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1 Introduction

The failed coup attempt of 15 July 2016 put the military back at the centre of
Turkish politics. As the government quickly gained control of the events,
regular police and police special forces were deployed, arresting privates and
officers who took part, and confiscating weapons and military vehicles used by
them. Ordinary citizens were flocking onto the streets trying to stop the tanks
from advancing. It was a public confrontation of the people and the police
versus the military — although not the entire command. The eventual defeat of
the rogue officers’ attempt demonstrated that the Recep Tayyip Erdogan-led
government’s decisive policies to recalibrate civil-military relations prevented
a genuine takeover by the army. The head-on approach of Turks in an effort to
stop the military advancing by blocking the roads was praised as the ultimate
change in the mentality embedded in the social psyche. At the same time,
however, the putsch itself and the government’s policy actions in the aftermath
further proved the premature state of democracy in Turkey. At the end of the
15th of July, paradoxically, democracy was celebrated in a country which has a
problematic relationship with democracy, ruled by a government that is
evidently anti-democratic.

Ninety years after consolidating state authority, completing secular
development and achieving relatively high levels of industrialisation since its
establishment, Turkey could be expected to consolidate democracy and
undertake a major democratisation plan. Modernisation theories suggesting
that good economic records increase the probability of survival of democracy
fail to explain Turkey’s sharp autocratic turn. Living through three direct and
one indirect military coups and short-lived military regimes could give the
country the necessary incentive to democratise its socio-political structure.
While, however, the army’s powers have been curbed, the Justice and
Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi — henceforth AKP)
government is becoming increasingly despotic and repressive. In literature,
Turkey is now classified as competitive authoritarian (Esen and Gumuscu

2016; Stelgias 2015; Ozbudun 2015; Arbatli 2014; Akkoyunlu 2017).



Competitive authoritarianism can be fundamentally described as a hybrid
political system in which formal democratic institutions, such as elections,
exist but in which incumbents’ abuse of the power of the office and
accompanying state mechanisms places them at a significant advantage
against their opponents (Levitsky and Way 2010, 5).

It is the aim of this thesis to explain why the acclaimed civilianisation
project of the AKP government did not achieve meaningful democratisation in
Turkey. The key question of this research, therefore, is as follows: Why did
democratisation not follow political demilitarisation under AKP rule in
Turkey and why have the civil-military reforms contributed to
autocratisation and the emergence of a competitive authoritarian setup?

Following the main research question above, the thesis will attempt to
tackle these secondary questions:

1- In what ways has political demilitarisation, which is a concept that
denotes the gradual disappearance of political power of the Turkish Armed
Forces, taken place while the power of the police, the intelligence agency, and
the paramilitary has increased?

2- In what ways has the AKP government restructured the economic
and socio-political order in parallel with the restructuring of the security
sector?

3- How has the restructuring of the security sector, in parallel with
restructuring the economic and socio-political order, under specific historical
conditions, resulted in competitive authoritarianism in Turkey?

This thesis will answer these questions through building up one main
and two auxiliary causal mechanisms covering the full period from the
takeover of the government by the AKP in 2002 until the end of 2017. At the
end, it aims to reveal a process of political demilitarisation that turned into
autocratisation where a new coercive structure has been forged, together with
the rebuilding of the socio-political domain in the form of securitisation of
dissent, and the rebuilding of the economic domain in the form of
securitisation of wealth. This 15-year process happens under the country’s
specific institutional and historical circumstances, which will be referred to as
contextual conditions and are crucial in explaining the outcome, Turkey’s

competitive authoritarianism, the thesis intends to confront.



Autocratisation can be described a process of regime change towards
autocracy, and admittedly is a complex process with varying causes (Casani
and Tomini 2019). This study will focus on the restructuring of the security
sector as the key mechanism generating autocratisation. Broadly, this thesis
attempts to re-evaluate the political demilitarisation and autocratisation
process in Turkey. Using a historical institutionalist approach, it studies causal
processes bringing about change while paying attention to the temporal
ordering of events at hand. It argues that the nature of the state formation of
Turkey and the way in which its economy was institutionalised and expanded
already has an impact on any existing or future democratisation projects. In
addition, it claims that the way in which the AKP took power away from the
old bloc and its repressive apparatus (the army) while creating their own
security complex (with mainly the police) reinforces the obstruction of
meaningful democratisation in Turkey. The study intends to explain how and
why the political demilitarisation agenda failed to produce expected outcomes
through building up a chain of causal events in each of the three elements
(transformation of the security sector, economy, and socio-political life) which
then come together to form the competitive authoritarian setup.

The core argument of this study is as follows: under the country’s
unique contextual conditions, a political demilitarisation agenda in Turkey,
generated predominantly by a crisis of old hegemony, leads towards a mostly
reactionary chain of events and “institution-grabbing” by the civilian AKP
government of prime minister, then president, Recep Tayyip Erdogan. As a
result, the state and its coercive arms have been through a restructuring
process where the military lost its historical prerogatives and institutional
reach while the police, the intelligence services and the paramilitary gained
significant power and space. As the government broke old alliances and
centralised its new power, the security sector was fully and fundamentally

transformed (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. The security sector mechanism

The contextual conditions are the imperial history of Turkey, a revolution from
above in 1923, and the guardianship of the military with all its associated
institutions. These conditions are the backdrop of the causal mechanisms,
giving motivation to the relevant actors to (not) act. Moreover, there are
several explanatory variables that initially led to the trigger event (AKP’s
election victory in 2002) and then continued to drive the causal mechanisms
until the outcome (emergence and solidification of competitive
authoritarianism). According to this model, there needs to be a crisis of
hegemony in the form of economic and political failure of elites and
concomitant expectation of change; an outside entity/actor linked to the polity,
such as the EU; a repressed group to take advantage of the crisis; and lastly,
elite alliances bringing traditional, non-traditional, and fringe actors together.
In the Turkish case, these variables came together, triggered the election of
Erdogan’s party, and started off the causal mechanisms.

To be able to fully explain how competitive authoritarianism emerged,
two additional mechanisms are built. These demonstrate that through the
autocratisation process, politically, the patriarch of the motherland changes
face. The new patriarch, with the notion of personality cult heavily present,
creates a new modernity where the concept of security plays a significant role
in the social domain, any counter-hegemonic movement is pacified and
securitised in the political domain, and wealth is taken over and securitised in
the economic domain. These two auxiliary mechanisms simultaneously started

to operate around 2007 when the AKP first made visible its reactionary



relationship with the old hegemony. At the end, the main security sector
mechanism and the auxiliary mechanisms come together, the democratisation
project ignited by political demilitarisation ultimately fails, and
authoritarianism starts to appear (Figures 2 and 3). These three mechanisms

are separately necessary and become sufficient when they operate together.

Govt spends more

Govt breaks alliances . Qld alliance — .+  Govt takes over wealth

on internal security Executive-level budget reacts (coup) Govt makes property rights
(new security decisions (2016) insecure

complex) when (2010-2016) Govt securitises wealth
threatened (2016-2017)

(c 2007)

Figure 2. First auxiliary mechanism: increased control over the economy
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A threatened govt attacks New actors create new People rise up
new discourses discourses Gezi protests
Main opposition enables Govt creates new enemies (2013)

Dissent is securitised (2013-2016)

(2016-2017)

Figure 3. Second auxiliary mechanism: increased control over the socio-political
domain

The term “political demilitarisation” in this study refers to the power the
Turkish Armed Forces had in Turkish politics and its gradual disappearance.
Since 2002, it has been possible to see the economic and political decline in
the Turkish military’s power, influence and institutional reach. The established
status of the armed forces as the guardian and the patriarch of the motherland
is getting less and less palpable while their decision-making abilities have been
carefully restricted to military-related matters. Turkey is politically
demilitarised but not democratic, even though it briefly showed signs of

democratic transformation when the AKP was first elected in 2002 through



unprecedentedly inclusive language aiming to appeal to all repressed groups
in society. This wind of reform inside Turkey did not take long, only a few
years, although it took a while, all the way to 2013, for the outside world to

catch on to the realities of what is happening on the ground in Turkey.

1.1 Research approach

Pinpointing the causal mechanisms, using a case-centric explaining-outcome
variant process-tracing, shaping Turkish politics over the past 15 years,
starting from the AKP’s first election victory, will show how power changed
hands through the new ruling elite chipping away the old elite’s political,
economic and symbolic resources and means of power. At the same time, it will
demonstrate shifts in the economic and socio-political domains, revealing how
these spaces were securitised in several ways; by increasing spending on
internal security at the expense of other areas, expanding the mechanisms of
unaccountable spending by political elites, increased investment in the private
defence sector, weakened property rights, coercive takeover of assets through
law (economic domain), and by delegitimising dissent, expanding the notions
of “terrorism” and “security”, increasing social control, and crushing freedoms
(socio-political domain). As these shifts are taking place, the new and old
economic elites consistently re-orient themselves in the power centre,
becoming defenders of the status quo rather than change. The established
group of (non-AKP) political elites behave under the pressure of ensuring
political survival, resulting in them pushing out new opposition discourses
from smaller groups of political elites and preventing these ideas from finding
general support.

Historical institutionalism as the theory, and the process-tracing as the
method, will be complementary in this study as both put significant emphasis
on the temporal dimensions of political phenomena or outcomes. Historical
institutionalism’s efforts to understand social processes as consisting of long-
term sequences creating change will be one of the fundamentals of this study.
Turning to history and looking at democracy in Turkey from a temporal angle
showing episodes of change/recurrence in institutions and structure will give
the answer to the main question of this study and support its claim that history

has a lot to do with the rising authoritarianism in Turkey.



Emphasis will be given to the period between 2002 and 2017 to
demonstrate how parallel causal mechanisms, generated by the crisis of
hegemony of 2000—2001 among other explanatory causes, manifested at first
by the “trigger” event of AKP’s initial electoral victory and the consequent
demilitarisation agenda, led to the outcome of rising authoritarianism under
the particular contextual conditions. If the trigger was the first electoral victory
of the AKP and the outcome is competitive authoritarianism in Turkey, then
the chain of events that happened in between will be explained through causal
mechanisms including the start of the civil-military reforms, the old bloc’s
power loss, and a parallel rise of other coercive agents. This causal mechanism
is tied together with two other mechanisms, securitised economics and socio-
politics, which involve restructuring political and social order, completing and
reforming the capitalist economic agenda initiated by the army, a consequent
war on all opposition, and reproduction of all these forces through newly built
institutional and coercive machinery. These mechanisms are all affected or
actively aided by conditions determined in the past, even after the AKP’s split
from the established path. The end of the chain finally leads to the concrete
manifestation of the outcome that this study aims to explain via the process-
tracing method, the emerging competitive authoritarianism.

Causal mechanisms are analytical constructs which make it possible to
tie causes to outcomes and deeply peer into what happened in between,
improving the inferential power of an explanation (George and Bennett 2015,
137; Hedstrom and Swedberg 1998, 13). The aim of this study is to generate a
minimally sufficient explanation of the emergence and solidification of
competitive authoritarianism in Turkey by picking apart the reactionary chain
of events, having an inherent, sequential logic and explaining each step
(what/why/how) with an abundance of evidence and theory. This is why each
step of the causal mechanisms is hypothesised pinpointing an actor/entity
engaging in an activity, and the task is to confirm them.

The existence of contextual conditions in which causal mechanisms play
out will not be presented as a way to generalise the core argument or theorise
it by suggesting that in settings where these conditions are sufficiently similar,
the outcome of competitive authoritarianism would emerge by default. They

will rather act as the root that produces properties which allow the entities (e.g.



the government, the army, the elites, Erdogan) to engage in activities bringing
about change (Machamer et al. 2000, 5). Social complexity considered,
explaining an outcome does not automatically translate into applicability
across all past, present and future cases but it would still prove to be of use in
understanding other similar political instances and drawing lessons. But as it
stands, considering the many contextual conditions and explanatory variables
operating to produce the outcome, it does not seem entirely possible to
compare Turkey with another case to see if the same type of mechanisms can
be observed.

The Turkish political scene has been undoubtedly changing at an
unprecedented rate over the past 15 years. After garnering political and
economic power, and taking the means of authority away from the army and
its associated power bloc, the AKP government contrived to create a security
complex that would fill in the coercive apparatus vacuum. In conjunction with
the political changes, certain institutions have become essential elements of
the new security sector the AKP has been carefully building. The police force is
the one of the fundamental components of this complex. Turkish police, under
the command of the Ministry of Interior, has been accumulating more material
power and becoming militarised as a consequence of the continuous and
generous support they receive from the government. At the same time, the
Turkish army’s paramilitary arm, the Gendarmerie, has been gradually pulled
away from the army’s command towards the civilian government’s reach. In
addition, the influence of the intelligence services (Milli Istihbarat Tegkilati —
MIT), under the command of the Prime Ministry, has been growing in Turkish
politics with its increasingly close relationship with Erdogan and his core
political circle.

A decrease in the power of the army significantly shifted the power
balance in favour of the civilian government, giving it more room to
manoeuvre. This development resulted in the government — and Erdogan
himself — becoming dominant enough to create a new security complex by
repositioning institutional arrangements to set up their own repressive
apparatuses. The government, “the civilians”, have become the sole political
decision makers, both on paper and in practice, with the police, intelligence,

and a subdued army by their side. This could be presented as how a security



sector should operate, with civilians taking all decisions, but it proves
problematic in the Turkish context precisely because the power has not been
dispersed throughout different segments of society and because the new
security structure is employed to consolidate state power through
restructuring it. The system is indeed civilian controlled but also shows the
intricacies of civilian oversight. The re-organisation goes hand in hand with an
erosion of rights and freedoms in the country, an over-stretched notion of
“security” embedded into daily life, personalist economic policies, and
dominant rhetoric blending sentiments of nationalism with Islamism, which
demonstrates how security sector reform can indirectly result in a failed
democratisation project.

Within historical institutionalism theory, permanence of institutions
and policies over time is discussed through the concept of “path dependence”
explaining the tendency of relevant political actors or structures to stay on the
already established path, as the cost of reversal is usually very high (Pierson
2004; Tilly 1984; Peters 1999; Keating 2008; Levi 1997). Path-dependent
stability, however, also brings the possibility of brief phases of fluidity, times
when momentous change becomes more conceivable, which are dubbed
“critical junctures” (Capoccia and Kelemen 2007). The AKP’s initial electoral
victory in 2002 was a critical juncture, making certain political and
institutional arrangements more probable and imaginable in comparison with
the pre-AKP era. This event will also be referred to as the trigger leading to the
outcome, as per the process-tracing methodology.

In 2002, the AKP, still a very young political player albeit formed by
experienced politicians, won the general elections. Its core cadre was known to
consist of die-hard conservatives. Anxiety about Turkey turning into Iran
swept through the Turkish liberals and republican Kemalists. AKP members
did everything they could in the initial months after their election victory to
convince the public that they were going to be loyal to the secular identity of
the republic, and push for Turkey’s European Union (EU) candidacy and the
concomitant reform agenda put in motion by their predecessor coalition
government.

Hence it was not surprising that, as a key part of its EU reform package,

AKP declared the civilianisation of Turkish civil-military relations as one of its



democracy goals. Considering the troublesome history of Turkish civil-military
relations, the Turkish left, neo-liberals, civil society, and the international
community applauded the decision and the direction in which the AKP was
heading. According to the EU, Turkey had made “determined efforts and
significant progress” regarding political reforms, including re-aligning civil-
military relations, and the changes were happening so swiftly that the process
was seen as a “quiet revolution” (European Commission 2003; Financial Times
2003). Interestingly, the subject of civil-military relations is in fact a relatively
minor EU requirement that is not extensively dealt with in the EU’s main
policy documents.

Civilianisation of politics and oversight of the army by “the civilians” is
indisputably crucial and necessary for the workings of democracy to function
properly (Pion-Berlin 1992; Trinkunas 2005; Croissant et al. 2013; Agiiero
1995; Desch 1999; Feaver 2003) The civilianisation project, put forward as part
of the bigger democratisation agenda, was rigorously applied, even when the
momentum was lost with regards to EU accession talks. This reform process
was the most crucial part of destructing the symbiotic bond between the old
bloc of Kemalist hegemony and its coercive agent, the army, in an attempt to
gain political autonomy.

What explains the Kemalist hegemony and the status of the army as the
guardian of Turkey? The establishment of modern Turkey followed a socio-
political revolution led by military-bureaucratic state elites taking advantage
of the post-WWTI state crisis and ending the absolutist regime. Consequently,
the modern Turkish state formation after the Ottoman Empire and the
institutionalisation of capitalism in the 1920s following the establishment of
the new state can be regarded as an exemplary case of revolution from above
(Trimberger 1978). This revolution from above also created a ruling group
consisting of political and economic elites devoted to Kemalist principles and
backed by key institutions. The state-led capitalist transformation did not
stand as a force for the ruling class to reform the state towards a more liberal
regime, but took an opposite stand, defending conservatism and privilege
(Duzgun 2012). This can in fact be traced back to the patrimonial Ottoman
legacy where resources had always been centralised around the state.

From 2002, through the political demilitarisation process, the old

10



ruling class started to lose its power while the AKP presented itself as an
influential political actor seemingly bringing different sections of society
together. The party’s initial electoral victory in 2002 and its subsequent
victories, which resulted in increasing shares of the vote, caused the old bloc
and its networks to further lose their authority. The organic bond between the
Kemalist class and the army as its coercive agent was damaged.

Capitalising on the expectation of change among the public that came
with the deep political and economic crisis of 2001, the AKP managed to
generate unprecedented elite alliances, bringing non-traditional groups
together. While it managed to attract devout groups to its voter ranks, it also
incorporated more radical Islamists into the party’s overarching “moderate
Islam” camp (Tugal 2009). In addition, it brokered an alliance with the so-
called Hizmet movement (or Cemaat) which is led by the self-exiled preacher
Fethullah Gulen whose following is thought to be in the millions in Turkey and
abroad. Through this quid pro quo relationship, the AKP secured a solid voter
base. In return, it enabled the Gulenists’ rising influence over politics and
made concessions with regards to the movement’s aim to hold key positions in
the country’s institutional layout, which would eventually end up in a full-
blown political war.

By curbing the power of the army and securing a strong support base
among both the general public and also the new elites, while both controlling
and appeasing the old, the AKP managed to ensure the political and economic
backing needed to gain further autonomy vis-a-vis the old Kemalist class. This,
however, also resulted in a gap in the circle of social forces required; the
problem of overseeing a coercive agent. Initially, as with every government
elected in Turkey, the AKP faced the problem of how to handle the military. At
first, the military had had the upper hand in this power play. Being the
“pragmatic offspring” of its predecessor Islamist parties, the AKP was cautious
not to antagonise the army (Cizre 2011, 57). Erdogan held meetings to soothe
the army’s concerns over the party’s Islamic identity (Cook 2007, 104).
However, very soon after, using the EU accession talks as a tool, the AKP had
the required legitimacy to start the civilianisation process. Handling the army
would mean relinquishing a degree of power, which the AKP had no intention

of approving. When the decision was made not to work with the army but to
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economically, symbolically and politically subdue it, the AKP then had to
create a security complex that would reinforce the party’s hegemony,
reproduce order, and maintain social control.

Following the critical juncture of 2002, a causal mechanism was
triggered. This juncture, ended when the political demilitarisation officially
started, made the security sector takeover structurally possible. As the reforms
were taking root, the old hegemony reacted in 2007 with the military
announcing a memorandum aiming to impede the rise of the AKP, causing
significant stir and insecurity among the government ranks. As a counter
move, the government agitated to arouse public reaction to the hegemony’s
act, rather than dealing with it at a parliamentary level, appealing to public
emotions as a tactic. The public’s response manifested itself as an increase in
votes for the AKP and the government’s legitimacy. With this, the government
gradually started to build up its own security sector by gently tweaking the
penal code and police laws.

Historically, the Turkish police underwent major reforms following the
1980 military takeover. The military government re-organised the institution,
expanding and militarising it (Berksoy 2010, 137). New units were established
— such as the Rapid Action unit and Special Operations unit — and its weaponry
was modernised. The police’s status was strengthened within the legal
framework. Paradoxically, the AKP government continued and further
expanded the legacy of this military-era reform process. In parallel with the
civilianisation project, the police gradually increased their authority and reach.
Erdogan has started to personally praise the police regularly, bolstering loyalty
in the institution. In his usually similar speeches, he says: “An issue for the
police is an issue for myself”, that the police should “act knowing that the
president is behind you”, and emphasises that “Our police and army have the
right and authority to shoot anybody, any terrorist, pointing a gun at them”
and “I'm talking to all our security forces, do not hesitate to use all your
authority to the full extent” (Polis Dergisi 2016; CNN Turk 2015).

The events around 2010 mark the point at which the AKP government
became increasingly emboldened and pushed for intensified security sector
reforms. To break the bond between the old hegemony and the military to its
furthest, and also to punish it, the AKP government, together with its allies,
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started off the Ergenekon trials, where high-level staff members were tried for
aiming to overthrow the government, which witnessed the total collapse of the
military’s moral authority (Soyler 2016, 207). As the old hegemony lost
influence, power recentralised around the AKP, giving it sufficient resources
and motivation to break the alliances which had brought the party to power.
Police reforms also intensified and together with the Gendarmerie and the
intelligence services, they become the coercive elements of the government,
often acting as an extension of AKP’s will, suppressing dissent indiscriminately
on a mass scale while becoming gradually more immune to public scrutiny via
enacted laws. When the resources of the AKP’s old partner, the Hizmet
movement, was taken away, it reacted in a way it thought it could do the most
damage in the most structured way, via a military coup. As the Gulenist cadres,
however, had neither elite backing nor the necessary military unity, they were
defeated (Gursoy 2017, 197). The victor of the fight of allies was clearly the AKP
government, further reinforcing the power distribution that significantly
benefits the party. The victory gave the government the necessary incentive to
control the entirety of the agenda-making process and consequently take over
the security sector while taming the military through executive level law-
making.

In line with rebuilding a new security complex, two auxiliary
mechanisms started to operate around the time the old hegemony tried to gain
back a degree of influence in 2007. These two mechanisms, covering socio-
political life and the economy, put in motion a process whereby these domains
were restructured. These two mechanisms complement the main security
sector mechanism and at the end all three conjoin to reveal the outcome of
competitive authoritarian state setup. The two processes demonstrate the
erosion of rights and securitisation of wealth in a step by step fashion.

Resting confidently on its high share of votes and the entities it has
managed to either subdue, redesign or create, the AKP government has
become more confrontational and coercive in its dealings with segments of
society voicing democratic demands. The socio-political domain was
restructured to increase oppression, delegitimise new political discourses and
securitise dissent. This mechanism started off around 2007 when the old

hegemony organised its supporters to take to the streets under the banner of
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the so-called Republic March, to which the government responded by agitating
their constituency against the march and increasing the AKP’s share of votes.
As a reaction, because it did not have the required parliamentary force to
challenge the party’s rise, the old hegemony used extra-parliamentary tools
and judicial activism (Ciddi and Esen 2014, 422). As these tactics failed, the
government increased both its legitimacy and oppression, using its newly
structured security setup.

As a response, among other issues, to increasing social control and
oppression, the Gezi Park uprising, first in Istanbul then nationwide, was
ignited in 2013. The uprising, which was brutally crushed and showed the new
security complex at work, also led to the emergence of new socio-political
discourses — an a-la-Turca amalgam of green politics, gender equality and civil
rights — to be discussed as part of a necessary new deal that needs to be reached
with the government. Certain political actors, such as the pro-Kurdish party,
took advantage of the desire for such a deal and ran on this platform. In the
meantime, the AKP created new enemies out of the uprising, the protestors
and their real and imaginary supporters.

Following the Gezi uprising, the idea of “national security”, or security
in general, has become dominant in politics as well as in the social sphere, with
any opposition branded a threat to national security, or worse as terrorism,
that needs to be eliminated. Daily life, through the rise of nationalism with a
hint of Islamism and neo-Ottomanism, is controlled and put in order. “Good
citizens” are created by encouraging civilians to take matters into their own
hands if they are confronted with situations threatening general security,
either by playing the role of an informant or playing the role of a vigilante by
intervening directly. Opposition is then crushed in the micro-scale of the
neighbourhoods, while the state takes care of the macro-scale by waging a
literal war against the Kurds in the south-east of Turkey and a political one
against all the “other”. Experiments with new discourses were attacked by a
highly threatened government but were also undermined by the main
opposition, who represent the old hegemony. The main opposition comes from
a political lineage that established the Republic and effectively determined the
borders of politics in the country. They have a natural tendency to see the

survival of their political tradition and status as above any possibility of
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fundamental change, even if that means indirectly aiding undemocratic policy-
making. In the post-Gezi era, this has aided in delegitimisation of new actors
and discourses, allowing the government to broaden the definitions of
terrorism, national security, enemies, and so forth.

The 15 July coup attempt and the declaration of a general state of
emergency took the suppression of democracy to another level. Pronounced by
president Erdogan as “a gift from God”, the coup attempt gave the government
further motivation and justification to shut down civil society organisations
and newspapers, jail journalists en masse, engage in wealth grabbing, and
engage in a mass purge of state employees under the justification of fighting
terrorism. These practices of the government and its tight grip on society
heavily resemble the undemocratic regulations of the coup d’état eras of the
60s and 80s, making the “advanced democracy” argument the president is
inclined to bring up questionable. Erdogan is fond of comparing Turkey to
Western countries in terms of democracy; this quote is representative of the
rhetoric he recurrently resorts to: “What ban did we impose and on whom? We
have every kind of freedom here, more than they have in the west” (T24 2017).
In fact, through the widespread use of a language filled with high-peril factors
and literal dangers — such as terrorism — the AKP has created a socio-political
environment where dissent of any scale is securitised, thus presented as a
threat that needs to be eliminated. In such a tense climate, for citizens, politics
in everyday life becomes either something to be avoided or to be done at your
own risk with the real or imagined possibility of becoming an enemy of the
state by aiding terrorism.

President Erdogan, whose powers were on paper largely symbolic, also
pushed for a presidential system to be implemented through a draft bill, passed
through a referendum on 16 April 2016 amid allegations of voter fraud, which
resulted in a significant power shift from the Parliament to the president
himself while giving authority to the executive branch to appoint and fire
Cabinet members. The Cabinet is accountable only to the president, whereas
they used to be accountable to the Parliament. More crucially, the new system
gives the president the authority to determine national security policies and
necessary measures without the need for consultation. Such a power shift in

the parliamentary system gave significant and mostly unchecked authority to
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the president over the security apparatuses. Another issue of Erdogan’s
increasing influence over the security establishment can be observed in his
generous spending of discretionary funds, which are allocated for presidents
and prime ministers to use in any type of secret operations concerning national
security. The amount disbursed by the president quadrupled over the past 10
years, reaching almost 400 million Euros in 2016 alone, which is similar to the
entire annual budget of MIT and higher than the budgets of certain ministries.

To conclude, this study ultimately examines the changing institutional
structures and mechanisms of the 15 years between 2002 and 2017,
pinpointing how the AKP gradually erased the old hegemony and established
their own through a combination of diminished democracy and strengthening
a new security setup. At the same time, as economic power becomes tightly
concentrated around the regime, the economic elites keep choosing to position
themselves in the close circle despite the potential threat of retribution due to
ever-changing political dynamics within the AKP. Social life is being
restructured in line with conservative-nationalist ideas and suppression of
dissent. The opposition’s utmost concern over survival feeds into the AKP
machine, reflecting on Erdogan’s growing strength. Overall, any political,
social or economic actor — any type of counter-hegemonic organism — with a
hypothetical drive to push for democratisation cannot or does not do so,
resulting in a loop of un-democracy even after the biggest challenge to Turkish

democracy, the dominance of the army in politics, is effectively overcome.

1.2 Contribution to the literature and aims of the study

This study aims to contribute to important strands of literature. At its core, it
delves into discourse around civil-military relations and examines the
workings of the civilianisation process. Rather than focusing predominantly
on structural elements bringing about change in civil-military relations, it aims
to demonstrate the dynamics of agency and structure relationships and how
they play out in this case. This study does value historical legacies but also
explores in-depth the actors’ behaviours and their implications and commits
to doing so on an equal footing. Similarly, it aims to remedy the lack of analyses
in the field focusing on causal mechanisms that generate civilianisation. This

study not only discusses sets of variables triggering a reactive sequence leading

16



to a specific outcome but makes its main intention to zoom in on this
mechanismic sequence to pick apart the pieces that in fact produce that
outcome. While revealing these mechanisms, it not only shows a case of
successful civilianisation but discusses the implications of it. Therefore, it
contributes to the democratisation literature by challenging the idea that
civilian control is of the utmost importance and an end goal, and by
demonstrating the necessity of seeing democratisation as a holistic notion in
which civilianisation is only one part. By widening the discussion from pure
civilian control to security sector reform, it also shows that the civil-military
relations literature’s focus on civilianisation obscures the interconnections
between the power dynamics of a variety of security institutions and the
democratisation process, which are in much need of being rigorously
investigated. By arguing that the Turkish case is a caveat for prematurely
celebrating successful civilian control and showing exactly how it can feed into
an autocratisation process, the study also aims to contribute to the growing
body of literature concerning democratic backsliding, which has garnered
increasing attention over the past decade (e.g. Casani and Tomini 20109;
Bermeo 2016; Waldner and Lust 2018; Coppedge 2017). This strand of
literature concerned with “waves of autocratisation” or “crises of democracy”
is a fresh one and therefore in need of systematic analysis to illustrate how and
why this backsliding takes place. In the same vein, the theory of competitive
authoritarianism of Levitsky and Way (2010) describes but does not elaborate.
This study exhibits exactly how a competitive authoritarian setup can be
established via an autocratisation process. In addition, it provides thick
analysis of a case of securitisation as a tool to construct competitive
authoritarianism, therefore contributing to both sets of literature. Lastly, it
contributes to the field of Turkish studies by putting forward a detailed account
of an institutional transformation that took place in the recent past which has
puzzled many spectators and confused many academics. By taking security
sector reform as the core of the explanation of this transformation and
presenting this explanation as sufficient, this study aims to participate in the
academic discussions taking place at the moment trying to decipher “what
went wrong” via a myriad of interpretations.

There have been numerous studies written on civil-military relations in
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Turkey in recent decades. Many have praised the government’s efforts in
curbing the army’s political power. Scholars concerned with Turkish civil-
military relations have seen the changes as a step in the right direction towards
full democratisation of the country (e.g. Satana 2008; Heper 2005; Cizre
2008; Cook 2007; Morris 2005). These studies follow modernisation theories
suggesting that putting civilianisation of politics together with a strong-willed
civilian leader and economic growth could increase the chances of
democratisation. Starting from 2013 after the Gezi protests, however, the wind
has changed direction. Following the Gezi events, understanding how Turkey’s
politics have been withdrawing from the beginnings of a democracy has
become the subject of scholarly debate, although the warning signs appeared
after 2005 — while pundits and academia were still glorifying the AKP. Today,
it would not be a contested idea to state that Turkey is experiencing a visible
authoritarian retreat.

The idea for this thesis emerged when the intelligentsia failed to do its
primary job, of taking a critical and guarded approach at all times when it
comes to power, and instead acclaimed what seems to be a policy change with
more ominous implications as a positive revolution. This thesis aims to first
criticise the ways in which the literature on Turkish civil-military relations
misread policy by reconstructing what happened between 2002 and 2017.
Through this reconstruction, it aims to create a causal chain leading to
competitive authoritarianism, which will show how following a certain set of
events can eventually lead to the failure of democratisation. This study takes
the stance of seeing democratisation as a holistic project, and the Dahlian type
of “modern dynamic pluralist society” (Dahl 1989) with all its requirements for
power-sharing, which also emphasises full civilian control as an acceptable
goal to pursue for a transitioning country, instead of accepting certain
politically calculated, as well as ad hoc, steps as worthy of academic
commendation.

There is scholarly activity describing Turkey as a diminished democracy
under Erdogan and there are visible attempts to explain how it happened
(Cook 2017; Tugal 2016b; Phillips 2017). There are also a growing number of
studies putting the country in the category of competitive authoritarianism

(Esen and Gumuscu 2016; Stelgias 2015; Ozbudun 2015; Arbatli 2014). It is
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clear that Turkey shows clear traits of a hybrid regime, but as with studies of
all hybrid regimes, further study is needed to understand exactly how and why
it turned into a competitive authoritarian system that would go beyond listing
characteristics that fit Levitsky and Way’s description. This study will attempt
to do so by tackling the restructuring of the security sector and the
strengthening of new coercive agents under the historical and institutional
arrangements preceding the AKP. While political events and the cult of
Erdogan have been abundantly studied (e.g. Lancester 2019; Uysal and
Schroeder 2014; Somer 2018; Esen and Gumuscu 2017b), the role of the police,
intelligence and paramilitary has been lacking. There is already a gap in the
literature regarding police organisation and policing work in Turkey..
However, a comprehensive study pinpointing the construction of a new
security sector involving non-military agents and their involvement in
autocratisation over the past decade does not exist. It is the aim of this study
to fill this gap and further contribute to the historical documentation of the
past 15 years of Turkish politics while attempting to explain the making of a
new modernity under the AKP. Most fundamentally, this study aims to open
up “the black box of causality” to see what processes caused the emergence of
competitive authoritarianism in Turkey (Beach and Pedersen 2013, 25).
Moreover, since it is clear from the Turkish case that democratisation is not
always the outcome of political demilitarisation, this study also aims to show,
and consequently contribute to the civil-military relations literature by
examining a peculiar case, that while Turkey is a successful example of a
consolidated civilian oversight, it is also a good case study to demonstrate the
complexities of civilianisation and what comes after. This case study of military
reforms might prove useful when reading and assessing policy changes in other

systems where contextual conditions might be similar.

1.3 Plan of the study

Seven parts follow this introductory chapter, in which I delve into the

1 Apart from the critical studies of Berksoy 2007 (unpublished thesis); Berksoy 2010b;
Demirbilek 2011 (unpublished thesis); Piran 2013. For descriptive but outdated works on the
structure of the Turkish police, see Ozcan and Gultekin, 2000; Aydin 1996. Also on the
privatisation of security in Turkey with analysis of the police, see Haspolat 2012; Dolek 2011
(unpublished thesis).
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theoretical background of the study, the methods I used, and the analysis.
Chapter 2 gives an overview of the theoretical framework of this study and
elaborates on the relevant literature. At the core of this thesis lies the idea of
problematising civil-military relations and its relationship with
democratisation in a case study. Therefore, I look into the rich civil-military
relations literature, as well as how it has been interpreted in the Turkish
academic sphere. Since the causal mechanisms built into this thesis take their
primary theoretical force from historical institutionalism to reveal and explain
change, I examine what historical institutionalism stands for and which of its
analytical tools are employed in this study. Lastly, theories on democratisation,
autocratisation and competitive authoritarianism are discussed to give an
overview of the existing literature. I add discussion on the theory of
securitisation to this section as I consider securitisation to be a salient tactic
driving autocratic transformation.

Chapter 3 assesses in detail the methodology of this study. It
demonstrates why process-tracing is a suitable method to explain what
happened in Turkey: it provides the instruments necessary to make a deep dive
into a case, enabling an empirically rich study with high internal validity.
Chapter 4 discusses the contextual conditions that constituted the backdrop of
the institutional transformation in Turkey between 2002 and 2017. These
specific conditions also provide the necessary context in which the causal
mechanisms built could take place. They are important to discuss to
understand how “history sticks” and how they influence actor behaviour.

Chapters 5, 6, and 7 represent the analysis section of the thesis. These
chapters investigate the subparts, and the postulations I associate with these
subparts, of one main and two auxiliary causal mechanisms that form the
analytical backbone of this thesis. In chapters 5 and 6, I build the main security
sector mechanism presented in two parts. The first part (Chapter 5) firstly lays
out the four interconnected explanatory variables that started off the causal
mechanism(s) and shaped the outcome. It then examines the 2002 election
and argues why it is the only meaningful critical juncture through which the
causal mechanism can be studied. Afterwards, steps of the reactionary process
started by the critical juncture are discussed. The second part of the security

sector causal mechanism (Chapter 6) focuses on the time frame between 2010
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and 2017, and explains the period that ended with the full takeover of the
security sector by the government. In both chapters, the rise of the police,
intelligence services, and the Gendarmerie is laid out to argue how the
government established its own security complex in parallel to initiating and
sustaining political demilitarisation. Chapter 7 is split into two parts to
untangle the auxiliary mechanisms triggered in 2007. The first part
demonstrates how the government increased its control over the economy and
ultimately securitised wealth. The second part does the same with the socio-
political sphere and reveals a process of securitisation of dissent and creation
of a punitive state. As the concluding part, Chapter 8 summarises the
arguments of the thesis, engages in a counterfactual exercise to strengthen
those arguments, describes limitations of the study and possible avenues for

further research, and explores Turkey’s political prospects.
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2 Theoretical framework

To be able to sufficiently answer the research questions and generate a robust
explanation, this study utilises a mixture of theories. The process-tracing
methodology, which will be discussed in the next chapter, allows an eclectic
approach to theory utilisation, and enables the use of different theories to
confirm different parts of causal mechanisms. I use a mixture of theory but
historical institutionalism lies at the heart of the theoretical framework.
Although historical institutionalism is largely concerned with institutional
persistence rather than change, there have been valuable efforts by scholars in
the field to develop concepts explaining how institutional change might occur.
I apply historical institutionalism’s many analytical elements to study
institutional transformation in Turkey. Historical institutionalism, with its
focus on the boundaries the past draws for the future, allows this study to look
at a 15-year period from a wider angle by including the impact of antecedent
and contextual conditions on a relatively swift political process. I do put more
emphasis on the power of agency, especially during critical junctures, than
historical institutionalists would be comfortable with, but I still justify the
decisions that resulted in divergence as processes that were informed by actors’
past experiences. In this way, I aim to have a more integrative approach,
bringing together structure and agency in explaining change. Historical
institutionalism pays attention to the roles of both history and institutions in
political and social transformations, as well as emphasising “processes” and
“mechanisms” generating change and stability, making it ideal for this
analysis. The theory also puts heavy emphasis on power distribution among
actors by interpreting “institutions as the developing products of struggle
among unequal actors” (Pierson and Skocpol 2002, 706). In this way, the
theory manages to explain power struggles and the self-reinforcing capability
of power in a straightforward way. Therefore, it becomes more obvious why
the whole process towards competitive authoritarianism in Turkey can be seen
as a power struggle over institutions, which makes it less complicated to
explain agency motivation for acting a certain way: it is about power.

Because the starting point of this thesis is success of civilian control but
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failure of democratisation, civil-military relations and democracy theories are
also used. Civil-military relations theories and their conceptualisations work
as points of reference to inform what Turkey stands for and what needs to
change to be able to talk about civilian control. Therefore, the theory makes it
possible to describe the change in Turkey as a shift from a tutelary regime to
one where the military is reined in. Similarly, democratisation theories are
used as benchmarks to lay out what conditions are necessary to define a system
as a democracy, and the points at which Turkey fails. These, together, show the
discrepancy that Turkey demonstrates between fully controlling its military yet
failing at democratisation. Additionally, as the study describes the path of
political demilitarisation towards competitive authoritarianism as a case of
autocratisation, it engages with the newly developing literature on democratic
backsliding. I use its analytical concept “executive aggrandisement” to describe
the ways in which the AKP captured power in a mostly legal but pernicious
fashion. This study uses Levitsky and Way’s concept of competitive
authoritarianism to describe how Turkey could be classified as of the end of
2017. Lastly, securitisation theory is employed to describe and explain the
strategies and tactics autocratising regimes can utilise to capture institutions,
hence power, and garner legitimacy to aid their survival. The following sections
will elaborate on these theories, their claims, and how this study interprets and

then applies them to the case at hand.

2.1 Civil-military relations and democracy

There is little doubt that civilianisation of politics is one of the main
requirements for a modern and pluralistic democratic system. Civilian control
of the military is clearly an important issue for all nation states but it becomes
even more crucial “in those states where the military was the government and
still enjoys prerogatives it negotiated for itself [...]” (Matei 2013, 30). A
democratic system necessitates military compliance with government
authority (Pion-Berlin 1992; Trinkunas 2005). The organisation, missions,
and decisions of the military should be controlled and overseen by a civilian
authority. “Civilians” in general refer to non-military political and social actors

and institutions, though as mentioned by Croissant and Kuehn (2015), in a
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wider sense it includes all institutions and organisations concerned with
political decision-making as well as certain non-state actors. In short, civilian
control of the military requires civilian officials to have broad policy-making
authority over state matters without any interference from the military
(Agtiero 1995; Trinkunas 2005).

Associating the absence of coups d’état with “good” civil-military
relations is futile as there are many other traits to civil-military relations
(Desch 1999, 3; Croissant et al. 2010). Coups can be seen as an extreme
condition, a last resort, and they are “only the tip of the iceberg” (Croissant et
al. 2013, 21). Their occurrence and frequency give a good indication regarding
the condition of civil-military relations in a given country, but are not
sufficient. The lack of coups, in fact, might even suggest that a military does
not feel the need to directly intervene in politics because they can influence
politics and assert power in other, more indirect ways (Croissant et al. 2013,
21; Feaver 1996). This argument is particularly interesting when applied to
Turkey, where the military put its tanks on streets when they felt most
threatened, but relatively quickly went back to the barracks following an
election. Apart from these outbursts, they managed “business” behind closed
doors; pushing for a heavy security agenda, enjoying a privileged position in
society, overseeing an independent and untouchable budget, and forcing
unwanted governments to resign. Although it was a slightly different breed of
coup considering the identity of the organising officers — who were mostly
Gulenists instead of the usual suspects, namely
Republican/Kemalist/secularists — the last coup attempt of 15 July 2016 can
also be seen from this perspective. Due to the intense crackdown on the
Gulenist movement in the political and socio-economic sphere, the coup was
the last resort to assert power and to ensure the survival of the movement. They
could not influence politics as they did prior to the breakdown of their alliance
with the AKP, so this was seen as an opportunity to be seized. Ironically, it also
brought an end to whatever influence and strength the movement had left in
the circles that matter.

Michael Desch explains that the indicator of the state of civilian control
is “who prevails when civilian and military preferences diverge” (Desch 1999,

4-5). Following Robert Dahl’s arguments, Desch suggests that to be able to
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understand whether the military has an important role in political decision-
making, we can distinguish certain issues that pitted the military against the
civilians and pinpoint the victor. According to Desch, “If the military [prevails],
there is a problem; if civilians do, there is not”. Croissant et al.’s (2013)
conceptualisation is more specific and more useful. They determine five
decision-making areas in civil-military relations: elite recruitment, public
policy, internal security, national defence, and military organisation. This type
of categorisation with more tangible indicators allows a more elaborate
assessment of the degree of civilian control (as high, medium, or low). A high
degree of civilian control is more crucial in certain areas, such as elite
recruitment, than others, such as military organisation. But overall, it can be
argued that prior to 2002, Turkey fell somewhere between medium and low
civilian control, whereas the military reforms pulled the country into the
medium intensity level sitting close to a high level of control. As of July 2016,
the degree of civilian control could be classified as high.

In scholarly work discussing newly democratised countries, it is
common to come across Linz and Stepan’s description of a consolidated
democracy as a political situation in which democracy has become “the only
game in town” (Linz and Stepan 1996, 5). Regarding civilian oversight, Linz
and Stepan claim that a democratic arrangement of civil-military relations “is
one in which there is low contestation by the military of the policies of the
democratically elected government and where the military accepts that they
have low ‘prerogatives’ or reserve domains” (ibid, 110). Taking Desch, Linz and
Stepan, and Croissant et al. into consideration, it is clear that civil-military
relations in Turkey have shifted towards the civilian side and developed more
or less in line with what civil-military scholars suggest to be a good pattern
where the civilians mostly prevail. However, it is problematic to generalise
what is happening in Turkish civil-military relations as a democratisation
process leading to democratic consolidation (as some scholars have done,
which will be discussed in the next section).

Linz and Stepan also argue that before consolidation, five
interconnected conditions must exist. These are free civil society, autonomous
political society, rule of law, state bureaucracy and institutionalised economic

society (Linz and Stepan 1996, 14). Clearly, however, it is not only the
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existence, but the proper functioning of these conditions, which is necessary.
These conditions should be sustained by democratic political practices.
Institutions providing a long-term basis for these practices should be
established and maintained. Democratisation should be seen as a holistic
project; tackling only certain institutions (e.g. the military) which challenge
democratic rule cannot be seen as sufficient for democratisation. This study
will examine certain rights and freedoms in Turkey to be able to assess the
strength of its democracy. The status of the economic and social, and civil and
political rights will demonstrate the efficiency of the acclaimed
democratisation process of the Turkish government. Problems in these
fundamental rights overtly demonstrate Turkey’s shortcomings in terms of
Linz and Stepan’s five conditions.

Robert Dahl suggests that although civilian control is a must, in order
for a state to be governed democratically, the civilians who control the military
must themselves be subject to the democratic process (1989, 245). In his
Polyarchy (1971), Dahl counts eight institutional requirements for a
democracy: (1) almost all adult citizens have the right to vote; (2) almost all
adult citizens are eligible for public office; (3) political leaders have the right to
compete for votes; (4) elections are free and fair; (5) all citizens are free to form
and join political parties and other organisations; (6) all citizens are free to
express themselves on all political issues; (77) diverse sources of information
about politics exist and are protected by law; and (8) government policies
depend on votes and other expressions of preference. In his later work on
modern dynamic pluralist society, he emphasises the importance of
dispersing power and political resources (money, knowledge, status, etc.)
among a number of relatively independent actors and authorities to prevent
these being concentrated in any single unified set of actors (1989, 245).

Dahl’s argument is similar to Kamrava’s, who states that genuine
democratisation requires the existence of “competing groups scattered
throughout the polity, both within the institutions of the state and the strata of
the society” (Kamrava 2007, 201). According to Kamrava, there needs to be a
civil society that would contribute to tipping “the balance of power in favour of
society and away from the state”. It was expected that democratic change

would be seen in Turkey when developments in civil-military relations were
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observed. However, claiming that the process would likely result in the
consolidation of democracy in the country demonstrated a premature
hopefulness. Following Dahl and Kamrava’s lines of reasoning, it can be said
that shifting power from one very powerful entity (the military) to another (the
government) is not by itself enough to pave the way for meaningful
democratisation as power is not dispersed throughout different segments of
society. Therefore, the focus of discussions on ensuring civilianisation in
unconsolidated democracies, such as Turkey, should shift from pure civilian
control to a more specific form of civilian control, that is “democratic control”,
which denotes a system where authorities overseeing the military are

themselves subject to the democratic process (Bruneau and Croissant 2019, 9).

2.2 Turkish civil-military relations

It is useful to study the literature on Turkish civil-military relations and the
recent changes in order to pinpoint what is problematic in democratisation
arguments put forward. Scholarly works on the Turkish military written before
2002 commonly talk about its “privileged position” in politics and its
participation in decision-making processes (Narli 2000, 108). Turkey was seen
as a one of the “military democracies” where “the state dominates but allows
the military to play an important role in domestic politics” (Kamrava 2000,
68).

The remaining literature on this topic from this period bears similarities
to these arguments and has parallel themes: a strong army manipulating
policy-making and a weak democracy allowing it. Perlmutter’s description of
an “arbitrator army” fits very well to the Turkish case (Perlmutter 1981).
According to Perlmutter, when an arbitrator army intervenes, it is expected to
return to the barracks once the disputes are settled. This does not, however,
mean that the army relinquishes its influence and power completely. It simply
continues to exert power and influence from behind the scenes. After every
coup d’état, the Turkish Armed Forces (Tiirk Silahl1 Kuvvetleri — TSK) stepped
down, returning to the barracks fairly quickly. But the TSK ensured that it
protected its position in society as defender of the constitution and the ideals

of the Republic. The TSK’s image as the protector had been highly praised by
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Turks and the army had, in the recent past, been the most popular and
trustworthy entity. Due to this fact, the above-mentioned scholarly works do
not state any kind of anticipation or prediction of a possible rebalancing
process in civil-military relations undertaken by the government. Narli warns
that the stability of the country hinges on “the capacity of civilian governments
to maintain harmonious relations with the military” as “efforts to discredit the
military will lead to political turmoil” (Narli 2000, 121). Jenkins confidently
states that the TSK “is unlikely to be prepared to relinquish the future of the
country to its civilian politicians” therefore it is “likely to remain in the political
arena” (Jenkins 2001, 85). It could be expected that with the EU accession
process, civil-military relations would become a political issue to tackle;
however, the historical and sociological context and experiences did not allow
scholars or analysts to be bold in their predictions.

Studying the post-2002 literature on Turkish civil-military relations is
a curious task. The initial euphoria regarding the military’s civilianisation
process is visible, especially among Turkish scholars. There are numerous
articles praising the government’s efforts in curbing the TSK’s political power.
This process is seen as a step forward for democracy, and as Nil Satana (2008,
358) argues, it is the underlying reason why Turkey has “progressed through
the stages of democratization”. Moreover, she declares that resetting the power
balance “contributes to the consolidation of democracy”, making consolidation
“more likely in Turkey”. Satana’s claims imply that the country passed the
transition phase of democratisation and has entered the consolidation stage.-
Metin Heper (2005, 228) also suggests that the government was able to
“gradually and carefully let the military know who is the boss” because it gave
the military the impression that it “worked hard in order to successfully
grapple with the problems the country has faced”. According to Heper, civil-
military relations in Turkey have moved “closer to those in liberal
democracies” due to the AKP’s competency in dealing with the military.
Another Turkish scholar, Umit Cizre (2008, 162), claims that it is possible to

see a “genuine trend towards a more democratic civil-military equilibrium”

> However, Satana accepted in 2014 that Turkey’s democracy is broken, stating that
civilianisation “cannot bring consolidation” and “other conditions are also necessary”
(Satana, 2014).
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when recent developments are considered. Steven Cook (2007, 13) talks about
“Turkey’s ability to break from the logjam of authoritarian stability” and
asserts that the visible changes “have clearly created conditions more
conducive to the deepening of democratic practices” in the country.

All of these arguments suggest a direct link between political
demilitarisation and democratisation without studying the social actualities at
hand and without considering the unchanged dynamics in the fundamental
mode of coercion and social relations. Without explicitly saying so, they fall
prey to the electoralist understanding of democratisation (“fallacy of
electoralism”), suggesting a positive link between facilitation of democracy and
commitment to holding regular elections (Lindberg 2009; Carothers 2002).
They assert that Turkey had already completed its transition to democracy
since the 1950s as it was holding regular elections in a vibrant party
environment, and that consolidation was the last and main challenge (Somer
2016). But when consolidation did not happen, the focus became, in parallel to
the general civil-military relations literature’s shift to “second generation”
issues, the military’s existing “reserved domains” as the only major obstacle to
consolidation (Kuehn 2017a). Therefore, the formula seemed simple: no
military equals impending consolidation. This interpretation not only glossed
over the general democratic deficiency of Turkey that was carried into the
2000s but it also concealed the early signs of autocratisation and creation of a
security complex benefitting the AKP government. The academic euphoria
spilled into the public discourse (and vice versa) and created an atmosphere
where scepticism over the civilianisation process became taboo and the
sceptics were marginalised as anti-democratic. Although they had harshly
criticised the Kemalist ideology for its rigidity for decades, these pro-
civilianisationists did not give the same ideational flexibility and critical
thinking space they demanded previously to those who argued for a
multifaceted discussion over the process. Similarly, the civilianisation process,
from the very beginning, did not include any vertical bargaining processes —
such as between civil society and the state regarding the strength or
transparency of the oversight of the security sector — and this was never
factored into the discourse. The very fact that civilianisation was taking place

was thought to be so revolutionary that anything to disturb or protract the
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process was pushed aside, allowing civilian control to be played out
horizontally at the top level in the form of power changing hands. The scholarly

studies from this era capture this spirit of the time quite well.

2.3 Historical institutionalism

The history of political thinking shows that political theorists have always been
concerned with understanding and analysing institutions. As the late 19w
century witnessed major developments in the field of political science, the
discipline was still occupied with institutions and government and their formal
and legal aspects (Steinmo 2008; Peters 1999). Structure mattered and
determined behaviour, but there was a lack of attempts to understand how
other — such as informal — issues influenced institutions. The new
institutionalist approach precisely focuses on these and gives one the flexibility
of bringing other aspects of institutions, such as beliefs, paradigms, culture,
shared norms and knowledge, into academic analysis (Bulmer 1998).

Peters (1999) shows that there are at least six versions of the new
institutionalism: normative institutionalism, rational choice institutionalism,
historical institutionalism, empirical institutionalism, international
institutionalism, and societal institutionalism. Although there are a number of
divergent approaches discussing the ways in which institutions form, persist,
or change, there is no discernible disagreement in the field on how to define
what an “institution” is. In their seminal work on historical institutionalism,
Thelen and Steinmo put forward a definition of institutions that includes
formal organisations, as well as informal rules and procedures structuring
behaviour (Thelen and Steinmo 1992, 2). Combining “formal and informal
rules, conventions or practices” that shape “the relationship between
individuals in various units of the polity and economy” can commonly be seen
in definitions of the phenomenon (Parsons 2007, 70; Hall 1986, 19). This study
follows the same definitional logic, which also includes seeing institutions as
“the more overarching structures of the state” and “the nation’s normative
social order” (Ikenberry 1988, 226).

This study focuses on historical institutionalism as the main element of

its theoretical framework. It utilises the theory’s analytical components — such
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as critical junctures; antecedent, permissive, and productive conditions;
reactive sequences; and mechanisms of persistence — as well as its emphasis
on the significance of agency during critical times of political divergence.
Regarding the latter angle, its focus overlaps with the rational choice approach
proposing that political actors move strategically to achieve their goals,
maximising self-interest. This sentiment of rational choice, however, limits
analysis and creates more questions than answers. Indeed, as Thelen and
Steinmo (1992, 9) argue, to demonstrate the underlying mechanisms breeding
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a peculiar outcome, “we need a historically based analysis to tell us what
[political actors] are trying to maximize and why they emphasise certain goals
over others.” The historical institutionalist approach aims to aid in this
particular task. It does not argue that institutions are the sole cause of
“outcomes” but they certainly constrain or influence politics by structuring
behaviour of political actors who, in turn, act within existing institutional
constraints to perpetuate the status quo or shape institutions — intentionally
or unintentionally — via “deliberate political strategies, ... political conflict, and

. choice” (Thelen and Steinmo 1992, 10). Importance of agency will be
touched on in the coming paragraphs in the context of critical junctures, the
times when their significance is especially heightened.

Regarding agency, another factor makes the study of institutions both
interesting and worthwhile, and especially useful in the Turkish case covering
post-2002. Bearing the ability to shape politics and constraining or
emboldening actors, institutions are a battlefield. Political actors, fully
comprehending the potential of a certain institutional setup to make or break
them, fight hard over them (Thelen and Steinmo 1992, 9). Such a fight becomes
even more relentless when new political figures, for instance the AKP, whose
aim is to shake up the status quo, need to make their grip on power legitimate
but at the same time tenacious. As Hall argues, institutions shape the way
political actors structure power relations among them, giving some more,
some less (Hall 1986, 19). This is a crucial aspect; as the aspiration to hold or
influence power centres lies at the heart of the overall goals of political actors,
the capacity of institutions to affect the extent of power any one set of players
has over policy-making and policy outcomes cannot be ignored. In the end, for

political actors, institutional outcomes become more important than policy
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outcomes. The analysis of this thesis on the hard-fought battles of the AKP over
institutional restructuring to undermine and ultimately replace the old
hegemony demonstrates the power of creating new institutions as well as re-
shaping, layering on, or tinkering with old ones.

Power, which Pierson describes as “decisive political advantages for
those with more resources”, is an important component because the way in
which power is distributed leads to “agenda control” by particular actors,
which significantly advantages them for obvious reasons (Pierson 2016, 124-
126). Contestation is usually costly so it does not happen often, at least openly,
which feeds into self-reinforcing mechanisms keeping existing power
distributions alive. Since institutions can be seen as active instruments in the
hands of political actors, as Streeck and Thelen (2005, 15) propose, when
contestation does happen — openly or more subtly — institutions are put at the
core. One of the sources of institutional change that this study concentrates on
concerns power relations and fluctuations. According to Thelen and Steinmo
(1992, 16), “any changes in power can produce a situation in which old
institutions are put in the service of different ends, as new actors come into
play who pursue their (new) goals through existing institutions.” This suggests
that new actors in their pursuit of shifting the power balance may utilise old
institutions as the existing intra-institutional arrangements may already be
benefitting them. But sometimes, tinkering or layering might be better options
as the associated “transaction costs” could be too high to set up something
from scratch (Parsons 2007, 79). Parsons states that the particular conditions
that come along with dramatic exogenous change would be more suitable for
“crafting new [institutions] de novo” but it could be argued that even when that
happens they will bear the marks of their predecessors, “partly because they
are reconstituted out of pieces of the old” (Parsons 2007, 79; Skocpol cited in
Thelen and Steinmo 1992, 32 fn. 55). Both the post-Ottoman era in Turkey,
marked by the Kemalist hegemony, and the post-2002 AKP era stand as valid
examples supporting this argument. Old institutions and institutional
arrangements, from certain formal organisations to norms, have found ways
to creep into new setups of the post-Ottoman republican system as well as the
post-Kemalist political and societal dynamics. This was done via agencies’

deliberate activities for practical purposes. But one can argue that sometimes
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it has also been due to the strength of the remnants of self-reinforcing
characteristics of certain institutional arrangements.

Another aspect of historical institutionalist theory is its emphasis on
temporal dynamics of events and outcomes. The theory has the aim of
understanding processes as consisting of long-term sequences creating
change. Studying temporally extended “causal chains” can demonstrate why
social structures are the way they are and why institutions might change or
persist. This clearly requires an examination of history because “social life
unfolds over time” and real-life social processes have obvious temporal
dimensions (Pierson 2004, 5). This “historical turn” in analysing institutions
and structures means that historical episodes in which institutions were
formed or reshaped must be studied (Capoccia and Ziblatt 2010). Suggesting
that a historical institutional study must be done through analysing “episodes”,
it already solves the issue of whether one should see history “as a constant flux
or as a syncopated process divided into different eras marked, for instance, by
their relative openness to institutional or ideological change” (Hall 2016, 38).
Theorists in the field have expanded on a few formulations to explain how
politics is structured and how institutions are formed, saved, changed or
maintained over time. Two of the most authoritative concepts coming out of
these scholarly works are the notions of critical juncture and path dependence.

The critical juncture concept builds on Krasner’s theoretical model
called “punctuated equilibrium?”, illustrating that institutions are characterised
by long periods of stability, which are “punctuated” by moments of abrupt
change before institutional inertia sets back in (Krasner 1984). Brief episodes
of institutional flux, now widely dubbed “critical junctures”, present phases
where more dramatic change is possible. Critical junctures are periods of
action with high political impact and long-term consequences resulting from
“specific decisions taken by powerful actors during narrowly circumscribed
periods” (Capoccia and Kelemen 2007, 362). The magnitude of an agency’s
actions becomes paramount during these episodes. Power elites are not solely
observers as change happens around them, but they are fully capable of “acting
on openings provided by such shifting contextual conditions”, participating in
the change itself and steering outcomes towards a new equilibrium (Thelen

and Steinmo 1992, 17; Capoccia and Kelemen 2007, 354). Political actors do
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the steering through the choices they favour over several options they have
during critical junctures. In other words, critical junctures are “choice points”
(Mahoney 2001, 113). At these points, the theory suggests, as the contingency
is high, the option selected cannot be entirely explained by the understanding
of causal mechanisms pertaining to that specific context. That does not mean,
however, that the choice is an entirely random event. It will have antecedent
conditions, but it will be unpredicted; other choices could just as easily have
been selected. Ultimately, critical junctures make structures loosen up where
divergence from existing stable institutional patterns can occur. Once a choice
has been made, the alternative options close off and it becomes gradually more
cumbersome to return to the point where these alternatives were still available.

Peters states that the fundamental idea is: “the policy choices made
when an institution is being formed or when a policy is initiated will have a
continuing and largely determinate influence over the policy far into the
future” (Peters 1999, 63). This argument is closely linked to the crucial concept
of path dependency, frequently employed by historical institutionalism
scholars. Path dependence refers to policies or institutions being dependent on
the path that was already established, and having a tendency to remain on that
path. In this way, historical institutionalism attempts to understand
permanence over time via “path dependence”, “whereby decisions taken at one
time constrain those taken at a later stage” (Keating 2008, 104). Margaret Levi
explains path dependence as “once a country or region has started down a
track, the costs of reversal are very high”. She argues that there will be other
choice points “but the entrenchments of certain institutional arrangements
obstruct an easy reversal of the initial choice” (Levi 1997, 28).

Historical institutionalists are generally more concerned about studying
the persistence of institutions rather than how they came about or changed.
Analysing the criticalness of the distinct “moments” of fluidity, the available
but unmade choices, the contextual conditions, and the agency should also
exist within a historical analysis examining an outcome, rather than labelling
a certain episode as a critical juncture and leaving it at that. What conceived
these episodes can demonstrate much about what shifts historical trajectories
and what kinds of conditions are necessary and/or sufficient for change in a

particular context/country. This thesis dissects the critical juncture that
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started off with the election of the AKP in November 2002 which resulted in
the dramatic political demilitarisation. Through this post-mortem, it aims to
explain the causal mechanism in the form of a reactive process followed by the
critical juncture, ending with the competitive authoritarian state layout.

This study borrows some of Soifer’s analytical tools: permissive
conditions, which are the factors that “change the underlying context to
increase the power of agency or contingency and thus the prospects for
divergence”; and productive conditions, which are the factors that shape and
determine the initial outcomes emerging from the critical juncture once
permissive conditions loosen the structural constraints (Soifer 2012, 1574).
Both of these are separately necessary but sufficient only when they come
together. Of course, critical junctures do not emerge in a vacuum. Borrowing
the term from Slater and Simmons (2010), this study argues that there were
“antecedent conditions” rooted in prior events and history that played a causal
role in the choice made by the political actors in the 2002 critical juncture.

Historical repression of political Islam is the main antecedent
condition. Defeat of many established centrist parties, and the AKP’s election
victory in 2002 as the majority government, caused an institutional flux and
triggered the crisis of hegemony. During this crisis of hegemony — which is the
permissive condition — several options opened up for the AKP to handle the
hegemony. The AKP could have followed the path of its predecessors and put
forward an initial policy agenda marked by political Islamist nuances. As a
second option, they could have chosen to tread carefully with the military, as
many governments had hitherto done, and construct a working relationship
with the hegemony. The third option was to open up the road toward
recalibration of power balances of the old hegemony.

At this point, the productive condition, which was general support for
EU membership, worked as a tool determining the actor’s choice of going after
the hegemony. Antecedent conditions reinforce productive conditions but do
not relate to permissive conditions as the latter only emerges once the critical
juncture begins. Antecedent conditions were there before. A productive
condition might also only manifest with the critical juncture, but its roots
would be connected to the antecedent conditions. The initial outcome of the

critical juncture was in 2003, when the 7th EU Harmonisation Package was
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passed in the parliament. It converted the National Security Council, the
biggest institutional tool of the military influencing politics and dubbed the
shadow government, into an advisory body, dramatically shifting the civil-
military power equation. From this moment on, the path towards demilitarised
politics was more or less drawn and going back would have been irrational, if
not impossible. This choice was the divergent option, not expected, and it
carried the institutional relationships towards a different route. This
divergence accentuates the “criticalness” of the juncture.

Institutional reproduction was done through “reactive sequences”, a
term borrowed from Mahoney, which illustrates causally connected chains of
events (the causal mechanisms) comprising reactions and counter-reactions
(Mahoney 2000, 526). In reactive sequences, there is “movement toward
reversing previous patterns” and backlash processes that respond to them
(Mahoney 2001, 115). As Pierson puts it, “initial disturbances are crucial not
because they generate positive feedback”, as it would not work in every context,
“but because they trigger a powerful response” (Pierson 1998 cited in Mahoney
2001, 527). At the end, the conflicts of a reactive sequence pave the way for a
relatively more stable final outcome. The deterministic pattern stabilising the
institutions emerges through a series of reactions and counter-reactions
establishing the winners and losers of the power conflict. After this point,
relative inertia starts setting in.

With the AKP example, the initial choice in 2003 empowered the new
government at the expense of the military. The AKP used its newly acquired
power to expand this institutional arrangement, including restructuring the
security sector by giving the police, among others, more power and resources.
This new institution was then reproduced because it was supported by the elite
group of actors. This power-based explanation outlines the rise of new elite
groups, their loyalisation of others, and their institutional actions vis-a-vis the
old regime. The rise has been, as mentioned above, not a clean fight. The
reactive process that followed 2003 witnessed several rupture points, though
not critical junctures, where the newly disadvantaged group attempted to gain
back its power and influence through utilising institutions. This conflictual
process, which is examined through the process-tracing method, led to the

consequence of emergence of a competitive authoritarian regime in Turkey as
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the legacy of the political demilitarisation process. And ultimately, the unique
contextual conditions of Turkey consistently, but in varying degrees,
influenced this overall reactive process and the institutional arrangements —
formal or informal — that appeared as a result of the critical juncture. The early
contingent event and the divergent choice of political demilitarisation
manufactured a trajectory that eventually culminated in an outcome that
deviates from other cases where civil-military relations were balanced, with or
without the EU incentive. The path-dependent sequence of this trajectory was
marked by a causal mechanism having “inherent logic” (Mahoney 2000),
where one action led to a reaction — say, a counter-hegemonic move and its
subsequent suppression — essentially forging an almost natural flow of
reactionary events. This undoubtedly happened alongside — and is also the
cause of — the advantaged actor, the AKP, strengthening its position in the

overall institutional composition at the expense of any other actor.

2.4 Autocratisation and competitive authoritarianism

This study fundamentally examines an autocratisation process followed by
successful political demilitarisation. How and why did things go wrong? It is
only possible to answer this question by systematically analysing what kind of
process took place and how causal this process was. There is not one single
theory explaining causal mechanisms of autocratisation and this study aims to
come up with an interlinked group of causal mechanisms to at least explain
one case of autocratisation: Turkey between 2002 and 2017. Scholars have
observed a worldwide democratic recession since the early 2000s (Diamond
2015). Turkey is now increasingly grouped with a number of countries where
“democratic backsliding” is overtly detectable (Bermeo 2016; Levitsky and
Ziblatt 2018; Tansel 2018; Liihrmann and Lindberg 2019; Cassani and Tomini
2019). In the past few decades, extreme pathways leading to full democratic
reversals, such as coups or stolen elections, have been in decline (Bermeo
2016). Instead, countries are facing serious challenges of democratic
backsliding from those in office who were elected through the ballot box. The
danger comes not from generals, but from politicians, in the form of

“incremental within-regime change” (Waldner and Lust 2018). This is now
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“how democracies die”: not with a bang but with a series of legislative changes
(Levitsky and Ziblatt 2018). There are a variety of concepts discussed in
literature to encapsulate the essence of this recent wave of democratic erosion,
of which “democratic backsliding” is one. In this thesis I employ
“autocratisation” as I believe it captures the “process” characteristic of the
change better. Although “democratic backsliding” is associated with both
democracies and autocracies losing their democratic qualities (Waldner and
Lust 2018), I believe that replacing what is essentially a derivative of
“democracy” with simple “autocratisation” expresses the consequences of
backsliding in a more vivid way while also signalling urgency. While, however,
I argue that “autocratisation” would be too much of a stretch to describe
polities like President Trump’s USA, it does fit well for President Erdogan’s
Turkey where changes are substantially more prolific, recognisable, and more
importantly, largely unchallenged.

Autocratisation is described by Liihrmann and Lindberg (2019) as
“substantial de-facto decline of core institutional requirements for electoral
democracy”. Their understanding of “electoral democracy” is, like this study,
based on Dahl’s polyarchy. They argue that due to the potential high cost,
ruling elites refrain from drastic moves towards autocracy to attain power but
instead engage in autocratisation by mimicking democratic institutions while
gradually eroding their functions and capacities. For example, the institutions
of multiparty elections are sustained but other institutions associated with
government accountability or liberties are undermined. Autocratisation
involves less dramatic actions than cancelling elections: one common path
shared by autocratising countries is the concentration of power in the executive
at the expense of the courts and the legislature (Coppedge 2017). This key
mode in which autocratisation takes place is classified by Bermeo (2016) as
“executive aggrandisement”. She argues that, together with “promissory
coups” and “manipulating elections strategically”, “executive aggrandisement”
constitutes part of the group of methods actors engage with to autocratise.
Executive aggrandisement happens “when elected executives weaken checks
on executive power one by one, undertaking a series of institutional changes
that hamper the power of opposition forces to challenge executive preferences”

(Bermeo 2016, 10). As mentioned before, this restructuring of institutions is
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often done through legal channels, making the autocratising steps incremental
as well as providing subversion with the cover of democratic mandate.

As Bermeo mentions and this study shows, Turkey under the AKP
between 2002 and 2017 is an illustrative case demonstrating textbook
examples of how executive aggrandisement can take place in a hybrid regime.
The 2016 coup attempt can also be understood in terms of a very recent case
of a “promissory coup”, where the coupists justified the act as a defence of
democracy and assured the restoration of democracy post-coup. Turkey is an
elucidatory example to get a glimpse of how autocratisation can accelerate
when a promissory coup fails. Like Bermeo, the work of Cassani and Tomini
(2019) also emphasises the role of institutional modifications as the core of
autocratisation. They contend that autocratisation can take different forms
depending on the institutional layout of the country, but the targeted areas are
those regulating political participation, public contestation and executive
limitation. They classify Turkey as the only autocratisation case in the Middle
East that has made the shift from defective democracy to electoral autocracy.
Cassani and Tomini do not delve into the specifics of the Turkish case but do
point towards violation of political rights and electoral manipulation as
measures of autocratisation. Naturally these underlying mechanisms that are
merely touched upon by the authors need to be unpacked further, which this
thesis aims to do. They are, however, accurate in their classification of the
regime change shift. This study also finds that the process of autocratisation
has led Turkey from being a defective democracy where the military had
political decision-making and veto capacities to an electoral autocracy or
competitive authoritarianism.

The AKP has increased its share of the vote in every election, with the
exception of one; elections in Turkey are considered to be free and competitive,
making the party more powerful and further legitimising the party’s authority.
The AKP government’s confidence and assertiveness both at home and abroad
have grown. The economy has boomed. At the same time, however, the past
decade has witnessed that civil and political rights have suffered profoundly in
Turkey. So, how to classify the AKP rule in Turkey given these discrepancies?
Levitsky and Way’s (2010) competitive authoritarianism fits the Turkish case

well, as previous studies have also argued (e.g. Esen and Gumuscu 2016).
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Levitsky and Way define competitive authoritarianism as “a hybrid regime
type, with important characteristics of both democracy and authoritarianism”.
In competitive authoritarian regimes, elections are normally competitive, but
the playing field is uneven. While the existence of elections and a popular
political party can be seen as one of the prerequisites of a democracy, regimes
with civil liberties violations and electoral irregularities — even if they are legal
and nonviolent — do not meet minimum procedural standards for democracy.
According to Levitsky and Way, “to label such regimes as democracies is to
stretch the concept virtually beyond recognition” (2010, 14).

In competitive authoritarian setups, factors like access to resources,
control of the media, and election thresholds can play a significant part in
restricting democracy by widening the gap between the incumbent
government and opposition groups. In general elections during its tenure, the
AKP has received approximately three times more from state funds than the
second biggest party took to run each of its election campaigns due to party
laws that disproportionately benefit the winner. The unchallenged 10%
election threshold itself has been a tool to restrict access to the political arena,
widening the gap between the incumbent government and the opposition
parties. In addition, since 2014, there have been allegations of widespread
election fraud in both general and local elections. This is on top of a climate of
violence and fear in which some elections took place due to securitisation
policies of the government. It is clear that the elections are “free” and widely
participated in, but they are completely “unfair”: at the minimum the
incumbent capitalises on its access to state institutions to boost its chances of
electoral success, and at worst the elections are tarnished by violence to such
an extent that the electorate is too intimidated to vote for the opposition.

Levitsky and Way also argue that in competitive authoritarian regimes,
“civil liberties are nominally guaranteed and at least partially respected.” They
are, however, constantly violated: “Opposition politicians, independent
judges, journalists, human rights activists, and other government critics are
subject to harassment, arrest, and —in some cases — violent attack” (2010, 106).
Also, independent media cannot function properly as it is “frequently
threatened, attacked and — in some cases — suspended or closed”. A basic

empirical study on the status of economic and social, and civil and political,
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rights in Turkey would expose the discrepancies between the AKP’s
democratisation rhetoric and the actuality. As of the end of 2017, Turkey was
named as the worst jailer of journalists in the world and as one of the countries
where the media was the least free (Beiser 2017). Many opposition politicians,
academics, and civil society actors have also been jailed. Following the 15 July
coup attempt, the crackdown intensified at an unprecedented speed under the
state of emergency declared on 21 July 2016. Due to their alleged ties to certain
organisations deemed “national security threats”, hundreds of non-
governmental and media organisations were shut down with hundreds of
thousands of state officials fired from public office. The government also used
the law to confiscate the wealth of alleged coup plotters and their accomplices
(including journalists, judges, army members, prosecutors, businessmen, state
officials), of their companies and civil society organisations.

Employing Levitsky and Way’s criteria to assess Turkey reveals that the
country has neither stable authoritarianism nor a stable democracy, but it is
an exception within the classical two-way division of state systems (democratic
— undemocratic). Turkey has been regarded as an “ambiguous” case before
(Diamond 2002, 31). But scholars have recently started to classify Turkey as a
competitive authoritarian regime (Esen and Gumuscu 2016; Stelgias 2015;
Ozbudun 2015; Arbatli 2014). The general theory does not, however, give an
explanation that would help unpack why Turkey has come to be what it is today
and does not provide us with much insight into the possible influence of certain
institutional and historical configurations. Turkey did not emerge from the
Cold War as a competitive authoritarian regime nor did the AKP just turn the
country into one overnight. Turkey is neither a “third wave” country nor can
evince a completed democratic transition. Except for brief periods of military
government, it rather oscillates between different poles of a hybrid regime,
bringing certain changes as well as continuities. The recent autocratisation
process marks one of these fluctuations. It is, however, one that stands out
because the outcome of emerging competitive authoritarianism is a specific
and unprecedented regime system for Turkey. The institutional setup is
authoritarian but popularly so. It merits in-depth study.

Levitsky and Way’s key concepts are relatively strong and there is a lot

of space to explore and play with them, though they are not immune to
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criticism. According to some scholars, the conceptualisation of the hybrid
regimes and creating a grey area for polities that cannot be classified within
the two-way division is problematic. It is argued that if these regimes cannot
be outright accepted as democracies, perhaps they should be openly regarded
as authoritarian (Cassani 2012). Certain authors refer to these types of regimes
as plain instances of authoritarianism with nominally democratic institutions
such as parties, elections, and legislature (Ezrow and Frantz 2011; Lust-Okar
and Jamal 2002; Wright 2008). As Cassani (2012) argues, if the existence of
these institutions does not alter the autocratic characteristics of a regime, then
the notion of hybrid regimes loses part of its peculiarity, as it would not exactly
be mixing democratic traits with autocratic ones. This line of argument has
some merit but specifically the hybridity of the Turkish system still does leave
some, albeit increasingly limited, space for political contestation, despite a
decade-long aggressive executive aggrandisement.

Some scholars also argue that the p