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The Changing National Transport Policy Agenda in Turkey: Assessing the Delivery of New Policies 
Abstract

Travel patterns in cities, regions and international networks are becoming increasingly unsustainable. There is significant growth in both passenger and freight movement; and the growth takes place predominantly on roads, which is considered the least sustainable option due to its contribution to petrol dependency and environmental pollution. The problems of uneven and unsustainable growth in traffic are recognized by most transport policy documents worldwide, at both national and supranational levels, and sustainable transport has become the primary strategy in policy-making. The sustainability arguments also had its impact on the political agenda of Turkey. Both the Habitat meeting of 1996 resulting in a local agenda for Turkey, and the proximity to, and the desire to become a member of, the European Union resulted in an increasing concern among researchers and policy makers regarding the transport network in Turkey. Improvement and expansion of the rail network, in particular, are discussed to be vital in order to meet the sustainability related objectives of the Habitat agenda and to integrate physically politically and commercially into Europe. In addition, it is seen desirable to take place in the Eurasian rail network connecting the European infrastructure with the Asian and Middle Eastern networks. These railway strategies are particularly important for Turkey because such pro-rail policies are entirely new: the country has an extremely limited rail network; past policies, for a very long time, had been based on road expansion programmes; and therefore, the transport sector relies predominantly on the road sector. Recent policies are intending to change this by improving the rail network and its share in transporting goods and people. The paper analyses these changing strategies in national transport policymaking in Turkey. Past and present policies, their investment strategies, and their success in changing the network and transport and travel patterns are analysed and discussed in detail. 

1. Introduction

Making transport more sustainable has become a primary strategy at all levels of transport policymaking, from neighbourhood design to international transport networks. Unfortunately current transport and mobility patterns are extremely unsustainable: in urban areas car usage dominates urban traffic; at national and international levels road and air transport, the two most polluting and petrol-dependent modes, dominate passenger and freight movements. The growth trends are also alarming. In most parts of the world, the volume of freight moved by road and the volume of air passenger traffic have been increasing significantly, while transport by rail and rivers has declined. Since reducing passenger and freight transport volume is a difficult and somehow undesirable task due to economic and social consequences, it is clear that there is need to reorganise the transport system in order to shift freight and passenger movements from air-polluting modes, such as road and air transport, to more environmentally-friendly and energy-efficient modes, such as sea/river ways and particularly railways. The increasing emphasis for developing and improving rail systems is especially significant, and has become an integral part of most national and supranational policy documents.

National transport policy documents in Turkey have also been evolving in the past years. The railway network, which was neglected and received no significant investment for more than 50 years, was in a way rediscovered by the policymakers recently. Policy documents and investment programmes in the late 1990s and particularly the early 2000s proposed significant amounts of funds to be allocated to the development and improvement of the rail network. It was stated in these policy documents that with increased investment in railways, it was intended to change the current trends in passenger and freight transportation, and to create a more sustainable system. 

This paper intends to provide an analysis of the changing national transport policy agenda in Turkey, which has increasingly been gaining a pro-rail stance. In the following sections, firstly the changing policy approaches are presented briefly. The main policy statements, investment strategies, and passenger and freight transport targets of the policy documents are outlined. Then the success in delivering these policies is assessed by analysing the realisation of the strategies and attainment of the targets. 

2. The changing strategies in national transport policymaking in Turkey

The railway network in Turkey is extremely limited due to lack of investment for over 50 years. Currently the length of the rail network is about 8700 km. This figure is rather striking considering the area of the country, which is 779,500 km2.  Railways, which are publicly owned (with a limited private operation enabled by a new law in 2005), received significant investment until the 1950s. In 1950, a policy shift took place in favour of the development of the road network. Both the technological advances in road and car industry at that time and a US Federal Government aid earmarked for the development of the road network were effective in this change of direction in transport policy. A vast expansion occurred in the road network while rail network received no significant investment after 1950. The road network today comprises about 60,000 km of main road network, 286,000 km of rural network, and 1900 km of motorway. The rail network, in contrast, increased from 7671 km in 1950 to only 8697 km in 2004.

Given the above state of the transport network, it is not surprising that the transport sector and transport industry have become predominantly dependent on the road sector. It is also inevitable that the extreme dependence on road network has unwanted economic consequences. Such negativities associated with the road-oriented national transport system started to be addressed in national policy documents in the late 1970s:  it was not economically desirable to have traffic growth taking place predominantly on roads because of the increasing dependency on petrol. A more balanced usage of the different transport modes was necessary. This inevitably required the further development and improvement of alternatives to road transport. From the late 1970s onwards, transport policy documents at the national level emphasised the need to alter the prevailing road programmes and to invest in railroads.
While the transport policy documents since the late 1970s had shared in their approach the criticism of the prevailing road programmes, a certain breaking point can be observed in these policy documents particularly in the mid 1990s and the 2000s: it is possible to interpret the changing policy statements as a new transport policy agenda for the country. These changes can be observed in Table 1, which provides a list of transport policies and strategies that featured in national policy documents of the country since the late 1970s. 

Insert Table 1 about here.

It is seen in Table 1 that strategies to improve alternatives to road transport were present in all documents since the 1970s, resulting from the concern for increasing petrol-dependency that the road-based transport system has created. However, policy statements for a pro-rail stance in transport policy became increasingly significant in recent documents. Justifications and arguments for a pro-rail approach also increased and became stronger over the years. For example, throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, the policy documents considered the transport problem solely as a national resource management issue; emphasizing the need to reduce dependence on petrol and the role railways and sea transport can play in creating a self-sustaining national economy. Policy statements in the late 1990s and the 2000s, on the other hand, introduced new arguments to support the railway development strategy: the need to make the transport system more sustainable, not only economically, but also environmentally; the need to control the adverse environmental effects of transport, particularly road transport; and the need to integrate into international transport infrastructure to strengthen regional economic and political relations.

The mid-1990s can be considered as a breaking point in the country’s transport policy in that up until this date, environmental concerns did not enter the policy documents. It was in the policy document of 1996-2000 that railway development was also seen as an environmental strategy. The national policy plan of the 2000s also increased this environmental emphasis, by introducing, for the first time, the term ‘sustainability’ in the country’s transport policy documents. In the 2001-2005 plan, it was stated that the concept of sustainability needs to be viewed as an integral part of any transport policy and that policies, particularly those related to roads and highways, should be formulated with reference to this concept. The need to control transport sectors’ contribution in greenhouse effects was emphasised, and railway systems were discussed to have significantly less environmental impact than roads and airways. From both environmental and economic perspectives, the policy document proposed further investment for the development and improvement of railways as a strategy to make the transport system more sustainable.

In addition to environmental concerns and petrol-dependency issues, the will to integrate into international transport corridors also seems to have helped increase the emphasis on railway development. The 2001-2005 plan stressed the need to develop the railway infrastructure in order to strengthen the Eurasian network, and to integrate into the rail infrastructure of Europe and Central Asia. Investment was essential in both international corridors and domestic rail lines that provide access to them.

The analysis of the transport policy documents reveals an increasing emphasis on railway development. It appears that sustainability arguments, from both economic and environmental points of view, as well as the need to integrate into regional/international transport networks gradually transformed the transport policy in Turkey. The following sections intend to assess the outcomes of this policy change.

3. The effects of policy on transport investment

It is described above that there has been a gradual transformation in transport policy, and that national transport policymaking adopted a pro-rail stance over the past decade. It is rather surprising that these strategies for improving and expanding railways did not shape investment strategies at all until the 2000s. The change in railroad infrastructure since 1980, as shown in Figure 1, has been rather insignificant. The reason for this is that funds proposed to be allocated to railways remained extremely limited in spite of the increasing policy emphasis on rail network development (Table 2).
Insert Figure 1 about here.

Insert Table 2 about here.

It is seen in Table 2 that although transport policy has evolved towards a more pro-rail stance since the late 1970s, share of funds proposed to be allocated to railways decreased steadily between 1979 and 2000. Throughout the 1990s, of all the transport funds only 9 % was proposed to be allocated for investment in rail. Majority of the funds, as seen in Table 2 were proposed to be spent for roads and air transport. It seems that although the policy documents repeatedly stated concerns regarding the prevailing road-based transport system and proposed railway development, these concerns were not reflected in investment strategies.  

However, this trend seems to have changed in the 2000s. The investment strategies in the 2001-2005 plan period, represent a significant increase in the share of funds proposed to be spent for railways, as seen in Table 2. It will be remembered that this was the first national transport policy document to include a reference to the concept of sustainability. Recognizing the global policy change to create more sustainable transport systems, the policy document emphasised the need to create an economic and environmentally-friendly transport system, to minimise the negative environmental impact of transport, and to develop the railway infrastructure for attaining both environmental strategies and integration into international corridors. Consequently, one-fifth of the transport funds were allocated to be spent for the modernization and expansion of railways. The share increased from below 8 % of total transport funds to above 20 %. This change shows a radical change in investment strategies.

On the other hand, the realisation of investment strategies has also been problematic.  As seen in Table 3, throughout the 1980s and 1990s expenditure in railways (as a percentage of total transport spending) remained much below than that proposed. Moreover, expenditure in the 1980s was relatively higher (although lower than those proposed) and these shares kept falling. In the 2000s, the policy document proposed 20 % of funds to be spent for railways, but in practice the share did not exceed 8 %. 

Insert Table 3 about here.
The detailed analysis of the 2000s further highlights this contrast between proposed and actual investment. It was stated that the policy document in 2000 represented a change in policy with its significant emphasis on sustainable transport; and that this policy change was also reflected in investment strategies. Unfortunately, the policy direction was again distorted in practice: as shown in Table 4, it was proposed to increase expenditures for railways to over 18 % in 2003, over 29 % in 2004 and over 27 % in 2005. In practice, however, the expenditure in railways remained much lower than these proposed figures. Railway investments remained, on average, around 5.6 % of total transport investments, increasing only to 9 % in 2003 and 11% in 2004. These two past years indicate an increase; however, it is difficult to consider this change as a significant indicator of a “pro-rail” stance. 

The argument that the pro-rail approach cannot be traced in actual transport spending can be clearly represented when investment in other modes is observed. Transport investments in the past 15 years (Figure 2) have been predominantly in road and air transport, the two modes that are considered to be the least environmentally-friendly.

Insert Table 4 about here.

Insert Figure 2 about here.

To summarise, the analysis of investment strategies and actual spending point to a significant gap between policy and practice. The policy change that clearly took place in the policy documents was reflected only partially in the investment strategies. But more importantly, actual spending was almost never influenced by the changing policy priorities and investment strategies. The finding indicates a significant failure in the delivery of recent pro-rail policies in Turkey.

4. The effects of policy on rail system usage

With continuous under-investment in railways, it is not surprising that the modal share of railways in passenger and freight transport kept declining. As shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4, the share of railways in passenger and freight transport decreased throughout the years. Today, railways’ share is about 5% in freight transport, and below 3% in passenger transport.

Insert Figure 3 about here.

Insert Figure 4 about here.

One of the major objectives of the policy documents, that was common to all, was to provide a more balanced usage of different transport modes, and particularly to increase the share of railways in passenger and freight transport. It is seen in Table 5 that policy targets regarding mode use could not be achieved. The objective for a more balanced usage of modes and particularly the higher usage of relatively environmentally-friendly ones were not attained either. 

Insert Table 5 about here.

It is seen in Table 5 that in the 1980s, freight transport by rail was anticipated to be around one-fifth of total transportation; but in practice the railway’s share in freight transport was only slightly above one-tenth. In the 1990s, proposals regarding the role of rail in transporting goods and passengers were less ambitious, but were still much higher than the actual outcome. 

The steady decline in the share of railways in freight and passenger transport is another indicator of policy failure. But perhaps the failure to reach the targets is not surprising considering the limited amount of funds directed for the railways, in spite of the proposals for more investment in rail infrastructure.

5. The future of transport policy in Turkey

The analysis above shows that recent national transport policy documents have increasingly addressed the environmental impact of the prevailing mobility patterns, and have highlighted the need to create a more environmentally sustainable transport, and the role railways can play in this. It should be noted that railways are not entirely free from environmental impacts either; however, considering the extreme reliance on roads in Turkey, railways have been considered in these policy documents to be a vital sector to improve as an alternative to roads in order to reduce petrol-dependency and emissions, as well as to integrate physically and economically into regional and international networks. 

Policy documents explicitly emphasised rail network development and improvement. This policy emphasis could be seen to a limited extent in the investment strategies, i.e. the proposed allocation of transport funds. Only in the 2000s, investment strategies started to reveal the changing policy priorities. In implementation, however, investment in railways remained limited, and actual fund allocation remained in favour of road and air transport, both of which have the most severe adverse impact on environment.

When the policy formulation and investment processes are analysed, there appears to be no straightforward explanation for this policy failure. It can simply be stated that the pro-rail policy approach has identified the desired path for the long-term transport of Turkey; but in implementation the vast demand for, and resulting day-to-day problems on, the roads dominate the scene because majority of transport takes place on roads. 

Perhaps the dominance of road transport in both freight and passenger movement is common to most countries in the world; however, the dependence of Turkey’s transport system on roads is probably not mirrored in many countries: 92 % of Turkey’s freight transport takes place on roads; this rate is 44 % in Europe. As for passenger transport, 96 % takes place on roads; this rate is 79 % in Europe (EU 2001). In a country with such strong tradition of road transport, it is not easy to implement a pro-rail policy that will result in a reduction in funds allocated to the road sector.

While the road network is more extensive than the rail, there is still a need to improve substantial parts of the road network. Excessive demand for roads further highlights the need for investment to improve roads. The demand for road transport is likely to continue since unit costs of transporting goods and people are much lower for roads as a result of low labour wages and legislations in the 1980s for increasing minimum loads per lorry (SPO 1995). Having the majority of passenger transport on roads results in severe congestion as well as severe accident rates. These concerns, not surprisingly, act as yet another incentive to invest and improve the road network, distorting the policy priorities set in the national plans. It goes without saying that with such a predominant road sector, the road lobby is also powerful, acting as yet another factor that politicians need to consider when delivering a pro-rail policy. 

And politicians indeed seem to be influenced by these factors that bring the problems in road traffic to the forefront of the transport agenda: in spite of the pro-rail national policy documents and investment strategies in the early 2000s, the government, after being elected in November 2002, launched as its leading public project, a comprehensive roads programme for creating a dual-carriageway network. Certainly, these major road programmes are also perceived by politicians as relatively shorter-term vote-winning investments, with their benefits immediately visible for passengers, freight companies, as well as localities that benefit from the improved accessibility.

To summarise, the prevailing mobility patterns and transport market in Turkey present a major challenge for the attainment of sustainable mobility patterns in which railways can play an important role. These challenges are perhaps common to many other countries, where economic and political factors make the road sector advantageous. However, difficulties in implementing a pro-rail policy are particularly significant for Turkey, where the historical development and usage of the transport network, and mobility traditions create an implicit preference for the road sector when it comes to investment, spending and projects on a yearly basis.

In spite of these impediments, it is expected that the emphasis on the development of rail infrastructure will continue to increase in Turkey. Regardless of whether or not Turkey will become a member of the EU, its geographic location and economic stance require a stronger integration into Europe in terms of transport infrastructure, operation, and policy. Developments regarding the rail network in Europe and its connection to the Asian networks receive increasing emphasis in national policy documents; and a strong connection to them is considered vital for economic reasons. The current Transport Infrastructure Needs Assessment (TINA) study for Turkey also supports this shift in policy since it is an instrument to encourage multi-modal corridors and help coordinate infrastructure projects with those in the EU. The processes in the EU, including the significant focus on sustainable mobility and the TINA project, may act as factors to reinforce the shift in policy and to bridge the gap between policy and practice. However, it is also possible that conditions specific to Turkey, such as its existing infrastructure, mobility patterns, economic and political issues regarding the road sector, may remain as very real challenges for creating a better balance between transport modes as a tool in attaining the sustainable transport goal. 
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Table 1
Policy documents in the past 25 years: national transport policy 

	Plans
	Policy Statements

	Policy Document Period: 

1979 – 1983 
	· The need to reduce dependence on foreign resources

· The need to improve rail and sea transport infrastructure in order to help create a self-sustaining national economy

	Policy Document Period: 

1985 – 1989 
	· The need to reduce transport costs, energy consumption and petrol-dependence

· The need to improve rail and sea transport infrastructure to shift freight movement to these modes

	Policy Document Period: 

1990 – 1994 
	· The need to promote a balanced use of all transport systems

· The need to make national transport policy comply with EU policy

· The need to improve rail and sea transport infrastructure to shift freight movement to these modes 

	Policy Document Period: 

1995 – 2000
	· The need to create a fully-integrated, economic, fast, safe and environmentally-friendly transport system

· The need to minimise negative environmental impact of transport

· The need to make national transport policy comply with EU policy

· The need to integrate into BSEC (Black Sea Economic Cooperation) and CIS (Commonwealth of Independent States) countries 

· The need to improve infrastructure to shift domestic freight movement from roads to railways, sea transport and pipelines

	Policy Document Period: 

2001 – 2005
	· The need to minimise the negative impact of transport on environment; 

· The need to reduce greenhouse emissions 

· The need to promote methods to evaluate externalities of transport investments

· The need to incorporate the concept of “sustainability” into national transport policy

· The need to create a multimodal, integrated and interconnected transport infrastructure, especially for Europe-Asia transactions

· The need to develop the railway infrastructure to create a continuous rail corridor across Europe and Middle-Asia

· The need to develop new domestic rail lines as well as lines to support international rail corridors


Table
2: 
Investment strategies: proposed fund allocation

	
	Funds allocated 

(As a percent of total investment in transport)

	Policy Document Period
	Rail transport
	Sea transport
	Road transport 
	Air transport

	1979 – 1983
	20.8
	11.6 
	60.6
	7.0

	1985 – 1989
	17.6
	10.9 
	52.4
	19.1

	1990 – 1994
	9.3
	3.6  
	79.4
	7.7

	1995 – 2000
	7.9
	4.1 
	72.7
	15.3

	2001 – 2005
	20.0
	4.1 
	59.6
	16.3


Source: SPO (1978, 1983, 1989, 1995, 2000a, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005)

Table 3:
Funds allocated to railways: comparison of proposed and actual expenditure 

	
	Funds allocated to railways 

(As a percent of total investment in transport)

	Policy Document Period
	Proposed (%)
	Realised (%)

	1979 – 1983
	20,8
	10,6

	1985 – 1989
	17,6
	16,0

	1990 – 1994
	9,3
	7,2

	1995 – 2000
	7,9
	5,2

	2001 – 2005
	20,0
	5,6


Source: SPO (1978, 1983, 1989, 1995, 2000a, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005)

Table 4
“Pro-Rail” policy in the 2000s: Proposed and actual investment

	
	Funds allocated to railways 

(As a percent of total investment in transport)

	Years
	Proposed (%)
	Realised (%)

	2000
	7,5
	2,6

	2001
	11,5
	2,2

	2002
	13,0
	2,9

	2003
	18,8
	9,4

	2004
	29,6
	10,6

	2005
	27,4
	n.a.


Source: SPO (2000b, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005)

Table 5
The share of railways in freight and passenger transport 

	Policy Document Period
	Freight transport
	Passenger transport

	
	Proposed share of railways in target year (%)
	Actual share of railways in target year (%)
	Proposed share of railways in target year (%)
	Actual share of railways in target year (%)

	1979 – 1983

Target Year: 1983
	22.65
	10.84
	5.39
	3.45

	1985 – 1989

Target Year: 1989
	19.18
	8.13
	4.11
	2.71

	1990 – 1994

Target Year: 1994
	12.91
	7.72
	3.14
	2.68

	1995 – 2000

Target Year: 2000
	10.71
	5.26
	2.45
	2.19

	2001 – 2005

Target Year: 2005
	4.31
	4.74(1)
	1.77
	2.66(1)


(1) 2003 figures.

 Source: SPO (1978, 1983, 1989, 1995, 2000a), General Directorate of State Railways Administration (2005).
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Figure 1: Length of railways in Turkey: 1923 - 2004

Source: General Directorate of State Railways Administration (2005)
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Figure 2: Transport investments between 1990-2000: Expenditure on each mode as a percent of total transport expenditure.

Source: SPO (2000c, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004)
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Figure 3: Change in percentage shares of roads and railways in freight transport (1960-2004)

Source: SPO (2000a), General Directorate of State Railways Administration (2005)
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Figure 4: Change in percentage shares of roads and railways in passenger transport (1960-2004)

Source: SPO (2000a), General Directorate of State Railways Administration (2005)
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