IR discipline was established at the beginning of the 1920s 

after the First World War but the institutionalization of IR as a distinct field mainly 

occurred after the Second World War (Bull, 1972:33; Smith, 1987:4).  
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disciplines during this period. During the interwar period IR was taught as diplomatic 

history (Bilge, 1962:16, 29; 1966:3). In this period, IR was developed to prevent the 

repetition of wars and it has a normative character (Smith, 1987:6-7). According to 

Türkkaya Ataöv, eight disciplines helped IR to become a discipline of its own and these 

are international politics, diplomatic history, public international law, international 

organizations, international trade, art of war, administration of colonies and comparative 

diplomatic institutions (Ataöv, 1960a:187). According to Atila Eralp, the discipline of 

IR grew under the influence of political history and public international law. (Eralp, 

1996b:8-9).  

 

In the 1950s and 1960s, IR scholars were entered into a fierce debate over methodology 

(Bull, 1972:40). In this period, IR scholars in the US were very much concerned about 

the underdeveloped status of IR compared to other social scientific disciplines. Their 

major objective was to make IR a truly ‘scientific’ discipline and one of their proposed 

solutions is “to borrow or adapt the tools that appeared to have yielded results in other 

disciplines” (Bull, 1972:40).  

 
Thus students of international relations turned to the natural sciences and the ‘harder’ social 
sciences for methodological guidance: to general systems theory, the theory of games, 
economics, Parsonian sociology, social pshychology, cybernetics, communications theory, 
and simulation...a considerable number of thinkers trained in one or another of the ‘hard’ 
sciences moved into the field of international relations (Bull, 1972:40) 

 
“American political science has attempted to follow the quantitative-mathematical path 

toward science, in the 1960s through behavioralism, in the 1980s and 1990s through 

game theory and rational choice” (Wallace, 1996:303). According to Smith, the 

influence of other disciplines such as psychology or systems theory, through 

Behavioralism, undermined some of the assumptions of Realism in the 1950s and 1960s 

(Smith, 1987:12). 

 

In the 1970s, new approaches such as Neo-Realism, Neo-Liberalism, World System 

Theory, etc. emerged in IR. Whereas, Neo-Realism was heavily influenced by political 

theory, economics, social theory and philosophy of science (Waltz, 1979), Neo-

Liberalists were also adopted the research outcomes of rational choice theory and 

economics. In the mid-1980s, a new debate emerged in IR and it is characterized as a 

debate between explaining vs. understanding, positivism vs. postpositivism or 

rationalism vs. reflectivism (Smith, 2000; Wight and Kurki, 2007:20). According to 

Colin Wight and Milja Kurki, “a particular vision of what science is frames” the debate 
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between explaining and understanding (Wight and Kurki, 2007:20). “While explanatory 

theorists seek to emulate the natural sciences in following scientific methods and in 

seeking to identify general causes, advocates of understanding focus on the analysis of 

the internal meanings, reasons and beliefs actors hold and act in reference to” (Wight 

and Kurki, 2007:20; Hollis and Smith, 1990).  

 

The debate between positivist and post-positivists has revolved around different 

philosophy of sciences and their ontological, epistemological and methodological 

assumptions (Wight and Kurki, 2007:20-21). Whereas, positivists defend an empiricist 

epistemology and believe in systematic observation and developing scientific laws by 

identifying regular patterns between events, post-positivists reject positivism and favour 

interpretative or hermeneutical approach which focuses on meanings, beliefs and 

language. The debate between Rationalists and Reflectivists is also based on different 

assumptions on philosophy of science and social theory as well. Rationalists have a 

distinct social theory about individuals, which are seen as utility maximizers, on the 

contrary, reflectivist approaches such as critical theory, constructivism, 

poststructuralism and feminism rejects positivism and defends understanding and 

different forms of social theories (Wight and Kurki, 2007:23). In addition, a third group 

of scholars have emerged and tried to build a bridge between all these traditions. They 

aim to replace positivism as the dominant philosophy of science in IR and encourage 

the IR community to develop their theoretical frameworks from a different point of 

view in philosophy of science and social theory (Wight and Kurki, 2007). 

Constructivism is an outstanding example of a social theory that is based on a scientific 

realist understanding of science (Wendt, 1999).  

 

All these debates in IR show us that the research outcomes of philosophy of science and 

social theory have been heavily used in these debates by IR scholars. For instance,  

 
The positivist approach to social explanation has been modified in significant ways since 
the 1960s as the positivist philosophy of science has adapted itself as a result of a range of 
criticisms. The so-called ‘soft’ postbehaviourist form of positivism is still significant in 
contemporary IR. It underpins, for example, the influential contribution to social analysis of 
King, Keohane, and Verba (Wight and Kurki, 2007:21).     

 
The Post-structuralist and post-modernist approach also borrow from other disciplines. 

According to William Wallace, critical theorists and post-structuralists borrow their 

questions from other fields (Wallace, 1996). Those questions “are not new; they are 

intrinsic to social science, and as old as social science. They were carried through from 
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its Central European foundations to contemporary debates on the philosophy of social 

science by Thomas Kuhn, Ernest Gellner, and others, though briefly smothered in 1960s 

North America by the peculiarly American scientistic faith in unconditional rationality” 

(Wallace, 1996:310). Moreover, Scientific realists “are influenced by developments 

from within the philosophy of science and attempt to use these to articulate a non-

positivist version of science” (Wight and Kurki, 2007:22). “Scientific realism has 

already made major contributions to social theory and the development of research 

techniques in other social sciences, and it is now beginning to make an impact in IR” 

(Wight and Kurki, 2007:25).  

 

All these developments show us that different scientific fields, especially economics, 

philosophy of science and social theory have had a deep impact on the development of 

IR. The research outputs and tools and instruments of these disciplines or sub-fields 

have been heavily used by IR scholars so the degree of functional mutual dependence 

between IR and these disciplines is high. Moreover, this dependence is asymmetrical, 

namely, these disciplines do not depend on IR as much as IR depends on them. The 

high level of dependence sometimes gives rise to concerns about the boundaries, 

identity and autonomy of the IR discipline.  

 

The second type of mutual dependence is the strategic mutual dependence and it refers 

to the extent “to which they adopt criteria and standards for evaluating the significance 

and importance of research from other fields” (Whitley, 1984a:268). High level of 

strategic dependence enhances the coordination of approaches and problems in 

scientific fields and integration of research goals and strategies (Whitley, 1984a:269). 

“A greater degree of strategic dependence implies that the relative standing of scientific 

fields in science as a whole is more important to scientists and they engage in more 

intensive competition over their centrality to scientific fields” (Whitley, 1984a:269). In 

this situation, the research outcomes of a field may affect other field’s research pretty 

easily, quickly and deeply. In the natural sciences, for instance, Physics is considered as 

more prestigious and the goals and the conception of science in Physics is regarded as 

more worthy. Hence, Physics is ranked above Chemistry and Biology. If the degree of 

strategic dependence is low then scientists in these fields most likely to pursue different 

strategies and goals and do not much concern about influencing colleagues from other 

fields (Whitley, 1984a:269). Whitley believes that these two forms of mutual 

dependence between scientific fields are interconnected and the occurrence of a high 
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degree of functional or strategic dependence necessitates each other (Whitley, 

1984a:269). 

 

The strategic mutual dependence between IR and other disciplines is low. Major schools 

of thought in IR have been concerned with the field’s reputation and the scientific status 

of their field.  Nevertheless, IR scholars have not been in an intense competition with 

other fields over the centrality of IR to scientific ideals yet. This might happen in the 

future. On the contrary, different schools of thought within IR have been concerned 

with the scientific status of their approaches which will make IR more scientific. Hence, 

they have been involved in an intense competition over the centrality and scientificity of 

their approaches in IR with other approaches. While doing that they try to coordinate 

their approaches and problems with the goals and strategies of other disciplines, which 

increases their strategic dependence to other fields. As Whitley mentions, “an increased 

degree of strategic dependence between fields implies a greater emphasis on being 

scientific and competing schools using approaches and methods from other fields which 

area considered to be more scientific” (Whitley, 1984a:274). 

 

Similarly in the field of IR, different schools of thought view the goals and strategies of 

some other fields or particular approaches in these fields as more significant and central 

to the conceptions of science. Economics and Sociology are two major fields that have 

influenced the goals and strategies of the different approaches in IR. As William 

Wallace mentions 

 
American political science has attempted to follow the quantitative-mathematical path 
toward science, in the 1960s through behaviouralism, in the 1980s and 1990s through game 
theory and rational choice. Sociology has followed the philosophical path, refining theories 
and meta-theories to the neglect of engagement with social problems or empirical work. 
International Relations as a British discipline in the mid-1990s appears torn between 
following the path which sociology has taken and maintaining a dialogue with the broader 
political debate (Wallace, 1996:303).   

 
In the field of IR, the goals and strategies of economics has a substantial impact upon 

some influential groups of scholars. Kenneth Waltz is one of the most influential figures 

in IR theory and Neo-realism has been one of the mainstream theories of IR. In Waltz’s 

writings, the influence of goals and strategies of economics can easily be detected.  

 
In 1990, Waltz argues that  

 
Realists and neorealists represent two of the major theoretical approaches followed by 
students of international politics in the past half century or so. They encountered problems 
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similar to those Physiocrats began to solve in France in the middle of the eighteenth 
century. Students of international politics have had an extraordinarily difficult time casting 
their subject in theoretical terms. Looking first at an example of comparable difficulties 
surmounted in a related field may be instructive (Waltz, 1990:21).  

 
According to Waltz, the strategy of the economists can be summarized as follows. First, 

they made a distinction between theory and fact (Waltz, 1990:22). Second, they made 

radical simplifications in order to eliminate useless and misleading facts (Waltz, 

1990:23). Third, they invented a distinct domain (Waltz, 1990:22-3). The economists 

invented the concept of economy which is distinct from society and the polity so they 

had a domain which can be studied in its own right (Waltz, 1990:22). Fourth, they 

invented new concepts (Waltz, 1990:24). The concept of “economic man” was created 

in order to deal with the problem of complexity of man’s motivations (Waltz, 1990:27). 

As a result of these strategies the Physiocrats were able to examine and interpret facts 

about objects, processes, movements, events, act and interactions in the economy.  

 

Similar to the strategies of Physiocrats, Waltz elaborated the concept of international 

system as a whole which can be studied in its own right (Waltz, 1990:29). Then, he 

develops the concept of structure “which at once bounds the domain that students of 

international politics deal with and enables them to see how the structure of the system, 

and variations in it, affect the interacting units and the outcomes they produce” (Waltz, 

1990:29). In that sense, from Waltz’s perspective he solves an important theoretical 

problem in IR by following the strategies of economists. This example shows us how 

the field of IR is strategically dependent upon economics, however, IR does not consist 

of Neorealism alone and there are other approaches which defend different points of 

view about the strategies and goals of IR.  

 
According to some critical theorists the strategies that Neo-Realists or Realists follow 

serve to legitimize the existing distribution of power in the system. The strategies of 

Realists such as the development of a separate field of study and the goals of them such 

as the smooth functioning of the system, the maintenance of order and the management 

of international events “fits extraordinarily well with the needs of a hegemonic power” 

(Smith, 1987:16). Smith says that “The three key elements of Realism’s account of 

world politics – the national interest, power maximisation and the balance of power – 

are particularly well suited to the requirements of a foreign policy for the United States” 

(Smith, 1987:16). The strategies and goals of Realism have an ideological character 
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(Smith, 1987:23). In this context, the strategies and goals of economics or Realists have 

not been embraced by the entire IR community.  

 
CONCLUSION 
 
Whitley suggests that reputational autonomy, concentration of control over resources of 

intellectual production and structure and variety of audiences are three major contextual 

factors that influence the internal social and intellectual structure of scientific 

disciplines. This chapter focuses on the external structure of the Turkish IR discipline. 

Since the members of the field of IR in Turkey rely heavily upon the research methods 

and skills of the Western IR communities and the Western IR community have not been 

able to develop and standardize a unique set of research methods for the field of IR, the 

level of reputational autonomy over performance and competence standards in Turkish 

and global IR is not very high. Moreover, the control over performance and competence 

standards has also been partially controlled by the university administrations and public 

agencies in Turkish IR. Second, Turkey’s foreign policy agenda and policy-makers, 

international developments and the Western IR community are three major factors that 

affect the significance standards of the IR community in Turkey. These three factors 

influence the direction and research objectives of IR scholars; therefore, the control over 

significance standards is low as well.  

 

The autonomy over the boundaries of the field of IR is a contentious matter in Turkey. 

On the one hand, some scholars believe that due to the under-developed status of 

conceptual and methodological studies in IR, there are no clear boundaries between IR 

and other disciplines. On the other hand, IR has been developed as a separate 

department in Turkey and some scholars argue that the boundaries of IR have been 

drawn too strictly in Turkey. In this context, it could be argued that the Turkish IR 

community has a medium level of autonomy regarding the boundaries of the field. 

Nevertheless, the terminology and descriptive terms of the IR discipline 

substantially overlaps with the common language and some of this descriptive 

language has been transferred from other disciplines. This is another factor that 

decreases the reputational autonomy of the IR discipline in Turkey. Overall, the low 

level of autonomy results in low level of mutual dependence and high level of task 

uncertainty.  
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The second contextual factor is the level of concentration of control over key 

resources. The moderate levels of concentration of control over the job market, 

funds and facilities and journal space by the IR departments in Turkey which employ 

a high number of Western-IR-socialized scholars limit the degree of mutual 

dependence between IR scholars in Turkey. To a certain degree, the control over 

resources has been shared between them, other IR departments and the Western IR 

scholars. In addition, the level of vertical concentration of control over resources is 

low because the departmental system and the distribution of authority in the 

departmental units in Turkey is similar to the Anglo-Saxon system. In this context, 

the low level of competition over the journal space, marginal impact of funds and 

facilities on the production of knowledge in IR and increase in the job opportunities 

in Turkey, have resulted in the low level of concentration of control over resources 

and the low level of mutual dependence and the high level of task uncertainty. 

However, the high level of concentration of control over journal space and job 

market at the international level has had a deep impact upon the IRCT. Since having 

a PhD degree from the Western universities and publishing an article in Western IR 

journals have a significant impact upon one’s reputation in Turkish IR, the 

concentration of control over resources at the international level is vitally important 

to understand the knowledge production in Turkish IR.  

   
The degree of diversity and relative importance of audiences is the third contextual 

factor that influences the degrees of mutual dependence and task uncertainty. In Turkish 

IR community, policy-makers, the Western IR community, academics from other 

disciplines and society in general are important audiences. In that sense, the degree of 

diversity of audiences is relatively higher and it reduces the level of mutual dependence 

and enhances the level of task uncertainty. Moreover, the publication choices of 

Western-IR-trained and other IR scholars and the inter-community exchange of 

information in the Turkish IR community demonstrate that the significance of IR 

community itself is lower than policy-makers and the Western IR community. The 

Western IR community is the most important audience for Turkish IR scholars. 

Furthermore, due to the newly established academic journals in IR, the hierarchy 

between audiences has not stabilized yet. In this context, the high level of reputational 

equivalence of audiences decreases the level of mutual dependence and enhances the 

level of task uncertainty. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

This thesis aims to understand and explain the development of International Relations 

(IR) studies in Turkey. There is a considerable IR community in Turkey, which has 

been highly institutionalized since the mid-1950s. Nevertheless, despite its historical 

record, high level of institutionalization and large size, the IR community in Turkey 

(IRCT) has not been able to contribute sufficiently to the theoretical studies of IR at the 

global level. The major objective of this thesis is to explain the Turkish IR community’s 

tendency to produce empirical knowledge and to explore the prospects for theoretical 

contributions. The analysis of Turkish IR helps us to understand and explain why 

national scientific communities tend to produce different types of knowledge in 

different settings. More particularly the thesis sets four major objectives.  

 

First, the thesis suggests that the IRCT has been highly socialized and functionally 

integrated to the Western IR community. That is to say, a significant number of Turkish 

IR scholars completed their graduate training in the Western universities and adopted 

their norms, values, methods, theories and skills. Moreover, the members of the IRCT 

have been actively performing research and teaching activities in various institutions of 

Western IR (journals, conferences, etc.). However, despite this high level of integration, 

the thesis claims that there is a functional division of labour between these two 

communities. The IRCT has mainly contributed to the Western IR literature as 

local/area experts. The members of the IRCT tend to specialize on Turkish foreign 

policy, area studies and Turkey (as a region of study) with a special focus on political-

security issues. Moreover, they tend to use and apply theoretical knowledge that has 

been produced by the Western IR communities. In this sense, Turkish IR has been 

functionally integrated to Western IR. The performance of different functions between 

these two communities leads to a hierarchical relationship in which the Western IR 

community exerts a high level of influence upon Turkish IR. The thesis aims to explain 

the sources of this influence and the causes of the functional division of labour between 

them.     

 

Second, the thesis suggests that the IRCT can be analyzed on the basis of two groups. 

One of them consists of IR departments in Turkey which employ a high number of IR 

scholars who received their PhDs from Western universities. The other group tend to 

employ those IR scholars who have been trained in domestic institutions. Nevertheless, 
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the level of functional differentiation between these two groups of scholars in Turkish 

IR is low. In this context, the thesis aims to answer whether or how the high level of 

socialization to Western IR affects the functional division of labour and fragmentation 

in the IRCT. Third, in the post-Cold War period, Turkey has been following a more 

activist and assertive foreign policy in its neighbouring regions. The thesis aims to 

analyze the links between the increase in international stature of Turkey and Turkish IR 

scholars’ tendency to produce knowledge related with Turkish foreign policy. Finally, 

from the 1990s onwards, the size of IRCT has considerably expanded and the 

institutionalization of the Turkish IR community gained a significant momentum. The 

thesis aims to explore the effects of this growth on Turkish IR scholars’ preferences and 

practices and especially the functional division of labour between them. 

 

In order to achieve these objectives the thesis focuses on the literature of the Sociology 

of Science (SoS). After analyzing the Mertonian (Institutional) School of Sociology of 

Science, the Kuhnian tradition, the Strong Programme of Science, the Interest Theory, 

the Empirical Program of Relativism, the Constructivist approach to science and the 

Actor Network Theory, the thesis suggests that the major approaches in the SoS do not 

provide necessary conceptual tools to analyze the relationship between the contextual 

environment and production of knowledge in a comparative way. Whereas, the 

Mertonian school avoids to analyze the variations in content and forms of scientific 

knowledge, the emergence and development of science and different organizations of 

scientific disciplines in different societies, the Kuhnian approach presents a unitary view 

of scientific disciplines and knowledge production. Moreover, the Sociology of 

Scientific Knowledge attempts to discover the nature of scientific practice and cannot 

provide a comparative framework to analyze the variations between scientific activities 

and forms of knowledge. The thesis uses the organizational theory of science (OTS) in 

order to analyze the development of Turkish IR.   

 

Unlike other approaches, the OTS aims to provide an account of how scientific fields 

construct knowledge in different ways in different contexts. The OTS implies that 

different societal-institutional contexts lead to variations in the internal structure or 

organization of scientific disciplines which results in the production of different types of 

knowledge (e.g theoretical, empirical, specific, diffuse, etc.). Richard Whitley offers the 

most comprehensive theoretical approach within the school of OTS. Whitley argues that 

the internal social structure of scientific disciplines is shaped by two major factors. The 
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first factor is the degree of mutual dependence. He distinguishes between functional and 

strategic mutual dependence. Whereas the former refers to what extent scientists depend 

upon ideas and research results of their colleagues in order to make significant 

contributions to the field, the latter refers to what extent they have to convince their 

colleagues about the significance of their work to gain reputations.  

 

The second factor is the degree of task uncertainty. Whitley distinguishes between 

technical and strategic task uncertainty. Technical task uncertainty is defined as the 

degree of uncertainty regarding the results of the scientific research. Strategic task 

uncertainty refers to the priorities and goals of research and the strategies that are used 

in research. The variations in three major contextual factors (a) the degree of autonomy 

from competing intellectual organizations and the wider social structure, (b) the level of 

control over access to key resources (communication media, material resources, jobs, 

apparatus and rewards) of knowledge production and validation and (c) the level of 

plurality or diversity of the audiences, lead to variations in the internal structure of 

scientific disciplines. Moreover, the varying configurations of the internal structure of 

scientific disciplines result in different patterns of knowledge production and validation.  

 

On the basis of this theoretical framework, the thesis focuses on the contextual 

environment of Turkish IR, its internal social and intellectual structure. First of all, the 

thesis suggests that the degree of autonomy over performance and competence 

standards in Turkish IR is low. The autonomy over performance and competence 

standards are related with the capacity to control research skills, techniques, methods 

and abilities. The IRCT has not been able to develop and standardize a unique set of 

research methods and skills. Moreover, the methodological studies have been an under-

developed area in IR studies in Turkey and the standards that govern these research 

skills and methods have not been shared by the members of the academy to an equal 

extent. In addition, the university administrations and relevant public agencies play an 

important role in the determination of competence and performance standards in the 

higher education system in Turkey. The reward system encourages publications in 

international journals and especially publications in the Social Science Citation Index 

(SSCI) journals. As a consequence, the control over performance and competence 

standards is partially transferred to the discretion of foreign IR scholars and this 

tendency decreases the level of autonomy of IR scholars in Turkey. 
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In the field of global IR, the dominant research skills, methods and theoretical 

frameworks have been developed in the Western communities of IR, therefore, they 

have a high level of control over the competence and performance standards in IR. The 

Western universities and their training programs have had a high level of prestige in the 

eyes of the Turkish IR community and other IR communities as well. The prestige of 

these institutions depends upon the quality and consistent implementation of their 

competence and performance standards. Many countries, including Turkey, have 

usually taken the competence and performance standards of Western IR as their model 

and put a great emphasis on the performance of scientists in the SSCI. Hence, the ideas 

and standards of Western IR have been heavily used in teaching, research and 

promotion of academics in Turkish IR. Moreover, the high level of socialization of to 

Western IR is an important factor that enhances the diffusion of the competence and 

performance standards of the Western IR communities. In this context, the thesis 

suggests that the control over competence and performance standards is an important 

source of the Western IR community’s dominance in IR and socialization is an 

important mechanism that reinforces this dominance. Nevertheless, it should be noted 

that the members of the Western IR community have not been able to develop and 

standardize research skills, techniques or methods which are particularly unique to the 

field of IR. Rather, they tend to rely upon research skills and methods of other 

disciplines in social sciences. In that sense, compared to some other branches of social 

sciences, the overall degree of control over competence and performance standards in 

IR is not very high.  

 

Second, the degree of autonomy over significance standards in Turkish IR is low as 

well. The control over significance standards signifies field members’ ability to control 

overall importance and primacy of problems, objectives and research strategies. There is 

a heavy concentration on Turkish foreign policy and Turkey as a region of study in 

Turkish IR. The thesis argues that there are five major factors that influence the control 

over significance standards: Turkey’s foreign policy agenda and policy-makers, 

international or regional developments, the Western IR communities, the media and the 

wider general society in Turkey. First of all, the agenda of the public decision makers 

and international and regional developments are closely tied to each other and they 

occupy a significant place in the agenda of the IRCT. In the 1940s and 1950s, Turkish 

IR scholars heavily concentrated on the sub-fields of international law and organization. 

They tend to deal with organizational structures, policies and organs of international 
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organizations and analyze legal cases and issues related with various branches of 

international law.  

 

As discussed in the fourth chapter, in the early period, the field of IR was under the 

influence of the French system. Hence, international law had a significant weight in the 

field of IR during the 1940s and 1950s. Moreover, Turkey’s integration to the Western 

alliance system and international organizations reinforced Turkish IR scholars’ 

tendency to focus on these two subfields. In the 1960s, the new constitution promoted 

liberalism and freedom of thought, foreign policy decision making in Turkey were 

democratized and foreign policy turned out to be a matter of discussion in public. Due 

to the relaxation of the Cold War and Turkey’s problems with its Western allies, Turkey 

began to follow a more autonomous foreign policy. Moreover, the Cuban missile crisis 

and the Cyprus crisis (1963/64) provoked a debate over Turkey’s security and its place 

in the Western alliance in the policy-making circles and public. As a result of these 

international developments and public debates over Turkish foreign policy the relative 

weight of security, foreign policy analysis, area studies and Turkish foreign policy in 

Turkish IR literature increased. These two crises stimulated two major discourses in the 

Turkish literature in this period: a discourse on foreign policy and national security.  

 

After the end of the Cold War, due to the collapse of the Soviet Union, the 

establishment of new independent states, the emergence of new threats and conflicts and 

the power vacuum, Turkey began to play a more active role in its neighborhood. 

Moreover, Turkish national security perception shifted from external threats (Soviet 

threat) to internal threats such as separatist terrorist movements and religious 

fundamentalism. The Turkish-EU relations began to occupy an important place in the 

agenda of the decision-makers and public as well in the 1990s and 2000s. The Customs 

Union between Turkey and the EU became effective in mid-1990s and in 1999, the EU 

announced that Turkey is a candidate state destined to join the Union. In parallel, 

besides Turkish foreign policy and inter-state conflicts, the EU foreign policy and the 

Turkish-EU membership became the top substantive issues in the Turkish IR literature 

in the late 1990s and 2000s. As the primary research of the thesis demonstrates, there is 

a strong correlation between the number of articles on Turkish foreign policy and EU’s 

foreign policy towards Turkey and the ups and downs in the actual relations between 

Turkey and the EU. Moreover, some of the most popular issues in the Turkish IR 

community’s agenda are related with Turkey’s national context such as domestic 
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politics, PKK terrorism, democracy and democratization, Cyprus problem, human 

rights, minorities, etc.  

 

The Turkish IR community’s autonomy over the significant standards has also been 

affected by the Western IR community, media and the larger society. Turkish IR 

scholars closely follow and interested in new discussions or debates in Western IR. For 

instance, the notion of identity and its impact upon foreign policy has become one of the 

hot topics in Turkish IR literature beginning from the 1990s. In addition, invitations 

from the Western IR community also influence the control over significance standards. 

There is a common view among the interviewees that Turkish IR scholars are 

encouraged by the Western IR scholars to publish materials which are related with 

Turkey or Turkish foreign policy. Furthermore, the media institutions in Turkey also 

request Turkish IR scholars to write or comment on Turkish foreign policy, 

international daily events or Turkey’s major problems.  

 

Besides that, the wider society expects Turkish IR scholars to contribute to immediate 

social problems in Turkey. The thesis suggests that these incentives have also had a 

significant impact upon the agenda of the Turkish IR community. Hence, these results 

imply that the control over significance standards in Turkish IR is low. Furthermore, the 

low level of control over significance standards also implies that the control over field’s 

boundaries and domain has been constrained as well. The IRCT has not been able to 

develop and standardize an esoteric vocabulary for the field of IR, therefore, the 

terminology and the descriptive terms of the field highly overlap with common 

language. All these factors reduce the reputational autonomy of the field, decrease the 

level of mutual dependence and increase the level of task uncertainty in Turkish IR.   

 

The second contextual factor is the level of concentration of control over key resources 

such as jobs, funds and facilities and journal space. Traditionally, the old public 

universities had a great extent of control over the job market in Turkish IR until the 

mid-1990s. However, the growth of size in Turkish IR academy and increase in the 

number of PhD programs has affected the concentration of control over the job market. 

The new private universities, which were established after the mid-1990s, began to 

control the academic job market through their better job conditions and the reputation of 

their masters or PhD programs. Having a PhD degree in the US, UK or Europe is a key 

to access to prestigious jobs in Turkey and the majority of the members of the faculty in 
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the core universities completed their PhDs in the prestigious universities of the world. 

Therefore, the academic job market in Turkish IR has been indirectly controlled by the 

Western IR community. Moreover, the expansion of the IR community and the role of 

public agencies in the job market are other factors that constrain the control of the core 

in the academic job market in Turkey. In this context, old public and private 

universities, have a moderate level of control over the prestigious academic positions in 

Turkish IR. 

 

The thesis suggests that university budgets, TÜBİTAK funds and the EU funds are the 

three mostly used funds in Turkish IR. The available data regarding the distribution of 

control over the use of funds in Turkish IR shows that the Western-IR-socialized 

Turkish IR scholars have a considerable level of control over research funds. 

Nevertheless, whereas the level of use of funds is low in the IRCT, the majority of the 

interviewees mentioned that they did not have significant problems about having access 

to research funds but there are bureaucratic problems about the use of funds. In that 

sense, the impact of research funds should not be overemphasized.  

 

Until the mid-1990s, there is a high level of concentration of control over journal space 

in Turkish IR because there were four major academic IR journals in Turkey and these 

journals were controlled by a small elite group of scholars. Nevertheless, the significant 

growth in the number of IR journals in Turkish IR has changed the distribution of 

control. Recently, the analysis of the editors, editorial boards and/or editorial advisory 

boards of these major journals show that the control over journal space in IR studies in 

Turkey is divided between foreign scholars, faculty members from the IR departments 

which employ a high number of Western-IR-trained scholars and the other departments 

in Turkey. Hence, the level of concentration of control over journal space is low. Since 

the departmental system and the distribution of authority in the departmental units in 

Turkish IR is similar to the Anglo-Saxon system, there is low level of vertical 

concentration of control over resources.  

 

The low level of concentration of control over resources is accompanied by the impact 

of a high level of horizontal concentration of control over resources at the international 

level. The Western communities of IR have had a considerable level of control over the 

job market, funds and the journal space in the global field of IR. In many countries and 

the IRCT, having a PhD degree in the Western countries is a key to access to prestigious 



 262 

jobs. Furthermore, the funds and facilities provided by the Western universities or other 

institutions have had a significant influence upon the development of IR studies in the 

world. In parallel, the Western academic journals in the field of IR have been 

considered as the most prestigious journals. Publications in the Western IR journals 

directly determine one’s reputation in the Turkish IR community and many other 

countries. All these factors imply that one of the major sources of Western dominance 

in IR stems from the high level of concentration of control over resources. This factor 

decreases the concentration of control over resources at the national level in Turkey. In 

sum, the low level of concentration of control over resources at the national level brings 

about the low level of mutual dependence and the high level of task uncertainty in the 

Turkish IR community.  

 

The third contextual factor is the diversity and relative importance of audiences. In the 

field of IR in Turkey, the degree of variety of audiences and the degree of reputational 

equivalence is high. First of all, policy-makers is an important audience for the IRCT. 

The publication preferences analysis demonstrates that Turkish IR scholars tend to 

publish their research in journals which are related with foreign policy analysis and 

Turkish foreign policy. In addition, the article database illustrates that their articles 

heavily concentrated on Turkish foreign policy and Turkey as a region of study. Second, 

the Western IR community is another important audience for the IRCT. The majority of 

the IRCT believes that major Western IR journals have the greatest influence upon the 

field of IR. The publication preferences analysis demonstrates that Turkish Studies and 

Middle Eastern Studies are among the three most popular journals in Turkey. Through 

these journals, the Turkish IR community can address the Western audience who are 

interested in Turkish foreign policy.  

 

The publication preferences analysis also shows that IR scholars in Turkey prefer to 

publish in English especially in terms of book chapters and journal articles, which 

implies their inclination to address the foreign audience. The results of the UİK Survey 

2009 shows that, on average, Turkish IR scholars use English slightly more than 

Turkish in their publications and they prefer to publish articles in SSCI journals more 

than other type of publications. Third, intellectuals and domestic society are other 

important audiences for the Turkish IR community. The results of the UİK Survey 2009 

show that a significant portion of the respondents writes in a newspaper or a journal or 

appears in TV and radio for commentaries. Also, Turkish IR scholars make publications 
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in various types of journals which address intellectuals, thinkers and common people in 

society. In that sense Turkish IR scholars publish their research towards a wide variety 

of audiences.  

 

The thesis suggests that the hierarchy between the major audiences in Turkish IR has 

not been stabilized yet. First of all, the publication preferences analysis shows that the 

major audiences for the Western-IR-socialized scholars and others are different. 

Namely, these two groups tend to publish their research in different journals. Second, 

the hierarchy between these audiences in Turkish IR has not been stabilized yet because 

even though some of the Turkish IR journals have relatively recently established, they 

turned out to be the most popular journals for research publication in Turkish IR. 

Finally, the members of the IRCT tend to give references to the Western IR community 

more than their national colleagues. In fact, the intra-community references between 

Turkish IR scholars are very low. Thus, these results imply that the major target 

audience of the Turkish IR community is not the Turkish IR community itself. On the 

contrary, the Western IR community is one of the primary audiences for the IRCT. All 

these results and factors indicate that there is a high level of audience diversity and a 

high level reputational equivalence in IR studies in Turkey. These tendencies reduce the 

level of mutual dependence between Turkish IR scholars and enhance the level of task 

uncertainty in Turkish IR.  

 

Whitley adds another contextual factor to the external structure, which is the mutual 

dependence between scientific fields. The functional mutual dependence between 

scientific fields refers to the extent that members of a scientific field have to use the 

research methods, skills or outcomes of other scientific disciplines in their research. The 

thesis argues that the functional mutual dependence of the field of IR to other 

disciplines is high. The field of IR was established later than other disciplines, therefore, 

IR scholars tend to use the research outcomes, methods and skills of other disciplines. 

Particularly, the research outcomes or methods of economics, philosophy of science and 

social theory have been heavily used by the IR community. Moreover, this dependence 

is asymmetrical, namely, these disciplines do not depend on IR as much as IR depends 

on them. In this context, the thesis suggests that the low level of reputational autonomy 

over performance and competence standards, significance standards and field’s domain 

and descriptive language in Turkish IR and the high level of dependence of the field of 



 264 

IR to other disciplines result in the low level of mutual dependence and high level of 

task uncertainty in the Turkish IR community.  

 

The primary research of the thesis about the internal structure of Turkish IR supports 

these findings. The thesis suggests that the level of functional and strategic mutual 

dependence between Turkish IR scholars is low. The citation and content analysis of 

journal articles and books demonstrate that the level of exchange of information and 

communication between Turkish IR scholars is low. In other words, Turkish IR scholars 

do not highly depend upon their national colleagues in making their contributions to the 

field. Moreover, the level and intensity of debates between them is very low, which 

shows the low degree of strategic mutual dependence. In addition, Turkish IR scholars 

tend to deal with research questions related with Turkish foreign policy and the relative 

importance of these questions has not been very stable. Therefore, the level of strategic 

task uncertainty is high. In parallel, Turkish IR community adopted the research 

methods and skills from Western IR community and there are some weaknesses in 

formal research training in qualitative and quantitative research techniques in Turkish 

IR. Thus, whereas the level of technical task uncertainty in Turkish IR is high, the level 

of standardization of research methods is low.  In this context, Turkish IR can be 

considered as a fragmented adhocracy.  

 

The low level of mutual dependence and the high degree of task uncertainty have 

certain implications on the research tasks and problems, research methods and skills, 

research outcomes and theoretical coordination and control in the IR studies in Turkey. 

First of all, the low level functional mutual dependence and the high level of strategic 

task uncertainty increase the degree of technical task uncertainty. Since there is a wide 

variety of publication outlets in Turkish IR and the level of hierarchy between them is 

low, contributions which do not strictly fit into the existing knowledge and which do not 

rely upon similar research techniques can be published. Moreover, the low level of 

standardization and stabilization of research problems and definitions in Turkish IR (the 

low level of strategic task uncertainty) is another factor that constraint the 

standardization of research methods and skills. Thus, the low level of necessity of using 

other’s works and skills and the instability of the agenda of IRCT discourage the 

development and standardization of research methods and skills. The standardization of 

research methods and skills is provided through common training programs, however, 

different training backgrounds of Turkish IR scholars is an important factor that 



 265 

constraints the development of common technical background and norms. In this 

context, the low level of functional mutual dependence and the high level of technical 

task uncertainty reduce the level of predictability, visibility and replicability of research 

outcomes in Turkish IR.  

 

Moreover, as a result of the low degrees of functional and strategic mutual dependence, 

the level of competition over jobs, journal space, funds and facilities between Turkish 

IR scholars is low. The content and citation analyses demonstrate that the general level 

and intensity of debates over the implications and relative importance of research 

outcomes among Turkish IR scholars is low. Hence, the low level of strategic mutual 

dependence between Turkish IR scholars results in the low levels of competition and 

conflict over priority of research goals and strategies. In parallel, the low level of 

strategic mutual dependence leads to the high level of strategic task uncertainty. The 

relative importance and hierarchy of research problems and strategies in Turkish IR 

depend upon the agenda of the government and international developments.  

 

The low level of mutual dependence, the high level of technical task uncertainty, the 

low level of commonality of technical background and norms and the low level of 

competition decrease the specificity of research outcomes and lead to a low level of 

division of labour between the Western-IR-socialized and other IR scholars in Turkish 

IR. The necessity of making contributions which fit to the existing studies and showing 

compliance to the technical skills and norms of the leader group encourage scientists to 

deal with more specific problems. By narrowing the scope of their research problems 

and outcomes, the scholars can make contributions without getting into conflict and 

competition with other scientists. The primary research of the thesis shows that the 

scope of the research problems in Turkish IR is broad. Turkish IR scholars tend to deal 

with wide ranging research questions in their publications in the domestic IR journals or 

books. They tend to focus on the foreign policy behaviour of states and international or 

other non-governmental institutions and figure out reasons or factors behind the foreign 

policy attitudes and behaviours of these actors.  

 

In Turkish IR the bilateral and multilateral relations between Turkey and other countries 

have been analyzed from a broad spectrum of factors, levels and time horizon. In 

parallel, the division of labour between the Western-IR-socialized and other IR scholars 

in Turkish IR is low. Thanks to the high level of integration and socialization to 
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Western IR and the increasing degree of competition, these two groups of scholars are 

expected to perform different functions. One of the probable forms of the division of 

labour between scientists in social scientific disciplines is the production of theoretical 

and empirical knowledge. Nevertheless, these two groups deal with similar research 

tasks. The results of the primary research of the thesis show that the relative ratio of 

theoretical and empirical knowledge production for these two groups is similar. Turkish 

IR scholars tend to deal with empirical problems rather than theoretical problems and 

the theoretical coordination between them is very low. In fact, theoretical studies is one 

of the underdeveloped areas of Turkish IR. In addition, the low levels of functional and 

strategic mutual dependence give rise to theoretical fragmentation in Turkish IR and 

constraint the control of the Western-IR-socialized scholars over the field of IR in 

Turkey. On the contrary, the theoretical coordination and control of the field depend 

upon small networks.  

 

Nevertheless, the thesis suggests that the relations between the Western IR community 

and the Western-IR-socialized scholars in Turkish IR manifest a different pattern. This 

group of scholars in Turkish IR has been more socialized and integrated to the Western 

IR community than the rest. Due to the Western IR’s high level of control over 

performance and competence standards and over prestigious journals and jobs, the 

levels of functional and strategic mutual dependence between them and Western IR 

community is high. The content and citation analyses demonstrate that Turkish IR 

scholars have been heavily using the works of Western IR scholars rather than their 

national colleagues when they make their contributions to the field. Their ideas, 

arguments and criticism have been oriented to the works of Western IR scholars. In 

parallel, the high level of functional mutual dependence between them has increased the 

commonality of technical background and norms.  

 

As a consequence of the high level of functional and strategic mutual dependence, the 

Western-IR-socialized scholars in Turkey has to compete with the IR scholars in the 

Western countries and other IR scholars who are also integrated to Western IR. Thus, 

they tend to be concerned with the relative importance and theoretical implications of 

their research outcomes to the collective goals of Western IR. Hence, theoretical 

coordination and consequences of their research become an important issue. Because 

the theoretical knowledge production has been undertaken by the Western IR 

community, they tend to produce empirical knowledge and limits their production to 
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Turkish foreign policy and area studies in which they have comparative advantage. In 

this context, although they have been highly integrated and socialized to the Western IR 

community, they limit their contributions to the area of Turkish foreign policy at the 

international level. The micro or macro theories of the Western IR community have 

been heavily used by the Turkish IR community and this tendency has increased the 

functional and strategic mutual dependence between Turkish and Western IR. In this 

sense, the thesis supports Tickner and Waever’s argument that what is provided by the 

American IR community and consumed by other IR communities is IR theory. In other 

words, the production of IR theory is one of the major sources of dominance in IR. 

 

The high level of concentration on Turkish foreign policy can be explained on the basis 

of the high level of strategic mutual dependence upon Western IR and the high level of 

competition in the global field of IR. As a consequence of these two factors, a high level 

of division of labour between Turkey and Western IR communities occur. Whereas, 

Turkish IR scholars tend to produce empiricalknowledge related with Turkish foreign 

policy and provide local data/expertise, the Western IR scholars tend to produce 

theoretical studies. In this context, the results of the thesis support the argument that the 

structural setting plays a very important role in socialization, competition and 

differentiation of tasks. Moreover, in parallel with Roy Bhaskar’s arguments, the 

position of the Western-IR-socialized scholars in Turkey in the global field of IR has 

influenced the functional differentiation of them and other scholars in Turkish IR. That 

is to say, they have been highly socialized to the norms, skills and values of the Western 

IR community. Therefore, they are more likely to produce theoretical knowledge 

compared to the others. However, due to their position against the Western IR 

community they tend to perform a similar function like the rest in Turkish IR.         

 

The thesis also aims to contribute to the debates over the role of external events on the 

development of IR studies. The thesis shows that the regional and international 

developments have had a significant impact upon the development of IR studies in 

Turkey, however, in parallel with Whitley’s arguments, their impact depends upon the 

degree of the plurality and hierarchy of audiences and the degree of control over 

significance standards. If the degree of control over significance standards is low, then 

international developments is more likely to influence the research agenda of the IR 

community. In addition, the incentives from a wide variety of audiences also reinforce 

the influence of external events.   
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Another major objective of this thesis is to explore the prospects for theoretical 

contribution from the Turkish IR community. According to Whitley’s model, a 

scientific community’s tendency to produce theoretical type of knowledge is 

promoted by (a) the high level of autonomy over competence and performance 

standards, significance standards and descriptive terms and terminology, (b) the high 

level of concentration of control over resources and (c) a stable hierarchy between 

major audiences. First of all, one of the key factors that promotes a scientific 

community’s tendency to produce theoretical type of knowledge is the high level of 

autonomy over competence and performance standards. As discussed above, the level 

of control over competence and performance standards of a scientific community is 

enhanced by the development and standardization of a distinct set of research skills, 

techniques and methods (Whitley, 1984a:221).  

 

In the field of IR, analytical model building skills have been highly valued and 

qualitative and quantitative research methods are used as standardized research 

techniques and methods. The development of IR studies in Turkey and the article 

database show that there has been a significant improvement in terms of use of 

research methods and techniques in Turkish IR. Nevertheless, methodological 

studies have been one of the underdeveloped sub-fields in Turkish IR and there are 

some weaknesses in methodological training. In this context, in order to raise the 

level of competence and performance standards, first of all, the content, span and 

quality of methodological training in IR at the undergraduate and graduate levels 

might be improved (Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:235-6). The number of mandatory courses on 

research design and applied methods might be increased.  

 

The use of different research methods might be encouraged as well. For instance, the 

number of comparative studies in Turkish is low and a significant portion of the case 

studies focus on Turkey. Instead, the cases might better be diversified and the 

number of studies which analyze the issues from a global perspective might be 

increased. Moreover, summer schools and workshops on methodology can be 

organized by the members of different IR departments in Turkey. There has been a 

growing interest on the teaching of IR among the Turkish IR community and a 

significant increase in the number of special disciplinary meetings. Seven 

disciplinary meetings on teaching and education in IR have been organized within 
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the last two decades. UİK has organized two conferences on the IR studies and 

education in 2009 and 2011. Within these conferences special panels for research 

methods and design might be organized. In addition, Turkish IR journals might 

publish specialized issues on methodology and encourage Turkish IR community’s 

interest on these topics. These improvements will promote the standardization of 

research methods and skills in Turkish IR and enhance the control over competence 

and performance standards.   

 

The thesis also reveals that there have been significant improvements in the 

competence and performance standards of the IRCT. However, the majority of the 

respondents of the UİK Survey 2009 believe that competence and performance 

standards in Turkish IR need to be improved. In order to raise the competence and 

performance standards and guarantee that these standards are shared and 

implemented consistently throughout the community, first of all, the standards and 

performance of the IR departments and academic IR journals in Turkey might be 

monitored and assessed. As mentioned in the TÜBA Report 2007, an accreditation 

system might be constructed for the social sciences and the IR departments in 

Turkey (TÜBA, 2007c:134). For this purpose, an accreditation authority (AA) might 

be established and it might consist of the representatives of IR departments in 

Turkey. 

 

Obviously, the purpose of this authority is not to make legally binding decisions 

regarding the establishment of new IR departments in Turkey because this issue is 

under the legal authority of YÖK (the Higher Education Council). Instead, the AA 

might issue recommendations. These recommendations might set minimum 

standards for the undergraduate and graduate IR training programs, academic IR 

journals, promotion of academics, etc. AA might monitor the standards and 

performance of major institutions (e.g. departments, journals) in the field of IR in 

Turkey and report its findings. The standards of the AA might guide the university 

administrations, public-decision makers and public agencies in the higher education 

sector in making their decisions about the competence and performance standards of 

academics.  

 

Furthermore, due to different PhD training backgrounds, the level of commonality 

between PhD programs in Turkish IR is not very high. In order to increase the 
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commonality of standards in these programs, scholar exchange programs or shared 

PhD programs might be designed (TÜBA, 2007e:16). In addition, the PhD training 

process, especially for those students who pursue an academic career, might be 

complemented by a training program on university teaching. Namely, in many 

countries, there are training programs which are designed for doctoral candidates to 

develop their theoretical knowledge, skills and practice in university teaching and 

learning, such as the Certificate in University Teaching in Canada or Learning and 

Teaching in Higher Education Program in the United Kingdom. These programs will 

raise the standards and increase the common stock of knowledge and values between 

IR scholars in Turkey. 

 

Second, the high level of concentration of control over key resources is another 

factor that promotes the degree of mutual dependence between scientists and 

enhances theoretical coordination and control between them. The concentration of 

control over resources is important because it enables scientists to determine and 

control competence, significance and performance standards (Whitley, 1986:199, 

202-3). As discussed above, there is a high level of concentration of control over key 

resources in the field of global IR. Similar to Turkey, having an academic degree 

from a Western university or making publications in Western IR journals have a 

significant impact upon one’s career in IR in many countries. Hence, the Western IR 

community, indirectly, has had a high level of influence over other IR communities’ 

job markets and IR journals.  

 

In the Turkish IR community, publications in national IR journals are given less 

credit than publications in international IR journals in the promotion of academics. 

This tendency increases the influence of the Western IR community over Turkish 

IR. In this sense, if the relative weight of national publications in the promotion 

scheme increases, this would enhance the capacity of the Turkish IR community 

over the field of IR in Turkey. However, at the same time, the standards that govern 

reviewing and editing process in the national IR journals need to be improved as 

well. In fact, within the last decade, the number of Turkish IR journals which are 

included in international indexes have increased. For example, since late 2000s, two 

major Turkish IR journals, Uluslararası İlişkiler Dergisi (Journal of International 

Relations) and New Perspectives on Turkey, have been included in the SSCI. These 

journals have raised their standards and assessment criteria. If the number of these 
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journals grows, this will promote the competence and performance standards in the 

Turkish IR community and enhance the control of the IRCT over their field. In 

parallel, Turkish IR scholars might be encouraged to play more active roles in the 

editorial boards and advisory boards of prestigious international IR journals. Many 

Turkish IR scholars have been contributing to these journals as referees or members 

of editorial boards. However, the more Turkish IR scholars take responsibilities in 

international IR journals, the more they increase their influence over the field of IR 

in the world and in Turkey as well.  

 

Third, the relative importance of major audiences of a scientific community is 

another major factor that affects the production of theoretical knowledge in 

scientific fields. The thesis suggests that the relative weight of the IRCT as an 

audience and the level of exchange of information and communication between 

Turkish IR scholars are very low. The lack of academic debates among Turkish IR 

scholars is an important impediment against the development of theoretical studies 

in Turkish IR. In that sense, the thesis suggests that the development of social 

science databases and indexes for Turkish publications in Turkey will definitely 

contribute to the development of IR studies in Turkey (TÜBA, 2007c:9,40,137; 

Aydınlı, et.al, 2009:251). The first nation-wide online social science publications 

database in Turkey became operational in 2004 and it covers publications from 2002 

onwards (TÜBİTAK, 2012). The development of this database will encourage the 

communication and exchange of information between Turkish IR scholars (TÜBA, 

2007e:9).  

 

Moreover, there are various conferences, seminars, symposiums and workshops on 

IR which have been organized by many universities in Turkey such as ODTÜ, Koç, 

Kadir Has, Bilkent, Ege, Sakarya, Uludağ universities. For instance, “The METU 

Conference on International Relations” is one of the most important national 

conferences on IR in Turkey. The conference has been organized and hosted by the 

Middle East Technical University since 2002 on an annual basis. Furthermore, 

Uluslararası İlişkiler Konseyi (UİK) (International Relations Council) has been 

organizing various periodical conferences and workshops such as the International 

Relations Studies and Education Congress, Security Academy, NATO-EU 

Information Meetings, etc. However, whereas the METU conference was held in 

English, UİK’s major conference’s theme is the status of international relations 
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studies and education in Turkey. A nation-wide IR conference which might be 

conducted in Turkish might complement these conferences and promote the 

interaction between the members of the IRCT.  

 

Furthermore, the early establishment of national and regional associations of IR studies 

is a vital factor that encourages the development of IR in some countries and regions. 

These associations promote research and teaching in IR, enabled scholars, 

employers, funders, policy-makers and practitioners to communicate with each 

other, enhance dialogue and interaction between IR scholars, improve the standards 

of IR communities and support the dissemination of new ideas, methods and 

standards. In the US, whereas, the American Political Science Association was 

founded in 1903, the International Studies Association (ISA) was established in 

1959. The British International Studies Association, which played an important role 

in the development of IR studies in the United Kingdom was founded in 1975.  

 

The Nordic IR community has been one of the influential communities in global IR. 

One of the major factors that play a role in the development of IR in this region is 

the role of national and regional associations (Friedrichs, 2006:129). The political 

science associations in Nordic countries were institutionalized earlier than some 

other countries (Friedrichs, 2006:129). Since the mid-1960s, the Nordic Political 

Science Association (NoPSA), has been promoting research cooperation in Nordic 

countries (Friedrichs, 2006:129). NoPSA has been publishing Scandinavian Political 

Studies and has been organizing region-wide conferences since 1966 (NoPSA, 2011; 

Friedrichs, 2006:129). The Nordic Council of Ministers supported the establishment 

of the Nordic Cooperation Committee for International Politics in the late 1960s, 

which has promoted the cooperation among Nordic IR scholars, provided funding 

and published one of the most influential IR journals in the region, Cooperation and 

Conflict (Friedrichs, 2006:129).  

 

One of the major differences between Latin America and other countries is the 

establishment of a regional network of academic centers in the late 1970s in Latin 

America (RIAL) (Tickner, 2009:34). RIAL promoted the interest on IR, helped the 

institutionalization and consolidation of IR, increased the interaction between the 

academics, stimulated the development of new theoretical and methodological 

studies in the field and contributed to the regional and international role of Latin 
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America in world politics (Tickner, 2009:34). Similar to Turkey, in many other 

countries, such as Russia (Lebedeva, 2004:272), Israel (Kacowicz, 2009:191), 

Central and Eastern European countries (Drulak, et.al, 2009a:250), East Asia 

(Inoguchi, 2009:89-90), academic associations emerged in the late 1990s and early 

2000s. The existence of national IR associations is a key factor that improves the 

standards of the IR community and enhances the dialogue and cooperation between 

IR scholars (Bajpai, 2009:121).  

 

The establishment of UİK in 2004, was a major step in the institutionalization and 

development of the IR studies in Turkey. UİK has become the major national 

association in international studies in Turkey and aims to encourage communication 

and cooperation among the members of the IR academic community and support 

research in IR. However, the UİK Survey 2009 demonstrates that Turkish IR 

scholars prefer to join foreign associations more than national IR associations. 

Obviously, the IRCT should be integrated to the global IR community and Turkish 

IR scholars must join these institutions. However, a national IR association is a key 

element that might contribute to the development of IR studies. The activities of 

UİK have been instrumental in the institutionalization of the IRCT. It helps the IR 

community to raise its standards in performing their research and teaching activities 

and promotes the interaction between Turkish IR scholars. Thus, the thesis suggests 

that the scope and type of its activities should be increased.  

 

In addition, the interaction between the Western-IR-socialized and other scholars 

needs to be encouraged in Turkish IR. As mentioned in the TÜBA Report 2007, the 

mobility of academics between universities in Turkey is very low, which constraints 

the interaction between academics (TÜBA, 2007e:11,25). An exchange program, 

according to which scholars from different IR departments can teach in other 

universities, might strengthen the ties between the members of the IR academic 

community. The number of collaborative studies and projects between them needs to 

be increased. Edited books, textbooks, joint papers, which are written by the 

Western-IR-socialized scholars and others, might enhance the interaction and 

dialogue between them.  

 

Fourth, according to the European Universities Association (EUA), the degree of 

organizational, financial and staffing autonomy of universities and faculty members in 
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Turkey is not very high. Namely, the capacity of universities and academics in Turkey 

to determine the organization of internal academic units, to select the head of the 

university, to recruit their own staff, to negotiate terms of employment and salaries, to 

determine standards that govern promotion of the faculty members and to make 

allocation decisions in their budgets has not been very high. In this context, the degree 

of administrative autonomy of universities might be enhanced. If the universities have 

more autonomy over their decisions to determine performance standards, to recruit their 

own staff and negotiate terms of employment and salaries, this might increase the level 

of competition in the academic job market and enhance the mobility between them. 

 

Fifth, the thesis suggests that the amount of scientific research funds allocated from 

the state-provided budget to the higher education institutions has been increasing 

since early 2000s. The amount of Turkey’s gross domestic expenditure on R&D and 

the total amount of R&D spending provided by TÜBİTAK to universities in Turkey 

has also grown considerably since the mid-2000s. In addition, as a candidate 

member of the European Union, Turkey has increasingly been using research funds 

provided by the EU. In this context, there has been a significant rise in the research 

funds available to Turkish IR scholars. Nevertheless, as the results of the survey and 

interviews imply, Turkish IR scholars do not sufficiently benefit from the funding 

opportunities, therefore, the project development capacity of the Turkish IR 

community might be enhanced. For this purpose, specific technical workshops or 

seminars might be organized in order to increase the capacity of the IRCT. In 

parallel, as the results of interviews demonstrate many IR scholars complain about 

the procedural problems regarding the use of funds therefore in collaboration with 

the public agencies, the university administrations and academics, these procedural 

problems need to be resolved. 

 

Finally, the links between state/government agencies and universities is another 

important issue for the development of IR studies in Turkey. The primary research 

of the thesis implies that the links between the government, state bureaucracy, 

political parties and IR departments in Turkey need to be strengthened. Organic ties 

and the mobility between policy-makers and IR scholars might be improved. 

Moreover, institutional mechanisms for information sharing between the public 

agencies and the Turkish IR community might be established. Particularly, Turkish 

IR scholars emphasize that they would like to have better access to first hand 
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resources and archives of the state and the ministry of foreign affairs. In addition, 

the weak ties between political parties, the parliament and social scientists also limit 

the contributions of the Turkish academy. In many countries, the legislative 

institutions and political parties have their own research centers which conduct 

research on foreign affairs. The interaction and communication between the IR 

community and these centers might stimulate the IR studies in Turkey. 
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APPENDICES 
 

APPENDIX_01: THE INVITATION E-MAIL AND THE SURVEY QUESTIONS 
 

INVITATION E-MAIL: 
 

Questionnaire about Scientific Research, Education and Views on the Discipline of 
International Relations Academicians in Turkey 

 
 
Dear Colleague, 
 
We would like to kindly invite you to participate in the second of our questionnaire, the 
first of which was conducted in 2007 and aimed to find out whether transformations in 
international relations have had an impact upon the discipline of International Relations 
(IR) in Turkey, research and teaching practice of IR scholars in Turkey and their 
opinions and attitudes on the status and development of the IR discipline in Turkey and 
in the world. 
 
You could easily fill in the questionnaire, which aims to contribute to the development 
of International Relations Discipline in Turkey, at 
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx 
 
If you prefer you could download the Word document version of the Questionnaire 
from the internet address below: 
 
http://www.uik.org.tr/ 
 
and send it back to the postal adress indicated in the survey.  
 
If you do not want to receive e-mails related with this survey please click on the link 
below:  
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx 
 
 
 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME 
 

EXECUTIVE BOARD OF 
THE INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS COUNCIL 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

javascript:void(null);�
http://www.uik.org.tr/�
javascript:void(null);�


 277 

INTRODUCTORY PAGE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE: 
 
Questionnaire about Scientific Research, Education and Views on the Discipline of 

International Relations Academicians in Turkey 
 
Filling in the questionnaire should approximately take about 15-20 minutes. 
 
If you prefer, you can save your answers and quit the survey by clicking on the 
“Next page” button which is below the window and you can resume to fill in the 
questionnaire later from where you left by simply clicking on the link in your 
invitation e-mail.  
 
When you completely finish answering the questionnaire please click on the 
“SEND” button.  
 
THERE ARE NO QUESTIONS IN THE SURVEY RELATED WITH YOUR 
NAME OR SURNAME. YOUR E-MAIL ADDRESS OR IP ADDRESS WILL 
NOT BE SAVED WITH YOUR ANSWERS, THUS YOUR IDENTITY WILL 
REMAIN ANONYMOUS. YOU CAN SKIP ANY QUESTIONS THAT YOU 
DO NOT WANT TO ANSWER.  
 
The results of our first Questionnaire were published in International Relations Journal, 
2007, Vol.4. On this occasion, besides a similar publication, the results of the 
Questionnaire will be used in a PhD Dissertation, titled “The Development of 
International Studies in Turkey”, which has been conducted by Korhan Yazgan in the 
Department of Politics, University of Exeter, United Kingdom and supported by the 
Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey (TÜBİTAK). The part or 
whole of this thesis might be published as a journal article in an academic journal or as 
a book in the future.   
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QUESTIONS: 
 

1. I have read all the information provided above and in the e-mail invitation and 
I… 

 
Confirm to participate in the survey  
Decline to participate in the survey  

 
I) TEACHING INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS  
 

2. Please check the areas that you teach courses in until now? 
 

Subject Area  Responses  
Research Methods  
Philosophy of Science  
Regional/Area Studies  
Environmental Politics  
Foreign Policy Analysis  
Human Rights  
Comparative Political Systems  
Game Theory and Formal Modelling  
Political Science  
Political History   
Terrorism  
Turkish Foreign Policy  
Turkish Political Life  
International Political Economy  
International Security  
Introduction to International Relations  
International Relations Theory  
International Politics  
International Organization(s)  
International Law  
Other  

 
3.  In your courses, which regions/countries of the world do you dominantly chose 

your case studies from? 
 
Countries/Regions Responses  
United States   
Africa  
Mediterrenean  
Eurasia  
Europe (General)  
Europe (Balkans)  
European Union  
Europe (South)  
Europe (North)  
Europe (Central and 
Eastern)  
Underdeveloped Countries  
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Caucasus  
Black Sea  
Latin America  
East Asia (incl. China)  
Central Asia  
Middle East  
Middle East (Greater)  
FSU/Soviet Union  
Turkey   
None (I do not use case 
studies)  
Others (Please indicate…)  

 
4. What percentage of your courses do you devote to theoretical studies 

/conceptual frameworks and/or analysis of current policies and events? (A 
policy/event is considered "current" if it has occurred within the last five years.) 

 
 0% 1-10% 11-

25% 
26-
50% 

51-
75% 

76-
100% 

Theoretical/Conceptual 
frameworks/debates       

Debates about current 
policies and events        

 
5. What percentage of your courses is devoted to policy analysis and/or policy 

relevant research? (The policies analyzed need not be considered current.) 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. What percentage of the assigned books or articles in your classes is in Turkish, 
English or other languages? 

 
 0% 1-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 
Turkish       
English       
Other languages       

 
7. To what extent do current developments in international relations influence the 

content of your classes?   
 
I adjust the content of my course frequently depending on events in the world.   
If I need I adjust my course according to new circumstances.   
I change the content of my course in response to major events.   
I only make adjustments from one semester to the next because of events in the world.   
I don't change my course based on events in the world because the core concepts of IR 
should be applicable to all events.   

0%  
1-10%  
11-25%  
26-50%  
51-75%  
76-100%  
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8. In your classes, which one of the international relations theoretical approaches and 

at what percentage do you give weight / use as a reference point in interpreting 
events? 

 
Theoretical Approaches 0% 1-

10% 
11-
25% 

26-
50% 

51-
75% 

76-
100% 

Realist/Neo-Realist       
Liberal/Neo-Liberal       
Marksist       
Constructivist       
Post-Modernist/Post-
Structuralist 

      

Critical Theory       
Neo-Gramscian       
Feminism       
English School       
None of them       
Other (Please indicate: ...…)       

 
9. Approximately, to what extent do you devote your time in one of the scholarly 

activities below? 
 

 0% 1-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% 
Teaching-Education       
Research-Publications       
Consultancy (Academic)       
Consultancy (Professional)       
Administrative issues       
Other        
 
II) INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS DISCIPLINE  
 

10. What percentage of International Relations literature do you think was devoted 
to each approach today? 

 
 

Theoretical Approaches 0% 1-
10% 

11-
25% 

26-
50% 

51-
75% 

76-
100% 

Realist/Neo-Realist       
Liberal/Neo-Liberal       
Marksist       
Constructivist       
Post-Modernist/Post-
Structuralist 

      

Critical Theory       
Neo-Gramscian       
Feminism       
English School        
None of them       
Other (Please indicate:…)       
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11. What is the principal among international relations scholars in the world? (1 

the most important) 
 

12. What is the principal divide among international relations scholars in Turkey? 
(1 the most important)165

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
13. What do you consider to be the most productive/important and not-

important/unproductive controversies/ research programs in respect of the 
development of the International Relations discipline?(You can choose as many 
as you prefer) 

 

                                                 
165 Same answer choices were given in Questions 11 and 12. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
Regional diffences      
Epistemology      
Methodology      
Ontology      
Generational differences       
Research topic      
Theories      
Other (Please indicate: ....……)      
None of them       

Areas/Issues Very 
important  

Somewhat 
important 

Not very 
important 

Meaningless 

Neo-realism vs. Neo-
liberalism 

    

Democratic Peace     
Clash of Civilizations     
End of History     
Agent-Structure 
Debate 

    

Hegemonic Stability 
Theory 

    

Structural Realism 
Debate 

    

Levels of Analysis     
Positivism vs. Post-
Positivism 

    

Two-Level Games     
Rationalism vs. 
Constructivism 

    

New Institutionalism     
Globalization debates     
Identity Studies     
Security Studies     
Women Studies     
Offensive vs. 
Defensive Realism 
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14. How should academicians contribute to the policy-making process? 
 

Active participants  
Advisors/Consulting  
Commentators in the media  
Reporting  
Trainers of policymakers  
Academicians should not be involved in the 
policymaking process 

 

There is no relationship between academic studies 
and policy-making process  

 

 
15. Please tick five scholars who have had the greatest impact on the field of 

International Relations over the past 20 years. 
 
16. Which one(s) of the following scholars has/have had an impact on your own 

academic work? (maximum five)166

 
 

                                                 
166 Same answer choices were given in Questions 15 and 16. 

Other (Please 
indicate:……) 

    

Alexander Wendt  
Andrew Moravscik  
Barry Buzan  
Bruce Bueno de Mesquita  
Bruce Russett  
Cynthia Enloe  
Ernst Haas  
Francis Fukuyama  
Hans Morgenthau  
Immanuel Wallerstein  
J. David Singer  
Jack Snyder  
James Fearon  
James Rosenau  
John Ikenberry  
John Mearsheimer  
John Ruggie  
Joseph Nye  
Kenneth Waltz  
Michael Doyle  
Peter Katzenstein  
Robert Cox  
Robert Gilpin  
Robert Jervis  
Robert Keohane  
Samuel Huntington  
Stanley Hoffmann  
Stephen Krasner  
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17. Please list five international journals that you think have the greatest impact on 
the International Relations studies and that you regularly read? (1 the most 
effective) 

 
Periodicals Those that have an 

impact  
Those that I regularly 
read 

Alternatives   
American Journal of Political 
Science 

  

American Journal of International 
Law 

  

American Political Science Review   
Comparative Politics   
Economist   
European Journal of International 
Relations 

  

Foreign Affairs   
Foreign Policy   
Global Governance   
International Affairs   
International Interactions   
International Organisation   
International Relations   
International Security   
International Studies Perspectives   
International Studies Review   
International Studies Quarterly   
International Theory   
Journal of Conflict Resolution   
Journal of International Affairs   
Journal of Peace Research   
Middle Eastern Studies   
Millennium   
National Interest   
Orbis   
Political Science Quarterly   
Review of International Political 
Economy 

  

Review of International Studies   
Security Studies   
Survival   
World Politics   
Other (Please indicate:…….....…)   
 
 
 
 
 

Stephen Walt  
Thomas Risse  
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III) INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS IN TURKEY 
 

18. Do you think that international relations education is adequate in Turkey? 
 

 Good Average Inadequate 
Undergraduate    
Masters    
PhD    
 

19. Aside from you, who has been doing the most interesting/most efficient work in 
the field of International Relations in Turkey in recent years? (Please write in 
descending order of preference) 

 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
 

20. Aside from you, who has contributed the most to the development and 
institutionalization of the field of International Relations in Turkey (in recent 
years)? (Please write in descending order of precedence) 

 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
 

21. Please list five national journals that you think have the greatest impact on 
International Relations studies and that you regularly read? (1 the most 
effective)   

 

Periodicals 

Those that 
have an 
impact  

Those that I 
regularly read 

Akademik Ortadoğu (Middle East)   
Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International 
Relations 

  

Ankara Avrupa Çalışmaları Dergisi (The Ankara 
Review of European Studies) 

  

Avrasya Dosyası (Eurasian File)   
Avrasya Etütleri (Eurasian Studies)   
Bilig   
Dış Politika/Foreign Policy   
Doğu Batı (East West)   
Fakülte Dergileri (Faculty Journals)   
Insight Turkey   
Marmara Avrupa Çalışmaları Dergisi (Marmara 
Journal of European Studies) 

  

Milletlerarası Münasebetler Türk Yıllığı (The   
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Turkish Yearbook of International Relations) 
New Perspectives on Turkey   
Orta Asya ve Kafkasya Araştırmaları Dergisi 
(Journal of Central Asian and Caucasian Studies) 

  

Perceptions (Journal of International Affairs)   
Stratejik Analiz (Strategic Analysis)   
Turkish Policy Quarterly (TPQ)   
Uluslararası Hukuk ve Politika Dergisi (Review 
of International Law and Politics) 

  

Uluslararası İlişkiler (International Relations)   
 

22. Please list the best universities in Turkey that offers International Relations 
program at the undergraduate level? (1 indicating the best) 

 
23. Please list the best universities in Turkey that offers International Relations 

program at the graduate level? (1 indicating the best)167

 
 

Universities 1 2 3 4 5 
Abant İzzet Baysal       
Adnan Menderes        
Akdeniz         
Ankara       
Atılım        
Bahçeşehir       
Balıkesir       
Başkent       
Beykent       
Bilkent       
Boğaziçi       
Çağ       
Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart       
Çankaya       
Çukurova       
Doğuş       
Dokuz Eylül       
Ege       
Erciyes       
Eskişehir Osmangazi       
Fatih       
Galatasaray       
Gazi       
Giresun       
Hacettepe       
İstanbul Arel       
İstanbul Aydın       
İstanbul Bilgi       
İstanbul Kültür       
İstanbul Ticaret       
İstanbul (Ikt.)      

                                                 
167 Same answer choices were given in Questions 22 and 23. 
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İstanbul (Sbf)      
İzmir Ekonomi       
İzmir       
Kadir Has       
Karadeniz Teknik       
Kırıkkale       
Kocaeli       
Koç       
Maltepe       
Marmara       
Okan        
Orta Doğu Teknik       
Sabancı       
Sakarya       
Selçuk       
TOBB Ekonomi ve Teknoloji        
Trakya       
Ufuk       
Uludağ      
Yalova       
Yeditepe      
Yıldız Teknik      
 

24.  Please list 5 subjects in descending order of priority that you think 
academicians in Turkey are mostly interested in/discussing? 

 
 1 2 3 4 5 
United States      
Europe (General)      
European Union      
Balkans      
Environment      
Democratic Peace Theory      
East Asia (including China)      
Migration      
Security      
Geopolitics      
Gender Studies      
Caucasia      
Development      
Identity      
Weapons of Mass Destruction      
Globalization      
Neo-realism/Neo-liberalism Debate      
Central Asia      
Middle East      
Positivism/Post-Positivism      
Rationalism vs. Constructivism Debate      
Russia      
Offensive/Defensive Realism      
Terrorism      
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Trade      
Turkish Foreign Policy      
Turkish-US Relations      
Other (Please indicate: ………)      
 

25. The relative weight of the following in performance evaluation of academicians 
shall be…  
 

 
Reduced Stayed the 

same Increased Don’t 
know 

Response 
count 

SSCI/AHI Journals      International peer-
reviewed journals      
National peer-reviewed 
journals      
International 
books/chapter in books      
National books/chapter 
in books      
Peer assessments       

26. How many research grant proposals have you prepared and how many of them 
have been accepted within the last three years?  
 

 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

The number of research proposals that you have 
prepared      

      

The number of research proposals that have 
been accepted      

      

 
27. What is the most frequently used funding source that you apply to finance your 

research? 
 

Resources 1 2 3 4 5 

the Research Fund in my 
university      
TÜBİTAK – TÜBA funds      EU Funds      Private/Public Foundations      NGOs      Governmental agencies      Private Sector       NATO      United Nations      Other (Please indicate: 
……………)      
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28. If you were looking actively, how easy or difficult would it be for you to find an 
acceptable academic position in IR in Turkey?  

 
Very easy  Easy  Neither easy nor difficult  Difficult  Very difficult  Don’t know   

29. On balance, thinking about last hires in your Department, who played the most 
important role in selecting that candidate? 

 
Members of my Department   
Head of the Department  
Members of the Faculty  
Dean of the Faculty  
Head of the University  
The Higher Education Council  
Other (Please indicate: ……………)  
 

30. Do you believe that members of the IR academic community in Turkey shared a 
set of common competence standards (assessment criteria) in PhD 
comprehensive examinations and in associate professorship exam? 

 
Strongly agree  
Agree  
Neutral  
Disagree  
Strongly disagree  
Don’t know  
 

31. Please rank peer-review processes in academic journals in the field of IR in 
Turkey in terms of commonality of assessment criteria, objectivity and 
transparency? 

 
 Very low Low Moderate High Very 

high 
Commonality       
Objectivity      
Transparency       

 
32. If any of your article or articles that you submitted to an academic journal 

were rejected, what do you think might be the reason or reasons of rejection? (1 
the most important). 

 
Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 
Disagreement over theoretical/conceptual approach      Disagreement over major idea/hypothesis/argument      Methodological reasons      
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Lack of originality      Disagreement over political positions      Other1 (Please indicate: ……………)      Other2 (Please indicate: ……………)       
IV) AREAS OF INTEREST 
 

33. Which of the following International Relations approaches do you think you are 
closer to? 

 

 
34. How often have you substantially changed your paradigm/theoretical approach 

since you started your academic career?  
 
Frequency  
Very often  
More than once  
Once  
Never  
Don’t know  
 

35. What is your main area of study/substantive focus of your research within 
International Relations discipline and which sub-fields you think you are more 
closely interested in? 

 

Realism/Neorealism  
Liberalism/Neoliberalism  
Marxism  
Constructivism  
Post-modernism/Post-structuralism  
Critical theory  
Neo-Gramscian    
Feminism  
English School   
I do not use any theoretical perspective (Non-paradigmatic)  
Other (Please indicate:..................)  

Research Areas  Main area Sub-field (1) Sub-field (2) 
Area Studies    
Environment    
Foreign Policy Analysis    
Human Rights    
Comparative Political Analysis    
Methodology    
Turkish Foreign Policy    
International Security    
International Law    
International Relations History    
IR Theory     
International Organization    
International Political Economy    
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36. Which one of the following regions or countries of the world do you study? 

 
Countries/Regions Responses  
United States   
Africa  
Asia (East/incl. China)  
Asia (Central)  
Asia (South)  
Europe (European Union)  
Europe (Balkans)  
Europe (Other)  
Caucasus  
Black Sea  
Latin America  
Middle East  
Russia  
Turkey   
Global/Inter-regional  
I do not study regions  
Others (Please indicate…)  
 

37. Please list the name of the academic journals that you have submitted an 
article(s) and indicate the number of articles that were published for each 
journal within the last year? 

 
Name of the journal The number of articles that 

you have send 
The number of articles that 
have been published 

   
   

 
38. Which is the language that you use most in your publications? 

 
 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 
Turkish                       
English                      
German                      
French                      
Other:….                      

 
39. Which product do you prefer most in your publications? 

 
Types of products 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 

SSCI Journals                       
International 
Journals  

                    

National Journals                      
International 
books/chapter in 
books  

                    

Strategic Studies    
Political Philosophy    
Other: (Please indicate:…..)    
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National 
books/chapter in 
books  

                    

Political 
analysis/reports  

                    

Other:…….                      

 
40. How would you characterize your work in epistemological terms? 

 
Positivist   
Post-positivist   
Anti-positivist   
 

41. In your research, which research methods/strategies do you employ? 
 
Quantitative analysis   
Qualitative analysis   
Modeling   
Experimental research  
Legal and ethical analysis  
Content analysis  
Other (Please indicate…)  
 

42. Does your research tend to be theory oriented or applied? 
 
Primarily theoric  
Both of them but more theoretical   
Both equally   
Both of them but more practical  
Primarily applied  
 

43. Please rank the following that have a potential to influence your research 
area/topic/method or goals? (1 the most influential) 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 
Myself      My PhD supervisor      Major academic publications in the discipline (article, book, 
etc.)      
Colleagues in my department      Head of the Department in my university      Colleagues from different departments in my university      Colleagues in IR Departments in other universities      Colleagues in other universities      Individuals outside of the academy such as employers, 
funding agencies, elites, etc.      
Media      Foreign policy of government      Public opinion      Other (Please indicate…)       
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44. How many international and national conferences, workshops, congress, etc., 
have you attended and made a presentation within the last two years? 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

National Level 
Attended         

             

National Level 
Presentation        

             

International Level 
Attended        

             

International Level 
Presentation         

             

 
45. Do you consult or work in any paid capacity for any of the following? 

 
Non-governmental Organizations   
International Organizations   
Institutions which are affiliated with Turkish 
Republic (including the Government)   
Representatives of Foreign Countries   
Private Sector   
Think Tanks   
Interest Groups   
None  
Other (Please indicate…)  
 

46. Are you writing in a newspaper or journal (magazine)?If you write please 
indicate the frequency.   

 
Yes, every day  
Yes, 3 days a week  
Yes, once in a month  
Yes, occasionally  
No  
 

47. Are you making a program or commentary in TV or radio?  
 
Yes, I have my own program  
Yes, once in a week   
Yes, occasionally  
Yes, every time when I am called  
No  
 

48. How would you describe your political stance?  
 
Anarchist  
Liberal  
Marxist  
Center  
Nationalist  
Conservative  
Muslim Democrat  
Social Democrat  
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Socialist  
Populist  
Green  
I have no political stance  
Other (Please indicate…)  
 

49. Your age group: 

V) PERSONAL INFORMATION 
 

 
20-25  56-60  
26-30  61-65  
31-35  66-70  
36-40  71-75  
41-45  76-80  
46-50  81-85  
51-55  86-90  

 
50. Gender: 

Female  

Male  

 
51. Which university do you currently work? 

 

Abant İzzet Baysal  
Adnan Menderes  
Akdeniz  
Ankara  
Atılım  
Bahçeşehir  
Balıkesir  
Başkent  
Beykent  
Bilkent  
Boğaziçi  
Çağ  
Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart  
Çankaya  
Çukurova  
Doğuş  
Dokuz Eylül  
Ege  
Erciyes  
Eskişehir Osmangazi  
Fatih  
Galatasaray  
Gazi  
Giresun  
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Hacettepe  
İstanbul Arel  
İstanbul Aydın  
İstanbul Bilgi  
İstanbul Kültür  
İstanbul Ticaret  
İstanbul (IKT)  
İstanbul (SBF)  
İzmir Ekonomi  
İzmir  
Kadir Has  
Karadeniz Teknik  
Kırıkkale  
Kocaeli  
Koç  
Maltepe  
Marmara  
Okan  
Orta Doğu Teknik  
Sabancı  
Sakarya  
Selçuk  
TOBB Ekonomi ve Teknoloji  
Trakya  
Ufuk  
Uludağ  
Yalova  
Yeditepe  
Yıldız Teknik  
Other  
 

52. Educational Information 

 University Department/Area Date 
Undergraduate    
Masters    
Phd    
 

53. Your current position in your Department 
 

Research Assistant    
Instructor/Lecturer  
Assistant Professor  
Associate Professor  
Professor  
Head of Department  
Other  
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54. Would you please indicate the dates that you become entitled to obtain these 
degrees /positions?  

 

 Date 
Research Assistant    
Instructor/Lecturer  
Assistant Professor  
Associate Professor  
Professor  
Head of Department  
Other  
 

55. Please list national/international associations that you have a membership.  
 
Organizations  
American Political Science Association (APSA)  
British International Studies Association (BISA)  
Central and East European International Studies Association (CEEISA)  
European Society for Central Asian Studies (ESCAS)  
European Consortium for Political Research (ECPR)  
International Studies Association (ISA)  
Middle East Studies Association (MESA)  
Siyasi İlimler Türk Derneği  
Society for Military History  
Turkish Studies Association (TSA)  
Turkish International Studies Association (TISA)  
Türk Bilimler Derneği  
UK Political Science Association  
Uluslararası İlişkiler Konseyi (UIK)  
Uluslararası Siyasal İlimler Derneği  
World Congress on Middle Eastern Studies (WOCMES)  
World International Studies Conference (WISC)  
Other (Please indicate…)  
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APPENDIX_02: INTERVIEWS  
 

Research interview is one of the qualitative research methods, which can be defined as 

conducting conversations in which the interviewer questions the respondent on a 

particular topic or set of topics and interpret the data that comes out of these 

conversations (Warren and Karner, 2005:115; May, 2001:120; Arksey and Knight, 

1999:2). Interviews serve researchers to collect data about people’s experiences, 

opinions, values, aspirations, meaning, attitudes and feelings (Silverman, 2001:87; May, 

2001:120; Arksey and Knight, 1999:2-3). In addition to the survey, a qualitative face-to-

face semi-structured interview technique was employed for this study. In semi-

structured interviews, questions are specified beforehand, but the interviewer has a 

certain degree of freedom to discuss issues beyond the answers (May, 2001:123). In 

order to clarify or elaborate on the answers given, the interviewer may engage in a 

discussion or a dialogue with the respondent and can then gather qualitative information 

about the topic (May, 2001:123). According to Colin Robson, semi-structured interview 

is the most appropriate form of research technique, especially when the researcher aims 

to explore individual perceptions of processes within a social unit (Robson, 2002:271) 

such as a social science department. 

 

The semi-structured interviews were conducted in order to find out major puzzles about 

IR studies in Turkey. However, they also aimed to investigate the general status and 

characteristics of the IR discipline in Turkey, the location of Turkish IR academic 

community in the world, peer-review process in major journals of IR in Turkey, degree 

of autonomy of IR scholars and level of control over access to key resources in Turkey. 

In order to conduct the interviews, as a first step, a set of specific open-ended and closed 

questions were prepared on the basis of research objectives (Please see Appendix_03). 

Questions were prepared in order to gather information about social and intellectual 

fragmentation of IR discipline in Turkey, the status of theory and importance of 

theorizing, competence and performance standards, the role of employers, funding 

agencies, elites from other disciplines and lay people in setting significance standards 

and field’s domain, the role of universities, institutions/agencies or other actors in 

controlling and distribution of research facilities, jobs, research funds and journal space. 

Nevertheless, since these are semi-structured interviews, these questions were not 

necessarily asked to the interviewee like a survey. In general, interviews were in the 
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form of conversation about Turkish IR but in some cases the conversation went over the 

questions, especially with the editors.  

 

Similar to the survey, before conducting the interviews, first of all, I applied to the 

University of Exeter, School of Humanities and Social Sciences Ethics Committee and 

received the ‘Certificate of Ethical Approval’. Second, I planned to conduct the 

interviews with 15 to 20 members of the field of IR in Turkey. In choosing the sample, 

theoretic sampling technique was used, rather than random sampling, because 

respondents were chosen according to criteria specified by the research questions 

(Warren and Karner, 2005:128-9). According to my plan, 7 or 8 of these respondents 

were chosen among the editors of major IR journals and the remaining respondents 

were chosen among the heads of the IR Departments in Turkey. The editors were 

selected because it was not possible to collect sufficient information about journals, 

review procedures, articles, etc through their websites and these are the persons who 

have access to information about competence/significance standards and level of 

competition in IR journals in Turkey.  

 

Heads of departments were chosen due to their experiences and information about the 

relations between departments and university administrations, their knowledge about 

decisions on performance and competence standards, financial issues or hiring practices, 

etc. It is possible to collect some information about the decision-making procedures of 

universities or IR departments in promoting faculty members or of journals in assessing 

whether an article is publishable or not. However, the information provided by 

universities or journals about their decision making procedures were general in nature 

and most of the time they provide general frameworks of how decisions are made. In 

that sense, there was a need for more specific and qualified data about to what extent IR 

scholars are autonomous in setting the standards or whether common standards are 

employed in different IR journals. These are complex procedures and data could only be 

achieved through interviews. 

 

In order to conduct the interviews, e-mail invitations were sent to 56 academics from 27 

universities in 12 different cities in Turkey. 31 academics either refused to make an 

interview or they were not able to conduct the interview due to inappropriate conditions 

or unexpected circumstances (busy schedule, etc.). As shown in Table A.2.1, the 

interviews were conducted with 25 full-time academicians in the field of IR from 15 
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different IR departments in 7 different cities in Turkey in 2009, 2010 and 2011 by the 

author.  

 
Table A.2.1: The number of interviewees and their locations 

City # of interviewees # of universities interviewed Total # of IR 
Departments 

İstanbul 9 6 universities (3 public/3 private) 23 
Ankara 9 5 universities (3 private/2 public) 10 
Other total 7 5 public universities 19 
İzmir 2 1 public university  
Konya 2 1 public university  
Bolu 1 1 public university  
Kırıkkale 1 1 public university  
Trabzon 1 1 public university  
 
8 of these interviewees were the editors (6 chief editors/2 co-editors) of 6 different 

major IR journals in Turkey. Except one, all of them are incumbent editors. 10 of the 

interviewees were either existing or former heads of departments. Some of these 

interviewees also served as directors of the Graduate School of Social Sciences and 

Humanities or dean of their faculties. The number of interviewees in Ankara and 

İstanbul are higher than the rest because, first of all, as can be seen from the total 

number of universities, there is a high level of concentration of universities in Turkey in 

İstanbul and Ankara, which are the biggest cities in Turkey. Second, the faculty 

members of the IR departments in the periphery are more reluctant to make interviews 

than the center. Third, some of the universities have been recently established therefore 

the total number of members of staff or the number of senior academics in these 

universities is low.  

 

I communicated with some of these academics face-to-face before sending the 

invitation. The invitation e-mail included explanatory information about my identity, 

department, university and supervisor and the title and purpose of my PhD thesis 

(Please see Appendix_04). The e-mail also consists of information about security, 

anonymity and ethical considerations. The information sheet and the certificate of 

ethical approval were also attached to the e-mail and it kindly requests the respondent to 

read the attachments. The written consent of all interviewees were provided. Similar to 

the survey, the participants of the interviews were informed that they are free to refuse 

or skip to answer any questions they consider private, embarrassing or inappropriate, etc 

and if they change their mind they can withdraw from the interview at any time.  
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The majority of the interviews were conducted in the offices of interviewees. On 

average, the interviews last about 45 minutes (the shortest 15 minutes/the longest 1.5 

hours). 23 out of 25 interviews were recorded in an electronic device and I transcribed 

these recordings into a written format and prepared a word document. On average, a 

transcript consists of 5974 words. Afterwards, these word documents were sent to the 

interviewees and I reminded them that they are free to amend, edit or delete any part of 

the text or they can add anything they would like to mention. In order to secure 

anonymity, the name of the interviewees was not mentioned in these texts. Moreover, I 

reminded the interviewees that the names of institutions or third persons which were 

mentioned during the interviews would either not be used or used in a generalized 

anonym way. Some of the interviewees asked me to openly give reference to them if I 

use their original arguments which they mentioned during the interview. In order to be 

fair, in my e-mail to all the interviewees, I mentioned that if they would like me to refer 

to their names openly, in case I use their ideas or arguments, I requested them to put a 

note to the relevant part in the text when they are editing. 
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APPENDIX_03: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 

Table A.3.1: Interview Questions 
AREA OF STUDY 

1. What is your main area of study/substantive focus of your research/primary sub-field within 
international relations discipline?  

2. What kind of factors influence your research (approach/theory/method/area) ? Which is the 
most significant one? 

INTRA- AND INTER-COMMUNITY RELATIONS/DIVISIONS 
3. What is the principal divide among international relations scholars in the global discipline of 

IR and in Turkey?  
4. How academicians are divided in Turkey, on the basis of research areas, theoretical 

approaches??  
5. What is the level of coordination, competition or conflict in Turkey? Is there any 

competition between these research groups or academicians? 
6. In which sub-field or research area you think the members of the IR Departments in Turkey 

has contributed the most to the global discipline of IR? 
7. Which sub-field or research area do you think the members of the IR Departments in Turkey 

have contributed the least to the global discipline of IR? 
8. What are the major reasons of this lack of contribution from Turkey within the particular 

sub-field(s) or research area(s) you have chosen? 
9. Do you agree with the argument that IR academicians in Turkey do not actually constitute a 

community or an epistemic community? If you agree, why do you think so? Do you agree 
with the argument that IR community in Turkey is fragmented? What might be the reasons 
of this fragmentation? 

10. What is the principal source of reputation in academy in Turkey?  
11. Do you agree with the argument that IR scholars in Turkey should produce original, home-

grown theory in order to contribute to the global discipline of IR? How do you define your 
intellectual goals?  

COMPETENCE, PERFORMANCE AND SIGNIFICANCE STANDARDS 
12. To what extent universities or departments share common standards? What is the level of 

standardization in granting academic degrees or promotion of academicians? 
13. Who sets these standards? To what extent you have a role in the implementation of these 

standards? Are they applied consistently? The Higher Education Council or the Departments 
have a say in these standards? Are these standards flexible or strict? 

14. The relative weight of the following in performance evaluation of academicians shall be… 
What are the advantages and disadvantages of giving too much importance to international 
competence standards? 

15. How many times you have participated in a committee or council who sets the competence 
standards regarding masters and PhD comprehensive examinations, associate professorship 
exam or the promotion of associate professors? 

16. Do you believe that academic journals in the field of International Relations in Turkey have 
common assessment criteria? 

17. Have you ever act as a referee for an academic journal in Turkey? 
18. What is most frequent problem or deficiency that you find out about the articles that you 

reject? On what topics referees disagree on? What is the major reason of disagreement 
between referees? Methodology? Theory? Political views? 

RECRUITMENT OF ACADEMICIANS 
19. On balance, thinking about last hires in your Department, who played the most important 

role in selecting that candidate? 
20. To what extent your contributions are influential in the recruitment process?  
21. If you were looking actively, how easy or difficult would it be for you to find an acceptable 

academic position in IR?  
INTER-DISCIPLINARY RELATIONS 

22. Is IR a scientific discipline? How do you define the boundaries of the IR discipline? How do 
you define the boundaries of the IR discipline? How do you characterize its identity? 

23. Do you think that there is a difference between major social scientific disciplines in Turkey 
in terms of their prestige?  

24. To what extent do you utilize properly the findings of sociology, psychology, anthropology, 
economics or other disciplines in the teaching of IR or in developing your theories? 

25. Do you think that there is a difference between major sub-fields of IR in terms of their 
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prestige? If yes, please rank the sub-fields of IR in terms of prestige. 
ACADEMY-SOCIETY-GOVERNMENT-MEDIA-PRIVATE SECTOR RELATIONS 

26. To what extent studies on international relations is different than debates on international 
politics in media? 

27. How do you characterize the relation between academia and the government or 
governmental institutions? 

FUNDS 
28. What is the most frequently used funding source that you apply to finance your research? 
29. What are the most important problems that you encounter applying research funds in 

Turkey?  
30. To what extent control of research funds is concentrated? Is there a relatively equal 

distribution of funds? Do you think members of the IR Department play a fair amount of 
role?  

QUESTIONS FOR THE EDITORS OF JOURNALS 
1. How do you define the journal that you are an editor, is it a general academic journal or is it 

a specific journal which aims to focus on certain area in international relations?  
2. What criteria were used to select qualified potential referees? What is your major criteria in 

choosing referees?  
3. Do you send all manuscripts to the referees? What percentage of manuscripts have been sent 

to the referees so far?  
4. Who makes the final decision? Do you decide or referees decisions are final? If referees 

agree on a certain decision (acceptance, rejection or revision) do you always comply with 
that decision?  

5. In case a manuscript is rejected, do you explain the reasons of rejection in detail or you just 
send a letter that states the final decision only? 

6. Do you communicate with the editors of other academic journals? How often do you get in 
touch with them or do you share knowledge with them? 

7. Do you believe that IR academic journals in Turkey implement certain common procedures? 
8. Would you please provide statistical information about how many applications do you 

receive annually? How many of them have been rejected, accepted, etc.? 
9. How many times do you request academicians to write articles? 
10. What are your criteria when you assess manuscripts? Do you have specific, explicit, formal  

criteria in the assessment of journals?  
11. What is the most frequent or most important problem in manuscripts that have been 

rejected?  
12. What is most frequent problem or deficiency that you find out about the articles that you 

reject? On what topics referees disagree on? What is the major reason of disagreement 
between referees? Methodology? Theory? Political views? 
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APPENDIX_04: GUIDE INFORMATION/CONSENT FORM FOR 
INTERVIEWS 
 
Title of Research Project  
The Development of International Relations Studies in Turkey 
 
Details of Project 

My name is Korhan Yazgan. I am a PhD student in the Department of Politics, 
University of Exeter, United Kingdom. Under the supervision of Prof. Colin Wight, my 
research project aims to find out what kind of factors influence the production of 
scientific knowledge and the development of International Relations (IR) discipline in 
Turkey. It aims to explain whether and how change in social, institutional, political, 
cultural and intellectual factors influence the development of International Relations 
discipline and the way social scientists produce knowledge. During the interview you 
will be requested to answer close or open-ended questions about issues such as the 
general status and characteristics of the IR discipline in Turkey, the location of Turkish 
IR academic community in the world, the peer-review process of academic IR journals, 
degree of autonomy of IR scholars and the level of control over access to key resources 
in Turkey, etc. The data obtained from these interviews will be used in my PhD thesis, 
which has been funded by the Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey 
(TUBITAK), and the thesis might be published, entirely or partially, as an article in an 
academic journal or as a book in the future.  
 

Contact Details 
For further information about the research or your interview data, please contact: 

KORHAN YAZGAN, Department of Politics, Exeter University, Devon 
UK.  
Tel: 00 44 (0) 1392 263240, e-mail: ky215@ex.ac.uk. 
 

If you have concerns/questions about the research you would like to discuss with 
someone else at the University, please contact: 

COLIN WIGHT, Professor, c.wight@exeter.ac.uk 
 

Confidentiality 

Interview will be recorded in an electronic-recording device and the electronic data will 
be held in confidence in a password secured flash disk which will be held in a locked 
cabinet. They will not be used other than for the purposes described above and third 
parties will not be allowed access to them without your consent (except as may be 
required by the law). However, if you request it, you will be supplied with a copy of 
your interview transcript so that you can comment on and edit it as you see fit (please 
give your email below). Your data will be held in accordance with the Data Protection 
Act. The data will be held indefinitely on an anonymous basis.  
 
Anonymity 
Interview data will be held and used on an anonymous basis, with no mention of your 
name, but we will refer to the group of which you are a member or we might refer you 
as a senior or a junior member of the academic community of International Relations 
discipline in Turkey.  
 

mailto:ky215@ex.ac.uk�
mailto:c.wight@exeter.ac.uk�
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Consent  
I voluntarily agree to participate and to the use of my data for the purposes specified 
above. I can withdraw consent at any time by contacting the interviewers.  
 
TICK HERE:      DATE…………………………..... 
 
Note: Your contact details are kept separately from your interview data 
 
Name of interviewee:....................................................................... 
Signature: ......................................................................................... 
Email/phone:..................................................................................... 
Signature of researcher…………………………………………………. 
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APPENDIX_05: THE JOURNAL ARTICLE AND PHD THESES DATABASE  
 

The survey and interviews are research techniques that are instrumental in analyzing 

how the members of the IRCT perceive the global and Turkish IR and how they view 

their communities’ research practice and tendencies. In addition to that, a journal article 

and PhD thesis database was constructed in order to analyze actual research practice of 

the IRCT. This analysis aims to reveal general tendencies in domestic and international 

research output of the members of the IR community in Turkey in terms of theoretical 

approaches, methodologies, epistemologies, subject matters, issue areas, etc. As can be 

seen in Table A.5.1., the journal article database includes the analysis of 1011 articles 

which have been published by the members of the IR departments in Turkey in the 

following major domestic and international IR journals:  

 
Table A.5.1: The coverage of the journal article database 

Domestic Journals Period # of articles 
Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi (Journal of Ankara University 
Faculty of Political Sciences) 

1943-1980 204 

Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi (Journal of Ankara University 
Faculty of Political Sciences) 

1981-2010 149 

Turkish Yearbook of IR 1960-1980 57 
Turkish Yearbook of IR 1981-2009 55 
Perceptions  1996-2009 93 
Uluslararası İlişkiler (International Relations) 2004-2010 93 
Insight Turkey  2004-2008 22 
Uluslararası Hukuk ve Politika (International Law and Politics) 2004-2010 75 
International Journals   
Middle Eastern Journal 1993-2009 44 
Turkish Studies 2000-2009 29 
Other international journals (61 different journals) 1976-2009 190 
Total number of articles in domestic journals  748 
Total number of articles in international journals  263 
General Total   1011 
 
The domestic journals were among the most popular and effective journals according to 

the results of the UİK Survey 2009. Moreover, Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi 

(Journal of Ankara University Faculty of Political Sciences) and Turkish Yearbook of 

IR were particularly chosen because they are the oldest IR journals which have been 

published since the establishment of the discipline in Turkey. Thus, they are key 

journals in analyzing the historical development of the IRST. In addition, 263 articles of 

the members of the IR departments in Turkey in 61 different international journals have 

been analyzed as well. For the domestic journals, all the articles, that can be accessed 

through online or available in libraries, in every issue for the years of publication 

specified in the table above, were coded. However, only the articles that that were 

published by the members of the departments of IR in Turkey were included in the 



 305 

database. For instance, the article of a journalist, diplomat or a member of the 

Department of Economics was excluded. For the international journals, the articles of 

the members of the IRCT were identified through searches in major research databases 

such as Web of Science, JSTOR, EBSCHOST, Springer, etc. Some of the journals, e.g. 

Middle Eastern Studies were searched and coded through hardcopies. Moreover, 162 

PhD theses which were completed by Turkish IR scholars have been analyzed. 125 of 

them were completed in 7 different universities in Turkey and 37 of them were 

completed in the universities in the US and United Kingdom (UK). The universities in 

Turkey are İstanbul, Ankara, Gazi, ODTÜ, Bilkent, Marmara and Uludağ. The PhD 

theses were collected from the libraries of the relevant universities or through the 

database of YÖK (Higher Education Council of Turkey) and e-theses databases of the 

US and UK.  

 

The following process has been pursued in coding. First, if there is an abstract in the 

article or the thesis, I read the abstract. Second, I read the introduction and conclusion of 

the article/thesis. Third, I skim and scan the article and code the article accordingly. If 

the author explicitly expresses his/her theoretical approach, epistemology or 

methodology, then they are coded accordingly. However, if these are implicitly 

mentioned then I read the article in more detail in order to infer the variables. The 

articles and theses were coded according to the variables and criteria which are listed in 

Table A.5.2 below: 

 
Table A.5.2: Codes and criteria for the journal article and PhD thesis database  

ACADEMIC TITLE/STATUS OF AUTHOR  
Assistant Professor (Yrd. Doç Dr.) 1 
Associate Professor (Doç. Dr.) 2 
Full Professor (Prof.) 3 
Graduate Student or PhD Candidate (Araş. Gör.) 4 
Instructor (MA, Öğretim Gör.) 5 
Other 99 
YEAR/PUBLICATION DATE OF ARTICLE  
VOLUME OF JOURNAL  
ISSUE OF JOURNAL  
JOURNAL TITLE  
TOTAL NUMBER OF IR ARTICLES  
TOTAL NUMBER OF ARTICLES  
TITLE OF ARTICLE  
AUTHOR'S NAME  
NUMBER OF AUTHORS  
AUTHOR'S GENDER  
AUTHOR'S NATIONALITY  
AUTHOR'S AFFILIATION/UNIVERSITY  
AUTHOR'S RANK  
LEVEL OF ABSTRACTNESS  
general theory/purely theoretical 1 
The article consists of pure theoretical arguments and discussions and does not discuss any data, empirical 
evidence, case study, etc.  
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theoretical/empirical 2 
Besides advancing a theoretical framework or a discussion, the article attempts to apply those theoretical 
ideas or arguments. 

 

empirical 3 
The article does not refer to any theoretical arguments, idea, framework, etc.   
THEORETICAL APPROACH ADVANCED BY AUTHOR  
Realist 1 
The author conceives international relations as inter-state politics.  
States are major actors in international politics and they are unitary actors.  
Security, survival and power are the primary concerns in international politics.  
States pursue their interests and they define them in terms of power.  
The structure of the international system is anarchic and it constraints the behaviour of states.  
The author advances or emphasizes the role of following concepts, arguments or variables in explaining 
international phenomena: balance of power, structure of the system, hegemony, polarity, uni-polarity, 
bipolarity, offense-defense balance, relative and absolute power, etc. 

 

Liberal 2 
The author conceives international relations as inter-societal relations.  
The author highlights the role of individuals, voluntary associations, MNCs, NGOs, bureaucracy, political 
parties, various interest groups and private groups in international relations.  

 

Foreign policy behavior of a state is a reflection of its preferences and states’ preferences are shaped by 
societal ideas, interests and institutions. 

 

States act within the context of domestic and trans-national civil societies so foreign policies of states are 
interdependent. 

 

International institutions (IGOs, NGOs, international regimes, etc.) play an important role in the 
international system. 

 

The author focuses on international political economy, economic interdependence, international markets, etc.  
The author underlines the role of international law, norms, rules, institutions, international regimes, 
democratic peace theory etc.  

 

Marxist 3 
Capitalism is the defining feature of the international system.  
The author problematizes economic and political inequalities in the international system.  
The author focuses on relations between classes. States serve the interests of dominant classes, finance 
capital or monopoly capitalism. 

 

The author discusses states' place in the division of labor in world economy.  
The author focuses on the global capitalist system, underdevelopment, relations of production, resource 
distribution, mechanisms of domination, relations between periphery, core and semi-periphery. 

 

Constructivism 4 
The author emphasizes the role of ideas, the effects of systems of ideas, values, beliefs, norms and 
institutions on actors in international politics. 

 

The author defines the structure of the international system in terms of ideational elements.  
The author defends the idea that the formation of identities and interests are crucial to explain behaviors of 
international actors.  

 

Ideational structures (shared ideas, intersubjective understandings, distribution of knowledge, collective 
meanings, culture or common knowledge) constitute and shape identities and interests of actors. Identities 
and interests are socially constructed. 

 

Ideational structures are formed through interaction of agents.   
Agents and structures are mutually constitutive.   
Post-modernism/Post-structuralism 5 
The author criticizes the empiricist epistemology and rejects arguments that claim to have discovered 
absolute truths or universal facts about the world. 

 

The author focuses on how knowledge, meaning or reality is contructed through knowledge or discourse. 
The author focuses on practices through which reality is represented, identities are constructed or social 
relations are formed. The author analyzes how certain representations become dominant by using discourse 
analysis, deconstruction or genealogy, etc. 

 

The author emphasizes the relation between power and knowledge.   
The author is concerned with the international politics discourse in which various actors are involved in such 
as leaders of states, transnational actors, MNCs, NGOs, etc.  

 

The author is concerned with International Relations discourse as a discipline and focuses on how theories of 
IR privilege certain understanding of global politics and exclude others. 

 

The author stresses intertextuality rather than causality.  
Critical Theory/Gramscian 6 
The author focuses on explanations of global stratification and inequality, global power relations and 
modernity’s constraining or dominating forces.  

 

The author underlines constraints against the freedom, equality and self-determination of human beings.  
The author addresses the hegemonic structure in the world order, how the existing order is sustained through 
coercive and consensual capabilities of the ruling classes.  

 

The author takes the primary referent object of security as people not states.  
The author stresses the importance of human emancipation implies freeing people from unacknowledged  
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constraints, relations of domination and conditions of distorted communication and understanding. 
The author views state as a significant barrier against universal justice and emancipation and discusses 
alternative organizations of political community. 

 

The author distinguishes between critical and problem solving theory and defends the former.  
Feminism 7 
The author focuses on gendered relations and how relations between men and women have been socially 
constructed.  

 

The author stresses the argument that masculinity is characterized by power, autonomy, public and reason, 
femininity is characterized by weakness, dependence, private and emotion. Gender or masculinity and 
femininity are defined as opposites and gender is a hierarchical relationship of power and inequality between 
men and women.  

 

The foreign policies of states are often legitimated in terms of hegemonic masculine characteristics.  
Women have been misrepresented in world politics and their role has been ignored or underemphasized.   
The international system is constituted by gender hierarchies which give rise to gender subordination.   
The author focuses on micro-level and tries to understand how the lives of man and women affect and are 
affected by international politics.  

 

The author tries to demonstrate numerous roles that women have been playing for the smooth functioning of 
the world politics.  

 

The author rejects positivist epistemology and suggest that knowledge is socially situated so the distinctive 
position of women in society enable her to produce more accurate descriptions and theoretically richer 
explanations than positivist researchers.  

 

Security is not only related with military threat but it is also related with the satisfaction of basic material 
needs, domestic violence, rape, gender subordination or ecological destruction. 

 

Non-Paradigmatic 8 
The author defends or tests theoretical approaches which cannot be categorized as one of the seven major 
schools of thought summarized above.   

 

Atheoretical/None 9 
The author does not use any theory.  
The article is simply descriptive or the author deals with certain theoretical propositions which are not 
related with any theoretical approach.  

 

English School 10 
The author focuses on the society of states, the international order, international society or world society. 
The ES methodology is based on the distinction among international system, international society and world 
society. 

 

The author advances the notion of international society which is defined as a group of states which believe 
that there are common interests and values and which conceive themselves as bounded by a common set of 
rules and institutions. 

 

The society of states has been analyzed from a voluntarist perspective rather than a structural deterministic 
approach.  

 

The ES scholars have a special concern for the world order and the order has been examined as a whole. The 
holist approach has been defended and the institutional basis of the international order has been deeply 
analyzed by the ES. The ES scholars are concerned with the global political system as a whole. 

 

The ES scholars rely upon sociological methods such as comparative historical studies, hermeneutics and the 
interpretative approach to the study of IR. 

 

The ES scholars have a concern for history and historical experimentation. In this historical analysis, the role 
of cultural or civilizational elements has been emphasized.  

 

The ES scholars have demonstrated strong interest in Third World, decolonization process and its 
consequences.  

 

EPISTEMOLOGY  
Positivist 1 
The author argues that the truth and falsity of theoretical propositions are testable through facts or reality.   
The author makes linear causal claims, aims to explain and/or make predictions.   
The author supports his/her arguments by empirical data.  
The author aims to identify lawlike regularities or patterns by using scientific research methods.   
The author aims to discuss and develop theory, derives certain propositions from his/her theoretical approach 
and tests them using empirical data.  

 

The author uses covering law model “if…then” format.   
The author depends upon certain methodological principles to defend the validity of his/her study.   
The author uses neutral systematic observations to form his/her knowledge claims.   
Non-positivist/interpretivist/post-positivist 2 
The author prefers to use interpretative, critical or normative methods.   
The author does not solely aim to identify causal relations rather he/she focuses on constitutive or 
intertextual relations.  

 

The author aims to provide a thick description.  
The author’s analysis involves normative judgments about his/her object of analysis.   
The author favors understanding, which aims to reveal phenomena or action from the perspective of the 
actor involved, rather than explanation. The author focuses on how reality is socially constructed. 

 

The author advances other approaches in philosophy of science such as scientific realism, etc.  
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The author defends the arguments that reality is independent of the mind, all beliefs are socially produced 
and it is possible to choose between alternative theories. 

 

TIME PERIOD  
Pre-history-476 AD 1 
476-1648 2 
1648-1914 3 
1914-1919 4 
1919-1939 5 
1939-1945 6 
1945-1960 7 
1960-1970 8 
1970-1980 9 
1980-1990 10 
1990-2000 11 
2000-2010 12 
None/Not Applicable 99 
POLICY PRESCRIPTION  
Yes 1 
The author explicitly makes some suggestions or recommendations to policymakers.  
The author suggests that the government shall change its foreign policy towards…  
No 0 
Some minor suggestions in the conclusion are not considered as a policy prescription.  
Historical narratives or descriptive foreign policy analysis are not considered as policy prescription.  
ISSUE AREA  
International Security 1 
International Political Economy 2 
Human Rights 3 
Environment 4 
IR Theory  5 
Turkish Foreign Policy 6 
Foreign Policy Analysis 7 
History of the IR Discipline 8 
Philosophy of Science 9 
International Law 10 
International Organization 11 
Methodology 12 
Area Studies 13 
International Politics 14 
IR History (Diplomatic/Political/World History) 15 
Political Philosophy 16 
Political Science 17 
General 98 
Other 99 
METHODOLOGY  
Quantitative 1 
The author collects, analyzes and displays data in numerical rather than narrative form.   
The author gives numerical values for the independent or the dependent variables. He/she aims to link these 
values and assess this link with respect to a theoretical proposition.  

 

The author follows the “effects of causes” approach (observe the effects of the treatment).  
The author uses controlled experiment.  
The author aims to find out the average effect of one or more variables across a group of cases.   
The author aims to explore the net effect of each causal factor.    
The author uses the correlational approach to causation.  
The author’s aim is to make generalizations about causal effects of variables.   
The author seeks to make generalizations about large number of cases not only a particular case.   
The author is concerned about operationalization and the use of indicators.  
The mere use of descriptive statistics are not considered as quantitative studies.  
The author counts and measure occurrences.   
Qualitative 2 
The author primarily uses interpretative methods such as document analysis, case studies, interview 
techniques, discourse analysis, participant observation, process tracing.  

 

The author aims to understand the thoughts, feelings, definitions, descriptions or perception of the 
subject/actor/agent and what meanings actors attach to their actions or interactions.  

 

The author uses “causes of effects” approach to explanation. The author aims to explain outcomes in 
individual cases and identify causes of these specific outcomes for each case (What are the causes of WWI, 
what causes democracy?)  

 

The author focuses on a variety of causes and all relevant factors rather than just a single cause.  
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The author aims to find out multiple causal paths to the same outcome.  
The author tries to develop theories and propositions from the data he/she collects.   
Historical narratives that do not aim to develop new theories or test existing theories are not considered as 
qualitative studies, rather they are considered as descriptive.  

 

Formal modelling 3 
The author uses formal/mathematical equations or symbols.  
The author uses diagrams such as theoretic decision trees or spatial models.  
Analytic/Non-formal conceptual 4 
The author discusses theoretical or conceptual issues.  
The author does not employ any qualitative or quantitative research techniques.   
The author does not much refer to empirical evidence or a formal model.   
Descriptive 5 
The author solely describes historical or current international issues, trends or events.   
The article lacks any theoretical or methodological framework or discussion.  
The author does not attempt to develop a theory or test a theoretical proposition.  
If the author employs any qualitative or quantitative research techniques then the article is not considered as 
descriptive.  

 

Experimental 6 
The author uses experimental research designs or simulations to develop or test theoretical arguments.   
REGION UNDER STUDY  
Turkey 1 
US and Canada 2 
Western Europe 3 
Central and Eastern Europe 4 
Balkans 5 
Middle East 6 
the Soviet Union /Russia 7 
Central Asia 8 
Caucasus 9 
South Asia (including Afghanistan) 10 
Asia Pacific/China/Japan/Korea 11 
Latin America (including Mexico) 12 
Africa 13 
Southeast Asia 14 
Oceania 15 
Antarctica 16 
Cyprus 17 
Black Sea 18 
Mediterranean 19 
Global 98 
None/purely theoretical 99 
If the author focuses on one region or uses information about a country or countries from that particular 
region, then the region is coded.  

 

If the author discusses more than one region, all the regions are coded.   
If the author focuses on a global issue which is related with all the countries or regions or the author 
mentions too many regions in the world, then the article is coded as global.  

 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUE  
International Security  
Interstate war and peace  
World War II 1 
Cold War 2 
World War I 3 
Gulf War 4 
Inter-state conflict/crisis (international conflict short of war)  
Straits 5 
Lausanne Treaty 6 
Caspian Sea 7 
Cuban Crisis 8 
Cyprus 9 
Israel Palestine Problem/Arab-Israeli Problem 10 
Nagorno Karabag problem 11 
Armenian Problem 12 
Aegean Problem/Turkish-Greek problem 13 
Gulf War I-II 14 
Terrorism 15 
PKK/Kurdish Problem 16 
Checnian War 17 
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Kosovo War 18 
Water conflicts 19 
Yugoslavian War/Bosnia 20 
September 11 21 
Afghanistan Problem 22 
Water problem 23 
Weapons of Mass Destruction 24 
Oil Crisis 25 
Somalia 26 
Turkish-Bulgarian problem 27 
Iranian nuclear program 28 
North Korea 29 
Rwanda 30 
Darfur 31 
National Security  32 
Turkish Security Policy 33 
Conflict Resolution/Peacekeeping/Humanitarian Intervention 34 
Ethnic conflict 35 
Domestic violence 36 
Economic sanctions 37 
Civil war 38 
Human Trafficking 39 
Balance of power 40 
Geopolitics 41 
Nuclear Weapons/Arms races/Weapon systems 42 
Regional Cooperation/Security 43 
Human security 44 
Intelligence 45 
International Political Economy  
International trade 46 
GATT 47 
Trade and Peace 48 
Customs Union 49 
Foreign Aid/Debt 50 
North-South/Development 51 
Neoliberal economy 52 
Wahsington Consensus 53 
Oil 54 
Privatization 55 
Poverty 56 
Financial crisis 57 
Turkey's economy policy 58 
Regionalism  
Environment  
Global climate change 59 
Natural Resources/Energy 60 
Turkey's energy policy 61 
IR Theory   
Ethics 62 
Power/Hegemony 63 
Traditionalism vs. Behavioralism 64 
Constructivism vs. Rationalism 65 
Realism 66 
Security dilemma 67 
EU Integration Theories 68 
Interdependence 69 
World System Theory 70 
Regimes 71 
Securitization theory 72 
Game Theory 73 
Hegel 74 
Hobbes 75 
Democratic Peace Theory 76 
Cooperation 77 
Critical school/Frankfurt School 78 
Level of analysis 79 
Critical approaches in general 80 
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Philosophy of science (Ontology/Epistemology) 81 
Neo-Gramscian 82 
IR System 83 
Foreign Policy Analysis  
Foreign policy of a country 84 
Foreign policy of Turkey 85 
Foreign policy of US 86 
Foreign policy of Soviet Union 87 
Foreign policy of Italy 88 
Foreign policy of Greece 89 
Foreign policy of France 90 
Foreign policy of Bulgaria 91 
Foreign policy of EU 92 
Foreign policy of Israil 93 
Foreign policy of Iran 94 
Foreign policy of Japonya 95 
Foreign policy of Syria 96 
Foreign policy of UK 97 
Foreign policy of Arab countries 98 
Foreign policy of China 99 
Foreign policy of Iraq 100 
Foreign policy of Kazakistan 101 
Foreign policy of Korea 102 
Foreign policy of Germany 103 
Foreign policy of China 104 
Foreign policy analysis 105 
public opinion 106 
role of military 107 
role of diaspora 108 
foreign aid 109 
role of leaders 110 
role of political parties 111 
economic foreign policy 112 
role of elites 113 
discourse 114 
Diplomacy 115 
Ottoman diplomacy 116 
Lobbying 117 
national interest 118 
Alliances 119 
Neutrality 120 
History of the IR Discipline  
Teaching and Development of IR 121 
International Law  
Law of Sea 122 
Law of Air 123 
EU Law 124 
IR Law of War 125 
IR Law of Human Rights 126 
Law of Treaties 127 
Self-determination principle 128 
Law of Environment 129 
Law of Water courses 130 
Preemptive strike 131 
Genocide 132 
Non-intervention 133 
Use of force 134 
Law of space 135 
International Organization  
League of Nations 136 
NATO 137 
EU 138 
UN 139 
ICJ 140 
IMF 141 
World Bank 142 
Organization of Islamic Conference 143 
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Western European Union 144 
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) 145 
Black Sea Economic Cooperation Organization 146 
Shanghai Cooperation Organization 147 
Gulf Cooperation Council 148 
NAFTA 149 
International Governance 150 
European Council 151 
World Trade Organization 152 
Methodology  
Research methods 153 
Area Studies  
EU Studies  
EU Integration 154 
EU security 155 
Turkish-EU Membership 156 
ESDP/ESCP 157 
Economic policies of the EU 158 
EU Integration policy/conditionality 159 
ENP/EU Neighborhood policy 160 
Europeanization 161 
Customs Union 162 
Monetary Union 163 
Transatlantic relations 164 
International Politics  
Human Rights 165 
Refugees/Migration/IR Migration 166 
Minorities/Diaspora 167 
Women/Gender 168 
Women security 169 
Democracy / Democratization 170 
Nationalism 171 
Racism 172 
Regimes 173 
Identity 174 
Sovereignty 175 
Failed states 176 
Citizenship 177 
Imperialism 178 
Globalization 179 
HIV-AIDS 180 
NGOs 181 
World order 182 
Religion 183 
Islam 184 
Islamist Movements 185 
Broader Middle East Plan 186 
Multiculturalism 187 
Colonies 188 
Ideologies 189 
Political Islam 190 
Anarchism 191 
Social democracy 192 
Modernity/Modernization 193 
IR History (Diplomatic/Political/World History) 194 
Empires 195 
Civilizations 196 
Alliance of Civilizations 197 
Domestic politics  
Elections 198 
Political participation 199 
Political parties 200 
Role of military/civil military relations 201 
State-society relations 202 
Secularism 203 
General 98 
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Other 99 
POLITICAL IDEOLOGY  
Liberal 1 
Center 2 
Conservative 3 
Social Democrat 4 
Socialist Left 5 
Populist 6 
Nationalist 7 
Muslim Democrat 8 
Anarchist 9 
None of them 0 
N/A 99 
NORMATIVE APPROACH  
Yes 1 
Normative positions include statements or judgments about what ought to be done.  
The author offers judgments about what ought to be done but not only what things are in the world.  
What should (I, we, the state, the nation, the government or the community of states) do?  
What ought we to do?  
What is the ethical standing of institutions in the international system?  
What is the ethical importance of states compared to other societal institutions?   
Which values ought to be primary?  
What in general is a good reason for action?  
X is good for states or system of states  
Y is normally wrong for states or system of states  
No 0 
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APPENDIX_06: THE ANALYSIS OF PUBLICATION PREFERENCES OF IR 
SCHOLARS IN TURKEY 
 

In addition to the journal article and PhD database, a publication preferences analysis of 

IR scholars in Turkey was also employed. The analysis aims to identify whether the 

members of the IRCT prefer to publish books, book chapters or journal articles, whether 

they publish their research in Turkish, English or other languages and which journals 

they prefer to publish their articles. It aims to reveal the major audience of the IR 

community and to understand the extent to which the IRCT tend to publish their articles 

towards the Western or national IR community, public decision-makers or the society in 

general. Moreover, the publication preferences of the IRCT would show us whether 

there is a significant difference between the primary audiences of center and periphery. 

In addition, it would also help us to understand to what extent performance criteria 

influence the publication preferences of IR academics in Turkey.  

 

The analysis was based on the research output of 157 IR scholars in 21 different 

universities in Turkey. These universities are as follows: Sabancı, Orta Doğu Teknik 

(ODTÜ), Bilkent, Ankara, Marmara, Koç, TOBB, Kadir Has, Boğaziçi, Galatasaray, 

Bilgi, Uludağ, Erciyes, Sakarya, Karadeniz Teknik, Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart, Adnan 

Menderes, Kırıkkale, Ege, Yıldız Teknik, Osmangazi. The data was extracted from the 

CV’s or personal webpages of academics in their universities’ websites. It comprises all 

of the academics whose CV was accessible online. The publication of an academician 

was coded according to the categories which are listed in Table A.6.1 below:  

 
Table A.6.1: Categories for publication preferences 

analysis 
Number of books 
Language of book (Turkish, English, French, other) 
Number of book sections 
Language of book section (Turkish, English, French, other) 
Number of journal articles 
Language of journal article 
Title of journal 
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APPENDIX_07: THE CITATION ANALYSIS OF JOURNAL ARTICLES AND 
MAJOR TEXTBOOKS IN TURKISH IR 
 

The citation analysis (journal articles and textbooks) of the works of the members of the 

IRCT aimed to reveal to what extent IR scholars are dependent upon the knowledge of 

the Western IR scholars, their national colleagues, other IR communities or people from 

outside the scientific community in order to produce novelties. It also helped me to 

understand the level of information exchange and dialogue between them.  

 

The citation analysis of the journal articles covered three journals which are listed in 

Table A.7.1 below: 

 
Table A.7.1: The coverage of the citation analysis (journal articles) 

Journals Period # of articles 
Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi (Journal of Ankara University 
Faculty of Political Sciences) 

1943-1980 166 

Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi (Journal of Ankara University 
Faculty of Political Sciences) 

1980-2010 30 

Uluslararası İlişkiler (International Relations) 2004-2010 58 
Turkish Studies 2000-2009 26 
Total   280 
 
The citation analysis also covers following major textbooks which are listed in Table 
A.7.2 below: 
 

Table A.7.2: The coverage of the citation analysis (textbooks) 
Mehmet Gönlübol, Uluslararası Politika: İlkeler, Kavramlar, Kurumlar (International Politics: 
Principles, Concepts and Institutions), 1978(2000). 
Atila Eralp, Devlet, Sistem ve Kimlik: Uluslararası İlişkilerde Temel Yaklaşımlar (State, System and 
Identity: Main Theoretical Approaches in International Relations), 1996. 
Atila Eralp, Devlet ve Ötesi: Uluslararası İlişkilerde Temel Kavramlar (State and Beyond: Fundamental 
Concepts in International Relations), 2005. 
Tayyar Arı, Uluslararası İlişkiler ve Dış Politika (International Relations and Foreign Policy) 5.Baskı 
(Fifth Edition), 1996(2004). 
Tayyar Arı, Uluslararası İlişkiler Teorileri (Theories of International Relations), 2006. 
Faruk Sönmezoğlu, Uluslararası Politika ve Dış Politika Analizi (International Politics and Foreign 
Policy Analysis) Dördüncü Baskı (Fourth Edition), 1989(2005). 
Zeynep Dağı, Uluslararası İlişkileri Anlamak:Ulus Devletten Küreselleşmeye (Understanding 
International Politics: From Nation State to Globalization), 2007. 
Gencer Özcan, Şule Kut, En Uzun Onyıl: Türkiye'nin Ulusal Güvenlik ve Dış Politika Gündeminde 
Doksanlı Yıllar (The Longest Decade: Turkey's National Security and Foreign Policy Agenda in the 
1990s), 1998(2000). 
Baskın Oran, Türk Dış Politikası - Kurtuluş Savaşından Bugüne Olgular, Belgeler, Yorumlar, Cilt I ve II 
(Turkish Foreign Policy: From the War of Independence to Today: Events, Documents, Interpretations, 
Volume I and II), 2001(2006).  
Hüseyin Pazarcı, Uluslararası Hukuk (International Law) Üçüncü Baskı (Third Edition), 2005. 
Mehmet Hasgüler, Bülent Uludağ, Devletlerarası ve hükümetler dışı uluslararası örgütler : tarihçe 
organlar belgeler politikalar (Intergovernmental and non-governmental international organizations: 
History, organs, documents, policies), 2004.   
 
The textbooks were chosen from the sub-fields of IR theory, foreign policy analysis, IR 

politics, IR Law, IR organizations and Turkish Foreign Policy. In order to construct the 
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database, all of the references in footnotes, endnotes or bibliography were categorized 

according to the location of the item’s author (Please see Table A.7.3 below): 

 
Table A.7.3: The categories for the citation analysis 

the United States 
United Kingdom 
Europe 
Other countries 
Turkey 

Intra-IR-Community 
Own reference 
Other people in Turkey (members of other disciplines, journalists, columnists, etc.) 

Other 
Other Turkish documents (newspapers, magazines, official documents, etc.) 
Other foreign documents (documents of international organizations, newspapers, magazines, 
official documents, etc.) 

 
The location/institution/country of the author is identified through a web search. Every 

single item in the references were included in the analysis in order to calculate 

frequency of references. In other words, all references for a single author are counted. 

Moreover, in order to understand level of exchange among the IRCT, the references 

among the members of the IRCT were counted separately. However, this distinction 

does not apply for foreign references.  
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APPENDIX_08: THE ANALYSIS OF IR THEORY COURSES SYLLABI  
 

Another indicator that might demonstrate the level of dependence between different IR 

communities is recommended and suggested reading items in IR theory courses syllabi. 

Following Thomas Biersteker and Hayward Alker (1984), Biersteker (2009), Arlene 

Tickner (2003) and Ole Waever (1998), the syllabi of courses on IR theory of 18 IR 

departments in Turkey have been collected and all the items were coded according to 

the following criteria which are listed in Table A.8.1 below:  

 
Table A.8.1: The criteria for the analysis of IR Theory courses syllabi 

DATE OF PUBLICATION  
NATIONAL BASE OF AUTHORS  
United States & Canada 1 
United Kingdom 2 
Australia & New Zealand 3 
Europe 4 
Other 5 
Turkey 6 
LANGUAGE  
English 1 
Turkish 2 
French 3 
Other 4 
GENDER  
Male 1 
Female 2 
META-THEORETICAL 
ORIENTATION 

 

Formal Theory Formal models, game theory, spatial models.  
Quantitative and/or Behavioral Behavioral studies, theoretical studies on human behavior, 

decision-making, political psychology, etc. 
Applied rational choice Neo-realism, Neo-liberalism. 
Constructivism Social Constructivism 
Critical approaches Critical Theory/Frankfurt School, Post-modernism, Post-

structuralism, Marxism, Historical Sociology, Feminism, 
Post-colonialism, Green Theory, Critical geo-politics. 

Other English School, history of the IR discipline, teaching and 
development of IR, methodology, philosophy of science, 
political theory, political philosophy, contributions from 
other disciplines such as history, law, economics, 
sociology, philosophy, etc. 
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APPENDIX_09: TABLES   
 

Table A.9.1: The major vocational schools in the Ottoman Empire168 
Military Schools 
Date of 
establishment  

Title  Recent title 

1773 The Imperial Naval Engineering 
College 

Istanbul Technical University 

1795 The Imperial Military Engineering 
College 

Istanbul Technical University 

1827 The Imperial Medical College - 
1834 The Imperial Military College - 
Civilian Schools 
Date of 
establishment 

Title Recent title 

1859 The School of Political Sciences 
(Mektebi Mülkiye) 

Faculty of Political Sciences, Ankara 
University 

1863 Robert College Bosphorus University 
1867 The Medical College Faculty of Medical Sciences 
1880  The Law School Faculty of Law 
1882 The Higher School of Commerce Marmara University 
1882 The Imperial School of Fine Arts Mimar Sinan University 

 
Table A.9.2: Major faculties & universities in Turkey (1923-1946)169 

Date      Faculties                                                Place 
1925 The School of Law Ankara (now Faculty of Law, Ankara University) 
1926 Gazi Institute of Education Ankara (now Faculty of Education, Gazi University) 
1930  The Agricultural Institute  Ankara (now Faculty of Agriculture, Ankara University) 
1937 The Faculty of Languages, History 

and Geography 
Ankara (now under Ankara University) 

1943 The Faculty of Science Ankara (now under Ankara University) 
1945 The Faculty of Medicine Ankara (now under Ankara University) 
Date     Universities                                            Place 
1933 Istanbul University Istanbul 
1944 Istanbul Teknik University Istanbul 
1946 Ankara University Ankara 
 

Table A.9.3: Newly established universities in Turkey (1946-1973)170 
Date     Universities                                            Place 
1955 Ege Üniversitesi  Izmir 
1955 Karadeniz Teknik Üniversitesi  Trabzon 
1956 Orta Doğu Teknik Üniversitesi  Ankara 
1957 Atatürk Üniversitesi Erzurum 
1967 Hacettepe Üniversitesi Ankara 
1971 Boğaziçi Üniversitesi İstanbul 

 
Table A.9.4: Newly established universities in Turkey (1973-1981)171 
Date     Universities                                            Place 
1973 Diyarbakır Üniversitesi Diyarbakır 
1973 Anadolu Üniversitesi Eskişehir 
1973 Çukurova Üniversitesi Adana 
1973 Cumhuriyet Üniversitesi Sivas 

                                                 
168 YÖK, 2004a; Okçabol, 2007. 
169 YÖK, 2004a:2. 
170 YÖK, 2004a:3. 
171 YÖK, 2004a:5. 
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1975 İnönü Üniversitesi Malatya 
1975 Fırat Üniversitesi Elazığ 
1975 19 Mayıs Üniversitesi Samsun 
1975 Selçuk Üniversitesi Konya 
1975 Bursa Uludağ Üniversitesi Bursa 
1978 Erciyes Üniversitesi Kayseri 

 
Table A.9.5: The first generation of Turkish IR scholars in Ankara University in the mid-1960s 
Name-Surname  Area of specialization Courses given 
Prof. Dr. Ahmet Şükrü Esmer Political History Political History 
Prof. Dr. A. Suat Bilge Public International Law International Relations 
Prof. Dr. Seha Meray Public International Law, 

Law of Space 
 

Prof. Dr. İlhan Unat Private International Law Private International Law, Human 
Rights 

Prof. Dr. Mehmet Gönlübol Public International Law International Relations, International 
Organizations 

Prof. Dr. Fahir Armaoğlu Political History Political History 
Assoc. Prof. Türkkaya Ataöv International Relations International Relations, Soviet Russia 
Assoc. Prof. Haluk Ülman Political History Political History, Turkish Foreign 

Policy 
Assoc. Prof. Gündüz Ökçün Law Private International Law 
Assoc. Prof. Cem Sar Public International Law Public International Law 
Assistant Duygu Sezer   
Assistant Oral Sander   
Assistant Ömer Kürkçüoğlu   
Assistant Hüner Tuncer   
Assistant Nuri Çolakoğlu   
Assistant Ömer Madra   
Assistant Ersin Onulduran   

 
Table A.9.6: Major (IR-related) think-tank institutions in Turkey172 

Name Year of 
establishment 

İktisadi Kalkınma Vakfı (IKV) 
(the Economic Development Foundation) 

1965 

Ekonomik ve Sosyal Etüdler Konferans Heyeti  
(The Economic and Social Studies Conference Council) 

1961 

Dış Politika Enstitüsü (DPE) 
(the Foreign Policy Institute)  

1974 

Siyasi ve Sosyal Araştırmalar Vakfı (SİSAV) (the Political and Social Research 
Foundation) 

1980173 

Türkiye Ekonomik ve Sosyal Etüdler Vakfı (TESEV) (The Turkish Economic and 
Social Studies Foundation) 

1994 

T.C. Dışişleri Bakanlığı Stratejik Araştırmalar Merkezi (SAM) (Center for Strategic 
Research of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey) 

1995 

Avrasya Stratejik Araştırmalar Merkezi (ASAM) (Eurasian Strategic Research 
Center) 

1999 

Türk-Asya Stratejik Araştırmalar Merkezi (TASAM) (Turkish Asian Center for 
Strategic Studies) 

2003 

Türkiye Ekonomi Politikaları Araştırma Vakfı (TEPAV) (The Economic Policy 
Research Foundation of Turkey) 

2004 

Uluslararası Stratejik Araştırmalar Merkezi (USAK) (the International 
Strategic Research Organization) 

2004 

Ulusal Güvenlik Stratejileri Araştırma Merkezi (TUSAM) (National Security 
Strategies Research Center) 

2004 

Türkiye Uluslararası İlişkiler ve Stratejik Analizler Merkezi (TURKSAM) (Turkish 2004 

                                                 
172 Güvenç 2007. 
173 SİSAV was established in the 1980s (Aras, et.al, 2010) but information about the exact date of its 
establishment cannot be reached. 
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Center for International Relations and Strategic Analysis) 
Global Strateji Enstitüsü (Global Strategic Institute) 2004 
Kök Sosyal ve Stratejik Araştırmalar Vakfı (Kök Social and Strategic Research 
Foundation) 

2005 

Siyaset, Ekonomi ve Toplum Araştırmaları Vakfı (SETA) (The Foundation for 
Political, Economic and Social Research)  

2006 

Bilge Adamlar Stratejik Araştırmalar Merkezi (BİLGESAM) (Wise Men Center for 
Strategic Studies) 

2008 

 
Table A.9.7: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 52 

Question: Educational information? University? 
City Undergraduate PhD 
 Response % Response % 
Ankara 30 41.1 19 26.0 
İstanbul 23 31.5 18 24.7 
İzmir 5 6.8 1 1.4 
Overseas 7174 9.6  32175 43.8  
Other 8 11.0 3 4.1 
 

Table A.9.8: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 38 
 Question: Which is the language that you use most in your publications?(Please indicate 
as a percentage). 
Languages 0-10 % 11-25 % 26-50 % 51-75 % 76-100 % % average  
Turkish  15 (13.5 %) 11 (9.9 %) 32 (28.8 %) 23 (20.7 %) 30 (27.0 %) 54.1 
English 8 (7.2 %) 15 (13.5 %) 34 (30.6 %) 17 (15.3 %) 37 (33.3 %) 57.6 
German 5 (45.4 %) 1 (9.0 %) 3 (27.2 %) 1 (9.0 %) 1 (9.0 %) 31.4 
French 4 (50.0 %) 3 (37.5 %) 1 (12.5 %) 0 0 15.0 
Other 2 (33.3 %) 4 (66.6 %) 0 0  0 15.0 

 
Table A.9.9: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 33 

Question: Which of the following International Relations approaches do 
you think you are closer to? 
Theoretical Approaches UİK 2009 % TRIP 2008 % 
Realism/Neo-realism 30.9 18 
Constructivism 16.3 17 
Critical Theory 9.8 - 
Liberalism/Neoliberalism 8.9 17 
Marxism 6.5 5 
Post-modernist/Post-structuralist 5.7 - 
I do not use any theoretical perspective  4.9 25176 
Neo-Gramscian   3.3 - 
English School 3.3 4 
Feminism 0.0 2 
Other 10.6 12 

 
Table A.9.10: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 36 

Question: Which one of the following regions or countries of the world do you study? 
Regions/Countries UİK 2009 % TRIP 2008 % 
Turkey 64.5 - 
Europe (Members of the European Union) 46.3 11177 
Middle East  32.2 8 
USA 28.1 6178 

                                                 
174 3 USA, 1 Germany, 1 England, 1 France, 1 Austria.  
175 12 USA, 8 England, 3 Germany, 3 Italy, 2 Canada, 2 France, 1 Austria, 1 Russia.  
176 I do not use paradigmatic analysis. 
177 Western Europe.  
178 North America (not including Mexico). 
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Global/Inter-Regional 21.5 17 
Russia 19.8 7179 
Caucasus 19.0 7180 
Europe (Balkans) 18.2 - 
Asia (Central) 13.2 7181 
Black Sea 10.7 - 

 
Table A.9.11: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 6 

Question: What percentage of the assigned readings in your classes is in Turkish, English or other 
languages? 

Languages 0% 1-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100% % 
Average 

Turkish 1 (0.8 %) 32 (24.4 %) 26 (19.8 %) 32 (24.4 %) 32 (24.4 %) 8 (6.1 %) 35.0 
English 0 4 (2.7 %) 17 (11.6 %) 27 (18.5 %) 27 (18.5 %) 71 (48.6 %) 63.7 
Other 
languages 10 (25.6 %) 13 (33.3 %) 7 (17.9 %) 5 (12.8 %) 2 (5.1 %) 2 (5.1 %) 17.7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Table A.9.13: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 8 

Question: In your classes, which one of the international relations theoretical approaches and at 
what percentage do you give weight / use as a reference point in interpreting events? 

Theoretical Approaches UİK 2009 
% (ave.)183 TRIP 2008 % (ave.)184  

Realist/Neo-Realist 39.4 22 
Liberal/Neo-Liberal 30.9 19 
Marksist 23.6 9 
Constructivist 28.5 11 
Post-Modernist/Post-Structuralist 18.0 - 
Critical Theory 26.6 - 
Neo-Gramscian 20.4 - 
Feminism 11.5 6 
English School 18.9 6 
None of them 35.2 17185 
Other 21.4 12 
 

                                                 
179 Former Soviet Union/Eastern Europe (including Central Asian states, except for Afghanistan).  
180 Former Soviet Union/Eastern Europe (including Central Asian states, except for Afghanistan). 
181 Former Soviet Union/Eastern Europe (including Central Asian states, except for Afghanistan). 
182 All the information is gathered from the websites of the universities in October 2008.  
183 In order to calculate the average response for each category, the midpoint of each range is identified and 
multiplied by the number of respondents; then those responses were averaged across each paradigm in order to 
compare the overall percent variation across categories. All average data in this article are calculated in the same 
way. Please see. (Peterson, Tierney and Maliniak, 2005:12-3). 
184 Answers related with Intro to IR course. 
185 Non-paradigmatic. 

Table A.9.12: The medium of instruction in IR 
Departments in Turkey182 

Language Number of 
Departments 

 
% 

English only 25 47 
Turkish + English 
Preparatory Class and 
some of the courses are 
taught in English 

16 30 

Turkish only 10 19 
French 2 4 
Total 53 100 
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Table A.9.14: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 3 
Question: In your courses, which regions/countries of the world do you dominantly chose your 
case studies from? 
Countries/Regions UİK 2009 - % TRIP 2008 - %186 
Turkey 72.8 - 
United States 62.3 27187 
Europe (General) 60.3 34188 
European Union 43.7 40189 
Middle East 43.7 36 
FSU/Russia 34.4 28190 
Caucasus 33.1 28191 
Europe (Balkans) 25.8 - 
Middle East (Greater)  25.8 - 
Eurasia 23.2 28192 
Other 0.7 - 

 
Table A.9.15: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 15 

Question: Please tick five scholars who have had the greatest impact on the field of International 
Relations over the past 20 years. 
 UİK 2009 % TRIP 2008 % 
Kenneth Waltz 59.4 34 
Alexander Wendt 47.1 45 
Immanuel Wallerstein 44.2 -193 
Samuel Huntington 36.2 10 
Hans Morgenthau 34.1 4 
Robert Cox 34.1 8 
Robert Keohane 31.2 47 
Barry Buzan 27.5 5 
Joseph Nye 24.6 13 
James Rosenau 19.6 4 
Other 5.8 - 
 

Table A.9.16: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question 55 
Question: Please list national/international associations that you have a membership. 

Academic Associations % 
Uluslararası İlişkiler Konseyi (UİK) (International Relations Council) 50.7 
International Studies Association (ISA) 33.3 
Siyasi İlimler Türk Derneği (Turkish Political Science Association) 29.3 
American Political Science Association (APSA) 18.7 
European Consortium for Political Research (ECPR) 17.3 
Middle East Studies Association (MESA) 10.7 
British International Studies Association (BISA) 9.3 
Other 24.0 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
186 Countries/areas which are studied in Intro to IR course. 
187 North America. 
188 Arithmetic average of the values of Western Europe and FSU/Eastern Europe. 
189 Western Europe. 
190 FSU/Eastern Europe. 
191 FSU/Eastern Europe. 
192 FSU/Eastern Europe. 
193 Not included in the first 24 names.  



 323 

Table A.9.17: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question.23 
Question: Please list the best universities in Turkey that offers International Relations program at 
the graduate level? (1 indicating the best) 

Universities Response 
count % 1. Choice 2. Choice  3.Choice 4. Choice 5. Choice 

Orta Doğu 
Teknik 89 19.0 41 25 14 7 2 

Bilkent 64 13.7 27 17 12 6 2 
Boğaziçi 54 11.5 10 10 15 8 11 
Ankara 47 10.0 15 10 8 8 6 
Sabancı 37 7.9 2 8 11 11 5 
Koç 34 7.2 6 7 8 7 6 
Other194 143  30.5 14 29 30 49 55 
 

Table A.9.18: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question.27 
Question: What is the most frequently used funding source that you apply to finance your 
research? 

Resources Response 
count % 1 2 3 4 5 

the Research Fund in my 
university 74 31.1 56 10 2 4 2 

TÜBİTAK – TÜBA funds 51 21.4 19 22 8 2 0 
EU Funds 34 14.3 5 11 11 4 3 
Private/Public Foundations 19 8.0 3 8 4 3 1 
NGOs 16 6.7 1 7 4 3 1 
Governmental agencies 14 5.9 1 2 4 4 3 
Private Sector  13 5.5 2 3 4 2 2 
NATO 5 2.1 2 0 0 0 3 
United Nations 3 1.3 0 2 1 0 0 
Other 9 3.8 5 1 1 0 2 
 

Table A.9.19: The results of the TRIP Survey 2008, Question.42195 
Question: List the four journals in IR that publish articles with the greatest influence on the way IR 
scholars think about international relations. These can include general political science journals 
and/or non-political science journals. 

Journals All US UK CAN AUST NZ IRE ISR S. AFR HK SING 
International 
Organisation 

73 74 70 75 69 58 71 71 88 70 80 

International 
Security 

45 47 38 46 51 21 14 71 13 70 47 

International 
Studies Quarterly 

44 49 29 50 28 32 33 43 0 40 20 

American Political 
Science Review 

28 36 9 18 6 5 33 36 0 10 20 

World Politics  28 29 20 31 29 42 33 14 50 30 20 
Foreign Affairs 28 30 19 25 32 21 14 21 25 50 40 
Journal of Conflict 
Resolution 

14 18 4 7 0 5 19 29 0 10 7 

European Journal 
of IR 

14 9 31 14 26 21 10 21 0 10 0 

Review of 
International 
Studies 

14 4 47 22 0 53 24 0 25 0 7 

Foreign Policy 9 20 5 7 9 11 0 14 28 10 7 

 

 

 
                                                 
194 25 Marmara, 22 İstanbul (SBF), 20 İstanbul Bilgi, 14 Galatasaray, 10 Yıldız Teknik, 9 İstanbul (İKT.), 6 
Hacettepe, 5 Gazi, 4 Yeditepe, 3 Dokuz Eylül, 3 Kırıkkale, 3 Selçuk, 3 TOBB Ekonomi ve Teknoloji, 3 Uludağ, 2 
Bahçeşehir, 2 Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart, 2 İzmir Ekonomi, 2 Sakarya, 1 Ege, 1 Fatih, 1 Okan, 1 Trakya, 1 Ufuk. 
195 (Jordan, et.al, 2009:50) 
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Table A.9.20: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question.46 
Question: Are you writing in a newspaper or journal (magazine)?If you write please 
indicate the frequency.   

 % Response 
count 

Yes, every day 0.9 1 
Yes, 3 days a week 1.8 2 
Yes, once in a month 6.3 7 
Yes, occasionally 27.9 31 
No 63.1 70 
 

Table A.9.21: The results of the UİK Survey 2009, Question.47 
Question: Are you making a program or commentary in TV or radio? 

 % Response 
count 

Yes, I have my own program 1.8 2 
Yes, once in a week  1.8 2 
Yes, occasionally 31.8 35 
Yes, every time when I am called 12.7 14 
No 51.8 57 
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