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Abstract: “Civil Society Organizations” (CSOs), especially bgveloped societies, are "started
to be re—explored" since 1970s in consequenceoaélswelfare states' crisis, domination of
neo-liberal philosophy and policies in the worlgresading of democracy, end of the cold war,
improvements on information and communication systetc... The most prominent difference
between the last decades of the previous centutytenfirst decade of the current century lies in
the role that CSOs undertake in the society. As G&Ws suitable properties which are brought
about the economic and political philosophy of glidation, they have got considerable
attention of the states and have had a properamaint to develop in the countries where neo—
liberal philosophy is being implemented.

However, CSOs are not an alternative to the stastead, they are supplementary institutions.
Since CSOs are very appropriate to the rationakecohomical and political philosophy of the
last quarter of the twentieth century, which regsiminimalization of the state, they are being
supported by the state which was directed by libghiélosophy. Hence, they are increasingly
developing in terms of quantity and quality.

Keywords: Civil Society Organizations (CSOs), Non—-Governme@aganizations (NGOSs),
Non-Profit Organizations (NPOs), Third Sector, &bdPolicy, State—CSOs Relationship,
Turkey.

Introduction

The post—-1980 era has witnessed the widespreasfdramations in the economic and political realms
of the social life at the global level. The expansof globalization, neo—liberalism and participatdemocracy
has resulted in the increasing importance of thi¢ sbciety organizations (CSOSs) in the last thdeeades. The
state has withdrawn from the economic and socedsarWhile the economy has been left to the mdokees,
new actors entered the scene to provide sociabreeervices. Consequently, the CSOs were re—diset\as
the abiding provider of the social aids. Thus, &ymmot be incorrect to name this century as théucgrof the
civil society.

The CSOs are now considered as extremely signfficestitutions of the modern society as the new
provider of social services. A new division of laindnas been advanced among the state, municipat&etrand
the CSOs. The state has formed partnership witlc8®@s and prefers purchasing services from the C&tOesr
than producing them. The process has been exparsiitg the late 1970s and has come to constitute a
significant part of welfare mixes in many countriés many developed nations, particularly the USH &K,
the legal system and the administrative reformslkedathe state to maintain responsible for finagcamd
auditing the social welfare services while transfer the responsibility for the provisions of thesgvices to the
CSOs and private sectors.

In contrast to the developed nations, the CSOsaremely weak in Turkey. Despite the promotion
and expansion of their role in the social policgaaat the global level, the Turkish CSOs do noinstehave
gained any impetus. Neither the state nor the Cls®@e any intention to alter their entrenched atétu The
state has distrusted them and had hostile attittaesrds that civil society organization which a@ under its
control. The CSOs, on the other hand, have no @lésichange and undertake any major responsibilfoe
social services. However, Turkey’'s accession toBbewill eventually transform the hostile attitudéthe state
towards the civil society and give rise to the gitowf the civil society in Turkey.
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1. The Concept and Description of Civil Society Orgnizations
A. The Confusion over the Concept of Civil SocietPrganizations

Civil society organizations (CSOs) are composea afide range of different organizations such as
small local associations, large professional omgtions and foundations. A number of different terare
currently used to indicate the civil society in tliterature. Some widely used terms including csdciety
organizations, non—profit organizations, non—prséittor, non—governmental organizations, non—gonental
sectors, philanthropic organizations, charitablgaaizations, third sector, voluntary organizatiopsivate
voluntary organizations, not—for—profit organizatio independent sector, tax—exempt organizatiodssanial
movementgUslu 1999).1t should be pointed out that there is no widatgepted discretion for none of these
terms.

In the Turkish literature on this sort of civil @gjzations, although there is a disagreement whethe
some of these organizations could be considerazivdssociety or not, the term civil society orgaations is
used to point out followings: foundations, assdoi@, chambers, cooperatives, clubs, and platfoamd,non—
governmental organizations and third sector. Ondtieer hand, some different terms such as community
society, order, guild and foundations were emplapetthe past to express the CS@EO0C, 2004).

The term “non—profit organizations” is preferredtive developed world. This term is extensively used
in English literature. Nevertheless, the term cdatiety organizations will be used in this artidiis is because
this term has wider in scope, and is also well km@amd commonly used in the academic circles, thitiqad
discussions and in the daily life in Turkey.

B. The Concept of Civil Society Organizations

The concept of CSOs has a wider framework and lystgalds to include most of the other terms given
above. The CSOs is based on the voluntarinessipiescand is wrought by philanthropy and social siith is
independent of the state and constitutes a thistbsalong with the public and private ones. Altgbdocated in
the private sector, in terms of its structure ifjiste distinct from it.

Lester Salamorf1999), who has written widely on the CSOs, describes@B®s as non—profit organizations

and non-profit sector in his book and indicated thay have six basic features in common.

» First all these organizations have managed to bedaostitutionalized one way or another. Informatlan
temporary gathering of people cannot be regardéumihe scope of non—profit establishments.

e Second, these organizations must operate in theatpr sector”. Thus, they must be independent ef th
state. Nevertheless, this point does not mearthieat organizations may not receive support franstate.

e Third, they must distribute profits in accordanc¢hvthe social objectives. That is, these orgarforat do
not share dividends with their shareholders.

e Fourth, they must have an independent managemeuttise. They plan and implement their own
activities. No person or an establishment shoutigriare in the running of these organizations.

« Fifth, the development of non—profit organizaticstsould be voluntary. In general, the members of the
board of trustees are volunteers, yet those whdé ¥awrthe organization do not have to be volunteers

»  Sixth, the non—profit organizations have to opewdth purposes declared in their charter.

According to a categorisation, developed by Natid@@entre for Charitable Statistics, massive number
activities of non—profit organizations can be disegl.

The centre, divides this activities 26 main aread functions. Then, it is divided into sub—categsri
For example, in the field of education there are @i the other hand in the field of arts and celtand
humanities 56 activities exi€balamon 2003 & Fremont—Smith 2004).

According to another study, the CSOs are descrisetbrganizations, which are independent from the
state, based on voluntary gathering and workingHerinterests of the society rather than their bens, non—
profit and operating within the legal syste§ahin 2007).

2. New Categorisation: Civil Society Regimes

In line with Esping—Andersen’s widely known clagsation, “welfare regimes{Esping—Andersemn999
& Ozdemir 2007),Salamon and Anheier classify the CSOs as “civilietgcregimes”. For them, the CSOs are
developed in different ways under different regimaasd they prose four different types of civil sigiregimes
(Anheier and List 2005)

The first is the liberal model.This model, represented by the USA, is charactérdmethe low level of
public spendings on social welfare and the existari@a large civic sector.
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The second regime isd6cial democratic model'The model is implemented in the small Scandinavia
states, mainly in Sweden. This model is geared str@ang welfare state and relatively weaker in wtduy
sector. The higher social spending, by the stads no necessity for the civil society.

The third model is calleicorporatist model”. The model is mainly represented by Germany and is
based on the partnership between the state arldsowiety. The central feature of this model is liigh public
and civil society spendings. That is both the st civil society are generous.

The final model is théstatist regime”. This model is represented by the countries suchualsey and
Japan. The level of social spendings on social arelfs extremely low and the civil society is noéliw
developed. While the statist regime restrains ftbenpublic welfare spendings, they pressurize 8®€to trim
down their welfare spendingdoore 2001 &Anheier and List 2005)Nonetheless, this does not mean that the
balance between the state and the CSOs will ndhaarge. The CSOs are occasionally promoted as inabe
of France and JapgMoore 2001)

3. The Historical Development of the Civil SocietyDrganizations
A. Pre- Industrial Revolution Era: The Increasing Scial Responsibility of the Civil Society Organizabns

Voluntary organizations that are providing socidkawith philanthropic sentiments to those whoiare
need have always existed throughout the historyfath, practices which are similar to those souwialfare
services provided by the welfare state as old asamuhistory, the societies always looked for wayprovide
aids and services (accommodation, food, cloths eto.those who are disables, ills, poors. It $thdne indicated
that before the establishment of the modern webtat, society, religious and voluntary organ@adiprovided
these services in one way or anottiensdz 2000).

In the period before the centralized state authooibk over the responsibility for social servicE§Os
had provided welfare for individuals and familiasthe face of economic and natural disasters. Saitla were
provided by personal relations such as familielgtikees, communities,and by economic organizatisush as
guilds and also by religious organizations sucbragr, small dervish. In addition to these, it \aés observed
that the administrative classes of south aimecei@lbp a protective system for the poor with vasiconcerns.
In short, before the Industrial Revolution, it da@ argued that the practice of social policy wasvigled by
philanthropic organizations operating on the basisvoluntariness and mutual aid principles. Follogvithe
transformation of the economic and social structusg Industrial Revolution, the social welfare pdivg
organizations started to be transformed @ss6z 2000).

B. The Period of Industrialisation: The Decreasingmportance of Civil Society Organizations

In consequence of rapid industrialization, the &lopblicy organizations of the previous era such as

family, philanthropic organizations and others glydecame insufficient and the new organizatianmeet the
growing demand were established. This is becahsdraditional social aid organizations failed topde help
for rapidly growing working classes in terms of Weiccident and social cagi€oray 2003).
The process of urbanization, caused by the Induigkevolution, resulted in the elimination of thmre of the
social protection organizations or reduced thdaativeness; along with the declining of the sitéamilies, the
family ties and protection of the family weaken#u)s the state in the industrial societies hadke bver those
responsibilitiegGuloglu 1998).

After the great depression of the 1929, to overcoheecrisis, the Keynesian economic model was
adopted. This model was called for the extensiveliement of the state in economic and social reaimorder
to sustain a high level of domestic demand. Thee stdervention in the economic and social servizgsually
eradicated the need for the CSOs. As a resultwapeeiod, in which the state took over the mairpoesibility
for the provision of the social welfare, was lauethThe period between the World War Il and 198&tes
intervention in social policy reached its apex amdfare states were born and matured.

C. Post—1975 Era: Globalization and Neo-Liberalisnand the Re—Discovery of Civil Society Organization

In this century, there is no doubt that the incireasmportance of the CSOs is very much associated
with the rise of globalization and neo-liberalismdaparticipative democracy. In the post-1980 peribe
transformations, taking place in the economic,tfplsocial and legal areas, resulted in the griaditadrawal
of the state from the social welfare services. Assalt, the CSOs started to take over the respititysirom the
state for the provision of the social welfare seegi and a third sector, in which the CSOs opedstegloped
after a long period of stagnatiq§ahin ve Oztiirk 2008)These organizations, providing social welfares for
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humanity since the early ages, have performed yasignificant role. It seems that they will continto erg this
role in the near futur@uhnle ve Alestalo 2000).

The CSOs, particularly in the western world, hagerbincreasingly seen as an actor of social policy.
The central government, local government, and tBO©€ have set up partnership for the provision cfaso
services and the state increased its collaboratitim the CSOs. The state, rather than producingstmae
services prefers buying from these organizatiorssticularly after 1970s, the process revived anthedo
constitute a significant part of the welfare mixgslu 1999).

The ascendancy of globalization and neo—liberated seems to be the main factor behind the curren
expansion of the CSOs both in qualitative and qteative terms in the developed countries. Whildicglfor
the state to wane and return to the main functitmes,CSOs are expected to undertake the respatisgoind
duties for the provision of the social welfare gonmith the private sector (Pierson 2001). Hence,l#yal and
administrative restructuring in the developed cdastparticularly in the USA and England has inezhdo
enable the state to maintain the responsibilityfifing and auditing while transferring the respibilgy for the
provision and distribution of the social welfareth® CSOs. Along with the process and policiessaalirse and
need for supporting the CSOs have come to domthatpolitical agendé€Ozbek 2002).

The role of the state in the social area shoulthbethe state should provide services to civilestyoor
the private sector which are reluctant to prodst®uld provide aid for those priors who cannot raffto buy
the services produced by the private se(@aliskan 2001)or should support, subside the private sectorasoci
services that are useful for its citizens, and ghptomote then{Cevik 1998).

The state seeking to cut down the social spendiitisthe aim of restructuring themselves, partidyla
stared felling that is insufficient in the areasoicial aid and social services. The realisatiothefshortage by
the state, in these issues, resulted in the raslesttment of the ties between the state and abdiety.

4. The State—Civil Society Organizations—Market Raltions

A. The Relations between State and Civil Society @anizations

Some researches demonstrate that in the develomndnthe qualitative expansion of the CSOs, the
attitude of the state towards these organizatisref central importance. If the legal, institutibaad financial
supports (purchasing social service, aids and teemptions, etc.) are provided by the state to these
organizations, not on their quantity and scale ddsb their share in the provision of the sociaviees, will
certainly augmenflLuksetich 2008).

The CSOs have become one of the basic social d@nttiie local, national and international leveleeT
CSOs are parts of the private sector, while theyagrerating on a voluntary basis, and provide sesvfor the
public. Thus, CSOs can be regarded as the orgamsgathere the private and public cut across.

More than a quarter century, many researchers, lynagonomist, have argued that the CSOs providélsoc
services much more effective and cheaper thanttie and suggested that the state should set tipepstrip
with the CSOs. In some developed countries sucheatlSA, France, England and Germany, these suggest
have been implied for a long time. In countries wehihe State—CSOs relations are developed andyttesred,
the number of the CSOs and the coverage of théirtés (such as in the USA, Holland and Austi@a® much
more extensive than in countries (particularly depmg countries) where these relations are undeldped
(Anheier ve List 2005).

It is possible to argue that the State—CSOs reiatare formed on three bases such as supplementary,
complementary and adversarial.

The first form of relation is theupplementaryelations where the CSOs produce services thahare
produced by the state. The failure of these stamteseet the demand for services, result in theaant of the
CSOs into the service production. In this casait be argued that there is reverse relations batéeepublic
spendings and CSOs’ spendings. That is, if thes ggmdduces more services, its spendings will irsgethe
CSOs’ spendings will decrease.

The second form of the State and CSOs relatiotiseisomplementaryThis means that the state and
CSOs are partners in the provision of the socialices and the role or the CSOs are to carry autihtribution
of the services that are financed by the statéhiatstage, there is a direct link between the CS@=ndings and
the state spendings. That is, with an increashérstate spendings, its support to the activitfebe CSOs will
augment.

In the third form of the relationship, CSOs, insta# producing services or helping governments to
produce it, are constantly encouraging the govemrimeorder to produce services and in this seageetform
the public responsibility. Yet the relation anckirgction is very low if compared two others.

It must be pointed out that in hybrid organizatiomfiere the State—CSOs relations merge one with
another, the border have become more vague as 34, Japan and Israel (Young 2000).
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The CSOs can be seen in all civilized societied. &éeh society has specific structure and scale of
voluntary sector distincts very much from the osheCurrently the high growth in the voluntary sedas
occurred in the USA. In the last 30 years, the ntaEty sector has become a third sector along Wuighpublic
and private secto®ayton ve Moody 2008).

B. The Relations between Market and Civil Society @anizations

The CSOs do not always obtain financial resourcas tthe charity, donation and state aids. Some of
the CSOs may participate in the economic activitigsneans of economic enterprises with an intertbomake
profit. Thus, they can produce and sell goods @&ndices like any other private sector companievekibeless,
the profits coming from these economic activities mot shared by the shareholders, but are usadcmrdance
with the social purpose of the organizat{&@asterly ve Miesing 2008).

In the last two decades, it is extensively obsenbed not only the CSOs have expended rapidly, but
also their incomes have risen sharply, particularlihe USA. The central reason for the expansiahe CSOs
is the markets. During this period, an ample dendmaloped for their services and for their incegbisicomes
from charging for these services; they set up tigdompanies or partnerships with private sectordiand they
commenced to use the techniques that are usedeliyriths, learned to obtain more financial resouroen the
state and sophisticated marketing strategies ametary management techniques. They also re—destgead
own structures and implemented all these technidpresollecting charities and providing social dees. All
these denote that the CSOs of the century aremegh different than those at time of our fathers thu still
continuing process of a massive restructu(®alamon 2003).

5. Civil Society Organizations in the USA and Turkg

A. Civil Society Organizations in the USA

The USA has gone in the way of philanthropy and €&®re than any other nation did in the history.
That is no nation has been based on voluntaryiaesvmore than the USA has been. Along with tla¢esand
market, as a third sector the CSOs has become ingrgrtant. The voluntary sector has gone beyond the
imagination of people in this country. That is,rthexist more that 2 million voluntary organizaomillions of
donors and volunteers, millions of employment,iduils of dollar income, billions of dollar spendirmgnd
trillions of dollar assetéPayton ve Moody 2008).

One of the important characters of the Americanetpds that, in sharp contrast to many welfar¢éesta
the constantly growing state has developed the Q&gr than emasculating and restricting themhanlast
fifty years. Because in the USA, societal hostilibyvards centralized bureaucracy and the presehtarge
number of voluntary organization in various fiellave increased the supports for the CSOs in ¢hasfsuch as
health, education, social services, art and culturéhe American social welfare system, in manyhef basic
social welfare areas financing is proved by th&estéhile private organizations and establishmeavioed most
of the servicegSalamon 1999).

The CSOs and philanthropy has become very impoeiament of the social life in that the number of
the registered CSOs reached to 1.4 million accgrttnthe Internal Revenue Service in 2004. Therégipes
not include small religious groups, local commuesti and clubs, civil partnerships, and the othduntary
organizations. If these unregistered organizatamesincluded the number of the CSOs, total numbaches to
2 million in the USA. Of these 500,000 are verygkaland have immense revenues and investments. diegor
to the IRS, the group had 1,36 trillions revenued 2,97 trillions worth assets in 2004. It meanat ttihe
economical size of the CSOs in the USA is largemfthe whole countries' economies. Incomes andegegms
belonging to the CSO'’s in this country are mostimsumed for education and health servi{€s/ton ve Moody
2008).

B. Civil Society Organizatons in Turkey

Looking at the development of the CSOs in Turkeys ipossible to say that the CSOs, which are the
important elements of the democratic system, hdaged a profound role in the development of theietgc
since the early days of the history. Most of th€&Os are organised as foundations (vakif) and ed&nts
(dernek). They have done pioneering and useful svfok the society. It is determined that most @nthwere
established with philanthropic and social a{@®T 2001).

CSOs, organized the form of foundations, have pewad countless duties and have undertaken large
number of responsibilities within the economic auttial lives since the Seljukis time. They thrivgebatly
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during the Ottoman era. The Ottoman epoch can bsidered as the golden age of these organizatotesms
of quantity and function&aim 1997).

However, it is well-known that the foundations wéaredecline in the last years of the Ottomans and
this process continued well into the republican Eraas not untill the amendment made in the Cominaw as
to foundations in 1967 that the fate of CSOs chdngelurkey(See Ertem 1998Jollowing these amendment,
the number of foundation have amplified.

These foundations have carried out extremely ingmbntesponsibilities in the economic and sociadiv
throughout the centuries in Turkey. This type ofamizations contributed to the education, cultiaad
economy, social and politic lives. It can be sdidttthe Foundation allocated most of their servicesocial
services. Some of the foundations established asagidnal (for example Dars@iSafaka, which is a secondary
school in Istanbul for poor or poor and fatherlesiéddren) and health (for example a lot of da¥gifa, which is
health care centres) establishments in order tareehnational culture and protection of public ardividual
health. Some them prefer caring the poor, proviglesipn for those who work in heavy and weary intest
elderly who cannot work, parentless kids, orphambwidows etc(Ozdemir 1997).

Another organising form of the CSOs during the [gestiod of the Ottomans and Republican eras was
the associations. Nevertheless neither the foumustnor the associations have managed to serveSas C
because of the legal restriction on their actigiti€hus, the legal amendments have been taken ipldagrkey
to eliminate these restrictions and give more foeedo the CSOs.

For today, looking at the number of the associat@oml foundations and other CSOs, and their
members, are very low when compared to those idélheloped countries. As of February 2009, theeedd»66
foundations. The number of total associations dpeyan Turkey is about 80,706. The figure is vdow
compared to the number of civil associations in tH&A, Germany and France, which are approximately 7
millions, 2.1 and 1.4 millions respectively. Accorg to the calculations; Turkey has to have at tle&89)
thousand associations in proportion to their size.

In line with Solomon’s description of CSOs, onetlnd elements of the concept is that considering the
private and public division, the CSOs are privagetar establishments. Looking at the Turkish C&Psayt from
the foundations, associations and trade unions,esomambers and occupational association (chambfers o
commerce, engineers association, artichoke asewtidaws etc.), for which membership is compulsae
considered as CSOs. These aspects of the civihmafions are not compatible Salmon’'s CSOs desoript
And they have hybrid characters.

At the same time, in these and other EU counttiessector employs a sizeable part of their pojmurat
In the USA, approximately 9 million, in Germany 1lillman, in France 0.8 million, and in Japan 1.4 lioih
people are working for CSOs. However, albeit thisrao research conducted in the respects in Turikey,
estimated that the employment in this sector idigibde.

On the other hand, as noted earlier, the importafichke CSOs are expanding in the world. In many
countries, the share of these organizations if2b® is very large and continues to grow (for exampi the
USA is about 6.3 percent, in England and FrancepdtBent, and in Japan 3.5 percent). Unfortundkedse is no
research which has been carried out in this respé&airkey(ACOC 2004).

In Turkey, the inexistence of sufficiently develdpeelfare state constitutes the basis of the ingafft
development of State—CSOs relations. Thus, thisfficgency dominates the CSOs and there is no #ig
there will be significant development in this ar€arkey has not undergone the process of transtozmaf the
western welfare state since the 1970s.

The formation of the relation between the state @8@s depends of the existence of some conditions.
First of all, it is necessary that the state sh@uigmote the CSOs, by providing the legal framewem&bling the
effective operations of the organizations.

In order to develop the CSOs-State relations, ti@s®s which have better organizations, performed
effective and useful services should be selectet sapported and promoted. The Social Services arildl C
Protection Agency (SHCEK) leading role and advigds help these organizations to improve the qyatif
their serviceDPT 2001).

In Turkey, the profound presence of state domintieseducational, health and social services. The
social services provided by the public organizati@me controlled by central authority in Ankara.treme
centralizations tendency prevents planning, pradpeind distributing the services to those in née@ddition,
shortage of financial resources results in thetalger of these services. Therefore, looking frons¢hangles,
regarding the fulfilment of social welfare servicéd®mth public management and the CSOs are far ftwan
expected level§Cevik 1998).

The results of a surveee Ozdemir & Bal & Senocak 2009)performed by us in Uskiidar District of
Istanbul, after exposing the conditions and reaswn€S0Os, point out that unfortunately there is aoly
evidence that this structure will change or tramsfdike in developed countries, in near future.

In the developed countries, the process of thestoamations which give rise to transferring, taaege
extent the state responsibility concerning socilicy to the CSOs. Not only have not been expegdnim
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Turkey yet, but also the CSOs are neither awareenthusiastic towards such a change that will dheir
destiny. Unfortunately some questions in the retedemonstrate that the CSOs have accepted ttstingleare
extremely reactant to do something to alter thature. This is very much noticeable from the questaire. As
can be seen from the (Tab. n. 35) that 33.3 peroktiie participant CSOs are against the transfesooial
responsibility from the state to any other orgatiige including the CSOs. Only the 11 percent & €@50s
support such initiatives and express willingnessatce some responsibility. The rest, (55,6 percamtid to
reply these questions and do not believe that sacisfer can be possible. In some developed casnstich as
the USA, the majority of the CSOs supports the sfenof the social aids and social services to malty
organizations. In the countries, where this tranisés taken place, the growth of the CSOs has blesgrved.
It is, therefore, a must for the Turkish CSOs tolceme this development and undertake increasingly
responsibility for the provision of the social pyli If the CSOs have still state—centered views aedunaware
what is going on in the World, nothing can be damehange their destiny. It is probably that theOSSre in
the opinion that they may not be able to overcongeprovision of social policy and thus lack selhfidence
(Ozdemir & Bael & Senocak 2009)

The view that the state provides social aids awthkservices better than anyone, dominate not thdy
CSOs but also the entire society in Turkey. Theeycarried out by Carkdu (2006)also confirms this view.
According to his results, 38.2 percent of partioigabelieve that social aid is primarily the resgbitity of the
state in Turkey. 30.9 percent believe that it soahe individual responsibility of wealthy peopf@nly 5,4
percent indicate that the CSOs should have sonp@mebility in this respect. Hence, it is possitbeargue that
in the mind of individuals, there is very smalledbr the CSOs for providing social services. Thisans that
when people give charity, only few of them take @®8Os into consideratiof©zdemir & Bael & Senocak
2009)

Conclusion

The 1980s have witnessed major transformationkd@retonomic, political and social realms. With the
collapse of the Post—War order, the Western cégitainoved to a new stage. With the ascendencyeohév—
liberal economic policies, while the state invohehin the economy was undermined, the expansictheof
welfare state came to the end. For the neo-lihethés state involvement in the economy created atark
inefficiencies and prevented optimum allocatiomexfources. Hence, it is more rational for the d@atgithdraw
from the economy and stop providing social welfseevices. The social welfare services must be gealvby
civil society organizations (CSOs) or the privagetsr (1)(Pierson 2001)This is resulted in the re—discovery of
the role of the CSOs as the actors in providingadaservices in the developed economies. A spelgacu
expansion of their role and activities of the C3she provision of social services have been oleskrThe
number of the CSOs has also mushroomed.

The post 1929 crisis witnessed a period in whiah thle of the state in the economy and in the
provision of social services was rapidly expandBebvertheless, with the crisis of the 1970s theestat
involvement in those areas came to be questionedev area was launched by the adaption of neoaliber
economic policies, demanding minimum state interiee in the economic and social realms in the 18#0s
(Gzdemir 2007)Consequently, the discourse that the CSOs andngahe state have dominated the economic,
political and social agendas in the wofoizbek 2002).

The concept and issue of the CSOs, philanthropy-pifit organizations, and social capital havenbee
disregarded by social scientist and the publicc@fs for a long—time. As social policy and welfastate
developed, discussion on markets, state and suoaiialy dominated the agenda in the post war epbbh.CSOs
was considered as an insignificant issue. Neveargiselfollowing the ascendancy of the neo-liberahemic
policies, this approach changed in the late 19A8sthe state has withdrawn from the economic aralako
realms, the CSOs were re—discovered as alternatitree public provision of social services in matgyeloped
countries. Thus, the CSOs have, recently, becommeobthe most important economic and social adtothe
developed countries. They are seen as a “middl€’ watween the state and market and are called hasi “t
sector”. In these countries, the state seeks terganan environment conductive for the growthhef €SOs.
The high quality relations between states and tB®<£ constitute the basis for the phenomenal rewf/ghe
CSOs

Unfortunately this is not the case in Turkey foe time being. The CSOs have neither mentally nor
economically developed to undertake the respoitsiidr the provision of the social welfare staléhere are
number of reasons for this insufficient developmainthe CSOs. One of them is the existence of pelations
between the state and CSOs. In contrast to thelafma countries, the state is reluctant to prontioéecivil
society. This may be related to the authoritariparacter of the state. The state has always disttubke civil
society and sought to keep any civil organizingmattt, which would challenge the state authorityderrstick
control. Thus, the growth and expansion of thel ciotiety may be deliberately prevented. The stateluctant
to hand over some of its authority and responsjtid the civil society. This means that CSOs haweobtained
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sufficient support from the state to flourish. Thiso means that the state have no intention tchpise services
from the CSOs and does not involve or consult tB®€in the formulation of social policies.

Thus, it can be legitimately concluded that thdestaay partially hold responsiblity for this appare
insufficient development of the CSOs in Turkey. (fimdings provide ample support to this argument.
Nevertheless, the process of Turley’s integratmthe EU and economic and social development, yt angued
that the CSOs will discover their potential as vealiget better recognition from the state and gocie

One another reason for the dismay of the Turkis®@£8ay be themselves. Reviewing the literature
and the fieldwork results demonstrate that mosthef CSOs are even unable to perform their own slutie
determined by their charters. Nevertheless, thedd, sufficient financial resources, have not cheshgheir
mentality at all. They are still disinclined to leaany major role in the society. In many developadntries, the
responsibility of the state for the provision ot and welfare services is shifting to the CSMsst of the
Turkish CSOs tend to believe that providing soswivices have the responsibility of the state ahactant to
undertake any responsibility in this regard. Consedjy it is possible to argue that the most stigkiesult of
this research is that the most of Turkish CSOs tuilind eye to the changing international econoamd
political environment of the CSOs in the woldzdemir & Bael & Senocak 2009)
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