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1. Foreword 
 
Within the framework of Chapter 23 accession negotiations (Judiciary and Fundamental 
Rights) between the EU and Turkey I was tasked by the European Commission to monitor the 
situation in Turkey as regards the state of play in Turkish national anti-corruption policy and 
hereby helping in assessing existing shortcomings and weaknesses in the system. The Peer 
Review Mission took place 17th–21st January 2011 in Ankara. Four days were dedicated to 
subject matter meetings with Turkish authorities and a debriefing with EU Delegation and 
Turkish authorities on the last day.  
 
Assessing the national anti-corruption regime as being the first time in Turkey is a 
challenging task. But the well prepared and comprehensive mission program made it possible 
to get as much insight as possible. Turkey’s efforts in fighting corruption have already been 
assessed in different monitoring mechanisms. GRECO evaluation, OECD evaluation and EU 
Peer Based Assessment Mission from 17 – 21 November 2008 by Tom McGoona. These 
results and recommendations will be taken as a reference. Additionally, documents were 
provided by the European Commission and Turkish authorities both prior to and after the 
mission (see list with documents in Annex). Other documents to be mentioned are the “Final 
Report” and the “Corruption Report: Findings, Analysis and Recommendations” which were 
produced in the framework of the EU-funded project “Ethics for the Prevention of Corruption 
in Turkey”. 
 
With my background coming from law enforcement in my assessment I will give more 
attention to organisational and practical aspects in the fight against corruption rather than 
shortcomings in legislation.  
 
Meetings with Turkish authorities were held most of the times with my expert colleagues 
Willem de Pauw and Andres Palumaa, who will provide separate reports on anti-corruption 
and money-laundering. Due to the tight schedule of the mission we split the expert group at 
several occasions. For that reason I didn’t participate in the meetings held with representatives 
of the Parliamentary Committees, with the DG for Local Administration of Ministry of 
Interior, with representative of Union of Municipalities and with representatives of Turkish 
Court of Accounts. That’s why I won’t go into detail regarding these institutions. Although I 
also participated in most of the meetings with a special focus on anti-money laundering I also 
won’t go into detail as this will be assessed separately. 
 
During the mission Turkish authorities organised a comprehensive programme which made it 
possible to gain as much insight as possible in current state of play and latest developments. 
Meetings were held with representatives from 

- Ministry of Justice (DG for Penal Affairs, DG for International Law and Foreign 
Relations, DG for Legislation and the Strategy Development Unit) 

- Ankara Public Prosecutors at the Courthouse 
- Central Bank 
- Prime Ministry Inspection Board 
- Executive Board for Increasing Transparency and Strengthening Fight against 

Corruption 
- Board of Ethics of the Public Officials 
- Board of Review and Access to Information 
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- Public Procurement Authority 
- Ministry of Interior Civil Inspection Board and from Ministry of Interior 
- Constitutional Court 
- Department of Anti-Smuggling and Organised Crime (KOM) of National Police 
- Department of Anti-Smuggling of General Command of Gendarmerie 
- Undersecretariat of Customs Inspection Board 
- Customs Directorate in Kazan municipality 
- Financial Crimes Investigation Board (MASAK) 
- Ministry of Finance Inspection Board 
- NGOs and civil society (TEPAV Economic Policy Research Foundation, 

Transparency International Turkey, Association of Public Internal Auditors) 
 
This mission was made possible thanks to the preparatory and coordinating efforts of the 
European Commission in Brussels, the EU Delegation in Ankara and of course thanks to all 
Turkish authorities involved in the process.  
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2. Executive Summary 
 
In the last years Turkey has already demonstrated its willingness to bring its policy on anti-
corruption up to European and international standard by adopting all major anti-corruption 
conventions and instruments. Although already a lot has been done still some more with 
measurable output will have to be done.  
 
As the cornerstone in Turkish Anti-Corruption Policy one has to consider the adoption and 
successful implementation of a comprehensive Anti-Corruption Strategy. Successful 
implementation of the current 2010-2014 strategy for “Enhancing Transparency and 
Strengthening the Fight against Corruption” will depend on various key factors. These key 
factors are active involvement of civil society and the establishment of a body with 
responsibilities to supervise the implementation phase of this strategy. So far active 
involvement of civil society on important elements of the strategy like “Raising Public 
Awareness” has been very low. Also Prime Ministry Inspection Board PMIB which was 
chosen to be the lead agency for the development and coordination of the strategy so far is 
neither sufficiently staffed nor does it have any independence which would permit to work 
closer with civil society.   
 
As far as the legislative framework is concerned Turkey will now have to address GRECO 
recommendations from the Third evaluation round on “Incriminations” and “Transparency of 
Party Funding”. The review of the system of immunities is still open. The law on the 
establishment of an Ombudsman Office now needs to pass through parliament.  
 
Law Enforcement Authorities like Turkish National Police TNP, Gendarmerie and Customs 
already seem to be quite specialized. Nevertheless a specialized training seminar on 
corruption investigation could still be (jointly) developed.  
The ongoing process to establish an Asset Recovery Office, either within TNP’s Anti-
Smuggling and Organised Crime Department KOM or within Ministry of Finance’s Financial 
Intelligence Unit MASAK, needs to be supported. In setting up this Asset Recovery Office a 
strong involvement of the Public Prosecutor’s Office has to be ensured.  
 
Regarding Public Prosecutors there is a lack of specialization and training. This deficiency 
could be addressed by establishing a specialized anti-corruption prosecutor’s office which 
should work together with specially assigned law enforcement officers.  
 
For governmental institution’s internal oversight the inspectorates will have to cooperate and 
coordinate closer in order to better exchange both best practice and statistical and operational 
information. This coordination effort has to be done by the Prime Ministry Inspection Board 
PMIB.  
 
The Council of Ethics for Public Servants CEPS has already made good progress in providing 
training to public servants, also in the provinces, in order to establish an ethical culture. This 
was strongly supported by EU-funded projects. This effort has to go on also in extending 
CEPS responsibility to set and supervise ethical standards in the military, universities and 
judiciary. CEPS and Ethical Commissions need to have more power to enforce their decisions 
with disciplinary measures.  
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3. Developments in Building Anti-Corruption Strategy 
 
As the cornerstone in Turkish Anti-Corruption Policy one has to consider the adoption and 
successful implementation of a comprehensive Anti-Corruption Strategy. This has already 
been claimed for by numerous international organisations and monitoring mechanisms have 
stated the absence of such a comprehensive approach.  
 
Previous efforts of the Turkish Government and Turkish authorities (like 58th, 59th and 60th 
Government Programs, Grand National Assembly of Turkey Commission for Investigation of 
Corruption, Ninth Development Plan, Turkish National Programme Regarding the 
Undertaking of European Union Acquis) have already led to legal or institutional reform. 
These achievements were important and have to be seen as the groundwork in order to bring 
Turkish Anti-Corruption policy in line with what is required following European standards. 
But still previous efforts were criticized for lack of ownership of one to be nominated 
institution or person and for not addressing stringently all aspects in the fight against 
corruption. 
 
In February 2010 the Turkish Government adopted a 2010-2014 strategy for “Enhancing 
Transparency and Strengthening the Fight against Corruption”. In order to realize this strategy 
a Ministerial Commission and an Execution Committee were founded in December 2009. The 
Ministerial Commission is to coordinate the implementation of the strategy and consists of the 
Deputy Prime Minister and Ministers of Justice, Interior, Finance and Labour and Security 
and should meet at least twice a year. Members of the Execution Committee are 
representatives from different Ministries (level of representation is Undersecretary or their 
deputies) and representatives of labour unions and of the Turkish Union of Chambers and 
Stock Exchanges (TOBB). The Prime Ministry Inspection Board was appointed with the task 
of providing technical support and secretariat service for the Commission and Committee.  
 
Fundamental components of the strategy are  
A) Prevention  
B) Law Enforcement  
C) Raising Public Awareness.  
 
For every component the Execution Committee identified detailed measures and put them into 
an action plan with timetables. This Action Plan was approved by the Ministerial Commission 
in April 2010. For every measure working groups were created in order to prepare a report of 
necessary regulations which will then be delivered to the Execution Committee.  
 
I agree with the statement of the European Commission in the 2010 Turkey Progress Report 
that “Effective implementation could contribute to changing behaviour of public 
administration, so that it promotes and protects integrity and reduces opportunities for corrupt 
practices.” But I also see the concern that “participation by civil society and its role on the 
executive board and in implementation of the strategy need to be strengthened.” The role of 
civil society and the involvement of NGOs in the process of strategy building and 
implementation as far as we could assess during the mission will be discussed in 3.3. 
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3.1 Role of the Prime Ministry Inspection Board (PMIB) in the process of 
strategy building 

 
We had meetings with representatives from the Prime Ministry Inspection Board (PMIB). 
Because of its strong role in the Turkish government inspectorate system PMIB was identified 
as one of the possible lead agencies in the fight against corruption.  
 
As regards PMIB’s role in the overall process of the Transparency and Anti-Corruption 
Strategy it is stated in an official communication from the Prime Ministry, which was 
published in The Official Gazette on 05 December 2009: 
 
“The Prime Ministry Inspection Board Presidency has been charged with the duties of 
providing secretarial services to the Commission and the Board in the execution of their tasks, 
chairing or delegating others to chair the working groups to be established to enhance 
transparency and reinforce the fight against corruption, developing strategies and presenting 
them to the Commission and the Board, performing the requirements of approved strategies, 
plans, programmes and reports, and ensuring cooperation and coordination between all 
relevant public institutions and organizations and non-governmental organizations in these 
areas.” 
 
In the same communication it was also announced that PMIB should be the contact point for 
the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) and should act as the Anti-Fraud Coordination 
Structure (AFCOS).  
 
Here it also has to be mentioned that PMIB, which is directly subordinate to the Prime 
Minister and was established in 1984, already has extensive powers and responsibilities 
following law no. 3056, Art. 20. PMIB is the supervisory and regulatory leader over all 
inspectorates in the Turkish governmental agency system. PMIB would act upon the order or 
approval of the Office of the Prime Minister (Art. 7 Prime Ministry Inspection Board 
Regulation). We were told that it is because of this Prime Ministerial clearance that all other 
institutions in government are bound to follow up with the requirements of an investigation 
process as well as with the findings of a PMIB report. But in any case PMIB is by no means 
an independent body as it is fully integrated into the structure of the Prime Ministry.  
 
Regarding human resources from PMIB dedicated to work on the strategy we were told that 8 
inspectors were assigned to work part time on the process of the development of the anti-
corruption strategy. Apart from that they still have to follow their job as inspectors. Although 
strategic decisions will be prepared and taken by the Execution Committee and the Ministerial 
Commission as independent bodies nevertheless the secretarial function should cover the 
implementation and coordination of this holistic strategy and should ensure the active 
involvement of all stakeholders, including civil society. I actually can’t see how this important 
function could be conducted on part time basis by inspectors who are still attached to their 
regular posts.  
 
Therefore I recommend Turkish authorities to consider detaching sufficient staff to 
work on the development of the strategy from their regular posts as inspectors in PMIB 
and have them work under a separate supervisory structure. This should also permit in 
a task force like model to permanently or temporarily involve members from other 
ministries or institutions on the implementation of the strategy.  
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3.2 Status of the work of the Execution Committee  
 
Another meeting was held with representatives of the Execution Committee which had a 
meeting with different Undersecretaries of various Ministries being present that day.  
The actual status at the time of our meeting was that the reports created by the different 
working groups will be submitted to the Ministerial Commission. Prior to the Commission’s 
approval these results couldn’t be made public and discussed during the mission.  
 
Although the proposals made by the different working groups couldn’t be discussed with the 
members of the Execution Committee during our meeting the chairman of the Committee 
made clear that not all the proposals made by the working groups were approved by the 
Committee. As a rule, proposals aiming at newly establishing a dedicated Anti-Corruption 
Office, both within a ministry or as a separate office, would be rejected by the Committee. 
This is because Committee members were of the opinion that there were already sufficient 
existing institutions to address the problem. 
 
This statement stressed the perception I had that there is a reluctance within the top level of 
Turkish governmental institutions to either task one lead agency with the oversight of the 
implementation of a comprehensive anti-corruption strategy by giving this agency a certain 
level of independence or to create a new anti-corruption institution. I understand that the 
second solution would maybe too much interfere with the existing structure and culture in 
Turkish institutional landscape but it also has to be made clear that demonstration of a 
government’s willingness to really effectively tackle corruption in all its forms needs strong, 
decisive but also symbolic measures. This also needs to be considered when thinking of 
involvement of civil society, raising awareness and education on the negative effects of 
corruption in Turkish society. This could more credibly be coordinated by an independent 
agency outside the already existing structure. Therefore I recommend Turkish authorities 
not to exclude the possibility of creating an independent anti-corruption authority 
outside the already existing structures from all further discussions and proposals.  
 

3.3 Composition of Working Groups for development anti-corruption strategy 
and involvement of civil society / NGOs 

 
As the lack in active involvement of civil society and NGOs in the process of the creation and 
implementation of the anti-corruption strategy have been a strong concern it is worthwhile 
having a look at the composition of the working groups on the different measures of the 
action plan.  
 
A list with the participants in the different working groups was provided to me by the EUSG 
after the mission. (The below analysis solely relies on this list and doesn’t take into account 
further information on participants provided by Turkish authorities after the draft report was 
completed.) Especially working groups for action plan items on the third part of the strategy 
“Raising Public Awareness” are of interest. 
 

• In Working Group 03/01 on “Informing citizens regarding the rights they are given to 
them by the law and administrative regulations and authorities they can appeal to in 
case they face an unfair practice” only representatives from Ministries are to be found 
although this topic could benefit largely from input from outside Ministries on 
different communication channels to reach all levels of society. 
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• In Working Group 03/02 on “Conducting corruption detection surveys regularly” 
experts from the Turkish Statistical Institute (TÜIK) and from the Prime Ministry can 
be found but e.g. not Transparency International (TI), which is actually the NGO 
worldwide known for conducting corruption surveys and publishing the results in a 
ranking list once a year. A TI Turkish national chapter does exist.  

• In Working Group 03/03 on “Treating the subject of honesty in the curriculum of the 
Ministry of National Education” only representatives from this Ministry of National 
Education can be found. During our expert meeting with NGOs (refered to further 
below) we were already told that specifically discussion on that topic could benefit to 
huge extent on input from civil society. 

• In Working Group 03/04 on “Supporting social activities emphasizing anti-corruption 
and decent society” also astonishingly no representative from civil society but 
representatives from the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, Ministry of Interior, 
Ministry of Finance and Ministry of National Education.  

• In Working Group 03/05 on “Ensuring integration of topics related to honesty in 
radio and television broadcasts by Supreme Board of Radio and TV” only 
representatives from this Radio and TV Board can be found. 

• In Working Group 03/06 on “Reinforcing the roles of media outlets in anti-
corruption” representatives from the Directorate General of Press and Information are 
liste but e.g. no representatives from the media as it was stated in the action plan.  

• In Working Group 03/07 on “Organising seminars, workshops and conferences in 
order to make sure that primary principles and methods established in line with the 
strategy are adopted by the public opinion, civil society organisations and public 
officials”  are also no representatives from the target group of these activities. 

 
This enumeration actually confirms the statement on the lack of active involvement of civil 
society in the development of the anti-corruption strategy. This is especially saddening in an 
area like “Raising Public Awareness on Corruption issues” where governmental institutions 
actually need input from society in order to act credibly.  
 
Interestingly, when it comes to supervising and setting up preventive measures for NGOs 
Turkish authorities don’t seem to be that cautious in inviting NGOs. In Working Group 01/17 
on “Increasing Transparency among NGOs and Preventing Corruption” an impressive number 
of representatives from Trade Unions and Foundations can be found. We were told that this 
Working Group was set up following a number of cases in which aid money was obviously 
embezzled by certain NGOs.  
 
Labour Unions and the Turkish Union of Chambers and Stock Exchanges (TOBB) are 
members of the Execution Committee and are considered by Turkish authorities as 
representatives from civil society. There is obviously a different understanding on the concept 
of civil society and NGOs actively working in anti-corruption. During the mission we had a 
meeting with representatives from civil society at which representatives from the Turkish 
chapter of Transparency International (TI), from the Economic Policy Research Foundation 
(TEPAV), from the Association of Public Internal Auditors and one academic from Hacettepe 
University were present. These representatives also stated that in general in Turkey there are 
very few NGOs on anti-corruption issues also due to the fact that it is difficult to get financial 
support. According to them the problem with civil society involvement on anti-corruption in 
Turkey has to be analyzed from two angles: at first, society doesn’t seem to be sensitized and 
informed on the possibilities of an active involvement through NGOs in anti-corruption and 
secondly Ministries and the public sector as such doesn’t seem to have a procedure in place to 
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take findings and opinions of NGOs into consideration. As an example where involvement of 
NGOs in the implementation of an anti-corruption strategy could be highly beneficial was the 
development of an anti-corruption / ethical component in the educational system.  
 
My recommendation in that respect supports actually the already approved EU funded 
project in cooperation with the Turkish Council of Ethics to start in 2013 on “Fostering 
Cooperation among NGOs, Public and Private Sector for Ethics”.  
 

4. Legislative and Institutional Framework in Countering Corruption 
 

4.1 Legislative Framework 
 
As Turkey has already signed and ratified all major international conventions which are 
regulating provisions in anti-corruption significant steps have already been taken by Turkish 
authorities in order to be in line with these international provisions. As signatories to the 
Council of Europe Criminal Law Convention on Corruption and the OECD Anti-Bribery 
Convention Turkey is also monitored and assessed in the Council of Europe GRECO and the 
OECD evaluation mechanism. The implementation of the recommendations arising from 
these evaluation mechanisms is overseen by the Ministry of Justice. 
 

4.1.1 GRECO recommendations 
 
As regards implementation of GRECO recommendations from the joint first and second 
evaluation round two out of 21 previous recommendations are considered as not implemented. 
The remaining ones are  
 

Rec. iii- to establish or assign a specialized unit with investigative powers in cases of 
corruption, for the sharing of information between law enforcement agencies and to 
provide advice to law enforcement agencies on preventive and investigative measures, 
 
Rec. vii- to reconsider the system of immunities of members of Parliament in such a 
way as to establish specific and objective criteria to be applied when deciding on 
requests for the lifting of immunities and to ensure that decisions concerning immunity 
are free from political considerations and are based on the merits of the request 
submitted by the prosecutor 
 
 

 
Regarding Recommendation iii on the “establishment of a specialized unit with investigative 
powers in cases of corruption” Turkish authorities refer in their report to GRECO to the 
current action plan for the Strategy for Increasing Transparency and Strengthening the 
Struggle against Corruption. Indeed Working Group 02/03 is tasked with making a proposal 
in order to “Ensure effective cooperation, exchange of information and coordination among 
units operating in the area of anti-corruption”. But looking at the composition of this working 
group which is headed by a Chief Inspector of the Prime Ministry, it looks to me as if this 
working group is mainly composed of representatives from Inspectorates. For example I don’t 
see a representative from Public Prosecutor’s office but a Chief Inspector from the Ministry of 
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Justice. The way I read the GRECO recommendation iii it is aiming at establishing a 
specialized unit to ensure coordination and cooperation from a law enforcement perspective. 
In my understanding it would be in line with this GRECO recommendation to strongly 
consider attaching this specialized anti-corruption unit to a law enforcement unit outside the 
inspectorate system1.  
 
Regarding Recommendation vii and the reform of the system of immunities of members of 
Parliament no progress has been made. During our mission we also didn’t receive information 
on any planned activity in that field.  
 
From the Third GRECO Evaluation Round on “Incriminations” (Theme I) and “Transparency 
of Party Funding” (Theme II) Turkish authorities will have to address 8 recommendations 
from Theme I and 9 recommendations from Theme II. Progress made will have to be reported 
by Turkish authorities to GRECO by 30 September 2011. Concerning Theme I the Ministry of 
Justice has established a working group, which will prepare a report listing the gaps and 
legislative amendments that will have to be taken into consideration in order to comply with 
these GRECO recommendations. With regard to Theme II and “Transparency of Party 
Funding” a working group within the framework of the implementation of the 2010 – 2014 
Transparency and Anti-Corruption Strategy has been created. During our review mission the 
report created by this working group was forwarded to the Executive Committee.  
 
At our meeting at the Constitutional Court, which is currently under Turkish law responsible 
for supervision and the financial audit of the finances of political parties, we were informed 
that a draft law had been sent to the Council of Ministers and will have to be presented to the 
Grand National Assembly with proposed changes on the institution conducting this financial 
audit. In this draft law it is foreseen to have the audit conducted by the Court of Accounts 
under supervision of the Constitutional Court and that all parties, even the smaller ones, will 
be subject to the audit. The final decision would still remain with the Constitutional Court. 
 
I recommend Turkish authorities to take all steps necessary in order to make sure that 
all GRECO recommendations are addressed and implemented. A certain emphasis 
should be given to recommendation addressing the system of immunities. In addressing 
the recommendation of establishing a specialized anti-corruption unit I recommend to 
strongly involve the Chief Prosecutor’s Office. 
 

4.1.2 OECD Anti-Bribery Convention 
 
In the follow-up report on the implementation of the OECD report which was approved and 
adopted by the Working Group on Bribery in International Business Transactions on 19 
March 2010 it was stated that Turkey’s progress in implementing the Convention since the 
last examination phase in December 2007 has been significant. Only one recommendation 
concerning the need to broaden the scope of external company audits remained partially 
implemented.  
 

                                                
1 See GRECO joint First and Second evaluation Round report, p 15,: “….., the GET was of the opinion that a 
multidisciplinary centralised unit for corruption offences in general would provide a necessary law enforcement 
platform for the detection of corruption and also contribute to a better overview of the problem of corruption.” 
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It has to be highlighted that Turkey re-established corporate liability for the offence of foreign 
bribery through an amendment to the Code of Misdemeanors. Implementation of this 
provision will be subject to the evaluation round in Phase 3 which is scheduled for June 2014.  
 

4.1.3 Establishment of Ombudsman Office 
 
After the first Law on the Ombudsman was nullified by the Constitutional Court in December 
2008 the Turkish Ministry of Justice put priority on the establishment of the Ombudsman 
Office. In May 2010 Parliament approved a draft amendment to Article 74 of the Constitution 
ensuring the establishment of a Parliamentary Ombudsman. Based on this a draft law has been 
sent to the Turkish National Assembly in January 2011 and it remains to be seen whether it 
will pass the current Assembly before the parliamentary elections in June 2011.  
 

4.2 Institutions and inter-agency cooperation in the fight against corruption 
 
The list of institutions involved in the fight against corruption listed below is not exhaustive 
as possibly every single institution in Turkish governmental system will have to play its role 
in this endeavor. These institutions are mainly those I had a chance to look into during our 
peer review mission.  
 

4.2.1 Law Enforcement Authorities 
 
From the different Law Enforcement Agencies in Turkey we met with representatives from 
the Turkish National Police (TNP) and The General Command of Gendarmerie (Jandarma). 
Both are responsible for the investigation of cases of corruption. 
The internal supvervision and inspection for TNP, Gendarmerie and Coast Guard are 
conducted by Ministry of Interior Inspection Board. 
 

4.2.1.1 Turkish National Police TNP 
 
As far as TNP is concerned there are 5 DGs and 39 departments. One department is the Anti-
Smuggling and Organised Crime Department (KOM), which has also 81 privincial divisions. 
According to KOM’s annual report on Drugs and Organized Crime KOM employs around 
6.000 expert personnel throughout Turkey. One of KOM’s sections is the Financial Crime 
Division, which would be responsible for the investigation of corruption offences linked to 
Organised Crime. In case of need and the necessity of special support with expert knowledge 
it is possible to form task forces with representatives from administrative authorities. Cases of 
corruption, which are not linked to organised crime, would be investigated in one of the 
Provincial Police Departments. We were also told that a central database is in place.  
 
As far as training is concerned we were informed, that the Police Academy would offer a 
specialized training course. We were provided with KOM Turkish Report on Drugs and 
Organised Crime 2009. This annual report also lists training activities of the Turkish 
International Academy against Drugs and Organized Crime (TADOC) (p. 71 ff). Among 
specialized seminars for 2009 are “Financial Investigation Techniques”, “Financial 
Investigator” or “Organized Crime Investigations”. Also the drafting of reference books to be 
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used in TADOC trainings is mentioned like that one on “Combating Financial Crimes”. But at 
least in this 2009 annual yearbook I couldn’t find any specialized training for investigators of 
corruption offences. On the other hand the list with international training activities carried out 
by TADOC listed also two one week training activities in Azerbaijan on “Combating Bribes 
and Promoting Transparency”.  
I recommend TNP and TADOC to consider designing a specialized training seminar for 
corruption investigators. This training could include elements from the financial 
investigators training but should also put more emphasis on interagency cooperation, 
including trainers and presenters from other agencies with an active role in the fight 
against corruption (inspectorates, procurement agencies, public prosecutors).  
 
 
Regarding asset recovery three months ago a TAIEX seminar was organised on the topic of 
establishing an Asset Recovery Office (ARO). Obviously and as it was communicated after 
the peer review mission discussions are going on whether to establish an ARO within the TNP 
/ KOM or within Ministry of Finance’s Financial Intelligence Unit MASAK, which would 
also be willing to take this responsibility.  
An establishment of an ARO would follow current practice in many EU-member states. So far 
there are only police officers assigned to this asset recovery office. Although tracing, 
seizing/freezing and confiscating of illegally obtained assets should be an element of every 
organised crime investigation it is also an important element of a corruption investigation. 
Asset recovery and enhanced international cooperation in tracing, seizing and confiscating 
illegal assets is addressed in one important chapter of the United Nations Convention against 
Corruption (UNCAC) which Turkey already ratified in 2006.  
In order to catch up as soon as possible with what is best practice in EU-member states I 
recommend TNP / or MASAK (once a decision on where to attach ARO has been taken) 
to exchange best practice with EU member states by e.g. conducting study visits. This 
evaluation should have a special focus on how to establish interagency and 
interdisciplinary cooperation. This sort of cooperation is crucial in that specific area as 
police, public prosecutors and experts (like forensic accountants, members of the 
Financial Intelligence Units FIUs) need to work closely together. The Public 
Prosecutor’s Office should be strongly involved in the process of setting up this ARO. 
 

4.2.1.2 Gendarmerie 
 
The General Command of the Gendarmerie also has an Anti-Smuggling and Organised Crime 
Department. Complementary to TNP the Gendarmerie is responsible for policing and 
enforcing security outside the municipalities. Among the personel of the Gendarmerie there 
are still 50 % conscripts who would not be involved in sensitive operations.  
 
For the Gendarmerie corruption is assessed in connection with organised crime. As far as 
statistical data are concerned we were told that the Gendarmerie would provide all statistical 
data to the Turkish Statistics Institute and doesn’t have an official statistical report; only 
internal reports.  
 
Whenever necessary, cooperation between Gendarmerie and TNP seem to exist. As I 
understood TADOC specialized training seminars are only open to KOM personnel from 
TNP. In terms of an improved cooperation and coordination of the specialization in 
investigating cases of corruption I recommend considering to open these training 
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courses as joint trainigs for both investigators from KOM and the Gendarmerie. These 
training courses could probably be conducted by TADOC. If joint corruption 
investigators courses are not feasible due to a differing organisational culture one could 
consider a coordinated syllabus for the training institutions of Gendarmerie 
investigators and KOM personnel.  
 

4.2.2 Public Prosecutors 
 
Every investigation, according to Turkish law, is led by the prosecutor. The prosecutor’s 
office would receive all initial information available on a crime from various sources, like the 
police, gendarmerie, inspectorates or public procurement authorities. It’s the prosecutor who 
then has to decide whether to open an investigation and which investigative body, including 
possible experts to draw upon, should be tasked with the investigation.  
 
During the review mission we had a meeting with prosecutors in the Chief Prosecutor’s 
Office in Ankara. There are obviously some prosecutor’s who specialized on investigating 
and prosecuting cases of economic and financial crimes. But there is still no dedicated 
prosecutor’s office with specially trained prosecutors on corruption investigation.  
 
During our meeting I understood that prosecutors were not satisfied with the situation that 
they had to rely very much on experts in order to conduct financial /economic crimes and 
corruption investigation. Sometimes it would even be difficult to find experts on financial 
issues who could provide their expert input during such an investigation. In a situation like 
this it would be highly recommendable to have dedicated prosecutor’s trained on 
economic and financial aspects like e.g. bookkeeping or business administration. 
 
It was also stated that officers in law enforcement institutions are already more specialized 
than public prosecutors. But from a prosecutor’s perspective it would be deplorable that the 
prosecutor doesn’t have any influence once a specialized officer is transferred within his 
institution. As e.g. in Germany prosecutors also don’t have any influence on the career path of 
police officers I won’t make a recommendation in that respect. This situation could only be 
changed if Turkish government decided to establish the institution of a judicial police.  
 
We were also told that public prosecutor’s lack a more in-depth training on the international 
aspects of an investigation and international cooperation in general. This could be addressed 
by providing special seminars on international cooperation in corruption investigation 
at the Justice Academy. But also by organising exchange programs with Prosecutor’s 
Offices in European member countries specialized in investigating corruption offences.  
 
Also with reference to GRECO recommendation iii from the joint first and second 
evaluation round I recommend Turkish authorities to establish a specialized anti-
corruption office with specially trained prosecutor’s within the Chief Public 
Prosecutor’s Office. This office would be the dedicated contact point for all other 
authorities reporting cases of corruption. This specialized prosecutor’s office should 
closely cooperate with specialized units from e.g. KOM or Gendarmerie to conduct an 
anti-corruption investigation but also to collect statistical data on corruption offences. 
After having established such an office in Ankara it will have to be evaluated whether to 
open similar specialized anti-corruption offices in all or selected provinces.  
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4.2.3 Customs 
 
From customs we met with representatives from the Undersecretariat of Customs Inspection 
Board. This board is composed of 70 Chief Investigators, 29 investigators and 25 assistant 
investigators. The Inspection Board is directly under the Undersecretary who is responsible to 
the Prime Ministry. The Customs Inspection Board has more investigative powers than most 
of the other inspectorates.  
 
In general a customs internal investigation can be divided into 1) routine inspection of 
administration 2) post clearance audit 3) investigation (administrative or judicial 
investigation) 4) consultation. According to the inspection standard routine inspections are 
conducted only in the summer months. As I understood for routine inspections specific areas 
of interest are identified beforehand and will be the primary focus during the inspection. As a 
result of an inspection also the performance of the customs officers in the inspected customs 
directorates is assessed.  
 
After an inspection different kinds of reports can be produced, which are “report of 
investigation”, “report of inspection/auditing”, “proposal report”, “report of preliminary 
examination” and “laundering report”. The money laundering reports on suspicion of money 
laundering activities are forwarded to MASAK which is the Financial Intelligence Unit (FIU) 
within the Ministry of Finance.  
 
Right before our review mission a case of corruption in one of the Regional Units was made 
public. We were told that the Inspection Board was involved in that case and basically all 
investigative tools for corruption offences like undercover operations and a joint investigative 
team with the National Police were successfully employed.  
 
The Turkish customs is currently in the implementing phase of a modernisation project which 
means to computerize all customs activities with amongst others the e-Declaration. This can 
be seen as an important element of creating transparency. 
 

Visit to the local customs directorate in the municipality in Kazan 
 
On the on-site visit to one local customs directorate near Ankara in the municipality in Kazan 
I could witness one new major Public-Private Partnership model, which should be the first of 
its kind in Turkey. The customs directorate is offered free office rooms in the “Ankara 
Logistics Base”. There are state of the art office buildings and this customs directorate is 
currently in the test phase for 100 % computerized customs activity.  
 
“Ankara Logistics Base” was officially opened in October 2010 by the Prime Minister after 
an investment of 100 Mio USD. Partner to the Logistics Base are freight and logistics 
companies which can rent or buy office space and services in order to declare and store their 
imported goods. Part of the service is that they can conduct their customs declaration easily 
and with the outmost comfort. Furthermore there are huge warehouses for declared goods; 
these warehouses are also administered by a private company. State of the art laboratories can 
also be found there in order to enable a scientific inspection on the composition of certain 
goods.  
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4.2.4 Inspectorates 
 
Regarding the Inspectorate system their strong role based on a long history in the Turkish 
administrative system has already been stressed. Representatives from all inspectorates are 
involved in different Working Groups in the framework of the Anti-Corruption Strategy. 
There is no doubt on the professionalism, integrity and training of the inspectors in every 
inspectorate. What is lacking is a better cooperation, coordination, exchange of standards 
between the different inspectorates.  
 
As the Prime Ministry Inspection Board (PMIB) has direct responsibility in giving guidance 
and directions to other inspectorates it is also responsible for establishing a culture of better 
coordination between inspectorates. It was mentioned to us that the EU will fund a project 
with PMIB on “Strengthening cooperation on anti-corruption and transparency” to be 
implemented by the Council of Europe.  
 
There are neither joint statistics nor a jointly used database in place. Due to this lack of data 
and information also no proper risk assessments on areas or situations vulnerable to 
corruption is conducted.  
 
Therefore I recommend that inspectorates headed by PMIB put more effort in 
cooperation and exchange of information. With data systematically collected and 
analyzed inspectorates should conduct proper risk assessments of areas or certain 
positions vulnerable to corruption.  
But this enhanced exchange of information and cooperation should also apply for 
cooperation with the Public Prosecutor and Police.  
 
Here I have to refer to what has already been said on the role of PMIB in the framework of 
the Anti-Corruption Strategy under 3.1. On the one hand PMIB should possibly perform a 
more visible role in cooperating and coordinating with other inspectorates in its function as a 
body for internal (administrative) oversight. This function could be performed within the 
currently existing structure. On the other hand I think that PMIB’s function and involvement 
in the whole process of building the Anti-Corruption Strategy would need more independence 
from the existing inspectorate structure for the reasons given under 3.1.  
On this topic I might differ to a certain extent from recommendations given by my expert 
colleague Willem de Pauw, who sees the necessity to generally strengthen the role of PMIB 
by giving it a more operational independence from ministerial supervision. But in any case, 
what seems to be important to both of us, is that PMIB (either as a whole institution or just 
that part specifically tasked with the strategy process) will need a more prominent and 
independent structure in order to be better visible as the lead agency in the fight against 
corruption.  
 
At the Prime Ministry there is also the Prime Ministry Communications Centre BIMER 
through which requests from citizens on e.g. complaints on access to information or also 
complaints on corruption can be handled. If implemented and promoted correctly this could 
be used as a real whistleblower hotline for citizens to report cases of corruption to their 
authorities. But as I understood in our discussion at PMIB the inspectorate and also the public 
prosecutor wouldn’t further investigate reports received from someone who wants to stay 
anonymous. This is because only reports containing sufficient information can be dealt with. 
And the name of the person is such an important element of a report. But as the reasons for 
preferred anonymity might be different, for example the person wants to report corrupt 
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activity of his/her employer but would fear sanctions in case his name is mentioned in the file 
as a witness. In a case like this it would nevertheless be important for either inspectors or law 
enforcements authorities to look into this case. Therefore I would recommend Turkish 
authorities to strengthen procedures on the reporting of corruption in such a way that 
also anonymous reports are investigated. Personnel working in BIMER Centre should 
be sensitized on this issue and e.g. specially trained in order to collect as much 
background information as possible from someone reporting on corruption without 
giving his name.  
 

4.2.5 Administrative Bodies 
 

4.2.5.1 Public Procurement Authority (PPA) 
 
The legislative framework is regulated in Public Procurement Law No 4734, Public 
Procurement Contracts Law No 4735, Secondary Legislation issued by PPA. The PPA was 
established in 2002 and is responsible for the supervision of the public procurement system. 
As regards the organisational structure PPA has Presidency, 10 member Board and 10 service 
units. They are full time employed. According to the Public Procurement Law PPA is 
responsible for the review of complaints which first have to be addressed to the contracting 
entity.  
 
During our meeting at PPA we were told that in Turkish Public Procurement the use of e-
Notices and e-Public Procurement is meant to create transparency.  
 
As regards exclusion of certain tenders due to a previous conviction lists with convicted 
tenders exist on local level. This should be in line with EU directives but there still is a 
problem with international tenders as they can’t be excluded. A prohibition decision on 
blacklisted tenders is published in the Official Gazette. Once it has come to an indictment this 
will have to be reported to PPA which would publish it on its official website.  
 
As regards involvement of PPA in anti-corruption efforts it was mentioned that 
representatives from PPA were involved in the Working Group on Prevention of Corruption 
for the United Nations Convention against Corruption.  
 
Furthermore cooperation with Competition Authority is in place. A protocol foresees sharing 
of information and cooperation in order to have a more liberal and competitive public 
procurement system.  
 
PPA also conducts training to local authorities on new laws and has a communication center 
with a hotline for practitioners. Additionally PPA conducted training and awareness 
campaigns at the Justice Academy for judges and for inspectors at the Ministry of Finance.  
 

4.2.5.2 Board on the Review of Access to Information 
 
Law 4982 regulates the Right of Acces to information according to which every public 
institution has to provide facilitated access to information for the public. All requests have to 
be dealt with in a given timeframe. These requests can only be rejected if they relate to 
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judicial cases, national security or personal privacy. There is an appeals process to the Board 
of Review to Access to Information. 
 
The Board is composed of 9 members who are appointed by the Council of Ministers. The 
types of appointment are regulated in the Law. The Board of Review of the Access to 
Information reviews the administrative decisions and makes decisions regarding institutions 
on the practical implications on the right to information. The Board can set up commissions 
and working groups and can also invite representatives from the ministries, non-governmental 
organisations and other institutions to participate in the meetings as it finds appropriate. The 
secretarial services of the Board are executed by the Prime Ministry. The Board has been 
provided with its own budgetary resources. 
 
During the review mission we had a meeting with the Board’s secretariat. Regarding the 
procedure once an information access request has also been denied by the Board citizens are 
informed about this decision. After this denial the case could be taken to court. As far as 
statistical data is concerned between 2004 and 2010 the total number of applications to the 
Board were 7.908 out of which 2.596 were accepted, 1.237 were partially accepted, 3.360 
were denied, 172 are opinion demands by institutions with 70 such demands currently under 
review. The relatively high number of denials with almost 50 % is related to the high number 
of requests frin public officials to access their own files. Regarding access to information in 
the framework of public procurement, this can be refused once a “trade secret” is concerned. 
As this doesn’t seem to be clearly defined there is currently a draft law being prepared. 
 
Regarding campaigns in order to make citizens aware of their rights and possibilities to access 
administrative information BIMER system, which is run out of the Prime Ministry 
Communications Centre, has its own awareness campaign. This system can also be used to 
file in electronic requests. Furthermore, every official website should have a link with 
information on how to apply on access to certain information. Additionally there is also 
training provided to public servants as they are obliged to assist citizens in exercising their 
rights. The website of the Board is currently under review.  
 

4.2.5.3 Council of Ethics for Public Servants (CEPS) 
 
As CEPS was already highly involved in the EU-funded project “Ethics for the Prevention of 
Corruption in Turkey” (from 12/2007 to 11/2009) it already largely benefited from this 
external input. This project will have another EU-funded follow-up project on “Consolidating 
Ethics in the Public Sector” between 2011 and 2013.  
 
The Council’s functions are determined by Law No. 5176 called the “Establishment of 
Council of Ethics for Public Service and Making Amendments on Some Laws” enacted on 25 
May, 2004. The Council of Ethics for Public Service (CEPS) was established within the 
Prime Ministry in 2004 in order to develop an Ethical Code for Public Servants, to investigate 
complaints on unethical behaviour of Public Servants and more generally speaking to place 
ethical behaviour in public life.  
 
CEPS is based in Ankara and does not have any offices in other provinces. The Council has 
11 members including the Chairman who are all selected and appointed by the Council of 
Ministers to serve for four years and can be reelected again after their terms are completed. 
The previous functions of the members of the Council are all specified by Law. The Council 
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members meet four times a month and they receive honorarium for their services. CEPS has a 
secretariat with currently 19 staff members who are recruited following the current needs and 
projects. From an organisational point of view the secretariat has 4 main units which are the 
Investigation Unit, the Project Unit, the Training Unit and the Administrative Affairs Unit.  
 
CEPS now has its own seperate budget (for 2011 appr. 50.000 EUR) within the Prime 
Ministry and which is meant to cover the honorarium paid to Council members, stationeries, 
office equipment and publicity campaigns.  
 
The Council investigates claims on violation of ethical codes by public officials who serve as 
at least at the level of general managers or similar senior levels in their institutions. The 
provisions of the Law do not apply to the President of the Republic, members of the Grand 
National Assembly, members of the Council of Ministers, Turkish Armed Forces, 
universities, and members of judiciary. The Council’s task is to review investigation claims 
on ethical violations, to reach verdicts on cases, support and evaluate researches and projects 
that contribute to strengthening ethical culture within the public sector and the society in 
general. According to statistics between 2005 and 2010 there were 213 applications on 
“Incompliance with general ethical standards”, 164 applications on “Corrupt or unlawful acts” 
and 155 applications on “Negligence / Breach of Duty”.  
 
Regarding the quality of the information provided by the claimant CEPS would only examine 
cases, in which the full case information is provided. Hence it would also not accept 
anonymous reports. During CEPS’ examination Ministries and all public institutions are 
obliged to provide all documents requested and if necessary Council members can conduct 
on-site investigation. If the investigators find any evidence in terms of criminal corruption 
during the investigation, they inform the related inspectorates and public prosecutors 
immediately. After the investigation, the Council determines whether the senior public official 
has violated any ethical principle or not. This “Ethical violation” decision is not a legal 
disciplinary measure on the public servant. This decision has to be forwarded officially to the 
relevant parties and the Prime Ministry. That means that CEPS can’t take any disciplinary 
measures on the public servant once a violation of the Ethical Code has been established. 
Until February 2010 the names of public official who violated ethical principles were 
published in the Official Gazette. But this procedure was stopped by the Constitutional Court 
as it was considered as a violation of the presumption of innocence.  
 
According to Art. 29 of the “Regulation on the Principles of Ethical Behavior of the Public 
Officals” Ethics Commissions consisting of at least three people should be established by the 
top executive of the institution or organization.  
 
Within the framework of the above mentioned EU-funded project CEPS conducted train the 
trainer programs, held numerous training sessions on ethical standards for governors, deputy 
governors, district governors, mayors, deputy mayors and members of the Ethics 
Commissions in all 81 provinces. In that context a training package together with a handbook 
as “An Ethics Reminder” for public officials containing practical examples of ethical dilemma 
or conflict of interest situations were produced. Furthermore academic studies on ethically 
sensitive areas in Turkey were conducted.  
 
Another project proposal on “Fostering Cooperation among NGOs, Public and Private Sector 
for Ethics” has already been accepted by EU-Commission and will probably start in 2013.  
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Representatives from CEPS are also involved in the Working Groups for the Anti-Corruption 
Strategy, especially in Working Group 01/15 on “Identification of ethical priniciples for each 
occupational groups within the scope of the public administration via Ethics Committee of the 
Civil Servants and prevention of conflict of interest”.  
 
My recommendations regarding CEPS and the Ethics Commissions aim at 
strengthening the role and impact of CEPS findings and decisions. Therefore instead of 
being considered as a guideline a final CEPS decision on the violation of ethical 
standards should have a clearly defined disciplinary follow-up. CEPS and the Ethics 
Commission should also be entiteled to take disciplinary measures.  
Furthermore in order to create a common understanding on ethical standards CEPS 
should also have responsibility on the supervision of those standards for the military, 
universities and the judiciary.  
As far as interagency cooperation is concerned CEPS will have to cooperate and 
coordinate with the future Ombudsman Office on the setting and promoting of ethical 
standards and with the inspectorates on administrative procedures.  
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ANNEX: 
 
 
Reference documents: 
 

• Turkish Report on Drugs and Organized Crime 2009, Ministry of Interior, Turkish 
National Police KOM, Department of Anti-Smuggling and Organized Crime, February 
2010, Ankara 

 
• Ethics for the Prevention of Corruption in Turkey, Final Report, 1 December 2007 to 

30 November 2009, THE ETHICAL WAY, 15 February 2010, Project funded by the 
European Union and implemented by the Council of Europe  

 
• Ethics for the Prevention of Corruption in Turkey, Corruption Report: Findings, 

Analysis and Recommendations, November 2009, prepared by Alan Doig, Project 
funded by the European Union and implemented by the Council of Europe 

 
• Peer Based Assessment Mission to Turkey, Fight against Corruption and Economic 

Crime including Money Laundering and Financing of Terrorism, 17 – 21 November 
2008, Ankara, Tom McGoona 

 
• Turkish Strategy for Increasing Transparency and Strengthening the Struggle against 

Corruption (2010 – 2014) and Action Plan 
 

• Evaluation Reports and Compliance reports from Joint First and Second GRECO 
Evaluation Round and Evaluation Reports from Third GRECO Evaluation Round (to 
be found on http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/greco/documents/index_en.asp) 

 
 
 


