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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
 
Modern Turkey and Thailand do not usually figure as natural analogues in comparative politics. 
Yet a growing body of recent scholarship is calling attention to important similarities in their 
political development, extending as far back as the nineteenth century. This dissertation takes as 
its focus one such striking parallel, the emergence in both polities in the second half of the 
twentieth century of guardian political order – a hybrid political system in which elected officials 
must contend with non-elected ‘reserved domains’ dominated by state elites that exercise a 
‘tutelary’ or ‘guardian’ function in relation to the overall polity.  

The central objective of this dissertation is to explain how guardian regimes emerge and 
consolidate, and why they assume their distinctive regime morphology – a hybrid constitutional 
structure bifurcated between elected institutions and unelected tutelary ones. This broad inquiry 
into puzzling ‘regime outcomes’ entails a subsidiary set of questions. Given that hybrid regimes 
generally tend to follow in the wake of authoritarian ones, what would induce authoritarian 
incumbent elites to cede their monopoly of power to a political system bifurcated in this way?  
How do we explain the substantial variation in the institutional design of guardian structures in 
different cases when they first come to life? Why have guardian hybrid regimes proved so durable 
and long-lasting? Finally, how can we account for distinctive regime trajectories – the patterns of 
ideological–institutional reconfiguration that guardian hybrid regimes undergo over time? 

This dissertation advances a novel theory of how guardian hybrid regimes come about, the 
shape they take when they are born, how they reproduce (institutionally speaking) over time, and 
also how they adapt or change over time both institutionally and ideologically. It argues that 
guardian hybrid regimes emerge as contingent outcomes of intra-elite conflict during historical 
breakpoints in national political development. During these ‘critical junctures’ traditional state 
elites engage in intense factional contestation over the task of fashioning a new, post-authoritarian 
political system. Deep, longstanding socio-political cleavages in the body politic and the particular 
quality of the domestic and international security environment condition elite conflict and elite 
choices over regime structure during the critical juncture and shape the eventual ‘architecture’ of 
the new political system. This explains the distinctive institutional morphology of guardian hybrid 
regimes – a bifurcation of the overall framework of political authority within the state between 
elected institutions (the ‘political realm’) and guardian tutelary ones (the ‘deep state’). 

Once established, guardian hybrid regimes are sustained and reproduced by institutional 
complexes of socially-embedded notions of legitimate political authority and strategic bureaucratic 
incumbency. These complexes consist in three mutually reinforcing elements that generate 
mechanisms of inherent institutional reproduction: a hegemonic state ideology (HSI); a ‘monist’ 
public sphere, and; periodic ‘strategic’ interventions by guardian actors to ‘discipline’ the political 
realm. Guardian hybrid regimes are also adaptive. In the wake of guardian settlements, processes 
of reaction and counterreaction to those settlements produce transitions through different 
institutional–ideological configurations as different guardian actors jockey for primacy within the 
deep state in response to varying challenges from the political firmament.  

I develop this argument and ground these claims through a critical juncture-path 
dependence analytical framework. Path-dependent explanations in comparative-historical analysis 
unfold through a sequence of analytical elements or components – critical junctures and antecedent 
conditions, institutional reproduction, reactive sequences and final outcomes – that work together to provide 
robust explanations of institutional outcomes, including patterns of regime development. 
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As befits a work of comparative–historical analysis, this dissertation has evolved according 
to its own particular logic of path-dependence. The most critical of ‘antecedent condition’ is my 
long-standing interest in the nature of political change and development in Turkey. Like many 
before me, I have been fascinated with the story of modern Turkey and in particular of its founder 
and national hero, Kemal Mustafa Atatürk. The paradoxes of Turkey’s rather unique process of 
political ‘modernization from above’ and its seemingly ‘split’ identity as a Muslim-majority nation 
pursuing a Western vocation have always been an endless source of curiosity to me, as they have, 
of course, to many scholars. And like many others, I approached the topic sure that the answers I 
was seeking lay in the political conduct of the Turkish armed forces and its self-appointed role as 
‘guardian’ of the Turkish secular republic and the legacy of Atatürk.  

I thus arrived at the EUI in September 2011 to write a dissertation about ‘military 
guardianship’ with Turkey as my point of departure. Yet when I began to really focus on the topic 
and to settle on a research question that could keep me motivated and engaged for four years of 
dissertation work, the realization dawned on me that the puzzle (as I had conceived it) did not 
really provide enough ‘meat’ for a book-length piece of research. In addition, the more I looked at 
my project through the narrow lens of the military, the more I realized that the questions I was 
seeking answers to were deeper, more related to the nature of the underlying political order and 
culture and, indeed, to the basic structure of the state. Moreover, as I delved deeper into the 
Turkish case, the seeds of an idea that Turkey’s ‘split’ political identity and culture were in some sense 
constitutive of a hybrid political system began to form. I also began to sense that the answers to 
questions of contemporary political order were to be found, at least in part, less in the ‘present’ or 
immediate past and much more in the deeper historical past and that I would need to explore the 
issue over the longue durée.  

My ever-supportive mentor – Chris Reus-Smit – not only encouraged me to pursue these 
theoretical hunches but also to cast my net wider and to seek other cases to test my emerging ideas 
about the hybrid nature of the Turkish political system. Under his wise counsel, I went searching 
through Latin America, the Middle East, and Asia to see whether this ‘chimera’ I was chasing was 
something I could study comparatively. I considered Indonesia and Brazil, but neither of these 
seemed to work very well. Then I encountered the Thai case, which appeared – in a very ‘macro-
political’ sense – to me to resemble Turkey in many ways. My comparativist and areas studies 
colleagues balked – “Turkey and Thailand? Why? What on earth could they have in common?” 
The obvious differences in religion, culture, and geography – not to mention the natural inclination 
to seek comparator cases within rather than across regions – drove this scepticism, of course. 
While I understood – and in some sense shared – this natural scholarly scepticism, I persisted.  

This persistence paid off and my own ‘critical juncture’ emerged when I had the good 
fortune to stumble across Ayşe Zarakol and Duncan McCargo’s 2012 thought piece on Turkey 
and Thailand in the Journal of Democracy. Their cogent and insightful analysis of the striking parallels 
between these ‘unlikely twins’ catalyzed much of my own thinking. More importantly, it fixed in 
my mind the value in selecting these cases for the core of the dissertation’s empirical work. The 
‘legacy’ of that critical juncture is the piece of work you now have before you. 

Over the course of the last five years, I have had the extraordinary good fortune to develop 
this dissertation in four dramatically different geographical settings – Italy, Turkey, Australia, and 
Southeast Asia. Despite these differences, the nature of political order and political developments 
in both Turkey and Thailand have been the subject of intense interest, discussion and debate in all 
of them. I have, in the process of writing this dissertation, benefitted immensely, not only from 
these conversations, but also from many individuals without whom this project would not have 
been possible. It is with my heartfelt thanks that I acknowledge their contributions and support. 
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My first tranche of fieldwork was conducted in Turkey in mid-2012 and the research 
benefited from valuable input from several different people. I will be forever grateful to Dr Altay 
Atlı for so kindly laying the groundwork to make my research stay in Turkey possible. I must thank 
Professor Ensenbel of the Asian Studies Centre at Boğaziçi University in Istanbul for generously 
offering me a place at the Centre in which to base myself. Nil Şatana and Zeki Sarigil and Professor 
Metin Heper at Bilkent University in Ankara and Yaprak Gürsoy at Istanbul Bilgi University were 
very helpful in guiding the development of my work at early stages. I would especially like to thank 
Professor Ersel Aydınlı, whose ideas on ‘dual governance structures’ helped to catalyse much of 
my own conceptualization and whose stimulating conversations about the relation between 
Turkish political culture and political order were invaluable. A special thanks to all my Turkish 
students at Inlingua Istanbul – without the many hours of conversation about Turkish life and 
history with these wonderful, generous, ‘ordinary’ Turks I would never have been able to 
understand this society and culture the way it should be understood – in terms of the people within 
it. I am eternally grateful for their patient answers to what must have often seemed like absurdly 
obvious questions. 

After Turkey, my path took a new direction, and – for the first time in nearly ten years – I 
had the opportunity to once again spend a large block of time living and working in my native 
Australia. Coming home after so long was especially meaningful because it allowed me, with the 
distance of time, to reflect on how much my homeland had changed. Or, perhaps, it is closer to 
the truth to say that it Australia was much the same but I had changed. In any event, I was 
tremendously fortunate to have been hosted at the School of Politics and International Studies at 
the University of Queensland for six months at the end of 2013. I am very grateful to Richard 
Devetak, the Head of Department, and Professor Tim Dunne, Dean of the Faculty of Humanities 
and Social Sciences for their generous invitation and welcome. The amazing Ros Roche, the School 
Manager, and her wonderful team – Bronwyn Crook, Marja Knuuttila, and Vanessa Salam – made 
my stay at POLSIS a really terrific experience. 

Colleagues at other Australian universities have been equally generous with their time and 
support, and feedback on my research. I am especially grateful to Dr Terry Macdonald at the 
University of Melbourne for hosting me there for a short research stay in 2014–15 and for making 
sure I had an office to work in and people to bounce my ideas off. My special thanks to wonderful 
colleagues and friends at my alma mater – the Australian National University – Nich Farrelly; 
Marcus Meitzner, Peter Jackson, and Bill Standish. I am particularly grateful to Nich for giving me 
the opportunity to present my work on the Thai case to colleagues at the ANU’s College of Asia 
& the Pacific in August 2015. 

The most difficult, but in a strange sense rewarding, period of my research was spent in 
Bangkok for the greater part of 2014. Arriving in January of that year, at the height of the ‘Shut 
Down Bangkok, Restart Thailand!’ protests, my first introduction to this truly astounding city and 
country was traffic pandemonium that this cheerful and festive, if slightly maddening, neo-Yellow 
Shirt street protest movement brought to the city. Only a short matter of months later – on May 
20 –  I was able to witness first-hand as the Thai deep state acted and the democratically-elected 
government of Yingluck Shinawatra was toppled by the Queen’s Guard faction of the Thai armed 
forces led by General Prayuth Chan-o-cha, who remains the head of the Thai government to this 
day.  

I could not have made it through the extraordinarily challenging period of my life in 
Thailand without the incredible friendship and support of my mentor at Chulalongkorn University, 
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ABSTRACT 
 
This dissertation takes as its focus the emergence of guardian political order – a hybrid political 
system in which elected officials must contend with non-elected ‘reserved domains’ dominated by 
state elites that exercise a ‘tutelary’ or ‘guardian’ function in relation to the overall polity – in 
modern Turkey and Thailand in the second half of the twentieth century.  

Its central objective is to explain how guardian regimes emerge and consolidate, and why 
they assume their distinctive regime morphology – a hybrid constitutional structure bifurcated 
between elected institutions and unelected tutelary ones. This broad inquiry into puzzling ‘regime 
outcomes’ entails a subsidiary set of questions. Given that hybrid regimes generally tend to follow 
in the wake of authoritarian ones, what would induce authoritarian incumbent elites to cede their 
monopoly of power to a political system bifurcated in this way?  How do we explain the substantial 
variation in the institutional design of guardian structures in different cases when they first come 
to life? Why have guardian hybrid regimes proved so durable and long-lasting? Finally, how can 
we account for distinctive regime trajectories – the patterns of ideological–institutional 
reconfiguration that guardian hybrid regimes undergo over time? 

This dissertation advances a novel theory of how guardian hybrid regimes come about, the 
shape they take when they are born, how they reproduce (institutionally speaking) over time, and 
also how they adapt or change over time both institutionally and ideologically. It argues that 
guardian hybrid regimes emerge as contingent outcomes of intra-elite conflict during historical 
breakpoints in national political development. During these ‘critical junctures’ traditional state 
elites engage in intense factional contestation over the task of fashioning a new, post-authoritarian 
political system. Deep, longstanding socio-political cleavages in the body politic and the particular 
quality of the domestic and international security environment condition elite conflict and elite 
choices over regime structure during the critical juncture and shape the eventual ‘architecture’ of 
the new political system. This explains the distinctive institutional morphology of guardian hybrid 
regimes – a bifurcation of the overall framework of political authority within the state between 
elected institutions (the ‘political realm’) and guardian tutelary ones (the ‘deep state’). 

Once established, guardian hybrid regimes are sustained and reproduced by institutional 
complexes of socially-embedded notions of legitimate political authority and strategic bureaucratic 
incumbency. These complexes consist in three mutually reinforcing elements that generate 
mechanisms of inherent institutional reproduction: a hegemonic state ideology (HSI); a ‘monist’ 
public sphere, and; periodic ‘strategic’ interventions by guardian actors to ‘discipline’ the political 
realm. Guardian hybrid regimes are also adaptive. In the wake of guardian settlements, processes 
of reaction and counterreaction to those settlements produce transitions through different 
institutional–ideological configurations as different guardian actors jockey for primacy within the 
deep state in response to varying challenges from the political firmament.  

I develop this argument and ground these claims through a critical juncture-path 
dependence analytical framework. Path-dependent explanations in comparative-historical analysis 
unfold through a sequence of analytical elements or components – critical junctures and antecedent 
conditions, institutional reproduction, reactive sequences and final outcomes – that work together to provide 
robust explanations of institutional outcomes, including patterns of regime development. 
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INTRODUCTION  
DEMOCRACY IN THE SHADOW OF THE DEEP 
STATE  
 
 
[T]here are two states. There is the state and there is the deep state […] When a small difficulty 
occurs, the civilian state steps back and the deep state becomes the generator [of decisions].1 

Süleyman Demirel, former President of Turkey (1993-2000) 
 

The apparatus of the real power or “government” in Thailand exists above electoral interests [...] 
From time to time this real “government” will come out to act like a guru to give a lesson to the 
elected government. The “state within the state” […] will never allow a situation to occur where it 
will lose its power and benefits to democratic competition.2 

Jakrapob Penkair, former Thai Minister of State (2008-2009) 
 
 

 
The current fluidity of events notwithstanding,3 explaining Turkish or Thai politics over the longue 

durée without reference to the role of the deep state is like trying to tell the story of American 

political development without mentioning slavery or the civil war. Turks and Thais from all walks 

of life have seldom questioned the idea of the deep state as a ‘generator of decisions.’ The everyday 

discourse of politics reflects much of the population’s basic understanding that autonomous, 

unelected arms of the state have the authority – indeed the responsibility – to participate in the 

process of governance and even in extremis to throw out an elected government and rule directly. 

Moreover – as Jakrapob’s rather thinly-veiled critique of the Thai deep state above shows, the 

‘power above electoral interests’ – much less it periodic interventions in political life – is by no 

means universally applauded. It is nevertheless very much the case that it is seen by significant 

segments of the population as fundamentally legitimate. In other words, the wider order supports 

and legitimizes this role as a positive social good. For this reason, among others, the power of the 

                                                 
1 Cited in Gunter (2006: 346). 
2 Cited in Walker (2009). 
3 It would be fair to say that since the late 2000s (especially since 2013–14), both Turkey and Thailand have 
experienced profound ‘inflexion points’ in their long-run political development that are the subject of 
ongoing research and inquiry. The core historical focus of this dissertation is the period from the last third 
of the twentieth century until the late 2000s when the broad parameters of guardian order in both Turkey 
and Thailand were established and consolidated. More recent developments are not the focus of the 
dissertation, but its core analytical framework is nevertheless an important prior in understanding them. I 
will address these issues in more detail in the concluding chapter of the dissertation. 
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deep state has until comparatively recently been seldom challenged openly by either political elites 

or the masses.  

At the same time, talk of democracy is ubiquitous. Democracy, of course, is a concept with 

many interpretations. But Turks and Thais have good reason to speak as if the political regime 

under which they are governed were a democracy. For decades Turkey and Thailand have held 

regular, multiparty, and reasonably free and fair elections under a pluralistic and competitive 

electoral regime.4 Governments – with the important exception, of course, of those felled by coup 

d’état – have come and left office at the ballot box. Power has changed hands numerous times. 

Critical journalism and a relatively plural media environment, a lively civil society, and contentious 

debate about ordinary matters of public policy, have, for the most part, been the norm, although 

certainly not to the extent found in Western liberal democracies.  

Turks and Thais therefore have appeared to simultaneously endorse, or at least accept, the 

vesting of a level of ‘residual’ sovereignty in institutions and actors that fundamentally conflicts 

with the notion of popular sovereignty inherent in the most widely accepted conceptions of 

political democracy, and at the same time to actively participate in political processes of 

‘democratic’ electoral competition to choose governments that will represent the popular will. 

What are we to make of this paradox? This dissertation sets out to explain how and why for the 

better part of the past half century Turkish and Thai ‘democracy’ has persisted in the shadow of 

the deep state.  

This introductory chapter proceeds as follows. It begins with a brief sketch of the peculiar 

configuration of political order in Turkey and Thailand and advances a conceptualization of this 

kind of political order as a distinctive form of modern political system – the guardian hybrid regime. 

It then defines this regime type precisely and contextualizes it within the larger field of political 

regime types. Subsequently, I present the key puzzles and research questions that this dissertation 

addresses. I then briefly outline the three most compelling theoretical literatures in comparative 

                                                 
4 More or less free and fair elections have been a feature of political life for decades in Turkey (since 1950) 
and Thailand (since at least 1974). Orathai Kokpol (2002) tracks the impressive improvements in the quality 
of Thai elections since the 1980s, and into the new century following the 1997 constitutional reforms, 
finding election quality in the 1992, 1996, and 2000 elections were increasingly ‘free and fair’. For a similar 
analysis in the Turkish case, see Özbudun (1996). The University of Sydney’s Electoral Integrity Project 
published its new Perception of Electoral Integrity (PEI) 100-point index in 2014, allowing for a broad-
based and comprehensive comparison of the perceived quality of elections worldwide for the first time. 
Both Turkey (PEI = 62) and Thailand (60) were ranked of ‘moderate’ electoral integrity, alongside emerging 
(and some quite established) democracies such as Indonesia (63), Hungary (65), and India (67). See Norris, 
Frank, and Martínez i Coma (2014). More recent data from the 2014 elections in Thailand and the 2015 
elections in Turkey indicates significant declines since then in both cases. 
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politics on the core themes of this dissertation, those that address: 1) regime breakdown and 

transition; 2) the form and structure of national political regimes, including hybrid regimes, and; 

3) the political construction of ‘guardian’ institutions, all of which fail to provide a complete 

understanding of the emergence, morphology, consolidation, and transformation of guardian 

hybrid regimes. With these limitations in mind, the chapter then presents my own argument, in 

brief. Finally, I discuss methodological considerations and present a chapter plan of the 

dissertation. 

 
 
THE NATURE OF POLITICAL ORDER IN TURKEY AND THAILAND 
 
A brief sketch of the particular configuration of political order in Turkey and Thailand is 

instructive. The first thing to notice is the chimera-like quality of the institutional arrangement of 

authority within the political system.  Consider the clear bifurcation of the overall framework of 

political authority within the state. As we have seen, governments are popularly elected, and elected 

executive officials and law makers use electoral mobilization as the primary means of securing 

support from societal groups. At the same time, there exist clear and constitutionally-mandated 

“reserved domains of authority and policy making”,5 set aside for “political actors – such as the 

military, the monarch, the judicature, the high civil service […] who are not themselves subjected 

to electoral accountability but have privileged access to crucial elements of state power.”6 It is this 

political complex that the dissertation dubs the ‘deep state’.  

Institutionally speaking, we observe what Ersel Aydınlı has termed ‘dual-governance 

structures.’ Aydınlı’s concept revises the classical distinction ordinarily drawn in political theory 

between ‘state’ and ‘government,’ which understands these concepts as:  

 
distinct aspects of a single political authority [that assigns] to the ‘state’ the 
broader meaning of the overall structure of political authority, while attributing 
actual agency to the ‘governmental agents’ that are ‘embedded’ in that state 
structure.7  

 
He contends that in relation to many non-Western polities, such a distinction is misplaced. Rather, 

we are speaking of ‘state’ and ‘government’ as “two separate actors in national governance […] a 

dual structure, in which the state appears (in varying degrees) as distinct and autonomous from the 

government. Under certain conditions this autonomous realm may develop into a fully functioning 

                                                 
5 Valenzuela (1992: 64). 
6 Valenzuela (1992: 65). 
7 Aydınlı (2010: 693–94). 
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institutionalized ‘inner state’ within the larger and more visible overall political governance 

structure.”8  

While in most constitutional systems government is typically ‘divided’ horizontally among 

several co-equal ‘branches’, the division in Turkey and Thailand is hierarchical. Whereas in ordinary 

constitutional democracies, the co-equal branches check one another, in Turkey and Thailand the 

deep state stands in a superintendent relation to the elected arms of government; neither the check, 

nor the balance, is reciprocal but rather unidirectional. In other words, the deep state actively limits 

the political jurisdiction and scope of decision-making of elected institutions. The guardians, as 

Cizre-Sakallioğlu notes, “choose to wield influence in the structuring and vetoing of political 

initiatives from a position” above the constitutional jurisdiction of elected governments.9 The deep 

state functions, in this sense, as a kind of ‘meta institution’ – an institution “that structure[s] the 

rules and relations of other institutions within [its] jurisdiction.”10 

The ultimate function of the deep state is political guardianship, understood in two distinct 

but related senses. I tend to think of these as alternative but associated modes or postures of 

guardianship, one more ‘tutelary’ and the other that exhibits more of a ‘sentinel’ stance. Regarding 

‘tutelary’ guardianship, we are really speaking about a historical mission of long standing by state 

elites to claim a kind of ‘super mandate’ to “represent vaguely formulated fundamental and 

enduring interests of the nation-state” 11 and to pursue a paternalistic hegemonic “moral project 

of rational citizenship.”12 This is a deeply nationalist and modernist project that, as we shall see, 

has its origins in the integration of Turkey and Thailand into the emerging European society of 

states in the latter part of the nineteenth century. The ‘nation’, in this sense, “is a project that will 

evolve and grow according to a plan towards a destination called ‘Modernity’ […] a pre-determined 

future of civilizational accomplishments and greatness.”13  This teleological project forms part of 

an historical mission by state actors – a civilizing mission –  to impose a transcendent, virtually 

sacred common good on the body politic and to engineer political society on behalf of, and often 

as we shall see against, the will of the people. As Menderes Çınar has described this in the Turkish 

context, “… the top-down nature of the Kemalist modernization can be defined as a continuous 

                                                 
8 Aydınlı (2010: 693–94). 
9 Cizre-Sakallioğlu (1997: 153). 
10 Mohseni (2012: 59). 
11 Valenzuela (1992: 67).    
12 Connors (2007: 2). 
13 Glyptis (2008:  354–55). 
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attempt by the state elite to control, limit, and even instruct the political sphere while ‘modernizing’ 

and ‘democratizing’ the polity.”14 

The ‘sentinel’ dimension of political guardianship in Turkey and Thailand is of more recent 

provenance. It emerged, as we shall see in much greater detail as the story unfolds, in the wake of 

the decisions taken by state elites in Turkey (in the 1960s) and in Thailand (in the 1970s) to 

effectively share power with an elected political class and to liberalize the body politic in important 

ways. The space opened by this political transformation has rendered Turkey and Thailand much 

more plural and the political realm far more diverse and differentiated. Political guardianship in 

this sense reflects the habit of guardian elites of treating the state as a sacred but fragile entity that 

needs to be protected from the citizens and their elected representatives.  

The deep state thus acts in its capacity as a sentinel to “protect the ideological dominance 

of the guardians” from counter-hegemonic projects emerging from the political realm.15 This 

‘sentinel’ function derives from a deep and longstanding “distaste for politics as a societal 

activity”16 in both the Turkish and Thai political traditions, and a sense in both countries that, left 

to their own devices, elected political leaders will invariably lead the country towards chaos and 

crisis.17 “The hallmarks of the civilian world, according to the [guardians], are its praetorianism, 

instability, inefficacy, careerism, populism, lack of prudence, corruption, and irresponsibility.”18 

The guardians, in contrast, project a self-image as being “above social dissensus, party politics, and 

particular interests.”19 Sectoral interests and the representative institutions established to channel 

their demands and aggregate their interests are perceived as hampering the exercise of state 

authority and are thus viewed with suspicion by guardian elements. Guardian institutions thus 

serve as necessary elements to check their political influence.  

The Thai deep state20 corresponds more or less with Duncan McCargo’s paradigmatic 

notion of the ‘network monarchy,’ which he describes variously as a ‘fluid organization,’ a 

                                                 
14 Çınar (2008: 109). 
15 Shambayati (2008b: 100). 
16 Cizre and Çınar (2003: 310). 
17 For comprehensive treatment of this element of Thai political culture, see Morell and Samudavanija, 
1981. For an enlightening discussion of this phenomenon in the Turkish case, see Aydınlı (2009) and also 
Cizre-Sakallioğlu and Çınar (2003). 
18 Cizre-Sakallioğlu (1997: 156). 
19 Cizre-Sakallioğlu (1997: 154). 
20 Chambers’ (2013: 68) reference to the Thai “parallel state” points to a similar understanding. As he argues, 
“what has prevented Thailand from demilitarization and moving toward greater democratization has been 
the persistence of a parallel state, an informal body of exchanges and interventions entrenched under the 
veneer of a superficial democratic structure which is led by the palace but of which the military is an essential 
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‘subsystem’ and a ‘para-political institution.’21 At the apex of the palace network of “palace insiders, 

royal advisors, top military officers, high level bureaucrats, judges, and business elites”22 that 

dominates the Thai inner realm was, until his death in October 2016, the late monarch, King 

Bhumipol Aduljadej (Rama IX).23  In Turkey, the inner or deep state24 has been dominated by the 

Kemalist establishment,  “a military-friendly network of judges, academicians, bureaucrats, 

politicians, civil society organizations and think-tanks, which generate and exercise power through 

a matrix of formal and informal relations between themselves.”25   

 
 
GUARDIAN HYBRID REGIMES DEFINED 
 
Drawing on recent advances in political regime typology research,26 this dissertation conceptualizes 

the kind of political order we have observed in Turkey and Thailand as a distinctive form of 

modern political system – the guardian hybrid regime. These regimes are hybrids in two important 

senses.27 As the foregoing discussion strongly suggests, hybridity is most obviously reflected in the 

hierarchical ‘dual governance structure’ we observe in the framework of governing institutions. I 

                                                 
component.” The concept of the Thai “un state” as put forward by Reynolds et al., 2011 suggests more or 
less the same thing. 
21 McCargo (2005; 2006).  
22 Ferrara (2011: 75). Interventions in the political process emanating from the palace are rarely overt, and 
the network operates through proxies, the most prominent of whom has been Privy Council President 
Prem Tinsulanond. The constitutionally-enshrined Privy Council remains the key formal institutional link 
between the palace network and the wider political system. On the history and role of the Thai Privy Council 
see Ockey (2005); Handley (2006; 2008). 
23 As Jackson (2010: 30 fn1) notes, “In English the kings of the Chakri Dynasty established at Bangkok in 
1782 are referred to by their given names. However, in Thai they are referred to by the number of their 
‘reign’ (ratchakan), whereby King Bhumibol Adulyadej is known as ratchakan thi kao, ‘the 9th reign’. This 
Thai nomenclature is then rendered into English by giving each king the title Rama, an incarnation of the 
Hindu god Vishnu, and the number of his reign. In this system, King Bhumibol, ninth king of the Chakri 
Dynasty, is referred to as Rama IX.” 
24 In Turkish political discourse, the term ‘deep state’ (derin devlet) points to a very specific referent that 
differs somewhat in connotation from the use of that term throughout this study. In common Turkish use, 
derin devlet gestures to the shadowy activities of alleged clandestine networks of high-level guerrilla operatives 
linked to the state via the intelligence services and the Turkish Gendarmerie (an arm of the armed forces) 
that are supposed to have emerged as an influential (albeit enigmatic) force in Turkish politics, particular 
after 1980. Their origins are said to lie in the gladio-type 'stay behind' resistance operation set up with 
American guidance during the Cold War to counter a possible Soviet invasion. 
25 Çınar (2011: 112). The journalist Gareth Jones has described the Turkish deep state as being “made up 
of elements from the military, security and judicial establishments wedded to a fiercely nationalist, statist 
ideology who, if need be, are ready to block or even oust a government that does not share their vision.” 
Jones, 2005. Aside from the military and judiciary, the President of the Republic, the opposition Republican 
People’s Party, most of the top administrators of Turkish universities, as well as some outlets in the 
mainstream media and the Association of Turkish Industrialists and Businessmen have been key outriders 
in the Kemalist network (Çınar, 2011). 
26 See in particular the work of Gilbert and Mohseni (2011); Mohseni (2012). 
27 Terry Karl (1995) introduced the term ‘hybrid regime’ in 1995 to refer to a political system disclosing 
both authoritarian and democratic aspects in the system of governance.  
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tend to feel an architectural metaphor helps to clarify this. If political regimes were bathrooms, we 

might say that guardian hybrids exhibit authoritarian plumbing with democratic fixtures. There is 

a chimera-like quality of the polity, which appears to have the ‘head’ of a dictatorship but the ‘body’ 

of a democracy. But they are hybrids in a second, related, sense in so far as while the political 

regime itself is neither authoritarian nor democratic, the political order discloses both authoritarian 

and democratic characteristics in the framework of governing institutions and in broader patterns 

of political behaviour.  

Defined more precisely, hybrid political orders are non-authoritarian, non-democratic 

competitive electoral regimes. As political systems, they are non-authoritarian because uncertain, 

multiparty, free and fair elections are the principal means of allocating offices in the legislature and 

executive – genuinely competitive elections determine the government of the day. Multiple power 

centres possess and exercise the opportunity to mobilize the electorate and incumbents come and 

go via the ballot box. Authoritarian practices and habits of political culture may well abound – but the 

fundamental institutional configuration of the regime is competitive and non-authoritarian. 

But neither are they democratic political systems – they simply do not meet “the minimum 

definitional requirements of democracy.”28 The modal form of hybrid regime is one in which the 

nature of political competition is such that although elections are regularly held, they are not 

conducted on a ‘level playing field’ and incumbents have a huge advantage over the opposition. 

Guardian hybrid regimes differ from the more general form of hybrid regimes discussed in the 

literature in that the degree of electoral competition may not be at issue at all. Rather, it is the 

presence of active tutelary bodies in the form of a military, monarchy, or religious authority that make 

the difference. 

 
 
PUZZLES AND QUESTIONS 
 
In the study of hybrid regimes, guardian orders have attracted little systemic analysis. This is 

surprising when we consider the fact that the three paradigmatic contemporary cases – Turkey, 

Thailand, and Iran – have also proven to be the sturdiest and “most durable hybrid political 

systems of all, with an average durability of 35.7 years.”29 This resilience defies theoretical 

expectations – scholars have established that hybrid regimes generally are weak, unstable, and 

prone to breakdown, either backsliding into authoritarianism or moving towards democracy.30 This 

                                                 
28 Mohseni (2012: 13–14). 
29 Mohseni (2012: 21). 
30 See, for example, Epstein et al. (2006); Hadenius and Teorell (2007); Roessler and Howard (2009). 
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dynamic is nicely captured by Huntington’s characterization of the hybrid as a “halfway house that 

cannot stand.”31 However, guardian hybrid regimes are not only durable, they are adaptive, adjusting 

over time in response to disruptive episodes in the political terrain. They may begin life with 

guardian institutions that are primarily liberal-judicial and transition gradually over time to become 

much more clearly statist, with the military assuming the principal guardian function. We observe 

such a trajectory in Turkey between 1961 and 1980. Alternatively, as we see in the Thai case 

between 1978 through to the end of the 1990s, a guardian order may follow precisely the opposite 

trajectory, transitioning from a statist-military to a liberal-judicial guardian hybrid regime. 

The central objective of this dissertation is to explain how guardian regimes emerge and 

consolidate, and why they assume their distinctive regime morphology – a hybrid constitutional 

structure bifurcated between elected institutions and unelected tutelary ones. This broad inquiry 

into puzzling ‘regime outcomes’ entails a subsidiary set of questions. Given that hybrid regimes 

generally tend to follow in the wake of authoritarian ones, what would induce authoritarian 

incumbent elites to cede their monopoly of power to a political system bifurcated in this way?  

How do we explain the substantial variation in the particular institutional design of guardian 

structures in different cases when they first come to life? Why have guardian hybrid regimes proved 

so durable and long-lasting? Finally, how can we account for distinctive regime trajectories – the 

patterns of ideological–institutional reconfiguration that guardian hybrid regimes undergo over 

time? 

These are the questions I raise in this study. My answers emerge through case studies of 

political development in two paradigmatic guardian hybrid regimes – modern Turkey and 

Thailand. While these ‘unlikely twins’32 are striking contemporary examples, it bears emphasis that 

they are by no means unique. At least 13 cases historically can be identified. Since 1979 the Islamic 

Republic of Iran has been a guardian order, with a dual governance structure similar to that of 

Turkey and Thailand.33 Similarly, Japan’s ‘Taisho democracy’ (1911–1932) was a guardian hybrid 

regime in which military, bureaucratic, and oligarchic guardian factions competed with elected 

party governments for political ascendancy.34 Since 1971, Pakistan’s military guardian order has 

only been disturbed by long periods of direct rule by the armed forces.35 For fifteen years between 

                                                 
31 Huntington (1991: 137). 
32 McCargo and Zarakol (2012). 
33 See Shambayati (2008a); Mohseni (2012); Akkoyunlu (2014); Abdolmohammadi and Cama (2015). 
34 See Totten (1965); Duus (1968); Silberman, Harootunian, and Bernstein (1974); Titus (1974); Steven 
(1977); Banno (2001); Takenaka (2014). 
35 See Gilbert and Mohseni (2011); Shah (2014); Adeney (2015). 
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1990 and 2005, Nepal was a monarchical guardian hybrid regime.36 Honduras was a military 

guardian hybrid regime between 1985 and 1998,37 and in 2013 Myanmar became the newest case 

of this kind to emerge.38 And there are cases of ‘failed’ guardian hybrid regimes, most notably 

Chile, which transitioned from authoritarian military rule under Pinochet to a hybrid guardian 

order in 1989, but was overtaken by democratization in 1999 with the effective dismantling of the 

military’s weak and fragile deep state.39 The ‘failure’ of the Chilean guardian order will be discussed 

in greater detail in subsequent chapters. 

We might justifiably query the value of pursuing the subject at all given the relatively small 

number of cases historically. At least four clear reasons present themselves. To begin with, since 

the mid to late 2000s Turkey and Thailand have experienced profound ‘inflexion points’ in their 

long-run political development. The astonishing attempted coup in Turkey in July 2016 and the 

death of King Bhumipol Aduljadet of Thailand in October 2016 are but the most recent episodes 

in what appears to be fundamental political transformation in both countries. While more recent 

developments do not form the principal focus of this dissertation, its findings are nevertheless 

essential to a full understanding of contemporary events and dynamics. The insights uncovered in 

this research help to set the stage for understanding the fundamental political transitions both 

Turkey and Thailand are undergoing at the time of writing. 

Secondly, a better understanding of guardian hybrids advances our understanding of 

hybrid regimes more generally. As foreshadowed above, guardian hybrid regimes defy theoretical 

expectations about the durability and adaptability of hybrid regimes in general. Thirdly, the 

persistence of guardianship within such orders throws up a series of theoretical puzzles about 

institutional politics in hybrid regimes. Guardianship within the institutional framework of a 

pluralistic and competitive electoral system seems on the face of it inherently contradictory. As a 

political tradition, guardianship enjoys a long pedigree, dating back, as Dahl notes, to the Greeks.40 

From the Platonic ideal of rule by philosopher-kings through to the centuries-long legislative 

subordination of the British House of Commons to the House of Lords, and the ‘vanguardism’ of 

revolutionary Marxist-Leninist theory, the idea that a select elite of the ‘virtuous and wise’ who 

                                                 
36 See Parajulee (2000); Brass (2010); Adhikari (2015). 
37 See Coleman et al. (2008; Ruhl (2010). 
38 See Jones (2014a; 2014b); Farrelly and Win (2016); Watmough (2016) 
39 See Barton and Murray (2002); Heiss and Navia (2007); Fuentes (2010). For an alternative view, see 
Rabkin (1992).Other cases of ‘failed’ guardian hybrid regimes are Brazil (1985–1995), Nicaragua (1990–
1995), and Indonesia (1999–2002). 
40 Dahl (1989). 
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possess special responsibilities and distinct political entitlements to leadership within political 

orders has been a powerful counterpoint to the democratic ideal.  

In such a telling, however, we are confronted with the notion that ‘guardianship’ and 

‘democracy’ exist as “fundamentally different kinds of regime.”41 Robert Dahl considers 

guardianship the “perennial alternative” and “the most formidable rival” to democracy.42 Yet in 

guardian hybrid orders we see as a matter of empirical record a kind of fusion of elite guardian 

principles and those of popular sovereignty and representative government. At some level, it would 

seem theoretically inconsistent for a single regime to embody contradictory fundamental 

legitimating frameworks, a puzzle that goes begging therefore for an answer. 

In addition, we might speculate prudently about future cases. Myanmar has only recently 

transitioned from a long period of authoritarian military rule, and scholars have been increasingly 

drawn to analyse the prospects of its guardian hybrid regime.43 States such as Egypt (with its own 

long-standing ‘deep state’ tradition), where the precise role of the military in politics and the 

trajectory of political order is not yet entirely clear, may emerge as a new case. Furthermore, in 

Jordan and Morocco extensive liberalization of monarchical authoritarianism and the development 

of quasi-representative institutions there in recent years echoes some of the political developments 

observed in Turkey and Thailand in the past half century. As non-state political elites in these 

countries move to consolidate the liberalising gains of the last few years, the extent to which new 

patterns of institutional guardianship might emerge there will become clearer. 

Finally, there is the normative dimension. It remains a fundamental normative premise of 

democratic theory that political democracy is not possible while unaccountable agents can exercise 

some prior claim to act independently in the name of the state. At its heart, guardianship involves 

the vesting of a level of ‘residual’ sovereignty in institutions and actors that fundamentally conflicts 

with the notion of popular sovereignty inherent in the most widely accepted conceptions of 

political democracy. Polities in which certain agents retain a tutelary guardian role leave 

governments unable to exercise fully their constitutional authority as the elected representatives of 

the people. 

 

 
 
                                                 
41 Dahl (1989: 57). 
42 Dahl (1989: 52). 
43 Watmough (2016). 
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ALTERNATIVE ACCOUNTS 
 
The three most compelling theoretical literatures in comparative politics on the core themes of 

this dissertation – those that address 1) regime breakdown and transition; 2) the form and structure 

of national political regimes, including hybrid regimes, and; 3) the political construction of 

‘guardian’ institutions – fail to provide a complete understanding of the emergence, morphology, 

consolidation, and transformation of guardian hybrid regimes. Additionally, while national 

specialists have contributed significantly to our understanding of political change in Turkey and 

Thailand, they provide an inadequate or incomplete basis for explaining fully regime outcomes in 

the second half of the twentieth century. Although I deal with alternative explanations in greater 

depth in the following chapter, consider for now the following.  

Traditional accounts of authoritarian breakdown and transition tend to privilege either 

structure or agency without integrating these into a single coherent analytical framework. ‘Forces 

of history’ approaches give causal primacy to structural – mostly socio-economic – factors with a 

related focus on levels of economic development and/or class conflict as explanatory variables. 

Non-material collective identities, and struggles over non-economic grievances, which are so 

important in explanations in our cases, are largely left unaccounted for. Strategic approaches, in 

contrast, focus on agents, agency, and processes but cannot account for the decision to cede power 

to the hybrid guardian form in our cases. The nature of the intra-elite pact-making process in 

Turkey and Thailand during the transition from authoritarian rule was fundamentally different to 

the model posed in paradigmatic accounts. Here elite coalition-building and pact making did not 

occur through bargaining and payoffs, but rather persuasion and agreement through processes of 

ideological strategic framing. Economic approaches manage to integrate structure and agency but 

tend to collapse political disputes to a single dimension – class conflict over the distribution of 

economic values. 

Regime theory is a second field that addresses several the questions posed in this 

dissertation. However, regime analysts working predominantly in the field of comparative 

democratization – including until comparatively recently those working in the field of hybrid 

regimes – have been bedevilled by endemic problems of regime conceptualization, measurement, 

and comparison, and have thus overlooked the distinctive institutional morphology of guardian 

orders. They lack the conceptual apparatus to identify guardian hybrid regimes as a distinct form 

and thus the analytical tools to account for the origins of the particular institutional complexes that 

comprise them. Hybrid regimes have been the subject of increasing scholarly attention since the 

end of the Cold War but have been subject to many of the general conceptual problems of the 
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field. To begin with, the definition of hybrid regimes has been shrouded in ambiguity. Secondly, 

the literature on hybrid regimes focuses almost exclusively on the nature of political competition. 

Research has thus tended to focus on a particular species within the hybrid genus; namely, 

‘competitive’ or ‘electoral authoritarian’ regimes.  In the guardian subtype, however, political 

competition for elected office is not of preeminent concern; political incumbents and the 

opposition remain on a largely equal playing field and the electoral regime functions more or less 

sufficiently to guarantee relatively free and fair elections. It is the existence of the deep state that 

is the critical defining element. As a result, many interesting questions still remain to be answered. 

An extensive set of literatures also exist that take as their focus the construction of 

countermajoritarian institutions as political strategy and these have offered substantial 

contributions to our understanding of institutionalized political guardianship. The military 

prerogatives literatures that emerged from the study of Latin American transitions from 

authoritarian rule have been critical in this regard, however given the bulk of the conclusions drawn 

derive from Latin American experience theoretically speaking the prerogatives literatures do not 

travel well in explaining the genesis of guardian institutions more generally nor the grounds upon 

which they are sustained. A more recent wave of research that focuses on the question of the 

political construction of ‘guardian courts’ as strategies of ‘hegemonic preservation’ have also been 

critical. However, these literatures speak to only one aspect. While offering clear analytical leverage 

in outlining the counter majoritarian clout of political courts, most accounts completely overlook the 

political-administrative potential of judicial organs and the role this plays in advancing the hegemonic 

project of social transformation advanced by guardian elites within the deep state. 

Finally, substantive work undertaken in explaining political development by scholars 

working in the narrower disciplinary domains of Turkish and Thai studies, while tremendously 

valuable, have also fallen short in providing answers to the questions posed in this dissertation. 

Significant disciplinary blind spots – particularly a focus on civil-military relations at the expense 

of the critical role of other guardian agents – means that, taken on their own, prevailing accounts 

of political development by Turkish and Thai specialists provide an inadequate or incomplete basis 

for explaining fully regime outcomes in the second half of the twentieth century. 

  
 
THE ARGUMENT  
 
With these limitations in mind, this dissertation advances a novel theory of guardian hybrid regime 

emergence, morphology, reproduction, and institutional-ideological change over time. I argue that 



 

13 
 

guardian hybrid regimes emerge as contingent outcomes of intra-elite conflict during historical 

breakpoints in national political development. These ‘critical junctures’ are preceded by ‘generative 

crises’ as a result of longstanding socio-political cleavages in the body politic that come to a head 

and demand a fundamental reorganization of the basic political structure of the regime. These 

cleavages – in tandem with the particular quality of the domestic and international security 

environment obtaining at the time – condition elite conflict and elite choices over regime structure 

during the critical moment of regime architectural design.  

The distinctive institutional morphology of guardian hybrid regimes – a bifurcation of the overall 

framework of political authority within the state between elected institutions (the ‘political realm’) 

and guardian tutelary ones (the ‘deep state’) – is a product of intense intra-elite factional 

contestation over the task of fashioning a new political system during the critical juncture. Regime 

elites agree as to the importance of restoring and securing ideological and political hegemony 

challenged during brief ‘experiments’ with democracy, but profoundly disagree about how 

precisely to achieve this. Hybrid settlements are only reached once a novel ‘regime thesis’ 

propagated by ideologically charged elite groups emerges and is championed by an influential 

‘coalition entrepreneur’ able to broker coalitions by building bridges between divided multiple 

groups around the broad regime thesis. 

Once established, guardian hybrid regimes are sustained and reproduced by institutional 

complexes of socially-embedded notions of legitimate political authority and strategic bureaucratic 

incumbency. These complexes consist in three mutually reinforcing elements that generate 

mechanisms of inherent institutional reproduction: a hegemonic state ideology (HSI); a ‘monist’ 

public sphere, and; periodic ‘strategic’ interventions by guardian actors to ‘discipline’ the political 

realm. The HSI ‘embeds’ the guardian order by demarcating the legitimate jurisdiction of each 

domain and institutionalizes the grounds on which guardian state elites claim the right to act 

independently in the name of the state, including the right to intervene to ‘discipline’ the political 

realm. Guardians actively sustain the structure of the monist public sphere through the enclaves 

of bureaucratic incumbency they occupy within the deep state, most obviously through the 

enforcement of legal regimes proscribing defamation against the state and by directing what I refer 

to as the ‘pedagogical state.’ When ‘provoked’, their disciplinary interventions may take three 

forms: warning, veto, or the invocation of a state of exception. 

Guardian hybrid regimes are adaptive. In the wake of guardian settlements, path-dependent 

processes of reaction and counterreaction to those settlements produce transitions through 

different institutional-ideological configurations as different guardian actors jockey for primacy 
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within the deep state in response to varying challenges from the political firmament. Transitions 

in guardian orders that begin with a predominantly ‘liberal’ deep state and become more militarist-

statist in orientation are the product of popular challenges to the guardian order that become 

increasingly ‘securitized’ over time. Transitions in the opposite direction – from statist-militarist to 

liberal – occur when popular challenges to the guardian order seek to advance the position of 

judicial-legal guardian institutions at the expense of the armed forces.  

 
 
METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Comparative historical methodology 
 
I develop this argument through a framework grounded in comparative-historical analysis (CHA). 

Interestingly, many of the most celebrated works dealing with the long-run development of both 

democratic and authoritarian political regimes in various regions of the world have emerged from 

within this tradition.44 That scholars have found comparative-historical inquiry so well-suited to 

addressing “big questions” about the development of different patterns of political order over the 

longue durée is largely down to the three key features that distinguish research in the field: its 

orientation towards sophisticated explanations that link multifaceted causes to “large and complex 

outcomes at the macro level;” 45 its use of systematic and highly contextualized comparison across 

cases; and its explicit attention to the temporal dimensions of politics.46  

More specifically, as I outline in greater detail in Chapter 2, I draw on the critical juncture-

path dependence framework to ground my causal claims. The continuing influence of the path 

dependent approach reflects core features often lacking in other methods of institutional analysis. 

At least four distinct advantages present themselves. The first, as foreshadowed, is the particular 

sensitivity of the approach to historical context. Path dependent research in political science is 

                                                 
44 Collier and Collier (1991); Downing (1991); Luebbert (1991); Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens, and 
Stephens (1992); Haggard and Kaufman (1995); Linz and Stepan (1996); Paige (1997); Yashar (1997); 
Mahoney (2001); Slater (2008, 2010, 2013); Steinmo (2010); Slater, Smith, and Nair (2014).  
45 Thelen and Mahoney (2015: 4). In this sense, CHA’s focus on the “causes of effects” contrasts sharply 
with correlational, variable-oriented causal explanations that seek to account for the average “effects of 
causes” across an entire population of cases. For extended discussion of these contrasting notions of causal 
inference see Mahoney and Goertz (2006). 
46 Mahoney and Rueschemeyer (2003: 11) contrast CHA with its cognate sub-fields of historically-oriented 
political science, historical sociology and historical institutionalism, which they argue “often share with 
comparative historical research the concern with big questions, but they may do so in ways not fully 
characteristic” of comparative historical inquiry. For these authors, CHA is essentially one branch within 
the wider historical institutionalist tradition, noting that “all comparative historical works fit comfortably 
within the field of historical institutionalism, but historical institutionalist works that are not explicitly 
engaged in systematic comparison do not fall within the field of comparative historical analysis.” 
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attentive to the “effects of causes in light of the context in which they occur.”47 Secondly, scholars 

in the field make a point of clearly “specifying the mechanisms through which causes and causal 

configurations exert effects within particular cases.”48 Additionally, in the study of national political 

regime change – a field in which studies have traditionally adopted either a voluntarist or a 

structural approach –  path dependence offers the prospect of integrating structure and agency in a 

single coherent analytical framework. By specifying the interaction of antecedent structural factors 

with agential choice during critical junctures, path dependent approaches give both ‘macro’ and 

‘micro’ level processes their due, but do so by laying the ground of temporal logics of causal 

inference transparently and coherently. Finally, the path dependent approach allows researchers to 

avoid a common pitfall of post hoc functional explanations of institutional genesis. Accounts that “read 

history backwards” by assuming that the long-run consequences of institutions serve as 

explanations of their causes miss the way in which as time unfolds actors may adapt to structures 

even as the factors that gave rise to them fade or disappear.49 In contrast, path dependent research 

“reads history forwards” by returning to critical moments of choice to recover agents’ processes 

of decision-making, “and identify which  decisions were most influential and what options were 

available.”50  

 
 
Case selection and comparative logic 
 
Modern Turkey and Thailand do not usually figure as natural analogues in comparative politics. 

Yet a pertinent body of recent scholarship is calling attention to important similarities in their 

political development, extending as far back as the nineteenth century.51 This dissertation therefore 

poses a set of question in relation to a puzzle about regime formation and evolution in two cases 

that while possessing very distinct national cultures and political histories that set them apart from 

one another and from other countries, nevertheless “exhibit sufficient similarity to be meaningfully 

compared with one another.”52 

                                                 
47 Thelen and Mahoney (2015: 8). 
48 Thelen and Mahoney (2015: 15) 
49 As Mahoney (2000: 519) observes: “In a path-dependent explanation, system functionality may explain 
the reproduction of an institution, but it does not also account for the origins of the institution.”  
50 Capoccia and Kelemen (2007: 354–55). 
51 Gong (1984); Haggard and Kaufman (1995); Diamond (2003); Horowitz (2004); McCargo and Zarakol 
(2012); Zarakol (2013). 
52 Here, as Mahoney and Rueschemeyer (2003: 8) observe “sufficient similarity” is defined by the theoretical 
framework itself and as Collier and Collier (1991: 14) note: “the claim that two countries are similar or 
different with regard to a particular attribute does not, and is not intended to, assign to them the overall 
status of being similar or different cases.” 
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A strategy of paired in-depth case study analysis is employed in this study. The advantages 

of the in-depth case study approach for causal analysis are well established – deep case coverage 

maximizes the explanatory power of what Brady and Collier refer to as ‘causal process analysis.’53 

Turkey and Thailand have been selected purposively as they constitute archetypal “deviant cases” 

of political regime formation.54 As Gerring observes, the principal purpose of deviant case analysis 

is “to probe for new – but as yet unspecified – explanations” of the phenomenon in question, in 

this case the formation and consolidation of the guardian hybrid regime type.55 

As mentioned, Turkey and Thailand are not the only examples of modern guardian 

hybrids, but the constraints imposed by in-depth qualitative analysis demand a narrower selection 

of representative cases. These cases have been selected because regime longevity – the guardian 

hybrid regime form has endured for 49 years in Turkey and 37 years in Thailand. These two cases 

are thus the most “extreme” cases of a regime type whose formation defies theoretical expectations 

in the first place. The subset comprised of these two extreme deviants thus “refers back to a larger 

sample of cases that lie in the background of the analysis,” facilitating the identification of “some 

causal factor [or factors] that is applicable to other (more or less) deviant cases” not explicitly 

included.56 

At the same time, paired comparison can correct long-standing over-generalization 

(including common intra-field assumptions of case uniqueness) that often emerges from single 

case-study analyses, by providing an “analytical wedge to complement or contrast” a primary case 

with a relevant alternative.57 This enables the researcher who has identified a critical common 

factor or set of factors to “examine how common mechanisms are influenced by the particular 

features of each case.”58 

 
Method  
 
While systematically incorporating pertinent structural factors, the critical juncture framework 

places the decision-making process at the centre of the analysis. This foregrounding has 

implications for the methods adopted in deriving causal inference. The analysis of critical junctures 

                                                 
53 Brady and Collier (2004: 277). 
54 Deviance, in this sense, is a theoretical construct, given by the fact that existing accounts of regime 
formation and transition fail to account for their particular patterns of political development, as laid out in 
next chapter. 
55 Gerring (2008: 656). 
56 Gerring (2008: 654). This includes the case of Iran, whose guardian order (1979–present) has endured 
for 36 years. 
57 Tarrow (2010: 245). 
58 Tarrow (2010: 246). 
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in this context is “the analysis of decision making under conditions of uncertainty.”59 As Capoccia 

and Kelemen assert, the methods adopted must therefore “reconstruct, in a systematic and 

rigorous fashion, each step of the decision-making process, identify which decisions were most 

influential and what options were available and viable to the actors who took them, and clarify 

both their impact and their connection to other important decisions.”60  

Falleti and Mahoney assert that the: “principal overarching methodology of comparative-

historical analysis is the comparative sequential method […] defined by the systematic comparison 

of two or more historical sequences. In CHA, the “cases” studied nearly always are decomposed 

into sequences of events, and CHA causal claims rest upon the inferences derived from the analysis 

and comparison of those sequences.”61 This methodology is deemed ‘overarching’ in so far as it 

“can and must encompass more specific methods of cross-case analysis and within-case analysis.”62 

The principal cross-case method employed is the in-depth qualitative paired comparison 

of case study sequences. Additionally, however, in the analysis of institutional reproduction in 

Chapter Two, I introduce the ‘negative’ case of Chile after 1989, drawing on J. S. Mill’s method of 

difference to bolster the causal arguments laid out. While the method of difference does not clinch 

the arguments I present for self-reinforcing logics it does make it more plausible and allows me to 

avoid a ‘purely’ counterfactual argument.  

Given the importance of elite decision-making to the understanding of these outcomes, 

the principal within-case method I use is process-tracing. “Process tracing opens up rather than 

brackets decision-making; it looks closely at the way decisions are made and the factors that 

influence the participants. It involves reconstructing actors’ motivations, as well as their definitions 

and evaluations of situations.”63 

 
Sources 
 
Successful comparative historical analysis demands significant case knowledge.64 The evidence I 

draw on to support my arguments is derived mostly from secondary sources – published 

monographs, articles by sociologists, historians and other analysts of Turkish and Thai political 

                                                 
59 Capoccia and Kelemen (2007: 354). 
60 Capoccia and Kelemen (2007: 354). 
61 Falleti and Mahoney (2015: 211). 
62 Falleti and Mahoney (2015: 211). 
63 Berman (2001: 244). 
64 This is because, as Mahoney and Villegas (2007: 82) note, “the effective explanation of outcomes in 
specific cases cannot be achieved if the analyst lacks good information about those cases.”  
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development and history.65 I have also consulted a range of primary sources – newspapers, 

documents, and interviews – from the respective historical time periods to corroborate some of 

the relevant historiography in the two cases, and also to support claims I make in particular in 

relation to intra-elite conflict and decision-making in the respective critical juncture periods.  

So oriented, this study marshals ‘basic historical information,’ which Mahoney and Villegas 

define as “information about well-known events that is relatively free of interpretation and not 

subject to a high level of contestation”66 to develop inferences about underlying causal processes. 

In sum, while drawing on established historical literatures, the heavy inferential work is not 

accomplished through extended reflection on the historiography of the two primary cases, but 

rather by “the systematic use of comparison and theory to develop new lines of argumentation 

from existing sources.”67 

 

 

PLAN OF THE DISSERTATION 
 
The dissertation proceeds in four parts. Part I comprises two chapters, which are principally 

theoretical and which contextualize my argument and lay out the theoretical framework of the 

research. Chapter 1 presents a more detailed overview of the core theoretical literatures in 

comparative politics and Turkish and Thai studies that have offered some purchase on the 

questions and puzzles this dissertation addresses and places my research within them. With the 

limitations of existing approaches in mind, Chapter 2 presents an alternative theory of the 

emergence, morphology, and reproduction of guardian hybrid regimes, drawing on the path 

dependence-critical juncture framework. It also addresses in theoretical terms the question of 

distinctive regime trajectories – the patterns of ideological-institutional reconfiguration that 

guardian hybrid regimes undergo over time. 

Parts II, III, and IV are principally empirical and present the historical argument in greater 

detail. Path-dependent explanations in comparative-historical development typically unfold 

through a sequence of analytical elements – antecedent conditions, the critical juncture, and its 

legacies, and each part takes as its core focus one of these. Part II covers antecedent conditions, 

prior historical patterns that are causally relevant to the political developments that follow and that 

                                                 
65 Mahoney and Villegas (2007: 82) are certainly correct in their observation that recent “excellent studies 
in [the field of CHA] reflect a deep reading of the secondary literature.” For a nice survey see Table 3.1, p. 
83. 
66 Mahoney and Villegas (2007: 84). 
67 Mahoney (2001: 28). 
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combine in a causal sequence with factors during a critical juncture to produce divergent long-

term outcomes. The two principal conditions here are longstanding socio-political cleavages in the 

body politic, which are covered in Chapter 3, and distinctive differences in the quality of the 

security environment, covered in Chapter 4. 

Part III addresses the formation and consolidation of guardian hybrid regimes. Chapter 5 

covers the critical juncture periods of both cases and details the way guardian hybrid regimes 

emerged as contingent outcomes of intra-elite conflict during these periods. Chapter 6 outlines the 

patterns of institutional reproduction in guardian hybrid regimes, through detailed explication of 

the institutional complexes of socially-embedded notions of legitimate political authority and 

strategic bureaucratic incumbency that sustain them. 

Part IV addresses the period after critical juncture – its legacy. This consists of two 

elements: the ‘aftermath’ and ‘regime heritage’. Chapter 7 explores in depth trajectories of 

institutional-ideological change in Turkey, showing how it began with a predominantly ‘liberal’ 

deep state, transitioning over time into a highly militarized “statist” guardian order, a configuration 

that stabilized in the wake of the 1980 military intervention. In Chapter 8, in contrast, we observe 

how the Thai deep state, which began as reactionary statist alliance of palace and military, gradually 

liberalized, culminating in the 1997 ‘People’s Constitution.’ 

The final chapter concludes the dissertation, summarizes the findings of the research, and 

presents an assessment of the contribution the research makes. It finishes with a final reflection 

on the implications of the study, in particular the potential for extending of the core arguments to 

the broader population of guardian hybrid regimes – past, present, and future. 
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Part I: Theoretical Framework 
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CHAPTER ONE 
THE PUZZLE OF GUARDIAN HYBRID REGIMES 
 
 
 
A central task for students of comparative politics has been to account for the causes and 

consequences of political regimes. General explanations of the breakdown and replacement of 

political governance structures have been at the heart of this enterprise. We have learned a great 

deal from the vast scholarship that has addressed concerns about how and why political regimes 

transition from one type to another and about the origins and effects of both dictatorship and 

democracy. Yet the three most compelling theoretical literatures in comparative politics on the 

core themes of this dissertation – those that address 1) regime breakdown and transition; 2) the 

form and structure of national political regimes, including hybrid regimes, and; 3) the political 

construction of ‘guardian’ institutions – fail to provide a complete understanding of the emergence, 

morphology, consolidation, and transformation of guardian hybrid regimes. At the same time, 

substantive work undertaken in explaining political development by scholars working in the 

narrower disciplinary domains of Turkish and Thai studies, while tremendously valuable, have also 

fallen short in providing answers to the questions posed in this dissertation. 

Before addressing the limitations of these four sets of literatures in more detail, it is worth 

briefly reviewing those questions. This dissertation is primarily concerned with the question of 

how guardian regimes emerge and consolidate, and why they assume their distinctive regime 

morphology – a hybrid constitutional structure bifurcated between elected institutions and 

unelected tutelary ones. This broad inquiry into puzzling ‘regime outcomes’ entails a subsidiary set 

of questions. Given that hybrid regimes generally tend to follow authoritarian ones, we must ask 

what would prompt authoritarian leaders to cede their monopoly of power to a political system 

bifurcated in this way?  Furthermore, how do we explain the substantial variation in the particular 

institutional design of guardian political systems in different cases that attends the genesis of these 

orders? Why have guardian hybrid regimes proved so durable and long-lasting? Finally, how can 

we account for distinctive regime trajectories – the patterns of ideological-institutional 

reconfiguration that guardian hybrid regimes undergo over time? 

In providing answers to these questions, this chapter critically assesses, in turn, the 

contributions and shortfalls of each of the four sets of relevant literatures identified. It begins with 

an assessment of the various theories that address the question of authoritarian breakdown and 
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replacement. This is followed by a critical analysis of the regime theory literatures, in particular the 

democratization and hybrid regime literatures. It then deals with those literatures that have 

addressed the question of the construction of ‘guardian’ institutions as political strategy. The 

chapter will conclude with a survey of the field of political development in Turkish and Thai 

studies. 

 
 
THE BREAKDOWN AND REPLACEMENT OF POLITICAL GOVERNANCE 
STRUCTURES: REGIME THEORY IN TRANSITION 
  
Viewed over the longue durée, the past two centuries have not favoured authoritarian rule.1 Since the 

French Revolution, dynastic sovereignty and oligarchy have given way, little by little, to political 

orders that acknowledge the sovereignty of the people, extend political and social rights – including 

the universal right of suffrage – and institutionalize broad, equal citizenship and ‘protected 

consultation’ in political governance.2 Despite the advent of early twentieth century totalitarianism 

and widespread ‘third world’ dictatorships during the Cold War, the movement is clear: transition 

from authoritarian rule has been a secular and global trend.  

 
Transitions from authoritarian rule 
 
As Haggard and Kaufman observe, this presents something of a puzzle, one that Adam Przeworski 

has posed in the clearest terms:  

 
Why would people who monopolize political power ever decide to put their 
interests or values at risk by sharing it with others? Specifically, why would those 
who hold political rights in the form of suffrage decide to extend these rights to 
anyone else?3 
 

Three broad approaches have sought to address this question. The first might usefully be called 

the ‘forces of history’ tradition, which incorporates several schools of thought from modernization 

theory to those that emphasize social forces and class conflict. The second set of approaches focus 

on strategic bargaining and negotiation between elites. The final, and relatively recent, perspective 

explains the breakdown and replacement of political governance structures through formal 

economic models.  

 

 

                                                 
1 For a recent and insightful historical account of the development of modern democracy as a global 
phenomenon, see Hobson (2015). 
2 On ‘protected consultation,’ see Tilly (2004). 
3 Przeworski (2009: 291), cited in Haggard and Kaufman (2012: 496). 
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Transition and the ‘forces of history’ 
 
Classic theories, as Ziblatt notes, have tended to treat transition from authoritarian rule as a 

product of the “nearly inescapable ‘forces’ of history.”4 A striking feature of virtually all traditional 

accounts of regime change is an assumption of a direct “correspondence between socio-economic 

and political dimensions”5 and a related focus on levels of economic development and/or class 

conflict as the key explanatory variables. This is unsurprising, for as Janos has argued ‘the classic 

paradigm’ of change in social science has long assumed that economic structures drive political 

outcomes.6  

Starting with Lipset in 1959, scholars working in the field of modernization theory posited 

the decline of authoritarianism as a necessary end result of a larger set of ‘modernising’ processes 

associated with economic development – industrialization, urbanization, etc.7 Economic 

development, so the theory goes, reduces absolute levels of material scarcity, driving changes in 

values and – ultimately – a demand for representative institutions and mass political participation. 

The core weakness here, as Teorell observes, is that the role of agents and actors is entirely ‘black 

boxed’: “The causal process conveyed is largely mechanical: a structural shift occurs in the 

“environment” that precipitates change in the political regime.”8 Here, causal primacy is given to 

structural – mostly socio-economic – conditions. To the extent that actors have been identified in 

modernization theory accounts – and in many instances, they have not – their role has been gravely 

underspecified; questions of “how, why, and which social actors are motivated to produce specific 

regime outcomes”9 are left unanswered. Moreover, as Przeworski et al. have convincingly 

demonstrated, economic development is not exogenous to regime outcomes (transition can occur 

at any level of economic development) but rather plays a crucial role in endogenising post-

authoritarian stabilization and consolidation; namely, preventing ‘authoritarian backsliding.’10 

Dissatisfied with the overly structural focus of modernization theory, from the late 1960s 

– beginning with Barrington Moore’s classic work – scholars have sought to emphasize the role 

                                                 
4 Ziblatt (2006: 312). 
5 O’Donnell (1973: xiv). 
6 Janos (1986: 7–30). 
7 Lipset (1959). 
8 Teorell (2010: 18). 
9 Teorell (2010: 18). 
10 Przeworski and Limongi (1997); Przeworski et al. (2000). A recent renaissance in modernization theory 
has sought to specify the causal mechanisms associated with modernization, human development, and 
regime transition more clearly, but still leaves the question of the specific role of agency regime change 
largely unanswered in the model. See Inglehart and Welzel (2005). 
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social classes as actors and the role of class conflict in shaping patterns of regime change.11 Here, 

regime change is conceptualized as the product of power struggles over the distribution of 

economic values between contending social forces. The actors in this story are collective – social 

aggregates tethered to underlying material conditions, which are assumed to furnish them with a 

clear set of interests. In other words, most conflict approaches to regime change typically “collapse 

political disputes […] to a single dimension”12 – class conflict over the distribution of economic 

values. Non-material collective identities, and struggles over non-economic grievances, thus largely 

fall out of the picture.  

In sum, ‘forces of history’ accounts have focused on material – predominantly economic 

– factors in explaining regime outcomes, and have tended to view regime change through the lens 

of class conflict. Elite dispositions are either assumed to be epiphenomenal to material class 

interests or ignored altogether. However, close case work of the economic and political 

circumstances prevailing during periods of regime transition in Turkey and Thailand reveals the 

limits of theories that posit dead-weight structural factors and redistributive class conflict as critical 

variables. As will be discussed in more detail in later chapters, while contentious politics and mass 

mobilization are central factors in explaining outcomes in Turkey and Thailand, political struggles 

over non-economic grievances were decisive - working class mobilization against capitalist elites was never 

a salient factor. Moreover, the underlying conception of class actors as materially derived does not 

hold in our cases; such class structures simply did not exist in Turkey and Thailand in the period 

under study, and, arguably, still do not today.13 Mass mobilization and contentious politics, and 

elite responses to it, have catalysed through ideological cleavages and non-material structures. Most 

importantly, transition from authoritarian to guardian hybrid rule involved elite contingent 

decision-making in response to, but not in negotiation with, social forces. 

 
Transitions through bargaining: The strategic approach 
 
The second approach, which focuses on strategic bargaining and negotiation between key actors 

within and without the regime, has the virtue of focusing on the role of specific agents in regime 

transition. The ‘strategic’ turn in regime studies, which appeared from the late 1970s, sought a 

major corrective to traditional accounts of the breakdown and replacement of political governance 

structures, bringing process, actors, and agency to the very centre of analysis of regime change. As 

                                                 
11 See, for example, Moore (1973); Luebbert (1991); Rueschemeyer, Huber Stephens, and Stephens (1992); 
Collier (1999). 
12 Lieberman (2002: 698). 
13 For a discussion of this in the Turkish context, see Zarakol (2013) and Daldal (2004). In the Thai context, 
see Phongpaichit and Baker (1997); Englehart (2003). 
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early as 1970 scholars were beginning to call into question many of the tenuous assumptions 

posited in standard accounts of regime breakdown.14 Bringing together case studies of democratic 

breakdown from different time periods and regions, Linz and Stepan’s 1978 edited volume, The 

Breakdown of Democratic Regimes,  drew attention to the fact that the classical approaches had 

overlooked two critical elements necessary for any meaningful explanation of regime outcomes – 

a focus on modelling process, and the need to work through actors’ behaviour and the effects of 

contingent choices.15 To the tremendous benefit of the field, their attention to process and agency 

emerged as a reference point for all future studies of regime transition.  

Just as scholars were digesting Linz and Stepan’s insights, the field was overtaken by the 

unexpected fall of right-wing dictatorships in southern Europe in the 1970s, followed in short 

order by the demise of military regimes in Latin America and East Asia through the 1980s. Taking 

their cue from Linz and Stepan, a rapidly expanding literature on transitions from authoritarian 

rule focused on the process of strategic interaction and ‘pact making’ between regime and 

opposition elites in accounting for patterns of regime transition.16 The paradigmatic account 

portrayed transition as a process sparked by splits among regime incumbents:  

From this perspective, regime transition is understood as a strategic game between 
softliners and hardliners. Political liberalization occurs after softliners gain the upper 
hand, and elite pacts and compromises pave the way to democratization.17  

 

A welcome theoretical corrective, the ‘strategic turn’ nevertheless came at the expense of 

backgrounding structural factors and thus came to be seen largely as an overcorrection, resulting in 

studies that were overly voluntaristic. This is particularly true of the game-theoretic modelling that 

emerged from the initial transitions literatures.18  

For our purposes, the core weaknesses of the strategic approaches are twofold. In the first 

instance, as foreshadowed, they have proven to be excessively voluntaristic. Strategic approaches to 

transition from authoritarian rule have never adequately addressed the core question posed by 

Przeworski and others in relation to motivations for authoritarian retreat from incumbency, which 

                                                 
14 In criticising the structuralist accounts in vogue at the time, Dankwart Rustow (1970) was a pioneer in 
drawing attention to the importance of these factors in explaining the genesis of democracy.   However, it 
was only after the ‘third wave’ of democratization was well under way in the mid-1980s that his insights 
gained widespread traction. 
15 Linz and Stepan (1978). 
16 The pioneering work of O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986) was emblematic of this approach. 
17 Snyder and Mahoney (1999: 108). 
18 The work of Adam Przeworski and Wendy Hunter is emblematic. See, for example, Przeworski (1986); 
Hunter (1997a, 1997b, 1998); Przeworski (2016). 
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typically explain incumbent behavior in terms of skill (virtú) or luck (fortuna).19 Moreover, what 

determines actors’ preferences, interests, and beliefs in the first place is underspecified or modelled 

by assumption. While agents’ choices are a critical dimension in understanding guardian hybrid 

regime development, they are in no sense unbounded nor simply down to either virtú or fortuna 

(although both are clearly important), and proper attention must be paid to how structural factors 

influence these choices decisively at important moments.  

Perhaps more importantly, the scope of the ‘players’ involved in negotiating and the nature 

of the pact-making process captured in these approaches is necessarily limited. In the paradigmatic 

voluntarist account, transition from authoritarian rule is a process initiated by splits among regime 

incumbents, who then negotiate with moderate and hardline opposition groups within society 

through elite pacts and compromises.20 However, scholars have shown conclusively that the modal 

path of transition from authoritarian rule that occupied early analysis in Latin America and 

southern Europe does not hold in other contexts. In particular, as Snyder and Mahoney observe: 

“the paradigmatic model of a four player game, based on […] Spain’s authoritarian regime in the 

late 1970s does not fit transitions from other types of nondemocratic regimes.”21 In their wide-

ranging study of regime transitions in Africa, for example, Bratton and van de Walle demonstrate 

that in these neopatrimonial cases transitions were sparked by popular protest rather than being 

initiated by either splits among regime incumbents or softliners attempts at liberalising reforms. 

These transitions, therefore, do not fit the standard model.22 

The need to apply different models in specific contexts is clear in our cases. As in Africa 

and other non-modal cases, transition from authoritarian rule in Turkey and Thailand occurred in 

the absence of opposition groups (either moderate or hardline) or popular protest pressing 

incumbents for change. No moderate societal groups existed with whom ‘pacts’ could be 

negotiated, nor were elite incumbents inclined to negotiate with outside groups in any case. 

Additionally, intra-elite conflict between hardliners and moderates – while central to the story of 

hybrid regime development – occurred in the absence of clear-cut ‘interests’ among different elite 

groups for specific regime outcomes, a factor that requires explanation and cannot be theorized 

by assumption. Traditional bargaining approaches have completely overlooked the fact that 

strategic behaviour by elites as purposive actors must incorporate an understanding of political 

rationality as socially embedded. Moreover, the nature of the intra-elite pact-making process in 

                                                 
19 Snyder and Mahoney (1999: 104). 
20 O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986). 
21 Snyder and Mahoney (1999: 114). 
22 Bratton and Van de Walle (1997). 
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Turkey and Thailand during the transition from authoritarian rule was fundamentally different to 

the model posed in the paradigmatic accounts. Here, as we shall see in subsequent chapters, elite 

coalition-building behaviour during the critical decisions over transition were not conducted 

according to rationalist assumptions of bargaining and payoffs, but rather through persuasion and 

agreement through ideational processes of ideological strategic framing. 

 
Political economy theories of regime change 
 
More recently still, scholars have applied the tools of general economic theory to posit a ‘unified 

model’ of political transitions.23 The key virtue of the economic approach, as Teorell has observed, 

is its “integration of structural conditions, strategic interaction among collective actors – both elite 

and non-elite – with theoretically specified preferences into a “coherent theoretical model.”24 Yet 

the usefulness of a model is not limited to its theoretical coherence, and the assumptions 

underpinning economic theories of regime transition are particularly questionable in accounting 

for regime outcomes in specific cases. 

Economic theories of regime change see them as reflecting conflicts between economic 

classes exclusively over the design of institutions (including political regimes) that advance their 

respective material interests. Simplifying somewhat, the general premise is that class preferences 

for particular kinds of regime (democracy or dictatorship) are determined by the presumed material 

benefits that would be expected to flow to one group or another under each a regime type. 

Democracy is assumed to facilitate higher taxes on the rich and redistribution, whereas dictatorship 

is said to favour capitalist elites, with zero tax and no redistribution.25 Transition from authoritarian 

rule is said to occur when capitalist elites calculate the costs of higher taxes and redistribution 

associated with transition to be less than the costs of continued repression of the poor seeking 

redistributive redress. Critically, the military in these models, particularly those of Acemoglu and 

Robinson, are said to share the interests of capitalist elites and in effect take “marching orders” 

from them. 

Despite its theoretical coherence, the economic approach has come in for significant 

criticism. The most damning charge laid so far – a lack of empirical verification – has received 

considerable attention elsewhere and need not concern us here.26 Instead, I focus on the validity 

of two assumptions that inform their model. The first is its focus on generative conflicts based on 

                                                 
23 Acemoglu and Robinson (2006); Acemoglu and Robinson (2001); Boix and Stokes (2003). 
24 Teorell (2010: 12). 
25 Boix and Stokes (2003); Acemoglu and Robinson (2006). 
26 Haggard and Kaufman (2012); Slater, Smith, and Nair (2014). 
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class warfare, which as we have seen is problematic in application to the Turkish and Thai cases.  

These models all assume that the generative conflicts that prompt military intervention are 

principally redistributive; that is to say, about distribution of economic values. In Turkey and 

Thailand, however, the conflicts preceding and during critical moments of regime transition were 

non-redistributive in nature. As Haggard and Kaufman have shown in their wide-ranging empirical 

test of the economic models’ predictions of distributive conflict transitions, many transitions are 

non-redistributive, focusing on “grievances that focus on a defence of privileged positions, 

generalized dissatisfaction with authoritarian incumbents or nationalist claims.”27 

While elites in Thailand and Turkey had certainly been provoked by mass mobilization at 

critical points, the threat emanating from mass politics was not to the wealth and economic 

standing of capitalist elites but to the basic foundational premises of the state itself, which 

traditional state elites considered sacred and inviolable. At the same time, it is not valid to simply 

assume that military leaders either share the interests of capitalist elites and that they take 

“marching orders” from them. The military radicals that engineered the 1960 coup in Turkey were 

adamantly in favour of comprehensive land reform, which would have actually threatened the 

economic interests of Turkey’s powerful landowning elite.28 In Thailand, the traditional 

commercial elite were the weak scion of first and second-generation Chinese immigrants and were 

in fact beholden to the bureaucracy and military for protection.29  

Existing literatures on the form and structure of national political regimes, including hybrid 

regimes, to which we turn next, have failed also to account for the particular regime morphology 

that emerged after the transition. 

 
Comparative regime analysis and the ‘missing variable’ of institutions 
 
The first step in any attempt to explain a particular regime form or its institutional configuration is 

the capacity to recognize it conceptually. Regime analysts working predominantly in the field of 

comparative democratization – including until comparatively recently those working in the field 

of hybrid regimes – have overlooked the distinctive institutional morphology of guardian orders. 

By regime morphology I simply mean the basic features of the institutional “architecture of hybrid 

design.”30 In our cases, this encompasses two crucial questions: 1) What accounts for the hybrid 

constitutional structure bifurcated between elected institutions and unelected tutelary ones, and; 

                                                 
27 Haggard and Kaufman (2012: 505). 
28 Hobson (2015). 
29 Linz and Stepan (1978). 
30 Mohseni (2012: 23). 
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2) how do we explain the substantial variation in the particular institutional design of guardian 

structures in different cases that attends the genesis of these orders? I contend that regime analysts 

have lacked the conceptual apparatus to identify guardian hybrid regimes as a distinct form and 

thus the analytical tools to account for the origins of the particular institutional complexes that 

comprise them. 

Political regime analysis has long been bedevilled by problems of “concept 

misformation.”31 These problems have manifested in multiple dimensions, but for our purposes it 

is important to note the two related conceptual flaws that have structured analysis of political 

regimes in the field of democratization studies in particular, one more plainly methodological and 

the other more directly concerned with questions of fundamental ontology. Methodologically 

speaking, a key concern has been the problem of concept stretching – the application of the 

concept of democracy “to cases for which, by relevant scholarly standards, it is not appropriate.”32 

The biggest driver of concept stretching in democratization studies has been the ‘fallacy of 

electoralism’33 or the equating of competitive multiparty elections with democracy. This is precisely 

the kind of mistake that has affected classification of Turkey and Thailand, and analysis of the 

Turkish and Thai cases has consistently reflected this flaw.  After the transition from military rule 

in Turkey in 1961 and Thailand in 1978, competitive multiparty electoral regimes were established, 

leading most scholars to conclude that a transition back to democracy had occurred. In other 

words, these two cases have been fundamentally misconceptualized by the field almost from the 

beginning as democracies, if ‘imperfect’ ones. 

This is not to say that scholars have failed to recognize, at least in descriptive terms, the 

particular peculiarities of the Turkish and Thai cases.34 The question of ‘authoritarian legacies’ has 

loomed large, especially for Latin Americanists working on post-transition outcomes through the 

1990s. As Collier and Levitsky note: “In light of these authoritarian legacies, and often in response 

to claims that because these countries [had] held free elections they [were] ‘democratic,’ some 

scholars […] modified the procedural definitions of democracy by specifying an explicit criterion 

that the elected government must to a reasonable degree have effective power to rule.”35 Yet, 

                                                 
31 Sartori (1970). 
32 Collier and Levitsky (1997: 430). 
33 On the ‘fallacy of electoralism,’ see: Karl and Schmitter (1991); Karl (1995, 2000); Snyder (2006: 220). 
34 Examples are legion. But see, for example, Finer (1985: 19); O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986: 23); Teorell 
(2010: 3); Haggard and Kaufman (2012: 271, 274). 
35 Collier and Levitsky (1997: 443). 
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despite this, with rare exceptions36 Latin Americanists continued to discuss post-authoritarian 

regimes in central and south America as democracies. While most theorists working in this 

tradition recognized that in principle no regime can be a democracy if tutelary institutions exist, 

the root concept of democracy anyway continued to be the principal basis on which they 

conceptualized theses regimes.37 While describing violations of “the chain of democratic choice”38 

in great detail, they have seemed unwilling or unable to take these findings through to their logical 

conclusion and acknowledge that the particular institutional configurations that emerged in the 

Turkish and Thai (and many other) transitions placed substantive limits on the capacity of elected 

officials to exercise their authority that rendered the new political systems fundamentally non-

democratic. 

A second (related) conceptual flaw has been more clearly ontological, reflecting the 

question of the fundamental conceptualization, measurement, and comparison of distinct national 

political regime types. We might usefully summarize this flaw as one of degreeism. By degreeism, 

following Sartori, I refer to the  

 
uncritical use of the maxim that differences in kind are best conceived as 
differences of degree, and that dichotomous treatments are invariably best 
replaced by continuous ones. To exemplify, under a continuous or continuum-
based treatment, democracy cannot be separated from non-democracy; rather, 
democracy is a property that to some (different) degree can be predicated of all 
political systems and, conversely, non-democracy is always more or less present 
in any polity.39 

 
Degreeism itself is not necessarily problematic in relation to concept formation. Take, for example, 

the classification of ‘rich’ and ‘poor’. Here, we may take a single underlying measure – say, income 

– and define these concepts in relation to that measure in a continuum with a simple threshold. 

Of course, the opposite of ‘rich’ is not ‘poor’, but rather ‘not rich’, and this allows us to create not 

only dichotomous but polychotomous categories by the application of appropriate interval scales 

to create many categories along the continuum – ‘rich’, ‘middle class’, ‘lower middle class’, ‘poor’ 

etc. The underlying conceptual and categorical process is unproblematic irrespective of the number 

of intervals we wish to create along this continuum – differences in kind are themselves simply 

defined, through an underlying continuous measure, by degree. 

                                                 
36 See, for example, Terry Karl’s (1995) pioneering work on hybrid regimes. Additionally, Linz and Stepan  
were initially reluctant to describe post-authoritarian regimes as democracies, and at one point referred to 
these as “electoralist nontransitions” (1996: 4). 
37 See, for example, Schmitter and Karl (1991); Loveman (1994). 
38 Schedler (2002: 39). 
39 Sartori (1991: 248), emphasis added. 
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National political regimes simply do not admit of such a possibility. Distinct regime kinds 

cannot be compared or measured in terms of one single regime type (e.g. ‘democracyness’), and 

“regimes are not […] distributed in a linear fashion along a simple continuum” from closed 

authoritarianism to liberal democracy.40 Approaching national political regime analysis in this way 

has produced a veritable cornucopia of problems. Taking individual regime qualities (e.g. the 

degree of civil and political rights, the quality of elections, the extent of participation) and 

aggregating them into a single measure of ‘democracyness’ to classify regimes obscures more than 

it elucidates and has been a central problem in defining hybrid regimes and distinguishing them 

from their democratic and authoritarian counterparts. Political regimes contain important 

qualitative differences that regime theorists de-emphasize by aggregation. The regime literatures 

thus lose considerable empirical information in the process of creating general measures of 

regimes. 

I argue here that the critical issue relates to institutions as the ‘missing variable’ of 

institutional configurations in standard approaches to regime classification in the first place. Since 

the 1970s the predominant way of conceiving of national political regimes has been to see them 

as assemblages of qualities rather than as configurations of institutions embodying them, that is as distinct 

clusters or configurations of discrete cross-cutting institutions. This is largely because these 

qualities can be turned into variables that suit regression analysis. Of course, qualities are important 

political variables. But ontologically speaking, political regimes are not composites of qualities, they 

are the composites of institutions that embody them. The fact that institutions have been the 

missing variable in regime conceptualization is a specific case of the broader problem many 

scholars have identified as a misalignment between methodology and ontology in comparative 

politics.41   

The failure of conceptualization of national political regimes as institutional configurations 

is surprising given that, as Snyder and Mahoney have observed, “regime change fundamentally 

involves institutional transformation. Regimes are formal and informal institutions that structure 

political interaction, and a change in regime occurs when actors reconfigure these institutions.”42 

Institutional-configurative approaches were once common in the field – Linz’s classic conception 

stands out43 – but by the 1970s had been displaced by conceptualizations more amenable to values-

on-variables methods. Of course, an even longer tradition in political science stretching back to 

                                                 
40 Wigell (2008: 231); Gilbert and Mohseni (2011). See also Collier and Adcock (1999). 
41 For an masterful treatment of this problem historically, see Hall (2003). 
42 Snyder and Mahoney (1999: 103). 
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the Greeks has seen the study of political regimes as principally about configurations of 

institutions. As Thelen and Steinmo observe: “The old institutionalism consisted mainly, though 

not exclusively, of detailed configurative studies of different administrative, legal, and political 

structures.”44 This dissertation therefore joins a growing number of works calling for a revival of 

the more ‘classic’ configurative-institutional approaches to the conceptualization and classification 

of national political regimes advanced by Juan Linz and others.45  

 
The study of hybrid regimes after the Cold War 
 
Hybrid regimes have been the subject of increasing scholarly attention since the end of the Cold 

War.46 Comparativists recognized that conceptual innovation was necessary to deal with the 

“challenge of dealing conceptually with [the] great diversity of postauthoritarian regimes”47 Most 

of this innovation generated more heat than light and there remains in the field a fundamental 

problem associated with the absence of a standard conceptualization.48  

More importantly for our purposes, in the study of hybrid regimes, guardian hybrid regimes 

have attracted little systemic analysis. Research has tended to focus on a particular species within the 

hybrid genus; namely, competitive authoritarian or electoral authoritarian regimes.49  The literature 

on competitive authoritarianism as well as electoral authoritarianism focuses almost exclusively on 

the nature of political competition.50 In the guardian subtype, however, political competition for 

elected office is not of preeminent concern; political incumbents and the opposition remain on a 

largely equal playing field and the electoral regime functions more or less sufficiently to guarantee 

relatively free and fair elections. It is the existence of the deep state that is the critical defining 

element. To date, however, only a small set of scholarship on hybrid regime types has focused 

closely on the guardian sub-type.51 Moreover, most of these studies, for example Payam Mohseni’s 

recent work on Iran, focus exclusively on regime reproduction and stability, and not genesis, or 

                                                 
44 Thelen and Steinmo (1992: 3). 
45 For example, Snyder (2006); Gilbert and Mohseni (2011). 
46 See, for example: Karl (1995); Case (1996); Diamond (2002); Schedler (2002); Van de Walle (2002); Wigell, 
(2008); Brooker (2014); Gilbert and Mohseni (2011); Mohseni (2012). 
47 Collier and Levitsky (1997: 430). 
48 Munck (2001); Armony and Schamis (2005); Gilbert and Mohseni (2011). 
49 The paradigmatic works here are those of Steven Levitsky and Lucan Way. See Levitsky and Way (2002, 
2010). 
50 Yet, as Gilbert and Mohseni (2011) have conclusively shown, all political regimes – democratic, 
authoritarian and hybrid – are multidimensional, and regime hybridity is not limited to variance in the 
freedom of political competition.  
51 McSherry (1998); Shambayati (2008b); Gilbert and Mohseni (2011); Mohseni (2012); Akkoyunlu (2014). 
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focus either on a single country-case or a single regime dimension (such as the role of particular 

guardian institutions).  

Just as traditional regime theories have struggled even to conceptualize guardian hybrid 

regimes at all, so they cannot give an answer as to the particular institutional configurations of such 

regimes. In their absence, we must turn to literatures that do attend to the political construction 

of countermajoritarian institutions alongside functioning electoral logics. Two distinctive 

literatures have been concerned with the political construction of guardian institutions. From the 

mid-1980s the military prerogatives literatures grew out of the work of Latin Americanists working 

on Latin American transitions from military rule. And a more recent wave of research has focused 

on the political origins of judicial empowerment. The next section will assess each of these 

literatures in turn. 

 

OF JUDGES AND GENERALS: THE POLITICAL CONSTRUCTION OF ‘GUARDIAN’ 
INSTITUTIONS  
 
‘Guardian’ militaries: The institutionalization of military prerogatives as political strategy 
 
Scholars working on the Latin American transitions may well have missed the mark on regime 

conceptualization but their contribution to our understanding of institutionalized political 

guardianship has nevertheless been invaluable. The distinct mode of transition from military rule 

in Latin America confronted analysts with a set of empirical and theoretical questions in delineating 

precisely the relations between the armed forces and the total political system after the transition 

to civilian rule. Across the region, newly elected governments confronted a military institution with 

the capacity and intent to continue to “shape government actions without actually controlling 

them,” principally through the institutionalization of particular military prerogatives of authority 

and policymaking beyond civilian control.52 Because traditional theories of civil-military relations 

struggled to conceptualize and measure this kind of subtle, subterranean influence, analysts were 

compelled to develop new approaches.53 

The military prerogatives literatures rapidly emerged, and scholars working in the field 

coined the term ‘military guardianship’ or ‘military tutelage’ to capture post-transition dynamics. 

Valenzuela’s 1992 essay on ‘perverse institutionalization’ established the core of the new 
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conceptual model.54 Institutionalized military prerogatives were embedded in ‘reserved domains’ 

of authority and decision-making purposefully crafted by outgoing authoritarian elites to guarantee 

a guardianship role in the new political system. At the same time, the military prerogatives 

literatures offered a rich conceptual toolkit that allows for the precise pinpointing of the scope of 

both formal and informal limits on elected jurisdiction that may be imposed by unelected tutelary 

agents. Of particular importance were concepts that let researchers distinguish between the scope 

of participation in governance and the division of jurisdiction for decision-making.55 Stepan’s 

delineation of military institutional prerogatives through 11 issue areas ranging from defence policy 

to the legal system was a formative contribution in this regard.56  

The military prerogatives literatures thus provide a powerful descriptive repertoire and 

conceptual framework for the study of political guardianship, and have been invaluable in 

subsequent theorising about guardian orders more generally. This dissertation and several other 

recent studies exploring guardian politics in hybrid regimes build directly on the insights developed 

in this literature.57 Nevertheless, the fact that the bulk of the conclusions drawn derive from Latin 

American experience mean that theoretically speaking the prerogatives literatures do not travel 

well in explaining the genesis of guardian institutions more generally nor the grounds upon which 

they are sustained. 

The military prerogative literatures tend to assume that the military institution itself 

effectively constitutes the field of political guardianship. This assumption rests on the obvious fact 

of the dominance of the armed forces in shaping regime transitions and post-transition regime 

architecture. The context in Turkey and Thailand differs considerably, as it has done in Iran. Here, 

we see other, non-military state elites playing an independent role in shaping institutional outcomes 

in the transition from authoritarianism, and in institutional development more generally. To be 

sure, the armed forces are ‘indispensable actors’ in all guardian orders. But by no means do they 

constitute the field of guardian politics. Consider the ‘Republican alliance’ that managed the 

transition back to civilian elected government in Turkey in 1961. Here, the army played second 

fiddle to other state elites, in particular the civilian Republican People’s Party and the Kemalist 

                                                 
54 Valenzuela (1992). Valenzuela distinguishes institutional reserved domains from 'tutelary powers,” which 
he describes as more “ambiguous and generalized.” (65). However, I argue that reserved domains in 
guardian orders are intentionally designed to institutionalize a tutelary role and that much of their 
legitimating authority emerges from the standing of leading guardian agents to pursue such a function within 
the overall political order. 
55 See especially Alagappa (2001); Colton (1979); Trinkunas (2000); Trinkunas (2011). 
56 Stepan (1988). 
57 For example: Mohseni (2012); Akkoyunlu (2014). 
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intelligentsia, including judicial elites. In Thailand, the military has always been a key political actor, 

but has almost always been subordinate to the palace. Moreover, as Thailand’s guardian order 

evolved in the last decade of the twentieth century, civilian elites moved to empower judicial bodies 

with the explicit purpose of side-lining both the traditional civilian bureaucracy and the military 

within the deep state. 

The assumption that ‘guardianship’ is itself predominantly a martial phenomenon rests as 

well on the distinctive nature of the discursive field in Latin America. The military prerogatives 

literatures draw heavily on the Latin American ‘guardian’ tradition, which in that region is almost 

exclusively martial. As Loveman observes, the “political concept [of] the military serving as 

“guarantors” of the institutional order and, by implication, adjudicators of the national common 

good, permanent interests, and national security requirements, has a long tradition in Latin 

America.58 This discursive tradition evolved mostly within the military institution itself (i.e. through 

military lore59), and the military’s role conception developed largely in isolation from other elite 

groups – landowners, oligarchs, and bureaucrats. No other group of traditional elites could stake 

a claim to contradict the military institution’s self-understanding that it alone is “exceptionally well-

placed to not only defend but also to define the nation by birthright and competence.”60 

In Turkey and Thailand (and in Iran), the discursive field of guardianship is much broader 

and deeper – it is not understood entirely in martial terms nor does one elite group monopolize 

claims to uphold its core precepts. While it is true that in Turkey and Thailand the armed forces 

do lay such claims – claims that are often justified in terms that resonate widely – other state elites 

are equally capable of rendering and defending such claims in the moral court of public opinion. 

Socially-embedded beliefs about legitimate political authority and conduct in Turkey, Thailand, 

Iran, and other guardian regimes offer ample opportunities for other state elites (e.g. the monarch, 

the intelligentsia, the clergy, bureaucratic state elites) to lay claim to guardian status. 

The broader discursive field in guardian hybrid regimes such as Turkey, Thailand, and Iran 

goes a long way to explaining both the duration and stability of these orders, which embed the 

prerogatives of particular elite groups in a much wider normative frame of justification for state 

prerogatives over society. Conversely, the absence of such a wide normative frame in Latin 

American cases goes a long way to explaining the relative weakness and fragility of guardian 

institutions in Latin American cases, notably that of Chile.  
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In sum, the military prerogatives literatures suffer two key limitations. Drawing entirely on 

the Latin American experience, they failed to conceive of the potential for of other independent, 

non-military state elites to claim prerogatives and participate in the construction of the deep state, 

principally because there were none laying such claims. The presence of multiple guardian claims 

from groups outside the military in our cases requires that a full account can begin, but not end, 

with analysis of institutionalized military prerogatives.  Secondly, the prerogatives literatures 

provide little guidance in theorising how prerogatives stabilize over time, and particularly the role 

of broader discursive field in sustaining them. A good theory explaining the development and 

consolidation of counter-majoritarian institutions in guardian orders must therefore go beyond 

and extend the military prerogatives literatures. 

The foregoing discussion touched upon the significance of non-military state actors – 

especially bureaucratic actors within the state –  as both the architects and the beneficiaries of 

politically constructed guardian institutions. It signalled a particular role for political courts in this 

context. Fortunately, a more recent wave of research has focused precisely on the question of the 

political construction of ‘guardian courts,’ offering the prospect of incorporating these insights 

into a more conceptually ramified theory of guardian institutions within the deep state.  

 
‘Guardian’ courts: Judicial empowerment and the hegemonic preservation thesis  
 
In the last quarter century, an influential set of literatures seeking to account for the secular trend 

in the judicialization of politics globally since the end of the Second World War has emerged. The 

most successful among them have been the realist-strategic theories (RSTs) of judicialization. RSTs 

emerged to challenge existing accounts that assume judicial empowerment emerges as a purely 

functional solution to complex socio-political problems or that focus on bottom-up processes of 

‘legal mobilization’ that drive an expanding rights jurisprudence. RSTs, in contrast, emphasize the 

distinctly political vectors of the process of judicial empowerment. The RST literatures are wide-

ranging, but all focus on judicial empowerment because of the strategic interplay of political elites 

under conditions of political uncertainty.61 

The most salient of the RST approaches for our purposes is Ran Hirschl’s influential 

‘hegemonic preservation thesis’ (HPT).62 The HPT focuses on the empowerment of counter-

majoritarian judicial institutions – political courts – for the purposes of preserving elite hegemony. 

                                                 
61 For a critical survey outlining the differences between ‘thin’ and ‘thick’ strategic explanations of judicial 
empowerment see Hirschl (2000: 84–105, 2004b: 97–105). 
62 See Hirschl (2000, 2004a 2006; 2008). 
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Here, the focus is on the conscious decision by a dominate elite to safeguard privileges and advance 

policy preferences by converting them into judicially enforceable rights “when majoritarian 

decision-making processes are not operating to their advantage.”63  

The focus on hegemonic preservation has made Hirchl’s HPT an obvious choice for 

advancing explanations of judicial guardianship. Not for nothing, then, has it been enthusiastically 

picked up by scholars working on the political origins of judicial empowerment in both Turkey64 

and Thailand.65 The application of Hirschl’s thesis to the Turkish and Thai cases has certainly 

progressed our understanding of the role of guardian courts as defensive veto players within the 

deep state, through their capacity to check the advance of majoritarian political agendas. 

Unfortunately, however, this overlooks fully half the role political judges play in guardian hybrid 

regimes. While offering clear analytical leverage in outlining the counter majoritarian clout of political 

courts, most accounts drawing on Hirschl’s framework completely overlook the political-

administrative potential of judicial organs. As Shambayati and Kirdiş observe, the political-

administrative potential of courts “make them particularly attractive to regimes that pursue a 

civilizing mission” as is the case in guardian hybrids.66 In such orders, “where the state’s goal is the 

transformation of fundamental social values, the courts are called upon to promote the civilizing 

mission of the state.”67  

In recent work seeking to repair the hegemonic preservation thesis in the context of 

guardian orders, Shambayati and colleagues have addressed this oversight directly. They rightly 

point to the fact that political courts in guardian regimes have, in effect, two faces – a fact largely 

unnoticed in traditional HPT accounts. As they note: “Whereby existing theories see judicial 

empowerment as primarily directed against electoral branches” in order to limit their political 

influence, “powerful and secure elites might also seek the aid of judicial organs in transforming 

the society.”68 Moreover, by “looking at courts as administrative agents [as well] suggests that the 

ruling elite might turn to courts [not only] in an attempt to safeguard their immediate interests […] 

but [also] to administer the society by extending the reach of the state.”69 

                                                 
63 Hirschl (2000: 95). 
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In recognising this directly, Shambayati and colleagues have gone a long way to addressing 

this shortfall. Nevertheless, their work itself suffers from theoretical and empirical limitations. 

Most significantly, they fall in to a trap common to much analysis of Turkish history that relies on 

stylized facts in accounting for the constitutional transition in 1960–61. Shambayati and colleagues 

misconceive the empowerment of the judiciary in the post-1961 period as a product of military 

influence and their account of the court’s founding and the role of the judiciary in spearheading 

the formation of the guardian order in Turkey is thus significantly mis-specified. They make the 

mistake of reading the current role of the court as a handmaiden of the military back in time to 

contend quite mistakenly that the military inspired both the 1961 constitution and orchestrated 

the empowerment of the courts within the guardian regime that it institutionalized. As a matter of 

fact, the military were the least active agents in the creation of the 1961 order – it was a product 

mostly of the legal-judicial complex. 

This oversight stems from a lack of comparative perspective. Their narrow focus on the 

Turkish case leads them to assume that courts as guardian institutions are necessarily handmaidens 

to other, presumably more powerful, state agents. But a broader study incorporating the Thai case 

(and potentially others) would have demonstrated to them that this is not the case. Under certain 

conditions, liberal judicial elites can and do take the lead in the institutionalization of guardian 

courts. 

In sum, the HPT literatures offer limited or incomplete accounts of judicial empowerment 

in our cases on two counts. In both the Turkish and Thai cases, judicial empowerment – in terms 

of active judicial review and the expansion of court-centred administrative functions – has been 

driven by civilian, legalist elites seeking to entrench counter-majoritarian institutions both as veto 

players and as administrative attachés of the state committed to furthering its hegemonic civilizing 

mission. While HPT offers a sounds basis for accounting for the ‘politically defensive’ function of 

guardian courts, it tends to overlook the ‘politically active’ dimension of judicial organs in guardian 

hybrid regimes as state agents of social transformation.  Moreover, those accounts that to date 

have recognized this second function of guardian courts have tended to make the mistake of 

assuming that judicial elites themselves lack the independent capacity to shape the deep state 

authoritatively, and mistakenly see political courts as necessarily derivative of other, presumably 

more powerful, state elites.  
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THAI AND TURKISH STUDIES 
 
National specialists have long recognized many of the limitations I have identified in making sense 

of Turkish and Thai political development. Close empirical work has made an extraordinary 

contribution to our understanding of political change in our cases, and it would be a serious error 

to dismiss them outright. Nevertheless, I argue that – taken on their own – prevailing accounts of 

political development by Turkish and Thai specialists provide an inadequate or incomplete basis 

for explaining fully regime outcomes in the second half of the twentieth century. 

 
Major contributions 
 
National studies foreground two important elements that traditional literatures have tended to 

overlook in analysing Turkish and Thai political development – the role of the state as an 

autonomous shaper of political culture and outcomes, and the distinctive national cleavages that 

structure politics in these cases. The notion of the state as a meaningful conceptual category and 

politically salient historical phenomenon has always loomed large in Turkish and Thai studies.70  

The great theorists and historians of the Turkish and Thai traditions have long assumed was Theda 

Skocpol (in her reading of the pioneering work of J. P. Nettl) refers to as a ‘Toquevellian’ 

perspective on the state. By this she means the way in which localized conceptions of the state 

“give rise to [distinct] conceptions of the meaning and methods of ‘politics’ itself, conceptions that 

influence the behaviour of all groups and classes in national societies.” 71  

Turkey and Thailand most closely follow what Nettl refers to as the continental European 

state tradition. Here ‘sovereignty’ is understood as “residing in centralized administrative 

institutions […] the administrative order is instantly recognizable as an area of autonomous action, 

and both supporters and opponents of the existing order orient themselves to working through it 

as an agent of the public good.”72 Consider, by way of contrast, Americans, who “attribute 

sovereignty to the law and the Constitution” or the British who have a long-standing conception 

of parliamentary sovereignty.73 Moreover, whereas Western – particularly Anglo-American – 

political science has preferred to conceptualize the state as merely the structure ‘embedding’ the 

real source of power – government and governing agents and institutions – ‘state’ and 

                                                 
70 See, for example, Collier and Levitsky (1997); Heper (1985, 1988); Thongchai Winichakul (1994); 
Reynolds, 2005) 
71 Skocpol (1985: 21–22). 
72 Skocpol (1985: 22). 
73 Skocpol (1985: 22). 
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‘government’ have typically appeared to Turk and Thai specialists both in principle and in practice 

as distinct political phenomena.74  

It follows from this that national specialists in both cases emphasize a state tradition that 

stretches back to premodern times and that recognizes the state as a transcendent entity with 

autonomous rights over society. Despite a vital (and ongoing) debate on the precise impacts of the 

confrontation with nineteenth century European imperial expansion on political development, 

most Turkish and Thai scholars also readily acknowledge that the absence of direct colonial rule 

by one or other imperial powers has permitted the premodern state tradition to carry forward into 

the modern era.75 Thus, as Metin Heper observes, the “dialectic of colonial conquest and liberation 

which breaks historic continuity in most non-Western countries is absent.”76   

Finally, Turkish and Thai scholars recognize that political cleavages and the social 

solidarities they engender are distinct in these cases, and that the trajectory of political development 

is largely a product of attempts at resolving them.77 Scholars working in these traditions therefore 

caution that the standard western concepts of class stratification (“landed elite,” “bourgeoisie,” 

“working class”) need to be applied carefully in the Turkish78 and Thai79 contexts. Grounded in 

economic materiality, the empirical relevance of these Western class categories is not clear cut. 

Economic conditions of course play a role in social stratification in Turkey and Thailand but are 

mostly a product of prior shared cultural norms of ‘social closure’ that are not constituted neatly 

by access to economic power: ‘class’ in Turkey and Thailand is as much about cultural capital, 

understood in its Bourdieusian sense, as economic capital.80 Moreover, whereas Western political 

science typically treats institutions, including the state itself, as a consequence of prior and 

independently formed socio-political cleavages, Turkish and Thai studies scholars recognize that 

                                                 
74 In Turkey, the distinction is reflected in terms in widespread use: “the state (devlet), composed of the 
military, security agencies and the judiciary, and the government (hükümet), composed of the parliament and 
the cabinet” (Shambayati, 2008a: 101). In Thailand, the terms kan borihan (administration) and ratchakan 
(royal state functions) strongly connote the venerable state, while the (typically pejorative) terms kan muang 
(politics) and len kan muang (playing politics) are the preserve of elected politicians and parliamentary 
business: “In Thai parlance, politics and administration are never combined” (Morell and Samudavanija, 
1981: 26–27). 
75 See, for example: Heper (1980, 1985 1988); Collier and Levitsky (1997); Gray (1986); Pasuk Phongpaichit 
(1999); Ferrara (2015). 
76 Heper (1985: 4). 
77 In the Thai case, see for example, Connors (2007); Ferrara (2015: 1–38). In the Turkish case, see Heper 
(1979, 1988, 1992); Yavuz (2000). 
78 Halpern (1963); Daldal (2004); Zarakol (2013) 
79 Phongpaichit and Baker (1997, 21–22); Phongpaichit and Baker (2007: 70); Morell and Samudavanija 
(1981: 314). 
80 Zarakol (2013: 151). 
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the state, particularly in non-Western contexts, can play a role in defining political cleavages in the 

first place.81  

 
Blind spots 
 
The corollary of these empirical foci are powerful disciplinary blind spots and silences in Turkish 

and Thai studies. Distinctive national historiographies give rise to these pathologies, as they do in 

all national disciplines, sometimes openly, sometimes less so.82 As Zarakol notes, scholars from a 

particular country are rarely able to transcend completely national political concerns.83  

Turkish historiography remains very powerful. The principal “theme of modern Turkish 

history [is] a struggle between light and dark: modernizers and pro-Westerners on the one hand, 

religious reactionaries on the other.”84 Well-received scholarship – some of it award-winning – that 

purports as objective analysis often rehearses the widely held assumption among secular Turks 

that the army is the only thing standing in the way of chaos.85  Additionally, the conventional 

wisdom that holds that the Turkish Armed Forces has remained the preeminent guardian 

institution in Turkish politics since at least the 1960 revolution is highly questionable. In 

conventional Turkish historiography, the army’s dominant role in post-1980 order (a period in 

which many leading scholars were socialized) has led to a retrospective reading of history that 

originates the beginning of military tutelage in 1961. In fact, until 1980 the military's institutional 

role was highly circumscribed and its political influence was often limited and checked by the 

judiciary and political parties.86  

This relates to another tendency among national specialists, which is to view national 

political pathologies through the prism of civil-military relations.  Studies on the political behaviour 

of non-elected actors in Thai and Turkish politics over this period have tended to focus almost 

exclusively on the crucial role of the armed forces, and as a result of past research an immense 

                                                 
81 Heper (1985); Ferrara (2015); Connors (2007). 
82 For a thoughtful critique of Turkish historiography, see Belge (2006: 359–62). For critiques of Thai 
historiography see Winichakul (1995); Reynolds (2006).  
83 Zarakol (2009). 
84 Belge (2006: 359). 
85 For examples see Ahmad (1993); Heper and Güney (2000); Varol (2012, 2013). For a critique of this see 
Zürcher (2004: 361). 
86 For an insightful discussion of these dynamics in Turkey, see Belge (2006). 
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literature now exists on both Thai87 and Turkish88 military politics. Some of this is, frankly, 

pragmatic. The established normative preference for a ‘non-political military’ in the Western 

academy provides a conceptual toolkit and a normative vantage point for Turkish and Thai 

scholars to analyse political problems in their countries. This has been particularly important in 

Thailand, where criticism of the palace is verboten. In a context of extensive scholarly self-

censorship, censure of the military can serve in lieu of direct criticism of the palace for Thai 

scholars who seek to promote a democratic vision for the country. 

But the deep state is a multi-headed hydra, something that Thai and Turkish scholars have 

until comparatively recently overlooked. It is certainly the case that while the army is a critical 

factor, the guardian networks that comprise the deep state in both countries extends well beyond 

it. Focus on the military has tended, I would argue, to obscure the important role of other guardian 

agents – in Thailand, the palace and lately the judiciary, and in Turkey the Constitutional Court – as 

well as the role of broad-based ideological networks in general in underpinning political 

guardianship. A core contention of this study, however, is that as critical as this focus on the role 

of the military in politics is, it is nevertheless insufficient in accounting for key political dynamics 

in both cases.  

The critical role of the Thai ‘network monarchy’ within Thai politics is a case in point, and 

has only recently come to the fore as a subject of discussion and intensive scholarly research.89 Yet 

a systematic analysis of how it emerged remains as yet unforthcoming.90 And while informative 

accounts of the role of judicial state elites and supreme judicial bodies within the broader political 

context of guardian orders of Turkey and Thailand is now emerging, none of these link judicial 

                                                 
87 The literature on the role of the Thai military in politics is indeed vast. See, for example: Battye (1974); 
Samudavanija (1982); Bunbongkarn (1987); Bamrungsuk (1988); Samudavanija, Na Ayutthaya, and 
Bunbongkarn (1990); Samudavanija (1990); Samudavanija (1997); Fineman (1997); Thak Chaloemtiarana 
(2007); Chambers (2013). 
88 As in the Thai case, there is an extensive literature on Turkish military politics. The following are widely 
cited treatments: Hale (1994); Özbudun (1966); Rustow (1959); Cizre-Sakallioğlu (1997); Lerner and 
Robinson (1960); Jenkins (2001); Aydınlı (2009); Birand (1987, 1991). 
89 Gray (1986, 1991, 1992); Hewison (1997); McCargo (2005); Handley (2006); Stengs (2009). For a recent 
collection of essays critically assessing the role of the monarchy in Thai politics see Ivarsson and Isager, 
2010. 
90 Duncan McCargo (2005: 502), who has been at the forefront of this research, argues that the network 
monarchy emerged when the king decided that ‘power sharing’ was the rational response to political change, 
but this is an assertion more than an argument and is not systematically addressed in his work. 
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empowerment systematically to the rise and consolidation of guardian political systems in these 

cases.91  

If historiography is the disease, comparison is the antidote. I argue much of this tendency 

in Turkey and Thailand is down to the long-standing and fairly well-recognized propensity among 

Turkish and Thai country specialists to avoid cross-case comparison, except figuratively.92 

Understandably enough, localists tend to see their national histories as not merely distinctive, but 

unique.93 As Montesano observes in the Thai case: “many scholars of Thailand have long resisted 

comparative perspectives on that history. [They] have squandered the potential of those 

perspectives to serve as the bases for a reconceptualization of Thai history. For adoption of 

comparative perspectives would challenge the myths — along with some fairy tales — of 

uniqueness whose invocation has long served as national placebo, obviating clear-eyed diagnosis 

of national pathologies.” 94 

The exception to this – in both cases – is of course Japan.95 Indeed, the very fact of the 

mutual reference point of Japan as a pertinent historical comparator case hints at where the most 

fruitful comparisons for long-run historical development lie – in exploring patterns of state- and 

nation-building in cognate polities that were incorporated into expanding international system at 

the end of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Here we may think not only of Siam, the 

Ottoman Empire, and Japan – where in all three cases state adaptation to the threat of European 

imperialism resulted in a particular form of elite-led, ‘top down’ modernization and the 

‘precocious’ emergence of modern, constitutional orders – but also potentially Egypt, Iran, 

Morocco, and others. Yet despite a smattering of comparatively recent work seeking to do this 

                                                 
91 On recent work dealing with judicialization in Turkey see Belge (2006); Çakmak and Dinç (2010); 
Özbudun (2006); Kogacioğlu (2003); Hakyemez (2008); Özbudun (2012); Shambayati and Sütçü (2012); 
Shambayati (2008b). For similar work on Thailand, see: Dressel (2009, 2010); McCargo (2014).  
92 Zarakol (2013: 152).  
93 This is true generally, and most certainly in relation to neighbouring countries Zarakol (2013: 152).  
94 Montesano (2009: 234). 
95 The late, great Benedict Anderson (1978: 107–8), in his classic critique of Thai studies, drew attention to 
the tendency of Thai (and foreign) scholars to seek out Japan as a natural comparator case. Montesano 
(2009, 234) has also observed that the “single noteworthy exception to this aversion to comparative 
perspectives on Thai history has concerned Japan.” Several important works have explicitly compared 
Turkish and Japanese history and political development. See, for example: Ensenbel (2011); Kayaoğlu 
(2010); Zarakol (2010, 2011); Ward et al. (1964); Bellah (1958); Trimberger (1978); Goldman (2002); 
Kösebalaban (2008). For studies comparing Thailand and Japan, see Caron et al. (1935); Yasuba and 
Dhiravegin (1985); Feeny and Siamwalla (1998); Tonsiengsom (1990); Jacobs (1971). 
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comparative work in similar trajectories of political development, the number of systematic studies 

remains very limited.96 

In short, the specialist political history work needs to become more comparative. 

Ideographic accounts, as Mahoney has noted, fall down in their concentration “on specific 

countries without making any substantial effort to refer to what was happening in others.”97 What 

is more: “The basic limitation of arguments that highlight idiosyncratic causal factors is that they 

fail to develop meaningful generalizations that interest social scientists.”98Accounts of Turkish and 

Thai political development, including the emergence and consolidation of their hybrid guardian 

regimes, needs therefore to occur at a middle range of generality in which both similarities and 

differences between the cases are highlighted and systematically accounted for.  

 
SUMMARY 
 
This chapter has advanced a set of arguments about the limits of existing literatures in addressing 

the key puzzles and questions posed in this dissertation. Traditional accounts of authoritarian 

breakdown and transition tend to privilege either structure or agency without integrating these into 

a single coherent analytical framework. ‘Forces of history’ approaches give causal primacy to 

structure – mostly socio-economic – factors with a related focus on levels of economic 

development and/or class conflict as explanatory variables. Non-material collective identities, and 

struggles over non-economic grievances, which are so important in explanations in our cases, are 

largely left unaccounted for. Strategic approaches focus on agents, agency, and process but cannot 

account for the decision to cede power to the hybrid guardian form in our cases. The nature of 

the intra-elite pact-making process in Turkey and Thailand during the transition from authoritarian 

rule was fundamentally different to the model posed in the paradigmatic accounts. Here elite 

coalition-building and pact making did not occur through bargaining and payoffs, but rather 

through persuasion and agreement through ideational processes of ideological strategic framing. 

Economic approaches manage to integrate structure and agency but tend to collapse political 

disputes to a single dimension – class conflict over the distribution of economic values. 

Bedevilled by endemic problems of regime conceptualization, measurement, and 

comparison, regime analysts working predominantly in the field of comparative democratization 

– including until comparatively recently those working in the field of hybrid regimes – have 

                                                 
96 Horowitz (2004); McCargo and Zarakol (2012); Zarakol (2013). A pioneering work in this regard was 
Gong (1984). 
97 Mahoney (2001: 17). 
98 Mahoney (2001: 17). 
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overlooked the distinctive institutional morphology of guardian orders. They lack the conceptual 

apparatus to identify guardian hybrid regimes as a distinct form and thus the analytical tools to 

account for the origins of the particular institutional complexes that comprise them. 

Literatures that attend to the political construction of guardian institutions as political 

strategy have offered substantial contributions to our understanding of institutionalized political 

guardianship. The military prerogatives literatures that emerged from the study of Latin American 

transitions from authoritarian rule have been critical in this regard, however given the bulk of the 

conclusions drawn derive from Latin American experience mean that theoretically speaking the 

prerogatives literatures do not travel well in explaining the genesis of guardian institutions more 

generally nor the grounds upon which they are sustained. A more recent wave of research has 

focused precisely on the question of the political construction of ‘guardian courts’ as strategies of 

‘hegemonic preservation’ have also been critical. However, these literatures speak to only one 

aspect. While offering clear analytical leverage in outlining the counter majoritarian clout of political 

courts, most accounts completely overlook the political-administrative potential of judicial organs. 

Finally, substantive work undertaken in explaining political development by scholars 

working in the narrower disciplinary domains of Turkish and Thai studies, while tremendously 

valuable, have also fallen short in providing answers to the questions posed in this dissertation. 

Significant disciplinary blind spots – particularly a focus on civil-military relations at the expense 

of the critical role of other guardian agents – mean that – taken on their own – prevailing accounts 

of political development by Turkish and Thai specialists provide an inadequate or incomplete basis 

for explaining fully regime outcomes in the second half of the twentieth century. 

To address some of the limitations of these perspectives, in the subsequent chapter I 

outline an alternative theory of the emergence, consolidation, and institutional morphology and 

reproduction of guardian hybrid regimes. 
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CHAPTER TWO  
THE RISE AND CONSOLIDATION OF GUARDIAN 
HYBRID REGIMES  
 
 
Where the ruling groups could get away wıth dispensing with the active support of the ruled […] a 
political orientation could develop that would essentially be alien to the political-change-as-
response-to-the-demands-of-the-ruled. In such polities, ruling elites developed into a ‘caste’ or 
‘guardian bureaucracy’ which assumed a paternalistic attitude towards the ruled.1 
  

Metin Heper, Turkish political scientist and sociologist of the state  
 
It is not the people who direct these sorts of governments, but those who know the greatest good 
of the people: a happy distinction that permits one to act in the name of nations without consulting 
them and to claim their recognition while riding roughshod over them […] in our day it has been 
discovered that there are legitimate tyrannies and holy injustices in the world, provided that one 
exercises them in the name of the people.2 

 
Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America 
 

 
 
In the previous chapter, I indicated how existing accounts of regime change and transformation 

are insufficient to account for the distinctive hybrid form in Turkey and Thailand, nor the particular 

trajectory of regime transformation that occurred between the onset of the hybrid regime and the 

turn of the twenty-first century. In this chapter, I outline an alternative theory of guardian hybrid 

regime formation and consolidation.  

I argue that guardian hybrid regimes emerge as contingent outcomes of intra-elite conflict 

during historical breakpoints in national political development. These ‘critical junctures’ are 

preceded by ‘generative crises’ that are themselves produced by longstanding socio-political 

cleavages in the body politic that come to a head at a particular moment, forcing a fundamental 

reorganization of the basic political structure of the regime. These cleavages – in tandem with the 

particular quality of the domestic and international security environment obtaining at the time – 

condition both elite conflict and elite choices over regime structure during the critical moment of 

regime architectural design.  

                                                 
1 Heper (1976:  508). 
2 de Tocqueville (2000: 377). 
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That architecture – what I refer to as the distinctive institutional morphology of guardian hybrid 

regimes whereby the overall framework of political authority within the state is bifurcated between 

elected institutions (the ‘political realm’) and guardian tutelary ones (the ‘deep state’) – is a product 

of intense intra-elite factional contestation over the task of fashioning a new political system during 

the critical juncture. Regime elites agree on the need to restore and secure the ideological and 

political hegemony challenged during brief ‘experiments’ with democracy, but disagree profoundly 

about how precisely to achieve this. Amidst this intense contestation, what I call hybrid settlements 

are reached under the following conditions. A novel ‘regime thesis’ propagated by ideologically 

charged elite groups must emerge; this ‘regime thesis’ must be picked up by an influential ‘coalition 

entrepreneur’ who recognizes its potential as a ‘coalition magnet’, and; finally, the coalition 

entrepreneur must deploy that regime thesis to broker a broad coalition across multiple elite 

factions that can settle around its core premises. 

Once established, guardian hybrid regimes are sustained and reproduced by institutional 

complexes of socially-embedded notions of legitimate political authority and strategic bureaucratic 

incumbency. To unpack this a little further, my claim is that institutional reproduction in guardian 

hybrid orders rests on the interaction of the ‘increasing returns to power’ that institutionalists 

typically attribute to powerful incumbents3 and the ideational power resources that guardians can 

call on by grounding the regime in an ideational framework that appeals to broadly-accepted 

notions of legitimate political authority and conduct within the society. Another way of saying this 

is that the ‘returns’ to power that guardian incumbents are able to accrue by occupying strategic 

footholds within the state structure accumulate over long periods of time only because that 

institutional position and the claims to authority that attend it are legitimated in the first instance 

in terms that resonate widely within political society.  

These complexes consist in three mutually-reinforcing elements that I contend generate 

mechanisms of inherent institutional reproduction: a hegemonic state ideology (HSI); a ‘monist’ 

public sphere, and; periodic ‘strategic’ interventions by guardian actors to ‘discipline’ the political 

realm. The HSI ‘embeds’ the guardian order by demarcating the legitimate jurisdiction of each 

domain and institutionalizes the grounds on which guardian state elites claim the right to act 

independently in the name of the state, including the right to intervene to ‘discipline’ the political 

realm. Guardians actively sustain the structure of the monist public sphere through the enclaves 

of bureaucratic incumbency they occupy within the deep state, in particular through the 

enforcement of legal regimes proscribing defamation against the state and by directing the 

                                                 
3 For a discussion, see Mahoney (2000: 521–23). 
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‘pedagogical state.’ When ‘provoked’, their disciplinary interventions may take three forms: 

warning, veto, or the establishment of a state of exception. 

Guardian hybrid regimes are also adaptive. This adaptability manifests most obviously 

through shifts in what we might call the terrain of the deep state that occur in response to 

exogenous shocks that emerge from the political firmament over time – be it heightened forms of 

contentious politics, economic disturbance, or perceived threats to the status quo from counter-

hegemonic actors. Typically, during states of exception, there is a rearrangement of the ‘deck chairs’ 

at the centre, as the different guardian elements jockey for primacy within the deep state in the 

wake of some political challenge from the periphery. It is this dynamic that underpins the 

distinctive regime trajectories we observe in Turkey and Thailand after their respective critical 

junctures. Here, we see path-dependent processes of reaction and counterreaction produce 

transitions through different institutional–ideological configurations of the deep state, and 

consequently the regime. As we shall see, Turkey began with a ‘liberal’ deep state that became 

progressively more ‘militarist–statist’ in orientation as political challenges compelled the Turkish 

military to unseat the judiciary at the apex of the Turkish deep state through the 1960s and 1970s. 

Through the 1980s and 1990s, Thailand transitioned in precisely the opposite direction – from 

statist–militarist to liberal guardian order. Over this period, liberal guardian elites gradually 

displaced the armed forces from their rung just beneath the palace, as the military proved itself 

incapable of effectively advancing guardian objectives in the context of a rapidly changing and 

evolving Thai political scene. 

To make this argument I adopt a path-dependent approach to causal explanation of 

institutional genesis and development. Path dependence offers a powerful method of institutional 

analysis that “emphasizes how actor choices create institutions at critical moments, how these 

institutions in turn shape subsequent actor behaviors, and how these actor responses in turn 

culminate in the development of new institutional patterns.”4 The central idea in any path-

dependent explanation is that “preceding steps in a particular direction induce further movement 

in the same direction [such that] the probability of further steps along the same path increases with 

each move down that path.”5 The ‘temporal structure’ (i.e. timing and sequencing) of causes and 

outcomes is thus essential for valid explanation. In path dependence, early events in the sequence 

“exert a stronger causal impact on outcomes than later ones do […] options that are available early 

                                                 
4 Mahoney (2001a: 115–116). 
5 Pierson (2000a: 252). 
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on, but not chosen, recede as actors organize their strategies around the path “taken” in ways that 

render a return to the status quo ante more difficult over time.”6 

Each of the core component concepts in the approach – critical junctures and path 

dependence – has a distinct and distinguished intellectual pedigree in the social sciences dating 

back to the 1960s. However they were first integrated in a theoretically-coherent manner to explain 

patterns of long-run regime development by Collier and Collier in their landmark 1991 study 

Shaping the Political Arena: Critical Junctures, the Labor Movement, and Regime Dynamics in Latin America.7 

Since this time, the approach has provided researchers working in diverse fields of comparative 

politics with a powerful method for explaining specific patterns of institutional development 

historically, including many works tracking trajectories of political development across time and 

space.8 

The theoretical approach I take draws heavily on this tradition, while seeking to adapt it 

significantly, most particularly in according a central causal role to ideas and ideational structures. 

Traditional path-dependent approaches have touched on the independent causal role of ideas, but 

only in very limited ways. Ideas in these accounts typically exert causal force when influential actors 

‘carrying’ them obtain power for unrelated reasons and then attempt to influence outcomes 

according to their beliefs9 or when broad and highly stylized ideologies (e.g. conservative versus 

liberal) are posited to ‘position’ actors who simply to act out preferences that are assumed to derive 

from these structures.10 The path-dependent theory I outline here differs significantly in that it 

understands ideas, following Béland and Cox, as the “primary source of political behaviour” that 

“shape how we define political problems, give definition to our goals, and are the currency we use 

to communicate about politics.”11 As Mlada Bukovansky notes: “interests and strategies are not 

sufficient to explain the manner in which political authority is constituted, and political contests 

conducted.”12A useful way to conceive of this is through the frame of the ‘culture’ of politics, 

which, as Bukovansky notes, “gives meaning and context to power struggle, in a structured way.”13 

                                                 
6 Thelen and Mahoney (2015: 20). 
7 Collier and Collier (1991). 
8 Examples are legion, but readers may usefully consult Collier and Collier (1991); Luebbert (1991); Yashar 
(1997); Mahoney (2001b); Lieberman (2003). 
9 Parsons (2016). 
10 See, for example: Mahoney (2001b); Falleti (2010). 
11 Béland and Cox (2010: 3). See also Capoccia and Ziblatt (2010: 947–48). 
12 Bukovansky (2002: 32). 
13 Bukovansky (2002: 15). 
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This conception of political rationality as socially constructed, in turn, implies a certain 

reading of the relation between social and political life and the state. I argue, therefore, for a 

particular perspective on the socio-political impact of the state, one that Theda Skocpol has termed 

‘Toquevellian.’14 In this telling, states matter “because their organizational configurations along 

with their overall patterns of activity, affect political culture, encourage some kinds of group 

formation and collective political actions (but not others), and make possible the raising of certain 

political issues (but not others).”15 At the same time, they structure the ways in which certain groups 

in society “attain public status and the right to authoritative participation in policy making.”16 In 

other words, they influence the “meaning and method of politics” as it is expressed within the 

political order.17 

More specifically, ideas are causally relevant in the theory I advance here in at least three 

important ways. In the first place, as foreshadowed above, ideas define political rationality in particular 

social contexts. As will be elaborated in much greater detail below, ideas shape the political 

rationality of strategic behaviour through specific ideational frames; namely, discursive packages, 

or ways of communicating about facts and events employed by actors to mobilize adherents, to 

conscript resources, and to persuade relevant constituencies and decision-makers in the pursuit of 

desired objectives. In addition, ideas serve as a source of political conflict, particularly where ideological 

work within the political order serves to set the parameters of citizenship or other politically salient 

status markers within the society. Finally, ideas frequently serve as important coalition magnets - 

political proposals with the capacity to appeal across political divides to frame interests, mobilize 

support, and build agreement on specific political outcomes. 

This chapter proceeds as follows. I begin with a brief outline of the anatomy of path-

dependent explanations in comparative-historical analysis.  I then present the core theoretical 

argument of the dissertation, drawing on this approach to analyse the emergence and consolidation 

of the Turkish and Thai guardian orders in the second half of the twentieth century.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
14 Following, as she notes, de Tocqueville’s ‘masterful application’ of this perspective “in his studies The Old 
Regime and the French Revolution and Democracy in America” (Skocpol, 1985: 21).  
15 Skocpol (1985: 21). 
16 Skocpol (1985: 23). 
17 Skocpol (1985: 28). 
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CONCEPTUAL BUILDING BLOCKS: THE COMPENTS OF PATH-DEPENDENT 
EXPLANATION IN COMPARATIVE-HISTORICAL ANALYSIS 
 
Path-dependent explanations in comparative-historical analysis typically unfold through a sequence 

of analytical elements or components that work together to provide robust explanations of 

institutional outcomes, including patterns of regime development (see Figure 2.1).  

 
 

 
Figure 2.1: The components of path-dependent explanation18 

 
Critical junctures and antecedent conditions 
 
Historical break points – watershed ‘moments of choice’ known as critical junctures – lie at the 

heart of the path-dependent framework. Capoccia and Kelemen define critical junctures as 

relatively short historical periods “in which the structural (that is, economic, cultural, ideological, 

organizational) influences on political action are significantly relaxed.”19 This heightened 

contingency means that “the range of plausible choices open to powerful political actors expands 

substantially and the consequences of their decisions for the outcome of interest are potentially 

much more momentous.”20 They are deemed ‘critical’ for this reason, but in addition because of 

their apparent long-lasting effects – “they place institutional arrangements on paths or trajectories, 

which are […] very difficult to alter.”21 

The emphasis on causally significant decision-making during critical junctures is an 

essential element of much path-dependent analysis. As Capoccia and Kelemen observe:  

 

                                                 
18 Adapted from Mahoney (2001b: 5). 
19 Capoccia and Kelemen (2007: 343). 
20 Capoccia and Kelemen (2007: 343). 
21 Pierson (2004: 135).  
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Political science analyses of critical junctures (and synonyms) most often focus 
not on random small events but instead on decisions by influential actors –  
political leaders, policymakers, bureaucrats, judges – and examine how, during 
a phase of institutional fluidity, they steer outcomes toward a new equilibrium.22 

 
Many – perhaps most – path-dependent analyses emphasize the role of crisis, particularly at the 

onset of critical junctures. A number of different crisis scenarios have been posited – exogenous 

shocks such as war or economic downturn are common examples – but this study focuses closely 

on the role of crises that emerge from particular socio-political cleavages within the nation-state.23 

Following Valenzuela’s usage, Collier and Collier adopt the term ‘generative cleavage’ which they 

assert comes to a head at a particular moment, thus triggering the critical juncture. 24 As we shall 

see, salient generative cleavages of the kind posited by Collier and Collier were instrumental in the 

onset of critical junctures in Turkey and Thailand in the second half of the twentieth century. 

Crisis and contingency give rise to a further feature of many critical junctures – they are 

periods during which the degree of autonomy of the political domain is enlarged. A central claim that follows 

is that during critical junctures powerful political actors have a heightened “degree of independence 

from underlying socioeconomic conditions or class alignments.”25 Of course the political can never 

be entirely divorced from broader social and economic dynamics within society. Yet, as Collier and 

Collier observe in their study of political change in Latin America, the high stakes involved in 

competition for political incumbency generates “a potentially autonomous realm of [political] 

conflict” that is significantly resistant to pressure from other domains. They are surely right to note 

that “the political arena is not simply fluid, constantly responding to socioeconomic change […] 

Socioeconomic change is important to political outcomes, but the political arena may to some 

degree follow its own pattern and pace of change, that at times takes a highly discontinuous 

form.”26  

Even so, critical junctures are certainly not moments of unbridled agency or voluntarism. 

Rather, they are best understood as periods of structured contingency in which intentional action and 

strategic interaction occur within a “framework of structural-historical constraints.’’27 Agents’ 

choices remain bounded, even as the range available to them is significantly expanded. Moreover, 

                                                 
22 Capoccia and Kelemen (2007: 354). 
23 The significance of distinct socio-political cleavages in the development of long-run political outcomes 
was first posited by Lipset and Rokkan (1967) in their study of the historical development of European 
party systems. 
24 Collier and Collier (1991: 8, 30, 32–33). 
25 Capoccia and Ziblatt (2010: 937). 
26 Collier and Collier (1991: 11). 
27 Karl and Schmitter (1991: 271–72). 
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while scholars have noted the degree of constraint can vary significantly among historical cases, all 

agree the parameters of choice are “typically rooted in prior events and processes.”28 Studies 

adopting path-dependent analysis typically point to specific pre-existing structural factors 

(‘antecedent conditions’) that set these parameters during the critical juncture. Scholars distinguish 

those prior historical patterns that are causally relevant as critical antecedents.29  Slater and Simmons 

define these as “factors or conditions preceding a critical juncture [that] combine in a causal 

sequence with factors during a critical juncture to produce divergent long-term outcomes. These 

shape the choices and changes that emerge during critical junctures in causally significant ways.”30  

 
Institutional reproduction 
 
A defining feature of path-dependent analysis is the notion that certain institutional arrangements, 

once chosen, generate inherent mechanisms of reproduction. The central idea, as Pierson notes, is 

that once selected “preceding steps in a particular direction induce further movement in the same 

direction.”31 The underlying logic is typically presented as one of ‘increasing returns’ whereby “the 

probability of further steps along the same path increases […] because the relative benefits of the 

current activity compared with other possible options increase over time.”32  

The self-reinforcing processes of positive feedback that underlie institutional reproduction 

in this model explains the tendency of institutional arrangements to persist over time, even in the 

absence of those factors that brought them about. As Mahoney explains:  

Whereas during a critical juncture an initial set of contingent factors may lead to the 
selection of a given institutional arrangement, after a critical juncture a subsequent set 
of more deterministic causal processes reproduces the institution without the 
recurrence of the original causes.33  

 
Reactive sequences and final regime outcomes 
 
Decision points produce historical legacies. Some path-dependent analyses of regime development 

– notably Mahoney34 – emphasize the role of reactive sequences triggered after the critical juncture 

that unfold to produce ‘final’ regime outcomes. Here, the trigger results not in positive feedback 

                                                 
28 Mahoney (2001a: 113). 
29 Slater and Simmons (2010); Soifer (2012) 
30 Slater and Simmons (2010: 891) 
31 Pierson (2000a: 252) 
32 Pierson (2000a: 252), emphasis in original. 
33 Mahoney (2001a: 114). 
34 Mahoney (2001a, 2001b). Additionally, as Falleti and Mahoney (2015: 223–24) note, Jack Goldstone’s 
influential comparative historical analysis of eighteenth and nineteenth century English industrialization 
incorporates such a dynamic to ground aspects of the argument.   
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but sets in motion a sequence of ‘temporally ordered’ and ‘causally connected’ reactions and 

counter reactions. Pierson has described the process in the following way: “initial disturbances are 

crucial not because they generate positive feedback, but because they trigger a powerful response 

[…] action and reaction move the system in a new direction, but not one that reinforces the first 

move.”35 

Following standard practice, I will use term critical juncture aftermath to describe the period 

of reactive sequences. In his comparative study of the political development of five Central 

American regimes, Mahoney explores how reactive sequences produced regime outcomes far 

removed from the initial critical juncture. As he notes, resistance or reaction to the institutional 

arrangements determined during the critical juncture trigger reactive sequences: 

 
Counter reactions to this […] may then drive subsequent events in the sequence. 
Reactive sequences therefore often marked by properties of backlash and 
counterresponse as actors challenge or support structural and institutional 
patterns established during critical juncture periods. Even if such resistance does 
not actually transform these institutions and structures, it can set in motion an 
autonomous process that encompasses events that lead to a final outcome of 
interest.36 

 
While scholars rightly note that the mechanisms driving reactive sequences differ from those 

underpinning positive feedback, there is nothing to suggest that they are mutually incompatible. I 

contend that both types of mechanisms can and do work in tandem and indeed may reinforce one 

another at key points, principally because both are endogenous to the regime institution itself. 

The final stage of the model is the ‘heritage’ of the critical juncture.37 Eventually, the 

patterns of action and reaction that structure reactive sequences “give way to more stable outcomes 

[including] the formation of new institutional patterns, such as national regimes.”38 It is important 

to note that in the analysis of political regimes, especially in the developing world, stability must 

always be seen in relative terms. As Mahoney observes: “Although [final] outcomes represent 

relatively stable equilibrium points, the analyst must keep in mind that new periods of discontinuity 

will inevitably dislodge them.”39 

 
 

                                                 
35 Pierson (2000b: 85). 
36 Mahoney (2001b: 10). 
37 Collier and Collier (1991: 8); Mahoney (2001b: 8ff). 
38 Mahoney (2001a: 115). 
39 Mahoney (2001b: 115). 
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THE HISTORICAL ARGUMENT 
 
I argue that the relatively short periods of authoritarian military rule in Turkey (1960–61) and 

Thailand (1976–78) constitute key historical breakpoints of late twentieth century political 

development in these two cases. These critical junctures are the watershed moments that set the 

stage for the emergence and consolidation of guardian hybrid regimes. In what follows, I draw on 

the tools of comparative-historical analysis to ground an argument about the impacts of these 

critical junctures on the subsequent regime development in the cases, culminating in regime 

heritages at the close of the twentieth century.  

 
Antecedent conditions: The centre–periphery cleavage and the character of the security 
environment 
 
Two distinct kinds of critical antecedent conditions frame my account of the formation of guardian 

hybrid regimes in Turkey and Thailand during their respective critical junctures. The first and most 

important is the structural condition the two cases share – a particular long-standing socio-political 

divide within the body politic. The second antecedent condition – the quality of the internal and 

external security environment – distinguishes the cases from each other. These constitute crucial 

components of the theory of regime outcomes I present. Analogous politically salient cleavages 

account for similar trajectories of regime structure observed both before and after the critical juncture 

(See Table 2.1, p. 51). Distinctive differences in the quality of the security environment condition 

fundamental variation in the ideological-institutional configuration of the guardian hybrid regime in 

each case after the critical juncture (see Figure 2.2, p. 62).  
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Socio-political cleavages in the nation state 
 
Deep, longstanding, and highly politically-salient divisions within the body politic were 

instrumental in the onset of the critical junctures in Turkey and Thailand. They are striking for two 

reasons. To begin, they form the generative cleavages that in the prelude to the breakpoint in both 

cases raised “political issues so compelling as to trigger [a] larger reorganization of political 

relationships” that led to the formation of guardian hybrid regimes.1 Secondly, they constitute the 

primary ‘structural–historical constraint’ present during the critical juncture, acting to define 

available options and shape selection processes. This dissertation identifies the division within the 

polity as a fundamental opposition between ‘centre’ and ‘periphery’ – a centre–periphery cleavage.2 

An outline of the characteristics of this cleavage are in order. 

The centre–periphery cleavage is above all a reflection of rigid ‘class’ hierarchies based on 

ascriptive status markers. The centre is the preserve of the ‘exemplary citizenry,’ the segment of 

the population accorded the status of full moral agents capable of exercising all the rights and 

duties associated with rational membership of the body politic. On the periphery, the majority of 

the population are seen as ‘delinquent’ – ignorant, backwards (and often threatening), and 

unqualified to participate on the same terms as the ideal citizen. Moreover, this ‘delinquency’ calls 

for the guardianship of the periphery by the modernizing elites of the centre. The vision is “a 

society in which members of the subaltern groups can elect either to accept central [Thai or 

Turkish] values or alternatively face discrimination and political marginalization.”3   

Following Zarakol, I draw attention to the fact that ‘social class’ in this context cannot be 

read in the Marxian sense of being determined solely by division of labour or property ownership, 

but rather in the Weberian sense of including also lifestyle based status groupings.4 The centre–

periphery cleavage is not principally one between materially-derived economic classes (working 

class, middle class, capitalist class, etc) but rather one established by non-material collective 

identities. Economic power (or lack thereof) is not in itself constitutive of class in this context: 

‘‘rather, the distribution of power is produced and sustained through the practices of classes 

                                                 
1 Collier and Collier (1991: 33 fn 18). 
2 This formulation derives from Edward Shils’ (1961: 117, 124) classic formulation. Every society, Shils’ 
observed, has a centre and a periphery. The former is “a central zone in the structure of society [which is] 
the centre of the order of symbols, of values and beliefs which govern the society.” Moving from “the 
centre in which authority is possessed, to the hinterland [we find] the periphery, over which authority is 
exercised.” 
3 Ferrara (2015: 65). 
4 Zarakol (2013: 158. For a similar argument in Turkish case see Daldal (2004). 
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constituted by shared conditions of existence and the shared dispositions engendered by shared 

conditionings.’’5 

This points to the second characteristic of the centre–periphery cleavage – it is the product 

of a quasi-caste system that is both produced and reinforced by social practices of exclusionary 

closure. Moreover, the social practice of exclusionary closure maps on to ethnic divides within the 

nation: “a hierarchy of ‘informal citizenship’ distinguishes between the legitimate political role 

reserved for members of ethno-regional groups based on the degree to which their language and 

culture deviate” from official Turk or Central Thai standards.6 Finally, it has to be said that the 

modern centre–periphery cleavage itself is a construct of the state, or more precisely of a segment 

of the state elite that has traditionally assumed the right to define the nation. 

In sum, the centre–periphery cleavage reflects an enduring division over the terms of 

membership in the national political community (NPC) in Turkey and Thailand. As Lieberman 

notes, membership rules of this nature reflect decisions about “the population of people entitled 

to the rights and responsibilities of citizenship, as defined by the state.”7 Citizenship in this sense 

is understood as much a social as it is a formal-legal category. On this basis, while all Turk and Thai 

nationals “are formally granted the same legal rights of citizenship, individuals are understood to 

have legitimate claims to rights, prerogatives” and entitlements that vary with their respective 

distance from an official state ideal.8 This has elements that are based on lifestyle characteristics 

but also maps on to distinct ethno-regional sense as well. As Ferrara notes in the Thai case, “a 

hierarchy of ‘informal citizenship’ distinguishes between the legitimate political role reserved for 

members of ethno-regional groups based on the degree to which their language and culture deviate 

from Central Thai standards.”9 A similar point is made by Glyptis in relation to Turkey: “the term 

‘Türk’ carries ethnic baggage, excluding non-ethnic Turks from full citizenship unless they choose 

to abandon alternative identities.”10 The centre–periphery cleavage ultimately licences a structure 

the concerns the political status and treatment of those groups in the society the state relegates to 

                                                 
5 Bourdieu (1980: 100) as cited in Zarakol (2013: p. 151). 
6 Ferrara (2015: 20). In Thailand, this refers to predominantly to the Lao-speaking peoples of the northeast, 
the hill tribes of the north, and the Malay Muslim populations of Thailand’s southern border provinces. In 
Turkey, the principal ethno-regional group subject to exclusionary closure are the Kurdish-speaking peoples 
of the southwest, but varying degrees of exclusion also extend to minority religious communities – 
Armenians, Arab Christians (Syriacs), and Greeks. 
7 Lieberman (2003: 68). 
8 Ferrara (2015: 20). 
9 Ferrara (2015: 20). 
10 Glyptis (2008: 354). 
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a subaltern status, whether it be on account of their religious identity, ethno-regional background, 

or socio-economic status. 

 
Origins 
 
The modern centre–periphery cleavage emerged as part of the process of nineteenth century 

reform. Paribatra observes with reference to the Thai case that these nineteenth century “reforms 

[…] laid the foundations for a long-standing domination of state over society, as well as for 

domination of the strong state apparatus” by self-appointed bureaucratic elites.11 Ottoman Turkish 

and Siamese weakness in the face of the Western threat spurred state- and nation-building reforms 

and a crucial motive for these reforms was the desire to evolve ways of meeting that threat and 

averting the danger of a total submission to imperialism. Politically, this translated into a search 

for strong government and national unity. 

These reform processes gave rise to a generation of modernising bureaucratic state elites 

increasingly emulating Western forms. They also developed a vision of themselves, not in the 

traditional sense as servants of the dynasty, but as servants of the state., which served as the 

ultimate value. Moreover, reforms saw the emergence of a modern ‘bureaucratic ruling tradition’ 

comprising three distinct elements. In the first place, it reflected an understanding of the state as 

a transcendent political institution with autonomous rights over society. Secondly, the bureaucratic 

ruling tradition rested on a profound bureaucratic elite sense of cultural superiority in relation to 

the masses in the periphery, undergird by the high levels of elite educational attainment. From this 

came a strong commitment to the enlightened political administration of the masses on behalf of 

the state by the bureaucratic elite. 

This adaptive response was clearly designed to strengthen the state against the European 

challenge. The principle purpose was, of course, to narrow the gap between themselves and the 

West. But even as modernising Ottoman and Siamese bureaucratic elites were working to narrow 

these gaps by emulating patterns of Western style and conduct, they were also internalising the 

same orientalist frame adopted by the West in its relations with them, projecting them towards 

their own peripheries. As Zarakol notes, in Siam, the Ottoman Empire, and a number of other 

“non-Western states that had enough autonomy and domestic coherence to start nation-building 

at the time of incorporation” into the expanding European society of states, “the withholding of 

full recognition was traumatic for the elites […] not only because it undermined the power of the 

                                                 
11 Paribatra (1993: 881). 
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state in a material way but also because the elite came to internalize the judgment of inferiority.”12 

In other words, they accorded themselves the status of ‘civilizers’ and set about on a ‘civilizing 

mission’ in their periphery not entirely different to that of the European posture in relation to the 

global periphery. In this way, as Zarakol notes, “domestic cleavages [reproduced] frames of social 

hierarchy from the international system, especially the supposed distinction between modernity 

vs. backwardness.”13 In both cases the result was a kind of ‘internal colonialism’.  

 

Hegemonic state ideologies of developmental modernism 
 
These cleavage structures were carried through into the modern national Turkish and Thai states 

even as the leaders who carried off the elite bureaucratic ‘revolutions from above’ (in Turkey in 

1924 and Thailand in 1932) that overthrew the pre-modern absolutist orders did so in the name 

of ‘the people.’  Post-revolutionary Thailand and Turkey were constituted by the elites who 

founded them as ‘bureaucratic polities.’14 Within these regimes, the state elites organized 

themselves politically within cadre parties made up principally of military and civilian bureaucrats, 

which were dominated by the leading figures of the bureaucratic revolution. 

This inheritance notwithstanding, these cleavages required new doctrines to manage them, 

now that the modern state was formally legitimated by the principle of popular rather than dynastic 

sovereignty. This management was achieved through the articulation of hegemonic state ideologies 

to ground the trusteeship of that sovereignty by bureaucratic state elites in the name of the people.  

Much like the end of the imperial mission saw a transition from the civilizing mission to Mandate 

trusteeship under the League of Nations, the older hegemonic tradition of rational citizenship had 

to be rearticulated in new terms that would be consistent with the new moral purpose of the state.  

In Turkey, this manifested in the state ideology of Kemalism, named after the founder of 

the republic, Kemal Mustafa Atatürk. In the Thai case, the principal ideological formation was 

prachathipatai baep thai (Thai-Style Democracy, TSD). These were state ideologies that lacked 

significant emotional appeal, and in many ways the ideological void was filled by personality cults 

constructed around the ‘charismatic national heroes’ in whose name they were propagated – 

                                                 
12 Zarakol (2013: 151, 158). 
13 Zarakol (2013: 150). 
14 Students of Thai politics will no doubt be familiar with this concept as it has applied in that case. The 
term itself derives from Fred Riggs’ seminal work Thailand: The Modernization of a Bureaucratic Polity (1966). 
Heavily influenced by the core elements of modernization theory, Riggs ‘bureaucratic polity model’ 
presented a complete structural–functional framework for the analysis of post-1932 Thai politics that 
remained the basis for most analyses of Thai politics up to the 1980s. 
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Atatürk and King Bhumibol Adulyadej. These men serve as modal exemplars of the national ideal 

– Father of the Nation, Saviour of the Nation, Teacher of the Nation. 

 

 
Critical antecedent: The quality of the security environment 
 
A comparable centre–periphery cleavage underpins the similar trajectories of regime development 

over the course of the ‘long’ twentieth century (see Table 2.1, p. 56). Turkey and Thailand thus 

shifted from dynastic order to modern nation state, and diverged from the bureaucratic polity era 

to the era of guardian hybrid regime largely in tandem. However, as clear as these similar structural 

logics are it is equally true that Turkey and Thailand were very different places during in the middle 

the twentieth century and at the onset of the critical juncture. A key difference with significant 

causal implications for regime outcomes after the critical juncture was the quality of the security 

environment. 

In the decades following the establishment of the republic in 1923, Turkey successfully 

pursued a neutral foreign policy and managed to maintain that posture through the Second World 

War. When the Soviets emerged as a threat after 1945, Turkey was able to take refuge under the 

cover of the Western alliance, joining NATO in 1952. Although the military was deeply implicated 

in the collapse of the democratic order in 1960, the fact of a benign security environment in general 

ensured that during the critical juncture, ‘firepower’ played virtually no role in elite decision-making 

over the institutional-ideological role of the military in the new order.  The security environment 

in Thailand could hardly have been more different. From the late 1950s, Thailand’s external 

security environment became a concern with the onset of the Cold War in Asia and the emergence 

of conflicts in neighbouring Indochina. Through the 1960s, the communist threat moved inside 

Thailand’s borders as the Communist Party of Thailand launched an insurgency in the north of 

the country, attempting to conscript the support of villagers against the Thai state. At the same 

time, various armed rebellions emerged in the Muslim–Malay southern border provinces. The 

requirement of active ‘firepower’ to address these challenges ensured that elite decision-making 

during the critical role emphasized the ideological-institutional significance of armed force and the 

military institution more generally. 

These differences, as we be discussed further below, account for the cross-case variation 

in the distinctive ideological- institutional configurations of the guardian order at the end of the 

critical juncture (see Figure 2.2, p. 62). 
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Figure 2.2: Cross-case variation in regime outcomes after the critical juncture 
 
 
Crisis: The open period 
 
The bureaucratic polity had been geared “towards basing social structures on status affiliation [that] 

kept status and non-status groups apart, and increased the segmented nature of society as a 

whole.”15 Reactions to it triggered threatening patterns of mass mobilization from the periphery 

towards the centre that peaked in relatively brief periods of ‘open politics,’ in Turkey (1950–1960) 

and Thailand (1973–76). The core focus of this mobilization was not against economic structures, 

but against the status-oriented structure of membership of the national political community. It 

challenged less the structure of the distribution of economic values, but rather the established 

socio-political hierarchies and demands by the representatives of subaltern groups for political 

inclusion. This mobilization was principally about questions of political justice or the fair 

distribution of political recognition and citizenship rights. Questions of economic justice were 

certainly salient – especially in Thailand – but were largely subordinate to and refracted through 

the lens of the unjust distribution of political recognition. 

 
Therefore, these relatively circumscribed periods of political democracy were experienced 

by traditional state elites on terms that could be fairly described as traumatic – a “genuine cultural–

ideological panic,” as Anderson has it.16  These brief ‘experiments’ were ended by military 

                                                 
15 Steinbach (1984: 85) 
16 Anderson (1978: 30, fn. 95). 
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interventions in May 1960 in Turkey and in Thailand in October 1976, opening the period of 

critical juncture. 

 
Critical juncture: Hegemonic restoration and the establishment of the guardian hybrid 
regime 
 
This section lays out the argument linking the sequence of crises, patterns of intra-elite conflict, 

and final settlement during the critical juncture that resulted in the establishment of guardian 

hybrid regimes. Here, the role of ideas comes to the forefront, particularly in the context of a 

highly fluid and ambiguous institutional environment in the wake of political crisis. This is 

particularly relevant given, as Capoccia and Ziblatt note, “the more uncertain the objective 

conditions surrounding institutional creation are, the more likely political actors are to rely on 

ideational filters to interpret reality and orient their strategies.”17 

Once the democratic period had been terminated the principal political task confronting 

traditional state elites was to construct a new political order. By the end of the critical juncture that 

undertaking had been completed – guardian hybrid regime settlements were agreed. This outcome, 

however, was in no way predetermined or inevitable. The key players who had brought the open 

period to a close could scarcely have anticipated such an outcome. Moreover, alternative paths of 

political order were advanced and at certain key moments only very narrowly avoided. As we shall 

see, the modern history of both Turkey and Thailand could well have taken an altogether different 

direction. 

I contend that guardian hybrid regimes materialized during the critical juncture period of 

because of intense intra-elite factional contestation over the task of fashioning a new political 

system. They were the result of an elite political settlement reached towards the end of the period 

and forged by a particular coalition of moderate political factions. That coalition in turn was only 

made possible by the presence of two necessary conditions. The first was what scholars refer to as 

a ‘coalition magnet’ – a political proposal with the capacity to appeal across political divides in 

order to frame interests, mobilize supporters, and build agreement on a specific political outcome. 

The second was a ‘coalition entrepreneur’, a powerbroker with the aptitude to recognize the 

potential of the ‘coalition magnet’ and to deploy it to build a settlement coalition. 

To make this argument, I adopt a ‘strategic constructivist’ account of intra-elite conflict 

and coalition-building. By this I mean an approach that recognizes that the strategic behaviour of 

                                                 
17 Capoccia and Ziblatt (2010: 947). 
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elites as purposive actors must incorporate an understanding of political rationality as socially 

constructed.18 A strategic constructivist account of elite coalition behaviour, for example, stands 

“opposed to the more rationalist-style [notion of] coalition-building through bargaining and 

payoffs.”19 Drawing on socially constituted ideational frames to explain strategic behaviour offers 

a significant analytical payoff as it helps us to “account for the substantive content” of particular 

political demands and of the “beliefs and understanding that [lead] actors to connect these 

demands with a particular set of [institutional] solutions.”20 

Ideas inform the political rationality of strategic behaviour through specific ideational frames. 

Frames are “discursive packages, or ways of communicating about facts and events” employed by 

actors to mobilize adherents, to conscript resources, and to persuade relevant constituencies and 

decision-makers in the pursuit of desired objectives.21 Strategic frames consist in three key 

elements: “a diagnosis of the social condition in need of remedy, a prognosis for how to effect such a 

remedy, and a rationale for action, a ‘call to arms’.”22 Frames are “produced in and through […] 

signifying practices but they are also often drawn from larger master frames.”23 Master frames can 

be thought of as structuring the entire discursive field in which frame competition takes place. 

By drawing attention to the way shared cultural understandings of rightful conduct both 

licence and constrain certain kinds of instrumental action, frame analysis also highlights the 

underlying intersubjective and socially-embedded nature of political rationality in general. As 

Polletta and Ho have written: “While actors instrumentally frame situations so as to press their 

case, their very understanding of what is instrumental is shaped by taken-for-granted frames. In 

that sense, frames are both strategic and set the terms of strategic action.”24 This approach rests 

on an assumption that “communication is structured from the start by cultural forms that exist 

somewhat independently of group interests.”25 

 
The contest to cast a new political order and transition to a new regime 
 
Critical junctures, as we have established, are defined by their characteristics of heightened 

contingency and agency – providing elite actors with expansive horizons of action in responding 

                                                 
18 Lieberman (2002: 699). 
19 Parsons (2016: 456). 
20 Lieberman (2002: 697). 
21 Lichterman and Cefaï (2008: 402). 
22 Polletta and Ho (2008: 190). Emphasis in the original. 
23 Polletta and Ho (2008: 190). 
24 Polletta and Ho (2008: 188). 
25 Lichterman and Cefaï (2008: 399). Emphasis in the original. 
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to altered circumstances. At the same time, they are moments of pervasive uncertainty and 

ambiguity. This uncertainty, as O’Donnell and Schmitter observe, is an endemic feature of almost 

all regime transitions: “Not only are [the rules of the political game] in constant flux, but they are 

usually arduously contested; actors struggle not just to satisfy their immediate interests and/or the 

interests of those whom they purport to represent, but also to define rules and procedures whose 

configuration will determine likely winners and losers in the future.”26 

Such an environment confronted elites at the onset of the critical juncture. Their task was 

made harder still by the absence of a clear consensus or common framework for building political 

order anew. Having ended their nations’ brief ‘experiments’ with democracy, traditional state elites 

therefore found themselves at an “impasse unable to proceed according to the ‘normal’ patterns 

and processes that had hitherto governed their behaviour.”27 Within this context of institutional 

fluidity and uncertainty, elites naturally turned to the most salient pre-existing structures available 

to make sense of their options and to anchor their decision-making. The long-standing 

confrontation between the centre and the periphery served precisely such a function, acting to 

partially configure actors’ perceptions and choices by forming a master frame among them. This 

master frame gave elites a common reference point in their diagnosis of the political conditions 

requiring remedy under a future political system. 

Master frame. The shared experience of ‘cultural–ideological shock’ during the open period 

provided state elites with a common understanding that unrestrained ‘mass politics’ presented an 

existential challenge to the foundational ideological premises on which the modern state had been 

built, and to the preeminent place that they themselves inhabited within it. More fundamentally, 

the common trauma conditioned a collective resolve to fashion a political order that would restore 

their political and ideological hegemony and revive the hegemonic state project of societal 

transformation. The master frame therefore took both the diagnosis of the problem, and the 

importance of a broad remedial project of hegemonic restoration as given.  

Plural factional frames. At the same time elites were at odds over the specific institutional means 

to bring hegemonic restoration to fruition. Different factions held a range of ideological 

perspectives that, while incorporating the diagnosis of the master frame, differed markedly in terms 

of prognosis and rationales for action. The most significant divisions concerned two interrelated 

questions of tremendous import. First, what political regime structure would best serve hegemonic 

                                                 
26 O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986: 6). 
27 Lieberman (2002: 704). 
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restoration? And secondly, what kind of posture ought the centre assume in relation to subaltern 

groups in the periphery in reviving the hegemonic project of transforming society through state 

action?  

The various elite factions fell into two broad categories. ‘Radical hardliners’ anticipated a 

restoration of traditional elite hegemony through a powerful authoritarian regime. Democracy had 

‘distracted’ the state from its mission and the only way to revive it and to restore elite hegemony 

generally was through dictatorship, at least for the medium term. Subaltern groups needed to be 

confronted, subdued, and the traditional cleavage structure restored and reinforced. ‘Moderates’ 

came at the problem from a different perspective. They took the view that the moderating effects 

of a return to constitutional order would best serve elite objectives in the long run. They also 

recognized that traditional approaches of transforming society through state action were no longer 

tenable. They saw the importance of acknowledging the masses as genuine (albeit lesser) citizens 

and accepted in principle that their demands for political inclusion should be accommodated. 

These two broad groups of elites competed for primacy during the critical juncture. I 

contend that this conflict unfolded in three distinct phases: radical reaction, moderate coalition-

building and institutional settlement, and the close of the critical juncture. In each phase, elite 

groups pressed their vision on other elites by framing the crisis of the open period as a particular 

kind of crisis, and presenting models of hegemonic restoration that would advance a solution. 

 
Phase 1: Radical reaction to the open period  
 
The ‘27 May Revolution’ in Turkey in 1960 and the October 1976 ‘Thammasat Coup’ in Thailand 

were the opening salvos in broad projects of hegemonic restoration by traditional state elites. Initial 

moves were dominated by forceful hardline elements.  

Turkey. Radical authoritarian soldiers had brought down the democratic regime and moved into 

a strong position within the military junta. Their standing rested on their links to like-minded mid-

ranking officers in field command positions throughout the armed forces. The radicals in the junta 

advanced revolutionary proposals and engineered purges of moderate sectors. Their objective was 

a military regime sine die on the model of Nasser’s Egypt.28 They took the view that the army would 

lead a rejuvenated Atatürkist social revolution rapidly, directly, and forcefully to the people, 

completing the mission Atatürk himself had been unable to achieve in his lifetime. 

                                                 
28 Ahmad (1993: 128). 
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Thailand. Queen Sirikit’s hardline faction of reactionary ultranationalists dominated the new 

regime, with military support from a powerbase within the army. The queen’s favourite Thanin 

Kraiwixien, a hyper-royalist arch-conservative ideologue, was appointed prime minister. He drove 

a fiercely confrontational and reactionary agenda across all fronts, in particular an accelerated and 

punitive military campaign of counter-insurgency against the communist mobilization in the 

periphery.  

 
Phase 2: Purge of the radicals, moderate coalition-building, and elite guardian settlement 
 
‘Moderate’ factions moved to the foreground in the second phase. Leading reformists moved 

successfully to oust the hardliners in Turkey in November 1960 and in Thailand in October 1977. 

This was achieved, however, in the absence of any agreement among the moderate factions over 

how to proceed with the architecture of the new regime. Divided loyalties, interests, and aspirations 

among moderate groups rendered an easy consensus on taking the order forward difficult to reach. 

Turkey. The Republican People’s Party (RPP) assumed that it (with its junior partners, the civilian 

bureaucracy) would take the lead in a revitalized Atatürkist regime, as had been the case during the 

pre-1950 era. Its interests lay, then, in a simple restoration of democracy and rapid elections, which 

it anticipated would deliver it a landslide victory. The RPP had been influenced to some extent by 

the liberal sentiment that had developed within the Kemalist establishment during the open period, 

but most of its framing of the situation was structured by the traditional bureaucratic mindset. 

Senior military commanders formed a second moderate group centred on the head of the junta, 

General Gürsel, who held no strong ideological convictions but was anxious both to quickly 

restore civilian rule and to maintain some distance between the military and the civilian groups. 

The final moderate group was comprised of the various elements of the Kemalist intelligentsia – 

the judiciary and legal fraternity, the universities, the press, and the professions. These groups had 

borne the brunt of anti-establishment attacks during the open period and were keen to establish a 

liberal framework for the protection of civil rights and liberties. 

Thailand. Thailand’s moderates were more factionalized still. King Bhumipol and his close 

advisors – notably Kukrit Promoj – constituted a central pillar. The king’s interests lay in restoring 

his own personal political primacy – both within the palace, where he had been side-lined by his 

wife’s clique through 1976–78, and within the broader political misé-en-scene. The king had long 

hued to the idea that most appropriate way to maximize his influence was by delegating his 

authority to ‘good men’ (khon di) – wise and virtuous proxies who would work for the ‘common 

good’ through their leadership in the various institutions of state. In the khon di worldview, the 
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king’s ‘chief proxy’ plays a critical role as the nexus between the palace and the rest of the system. 

General Prem Tinsulanond, a leading counter-insurgency general and favourite of the king 

constituted a second key pillar. The third broad grouping was made up of moderate senior 

commanders, mostly from the army’s staff and intelligence commands, the navy, and the air force. 

The final group comprised two factions of ‘ideological soldiers’ – the Military Officers Group 

(popularly known as the ‘Young Turks’) and the thahan prachathipatai (Democratic Soldiers, DS). 

A new regime bargain could only be reached if the diverse interests and positions of these 

moderate factions could be reconciled and a broad-based settlement coalition formed. This 

objective was achieved once a suitable proposal – a broad ‘regime thesis’ capable of functioning 

as a ‘coalition magnet’ – and a coalition broker were brought together. ‘Coalition magnets’ are 

concepts that can “appeal to a diversity of individuals and groups [and can] be used strategically 

[…] by entrepreneurs […] to frame interests, mobilize supporters, and build coalitions.”29 Such 

ideas, as Parsons notes, must be able to “stretch across diverse and previously separate actors and 

agendas.”30 Multivocality or polysymetry – “an idea’s capacity to be understood in multiple ways, 

combining shared and unshared interpretations” – is the salient feature here.31 When deployed to 

build a coalition, the multivocality of a concept facilitates the ordering of heterogeneous interests 

into a more or less coherent institutional configuration through processes of dialogue and 

mediation.32  

During the critical juncture novel ‘regime theses’ developed by particularly ideologically 

charged elite groups formed the basis for coalition magnets. Influential ‘coalition entrepreneurs’ 

then stepped forward to broker coalitions by building bridges between divided multiple groups 

around these broad regime theses. These coalition magnets were thus successfully deployed by 

coalition entrepreneurs such that the distinct beliefs and understandings of the different moderate 

groups could be reinterpreted and reconciled so as to connect their particular demands to a general 

set of institutional solutions. 

 
 
‘Militant democracy’ and the Turkish ‘Republican alliance’  
 
Judicial elites within the Kemalist establishment had during the 1950s developed a regime thesis 

that drew heavily on the contemporary German experience. Reflecting on the failure of Weimar 

                                                 
29 Béland and Cox (2016: 429). 
30 Parsons (2016: 456). 
31 Parsons (2016: 456). 
32 Parsons (2016: 456). Béland and Cox (2016) use the term polysymetry to capture the same idea. 
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democracy in the interwar period, the German legal scholar Karl Lowenstein had articulated the 

idea of ‘militant democracy.’ Lowenstein took the view that German democracy had fallen to the 

Nazis “due to a lack of militancy against subversive movements” bent on overturning the 

democratic order from within.”33 

Turkish legalists took Lowenstein’s thesis and adapted it to local conditions. The concept 

itself could be readily ‘stretched’ in the Turkish context to incorporate “a wider spectrum of 

political activities – and even apolitical acts” than had been considered in post-war Europe.34 Seen 

through a broad Kemalist worldview, militant democracy measures could be applied to the “… 

constitutionally proclaimed principle of secularism and unity of the state and used for more than 

simply protecting democracy. They [could be] invoked to entertain and promote Atatürk’s dreams 

about the ideal society.”35 Militant democracy emphasized the role of strong counter-majoritarian 

institutions – especially the courts – in the regulation of subversive political projects, in particular 

political parties. The Turkish judicial elite extended this view to incorporate the idea of a range of 

bureaucratic enclaves of policymaking protected by the courts. At the same time, they emphasized 

the role of a wide range of constitutionally-protected social rights in inculcating a ‘public culture’ 

that would inoculate the society from the influence of ‘subversive elements.’ 

General Gürsel recognized the salience of militant democracy to act as a coalition magnet. 

On that basis, through 1960–1961 he forged a Republican alliance (RA) of the RPP, moderate 

senior commanders in the military, and judicial–intellectual elites to craft a final regime bargain 

around the concept. At the same time Gürsel and the military largely stepped back from the 

process of constitution-making itself. Doctrinally speaking, ‘militant democracy’ elevated the 

judiciary to a key position in the regime and gave it a distinct ‘liberal–judicial’ ideological colouring. 

Turkey’s benign security environment meant that no particular emphasis on ‘firepower’ was 

required and that military could focus on the process of ‘returning to the barracks.’ Its interests – 

and the interests of all the players – could thus be embedded in the settlement in political-

institutional terms rather than on security terms.  

 
 
‘Managed Democracy’ and the Thai ‘Khon Di Alliance’ 
 
The concept of ‘guided’ or ‘managed democracy’ was advanced by the Democratic Soldiers, a 

group of mid-ranking military officers in the Thai military’s staff command responsible for the 
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development of Thailand’s counter-insurgency strategy through the 1960s. Their experience in 

cultivating a strategic response to the insurgency had deeply politicized these officers, as they came 

to the realization that traditional elite means of controlling and directing the Thai nation-state were 

both deeply exploitative and fundamentally counterproductive – they constituted the single 

principal source of communist success in mobilising Thai villagers’ support against the state. As 

Pasuk and Baker note, the Democratic Soldiers recognized that “the solution depended not on 

military technique, but on a programme of fundamental change in economy and politics.”36 

Crucially, the concept of ‘democracy’ they advanced was sufficiently ‘plastic’ that it could be 

interpreted fairly broadly by the different interest groups within the moderate elite.37 Managed 

democracy emphasized the importance of a strong parliament – not only to properly represent the 

interests of hitherto excluded peripheral groups, but also as a critical counterbalance to the 

bureaucracy and other powerful interests implicated in the exploitation of the masses by the centre. 

It also underlined the importance of extensive bureaucratic reform and development projects to 

transform the society and rebalance the status of Bangkok and the regions. Naturally, the 

‘management’ implied in this thesis would fall to the army itself and the Democratic Soldiers 

envisaged that military men would dominate the parliament and play a key role in the executive. 

It would fall to General Prem – a favourite of the king –  to act as the coalition-building 

entrepreneur. He recognized the potential of the Democratic Soldiers’ political thinking to act as 

a coalition magnet, and through 1976–78 quietly assembled a ‘Khon di’ alliance (KDA) of the king, 

himself, and the various factions of ‘ideological soldiers’. Prem moves to sediment the KDA during 

the ouster of the hardliners in October 1977 was thwarted on the first attempt, when he was 

outmanoeuvred by his rival General Kriangsak who replaced Thanin as prime minister. The king 

subsequently withdrew his support from the coalition, and refused to sanction the Kriangsak 

regime. Through 1979–80 Prem reconstituted his powerbase and with the support of the 

ideological soldiers and the king, he replaced Kriangsak as prime minister in March 1980. 

Doctrinally speaking, ‘managed democracy’ elevated the military to a key position in the 

deep state and gave it a distinct ‘militarist’ ideological colouring. At the same time, it essential to 

note that the salience of that premise itself was conditional on the distinct quality of Thailand’s 

hostile security environment. With insurgency still raging across both the northern and southern 

border regions, ‘firepower’ was essential to rendering Prem’s KDA settlement workable. 
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Thailand’s hybrid guardian settlement necessarily incorporated the army in ideological-security 

terms, ensuring it an elevated role in the new order (see Figure 2.2, p. 62). 

 
Hybrid guardian regime settlements 
 
As we have seen, the nature of moderate coalition-building during the critical juncture -  in which 

divergent interests and aspirations needed to be accommodated under a very broad ‘regime thesis’ 

– produced an orderly but rather ‘untidy’ settlement that ensured that both broadly representative 

elected institutions and guardian ones would be combined within one overall framework of 

political authority. The result was a kind of ‘bricolage architecture’ that gave the overall regime its 

‘hybrid’ quality.  

More specifically, a domain of legitimate authority for representative institutions, political 

parties, and elected governments was established. At the same time, the regime bargain carved out 

a distinct domain of political guardianship – the deep state – in the form of bureaucratic enclaves 

of policymaking reserved for traditional state elites. In so doing, they established for the deep state 

two principal functions. The first was to regulate the political arena by circumscribing the authority 

of elected institutions and limiting the impact of ‘anti-systemic’ forces emerging from the 

periphery. Guardian enclaves thus served to fortify institutionally the capacity of guardian elites to 

‘contain’ the political realm, to keep it ‘in bounds’ in case the electorates preferences turned out to 

be threatening. They served a second function – to transform political society by institutionalising the 

long-standing bureaucratic project of transforming society through state action. 

 
Phase 3: Close of the critical juncture 
 
Despite the conclusion of guardian settlements, powerful elements remained opposed. Until these 

groups were neutralized, the new regime itself remained at serious risk. In each case, a defining 

event served to vanquish opposing elements, leading to the closure of the critical juncture and the 

consolidation of the guardian hybrid regime. These events also point to the extraordinary contingency 

of regime outcomes and to the fact that alternative paths of political development in both cases 

were only very narrowly avoided.  

Turkey. Gürsel’s purge of the hardliners from the NUC in November 1960 had removed this 

force from the regime. However, it had done nothing to dispel radical sentiment in the middle 

ranks of the armed forces more generally and powerful cliques cleaved to their ambition of 

establishing a military-led revolutionary Atatürkist regime. Elections held after the settlement in 

October 1961 heralded a return to civilian rule, and the return of an unexpectedly large number of 
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deputies from neo-Democrat parties. The election results triggered a new round of radical salon 

plotting in the military centre centred on Colonel Talat Aydemir, which viewed the return of the 

heirs of Menderes to government an affront to the ‘27 May Revolution’.  

On February 22 1962 Aydemir’s clique launched a putsch, quickly establishing control over 

the capital and at the same time surrounding the presidential palace where President Gürsel, Prime 

Minister İnönü, and the Chief of the General Staff had convened a crisis council. As Hale notes: 

“This was the moment of victory for Aydemir, who virtually had the entire government in his 

hands.”38 Inexplicably, he allowed the trio to flee, and the initiative was ceded.39 Aydemir’s broad 

support in the wider military rapidly fell away, and within 24 hours he had surrendered and the 

capacity of radical soldiers to seriously threaten the guardian order further eliminated. But it had 

been a close-run thing. As one officer close to the events observed, a single, crucial “mistaken 

decision changed the course of Turkish history.”40  

Thailand. During the first year of Prem’s government, elected politicians in the new parliament 

proved remarkably assertive. In order to keep his government afloat, colourful brokerage and deal 

making were in order, with predictable results for orderly administration. Despite severe misgivings 

about elected parliaments for precisely this reason, the Young Turks had joined the KDA in 1977 

in support of their mentor Prem. Now, the group grew increasingly dissatisfied with the ‘chaos’ of 

parliamentary politics and withdrew their support. On 1 April 1981, the Young Turks orchestrated 

a coup against Prem’s government and conscripted the ambitious General Sant Chipatima to lead 

it.41 With their superior firepower in and around the capital, the rapidly overwhelmed resistance in 

Bangkok. Prem, under orders from King Bhumipol and Queen Sirikit withdrew with the entire 

royal family to his base in Khorat in Thailand’s northeast. With the palace clearly set against the 

rebellion, the April Fool’s coup (as it has come to be known) fell apart in short order: “It was clear 

that Prem was holding the trump card and his position was legitimated by the support rendered to 

                                                 
38 Hale (1994: 158). 
39 Hale (1994: 158–59) notes that while accounts of the events surrounding the release of the captives are 
conflicting, the weight of the evidence points towards indecision on the part of Aydemir. 
40 Cited in Hale (1994: 158). 
41 There are conflicting accounts of the circumstances leading up to the coup. It has been suggested that 
the Young Turks approached Prem on 31 March to convince him to join them in an autogolpe on the model 
of Sarit in 1958 and Thanom in 1971. On this telling he agreed, but then had cold feet when the palace got 
wind of the matter and the queen intervened. As Chambers notes, others contend that he “simply believed 
that, although there needed to be reforms, a coup was not the answer – and he would not be part of one.” 
For extensive discussion, readers may usefully consult Chambers (2013: 207–210) and Samudavanija (1982: 
53–55). 
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him by the Royal Family, the most revered institution in the country.”42 In the aftermath, 

‘Premocracy’ as Thailand’s early guardian order came to be known became the only game in town. 

The queen’s active intervention in the crisis was a critical, but contingent and highly ironic, 

variable. While the king’s personal support for Prem and the hybrid regime he had negotiated was 

unequivocal, the queen and her coterie were actually opposed to the guardian settlement. In the early 

part of the critical juncture, it will be recalled, they had fought for a hardline reactionary regime 

more in keeping with the pre-1973 political order. The queen’s direction to Prem to oppose the 

coup – and her active support after the move to Khorat – was actually driven by her desire to 

advance the position of her favourite – General Arthit Kamlang-ek – presumably in order to 

maximize her own political clout in the army. Coup leader General Sant was Arthit’s main factional 

rival at the apex of the military, and it was against Sant – rather than the Young Turks – that the 

queen’s manoeuvres were largely directed. Paradoxically, then, the queen’s intervention in the crisis 

consolidated a regime structure she herself vigorously opposed, by eliminating the only remaining 

group capable of posing a credible threat to it.  

 
Institutional reproduction 
 
We have established how these guardian hybrid regimes were established during the critical 

juncture, and the sources of their distinct ideological-institutional configurations by the end of that 

period. So constituted, guardian hybrid regimes have proven remarkably durable and stable. This 

section lays out the argument that explains that durability and focuses on the ways in which 

mutually reinforcing logics of institutional power (incumbency) and socially-embedded 

legitimating frameworks sustain the guardian hybrid form. Researchers adopting the path 

dependence approach have traditionally deployed the concept of power to ground aspects of their 

arguments about the stabilization of institutional settlements over time. Self-reinforcing processes 

of institutional reproduction that highlight “increasing returns to power” figure prominently in the 

literature, and tend to emphasize the positive feedback associated with political incumbency.43 

Here, as Pierson notes, the: 

allocation of political authority to particular actors is a key source of positive 
feedback […] When certain actors are in a position to impose rules on others, 
the employment of power may be self-reinforcing. Actors may use political 

                                                 
42 Samudavanija (1982: 26). 
43 Functionalist and other utilitarian processes are also common. For extended discussions of the full range 
of mechanisms potentially underlying institutional reproduction see:  Mahoney (2000: 515–526) and Pierson 
(2004: 17–53). For a critique of the ‘stability bias’ attributed to much of the institutionalist theorizing on 
institutional reproduction, see Mahoney and Thelen (2010). 
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authority to generate changes in the rules of the game (both formal institutions 
and various public policies) designed to enhance their power.44 

 
Such an approach is important, but nevertheless limited, in that it understands both power and 

incumbency as unproblematic ‘resources’ possessed by actors in concrete political struggles. My 

theory, in contrast, rests on a particular view of the mutually-reinforcing relationship between 

power resources embodied in institutional incumbency and socially-embedded frameworks of 

legitimate political authority and conduct. As Bukovansky explains, this is because “power 

resources can be discursive or symbolic as well as material. The parameters that delimit the identity 

of legitimate political authority or behavior are articulated in cultural terms, and these parameters 

constitute a dimension of power.”45  

Guardian hybrid regimes are sustained and reproduced by institutional complexes of legitimate 

authority and strategic bureaucratic incumbency. I use the term ‘complexes’ to reflect the fact that these 

consist in mutually-reinforcing elements that are separable analytically but in practice function 

interdependently. We can delineate three such elements. To begin, reconstituted hegemonic state 

ideologies (HSIs) ‘embed’ the guardian order by demarcating the legitimate jurisdiction of each 

domain – the deep state and the ‘political realm.’ These ideologies also institutionalize the grounds 

on which guardian state elites claim the right to act independently in the name of the state, 

including the right to intervene to ‘discipline’ the political realm. The second element is a ‘monist’ 

sphere of public discourse. Guardians actively sustain the structure of the monist public sphere 

through the enclaves of bureaucratic incumbency they occupy within the deep state, in particular 

through the enforcement of legal regimes proscribing defamation against the state and by directing 

the ‘pedagogical state.’ The final element is periodic ‘strategic’ intervention by guardian actors to 

‘discipline’ the political realm. These interventions take three forms: warnings, vetoes, and states 

of exception. Figure 2.3 presents a model of institutional reproduction that reflects the interaction 

of these three elements.  
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Figure 2.3: Institutional reproduction of hybrid guardian regimes 

 
 
Reconstituted hegemonic state ideologies: “embedding” the guardian order 
 
To be sustained, guardian orders must be ‘embedded’ in hegemonic state ideologies. Guardian 

elements settling at the end of the critical juncture elected to reconstitute traditional HSIs to do 

so, adapting the traditional ideologies to entrench the new hybrid “constitutional structure 

bifurcated between elected institutions and unelected ones.”46 After 1961, ‘classical’ Kemalism as 

deployed during the bureaucratic polity was rearticulated in a neo-Kemalist form that I will call 

                                                 
46 Belge (2006: 664). 
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Atatürkism.47 In the Thai case, Thai-Style Democracy was replaced by Democracy with the King 

as Head of State (hereafter DKHS).48  

Both inherited the hegemonic and charismatic qualities of their forebears (see pp. 18-24). 

Indeed, in an age of mass media, Atatürkism and DKHS became arguably even more dependent 

on the charismatic authority of the heroic ‘national father figures’ in whose name they are 

propagated. At the same time, they exhibit novel elements that recognize altered circumstances 

after the critical juncture. In the first place, they demarcate the legitimate jurisdiction of each of 

the domains within the state and its ‘dual governance structure.’ More precisely, the HSIs recognize 

the governing mandate provided by elections to elected officials and representative institutions. At 

the same time, they institutionalize a ‘super mandate’ of the guardians that both legitimizes the 

jurisdiction of their incumbency within distinct bureaucratic enclaves of policymaking within the 

state, and their claims to act independently in the name of the state. 

 
The monist public sphere  
 
The basis on which hegemonic state ideologies embed the guardian order is grounded in a culture 

of public discourse. Control of the boundaries of that discourse is therefore critical. Atatürkism 

and DKHS are reinforced by a kind of monist public sphere that serves to prevent or forestall the 

emergence of counter-hegemonic discourses challenging them and the ‘super mandate’ of the 

guardians embedded within them. Here, a shared language of politics, and a rich fabric of national 

myths and commemoralization, naturalize and reinforce the role of guardian institutions and 

ensure that certain discussions (e.g. the revered worship of the king or the status of Turkey as a 

secular, unitary state) are kept off the agenda. 

A monist public sphere must be distinguished from one that is simply closed – the kind 

that obtains in totalitarian and most authoritarian regimes. Rather, within the monist public sphere 

public discourse surrounding what Ran Hirschl has termed pure or megapolitics – “matters of an 

outright political nature and significance including core regime legitimacy and collective identity 

questions that define (and often divide)”49 the entire polity – is tightly circumscribed.  The 

                                                 
47 It should be noted that Kemalism and Atatürkism are used interchangeably in the literatures, but a 
fundamental distinction between them should be drawn, distinguishing ‘classic’ Kemalism from Atatürkism 
(Atatürkçülük) as I do explicitly here. Atatürkism, as Ahmet Kuru (2006: 154 fn 152) explains, is an elite 
project of “reinterpret[ing] and update[ing] Kemalist principles regarding changing conditions as means to 
achieve the end: the level of universal civilization.” See also Özyürek (2004: 374) 
48 This is rendered in several alternative ways (e.g. The Democratic Form of Government with the King as 
Head of State). 
49 Hirschl (2006: 723). See also Hirschl (2008). 
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parameters of public discussion are set – formally and informally – by state elites and filter down 

through every level of society.  In this way, the hegemonic state ideologies that embed the ‘super 

mandate’ of the guardians evolve into a kind of ‘public culture’ policed by the guardians but also 

by schools, public institutions, the media and local community. That being said, critical journalism 

and a plural media environment, a vibrant civil society, and more or less open public debate about 

‘ordinary’ public policy do obtain – but strictly within the boundaries set by guardian state elites. 

A monist public sphere cannot be sustained without active support and reinforcement. 

The open period had demonstrated conclusively to traditional state elites that left unchecked 

disruptive and threatening counter-hegemonic ideas could easily infiltrate public discourse. 

Guardian elites therefore draw on their bureaucratic incumbency to actively reinforce the monist 

public sphere. I identify two principal mechanisms – legal regimes proscribing defamation against 

the state and the administration of the ‘pedagogical state.’ 

 
 
Legal regimes proscribing defamation against the state 
 
Following Streckfuss, I employ the ‘defamation principle to emphasize the point that defamation 

is a ‘discursive crime’, “designed principally to protect reputations.”50 These sets of defamation-

based laws in Turkey and Thailand act to mute public discourses that would challenge the authority 

or threaten the legitimacy of guardian elites by presenting ideas in the public realm that undermine 

the reputed character, prestige, or standing of the institutions from which they draw their 

legitimacy. Particularly in Thailand, but also in Turkey, these regimes focus on the reputation of 

the person in whose name hegemonic state ideologies are propagated – King Bhumipol and Kemal 

Mustafa Atatürk. 

In Thailand, this is reflected in the infamous regime of lèse-majesté. All versions of the Thai 

Constitution since 1932 have contained the clause, ‘The king shall be enthroned in a position of 

revered worship and shall not be violated. No person shall expose the king to any sort of accusation 

or action.’ This principle is enshrined in Section 112 of the Thai criminal code: ‘Whoever defames, 

insults or threatens the king, queen, heir-apparent, or regent shall be punished with imprisonment 

of three to fifteen years.’ Lèse-majesté, as Thongchai notes, buttresses Thailand’s “public culture of 

hyper royalism [in which] public space is saturated with the sanitized images and stories of the 

monarchy.”51 

                                                 
50 Streckfuss (2011: 10). 
51 Thongchai Winichakul (2014: 91–92). 
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Legal regimes proscribing defamation against the Turkish state are equally pernicious. Law 

No. 5816, in force since 1951, criminalizes public insults to Atatürk's memory and any action taken 

that spoils or damages public monuments to his memory, punishable by up to three years in jail. 

In 2011, 48 convictions were recorded for violations of this law. Article 301 of the Turkish penal 

code proscribes insults towards or public denigration of the Turkish nation or state with a 

punishment of imprisonment of between six months and three years. Furthermore: ‘A person who 

publicly denigrates the Government of the Republic of Turkey, the judicial institutions of the State, 

the military or security organizations shall be punishable by imprisonment of between six months 

and two years.’ Scholars have long noted the ‘chilling effect’ of Article 301 on public discourse and 

the role of Turkey’s censorship regime in particular on the country’s unenviable status as the 

world’s leading jailer of journalists.  

More importantly still these regimes structure much of the legitimate boundary of ‘private’ 

thought and speech and are replicated in diffuse social mechanisms of control of thought and 

speech by non-state institutions that take their lead from the defamation regimes within the state. 

 
The ‘pedagogical state’ 
 
The guardians also draw on the bureaucratic apparatus of the state in a ‘pedagogical’ mode to tutor, 

shape, mould, and educate the citizenry in its proper relationship to the guardians; namely, one in 

which both guardians and citizens form part of a symbiotic union. Thus, as in the past, the state 

assumes a pedagogical role in the continued production of the ‘ideal’ Turkish and Thai citizen and 

an idealized relationship between the citizen and the state. Public schooling and the education 

system in general plays a critical role in this process.  

The charismatic authority of the Thai king is reinforced through the education system but 

also through publicly-funded propaganda and commemoralization practices that build and 

reinforce the public cult of personality around him. In Turkey, schooling and the education system 

are also critical dimension of the public cult of Atatürk, but it is national military conscription that 

serves as the most potent element of the ‘pedagogical state’ in its construction of ideal citizenship. 

Conscription for all adult men idealizes a (male) Turk’s ‘rite of passage’ both to manhood and full 

citizenship. 
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Strategic ‘disciplinary’ interventions by actors within the deep state: Warning, veto, state of exception 
 
The use of incumbency to reinforce the monist public sphere draws on institutional mechanisms 

that are unobtrusive, indirect, and more or less seen as part of the everyday function of governance 

particularly given that these policies are typically coordinated with education, media, and cultural 

policymaking within the political realm. Crude interventions – particularly military interventions – 

are thus rendered much less pertinent. Nevertheless, guardian elements do exercise the prerogative 

from time to time to intervene with ‘disciplinary’ actions against the political realm when it is seen 

to have transgressed certain boundaries. Strategic interventions by the deep state occur on three 

levels – warnings, vetoes, and states of exception.  

Warning. In guardian orders, the Head of State acts as a kind of didactic public commentator on 

national affairs and acceptable political conduct. In this role, the President of the Turkish Republic 

and the King of Thailand act as political referees ensuring that the course of politics stays ‘in 

bounds.’ In speeches, declarations, memos, and public pronouncements, the attention of elected 

officials, political parties, and the nation at large is drawn to any transgressions or misdemeanours 

that guardian elites observe and are reminded of the consequences of straying ‘out of bounds.’ 

Veto. Where guardian elites conclude that decisions taken in the political realm have strayed too 

far, they may elect to exercise a veto. The Turkish system has relied heavily on the Constitutional 

Court to dissolve political parties that represent movements deemed antithetical to the guardian 

order, and it has done so regularly since 1961. In Thailand, the palace has regularly (but quietly) 

vetoed ‘objectionable’ candidates proposed for the prime ministership, and exercises both formal 

and informal veto prerogatives on many senior executive and bureaucratic appointments 

(including military promotions), and policy decisions. Within the liberal-judicial Thai guardian 

order after 1997, the courts have played an increasing role in disqualifying politicians and political 

parties deemed threatening to the guardians.  

State of exception. Where transgressions from political actors and elected governments are 

deemed egregious, the guardians will – in extremis – execute a state of exception, close down the 

political realm and rule directly through the military, and then restart the system under new terms 

before handing power back to civilian elected officials. Such interventions occurred in Turkey in 

1980–82 and in Thailand in 1991–92 and 2006–07.  
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Cross-case comparison: The failure of the guardian order in Chile (1990-2000) 
 
The arguments about institutional reproduction I have presented are strengthened by briefly 

assessing their applicability in a third case – Chile in the period after the end of the military regime 

in 1989-90. In contrast to the successful institutional reproduction of guardian hybrid regimes in 

Turkey and Thailand, in Chile attempts by state elites to institutionalize a ‘tutelary’ or guardian 

order in this period failed. This was not for a dearth either of determination or effort. Rather, I 

contend that the failure of Chilean authoritarian state elites to fortify their order was a result of the 

absence of the reinforcing elements theorized to be responsible for institutional reproduction in 

Turkey and Thailand. 

A clear attempt by the outgoing military regime to establish a guardian order occurred in 

the Chilean transition from authoritarian rule.52 The head of the junta General Augusto Pinochet 

had declared that civilian rule would only be restored under conditions of ‘protected’ democracy. 

The ‘protection’ he sought was for the model of neo-liberal capitalist development his regime had 

established on coming to power in 1973, a legacy that the Chilean middle- and capitalist-classes 

were also keen to safeguard. The risk to guardian elites was that a return to civilian rule would see 

parties of the centre-left mobilize working-class grievances – as they had done in the 1960s and 

1970s – to win power and dismantle the neo-liberal model, bringing redistributive conflict once 

gain to the forefront of the political firmament.53 

The 1980 Constitution put Chile on the path to civilian rule, but stipulated that post-

transition the military would retain a constitutional role as ultimate guarantor of “the institutional 

order of the republic.”54 It established a powerful National Security Council in a position to 

intervene in politics, and ‘reserve domains’ for the armed forces (and Pinochet himself) in the 

senate.55 The Constitution also guaranteed a high degree of corporate and financial autonomy for 

the military, and established a set of counter-majoritarian institutions such as the independent 

central bank to stymie any attempts from the political realm to dramatically alter macro-economic 

policy settings. A continued role for the armed forces remained popular, despite the fact that 

Pinochet himself was unsuccessful in extending his presidential term in the 1988 national 

plebiscite. Support for the military rested on its perceived capacity to guarantee the continuance 

                                                 
52 Valenzuela (1992: 64). 
53 See Tironi (1990) cited in Rabkin (1992: 136). 
54 Valenzuela (1992: 64). 
55 Valenzuela (1992: 62). 
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of the neo-liberal model. The parties of the right pledged to maintain it under a return to civilian 

rule and to endorse the military’s guardianship role in securing its legacy.  

However, in the absence of the kinds of institutional complexes of legitimate authority and 

strategic bureaucratic incumbency evident in durable guardian orders, Chilean guardian institutions 

were weak and vulnerable to ambush from the political realm. Chile has no sedimented state 

tradition of enlightened political administration by a bureaucratic elite towards the periphery on 

behalf of the nation-state. Incorporated into international society at the beginning of the 

nineteenth century, Chile possesses a more liberal–corporatist state tradition as a result of the great 

‘liberal reform period’ experienced across Latin America from the mid-nineteenth to the early 

twentieth century.56 Additionally, Chile’s national cleavage structures differ significantly. For the 

most part divisions reflecting materially-derived class distinctions – between the working, middle, 

and capitalist classes – structure politics. The 1973 military intervention that brought down Chile’s 

democratic order occurred amidst a national conflict over the model of economic distribution, 

rather than over the basic contours of the membership of the national political community. 

A broad social commitment to the specific Chilean national model of neo-liberal capitalist 

economic development did not constitute a hegemonic state ideology that could wed the 

population to the military or provide a sustainable ‘super mandate’ for Pinochet or the army going 

forward. Pinochet himself was widely respected in many quarters (although equally reviled in 

others) but in any case could not lay claim to any kind of charismatic authority. There was no 

mechanism to draw on incumbency within reserved domains to enforce either a monist public 

sphere or to establish a pedagogical state to reinforce a public culture supportive of guardianship. 

Instead, a relatively limited range of prohibitions against discussing human rights abuses 

committed by the military regime were enforced amidst an otherwise increasingly open, free, and 

plural public sphere.  

The centre–left Concertación leadership went to presidential and parliamentary elections in 

December 1989 on a promise to uphold the Chilean national economic model, which proved 

sufficient for a majority to support the formation of a government under Patricio Aylwin, who 

took power in 1990. Once the Concertación had moderated its position around Chile’s national 

economic model, neither the military or the right-wing parties representing it in the political realm 

were left with a legitimating frame in which to ground claims for sustained guardianship. As a 

                                                 
56 For a discussion of the legacy of the liberal reform period on political developments in Latin America 
see Collier and Collier (1991). For Central America, see Mahoney (2001b). 



 

82 
 

consequence, the ‘reserved domains’ that the military had carved out in the Chilean state were 

largely ‘defensive’ and unable to intervene to influence policy in any active meaningful way as 

Chile’s democracy consolidated through the 1990s. More importantly still, they were vulnerable to 

gradual dismantling as the electorate increasingly came to see the Concertación could be trusted to 

govern the country. In the public sphere, the democratic regime was increasingly able to bring 

questions of pure politics to the table, including investigations into the regime’s human rights 

violations and moves to rein in military prerogatives. By 2000 the final vestiges of guardianship 

had been effectively excised from the political system, leaving Chile’s democratic system largely 

consolidated, however imperfectly. 

 

Legacies of the critical juncture: reactive sequences and final outcomes 
 
The discussion on institutional settlement at the end of the critical juncture established that in each 

case the guardian order took a distinctive ideological–institutional logic because of the interaction 

between the antecedent condition of the quality of the security environment and particular patterns 

of intra-elite bargaining during the critical juncture. These patterns were themselves structured and 

conditioned by the centre–periphery cleavage in the nation-state.  

The final section of the chapter lays out my argument about the legacy of guardian hybrid 

regime settlement. It comprises two analytic components: the ‘aftermath’ and the ‘heritage’ of the 

critical juncture (see Figure 2.4).  

 
Figure 2.4: Path-dependent explanation of hybrid regime development in Turkey and Thailand57 

 
                                                 
57 Adapted from Mahoney (2001b: 15). 
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In the critical juncture aftermath, distinctive transitions in regime morphology occurred 

over time. Turkey began with a predominantly ‘liberal’ deep state, transitioning over time into a 

highly militarized ‘statist’ guardian order, a configuration that stabilized in the wake of the 1980 

military intervention. In contrast, the Thai deep state, which began as reactionary statist alliance of 

palace and military, gradually liberalized, culminating in the 1997 ‘People’s Constitution.’ 

To account for the transition to regime outcomes that differ significantly from those 

established in the original critical juncture, I analyse the ‘chains of reaction and counterreactions’ 

to the initial settlements – ‘reactive sequences’ – that unfolded in Turkey and Thailand in the 1980s 

and 1990s and that resulted in their distinctive regime heritages. Drawing on the work of Andrew 

Abbott, Mahoney notes that reactive sequences are marked by an inherent logic of events, 

“whereby one event triggers another through predictable reaction-counterreaction dynamics.”58 

The initial trigger is often “actor resistance to prevailing institutions or structures […] 

Counterreactions to this actor resistance may then drive subsequent events in the sequence.”59  

Challenges. Almost immediately, challenges to the new institutional order emerged. Many of 

these challenges derived from conditions set in motion by the settlement itself. In Turkey, the 

settlement coincided with the spread globally of countercultural social radicalism and left–right 

polarization in the 1960s. The liberal 1961 Constitution opened the political space for radical 

ideological movements to flourish, particularly on university campuses. The result was that by 

1970, Turkey’s cities had become centres of intense right-left street violence – including radical 

terrorism – and a generally deteriorating law and order situation. In Thailand, the settlement 

coincided with the global neo-liberal revolution. Thailand’s economy and society liberalized 

rapidly, with dramatic consequences. Emboldened economic forces – notably metropolitan capital 

and provincial Sino–Thai businessmen – clamoured for an expansive role for elected 

representatives. The parliament became a vehicle for these new economic and political elites to 

challenge guardian prerogatives – the king’s proxy Prem in particular served as a focal target for 

attack. In 1989 he was effectively ousted after parliamentary elections and a civilian administration 

committed to fundamental break with the status quo took office. 

Guardian responses. Guardian elites were compelled to respond to these challenges. In Turkey, 

the deteriorating social and security situation placed the Republican Alliance of state elites that had 

underpinned the 1961 settlement under immense strain. The military took the view that both the 

                                                 
58 Mahoney (2001b: 10). 
59 Mahoney (2001b: 10). 
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RPP and the judiciary were either unwilling or unable to address threats to the regime. The army 

intervened in March 1971, established a martial law regime, and moved to discharge the judiciary 

from the apex of the deep state by appropriating a number of its prerogatives and limiting social 

and political rights. Violent clashes between left and right resumed on the streets and campuses 

from 1973, leading to catastrophic levels of civil strife, exacerbated by the emergence of radical 

political Islam and militant Kurdish separatism through the end of the decade. Attempts by the 

Constitutional Court to protect the rights of left-wing dissenters and overturn the jurisdiction of 

the military’s State Security Courts resulted in a final break between military and judicial guardians 

and shifted the order’s ideological configuration in a militarized ‘statist’ direction.  

In Thailand in 1991, a powerful reactionary military faction invoked a state of exception, 

toppled the elected regime of Prime Minister Chatichai Choonhaven and established a military 

regime, sanctioned, notably, by the king himself. A gesture to prevailing liberal sentiment was made 

with the appointment of an ‘aristocratic liberal’ – Anand Panyarachun – as prime minister under 

the junta. Nevertheless, the military – with tacit palace support – drafted a new constitution that 

would place further restrictions on the political realm and limit its capacity to launch the kind of 

challenges witnessed after Prem’s ouster. 

Counterreactions. Counterreactions to these interventions moved the shifts in ideological 

configuration of both guardian hybrid regimes further along, consolidating them in more or less 

stable patterns of regime legacy. The Turkish military invoked a state of exception in September 

1980, ending the liberal era of Turkey’s guardian hybrid regime. Over three years, the military 

regime undertook a significant recalibration of the guardian order drawing on lessons that the high 

command had absorbed over the period of radicalization and crisis.60 All liberal elements of the 

constitution were stripped out – social and political rights were curtailed and the autonomy of the 

courts and universities was overturned – and judicial elements were relegated to a subordinate 

position within the order as the “administrative attaché” of the military-led deep state.61 

Turkey’s ‘militarized’ statist guardian order consolidated through the 1980s and 1990s as 

almost all matters of contest politics became ‘securitized.’62 Threats in the form of the separatist 

                                                 
60 Specifically, it reinforced the hybrid regime structure, taking elaborate steps to engineer a constitutional 
framework that would circumscribe the political realm, while fortifying the military’s reserved domains at 
the apex of the deep state. Atatürkism as a hegemonic state ideology was reiterated in the constitution, and 
the ‘pedagogical state’ reinforced a nationalist curriculum with strident militarist tones. 
61 Shambayati and Kirdiş (2009: 768ff). 
62 As Cizre (2003: 216) notes, an expansive national security doctrine to guard against “‘threats to Turkey’s 
unitary state quality’ and to ‘the principle of secularism guaranteed in Articles 2 and 4 of the Constitution’” 
was established. 
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Kurdish Worker’s Party (PKK) were met by a virtual military state of exception (Olağanüstü hal, 

OHAL) across most of the Kurdish-inhabited regions of the southeast of Turkey through the 

1980s and 1990s.63 Threats to the secular nature of the Atatürkist state emerged in the form of a 

vibrant political Islam. From the mid-1980s a rising class of pious Muslim industrialists 

underpinned a revitalized Islamic society and politics. The movement reached critical mass in the 

1996 elections when an Islamist party won the largest share of seats in the parliament and its leader 

Necmettin Erbakan moved to form the first Islamist-led government in Turkish history. 

Erbakan’s prime ministership triggered a visceral response from the military-led deep state. 

The military mobilized action within secular strongholds – the media, universities, judiciary, and 

intelligentsia – against the government, culminating in a military intervention in early 1997 an event 

known universally in Turkey as the ‘February 28 Process’. Under military directives to refortify the 

military-led guardian order, Erbakan’s government was instructed to implement wide-ranging 

policies to “cleanse Islam from the public sphere.”64 Erbakan’s government fell to be replaced by 

a reconstituted civilian administration under virtual military tutelage and a “suspension of normal 

politics until the secular correction was completed.”65 

In Thailand, military moves to consolidate its power prompted mass protests by ordinary 

Thais of all walks of life throughout the country in late 1991 through early 1992. These culminated 

a bloody military crackdown against protesters in Bangkok on 17-20 May. The violence resulted 

in 52 officially acknowledged deaths, hundreds of injuries, and many disappearances. The 

intervention of the king on May 20 brought the confrontation to a close, but in the aftermath, it 

was abundantly clear that the military had overplayed its hand and was held in contempt by the 

vast majority of ordinary Thais.  

 

The 1991–92 crisis was catalytic, unleashing a diffuse movement for far-reaching political 

reform in Thailand.66 ‘Aristocratic liberal’ state elites seized the opportunity lead this movement in 

such a way as to reinforce the guardian hybrid regime. They sought to simultaneously accomplish 

three prized objectives. The first of these was to set the terms of political order past the fast-

approaching end of the current monarch’s reign by establishing a constitutional monarchy on the 

                                                 
63 Meanwhile, the Constitutional Court took the lead in the political realm, outlawing two Kurdish political 
parties in 1993–94. 
64 Yavuz (2000). 
65 Cizre and Çınar (2003: 310). 
66 Disparate interests coalesced around a project to ‘clean up’ politics, extirpate the now disgraced military 
from politics, and secure a path towards a consolidated liberal, democratic order. 
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late nineteenth century European model. Here, the institution – rather than the occupant – of the 

throne would serve as the primary legitimating instrument of the order.67 Furthermore, like their 

counterparts in Turkey in 1961, elite liberals crafted an elaborate array of counter-majoritarian 

institutions – courts commissions, and ombudsmen –  that would provide a robust check on the 

political domain.  

Finally, by enshrining a comprehensive catalogue of clear social and political rights for Thai 

citizens – and by empowering judicial institutions with the means to enforce them – Thai liberal 

elites sought to trigger a dynamic process of civic-political development, leading to the gradual 

unfolding of a Thai liberal democratic order, with an educated, civic-minded citizenry at its heart. 

Now, as in Turkey in 1961, unelected counter-majoritarian – mostly judicial – institutions were 

raised near to the apex of the deep state, with the monarchy playing a superordinate but much less 

prominent guardianship role. The promulgation of the ‘People’s Constitution’ by the king on 11 

October 1997 capped off Thailand’s transition from statist-military guardianship, 

“constitutionalising the liberal order.”68  

 
SUMMARY 
 
This chapter has advanced a novel theoretical argument about the emergence, morphology, 

reproduction, and institutional–ideological transformation of guardian hybrid regimes over time, 

drawing on a critical juncture-path dependence framework. In contrast to traditional path-

dependent accounts or political regime development, it has argued that ideas and ideational 

structures play a crucial causal role, principally as crisis-producing sources of political conflict, as inputs 

in the definition of political rationality in socially-bounded contexts, and as coalition magnets. 

Guardian hybrid regimes, I have argued, are born during historical breakpoints in national 

political development and manifest as contingent outcomes of intra-elite conflict. The break comes 

in the wake of ‘generative crises’ produced by longstanding socio-political cleavages in the body 

politic, which – in tandem with the particular quality of the domestic and international security 

environment obtaining at the time – condition elite conflict and elite choices over regime structure 

during the critical moment of regime architectural design.  

                                                 
67 While leaving ample scope for King Bhumipol himself to continue to exercise broad influence as “the 
mediator of Thai democracy” until his passing, the system would also provide the necessary institutional 
safeguards should a successor to the throne without Bhumipol’s venerable qualities emerge. 
68 Connors (2003: 439). 
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The result is a distinctive constitutional bifurcation of the overall framework of political 

authority within the state between elected institutions (the ‘political realm’) and guardian tutelary 

ones (the ‘deep state’) Hybrid settlements are the product of moderate elite coalition-building that 

emerge when influential ‘coalition entrepreneurs’ step up to coalesce divergent factions around a 

novel ‘regime thesis’. In the Turkish case, ‘militant democracy’ was forged around a new 

‘Republican alliance’. In Thailand, General Prem built a ‘Khon Di alliance’ on the concept of 

‘managed democracy.’ Once established, guardian hybrid regimes are sustained and reproduced by 

institutional complexes of socially-embedded notions of legitimate political authority and strategic 

bureaucratic incumbency. These complexes consist in three mutually reinforcing elements that 

generate mechanisms of inherent institutional reproduction: a hegemonic state ideology (HSI); a 

‘monist’ public sphere, and; periodic ‘strategic’ interventions by guardian actors to ‘discipline’ the 

political realm.  

Finally, in the wake of guardian settlements, path-dependent processes of reaction and 

counterreaction to those settlements produce transitions through different institutional–

ideological configurations as different guardian actors jockey for primacy within the deep state in 

response to varying challenges from the political firmament. Transitions in guardian orders that 

begin with a predominantly ‘liberal’ deep state and become more militarist–statist in orientation 

are the product of popular challenges to the guardian order that become increasingly ‘securitized’ 

over time. Transitions in the opposite direction – from statist–militarist to liberal – occur when 

popular challenges to the guardian order seek to advance the position of judicial-legal guardian 

institutions at the expense of the armed forces. 
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PART II: ANTECEDENT CONDITIONS 
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CHAPTER THREE 
STATE- AND NATION-BUILDING AND THE 
CENTRE–PERIPHERY DIVIDE IN TURKEY AND 
THAILAND 
 
Gentlemen, an uncivilized people is doomed to be trodden under the feet of a civilized people.1 

Kemal Mustafa Atatürk, speech in Akhisar, Turkey in 1925 

 
The word siwilai […] is similar to a Thai word, ‘charoen’ […] A human race considered siwilai is the 
one who is mature, behaving properly according to the norms, […] intending to contribute to 
make their country charoen […] The country which is more siwilai is the one whose people are 
mostly siwilai […] When Thai people are more siwilai, the country becomes increasing charoen siwilai 
too.2  

Siamese geography text-book, published in 1904 
 
 

I outlined in the theory chapter how path-dependent explanations in comparative–historical 

analysis typically unfold through a sequence of analytical components that work together to 

produce robust explanations of institutional outcomes, including patterns of regime development. 

While critical junctures remain at the heart of the framework, outcomes observed during these 

brief historical break points are themselves conditioned by prior events, often in the very distant 

past. Critical events and factors preceding the critical juncture, which in comparative–historical 

analysis are generally referred to as antecedent conditions, do not directly produce outcomes, but 

rather combine in causally-relevant ways with factors present during the critical juncture to 

produce the particular long-run outcomes of interest (see highlighted area in Figure 3.1, p. 90).  

Part II of the dissertation therefore outlines in greater details the pre-existing structural 

factors that both triggered the critical juncture in the first place, and that defined the available 

options for Turkish and Thai elite decision-makers and shaped the selection-processes they 

pursued during it. Two distinct kinds of critical antecedent conditions frame the account of the 

formation of guardian hybrid regimes in Turkey and Thailand. This chapter addresses the first and 

most important of these; namely, the emergence of deep and long-standing socio–political cleavages 

within the nation-state. Chapter 4 tackles the second antecedent condition, the distinctive quality of the 

internal and external security environment in each case in the lead up to and during the critical juncture. 

                                                 
1 Cited in Zeydanlıoğlu (2008: 155). 
2 Tharaphakphathi (1904: 157–62) as cited in Winichakul (2000: 531). 
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These two factors constitute essential components of the theory of regime outcomes I present in 

this dissertation. 

 

 

 
Figure 3.1. Antecedent conditions in the path-dependent explanation of hybrid regime 

development3 

 
As mentioned in the theory chapter, analogous politically-salient cleavages in the body politic 

account for the way in which macro political development in both cases has tracked a similar arc 

over the longue durée, and thus constitutes the deepest causal factor in the development of shared 

aspects of contemporary political order in Turkey and Thailand.4  

This chapter therefore takes as its point of departure an outline of the nature and form of 

these cleavages, understood principally as a fundamental opposition between ‘centre’ and 

‘periphery’. It then turns to the question of origins which I locate in the state- and nation-building 

reforms that emerged out of the common struggle that Siam and Ottoman Turkey faced in coming 

to grips with the challenge to their traditional cultural systems and political foundations from the 

relentless ascendency of Western modernity and European expansion in the nineteenth and early 

                                                 
3 Adapted from Mahoney (2001: 15). 
4 Scholars working on Thai or Turkish political history over the longue durée inevitably confront the issue 
of terminology. For much of its history, Thailand was known as Siam, and was officially renamed Thailand 
in July 1939, and Siam once again (briefly, between 1944 and 1949, when it reverted permanently to 
Thailand). I use both throughout, basing usage on context. The Turkish case is somewhat less clear cut. 
Throughout the nineteenth century it was common for English speakers to refer to the Ottoman state as 
‘Turkey’ and to the Ottomans as ‘Turks,’ although the Ottomans themselves certainly would not have done 
so. Some consistent approach is required to distinguish the traditional and the modern polities, and so I 
will generally refer to the post-1923 state as Turkey and the empire that preceded it as Ottoman Turkey. 
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twentieth centuries. It presents the narrative of the passing of pre-modern order in Siam and 

Ottoman Turkey and the subsequent transformations in domestic state structure and society that 

early bureaucratic modernizers undertook in the face of the Western imperial challenge and the 

expansion of European international society. In so doing, it shows how bureaucratic elites 

constructed a ‘bureaucratic state tradition’ in both Turkey and Thailand that drew frames of social 

hierarchy from the expanding European international society into internal order in a form of 

‘domestic orientalism’ to construct the modern centre–periphery divide. 

The chapter then turns to the formation of the modern states of Turkey and Thailand in 

the early twentieth century. These came into being in the wake of elite bureaucratic ‘revolutions 

from above’ (in 1922–23 in Turkey and 1932 in Thailand). While these constitutional revolutions 

brought the old absolutist order to an end, the new states so formed nevertheless inherited the 

centre–periphery cleavage. Here I outline how in these new orders sought new means to manage 

the cleavage under conditions of ‘modern constitutional’ statehood. It contends that the leaders 

of the bureaucratic polities that formed crafted hegemonic state ideologies (HSIs) to manage and 

preserve the centre–periphery cleavage until the eve of the critical juncture. 

 

CENTRE AND PERIPHERY: THE GROUNDS OF TURKISH AND THAI POLITICS 

This dissertation identifies the core cleavage within Turkey and Thailand as a fundamental 

opposition between ‘centre’ and ‘periphery’ – a centre–periphery cleavage.  As touched upon in 

the theory chapter, the centre–periphery cleavage is above all a reflection of rigid ‘class’ hierarchies 

based on ascriptive status markers, which have solidified in distinctive ways in both Turkey and 

Thailand over time. To summarize, the centre emerges as the preserve of the ‘exemplary citizenry,’ 

the segment of the population accorded the status of full moral agents capable of exercising all the 

rights and duties associated with rational membership of the body politic. On the periphery, the 

majority of the population are seen as ‘delinquent’ – ignorant, backwards (and often threatening), 

and unqualified to participate on the same terms as the ideal citizen. Moreover, this ‘delinquency’ 

calls for the guardianship of the periphery by the modernizing elites of the centre. The vision is “a 

society in which members of the subaltern groups can elect either to accept central [Thai or 

Turkish] values or alternatively face discrimination and political marginalization.”5    

Following Zarakol, I draw attention to the fact that ‘social class’ in this context cannot be 

read in the Marxian sense of being determined solely by division of labour or property ownership, 

                                                 
5 Ferrara (2015: 65). 
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but rather in the Weberian sense of including also lifestyle based status groupings.  The centre–

periphery cleavage is not principally one between materially-derived economic classes (working 

class, middle class, capitalist class, etc) but rather one established by non-material collective 

identities. Economic power (or lack thereof) is not in itself constitutive of class in this context: 

‘‘rather, the distribution of power is produced and sustained through the practices of classes 

constituted by shared conditions of existence and the shared dispositions engendered by shared 

conditionings.’’6  

This points to the second characteristic of the centre–periphery cleavage – it is the product 

of a quasi-caste system that is both produced and reinforced by social practices of exclusionary 

closure. Moreover, the social practice of exclusionary closure maps on to ethnic divides within the 

nation: “a hierarchy of ‘informal citizenship’ distinguishes between the legitimate political role 

reserved for members of ethno-regional groups based on the degree to which their language and 

culture deviate”7 from official Turk or Central Thai standards.  Finally, it must be said that the 

modern centre–periphery cleavage itself is a construct of the state, or more precisely of a segment 

of the state elite that has traditionally assumed the right to define the nation. 

In sum, the centre–periphery cleavage reflects an enduring division over the terms of 

membership in the national political community (NPC) in Turkey and Thailand. As Lieberman 

notes, membership rules of this nature reflect decisions about “the population of people entitled 

to the rights and responsibilities of citizenship, as defined by the state.”8  Citizenship in this sense 

is understood as much a social as it is a formal-legal category. On this basis, while all Turk and 

Thai nationals “are formally granted the same legal rights of citizenship, individuals are understood 

to have legitimate claims to rights, prerogatives”9 and entitlements that vary with their respective 

distance from an official state ideal.  This has elements that are based on lifestyle characteristics 

but also maps on to distinct ethno-regional sense as well. As Ferrara notes in the Thai case, “a 

hierarchy of ‘informal citizenship’ distinguishes between the legitimate political role reserved for 

members of ethno-regional groups based on the degree to which their language and culture deviate 

from Central Thai standards.”10  A similar point is made by Glyptis in relation to Turkey: “the 

term ‘Türk’ carries ethnic baggage, excluding non-ethnic Turks from full citizenship unless they 

                                                 
6 Bourdieu (1980:  100) as cited in Zarakol (2013: 151). 
7 Ferrara (2015: 20). 
8 Lieberman (2003: 68). 
9 Ferrara (2015: 20). 
10 Ferrara (2015: 20). 
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choose to abandon alternative identities.”11  The centre–periphery cleavage ultimately licences a 

structure the concerns the political status and treatment of those groups in the society the state 

relegates to a subaltern status, whether it be because their religious identity, ethno-regional 

background, or socio-economic status. 

A core theme throughout the dissertation is the idea that the centre–periphery cleavage is 

in many ways the key to understanding Turkish and Thai politics. Another way of saying this is to 

lay out the manner in which the modern centre–periphery cleavage in both cases has structured 

the trajectory of political development over the past one hundred and fifty years or so (see Table 

2.1 on p. 56). The origins of the modern centre–periphery cleavage, as will be detailed in much 

greater detail in the next section, lie in patterns of state- and nation-building in the mid to late 

nineteenth century as both Ottoman Turkey and the kingdom of Siam made the transition from 

pre-modern to modern polities under the influence of the expanding European society of states. 

In the early twentieth century, these ancient empires gave way to the modern nation-states of 

Turkey and Thailand, which nevertheless inherited the centre–periphery cleavage. Elites at the 

centre were compelled to adopt new political methods to contain and ‘manage’ the periphery, 

which they did under the guise of bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes. The centre–periphery 

cleavage triggered breakdown and crisis leading to ‘messy experiments’ with democracy in Turkey 

(1950–1960) and Thailand (1973–76) that led in turn to the critical junctures in which guardian 

hybrid regimes were formed. From the establishment of guardian orders in Turkey (1961) and 

Thailand (1979) the political claims of the periphery were partially integrated on new terms and 

‘contained’ within the plural ‘democratic’ realm. 

 
ORIGINS: STATE- AND NATION-BUILDING IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY 
 
Traditional order 
 
It is worth very briefly tracing the contours of the traditional ruling systems in Siam and Ottoman 

Turkey as they stood at the end of the eighteenth century, which by the dawn of the twentieth 

century had been radically transformed. Notwithstanding self-evident differences in religion and 

worldview, culture, and historical development, pre-modern order in both cases exhibited a high 

degree of structural similarity, and can be usefully thought of as consisting in three inter-related 

elements. In the first place, each possessed a complex ordering framework of legitimate political 

                                                 
11 Glyptis (2008: 354). 
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authority derived from historical experience and a particular civilizational cosmology.12 At least in 

theory, the Ottoman and Chakri dynasties were absolute, commanding total obedience. Moreover, 

in both Ottoman Turkey and Siam the broader civilizational–cultural systems in which political 

order was located also embedded a unique ‘standard of civilization’ that differed profoundly from 

that underpinning the expanding European order. 

These distinctive legitimating frameworks gave rise to a second feature intrinsic to both 

orders. Officially, they were patrimonial, highly segmented, hierarchical systems, characterized, at 

least in theory, by a high degree of role ascription in matters of status and social position. As 

Zürcher explains: “According to the Ottoman ideology, society in the empire was 

organized around a – theoretically strict – distinction between a ruling elite, which did not pay 

taxes and was entitled to carry arms, and the mass of the population (in Ottoman terms: reaya, 

‘flocks’) for which the reverse was true.”13 Sakdina is the name given to the pre-modern system in 

Siam, a still somewhat ambiguous concept as far as the academic debate is concerned, that 

nevertheless bore a number of similarities to European feudal order.14 The sakdina order reflected 

the traditional Thai idea of social relations based on highly ascribed social positions entailing 

particular rights and duties.15 In both cases, the ruling dynasty took great pains to forestall the 

development of intermediary classes between the individual subject and the state.16  

Thirdly, each was characterized by a similar pattern of territorial authority and core–

periphery relations. Notionally quite extensive, ‘imperial’ domains both, the defining characteristic 

of their political geography was nevertheless a high degree of decentralization. Political penetration 

and control of distant territories in which the centre claimed formal authority were often highly 

limited, with a resulting pattern of suzerain relations between the capital and powerful notables at 

the periphery.17 At the same time, both orders were principally agrarian, pre-industrial and largely 

                                                 
12 For good treatments of these ordering frameworks in the case of Siam, see: Reynolds (1976); Tambiah 
(1976); Thak Chaloemtiarana (2007: 2–3). For Ottoman Turkey, see İnalcık & Quataert (1994); Itzkowitz 
(1980). 
13 Zürcher (2004: 11). 
14 As Pasuk and Baker (2002b: 253) explain: “In the nineteenth-century administration, power, position and 
status had been intimately linked to control over numbers of people. In the sakdina system of official ranks 
and titles, status was expressed in terms of the number of people commanded.” 
15 Wyatt (2003: 73). On the nature of sakdina order, see Chaiyan Rajchagool (1994); Kullada (2004: 10–170; 
Seksan Prasertkul (1989). 
16 See, in particular, for the Ottoman case Findley (1980: 6, 19). For the case of Siam see, Pasuk Phongpaichit 
and Baker (2002b: 252). 
17 For an excellent discussion in the Ottoman case, see Berkes (1964, Chapter 1); Hanioğlu (2008: 6–18); 
Zürcher (2004: 9). In the case of Siam, the classic treatment remains Tej Bunnag (1977 esp. Chapter 1), but 
see also Akin Rabibhadana (1969); Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 225–229); Wyatt (1968). For a 
contrasting view on the weakness of the centre in the periphery, see Englehart (2001). 



 

95 
 

non-monetized, and the centre was waged a continual struggle to extract a surplus from the 

ambient economy for the purposes of war-making and affairs of state. 

It is crucial to point out that, even in the pre-modern order, the periphery bore a distinct 

subaltern status in relation to the centre, and was often cast as a realm of miscreants and potential 

threats. The Ottoman provinces, as the doyen of Turkish sociology, Şerif Mardin, observes, were 

seen as “hotbeds of intractable religious heterodoxy. Turbulent sects, syncretic cults, self-

appointed messiahs presented a long-lasting and well-remembered threat. When the Ottoman 

provinces occasionally became havens for pretenders to the throne, the periphery gained the added 

onus of having served as a launching pad for rebellions.”18 Scholars have noted a similar register 

in the political relations between the Bangkok centre and the regions, with religiously-inspired 

rebellions an enduring feature of the traditional order.19 Englehart notes that these movements 

were viewed with particular concern in the centre not because they were a match for the material 

power of the throne, but because they directly “threatened the legitimacy of the king, and by 

extension, that of the political order.”20 

 

The Western imperial challenge 

The impact of the Western ascendency in the second part of the nineteenth century would prompt 

both a radical transformation of the traditional order in Siam and Ottoman Turkey, but also to a 

fundamental reconfiguration of the relations between centre and periphery. While often deeply 

vexed, a certain symmetry had conditioned Siamese and Ottoman relations with European 

civilization before the Age of Imperialism, notwithstanding the fact that in the case of the 

Ottomans those relations were conducted more or less continuously on the battlefield. While 

indications of the coming European ascendency were clearly in evidence from the sixteenth 

century, the absence of significant power differentials ensured that the ruling Ottoman and 

Siamese systems could sustain relations with Europe largely on terms that presented few challenges 

to their cultural or political traditions. By the nineteenth century, however, Western ascendancy 

was manifest, and both Ottoman Turkey and Siam were confronted with the imperative to adapt 

to the growing power imbalance. 

The Western imperial challenge was obviously material – as the nineteenth century 

advanced, the encroaching European powers threatened the very existential security of Ottoman 

                                                 
18 Mardin (1973: 171). 
19 Ferrara (2015: 49–51); Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 73–74). 
20 Englehart (2001: 49–50). 
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Turkey and of Siam. Weakness in the face of the Western threat triggered a rapid process of state-

strengthening, akin to the kind of defensive modernization21 witnessed in certain European states 

in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Politically, this translated into a search for powerful, 

centralized, and modern administrative capacity and national unity in the form of far-reaching 

state- and nation-building reforms. In Ottoman Turkey, these took place during the Tanzimat 

(‘reorganization’) period between 1839 and 1876 under the reigns of the sultans Abdülmecid I and 

Abdülaziz, but also under during the Second Constitutional period under the Jacobin regime of 

the Young Turks from 1908–1918.22 In Siam, transformation was at its height during the reign of 

King Chulalongkorn (Rama V, 1868–1910), and continued under his successor Vajiravudh (Rama 

VI, 1910–1925).23  

While the state projects of defensive modernization were triggered by material challenges, 

it is crucial to observe that they took place within a much broader and deeper normative context 

in which the expanding European order placed tremendous adaptive pressure on the traditional 

Ottoman and Siamese pre-modern systems of social and political relations and modes of legitimate 

authority, both within and without the boundaries of the state itself. In adopting modernizing 

reforms, the Ottoman Turkish and Siamese states were drawn into a normative complex cast 

exclusively in terms of European standards of legitimate statehood and political authority. This 

has been most clearly expressed by Gerrit Gong in terms of the famous ‘standard of civilization’.24 

Gong’s thesis highlights the importance of the emergence of rigid civilization hierarchies 

in European thinking about how to structure their increasingly complex relations with Siam and 

Ottoman Turkey (among other similar states) as the nineteenth century progressed. Neither 

                                                 
21 The term ‘defensive modernization’ (Defensiven Modernisierung) was coined by Bielefeld School historian 
Hans-Ulrich Wehler to characterise the reforms undertaken in the wake of the French Revolution and the 
rise of Napoleon. It is essentially a set of limited reforms, deployed strategically, to forestall more radical 
challenges to the social and political order from below and thus to preserve core aspects of the traditional 
order. Developed in the aid of the Sonderweg thesis of German historical development, it nevertheless carries 
well to other contexts, in particular the nineteenth century reform movements of Meiji Japan, the Ottoman 
Empire, and Siam (Burke, 2005, p. 145).  
22 For a comprehensive historical survey of nineteenth century Ottoman reforms, see Findley (1980); 
Findley (1989); Heper and Berkman (2009); Shaw and Shaw (1977). 
23 Kullada's (2004) work is still the seminal account of the nineteenth century transformation of political 
order in Siam and the emergence of the ‘absolutist’ state during King Chulalongkorn's bureaucratic reforms. 
Her principle contention is that like other states on the semi-periphery of world order in the second half of 
the nineteenth century (and contra Tilly), the primary impetus to change in the state structure of Siam was 
economic and, in particular, the desire of local elites to more closely integrate the national economy into 
the expanding world-capitalist system. Her work thus privileges material factors in bringing about that 
transformation, largely downplaying the normative dimension of the ‘standard of civilization’, emphasized 
by scholars such as Gong and others (But cf. pp. 8-9, 36). Other excellent treatments of the Chulalongkorn 
reforms are Battye (1974); Tej Bunnag (1977); Thongchai Winichakul (1994). 
24 Gong (1984). 
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‘savage’ nor ‘barbarous’ (and thus subject to imperial incorporation and domination as the peoples 

of the colonial periphery were), neither did they fulfil the standards that would admit them as full 

members of European international society. And so, together with a handful of other ancient 

Eurasian states – notably Qing China, Japan, and Persia – Siam and the Ottoman Empire found 

themselves on the semi-periphery, treated by the European powers neither as equals, nor as colonized 

dependents, but rather as ‘semi-civilized outsiders.’25 This distinction is critical in at least two 

senses. First, it meant that state-strengthening reforms were not merely ‘instrumental’, but 

occurred as part of a ‘performance’ for the ‘audience’ of European international society, one in 

which these states were under constant pressure to appear to be ‘civilized’, not in terms of their 

own traditional civilizational frame, but according to the “seemingly superior European standard 

of ‘civilization’.”26   At the same time, state elites in Ottoman Turkey and Siam were possessed of 

a significant degree of agency; their location on the semi-periphery permitted them much greater 

scope in negotiating and managing the transition to modernity on terms of their own choosing 

than those societies across the world subject to direct colonial rule..27  

 
State- and nation-building and the emergence of the modern centre–periphery cleavage 

State-building and the formation of an orientalist bureaucratic ruling tradition 

As mentioned, weakness in the face of the Western threat triggered a rash of state-and nation-

building reforms in Ottoman Turkey and Siam. These reforms consisted in measures to both 

regularize and rationalize the bureaucratic machine along modern lines, to replace traditionalism 

with rational–legalism in the workings of the bureaucracy and judiciary, and above all to extend 

the reach of the state into the periphery.  It should be noted that the contours of these reforms 

were designed not merely with instrumentalist objectives in mind, but also as part of a kind of 

‘performative’ strategy in which these states strived to be seen to be approaching the European 

standards of legitimate statehood as it had evolved by the nineteenth century.   

While this was both a multi-faceted and often subjective concept, it is clear that to the 

Europeans, a civilized state was one that could accomplish a number of sovereign functions.28 

Among these, the requirement to possess a high degree of political order, defined as effective 

government and administration over a defined territory was clear. Foreigners thus put pressure on 

                                                 
25 Gong (1984: 5 passim); McCargo and Zarakol (2012: 72). 
26 Gong (1984: 7). 
27 McCargo and Zarakol (2012: 72). 
28 For an extensive discussion of the criteria of a civilized state in European international society, see Gong 
(1984: 15–16). 
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both Siam and the Ottoman Empire to separate judicial from administrative rule and executive 

(i.e. palace) fiat, as had been the norm in the pre-modern order, and for improved standards of 

maintenance of order (especially law and order) and proper management of the administration of 

foreign relations (including trade).29 

State reform and expansion necessitated the recruitment of a vast new cadre of 

functionaries capable of staffing the new bureaucratic machine. A critical consequence of the 

emergence of modern, centralized bureaucracies in both states was therefore the emergence of a 

relatively autonomous bureaucratic elite class. While in both Ottoman Turkey and in Siam the very 

apex of the state structure remained to varying degrees closely connected to the dynasty, within 

the mid-level ranks an expansive cadre emerged. At the same time, both in Istanbul and Bangkok 

an “embryonic middle class of lesser bureaucrats, teachers, lawyers, managers, and other 

functionaries of the nation-state and commercial economy” began to develop.30 This group 

increasingly began to take on the contours of a ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’.31 

This bureaucratic bourgeoisie was deeply influenced by the ideologies of the West that 

infused the nascent public spheres that had grown tentative roots in Istanbul and in Bangkok 

during and after the reform period. Here, writers, journalists, publicists, and teachers who had 

been the beneficiaries of a Western-type education and who had become acquainted with 

the European currents of thought of their time, notably the ‘ideas of 1848’, liberalism, and 

nationalism, comprised an emerging cosmopolitan urban milieu. As Baker and Pasuk observe in 

their presentation of the situation in late nineteenth century Bangkok:  

These ‘new men’ came from a mix of backgrounds […] urban and rural, 
mercantile and official. They rose on educational opportunities provided by […] 
the government. They tended to identify themselves as a part of a new society, 
defined by their modernity, their talent, and their education […] In their passage 
through the elite schools, and their work in government offices, they rubbed 
shoulders with the privileged […] and were sometimes acutely aware of 
the role of hierarchy.  They were few in number, yet a powerful new element in 
urban society.32  

                                                 
29 Horowitz (2004: 467). As Horowitz notes, effective ‘cabinet government’ was seen as the standard semi-
periphery should meet, which they did not in the mid-nineteenth: “This system of ministerial or cabinet 
government was accepted practice in Europe by the age of Napoleon. It formed the standard by which 
European and American representatives judged semicolonial states.” By the mid nineteenth century the 
ministerial system—in various forms—was so universal that it was rarely mentioned and its benefits were 
assumed to be inarguable. On this, see Woolsey (1878: 281). 
30 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 96). See also Zürcher (2004: 200–201). 
31 I use this term in a similar context to Anderson’s (1977: 139–173) description of the social class that 
developed under General Sarit’s regime in Thailand in the 1950s and 1960s. 
32 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 98). 
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The new ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’, then, formed the bedrock of the Ottoman and Siamese 

Westernized liberal intelligentsia.33 At the same time, they began to take on the characteristics of a 

revolutionary class.  

The nature of their recruitment into the state, meant that they developed as self-referential 

elite, principally differentiated from the masses in terms of education. In Ottoman Turkey, as 

Turan notes, “the civil servants who received education […] viewed themselves as a group apart 

from social groups, as from the sultan. In their opinion, they were the only group fit to administer 

the empire.34 Similar developments occurred in Siam. From the outset, there was some tension 

between the role of professional bureaucrat and the role of king's servant. In the 1900s, senior 

members of the government debated whether the bureaucrats should be seen as ‘subjects of the 

realm deployed by the king’ or as ‘employees on a regular salary’. The court favoured the former 

and increasingly the bureaucracy saw its professional role as to serve the state and not the dynasty.35 

By the 1910s, many bureaucrats were arguing that their duty was to follow lak wicha, the Siamese 

interpretation of the Weberian principle of abiding by texts or rules. As Chai-Anan has asserted in 

the Thai context, the new bureaucracy which developed was not a simple officialdom: “When the 

state depends on a small group of bureaucrats for the survival of the political system, it creates the 

situation of ‘a state within the state’.”36 By the end of the 1900s, a distinct bureaucratic esprit de 

corps had emerged in both cases in which the state and not the dynasty was the sole locus of 

loyalty. 

 
‘Domestic’ orientalism: Frames of social hierarchy from the international system 
 

In confronting the challenges of the times, the bureaucratic bourgeoisie were obviously animated 

by the desire to catch up and close the gap with the West. Paradoxically, in seeking to bridge those 

gaps they imbibed the very Orientalist frames of the West in their own self-identification as 

‘moderns’, in the process constructing a kind of localized or “domestic Orientalism.”37 In his 1995 

edited volume responding critically to Saïd’s original thesis, Occidentalism: Images of the West, James 

Carrier observes that Orientalism serves not only “to draw a line between societies, but also to 

                                                 
33 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 98); Zürcher (2004: 67). On the emergence of the critical Ottoman 
press in the early 1860s, see Zürcher (2004: 97–98 and also 78–79). For the Thai case see Baker and Pasuk 
Phongpaichit (2014: 106–108). 
34 Turan (1984: 64). See also Mardin (1962: 179, 182–183, 187–188). 
35 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 252–53). See also Kullada (2004: 66). 
36 Samudavanija (1992: 130).  
37 Piterberg (1996). Many scholars have analysed this phenomenon in a range of different national and 
political contexts, including Singapore (Heng and Janadas, 1995); the former Yugoslavia (Bakić-Hayden, 
1995); China (Gladney, 1994); and even the United States (Jansson, 2003) and Italy (Schneider, 1998). 
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draw a line within them.” Crucially, as he notes, “this process is likely to be particularly pronounced 

in societies that self-consciously stand on the border between the occident and the orient,”38 which 

is precisely the kind of position occupied by state elites in modernizing Siam and the Ottoman 

Empire.  

In Siam, this process “developed into a normative discourse and codes of conduct” 

expressed most clearly in the quest for siwilai, a transliteration of the English ‘civilized.’39 As 

Thongchai notes, “ideas on how to make Siam siwilai ranged from etiquette to material progress, 

including new roads, electricity, new bureaucracy. No matter their status in the pecking order, all 

elites in Siam pursued the quest for siwilai out of a desire that “was genuine, not only compelled 

by colonialism, [and] was common among the aristocrats and urban intellectuals inside and outside 

the court alike.”40 

In other words, local state elites in Ottoman Turkey and Siam accorded themselves the 

status of ‘civilizers’ and set about on a ‘civilizing mission’ in their periphery not entirely different 

to that of the European posture in relation to the global periphery. In this way, as Zarakol notes, 

“domestic cleavages [reproduced] frames of social hierarchy from the international 

system, especially the supposed distinction between modernity vs. backwardness.”41 Writing in 

the Thai context, Michael Connors describes this as the ‘internalized’ Orientalism of the Thai 

elite,42 while Zeydanlıoğlu speaks of the White Turkish Man’s burden.43 As Soğuk explains:  

when nationalist elites project the internalized Orientalism ‘inwards’ as part of the 
nation building process, the ‘native’ emerges as an Other that becomes the target 
of ‘corrective’ and ‘scientific’ projects of modernity and progress. The 
transformation of the native is undertaken through a return to the ‘disciplinary 
narratives of the West’.44 

Moreover, as had been the case in the transition from premodern to modern state in Europe, in 

the Ottoman Turkish and Siamese domains territorialization also implied an ‘homogenization of 

peoples’ as an integral part of modern state-building project, an analogue of the same dynamic that 

Heather Rae shows was the basis for state-making in Europe.45 Because Western modernity and 

                                                 
38 Carrier (1995: 22–23). 
39 Thongchai Winichakul (2000: 529) notes that “the word siwilai was among the earliest transliterated word 
from the English, dating from the middle of the nineteenth century.” 
40 Winichakul (2000: 532). 
41 Zarakol (2013: 150). 
42 Connors (2007: 35). 
43 Zeydanlıoğlu (2008). 
44 Soğuk (1993: 394). 
45 Rae (2002).  



 

101 
 

superiority were premised on the concept of a homogenous nation-state, the ‘civilizing mission’ 

also involved the creation of such an order on an aggressive basis by modernizing elites in Turkey 

and Thailand. The distinction between a ‘modern’ enlightened centre and ‘backwards’ periphery 

was mapped by modernizing state elites on the existing multitude of ethnic and linguistic groupings 

that existed within the boundaries of the modern state, so defined. Siwilai, as Thongchai notes, 

had a spatial dimension 

The homogenization of the Turkish nation would have to wait in earnest until after the 

Turkish revolution. Nevertheless, attempts were made during the late Ottoman period, particularly 

after the Young Turk revolution of 1908. During this period, ‘Ottomanism’ became the official 

ideology of the 1908–1918 regime, led by the Ottoman Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) 

or the Young Turks. The CUP “officially supported Ottomanism [but] its interpretation of 

Ottomanism came close to Turkification.”46 However, up until the First World War, the nationalist 

project was “more of a romantic dream than a concrete policy.” Ottomanism was not a viable 

concept of cohesion for a multi-ethnic society beset by diffuse armed nationalist movements. As 

well, a genuine forceful Turkish nationalism only emerged very late (around 1917). Tragically, the 

First World War set the stage for the beginnings of violent homogenization, particularly in relation 

to Christian Armenian and Greek populations of the empire. As is well known, the senior CUP 

leadership launched the Armenian genocide in April and May 1915, whereby up to 1.5 million 

Armenian Christians were rounded up and driven into the desert to perish.47 Additionally, by 1922 

some 2 million Ottoman Greeks fled, leaving a population of roughly 120,000 by the end of 1923.48 

The Bangkok centre’s ‘civilizing mission’ was twinned with a project of ethno-national 

homogenization under an aggressive official central nationalism. Hegemonic notions of ‘Thainess’ 

were imposed on the Lao-speaking peoples of the north-east and the Malay-speaking Muslim 

peoples of the south, giving the modern centre–periphery cleavage a distinct ethno–regional 

colouring.49 This homogenization process, as Baker and Phongpaichit have observed, saw changes 

in the   

geographical vocabulary [used] to reflect this new idea. The new territorial 
provinces formed from 1899 were no longer named as Lao, Malay, or whatever, 

                                                 
46 Zürcher (2004: 129). 
47 McCarthy (1993: 30) puts the figure at around 600,000.  
48 Zürcher (2004: 164). In his recent work, Ronald Grigor Suny (2015: 348–349) puts the figure at between 
600,000 and 1 million souls.  
49 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: Ch. 3). 
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but given Sanskritic [sic] names, some of which identified provinces as the 
northern, eastern, and so on, parts of the kingdom.50  

This was legitimized, according to leading officials, on the basis that “their inhabitants ‘were really 

of the Thai race’, and the new names reflected the existence of ‘a united Thai kingdom’.”51  

 
ELITE BUREAUCRATIC ‘REVOLUTIONS FROM ABOVE’: BIRTH OF THE 
‘BUREAUCRATIC POLITY’ 

The new social forces – in particular the autonomous bureaucratic bourgeoisie – unleashed by the 

old order in its attempt to modernize the state was, paradoxically, its undoing.  In 1922–23 in 

Turkey and in 1932 in Thailand, this bureaucratic class overthrew the ancien régime, birthing modern 

constitutional orders in both cases. Nevertheless, even as the leaders who carried off these elite-

bureaucratic ‘revolutions from above’ did so in the name of the ‘the people’ the existing cleavage 

structures were carried through from the absolutist period into the new nation-state.  

 

The Turkish revolution (1922–23) 

“The Turkish revolution,” as Kili has it, “comprised the period of national struggle [after the First 

World War] from 1919 to 1922 and the ensuing period of reforms aimed at complete 

transformation of Turkish society.”52 Kemal Mustafa (after 1934, Atatürk – ‘Father of the Turks’53) 

was the undisputed hero of this national struggle, which gave him an unrivalled national reputation 

“based on his military accomplishments [and] his emergence from the war as an undefeated 

general.”54  

As will be outlined in greater detail in the next chapter (pp.121–22), Kemal commenced 

the revolution even before Turkey’s political status was confirmed with the signing and ratification 

of the Treaty of Lausanne in July 1924. Indeed, he drew on the Lausanne process itself to begin 

the political transition. He brilliantly leveraged the widespread unpopularity of the Sultan, who had 

debased himself during the war through his complicity in the Allied occupation of Istanbul and 

his willingness to capitulate to onerous terms after Turkey’s defeat in the First World War. When, 

                                                 
50 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 63). 
51 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 63). 
52 Kili (1980: 382). 
53 The Turkish Grand National Assembly honoured Kemal with this surname in 1934; only he and his 
descendants were permitted to use it. As part of the extensive Kemalist reform process, a ‘surname’ law 
was put into effect in June 1934 requiring all citizens of Turkey to adopt the use of hereditary, fixed, and 
Turkish-language surnames. Muslims in the Ottoman Empire had generally gone by a single, proper name 
tied with a title such as ‘Pasha’, ‘Hoca’, ‘Bey’, ‘Hanım’, ‘Efendi’, and so on, a practice that was seen as a 
‘backward’ part of the cultural tradition requiring ‘modernization’. 
54 Ahmad (1993: 48). 
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in late October 1922, the Sultan proposed to accept an offer to send a second delegation to 

Lausanne, parallel to that of the nationalists, Kemal pounced, convincing the national assembly 

that this constituted an act of treason. He then moved to abolish the Sultanate, which the assembly 

duly did, in November 1922. As the nation prepared for the Lausanne conference, he gathered the 

remaining disparate elements of the old Committee of Union and Progress (‘Young Turk’) and the 

Defence of National Rights groups and welded them into a new political force the Cumhuriyet Halk 

Partisi (Republican People’s Party, RPP). Through the winter of 1924 and into spring 1925, Kemal 

and Ismet Inönü steadily increased their grip on the Grand National Assembly in preparation for 

the launching of transformation of Turkey. As Zürcher notes, “the event that hardliners and the 

president used to end political opposition was the eruption of Kurdish discontent into an armed 

rebellion to the north of Diyabakır in February 1925.”55 The Sheik Said rebellion, which is be 

discussed in greater detail in the next chapter (pp. 121–22) served to consolidate the power of the 

regime and “with complete domination of the political scene assured, Mustafa Kemal and his 

government embarked on an extensive programme of reforms” that would transform the face of 

Turkey for all time.56 

 
The Siamese revolution (1932) 

The Siamese revolution was conceived originally amongst a core group of young civilian and 

military bureaucrats, studying together in Paris in the 1920s. These men were part of the class of 

new bureaucrats who “saw absolute monarchism as a major hindrance to the country’s 

advancement and becoming siwilai.”57 The Promoters as this group has come to be known widely 

today, met for the first time as a group at a boarding house on the Rue do Sommbard in Paris in 

February 1927.58 The seven men who attended that first meeting of the Promoters convened the 

People's Party (Khana Ratsadon, KR), drawing on the Thai journalistic distinction, common at the 

time, between ratsadon (people) and pokkhrong (rulers).59  The party programme was a mixture of 

French-style economic nationalism, constitutionalism, and liberal humanism, with a distinct focus 

on the liberating role of education.60 The leading intellectual light in the party was the brilliant law 

                                                 
55 Zürcher (2004: 172). 
56 Zürcher (2004: 172). 
57 Winichakul (2000: 528). 
58 Much like the CUP in Ottoman Turkey, the KR desired above all to remain a secret society. Stowe (1991: 
12) notes “One thing all the promoters shared was a desire to keep their intentions secret. Before asking 
anybody to join their discussions, the promoters first invited him to dinner to test his reactions to drinking 
and gambling; they thought it would provide a guide to his reliability. Every Siamese believed that if the 
authorities discovered that he was plotting against the monarchy, he would face immediate imprisonment.” 
59 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 115); Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 262). 
60 Chris Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 115) note that: “At the Paris meeting, the group adopted two 
aims: first, to convert the absolute monarchy into a constitutional monarchy; second, to use the state to 
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student, Pridi Banomyong, who as an exemplar of the upwardly mobile, lower-middle class 

Chinese–Thai of the early twentieth century, personified the new social forces unleashed by state 

transformation under Rama V. The leading figure amongst the military cadets in the group was 

Plaek Phibunsongkhram (Phibun); Pridi and Phibun would come in time to represent respectively 

the ‘civilian’ and ‘military’ wings of the KR.  

Returning to Bangkok soon after to take up posts in the civilian and military bureaucracies 

in the late 1920s, Pridi, Phibun and the other Promoters began a cautious outreach to other like-

minded middle-ranking officials keen to advance a move to the end of the absolutist order from 

within the Thai state. As in the Ottoman domain as the previous section has observed, a clear 

division had arisen between the senior echelons of the Siamese bureaucracy, dominated by royal 

princes and the king's party who had achieved their positions on the basis of their blood ties to 

the king, and middle and junior officials recruited in large numbers on the basis of competitive 

merit.61 The Promoters targeted these middle-ranking bureaucrats by playing on their sense of 

resentment and their loyalty to the state over the dynasty. The die was cast in early 1932 when the 

Promotors recruited an influential field commander, Colonel Phraya Phahon Phonphayuhasena, 

to their cause. Phanon’s resentment of the aristocratic privilege of the senior princes running the 

army and their imperious style saw him agree to lead a bloodless putsch against the throne, which 

took place on 24 June 1932.62 Siam’s transition from absolutist to constitutional monarchy was 

completed with the promulgation of the ‘democratic’ constitution in December of 1932. 

 
The ‘bureaucratic polity’ 

Post-revolutionary Thailand and Turkey were constituted by the elites who founded them as 

‘bureaucratic polities.’63 In so defining the post-revolutionary political order, I am not seeking to 

                                                 
achieve economic and social  progress  through  a  six-point  programme  which  summarized 
themes  developed in the Bangkok press over the previous decade – true independence, public safety, 
economic planning, equal  rights (with  no exceptions for royalty), liberty for all, and universal education.” 
See also Vichitvong Na Pombhejara (1979).  
61 As Thak (2007: 6) explains: “This conflict of values became critical with the confines of bureaucracy as 
it began to mature by the first half of the twentieth century. The Revolution of 1932 could thus be seen as 
a manifestation of a conflict between the standards of ‘merit’ and ‘blood’. The Chakri Reformation […] did 
create non-royal bureaucrats on a grand scale, [but] the top echelon was to remain within the grasp of the 
royal family members. As long as the bureaucracy was in its nascent state and that the royal princes were 
clearly capable administrators, the system continued to persist. However […] the royal house was not able 
to generate enough capable members following the death of Rama V.” 
62 Indeed, as Wilson (1962: 173) observes he justified his move to the promoters on the grounds of “the 
birth of the feeling that in the government at that time high officials and princes acted according to their 
whim and were not willing to pay heed to smaller people.” 
63 Students of Thai politics will no doubt be familiar with this concept as it has applied in that case. The 
term itself derives from Fred Riggs’ (1966) seminal work, Thailand: The Modernization of a Bureaucratic Polity. 
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perpetuate an established – and, at least in the Thai case, widely criticized – oversimplification of 

politics which posits that the civil and military bureaucratic apparatus in either case constituted the 

totality of the political field.64 Rather, I simply employ the notion descriptively, as a kind of 

heuristic covering term to elucidate the core features both orders held in common, and which 

distinguished them from both the premodern orders they replaced, and from hybrid guardian 

regimes into which they would evolve in the latter part of the twentieth century.  

Those core features consisted firstly in a core division of social and political geography 

between centre and periphery were held over from the ancien régime. Key players in the periphery 

were co-opted by the centre as privileged but largely politically dependent clients of powerful state 

elites. The ‘people’ remained largely the objects rather than the subjects of politics; in order “to 

protect the purity of the […] project, the modernizing elite refrained from power-sharing with the 

representatives of the society-to-be-modernized.”65 Reform, in this sense, was to be implemented 

“for the people, in spite of the people.”66 As Suwaanathat-Pian notes in relation to the Thai case: 

The years [after] 1932 [in Thailand] witnessed extensive socio–political differences 
between the centre and the regions, particularly the North-east and the South 
which shared little of the central authority’s vision and ideology. These differences 
were either overlooked by the national leaders at the centre or treated as part and 
parcel of the anti-government elements rather than as legitimate socio–political 
sentiments [of the periphery].67 

These observations would apply equally well to the Turkish case after 1922–23. 

Secondly, state elites were organized politically within ‘popular’ cadre parties – in Turkey 

the Republican People’s Party (RPP), in Thailand, the People’s Party (the KR). These were made 

up principally of military and civilian bureaucrats, and were dominated by the leading figures of 

the bureaucratic revolution. Thirdly, newly formed representative institutions remained under the 

control of those powerful cadre parties, under conditions of limited competition and participation. 

Finally, state elites remained the leading (but not only) political actors and the civil-military 

                                                 
Heavily influenced by the core elements of modernization theory, Riggs ‘bureaucratic polity model’ 
presented a complete structural–functional framework for the analysis of post-1932 Thai politics that 
remained the basis for most analyses of Thai politics up to the 1980s. 
64 The standard critique of Riggs’ work is precisely that it grossly oversimplified a complex reality, 
downplaying the fluid nature of Thai politics and key sites of resistance and opposition in its static 
representation of political order. For key critiques of Riggs’ model as an accurate framework for analysis of 
Thai politics, and its deleterious impact on Thai studies see Anderson (1977: 14); Connors (2007: 10–11); 
Hewison (1997: 3–11); Ockey (2004: 143–45). 
65 Çınar (2008: 113)`. 
66 Özdalga (1999: 437). 
67 Suwannathat-Pian (1995: 212). 
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bureaucratic apparatus (broadly defined) provided the principal arena in which political action took 

place. “The bureaucratic institutions” as Heper notes, acquired “disproportionate autonomy and 

the higher echelons and councils of these bureaucracies became the sole channels of political 

struggle.”68 While not entirely absent, avenues for effective extra-bureaucratic input within the 

system were tightly circumscribed. 

These state elites – perhaps we could call them the state haute bourgeoisie – grew directly out 

of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’ of the late absolutist period. As scholars such as Ayşe Zarakol,69 

Nilüfer Göle,70 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Chris Baker,71 and Aslı Daldal72 have explored at length, 

the state used education and other forms of ‘lifestyle closure’ to acquire for this modernizing elite 

class a distinct form of ‘cultural capital’ neither entirely divorced from, but at the same time not 

reducible to, economic capital. This ‘new middle class’ as Manfred Halpern first put it, was 

differentiated fundamentally from the ‘industrial bourgeoisie’ that has traditionally been seen as 

the motor of political change in the West.73 The “new middle class” had a “rather ‘disinterested’ 

relationship with productive property. Rather, they were mostly composed of managers, 

administrators, teachers, students, engineers, journalists, lawyers, and army officials” with 

privileged access to state power and status.74 As Zarakol notes, “the identity of these middle classes 

[revolved] around a mission of modernization and enlightenment.”75 Moreover, as a “social class 

affirmed by the state” they sought to “hold on to their privileged position by attempting to practice 

closure.”76 That is to say, they sought guarantees of their status “through the monopolization based 

on lifestyle criteria.”77 

 

Hegemonic state ideologies  

Now that the modern state was formally legitimated by the principle of popular rather than 

dynastic sovereignty, modern Turkey and Thailand required new doctrines to manage the relations 

between the modernizing centre and the periphery. This management was achieved through the 

articulation of hegemonic state ideologies (HSIs) to ground the trusteeship of that sovereignty by 

                                                 
68 Heper (1976: 508 fn 10). 
69 Zarakol (2013). 
70 Göle (1997). 
71 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 96–97, 149, 179, 207–9); Phongpaichit and Baker (1997). 
72 Daldal (2004). 
73 Halpern (1963: 53–54). 
74 Daldal (2004: 76). 
75 Zarakol (2013: 152). 
76 Zarakol (2013: 156). 
77 Zarakol (2013: 157). 
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bureaucratic state elites in the name of the people. Much like the end of the imperial mission in 

the era of decolonization saw a transition from the ‘civilizing mission’ to the concept of Mandate 

‘trusteeship’ under the League of Nations, the older hegemonic tradition of rational citizenship 

had to be rearticulated in new terms that would be consistent with the new moral purpose of the 

modern constitutional state.78 

At the same time, as McCargo and Zarakol observe, the Turkish and Thai HSIs “cast the 

rural hinterland as the ‘past’ of a country that was being led out of backwardness by the capital’s 

benign authority. Rural folk were simultaneously idealized as the essence of the nation and 

infantilized as subjects of state projects.”79 

 

Kemalism 

The goal of Turkish society according to Kemal Mustafa, should be to attain the level of 

contemporary civilization (muasir medeniyet seviyesi) – and that meant a Turkish society guided by 

reason and science in the fashion of Western societies. Contemporary civilization meant, in 

particular, secularism and an aggressive unitarian nationalism. In order to achieve this vision, 

Atatürk gradually developed a set of ideas and principles that later came to be referred to as 

Kemalizm (Kemalism). While these evolved gradually in the period after the 1922–23 revolution, by 

the time Ataturk’s RPP had come to lay out a full party platform in 1931, the basic tenets were 

effectively in place. These were the ‘six arrows’ of Kemalism, all of which remain as the official 

program of the RPP to this day: republicanism, secularism, nationalism, populism, statism and revolutionism 

(often interpreted as reformism).80 Of these, the first three have remained the most potent and 

relevant, partly as they have elicited the least controversy among Kemalists as to the method of 

their application and the most consensus within the wider socio–political milieu as to their value 

as part of the Turkish modernizing project. 

Hakan Yavuz’s discussion of the way in which Kemalism defined categories of ‘white’ and 

‘black’ Turks shows how this move was invariably part of the state elites’ project in the wake of 

revolution to construct a class to embody the new ‘ideal citizen norm’ and to relegate traditional 

Muslim Turks to subaltern status.  

                                                 
78 Reus-Smit (1999). 
79 McCargo and Zarakol (2012: 76). 
80 Like the Young Turks before them (many of whom joined the new regime), the Kemalist group was 
steeped, both in theory and in practice, in the Jacobin/Nardodnik tradition of revolutionary vanguardism. 
As several scholars have noted, Nardodnik émigrés from Tsarist Russia had had an outsize influence on 
the Ottoman Committee of Union and Progress. See, in particular, Dumont (1984). 
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Kemalism […] became the ideology that created a new ‘white’ Turk [who was 
encouraged] to display the Western roles, attire and habits of the new white Turk, 
defined in terms of his or her ability to imitate external European appearances.81  

The ‘white’ Turks were cast against a category of “excluded black Turks and Kurds. The black 

Turks and Kurds,” according to Yavuz, “use a shared religious tradition to mobilize against 

exclusion and marginalization by the white Turks, and they use other strategies, techniques and 

ideas to enhance their own consciousness against the hegemony of Kemalism.”82 As Ahmad notes 

in discussing the Turkish case, the Kemalists “knew that they had to create ‘a new type of Turk 

very different from the “Ottoman”’, just as the revolutionaries in France had had to create the 

Frenchman and the Bolsheviks were in the process of creating the new Soviet or socialist man.”83 

To achieve the vision of a modern nation state, extensive reforms were made, particularly 

in the areas of law, education and culture, aimed at breaking with the Ottoman past, weakening 

the influence of Islam in society, secularizing the country and becoming much closer to Western 

civilization. The abolition of the caliphate in March 1924, for example, was a crucial step in the 

subsequent Kemalist program of radical secularization of state and nation.84 Dress and appearance 

– so crucial to the image of the white Turk – became central and the traditional turban and fez 

were prohibited and replaced by a Western-style hat or cap. In 1926 the Italian penal code was 

adopted, religious marriages and polygamy were abolished and the Swiss civil code was adopted 

along with the Western clock and the Gregorian calendar. Women were progressively 

enfranchised, gaining the vote and the right to stand for parliament. Crucially, language reform 

was instituted, including the introduction of Latin script. As much a Westernizing move, it was 

also about cleansing the Turkish language of its Arabic (and Islamic) roots: “Abolishing the Arab 

script also served the purpose of cutting the Turkish people off from the language of the Koran.”85 

From 1932, the Jacobin enlightenment mission of the Kemalist elite was institutionalized 

in the form of People’s Houses and People’s Rooms – which were an extension of the latter into 

the villages.86 Their “purpose was to explain the Kemalist revolution to the people”,87 and they 

were, in part, designed to counter, or at least mimic, the traditional role played by the now-

                                                 
81 Yavuz (2000: 24). 
82 Yavuz (2000: 24). 
83 Ahmad (1993: 77). 
84 This included the shuttering in 1924–25 of religious shrines and the lodges of the Turkish brotherhoods, 
as well as the replacement of the traditional Arabic ezan (call to prayer) with a version in the Turkish language 
in 1932.  
85 Özdalga (1999: 418). See, also, Göle (1997: 49–50). 
86 Zürcher (2004: 180).  
87 Ahmad (1993: 63). 
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disbanded Dervish lodges of the brotherhoods.88  “In their essence,” as Kemal Karpat notes, “the 

Houses were considered the agents of the new regime, whose main practical purpose was to uproot 

the vestiges of the Sultanate and its ruling group and familiarize the masses with the ideas of the 

Republic.”89 

 
‘Thai-style democracy’  
 
A hegemonic state ideology – crystallized around the notion of ‘Thai-style democracy’ 

(prachathipatai baep thai, TSD) – formed as part of the post-1932 Thai bureaucratic polity and the 

hegemonic modernizing mission of the state elite who dominated it. As Connors notes:  

Thai-style democracy […] provided a rationality of [modernist] development 
linked to localized democratic practice and guidance over the people. Such 
ideology emerged in the context of new and reactive projects of nation building 
and extensions of the administrative and ideological aspects of the state, under 
a new authoritative power bloc dominated by the military/bureaucratic 
alliance.90 

 
TSD would, as we shall see below, reach its zenith in Thailand in the late 1950s and early 1960s 

under the regime of General Sarit, but its origins were laid down as soon as the People’s Party 

overthrew the absolute monarchy in 1932. The person of Luang Wichit was a critical actor in this 

context, serving as chief ideologue to Phibun upon the latter’s assumption of power in the late 

1930s.91  

Wichit’s early efforts to remake the Thai nation and its culture from above carried echoes 

of the Jacobin revolutionary project of the Kemalists in Turkey. Most obvious were the so-called 

‘cultural mandates’ or state edicts (ratthaniyom) promulgated between 1939 and 1944 which served 

as the basis of TSD and the reforms of the period. As Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit observe, the 

ratthaniyom had several themes but all were focused on bringing about an ambient modernity in 

styles, manners and culture, a concept captured in the Thai transliteration civilai (to be civilized), 

which corresponds roughly with the Turkish concept muasin (contemporary). To emphasize the 

point, the first edict abandoned the old name of Siam, renaming the country Thailand. Subsequent 

                                                 
88 Şmşek (2005: 77–78) notes that “People’s Houses were intended to change the demands, the habit 
patterns, the minds and the souls of the people. That is to say, they would replace the old ‘significant 
symbols’ in the society with new ones.” 
89 Karpat (1963: 55). 
90 Connors (2007: 61). 
91 For a detailed study of the historical role of Wichit in the development of Thai political ideologies, see 
Barmé (1993). 
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edicts mandated but did not complete the standardization of the Thai language, a feint echo of the 

revolutionary changes associated with the Turkish ‘script revolution.’92  

Perhaps the most radical elements of Wichit’s early ideological work concerned daily 

habits: dress, public conduct, family life and leisure. As in Turkey, the adoption of Western dress 

stood as a proxy for civilization. Standards were promulgated and promoted “to remove any 

justification for outsiders to treat Thailand as uncivilized. Competitions were arranged to promote 

‘modern’ dress.”93 As Peleggi notes the state developed a sophisticated communications strategy 

to promote new forms of ‘civilized’ dress and appearance; ‘The Thais are a well-dressed nation’ 

and ‘Hats will lead Thailand to greatness’ were prominent slogans of the period.94 The edicts 

extended even to such minutia as personal habits.95 

The Thai state’s long-standing ‘civilizing mission’ took on a new urgency from the 1950s 

under the authoritarian regime of General Sarit, who deposed Phibun in 1957 and then established 

a dictatorship in 1958 in a move he described as a pattiwat (revolution). Wichit took, as he had 

under Phibun, a leading role in the regime of Sarit and in his service advanced the TSD ideology 

even further. Ferrara describes TSD at it evolved under Sarit and Wichit an ideological formation 

grounded in a kind of “Platonic guardianship with Buddhist characteristics” in which Buddhist 

conceptions of “karma, merit (bun) and charismatic authority (barami)” took the place of Plato’s 

Noble Lie.96 

Despite the notion of ‘democracy’ qualified by its ‘Thainess’, the Sarit regime was in no 

sense democratic at all, and was essentially a form of 'despotic paternalism’ as famously described 

by Thak Chaloemtiarana.97  Central to this vision was the concept of patthana or state-led 

modernization/development guided by authentically Thai values. According to Handley, Sarit’s 

group: 

stressed discipline, harmony, and unity as the binding agents of the Thai cosmos, 
summed up as ‘Thai-ness,’ (khwam ben thai). Another code word was khwam 
riaproy, which refers to order, neatness, and presentability, both public 
and personal. [In this vision] there was no room for unsightly pedicabs on the 

                                                 
92 See Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 131–134) 
93 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 133). 
94 Peleggi (2002: 151). 
95 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 133). 
96 Ferrara (2015: 6). 
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streets, unruly union protests, socialists scorning aristocracy, or noisy 
liberal political activists.98 

Sarit established a “‘revolutionary’ dictatorial regime [with an] avowed a commitment to a 

programme of economic and social development (phatthana), which aimed to unify the nation 

against the dangers of communism and to advance modernization.”99  

Secondly, and perhaps most importantly, Sarit's pattiwat brought about an entirely new 

ideological and institutional alignment of both palace and army in the Thai political order, one that 

would make a deep and lasting impression on the young King Bhumipol. Central here was Sarit's 

restoration of the monarchy as a central pillar in Thai cultural and political life. If the nation was 

unified around the mystical concept of Thai-ness (khwam pen thai) in this vision, then the king 

himself was its very embodiment. Sarit popularized phrases like ‘the government of the king’ and 

‘the army of the king’.100 ‘Thai-style democracy’ after the rise of Sarit thus sought to combine 

paternalistic authoritarian mode of political rule with statist economic development and a renewed 

emphasis on Thai cultural and religious tradition, including an exalted place for the monarch in 

the Thai mise-en-scène.101 In grounded its legitimacy in the prestige and symbolism of the Thai 

monarchy, embodied in the young King Bhumipol.  

 

Charismatic leadership: The ‘cult of personality’ surrounding Atatürk and King Bhumipol 

Nevertheless, as ideologies both Kemalism and TSD were highly abstract and lacked coherence. 

Aimed largely at an elite audience, they were also mostly devoid of emotional appeal. This 

emotional void was filled, in large part, through their instantiation as charismatic discourses that 

rested on the status of the national heroes in whose name they were promulgated, Kemal Mustafa 

Atatürk and King Bhumipol Aduljadet. These discourses of charismatic leadership quickly 

developed into public cults of personalıty, which remain prevalent in both countries to this day. 

Moreover, it is imperative to note that while these personality cults have long been centrally 

orchestrated, they are nevertheless passionately embraced and reproduced by the people 

themselves. As Glyptis notes in the Turkish case:  

an Atatürk-inundated context with his face and sayings appearing on all official 
documents, buildings, television channels, newspapers and schoolyards, coins and 

                                                 
98 Handley (2006: 140).  
99 Askew (2002: 52–53). 
100 Surachart Bamrungsuk (1988: 80). 
101 Readers in search of a detailed account of the role of the monarchy under the Sarit system may usefully 
consult Thak Chaloemtiarana (2007), especially Chapter 6, 181–222. 
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banknotes. Moreover, regardless of personal belief, every Turk lives in a country 
where nationalism is part of standard political discourses. Politicians, teachers and 
journalists appeal to the nation and Atatürk on a daily basis. Yet […] the omnipresence 
of Atatürk paraphernalia can only be partly attributed to state sponsorship. Atatürk’s 
face appears on posters behind supermarket counters, in barbershops and video 
stores, in bookshops and banks; Atatürk talismans even dangle from car mirrors, while 
Atatürk pins adorn lapels. And even the Turks who do not join in with such 
spontaneous commemorations know how to ‘read’ the Atatürk semiotic universe.102 

 

Father of the Nation, Saviour of the Nation, and Teacher of the Nation  
 
The public cults of personality that embody the charismatic leadership of these two men may be 

usefully thought of as comprising three distinct discursive elements – the notion of Atatürk and 

Bhumipol as ‘father’, ‘saviour’, and ‘teacher’ of the nation. Public portrayals of these charismatic 

leaders are ubiquitous in Turkey and Thailand, with such “portrayals [being] created to inspire the 

masses to unquestionably admire and valorize the leader.”103 We can detail how these discursive 

formations operate in greater detail below. 

Atatürk. As mentioned, Atatürk literally means ‘father of the Turks’. From the very beginning, 

and even more so after his death in 1937, Atatürk has been understood as the progenitor of the 

Turkish nation itself, the hero of the War of Independence without whom Turkey itself would not 

have been possible. The image of Atatürk as associated with the sun, which emerged as the 

dominant thematic from the 1930s, was designed to encapsulate this dual idea of him having 

almost single-handedly saved and given birth to the nation – a ‘father-saviour’ role combined into 

one. As Özyürek notes, “The imagery of the sun naturalizes the abstract authority of Atatürk’s 

Westernizing state and its enlightenment discourse, which define the religious Ottoman past as 

darkness and the secularist republican future as illumination.”104 The Republic itself is presented 

as the work of Atatürk alone, a narrative that school textbooks and children’s books adopt.105 As 

Glyptis notes, “the generally accepted theme of the transition to the Republic as a one-man show, 

a transformation single-handedly achieved by Kemal Mustafa Atatürk.”106 

At the same time, the public cult of personality surrounding Atatürk emphasized him as 

‘teacher’ of the nation’s new values. Much of the imagery of him was (and is) deliberately 
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constructed to emphasize him as an ‘ideal’ citizen in both his public and private life, as the very 

exemplar of the modern, outwardly Western ‘new Turk.’ As Ahmad writes, 

Kemal set an example by marrying an educated, westernized, liberated Turkish 
woman who accompanied him around the country on his tours. He had his 
adopted daughters brought up as models of the Kemalist woman; one became 
professor of history at the newly founded university of Ankara, while the other 
was trained as a pilot on active duty who actually bombed Kurdish rebels in 
the rebellion of 1937. Both were consciously trained to invade the traditional 
preserves of men.”107  

In this way, as Özyürek notes, “Ataturk came to represent and embody the new nation and the 

‘new man’ that the republic aimed to create.”108 

Bhumipol. As is well-known, Thais revere Rama IX as a father figure, a fact that has been borne 

out since his death in late 2016 in the very public dimension of national mourning for the late king. 

Headlines at his passing all captured this idea of him as simultaneously ‘father and monarch to the 

nation.’109 The ideological work of crafting this notion of King Bhumipol and Queen Sirikit as 

‘father’ and ‘mother’ of the Thai nation, as mentioned, began in earnest under Sarit. The king’s 

exemplary embodiment of the ten virtues of Buddhist kingship allowed the regime to ground its 

abstract thesis of ‘Thai style democracy’ in a framework of authentic domestic legitimacy. Sarit 

built up the role of the monarch as the symbolic head of the nation. Under his regime, the: 

Ministry of Education was entrusted to Pin Malakun, a royal family member and 
enthusiastic royalist who had returned from exiles in the post-war era. School 
textbooks were revised to emphasize the king as the focal point of the nation.110 

Sarit proclaimed birthdays of the king and queen as public holidays with the most important day 

of national celebration moved from the 1932 anniversary in June to the king's birthday in 

December. Sarit also arranged for the king and queen to tour overseas. In five years, they made 

state visits to twenty-three countries. The government helped orchestrate large displays of popular 

enthusiasm on each occasion they returned to the kingdom. The royal family increased its visibility 

inside the country. The number of functions, ceremonies, and audiences attended by the King rose 

from about 100 a year in the rnid-1950s to about 400 a year during the Sarit regime. Additionally, 

King Bhumipol is linked directly with the Chakri dynasty’s efforts during the late nineteenth 

century reform period.  
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At the same time, comparisons between Bhumipol and his great-grandfather 

Chulalongkorn (Rama IV) – ‘the great modernizer’ – have formed a crucial part of ideological 

work. A vital part of the ideological work under TSD was a revival of the idea of the Chakri 

monarchs – particularly Rama IV – as having both ‘saved’ Thailand from imperialism through 

modernizing reforms and as having ‘bestowed’ modern constitutional order on Thailand. Again, 

the notion of ‘saviour-father’ is combined and embodied in the figure of the charismatic leader. 

As Irene Stengs outlines in her magisterial 2009 book Worshiping the Great Moderniser: King 

Chulalongkorn, Patron Saint of the Thai Middle Class, the personality cult of King Chulalongkorn that 

emerged in twentieth century exists:  

in the context of the general promotion of the Thai monarchy, and of King 
Bhumibol Adulyadej in particular. In fact, the ever more exalted expectations of 
kingship in the person of King Bhumibol formed the core of the King 
Chulalongkorn cult.  

King Bhumipol thus was seen up to his death as channelling vicariously the great modernizing 

efforts of his great-grandfather as well as the tradition of the Chakri monarchs as the latest in a 

long line of kings to bring ‘modernity’ and ‘prosperity’ to Thailand.111   

Finally, the king was modelled since the 1950s as the perfect exemplar of both traditional 

Thai and Western values in his personal life. He has long been seen, thus, as the ‘teacher’ of the 

nation both in terms of its important traditions but its modernizing imperative. During the 1960s 

and 1970s, the king’s growing family provided to the wider urban middle-class a model of a modem 

nuclear family unit that is both deeply traditional and profoundly modern. The King regularly 

appeared in the dress of the modem urban dweller. The royal children were models of the 

importance of education – the crown prince within the military, and the three royal princesses 

within the social and scientific disciplines. The king or a representative in the royal family has since 

the 1950s presided over the distribution of degrees to every university graduate in Thailand, a 

practice that has both linked the king directly to the people but emphasized the modernizing 

regime’s emphasis on education and the cultivation of ‘ideal’ values. 

In sum, the public cult of personality surrounding both King Bhumipol and Kemal 

Mustafa Atatürk formed the grounds of public emotional appeal for Kemalism and TSD as 

hegemonic state ideologies, devoid as they were of such appeal ‘naturally’. At the same time, they 

instantiated a kind of ‘paternalist public imaginary’ that served to reinforce both the statist-
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modernizing mission and to construct an idea of the ‘people’ as the object of that modernizing 

imperative. Ayşe Zarakol has summarized the paternalistic aspect of this new ‘civilizing mission’ 

brilliantly: 

‘‘the endlessly repeated images of the monarch traveling through remote areas, walking 
tirelessly along dirt roads, muddy paths and puddles, with maps, pens and a notebook 
in hand, a camera and sometimes a pair of binoculars around his neck, are common’’ 
[…] Pictures of Atatürk, among the people in Western attire, teaching them the new 
alphabet are similarly ubiquitous in Turkey. These are images of men on a civilizing, 
gardening, and enlightenment mission and are quite reminiscent of colonial dynamics 
of the nineteenth century, except for the fact that they involve national heroes. The 
discourse about the people not being ready for democracy also calls to mind the 
nineteenth-century standard of civilization, or the tiered categorization of the League 
of Nations Mandate system regarding the fitness of various peoples for self-rule.112 

 
SUMMARY 

This chapter has laid out in greater detail the first of two pre-existing structural conditions that I 

argue were vital to understanding regime outcomes during the critical juncture in Turkey (1961–

1963) and Thailand (1976–80). It has understood this antecedent condition as a deep and long-standing 

socio–political cleavage within the nation-state, defined as a fundamental opposition between the political 

‘centre’ and the political ‘periphery.’ It argued that the centre –periphery cleavage is thus the key 

to understanding long-run developments in political order in both Turkey and Thailand, stretching 

back to the late nineteenth century.  

It showed how the modern centre-periphery cleavage came into being during the late 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries as a product of a state- and nation-building efforts by 

modernizing elites in Siam and the Ottoman Empire in the face of the Western imperial challenge. 

It outlined precisely how bureaucratic elites constructed a ‘bureaucratic state tradition’ that would 

carry through into the modern Turkish and Thai nation-states. This tradition essentially drew on 

frames of social hierarchy from the expanding European international society into internal order 

in a form of ‘domestic orientalism’ to construct the modern centre–periphery divide. 

The chapter then told the story of the Turkish (1922–23) and Thai (1932) elite bureaucratic 

‘revolutions from above’ that brought the old absolutist order based on dynastic legitimacy to an 

end and constituted new ‘modern’ national states predicated on a new ‘moral purpose’ – the 

sovereignty of the people. The new polities so formed, however, inherited the centre–periphery 

cleavage and this meant that new legitimating frameworks were needed to manage the cleavage in 
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the interests of ‘statist development modernization’. The leaders of the bureaucratic polities that 

formed in this way crafted hegemonic state ideologies (HSIs) to manage and preserve the centre–

periphery cleavage until the eve of the critical juncture. In Turkey, this was Kemalism, and in 

Thailand, Thai-style democracy. Both Kemalism and TSD were abstract, impersonal doctrines that 

were only given life through public cults of personality surrounding the charismatic national heroes 

in whose name they were promulgated – Kemal Mustafa Atatürk and King Bhumipol Adulyadej.  

As wıll be laid out in much greater detail in Chapter 5, the centre–periphery cleavage was 

crucial to developments as they unfolded during the critical juncture period in both cases. In the first 

place, the great tensions that built up in late 1940s Turkey and late 1960s Thailand as a result of 

the divisions within the body politic burst out into the open, triggering the critical juncture itself. 

At the same time, the great socio–political cleavages within the nation-state served to structure 

much elite decision-making during the critical juncture itself, with profound implications for 

regime developments over that period.  

The centre–periphery cleavage, however, is but one of two antecedent conditions that have 

implications for regime outcomes in the critical juncture. The second of these – the quality of the 

internal and external security environment – was also significant in shaping regime outcomes 

during the critical juncture. It is to this dimension of our story that we turn in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR 
THE SECURITY ENVIRONMENT 
 
To describe the stable and general diplomacy of the Republican People’s Party, I think this short 
sentence is enough: We work for peace at home, peace in the world. 

Kemal Mustafa Atatürk (April 1932)1 

 
It is important to United States security interests that all practicable measures be taken to prevent 
further Communist expansion in Southeast Asia. Indochina is a key area of Southeast Asia and is 
under immediate threat [… Thailand] could be expected to fall under Communist domination if 
Indochina were controlled by Communist-dominated governments. The balance of Southeast 
Asia would then be in grave hazard. 

US National Security Council Memorandum 64 (February 1950)2 

 
 

In the previous chapter I laid out in detail the historical argument regarding the first of two crucial 

antecedent conditions that frame my account of the formation of guardian hybrid regimes in 

Turkey and Thailand. Here, I argued that particular long-standing socio-political cleavages in the 

nation-state account for similar trajectories of regime structure observed before and after the 

critical juncture in both cases. This chapter presents a discussion of the second critical antecedent 

condition – the quality of the internal and external security environment. I show how distinctive 

differences in the quality of the security environment in each case conditioned fundamental 

variation in the ideological-institutional configuration of the guardian hybrid regime in each case 

after the critical juncture (see Figure 4.1, p. 118).  

This chapter proceeds in two parts. The first section lays out the core characteristics of the 

Turkish strategic environment from the establishment of the republic in 1923 until the onset of 

the critical juncture in 1960. In this section, we see how, in the decades following the establishment 

of the republic in 1923, Turkey successfully pursued a neutral foreign policy and managed to 

maintain that posture through the Second World War. When the Soviets emerged as a threat after 

1945, Turkey was able to take refuge under the cover of the Western alliance, joining NATO in 

1952. Although the military was deeply implicated in the collapse of the democratic order in 1960, 

the fact of a benign security environment in general ensured that during the critical juncture, 
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‘firepower’ played virtually no role in elite decision-making over the institutional-ideological role 

of the military in the new order.   

The second section outlines the Thai security environment from the overthrow of the 

absolute monarchy in 1932 until 1980, which could hardly have been different to that obtaining in 

Turkey. From the late 1940s, Thailand’s external security environment became a concern with the 

onset of the Cold War in Asia and the emergence of conflicts in neighbouring Indochina. Through 

the 1960s, the communist threat moved inside Thailand’s borders as the Communist Party of 

Thailand launched an insurgency in the north of the country, attempting to conscript the support 

of villagers against the Thai state. At the same time, various armed rebellions emerged in the 

Muslim-Malay southern border provinces. The requirement of active ‘firepower’ to address these 

challenges ensured that elite decision-making during the critical role emphasized the ideological-

institutional significance of armed force and the military institution more generally. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1: The role of variation in the quality of the security environment in regime 

outcomes 
 
 
 
‘PEACE AT HOME, PEACE IN THE WORLD’: THE TURKISH SECURITY 
ENVIRONMENT, 1923–1960 
 
The victory of the nationalist forces in the Turkish War of National Liberation marked an historical 

turning point in relations with rest of the world. Centuries of interminable conflict with 
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neighbours, and particularly the Western powers, came to a close. Turkey’s new leadership was 

undeniably the beneficiary of fortuitous circumstances, in particular the situation in Europe. At 

the same time, its leaders made great use of this benign security environment in order to pacify 

threats to the security of the regime at home. The result – peace at home, peace in the world – saw 

the Turkish military relegated to a minor role in the political order right through this period. 

 
The early republican period: 1923–1945 

Peace in the world: Strategic isolation and the pursuit of a neutral foreign policy orientation 

The defeat of the Ottoman Empire at the end of the First World War was a traumatic event for 

the Turks, profoundly shaping their approach to the strategic environment in the period following 

the establishment of the Republic in October 1923.3 Through the entire early republican period 

(1923–1945), a combination of good fortune and excellent strategic management under the 

leadership of President Kemal Mustafa and his successor Ismet Inönü permitted the republic to 

pursue a neutral foreign policy orientation in order to focus on the task of nation-building at home. 

Indeed, the very birth of the republic was a result of a mix of strategic fortune and strategic 

fortitude. The immediate post-war period was grim for Turkey. Following its surrender to the 

Allied powers in October 1918, the British had occupied Istanbul and the victors looked to impose 

a very harsh peace on the defeated Turks. The August 1920 settlement in the Treaty of Sèvres was 

indeed onerous, dividing almost the entirety of the former empire among the Greeks, Italians, 

British and French. Most egregious of all was the cessation of the western parts of Anatolia to the 

Greeks, leaving only a rump Anatolian territory for the Turks and virtually destroying Turkey as a 

national state.  

However, the Turks were determined to resist this humiliation and under the leadership of 

General Mustafa Kemal fought back in the War of National Liberation (1919–1922). The Turks 

were tenacious in defence of their homeland but this fortitude was buttressed in the final event by 

the fact that the war-weary allies lacked the will to press their claims. As Ahmad notes “Fortunately 

for the Turks, the victorious Allies could not agree on how to divide the spoils of war”, with 

internecine struggles between the British, French, Greeks, Italians, and Americans making it 

impossible to impose the victor’s peace on Turkey laid out at Sèvres.4 Within a few short years, 

this combination of luck and tenacity saw the Turks reclaim all territories laid out under the so-

called National Pact (Misak-ı Milli) adopted by the Turkish resistance movement in January 1920. 
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The Misak-ı Milli borders, which the movement pledged to defend to the last man, “for the most 

part corresponded to the front lines in place at the time of the ceasefire agreement of 30 October 

1918.”5 A final settlement was reached in early 1923 with the Treaty of Lausanne, which annulled 

the Sèvres agreement and established recognition of Turkish political and economic sovereignty 

on terms more or less corresponding to the objectives of the nationalist cause. 

This combination of fortitude and fortune would continue throughout the 1920s and 

1930s. In the first place, the victorious Turks were lucky because a war-weary European powers 

were distracted by the challenge of recovering from the destruction of the First World War and 

later the Great Depression. Moreover, at the end of the war Turkey’s traditional enemy, Russia, 

lay defeated and broken. In the wake of the 1917 Revolution its Bolshevik leaders were 

predominantly preoccupied with winning the civil war at home and consolidating their new 

socialist regime.  

At the same time, the Turks themselves managed this luck exceptionally well, 

predominantly by reorienting the Turkish strategic culture by eschewing Ottoman imperial 

pretensions and entreaties to pan-Islamism to focus on a posture that was “minimalist, non-

interventionist, and status quo oriented.”6 The leadership of the national resistance had  learned 

from the Ottoman experience that to antagonize neighbours was to invite constant war and, 

ultimately, the threat of national destruction, which after all had only narrowly been averted in 

1919–22. Atatürk was determined to use the opportunity opened by isolation to follow a pragmatic 

foreign policy that sought to make Turkey a small target and, in so doing, pursue peace wherever 

possible. “Mustafa [Kemal],” as Kili rightly notes, consciously and purposefully “limited political 

aims to the retention of the Turkish homeland” and no more.7 

Moreover, The Turks were careful to send credible signals that the borders laid out in the 

national pact would define the limits of Turkish claims. Kemal Mustafa’s resistance movement 

signed a Treaty of Friendship and Brotherhood with the Bolsheviks in March 1921, which was 

quickly followed by Soviet recognition of Turkey’s Black Sea region borders in the Treaty of Cars. 

In December 1925, the Treaty was renewed, “inaugurating an extended period of [peaceful] 

relations that would last until 1945.”8 A final border agreement was signed with the British over 

the question of Mosul in Mandate Iraq in June 1926 and with Greece in 1933. In 1936–37 a 
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settlement was reached with the French in Syria over the status of Turkish claims to the Hatay 

province, which Turkey later annexed. Moreover, the pragmatic republican strategic posture 

assisted Turkey navigate the rising tensions in Europe in the 1930s, allowing Ankara to stay neutral 

when most other smaller powers were being forced to take sides. The result was a steady 

improvement in relations with Turkey’s neighbours and the great powers and the settlement of 

remaining border disputes and a genuine increase in trust with neighbours. 

 
Peace at home: The vanquishing of internal security threats 
 

A benign security environment abroad was to facilitate a security conditions at home that would 

permit the regime to pursue its hegemonic project of state-led modernization, as discussed in the 

previous chapter (pp. 103). ‘Peace in the world’ offered the new regime an opportunity to 

consolidate its rule domestically and to neutralize security threats from within. The principal 

challenge in this context were the restive groups of tribal Kurdistan – now partly contained within 

the borders of the new republic – and from liberals and religious conservatives in the ruling clique, 

who took an antagonistic posture towards Kemal Mustafa’s emerging political agenda. Indeed, 

Kemal was able to skilfully leverage his government’s response to the Kurdish resistance in the 

periphery to vanquish his political rivals at the centre and clear the path for the consolidation of 

Kemalism. 

During the First World War and the War of Liberation, and uneasy alliance had been struck 

between the nationalist forces led by Kemal Mustafa and Kurdish tribal leaders throughout 

Ottoman lands. To elicit Kurdish support for the nationalist cause, Kemal had personally 

“promised the Kurds local autonomy and free use of their own language.”9  This must have played 

a significant part in the decision of the Kurdish tribal leaders to throw their lot in with the 

nationalists, even though the British had worked hard to co-opt Kurdish groups and the Treaty of 

Sèvres had granted them autonomy. In any event, the final settlement of Turkish borders in the 

Treaty of Lausanne essentially divided tribal Kurdistan, cutting the Turkish Kurdish population of 

the southeast – some 20% of the new republic’s inhabitants – from traditional pasture areas across 

the border in the neighbouring mandates of the British (Mesopotamia) and the French (Syria and 

Lebanon). 

Kurdish support for the nationalist effort did not translate, however, into support for the 

republican settlement or for Kemal Mustafa’s modernizing reforms. The abolition of the caliphate 
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in March 1924 (in November 1922 the Grand National Assembly had done away with the 

sultanate, but the position of caliph had continued) in particular marked a turning point after which 

relations between the republican government and the Kurds deteriorated dramatically. The 

decision was decisive in the split in that it “removed an important religious symbol that [had 

hitherto] bound the two communities together.”10 At the same time, “the nationalist republic, in 

its efforts to construct a new national consciousness, developed a repressive policy towards 

Kurdish identity: the public use of Kurdish and the teaching of Kurdish were prohibited.”11 

In February 1925, there was a large uprising in the Kurdish southeast led by a revered 

sheikh of the Naqshbandi Sufi order, Sheikh Said of Palu. The insurrection was motivated by a 

diverse set of demands, including local autonomy for the Kurdish people, but the principle 

objectives were the restoration of the caliphate and the sharia.12 Kurdish nationalist demands thus 

mapped on to resistance to the secularizing trend of the new regime.  The Sheikh Said Rebellion 

spread quickly, laying siege to the regional capital of Diyarbakır in early March. It was, however, 

quickly put down by the republican regime and essentially came to an end with the capture of 

Sheik Said in April 1925. He was later hanged.  From 1926, under the leadership of Sheik Said’s 

brother, Sheik Abdurrahman, a low-level reprisal insurrection commenced, continuing for four 

years. Other Kurdish insurrections were also quickly put down by the republican regime and the 

Kurdish issue would not rise again as an internal threat for the Turkish republic until the 1970s. 

The Kurdish uprising afforded Kemal’s Republican People’s Party (RPP) the perfect 

pretext to consolidate its hold in Ankara and to remove all internal opposition to the new political 

dispensation. In response to the rebellion, the regime enacted a Law on the Maintenance of Order, 

essentially establishing a state of emergency. However, the remit of the law was not limited to the 

Kurdish areas and in fact extended across the entire country, remaining in force until 1929. 

Newspapers and other periodicals critical of the RPP were shuttered, and although its links with 

the Sheik Said Rebellion tenuous at best, the opposition Progressive Republican Party (PRP) was 

closed in June 1925 on the pretext that it had fomented Kurdish separatism.13 Indeed, had it not 

been for the rebellion, the PRP may well have developed into a potent opposition force in Turkey, 

given the significant degree of resistance to Kemal’s modernizing agenda.14 Over the next twelve 

months, Kemal Mustafa proceeded to consolidate his rule, culminating with the purge of his 
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remaining rivals in the senior ranks of the army and a significant proportion of the old guard from 

the Young Turk era (1908–1918) in June–July 1926.15 As Hale notes, the “episode probably had a 

lasting effect, in securing the total support of the army to Ataturk’s rule.”16  

 
The army in the background; Cultivating a normative orientation towards civilian control of political administration 
 
Indeed, the depoliticization of the Turkish army (understood as its total subordination to civilian 

command) was to play a crucial role in making sense of the behaviour of the army during the 

critical juncture period in Turkey (1960–62). Following the nationalist victory in late 1922, Mustafa 

Kemal moved decisively to purge the army of its traditional praetorian inclinations (and any 

potential challenge to his authority from the General Staff) while at the same time subordinating 

it to the civilian presidency. At the same time, while clearly subordinate to the civilian authority of 

the RPP regime, the army continued to hold a critical political function. The army's subordination 

reflected the triumph of the regime’s principle of the civilianization of political administration in a 

quasi-authoritarian political system. It was not its political role or function, broadly conceived, that 

the Kemalist order sought to supress, but its traditionally praetorian inclinations, which was 

achieved with quite a high degree of success. Rather than a period of military depoliticization per 

se, the army was accorded a position as overall guardian of Kemalist order. As Harris concludes:   

The armed forces, therefore, could not be out of politics in any larger sense. 
Indeed, subsequent events show that Atatürk’s main concern with the army was 
not to keep it out of politics, but to make sure that it remained completely loyal 
to him and to the Republic, a court of last resort when needed to support his 
efforts to build the new Turkey. Only in these terms can the evolution of the 
position of the armed forces during his lifetime be understood.17 

Practically speaking, the army’s political function as a modernizing force was executed through 

nation-building, in particular as an agent of modernization and the spread of republican secular 

nationalism to the masses. The regime encouraged officers to think of themselves as in the 

vanguard of the revolution. Atatürk himself through his speeches cultivated officers in an elite 

Jacobin consciousness. In 1931 he declared at the Army Club in Konya in 1931: 

Whenever the Turkish nation has wanted to take a step up, it has always looked 
to the army, which is composed of its own heroic sons, as the permanent 
vanguard in campaigns to bring lofty national ideals to reality […] In times to 
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come, also, its heroic soldier sons will march in the vanguard for the attainment 
of the sublime ideals of the Turkish nation.18  

 
The elite Jacobin consciousness of the officer corps was reinforced by the system of military 

education. Academy cadets were increasingly indoctrinated with a heady doctrine of radical social 

reform through compulsory courses on the Turkish revolution.19 As Harris notes: “From 1935 to 

1942 sometime RPP Secretary General and Minister of Interior Recep Peker personally taught 

courses on the Turkish revolution to the upper classes of the Staff College.”20 

As Aydınlı notes, the army acted as a republican ‘elite making institution’ via military 

socialization.21 A conscript army, virtually all Turkish males served at least year and service 

provided a pathway for provincial boys with few alternatives for advancement into the elite. The 

system of military education, with its strict adherence to advancement based on merit, turned raw 

recruits into modern men. Hale cites a  

poster issued by the Republican People's Party in the 1930s [lauding] the army as 
‘the school for the people’, with graphic illustrations. A recruit goes into the army 
as a callow youth and comes out as a robust young man; in the army, he is taught 
to read and write, he enjoys sports and health services, and his love of the 
fatherland is increased.22 

 

Thus, a congruence of ideology and military socialization on the one hand, and mutual 

understanding of role expectations between the army and the other elite elements of the Kemalist 

order on the other underpinned the institutional embedding of this latent military guardianship. 

This institutional complex was capped off by the existence of national military heroes at the helm 

whose existence naturally reinforced the army's status within that order, and who could be trusted 

in principle to activate and mobilize its guardian function as needed. 

Critically, the particular security environment facilitated a particular normative orientation 

within the Turkish politics to ‘stay out’ of politics, or at least to defer to civilian elites in the political 

administration of the country. Importantly, this position took the form of a latent military 

guardianship in which the guardian role of the army assumed a kind of taken-for-granted status 

within the wider political order that obviated the need for direct military role in political arena. 
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Thus, a congruence of ideology and military socialization on the one hand, and mutual 

understanding of role expectations between the army and the other elite elements of the Kemalist 

order on the other underpinned the institutional embedding of this latent military guardianship. 

This institutional complex was capped off by the existence of national military heroes at the helm 

whose leadership naturally reinforced the army's status within that order, and who could be trusted 

in principle to determine the basis on which it would be activated and mobilized in the service of 

the Turkish nation. 

 
The Second World War and after: The Soviet threat and the joining of NATO 
 
Turkey’s period of strategic isolation came to an end during the Second World War. Turkey could 

no longer pursue an easy isolation from the conflicts raging in Europe. Deft diplomacy meant that 

Turkey was kept out of the fighting in the early stages. In October 1939, Turkey signed a treaty of 

mutual support with Britain and France, which committed the latter to provide significant aid to 

Turkey, but “in a separate protocol attached to the treaty, Turkey was excused from any obligation 

that could involve her in a war with the Soviet Union.”23 Turkey managed to draw on her own 

military unpreparedness as an excuse, but after the Soviets retook Stalingrad from the Nazis and 

the tide of the war turned, the pressure on Turkey to actively join the war increased steadily.  

For all intents and purposes conditions at the end of the war signalled clearly that the early 

republican policy of ‘benevolent neutrality’ would no longer suffice. Bolstered by its extraordinary 

victory against the Nazis in eastern Europe, Russia – Turkey’s age-old nemesis to the north – was 

on the move:  

In mid March 1945, Ankara received a note from the Soviet government 
announcing its intention not to renew the 1925 Friendship and Neutrality Treaty 
and demanding military basing rights along the Bosphorus and Dardanelles Straits, 
the cessation of Kars and Ardahan provinces in the east, and lesser territorial 
adjustments in favor of Bulgaria in the west.24 

 

This was a frightening development for Turkey. For the entire early republican period, as Zürcher 

notes, “the cornerstone of Turkish foreign policy had been the maintenance of good relations with 

the Soviet Union”, a strategic pillar that was overnight imperilled by the Soviet move to establish 

hegemony over the Dardanelles.25 

                                                 
23 Zürcher (2004: 204). 
24 Mufti (2009: 29). 
25 Zürcher (2004: 202). 
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To make matters worse, in the immediate aftermath of the war when the Soviets and the 

West remained on friendly terms, Turkey’s war-time prevarication left her vulnerable. Fortunately 

for Ankara, the advent of the Truman Doctrine furnished Turkey with the opportunity to take 

refuge under the cover of the emerging US-led Western alliance system in Europe. In response to 

increasing Russian aggression towards the Turks, the British and the Americans promptly 

counselled Ankara to resist Soviet pressure and to stand its ground on territorial concessions, 

especially in relation to the Bosphorus, which would have given the Soviets direct access to the 

Mediterranean. Then, in mid-1947 the Americans dispatched the USS Missouri to Istanbul on a 

‘port call’ to signal to the Soviets that Turkey would be incorporated into the US alliance orbit. 

Thus, the end of the Second World War brought a period of splendid isolation to a close 

and the pursuit of calculated neutrality was no longer an option. Yet again, however, Turkey’s 

leaders adapted skilfully to the new dispensation. Turkey’s shift to the West was cemented when 

Ankara joined the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1952. In a sense, Turkey’s 

NATO membership served to reinforce a continuation of the benign external security 

environment that it had enjoyed since Lausanne, at least in so far as it ensured the West would 

come to Turkey’s aid in the event of an attack from the Soviets. In exchange for these security 

guarantees, Turkey emerged as the West’s principal champion in the region. As Ahmad notes: 

In the Arab world engaged in national struggles against Western imperialism, 
Ankara sided with the imperialist powers. It supported the British in Egypt and 
the French in North Africa. In the struggle between Prime Minister Mossedeq 
and the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, Ankara’s sympathies were with the oil 
company. Not surprisingly, Turkey came to be seen as the West’s surrogate in the 
region, attempting to maintain Western domination through a new system of 
alliances.26 

In sum, in the lead up to the critical juncture, despite a shifting international environment from 

the onset of the Second World War, Turkey was able to maintain ‘peace at home, peace in the 

world.’ Through a mix of good fortune and strategic fortitude, security threats were kept at bay, 

ensuring that the armed forces would play a minor, if symbolic, role in the politics of the Turkish 

republic. In particular, the depoliticization of the Turkish army (understood as its total 

subordination to civilian command) that was facilitated by this benign strategic environment was 

to play a crucial role in making sense of the behaviour of the army during the critical juncture. 

 

                                                 
26 Ahmad (1993: 119). 
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Implications for the role of the armed forces during the critical juncture 
 
As the next chapter outlines in greater detail, the military was deeply implicated in the collapse of 

the democratic order in Turkey in 1960. The final decision to intervene militarily was led by radical 

groups within the armed forces, who were engaged in salon plotting from the mid-1950s onwards. 

That said, the benign internal and external security environment had two significant implications 

for the role the armed forces would play during the critical juncture, and in the final settlement it 

brought about.  

The first of these is a benign security environment in general ensured that during the critical 

juncture, ‘firepower’ played virtually no role in elite decision-making over the institutional-

ideological role of the military in the new order. When one considers that during the short period 

of military rule during the critical juncture, the armed forces were deeply riven by ideological and 

factional conflict, it was natural for the senior commanders in the army to look internally for their 

focus and to leave the details of constitution-making to the civilian elites of the RPP in the 

Constituent Assembly. 

Secondly, the general normative orientation within the Turkish military towards civilian 

political management outlined above was not disrupted by any security challenges because of the 

benign security environment. Decades of depoliticization and latent guardianship with the army 

very much in the background of politics meant that after the initial decision to intervene against 

the Menderes regime in May 1960, important commanders in the army – including General Gürsel 

– were keen to quickly restore power to civilian elites. As will be discussed at greater length in the 

next chapter, following the defeat of the radical elements in November 1960 after the ‘purge of the 

14’ General Gürsel accelerated the return to civilian responsibility in the constitution-making 

process and the transition to civilian rule.  

An additional factor here is the structure of the North Atlantic Treaty and in particular 

Turkey’s integration into its integrated command structure. This essentially meant that all military 

and development aid delivered to Turkey was channelled through the alliance framework, 

providing no incentives for the military to draw on this assistance for corrupt purposes. In other 

words, NATO membership acted to incentivize professional behaviour and to eschew the building 

up of a corporate bureaucracy in Turkish armed forces oriented towards capital accumulation or 

military business. Accordingly, the military was happy to accept civilian leadership in 1961 and 

through the 1960s because its professional corporate interests were essentially protected by the 

structure of NATO membership. 
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THE COLD WAR IN ASIA: REGIONAL INSTABILITY AND THE THAI SECURITY 
ENVIRONMENT, 1941–1980 
 

The security environment in Thailand could hardly have been more different. In contrast to the 

modern Turkish state, from its inception in 1932, at varying times, both internal and external threats 

challenged the security of the modern Thai state – at key points, existentially so. In the 1930s, 

hostile colonial powers might have swallowed Thailand entirely had it were not for their 

preoccupation with the great depression and the rise of European fascism. The gamble of a war-

time alliance with the Japanese during the Pacific War did not pay off and the country was only 

saved from grave retribution by the emergence of the Cold War in Asia. Except for the relatively 

short period between 1950 and 1960 in which local military rulers grew fat off American military 

aid. 

 

The rise of militant fascism and the Japanese alliance: 1932–1945 
 
The group of ‘Promotors’ in the People’s Party (Khana Ratsadon, KR) who launched Siam’s elite-

bureaucratic ‘revolution from above’ in 1932 were loosely divided in two. In the period following 

the end of the ancien regime, a ‘civilian’ faction, led by the eminent jurist Pridi Banomyong, and a 

‘military’ wing, led by Field Marshal Plaek Phibunsongkhram (Phibun), vied for dominance. As 

Baker and Pasuk note, the “two groups had different views on the role and purpose of the state 

they had wrested from the royalist grip.”27 Phibun’s group was convinced that it was the army that 

had played the key role in ensuring the victory of the KR over the royalists and that the army 

should play the natural role in Thai governance.  

By the late 1930s, Phibun’s faction had prevailed; he became prime minister of Thailand 

in December 1938. He took most of the key security ministries for himself and also appointed 

himself minister of foreign affairs in a government that was heavily skewed in favour of the army: 

The rest of the cabinet was packed with military men, and the military subvention 
rose to 33 per cent of the total budget. When a group of provincial (mostly 
northeastern) MPs protested strongly against the increase in the military budget 
and other aspects of military aggrandizement, Phibun dissolved the Assembly. 
When the opponents were returned in the following election and threatened to 
vote down the budget, he began to by-pass the Assembly and rule by decree.28 

                                                 
27 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 120). 
28 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 124). 



 

129 
 

The dust had scarcely settled on the 1932 revolution and the internal conflicts within the KR, 

before the international crises of the 1930s threatened Thailand, and Phibun was determined to 

ensure Thailand would be in a strong position when war came. As Baker and Pasuk have 

overserved, “Phibun and his group were attracted to other states that were rising on the basis of a 

strong, militarized version of nationalism.”29 As Suwwnathat-Pian notes in her magisterial 

biography of Phibun: “Internationally, events in 1938-39 strengthened Phibun’s brand of 

leadership. War appeared imminent, and the safety of the nation depended on strong leadership 

and military might.”30  

In this context, Japan’s post-1932 fascist–militarist regime loomed large as an exemplar. 

“The Phibun group,” as Baker and Pasuk note, “cultivated strong links with Japan over the 

1930s.”31 Phibun’s decision to formally ally with Japan and declare war on the United States and 

Great Britain during the Second World War was driven by a calculation that his irredentist 

ambitions would be well served by advancing Japanese hegemony in the region, particularly since 

the defeat of the British and French colonial powers would remove a key obstacle to his territorial 

claims on parts of Burma and Indochina. 

When the war turned against Japan, Siam itself was left exposed to a punitive settlement 

at the end of the war. Phibun was unceremoniously removed from office in 1944, as the tide turned 

and it was clear that the Allies would prevail. The British in particular sought victors’ vengeance 

against Thailand, and there was talk of establishing a British mandate in the country. The British 

also insisted that Phibun be arrested and charged with war crimes for his conduct during the war, 

which he was at the end of 1945 (he was later released and the charges dropped).32 Fortunately for 

Thailand – and for Phibun especially, who returned to the premiership in April 1948 – the region 

quickly descended into strife and the United States moved to shore up both the Thai state as a 

sovereign entity free from external interference and the Thai military as a means to counterbalance 

the growing communist forces in the region. When China fell to the communists in 1949 the die 

was cast and as the Cold War came to Asia, Thailand emerged as a leading ally of the United States 

and its military’s position at the apex of power was secured. 

 

 

                                                 
29 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 124). 
30 Suwannathat-Pian (1995: 17). 
31 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 134). 
32 Suwannathat-Pian (1995: 21). 
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A ‘special relationship’: The United States and Thailand during the Cold War 
 
As would remain the case for the next three decades, the domestic contest for power was heavily 

structured by global level factors, and in particular the dynamics of United States communist 

containment in the East Asian theatre. Thailand's rapid emergence in the early 1950s as the primary 

American client state in Southeast Asia and as a forward base for anti-communist operations was 

the critical factor in domestic political development from this time.  Thailand’s move into the 

American orbit in this period would play a crucial role in that country’s political development right 

up to the end of the Cold War. In particular, for the Thai military the “close alliance with [the 

Americans …] provided a flow of resources which built the foundations for military dominance 

of Thai politics.”33 

As a number of scholars have observed, the US approach to Thailand from this time can 

be divided roughly into two distinct phases.34 In the first phase, from 1950 to 1961, the United 

States sought “to build the kingdom into a ‘bastion’ of the free world in Southeast Asia and to 

prepare the country from an “assault” from Communist China.”35 The second phase saw Thailand 

emerge as a crucial “base in the military struggle to preserve the independence of South Vietnam” 

and in the prosecution of US policy in Indochina more generally.36  

 

1950–1961: Keeping the Thai ‘domino’ upright 

As mentioned, Phibun had returned to the premiership in 1948. By this time, the emerging Cold 

War architecture in the region was beginning to take shape and Phibun skilfully manipulated 

Western concerns about ‘instability’ to mollify concerns left over from the war about his reliability 

and to neutralize opposition to him in Western capitals. After 1948, as Darling notes, the countries 

surrounding Thailand:  

became embroiled in bitter military conflicts either with their former colonial 
rulers (as in Indochina and Indonesia) or with local Communist insurrections (as 
in Burma and Malaya). To American policy-makers, Thailand appeared as an oasis 
of stability in a region of turmoil. Any reluctance by the United States to cooperate 
[…] was overcome by the need to protect Southeast Asia from falling under 
Communist rule.37 

                                                 
33 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 131). 
34 Darling (1962, 1965, 1967); Fineman (1997); Surachart Bamrungsuk (1988). 
35 Darling (1967: 217). 
36 Darling (1967: 218). 
37 Darling (1967: 215). 
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Pasuk and Baker summarize the general escalation of tensions that brought the US and Thailand 

into a close embrace in the period immediately following Phibun’s return to power:  

With the explosion of leftist anti-colonialism in neighbouring countries in 1947–
48, the ‘loss’ of China to communist revolution in 1949, and the commitment of 
US troops in Korea in 1950, the USA grew steadily more interested in Thailand 
as an ally and base for the prosecution of the Cold War to stem the spread of 
communism in Asia.38 

Of course, while ‘communism’ served as a very useful bogeyman during this period – one that 

Thai leaders drew on to great effect to impose authoritarian rule on the country, communist 

organization in Thailand had actually been quite limited. Communism itself was seen as a largely 

‘external’ (i.e. from China and Vietnam) problem and not something that ‘true Thais’ would ever 

take to. Anti-communism therefore served as a useful red herring against political dissent of any 

kind, and in particular the disciplining of the large Chinese minority within Thailand; communism 

was seen in late absolutist period and into the post-1932 era largely as a ‘Chinese disease’. As Thak 

writes:  

‘Communism’ became shorthand for any kind of dissent against the military and 
its view of the Thai polity. In the revised versions of the anti-communist law 
enacted in 1952 and 1969, this became explicit. The 1952 law defined 
communism as any act designed to overthrow the government headed by the 
king, any attempt to nationalize property, and any act which created instability 
and disunity. The 1969 law, modelled on the US Un-American Activities Act, 
defined communism to include 'persuading others to lose faith in religion or 
engaging in activities that would destroy Thai customs.39 

At the same time, Thai leaders drew skilfully on the discourse of anti-communism to extract as 

much as possible from their new-found American patrons. Phibun and his powerful allies in the 

security services grew increasingly adept at leveraging US military assistance to build their own 

patronage networks within the police and army. As Pasuk and Baker note, “From the late 1940s 

they discovered that the more they paraded anti-communist sentiments, the more money the US 

gave them.”40 This process accelerated after the conclusion of a Military Assistance Act with 

Thailand in late 1950. Judiciously, Phibun moved to support US efforts in Korea by sending a 

contingent of Thai troops to the UN mission there. Interestingly, the Turks made precisely the 

                                                 
38 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 166). 
39 Thak Chaloemtiarana (2007: 138, fn 111). 
40 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 130). 
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same calculation in sending troops to Korea in 1950 as they were moving closer to the Western 

orbit at this time in preparation for joining NATO. 

Additionally, in mid-1951, under the direction of rising military strongman and Thai First 

Army commander Sarit, a modernization program along US lines under the supervision of a large 

contingent of American advisers began. Military aid poured in, rising from $US4.5 million in 1951 

to US$56 million annually by 1953: “In all,” as Pasuk and Baker note, “between 1951 and 1975 the 

US channelled around US$2.5 billion into Thailand in the form of direct military aid, investment 

in military installations, and upkeep for troops.”41 Thus, armed with new American equipment and 

a vast injection of funds a twenty-year expansion of the Thai military commenced.42   

After Sarit assumed power in Thailand in 1958, American aid money was increasingly 

channelled towards advancing his regime’s hegemonic project of statist developmental 

modernization under the rubric of ‘Thai-style democracy’. Indeed, a key element of Sarit’s pattiwat 

(‘revolution’) was predicated on deepening US assistance to Thailand, not only in the security realm 

but at the broader level of economic and material development in the service of modernization. As 

Pasuk and Baker summarize: 

Justified by “national security”, US aid funds and rising tax revenues underwrote 
a major expansion in the bureaucracy. […] Many new administrative districts were 
created, pushing the government deeper into the countryside. Some provincial 
areas, particularly on the expanding uplands agrarian frontier, had previously been 
run by the local mafia rather than the government. […] The government loomed 
much larger in the life of ordinary citizens, especially beyond the provincial centres 
where the government had previously been virtually non-existent. The 
government supplied more public goods, including health services, seeds and 
fertilizer, birth control devices, irrigation, household water supplies, and all-
weather roads. It imposed more restrictions on citizens, such as rights of access 
to forests and other natural resources. The personal ID card and house 
registration document became increasingly important as the basic documents of 
citizenship required for any transaction with officialdom.43 

In this way, relations between the centre and the periphery were permanently altered as a result of 

US-Thai relations during the Sarit regime. With aid from the Americans, the ‘bureaucratic polity’ 

sought to complete a project initiated during the Chakri reformation of the late nineteenth 

century– the full incorporation of Thailand’s’ border regions within the remit of the nation-state.  

                                                 
41 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 130). 
42 Chambers (2013: 154). 
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1961–1975: Thailand as ‘forward base’ 
 

In the second phase of the US–Thai ‘special relationship’, from the late 1950s to 1975, America’s 

Thailand policy sought to establish that country as a key forward base in its escalating ground 

campaign against the North Vietnamese. Already in 1954 changes had been felt with the defeat of 

the French in Indochina and the establishment of the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization 

(SEATO), in which Thailand was a major player. Indeed, the first secretary-general of the 

organization was Pote Sarasin, a Thai aristocrat and diplomat who later became prime minister 

under Sarit’s first government in 1957.44 But it was North Vietnam’s invasion of Laos in 1959 and 

the subsequent outbreak of the Laotian civil war a year later that marked something of a turning 

point in Thailand’s security environment.  

This was also at this time that the communist threat – hitherto a rather ‘abstract’ notion – 

began to take on a more concrete form, as local communist movements emerged within Thailand’s 

borders and a reinvigorated Communist Party of Thailand (CPT) launched an insurgency in the 

north of the country, attempting to conscript the support of villagers against the Thai state. As 

mentioned, the CPT had been of little significance within the country following its (re)founding in 

December 1942.45 From the late 1940s, the party’s focus shifted towards a Maoist orientation 

(rural-based revolution), influenced by the return of cadres of Thai-born Chinese who had fought 

on the communist side in the Chinese civil war. The party’s influence was limited in the 1950s, but 

from about 1961 it began to emerge as a significant player in the Thai political mise-en-scène. A party 

conference that year reaffirmed the CPT’s commitment to a rural strategy (“encircling the cities 

from the countryside”) and its senior leadership established bases in the forests of the northeast.46 

Despite the growing threat, the emergence of emergence of a limited communist 

insurgency was still seen by elites in Bangkok as the handiwork of the Chinese and Vietnamese 

seeking to ‘meddle’ in Thai affairs and destabilize the country. In truth, however, CPT gains were 

principally a product of local political factors, in particular Sarit's late-1950s crackdown on 

‘communism’ (read: any form of organized dissent against the regime). The purging of the CPT in 

Bangkok led many communists to flee, only to regroup in the Thai borderlands and re-orient their 

                                                 
44 Chambers (2013: 165). 
45 An earlier Siamese Communist Party had been founded in Bangkok by Ho Chi Minh on a visit to the city 
in 1930. By the mid-1930s, however, successful repression by the Thai authorities had neutralized 
communist agitation. See Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 309). 
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campaign from an urban to a rural-centred struggle against the state.47 As Baker and Pasuk observe, 

the party was increasingly able to capitalize on the grievances of the disenfranchized and 

impoverished rural periphery which, as mentioned, also reflected aspects of rural cleavages in the 

northeast and the hill tribes of the far north of the country: 

The party began to harvest not only the urban intellectuals’ increasingly bitter 
frustration against military dictatorship, but also the peasants’ reaction against the 
market, and the outer regions’ opposition to the imposition of the nation-state with 
its intrusive bureaucracy and demands for linguistic and cultural uniformity.48 

 

At the same time, various armed rebellions emerged in the Muslim-Malay southern border 

provinces.  

In response to these concrete threats, the US-Thai relations grew even stronger. In 1962, 

the United States dispatched the first ever contingent of troops to Thailand – 6,800 American 

soldiers were temporarily stationed there to support efforts to bolster the South Vietnamese 

regime. From 1964 the stationing of US troops on Thai soil became permanent and eight US air 

force bases were established, including one at Don Muang airfield in Bangkok.49 Table 4.1 depicts 

the growth in the number of US military personnel and air force aircraft stationed in Thailand over 

the course of the 1960s. 

 

Table 4.1 US military personnel and air force aircraft in Thailand, 1964–1968 
Year US Military  

Personnel 
US Air Force  
Aircraft 

   
1964 6,300 75 

1965 13,700 200 

1966  34,000 400 

1967 43,669 527 

1968 43,994 589 

Source: Adapted from Chambers (2013: 166) 
 
 

                                                 
47 For detailed summaries of the genesis and evolution of the communist insurgency in Thailand, see Marks 
(1994: Chs. 2 and 4); Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 309–14). 
48 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 182). 
49 Chambers (2013: 166). See also Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 148). 
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More significantly, in March of 1962 the two countries signed a mutual security pact – the Thanet–

Rusk Agreement – committing each to come to the defence of the other in the event of an armed 

attack and “[providing] a framework for U.S. assistance to Thailand, as an indirect means of 

meeting aggression.”50  

 

1965 and the emergence of the ‘hot’ insurgency 

August 1965 marked another turning point, when the first exchange of fire was reported between 

the CPT and the Thai military in the northeastern province of Nakhon Phanom. The US and Thais 

jointly undertook what Chambers refers to as a ‘two pronged’ response, the first involving much 

heavier ideological work to counter the appeal of the communists in the region, and the second a 

more direct institutionalized counterinsurgency programme. Under the aegis of the United States, 

in the Thai government established a security apparatus to coordinate and direct its 

counterinsurgency efforts, the Communist Suppression Operations Command (CSOC). The US 

also set up a counterpart unit inside the US Bangkok embassy to coordinate with the Thai 

government. In 1967, the CSOC and their US advisers advocated the strategy first formed in 

British Malaya, and later adapted by the US in Vietnam, of attempting to isolate villages from the 

guerrillas. Under the Village Security Programme launched in January 1967, the army began 

intensive policing and propaganda work in villages in the CPT base areas. It conducted village 

patrols, stationed police in the villages, imposed curfews, and occasionally moved whole groups 

of villagers. Within a few months, however, the line generals objected to the transfer of control 

over counter-insurgency operations to CSOC. By the mid-1960s, therefore, the Thai regime and 

its US patron has identified communism as the principal external and internal security threat.  

 

American de-escalation and Thai strategic uncertainty after 1968 
 
Nixon’s victory in the 1968 US presidential race signalled yet another shift in Thailand’s external 

strategic environment, with the very real prospect of de-escalation of the Vietnam War and a 

scaling back of the US commitment to Thailand. The rapidly changing strategic context from this 

time exacerbated pressure on the regime from the insurgency. In the first place, it was clear that 

the ‘blank cheque’ to Thailand’s military rulers had come to an end. As the US government's 

prosecution of the Indochina wars became the subject of ever more bitter political debate in 

America, Thailand – its chief ally in the region – came under intense scrutiny and was increasingly 

portrayed in a negative light in the mind of the American public. As Handley writes:  
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The American press portrayed Thailand, after two decades and a billion dollars of 
U.S. aid, as led by corrupt, inept, and dictatorial generals who presided over an 
uninhibited narcotics trade, a booming sex industry, and unremitting poverty. In 
Congress, the prominent antiwar senator William Fulbright branded Thailand as 
undemocratic and not worth supporting. The message from President Johnson, 
too, was that Thailand had to clean up its image, first by getting Thanom to restore 
the constitution and democratic elections.51 

 
Darling’s contemporary report lays out the palpable concern that this turn of events produced in 

Thailand, noting that:  

the de-escalation of American military power in the Vietnamese war and the 
possibility of a retrenchment in American policy in Southeast Asia aroused a 
growing sense of doubt and uncertainty among officials [… And elements] in 
Bangkok became increasingly fearful that the government policy which had been 
followed for almost twenty years in close cooperation with U.S. efforts to contain 
Communist expansion in Southeast Asia might be coming to an end.52 

 
In reality, the Thais were in a state of panic. As Handley notes, the prospect of rapid de-escalation 

after 1968 sent: 

the Thai elite into collective shock. It appeared that the United States was giving 
up on Thailand as well as Vietnam. American cutbacks would cause a recession. 
With more than 10,000 Thai soldiers in Vietnam, Bangkok feared an escalation of 
direct hostilities between the two countries. Without the U.S. security umbrella, 
war between Thailand and North Vietnam seemed a distinct possibility.53  

US troop levels in Thailand began to fall from 1970 and by September of that year some 6,000 of 

the 48,000 American personnel had been withdrawn.54 Moreover, as one contemporary analysis 

observed: “By early 1973 it had become apparent […] that the U.S. was serious about reducing its 

profile in the region.”55 However, even as the US looked to retreat from the region, the insurgency 

within Thailand proper only picked up in intensity. Although the ‘hot’ insurgency itself was largely 

confined to the border regions, protest quickly spread to the ‘rural heartland’ aided by student 

mobilization from the cities. Under conditions in which internal colonialism had created grievance 

the communist mobilization of mass support in the periphery quickly spread and the ‘rebellion’ 

spread widely: “By 1969,” as Pasuk and Baker note, “the armed forces counted ‘communist-

infested sensitive areas’ in 35 of the 71 provinces.” 56  
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As will be detailed in greater detail in the next chapter, the Thanom–Praphat regime fell in 

October 1973, ushering in Thailand’s first period of ‘open’, competitive electoral politics and 

efforts to rapidly move the nation towards genuine democracy. However, the fall of the military 

regime and the advent of competitive politics and civilian administration did not bring an end to 

either the insurgency or to the power of the armed forces within the political order. Indeed, the 

insurgency continued largely unabated. By the mid-1970s, when Thailand was nominally ruled by 

an elected civilian government, there were still “some 8000 armed guerrillas, 412 villages totally 

under CPT control, and 6000 villages with a total population of 4 million under some degree of 

CPT influence.”57 Rural protest ballooned in the open period, leading traditional state elites to 

conclude that the entire countryside outside of Bangkok stood in open rebellion against the centre. 

Students, workers, and farmers alike appeared to be a ‘front’ for communist infiltration, aided and 

abetted by naïve liberal democrats in the centre. 

The military was wounded, but not fatally; the power that it had built up over four decades 

was not easily eliminated. Elections in 1975 brought the king’s favourite Kukrit to the prime 

ministership, and he pursued a centrist agenda that included acceding to students’ demands for a 

complete withdrawal of US troops in Thailand and also “began the process of moving Thai foreign 

policy away from its heavy reliance on the U.S. without jeopardizing the ‘special relationship’ which 

had long characterized the relations between these two countries.” 58 The military, however, was 

quite displeased at what it deemed to be civilian ‘encroachments’ on its policy turf and during this 

time it often engaged in freelancing, in direct violation of the authority of the civilian government. 

The May 1975 Mayaguez affair – in which the container vessel the USS Mayaguez was seized by 

Cambodian Khmer Rouge forces – was emblematic of this tendency.  American attempts to rescue 

the crew members were stymied when Kukrit refused to grant permission for the Americans to 

launch operations from Thai bases: “General Kriangsak (then chief of staff of the Supreme 

Command) […] gave the green light for the United States to utilize U-Tapao Air Base to stage the 

assault without Kukrit's knowledge.”59 

 

Implications for the role of the armed forces during the critical juncture 
 
This had tremendous implications for the role of the armed forces during the critical juncture. At 

the most general level, the involvement of the United States in from the end of the Second World 

War onwards created the foundations for military dominance that would extend into the critical 

                                                 
57 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 183). 
58 Darling (1977: 118). 
59 Chambers (2013: 188–89). 
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juncture and beyond. Thailand’s move into the American orbit in this period played a crucial role 

in that country’s political development by providing a steady flow of resources to the military and 

security services that would ensure its strength and dominance right through the period. The 

collapse of the Thanom–Praphat regime in 1973 certainly weakened the Thai military – and did so 

to quite a significant extent – but the blow was not fatal. With the support of the US, two full 

generations of military commanders had cultivated the capacity to influence politics decisively. 

Secondly, the transition from an ‘abstract’ threat from the irredentist Chinese and 

Vietnamese communist regimes in the 1950s to a very ‘concrete’ (and rapidly expanding) rural 

insurgency within Thai borders produced what many in the elite deemed an ‘existential’ threat to 

the Thai state itself. By the time of the commencement of the critical juncture in Thailand in 1976, 

therefore, the security environment was fraught. The capacity to respond effectively to this ongoing 

challenge remained a crucial issue during the critical juncture, with the requirement that the armed 

forces would play at least some role in counter-insurgency policy. While elites, as we shall see, were 

divided during the critical juncture in Thailand, all groups saw the need for ‘firepower’ in 

responding to the insurgency, guaranteeing the armed forces a key seat at the table in decision-

making about regime outcomes. 

Finally, these two factors were exacerbated by the general climate of insecurity produced 

by an external security environment that appeared increasingly unfavourable to Thailand. In 

particular, de-escalation and ‘withdrawal’ from the region by the United States – even in the context 

of the mid-1970s realignment brought about by rapprochement between Washington and Beijing 

– produced a kind of ‘existential panic’ among the elite in Bangkok about Thailand’s long-term 

security. This in turn, significantly increased the leverage of the Thai military during the critical 

juncture, ensuring it would play a crucial role in regime outcomes as it concluded in 1980–81.  

 
SUMMARY 
 
This chapter has laid out in greater detail the second of two pre-existing structural conditions that 

I argue are vital to understanding regime outcomes during the critical juncture in Turkey (1961–

1963) and Thailand (1976–80); namely, the quality of the internal and externa security 

environment. I presented an argument in Chapter 3 that a first antecedent condition – a 

comparable socio-political cleavage in the body politic between centre and periphery– has 

underpinned similar trajectories of regime development over the course of the ‘long’ twentieth 

century. In contrast, in this chapter I have argued that the quality of the security environment in 

Turkey and Thailand was a fundamental point of difference between the cases.  
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The chapter showed how the the core characteristics of the Turkish strategic environment 

from the establishment of the republic in 1923 until the onset of the critical juncture in 1960 – 

‘peace at home and peace in the world’ – were relatively benign. It outlined how, in the decades 

following the establishment of the republic in 1923, Turkey successfully pursued a neutral foreign 

policy and managed to maintain that posture through the Second World War. When the Soviets 

emerged as a threat after 1945, Turkey was able to take refuge under the cover of the Western 

alliance, joining NATO in 1952. Although the military was deeply implicated in the collapse of the 

democratic order in 1960, the fact of a benign security environment in general ensured that during 

the critical juncture, ‘firepower’ played virtually no role in elite decision-making over the 

institutional-ideological role of the military in the new order. When one considers that during the 

short period of military rule during the critical juncture, the armed forces were deeply riven by 

ideological and factional conflict, it was natural for the senior commanders in the army to look 

internally for their focus and to leave the details of constitution-making to the civilian elites of the 

RPP in the Constituent Assembly. At the same time, the general normative orientation within the 

Turkish military towards civilian political management was not disrupted by any security challenges 

because of the benign security environment. Decades of depoliticization and latent guardianship 

with the army very much in the background of politics meant that after the initial decision to 

intervene in May 1960, the military leadership was keen to quickly restore power to civilian elites.  

The chapter also detailed how the Thai security environment sharply contrasted that of 

Turkey. From the late 1940s, Thailand’s external security environment became a concern with the 

onset of the Cold War in Asia and the emergence of conflicts in neighbouring Indochina. Through 

the 1960s, the communist threat moved inside Thailand’s borders as the Communist Party of 

Thailand launched an insurgency in the north of the country, attempting to conscript the support 

of villagers against the Thai state. At the same time, various armed rebellions emerged in the 

Muslim-Malay southern border provinces. The existence of a powerful and entrenched military 

institution fuelled by decades of American military assistance and support combined with the 

requirement of active ‘firepower’ to address these challenges ensured that elite decision-making 

during the critical role emphasized the ideological-institutional significance of armed force and the 

military institution more generally. 

The next chapter addresses the period of the critical juncture in Turkey (1960–62) and 

Thailand (1976–1980). It will lay out in much greater detail how both the common centre–

periphery cleavage and the varying quality of the security environment in both cases influenced 

regime outcomes through the end of the critical juncture period.
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PART III: FORMATION AND CONSOLIDATION OF 
GUARDIAN HYBRID REGIMES  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
REVOLUTION, REACTION, REFORM: 
HEGEMONIC RESTORATION AND THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE GUARDIAN HYBRID 
REGIME 
 
 
We had brought off a revolution on May 27 [1960] but none of us knew what we were going to 
do on May 28.1 

Maj. Orhan Erkanlı, Radıcal member of the 1960 Turkısh junta  

It was, in effect, Thailand’s ‘1848’ […] The collapse of the military oligarchy was appropriately 
Thai: years upon years of peaceful, if cynical, toleration abruptly terminated by a few days of 
stunning violence.2 

Jeffrey Race, Contemporary analyst  
 
 

 

As laid out in in the theory chapter, path-dependent explanations in comparative–historical 

analysis generally unfold through a sequence of analytical components that work together to 

produce robust explanations of institutional outcomes, including patterns of regime development. 

Part III of the thesis addresses in greater detail one such component – the period of guardian 

hybrid regime settlement in Turkey and Thailand (see highlighted area in Figure 5.1, p. 143).  As 

outlined in the theory chapter and re-presented here, this comprises two dimensions. The first is 

the ‘critical juncture’ itself, which as detailed in the theory chapter lies at the heart of the analytical 

framework of this dissertation. This chapter therefore analyses the sequence of crises, patterns of 

intra-elite conflict, and final settlement during the critical juncture that resulted in the 

establishment of guardian hybrid regimes in Turkey and Thailand. Chapter Six addresses the 

second element of regime settlement – the question institutional reproduction. 

Reactions to the weaknesses inherent in the bureaucratic polity triggered patterns of mass 

mobilization from the periphery towards the centre that peaked in relatively brief periods of ‘open 

politics,’ in Turkey (1950–1960) and Thailand (1973–76). This chapter therefore takes as its point 

of departure an outline of the transition from the end of the bureaucratic polity and the democratic 

                                                 
1 Cıted in Hale (1994: 121). 
2 Race (1974: 196–97). 
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opening. It then details how these relatively circumscribed periods of political democracy were 

experienced by traditional state elites on terms that could fairly be described as traumatic – a 

“genuine cultural–ideological panic,” as Benedict Anderson famously put it.3   These brief 

‘experiments’ were ended by military interventions in May 1960 in Turkey and in Thailand in 

October 1976, opening the period of critical juncture. 

 

 
Figure 5.1. Regime settlement in a path-dependent explanation of hybrid regime 

development4 

 

The second section details the period of the critical juncture itself. Once the democratic 

period had been terminated the principal political task confronting traditional state elites was to 

construct a new political order. I contend that guardian hybrid regimes materialized during the 

critical juncture period of because of intense intra-elite factional contestation over the task of 

fashioning a new political system. They were the result of an elite political settlement reached 

towards the end of the period and forged by a particular coalition of moderate political factions. 

That coalition in turn was only made possible by the presence of two necessary conditions, a 

‘coalition magnet’ capable of bridging divides between heavily factionalized elites and a ‘coalition 

entrepreneur’ – a powerbroker with the aptitude to recognise the potential of the ‘coalition magnet’ 

and to deploy it to build a settlement coalition. 

                                                 
3 Anderson (1978: 30, fn. 95). 
4 Adapted from Mahoney (2001: 15). 
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By the end of the critical juncture that undertaking had been completed – guardian hybrid 

regime settlements were agreed. This outcome, however, was in no way predetermined or 

inevitable. The key players who had brought the open period to a close could scarcely have 

anticipated such an outcome. Moreover, alternative paths of political order were advanced and at 

certain key moments only very narrowly avoided. As we shall see, the modern history of both 

Turkey and Thailand could well have taken an altogether different direction. 

 

 
THE END OF THE BUREAUCRATIC POLITY AND DEMOCRATIC OPENING  

Chapter 3 told the story of the emergence of the ‘bureaucratic polities’ established in both cases at 

the end of their respective bureaucratic ‘revolutions from above’ – in Turkey in 1922–23 and in 

Thailand in 1932. The ‘bureaucratic polities’, as the chapter laid out, were governed through 

hegemonic state ideologies (HSIs) of developmental modernization. In Turkey, this was Kemalism 

and in Thailand ‘Thai style democracy’ (TSD). By 1945 in Turkey and 1973 in Thailand, these 

patterns were crumbling under the weight of their own contractions, and in particular the inability 

of the bureaucratic polity to effectively manage the tensions arising from the respective centre–

periphery cleavages in the country. These deep seated and long standing socio-political divisions 

produced ‘generative crises’ that saw a transition to relatively brief periods of ‘open politics,’ in 

Turkey (1950–1960) and Thailand (1973–76). The core focus of this mobilization was not against 

economic structures, but against the status-oriented structure of membership of the national 

political community. It was the established socio-political hierarchies and demands by the 

representatives of subaltern groups for political inclusion – a just distribution of political 

recognition – that drove pressure on the bureaucratic polities of Turkey and Thailand and that 

would ultimately be their downfall. 

 
Turkey: Managed transition and the ‘Democrat Decade’  
 

The circumstances of the Second World War exposed in the starkest terms the limits of the 

bureaucratic polity to manage the centre-periphery cleavage in Turkey. As discussed in Chapter 4 

deft diplomacy had kept Turkey out of the fighting until the closing stages of the war, but 

circumstances had nevertheless dictated that the nation move to a war footing, and the 

mobilization of well over a million men under arms placed what was still a largely pre-industrial, 

agricultural economy under acute strain. The costs of mobilization quickly ballooned.5 The 

                                                 
5 Hale (1981: 69). 
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ramifications of war time conditions were most keenly felt in the political centre, where economic 

instability produced a steady “erosion of the political alliance between the military-bureaucratic 

elite, the landlords, and the bourgeoisie which made the status quo impossible to maintain.”6  

In the first place, as Feroz Ahmad notes, “The private sector had grown considerably 

during the republic and was no longer willing to endure the unpredictable and arbitrary 

behaviour of the state.”7 By the end of the war, the business community had reached a critical 

mass. Emboldened industrialists and merchants signalled their intention to abandon a settlement 

in which they had been granted a “privileged, but essentially dependent, and politically powerless” 

status.8 War-time inflation also meant that the regime lost support among its core constituency, 

particularly civil bureaucrats and the officer corps, but also amongst urban professionals and literati 

who all laboured under the impact of spiralling inflation in the urban economy. Declining 

purchasing power hit these regime stalwarts particularly hard; there were serious tensions in the 

bureaucracy, where the purchasing power of top officials declined by as much as two thirds.9 The 

impact on military officers was even more pronounced, and was one of the key factors in the 

radicalization of the officer corps during the open period. External conditions were also conducive 

to change. Again, as discussed in Chapter 4, Soviet expansionism at the close of the war brought 

to an end the relatively benign strategic environment enjoyed in the first decades of the republic. 

Promises to open the political arena to democratic competition were thus seen as useful in enlisting 

Western, particular American, support in the face of the Soviet threat.  

 

The transition to multi-party politics and the ‘Democrat Decade’, 1950–1960  
 
Toward the end of 1944, Ismet Inönü (who had succeeded Atatürk as president following his 

death in 1938) signalled an opening in the political space. His announcement in late 1945 that free 

elections would take place by mid-1947 set the stage for the transition to full multi-party politics. 

A legal opposition – the Democrat Party (DP) – was formed and a reform pact10 was agreed 

between the regime and the new party. 

                                                 
6 Ahmad (1993: 102–3). 
7 Ahmad (1993: 102–3). 
8 Zürcher (2004: 207). 
9 Hale (1981: 86–113). 
10 The RPP regime sought commitments from the new political opposition that it would adhere to 
fundamental Kemalist precepts, a sine qua non for political reform to proceed. The founding of the DP by 
discontents from within the Kemalist establishment itself contributed to the RPP’s acceptance of political 
change. Opposition leader Celal Bayar was himself a former Young Turk who had worked alongside 
Atatürk and Inönü, including a stint as Prime Minister in the 1930s. His political stature and impeccable 
Kemalist credentials reassured the regime there would be no radical move away from Kemalism. As a final 
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The landslide election of a DP government in May 1950 closed the book on the Turkish 

bureaucratic polity. The DP took 53 per cent of the vote nation-wide and 408 of the 487 seats in 

the new assembly, reducing the former ruling RPP to a parliamentary rump. The old Kemalist 

elite-bureaucratic hegemony gave way to an entirely new ideological and political dispensation.11 

The DP confronted the now-displaced Kemalist establishment in at least five distinct (but mutually 

reinforcing) ways.  To begin, the RPP itself was cast into the wilderness and struggled right through 

the ‘50s to reconcile itself with its role in political opposition.  

Second, and despite the existence of the reform pact with the displaced RPP, the DP 

sought to basically dismantle the Kemalist project piece by piece. As Mardin observes: 

 
An outstanding item in the […] agenda of the Democrat Party was to erase all 
traces of what its members considered the tyranny of the [political and social] 
Center and its uppity officials. From this followed a governmental policy that 
consciously undermined anything that resembled the RPP elitist bureaucratic 
style. This meant as much the disdainful cultural attitude of the RPP elite – 
they wore neck ties, they appreciated Mozart, they introduced Homer and 
Montaigne into the lycees – as its elitist structural underpinnings.12  

 

Third, the bureaucracy, which the DP suspected of loyalty to the RPP, came under sustained 

attack. At senior levels, positions were filled with DP loyalists, and attempts were made to co-opt 

bureaucrats at junior ranks. In 1954, measures were taken to increase the government’s sway over 

bureaucrats with the introduction of rules permitting the early retirement of officials – including 

judges and university professors – with more than 25 years of service and academic freedom, 

always weak in Turkey, was tightened further.13  

For its part, the military establishment laboured under a policy of benign neglect.14  At the 

same time, while the DP largely ignored the military, the ‘Democrat Decade’ as the period came 

to be known was marked by a distinct dynamic of gradual and for the most part subterranean 

radicalization among the officer corps. By its nature, the transition itself had disturbed the delicate 

congruence of leadership, role expectation, ideology, and vicarious representation at the upper 

                                                 
assurance, the DP adopted “the ‘six principles of Kemalism’ into its platform, while promising to adapt 
them to contemporary circumstances” (Ahmad, 1993, p. 103).  
11 As Zürcher (2004: 222) notes: “The DP representatives were on average younger, more often had local 
roots in their constituencies, were less likely to have had a university education, and far more likely to have 
a background in commerce or in law. The most striking difference from the RPP was the virtual absence 
of representatives with a bureaucratic and/or military background. It was clear that a significantly different 
section of Turkey’s elite had come to power.” 
12 Mardin (1978: 246), emphasis in the original. 
13 Heper (1991: 126). 
14 As discussed by Harris (1970: 441), but cf. Ahmad (1993: 10). 
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echelons of the political system that had underpinned the military’s latent guardianship in the old 

order. Hale describes this process thus:  

because the army's connections with the single-party regime had been strong there 
was a growing fear that the army, like the civil service, now counted for far less in 
a country where power had been assumed by businessmen, independent 
professionals and the better-off peasants. […] Inevitably, many army officers felt 
robbed of the central role in Turkish political culture which they had traditionally 
enjoyed.15  

 
Turkey’s NATO membership, outlined in Chapter 4, while continuing to ensure a relatively benign 

external security environment, nevertheless also played a role in radicalization and produced 

tangible internal political effects. NATO membership in 1952 brought field training teams to 

Turkey, and under US tutelage the Turkish armed forces underwent a dramatic modernization in 

short order. Reforms in the military training system and exposure to modern forms of military 

organization and Western ideas through regular contact with officers from more advanced NATO 

countries had a radicalizing effect on many junior officers. Additionally, NATO membership 

brought the stark conditions of material backwardness and poverty in Turkey into sharp relief, 

radicalizing the junior cadres further:  

Inside NATO […] younger officers, who were open to the technology and the 
strategy of modern warfare, acquired a sense of importance and confidence 
they had never enjoyed before. They visited other countries and discussed the 
world’s problems with officers who presented perspectives different from their 
own. Their own world began to seem small and provincial in comparison, and 
the urge to reform and change grew stronger. They became contemptuous of 
their politicians who were constantly wrangling with each other while the 
country’s problems remained unresolved. There was even some 
embarrassment when foreign officers asked about the situation in Turkey.16  

 

All these distinct radicalising strands combined to produce what Lerner and Robinson described 

as a “revolution of rising frustrations.”17 These frustrations had led to salon plotting within the 

army, which had begun around 1955.18  

Fourth, the DP scandalized the Kemalist elite by forming political alliances with the Islamic 

brotherhoods, which had emerged as the principle redoubt of pious Muslim society under the 

                                                 
15 Hale (1994: 98). 
16 Ahmad (1993: 125). 
17 Lerner and Robinson (1960: 39). 
18 Hale (1994: 100–106) provides a highly-detailed account of the key activist officers within the armed 
forces and the various radical cliques that formed around them, as well as the coup plotting which formed 
the background to the 1960 intervention. 
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fiercely secularist policies of the Kemalist order. Said-i-Nursi, the leader of the Nurcu sect openly 

supported Menderes, and encouraged his supporters to vote for the DP.19 The leadership of the 

influential Nakşibendi brotherhood responded similarly, resulting not only in a resurgence and new 

public visibility for the Islamic brotherhoods, but also a withering of the civic cultural disdain for 

traditional Muslim piety that had characterised the Kemalist hegemony.20  

Finally, the DP traumatized Kemalist elites through its lurch into authoritarianism from 

1955, when economic conditions deteriorated sharply. Not only did rampant inflation reduce 

standards of living for military officers and bureaucrats, leading to profound discontent, the 

government’s authoritarian–populist policy responses only served to exacerbate economic decline. 

With his majoritarian view of democracy, Menderes felt emboldened to respond to the criticism 

of urban elites with coercion. His government began to attack academics, the press and universities 

in general. Members of the legal profession and the judiciary took particular umbrage to attacks 

on the independence of the courts. Elections in 1957 produced yet another DP victory, although 

under conditions that were widely seen as unfair, if not fraudulent.21 

The period 1957–1960 was most traumatic for Kemalist elites, with a progressive de-

institutionalization of politics leading to the ultimate collapse of political order. Press freedoms 

and civil liberties were tightened and parliamentary debate was virtually closed off.  As the 

institutions underpinning the healthy functioning of representative government weakened, the 

importance of extra-parliamentary politics increased, with a concomitant rise in political instability. 

In 1960, events reached a tipping point, throwing Turkey into a spiral descent toward military 

intervention. In early April, the DP government announced it would undertake a parliamentary 

investigation into the RPP, a move that was widely seen as a prelude to outlawing of the party 

altogether. The investigatory committee sparked outraged opposition across the political centre, 

in particular by the press, the legal establishment and law professors at universities in Ankara and 

Istanbul. The DP government elected to meet the university campaign with repression, purging 

academics and closing the campuses. Students, in turn, took to the streets rallying to the defence 

of the professors, and martial law was declared in the major urban centres in late April, drawing 

the military deep into the political fray.  

Zürcher summarizes the general ideological and cultural shock – trauma even – 

experienced by Kemalist elites during the period of Menderes’ rule thus: 

                                                 
19 Mardin (1989: 40, 98). 
20 Esposito (1984: 201); Jenkins (2003: 48); Yavuz (2003: 62). 
21 Harris (1970: 445). 
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To the majority of the educated elite (including civil servants, teachers and 
academics and officers) who had internalized the Kemalist dogmas and who 
themselves owed their position in the ruling elite to the fact that they represented 
the positivist, Western-orientated outlook [the DP period] threatened their 
cultural hegemony and their monopoly of the political scene and the state 
machinery. This explains why their reaction to expressions of even non-political 
Islamic feeling, was little less than hysterical. Within the army, which regarded 
itself as the keeper of Atatürk’s heritage, the feeling that the DP was betraying 
the Kemalist traditions was especially strong.22 

Thus, by May of 1960 the civilian order was in complete disarray and the ground was laid for 

military intervention. 

 
 
Thailand: The fall of the ‘three tyrants’ and the open period  

This section addresses the transition to open politics in Thailand and how – under conditions of 

rapid industrialization and modernization after the Second World War – efforts by rulers to limit 

the rise of extra-bureaucratic forces ultimately failed. This led to the emergence of a mass 

mobilization of the people and in the final instance to Thailand’s ‘1848’ and the downfall of the 

bureaucratic polity.  

The transition to open politics in the 1960s 

The entrenchment of ‘Thai style democracy’ as a hegemonic project of developmental statist 

modernization under the rule of General Sarit from 1957 was discussed in great detail in Chapter 

3, Sarit did not live long enough to see the fruits of his pattiwat, dying in 1963 of cirrhosis of the 

liver, a consequence of his alcoholism. As Pasuk and Baker record, his military subordinates simply 

“took over as if by military promotion”.23 The critical figures to emerge where Thanom 

Kittikhachon (who succeeded Sarit as prime minister) and Praphat Charusathian (his deputy). 

Thanom’s son Colonel Narong Kittikhachon (who had married Praphat’s daughter) assumed 

command of the armed forces, filling out the post-Sarit triumvirate. Together this trio would 

become known colloquially as the ‘Three Tyrants’. 

Because of rapid economic development and growth, pressure on the bureaucratic polity 

mounted as new ‘extra-bureaucratic’ forces – in particular students, workers, farmers, and the 

Buddhist sangha (monkhood) – rose to demand change in the political system. Students were 

                                                 
22 Zürcher (2004: 234). See, also, Özbudun (2000: 31–32). 
23 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 169). 
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particularly important. 24 Rural communities of peasant farmers and smallholders also began to 

protest economic conditions under the strains of Thailand’s rapid incorporation into the rapidly 

expanding global trading system in the 1960s and 1970s.25 Finally, labour resentment against 

institutionalized repression increased dramatically in the late 1960s and a wave of industrial action 

and strikes broke out across the country in the period after 1972.26 

In response to these challenges, the elite groups within the bureaucratic polity fissured, 

much as they had in Turkey during the Second World War. The country’s ruling clique of the 

‘Three Tyrants’ was increasingly reviled for its corruption, its seeming inability to address the 

nation’s developmental challenges and its venality. Weakening the regime further, King Bhumipol 

appeared to gradually withdraw his support from the ‘Three Tyrants’ appearing to back popular 

(predominantly student-led) criticism of the venality and excesses of the Thanom–Praphat 

regime.27 Thanom’s reluctant agreement to promulgate a new ‘permanent’ constitution in 1968 

and to schedule elections was a turning point,28 but in the period between the 1969 elections and 

the fall of the regime in 1973, a series of interventions in the political system to forestall movement 

in the direction of reform and to shore up the bureaucratic polity – including Thanom’s dramatic 

November 1971 autogolpe29 – largely failed. In the eighteen months following the coup, rising 

discontent rapidly crippled their regime.30 

 

Thailand’s ‘1848’: The people demand the fall of the regime 
 
Thailand’s bureaucratic polity reached its crisis in October 1973 when student protest brought 

down the fall of the regime in a year of economic crisis and mass discontent. “It was”, as Wright 

notes, “the first time in modern Thai history that the masses had rallied to take up arms against 

the ruling elites, to demand a change in leadership.”31 Middle class urban Thais, monks, peasant 

farmers and workers joined the students in mass rallies that swelled to as many 200,000. On the 

morning of 14 October, the military regime miscalculated cracking down on a small group of 

student protesters, leading to the students seeking shelter in the royal palace. The king’s apparent 

                                                 
24 The classic survey of these developments and their impact on Thai politics and society remains Anderson 
(1977). See, also, Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 308–338). 
25 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 314). 
26 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 161–63). 
27 For excellent summaries of this period, readers could usefully consult Handley (2006: 190–199); Morell 
and Samudavanija (1981); Neher (1970b: 166). 
28 For a cogent analysis of the 1968 constitution, see Neher (1970a). 
29 For discussions of the 1971 coup, see Morell (1972: 155–64). See also Anderson (1977: 29–30) 
30 Morell (1973: 162). 
31 Wright (1991: 211). 
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intervention on the side of the students was crucial to events that followed. The deaths of students 

brought half a million Thais on to the streets of Bangkok as other students and their sympathizers 

rallied to the cause. On the evening of 14 October 1973, the king appeared on television to 

announce that Thanom and Praphat had resigned – the ‘three tyrants’ were chased from the 

country in short order. 

 

The open period: 1973–1976 
 
The open period was characterized by efforts to move Thailand towards greater democracy, 

plurality and rights for ordinary people, including the right to particulate more fully in the selection 

of the country’s governments. There was an explosion of civil society activity, protest movements 

and general mobilization amongst groups traditionally excluded from government.32 There was 

also an explosion of political parties and the period was characterised by strong legislatures 

dominated by coalitions of relatively liberal, or at least centrist, parties. The Democrat Party, led 

by Seni Pramoj, and the Social Action Party (SAP) under the leadership of Seni’s younger brother, 

Kukrit (a close confidante, as we shall see, of the king), dominated the period. Although in direct 

electoral competition, the alternating liberal regimes of the Pramoj brothers in the period 1975–

1976 were unprecedented in their progressive democratic agendas.  

Kukrit’s SAP-led government (January 1975–February 1976) in particular stands out. 

Kukrit, as Pasuk and Baker note, appealed across the board and his relationship with King 

Bhumipol was a signal to the entire body politics that his agenda had the support of the palace.33 

As Zimmerman summarizes: 

Kukrit was very much the man for the moment:  Kukrit, more than any Thai 
leader other than the King himself, represented Thailand's cultural and political 
heritage. He, of all the possible prime ministers, seemed the most logical bridge 
between the old and the new. His commitment to constitutional government was 
unquestioned. […] But Kukrit also understood the nature of the traditional Thai 
bureaucratic polity. The restructuring of the Thai political process had to be 
peaceful and constitutional-for everybody: status quo and creative conservatives, 
liberals, socialists and other leftists.34   

 

 

 

 

                                                 
32 Race (1975: 163). 
33 For a discussion, see Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 320–23). 
34 Zimmerman (1976: 163–64). 
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Radicalization and the rise of right-wing political vigilantism 

Despite these liberalizing moves and the general progressive direction of the open period, 

Thailand’s deeper problems persisted. In particular, the communist insurgency outlined in Chapter 

4, only seemed to worsen as military and civilian leadership clashed over strategies for dealing not 

only with the communist menace within Thailand’s borders, but also with her neighbours. Kukrit 

favoured détente with China, Vietnam, and Cambodia while the weakened armed forces were 

much more inclined to take a hawkish position.35 At the same time, it was clear that elements of 

the popular mobilization on the streets was being infiltrated by radical left and in the period 1973–

76 new left and neo-Marxist ideological discourse began to increasingly dominate student and 

some labour movement mobilization. 

A radical right-wing reactionary movement rapidly developed through 1976 in response to 

these developments. Radical factions of traditional state elites in Thailand – including extreme 

rightist elements of the military and factions in the palace – were horrified at the mass entry of 

popular groups into politics and the shifting nature of governance in the open period and sought 

retrenchment. However, the salience of traditional techniques of political repression had clearly 

been repudiated at the end of the bureaucratic polity period with the fall of the Three Tyrants in 

1973 and so the right engineered a new, populist front, effectively a form of counter-mobilization 

against the student-led movement of the early 1970s.36 

The radical right thus worked through its own populist vigilantism, most of it sponsored 

by elements within the palace and through the Internal Security Operations Command (ISOC), 

the new name for the old anti-insurgency command, CSOC, that had been established in the 1960s 

under the aegis of the Americans. That elements within the palace were at the centre of this rightist 

counter response is now a matter of public record. This counter-mobilization comprised three 

groups – the Village Scouts, the Red Gaur, and Navapol – all of which had strong links to the 

palace. The Village Scouts were founded as an anti-communist group in 1971. While it was 

founded by a senior police commander close to the palace – Somkhuan Harikul – it was under the 

imprimatur of King Bhumipol, who remained its patron throughout its operations. The Red Gaur 

were a violent group of vigilante students formed in direct competition with the more organized 

university student outfits and had strong links to ISOC. The final group was kind of hybrid elite 

masonic –mass movement known as Navapol (variously translatable as ‘New Force’ or ‘Ninth 

                                                 
35 For a discussion, see Morell & Samudavanija (1981: 130–141) and also Darling (1977: 124–25). 
36 For an enlightening recent analysis of these developments, see Prajak Kongkirati (2008). 
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Power’, in honour of the ninth reign of King Bhumipol). It was far more sinister and secretive 

than the first two groups, and it also had strong links to ISOC having been established in 1974 by 

Wallop Rojanuvisuit and General Suraphon Chulabrahm.37 

Elements in the palace worked against Kukrit, predominantly those associated with the 

hard-right faction of Queen Sirikit. The king, many believe the record will eventually show, 

remained loyal to Kukrit who was a close confidant of Bhumipol from his earliest days on the 

throne, but was essentially side-lined by the queen’s palace faction, which was able to employ a 

combination of intimidation and bullying to bring the king into line. The queen’s cousin – 

Lieutenant Colonel Utharn Santwongs – was a central element of this faction and his popular daily 

radio program mobilized vigilantes against the regime of Kukrit (and later his brother Seni). As 

Handley observes: 

The palace’s biases were […] openly discussed, as the royal family championed 
the Village Scouts and the Red Gaur while warning against unnamed dangers 
facing the nation. Queen Sirikit publicly condemned activists on the left and 
expressed her preference for the police and military over politicians. A 
newspaperman wrote that the queen had called the 1973 student demonstrators 
troublemakers and had described wealthy people as human while others were 
nonhuman. After he then said that the monarchy was not staying above politics, 
he was jailed for three years for lèse-majesté.38 

The period from early 1976 until October of that year catalyzed the rise of the radical rightist 

vigilantes and the collapse of the open period. The communist insurgency worsened through 1975 

and American plans to withdraw from the region heightened the anxiety of traditional elites who 

felt that Thailand was on the verge of being swamped by communists and the apparent inability 

of Kukrit to resolve these issues “undoubtedly aroused deeper resentment in the minds of many” 

of Thailand’s traditional elite, particularly the military.39 Panic set in in December 1975 with the 

fall of the Laotian monarchy to the communist insurgency there. “Vientiane’s fall” as Handley 

notes, “was the final catalyst that sent Thailand back to military rule”: 

For the palace, the final straw was the abolishment of the monarchy in Laos by 
the Pathet Lao on December 2, 1975 [… Bhumipol] and most of the extended 
royal family were horrified, for the Thais saw the Laotian monarchy as a sister 
throne sharing the same traditions, history, and even bloodline.  

 

                                                 
37 Morell and Samudavanija (1981). 
38 Handley (2006: 230–31). 
39 Darling (1977: 124–25). 
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Kukrit lost elections in April 1976 under heavy pressure from the radical right wing vigilantes. His 

brother, Seni, formed a coalition government headed by his Democrat Party but dominated by an 

ultra-royalist clique led by Samak Sundaravej, a favourite of the queen. Samak mobilized anti-

regime elements within the party, the vigilante groups 

Matters reached a denouement in September–October 1976. The trigger was the late 

September return of Thanom and Praphat to Thailand, supported by the queen’s palace clique, 

including Samak who had personally travelled to Singapore on behalf of the queen to invite 

Thanom to return. The return of the tyrants prompted mass mobilizations by students and outrage 

among Thailand’s civil society groups, press, and moderate parties.  

On October 5, a pretext was manufactured when a rightist newspaper published a false 

photograph of students burning the Crown Prince in effigy. As Handley notes, “On army-

controlled radio stations, announcers including the queen’s cousin Utharn accused the students of 

lèse-majesté, and called for Village Scouts and Navapol to rally and attack them for offending the 

throne.” The word went out on the street that the students, amassing at Thammasat University, 

were preparing to launch an attack on the monarchy itself. Right-wing vigilantes moved into 

position around the campus on the evening of October 5. At around dawn the next day, vigilantes 

and military personnel stormed the Thammasat campus, with many deaths. The “October 6” 

events have remained etched in Thai memory. Throughout the morning, the violence continued 

and by that evening, Seni’s government had been overthrown in a military coup. 

 

CRITICAL JUNCTURE: HEGEMONIC RESTORATION AND THE ESTABLISHMENT 
OF THE GUARDIAN HYBRID REGIME 
 
The contest to cast a new political order and transition to a new regime 
 
Once the democratic period had been terminated the principal political task confronting traditional 

state elites was to construct a new political order. However, they were compelled to do so in an 

environment characterised by pervasive uncertainty and ambiguity. Their task was made harder 

still by the absence of a clear consensus or common framework for building political order anew.  

Within this context of institutional fluidity and uncertainty, elites naturally turned to the 

most salient pre-existing structures available to make sense of their options and to anchor their 

decision-making, what I have referred to as a ‘master frame’. The long-standing confrontation 

between the centre and the periphery served precisely such a function, acting to partially configure 

actors’ perceptions and choices by forming a master frame among them. This master frame gave 
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elites a common reference point in their diagnosis of the political conditions requiring remedy 

under a future political system. 

The shared experience of ‘cultural–ideological shock’ during the open period thus acted as 

a master frame, providing state elites with a common understanding that unrestrained ‘mass 

politics’ presented an existential challenge to the foundational ideological premises on which the 

modern state had been built, and to the preeminent place that they themselves inhabited within it. 

More fundamentally, the common trauma conditioned a collective resolve to fashion a political 

order that would restore their political and ideological hegemony and revive the hegemonic state 

project of societal transformation. The master frame therefore took both the diagnosis of the 

problem, and the importance of a broad remedial project of hegemonic restoration as given.  

At the same time elites were at odds over the specific institutional means to bring 

hegemonic restoration to fruition. Different factions held a range of ideological perspectives that, 

while incorporating the diagnosis of the master frame, differed markedly in terms of prognosis and 

rationales for action. The various elite factions fell into two broad categories: ‘radical hardliners’ and 

‘regime moderates’.  

Factional groupings in Turkey 
 
The armed group that took power in Turkey on 27 May 1960 was deeply divided because of the 

radicalization of the officer corps. The 1950s, especially the last three years of the decade, had seen 

the military divide much as the country had divided, along very partisan lines for and against the 

DP regime and the opposition RPP. As Ahmad notes: 

 Discontent in the armed forces took a political form reflecting the inter-party 
struggle of those years. The officers came to see the problems of Turkey in the 
way they were articulated by the Republican opposition and the press. The 
solutions that were acceptable to them after they seized power were also borrowed 
from the intelligentsia which supported the opposition.40 

 

Politically speaking, the armed forces were divided broadly in two.41 The coup had been brought 

off by a group of mid-ranking officers – led by Colonel Alparslan Türkeş. They were intent on 

establishing a hard-authoritarian military regime in the mould of Nasser in Egypt. However, the 

majority of the senior military commanders formed a moderate group within junta – which was 

                                                 
40 Ahmad (1993: 125-26). 
41 For a detailed discussion of the factional groupings within the Turkish military, see 
Dodd (1969: 29–31); Weiker (1963: 118–127). 
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centred on its head, General Gürsel, who held no strong ideological convictions but was anxious 

both to quickly restore civilian rule and to maintain some distance between the military and the 

civilian groups. These more conservative “iron surgeons”42  accepted the diagnosis put forward by 

RPP and the university professors that a quick return to civilian rule was in order. 

In addition to the ‘moderate generals, there were two civilian factions within the moderate 

camp. The first ‘civilian’ moderate group was the Republican People’s Party (RPP). The RPP had 

assumed that (with its junior partners, the civilian bureaucracy) it would take the lead in a revitalized 

Atatürkist regime, as had been the case during the pre-1950 era. Its interests lay, then, in a simple 

restoration of democracy and rapid elections, which it anticipated would deliver it a landslide 

victory. The RPP had been influenced to some extent by the liberal sentiment that had developed 

within the Kemalist establishment during the open period, but most of its framing of the situation 

was structured by the traditional bureaucratic mindset.  

The second ‘civilian’ group was comprised of the various elements of the Kemalist 

intelligentsia – the judiciary and legal fraternity, the universities, the press, and the professions. 

This distinct cadre of paternalistic liberal elites headed by judges and lawyers and prominent writers 

and academics had emerged and assumed a unique and independent identity. They had lead the 

charge outside the parliament against DP authoritarianism and assumed they would play a 

vanguard role in the new order. These groups had borne the brunt of anti-establishment attacks 

during the open period and were keen to establish a liberal framework for the protection of civil 

rights and liberties. 

 
Factional groupings in Thailand 
 
In Thailand, the ‘palace’ itself, while understood all too often as a coherent, unitary ‘actor’, was 

(and is) in fact itself deeply factionalized. As Andrew Marshall has noted, this is in fact a feature 

of the institution that has characterised since the current dynasty was established in the late 

eighteenth century.43 A cogent description of this fact in the present was recently revealed by a 

recent WikiLeaks cable release: 

While many observers often refer to the Thai monarchy as if it were a unified, coherent 
institution, and use ‘the Palace’ as short-hand in the same way “the White House” or 
‘10 Downing Street’ is employed as a metaphor for a clearly defined and located nexus 
of power, neither description is particularly appropriate in the current Thai context. 

                                                 
42 On the concept of ‘iron surgeons’, see Feit (1969); Nordlinger, (1977: 2ff). 
43 Marshall (2013). 



 

156 
 

There are in fact multiple circles of players and influence surrounding the Thai royal 
family, often times with little overlap but with competing agendas, fueled by years of 
physical separation and vacillating relationships between principals. Separate centers 
of influence/players focus around: King Bhumibol; Queen Sirikit; Crown Prince 
Vajiralongkorn; Princess Sirindhorn; and the Privy Council…44  

 

From the moment she married the king in the 1940s, Queen Sirikit sought to establish a distinctive 

approach to politics, which saw her cultivate a separate ‘faction’ within the palace. Additionally, as 

Marshall notes, “The queen has consistently tended to be more extreme and interventionist than 

the king.”45 Moreover, as the bureaucratic polity began to atrophy in the 1960s, rivalry between 

the king’s faction – dominated by Kukrit – and the queen’s clique became fiercer, and often centred 

on conflict over the succession. As Marshall notes, “From the 1960s, stories have circulated that 

Sirikit was the real power in the palace, and that she and Bhumibol were in conflict, particularly 

over whether Vajiraongkorn [sic] or Sirindhorn should inherit the throne.”46 Moreover, as Handley 

notes, from the 1970s the queen herself “built a large court founded on competition for her 

patronage, which was manifest in her involvement with the rightist politics of 1976. She was a 

political force of her own.”47 

King Bhumipol and his close advisors – notably, as mentioned, Kukrit Promoj – 

constituted a central moderate pillar. The king’s interests lay in restoring his own personal political 

primacy – both within the palace, where he had been side-lined by his wife’s clique through 1976–

78, and within the broader political misé-en-scene. The king had long hued to the idea that most 

appropriate way to maximise his influence was by delegating his authority to good men (khon di) – 

wise and virtuous proxies who would work for the ‘common good’ through their leadership in the 

various institutions of state. In the khon di worldview, the king’s ‘leading proxy’ plays a critical role 

as the nexus between the palace and the rest of the system.  

Within the moderate groupings, General Prem Tinsulanond, a leading counter-insurgency 

general and favourite of the king constituted a second key pillar. The third broad grouping was 

made up of moderate senior commanders, mostly from the army’s staff and intelligence 

commands, the navy, and the air force. The final group comprised two factions of ‘ideological 

soldiers’ – the Military Officers Group (popularly known as the ‘Young Turks’) and the thahan 

prachathipatai (Democratic Soldiers, DS). 

                                                 
44 John (2009). 
45 Marshall (2013: 13). 
46 Marshall (2013: 156–157). 
47 Handley (2006: 299). 
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For their part, in both cases the ‘radical hardliners’ anticipated a restoration of traditional 

elite hegemony through a powerful authoritarian regime. Democracy had ‘distracted’ the state from 

its mission and the only way to revive it and to restore elite hegemony generally was through 

dictatorship, at least for the medium term. Subaltern groups needed to be confronted, subdued, 

and the traditional cleavage structure restored and reinforced.  

‘Moderates’ came at the problem from a different perspective. They took the view that the 

moderating effects of a return to constitutional order would best serve elite objectives in the long 

run. They also recognized that traditional approaches of transforming society through state action 

were no longer tenable. They saw the importance of acknowledging the masses as genuine (albeit 

lesser) citizens and accepted in principle that their demands for political inclusion should be 

accommodated. 

These two broad groups of elites competed for primacy during the critical juncture. I 

contend that this conflict unfolded in three distinct phases: radical reaction, moderate coalition-

building and institutional settlement, and the close of the critical juncture. In each phase, elite 

groups pressed their vision on other elites by framing the crisis of the open period as a particular 

kind of crisis, and presenting models of hegemonic restoration that would advance a solution. 

 

 
Radical reaction to the open period  
 
Radical authoritarian soldiers had brought down the democratic regime and moved into a strong 

position within the military junta. Their standing rested on their links to like-minded mid-ranking 

officers in field command positions throughout the armed forces.  

In Turkey, as mentioned the radicals in the junta advanced revolutionary proposals and 

engineered purges of moderate sectors. Their objective was a military regime sine die on the model 

of Nasser’s Egypt.48 They took the view that the army would lead a rejuvenated Atatürkist social 

revolution rapidly, directly, and forcefully to the people, completing the mission Atatürk himself 

had been unable to achieve in his lifetime.  

In Thailand, Queen Sirikit’s hardline faction of reactionary ultranationalists dominated the 

new regime, with military support from a powerbase within the army. The queen’s favourite 

Thanin Kraiwixien, a hyper-royalist arch-conservative ideologue, was appointed prime minister. 

                                                 
48 Ahmad (1993).  
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He drove a fiercely confrontational and reactionary agenda across all fronts, in particular an 

accelerated and punitive military campaign of counter-insurgency against the periphery.  

 

 
Purge of the radicals, moderate coalition-building, and elite guardian settlement  
 
‘Moderate’ factions moved to the foreground in the second phase. Leading reformists moved 

successfully to oust the hardliners in Turkey in November 1960 (General Gürsel’s so-called ‘Purge 

of the 14)49 and in Thailand in October 1977, with the ouster of Thanin Kraiwichien government 

in a coup led by General Kriangsak. This was achieved, however, in the absence of any agreement 

among the moderate factions over how to proceed with the architecture of the new regime. 

Divided loyalties, interests and aspirations among moderate groups rendered an easy consensus 

on taking the order forward difficult to reach. 

 
‘Militant democracy’ and the Turkish ‘Republican alliance’  

Judicial elites within the Kemalist establishment had during the 1950s developed a regime thesis 

that drew heavily on the contemporary German experience. Reflecting on the failure of Weimar 

democracy in the interwar period, the German legal scholar Karl Lowenstein had articulated the 

idea of “militant democracy.” Lowenstein took the view that German democracy had fallen to the 

Nazis “due to a lack of militancy against subversive movements” bent on overturning the 

democratic order from within.50 

The German connection here is not a random one. In the mid-1930s, Turkish institutions 

of higher education had been the beneficiaries of an influx of German émigré scholars fleeing the 

Nazi regime. From 1933, over 60 German professors were welcomed by the Turkish government 

to boost local university teaching and research, and their presence had a tremendous impact in 

raising standards, shaping the structure of the scholarly environment, and “providing a formative 

influence on several generations of Turkish students.”51 

Turkish legalists took Lowenstein’s thesis and adapted it to local conditions. The concept 

itself could be readily ‘stretched’ in the Turkish context to incorporate “a wider spectrum of 

political activities – and even apolitical acts” than had been considered in post-war Europe.52 Seen 

                                                 
49 The most comprehensive discussion of the ‘Purge of the 14’ remains Weiker (1963: 131–36). See also 
Ahmad (1993: 128); Zürcher (2004: 244–45). 
50 Tyulkina (2015: 13). 
51 Zürcher (2004: 181). 
52 Tyulkina (2015: 180). 
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through a broad Kemalist worldview, militant democracy measures could be applied to the “… 

constitutionally proclaimed principle of secularism and unity of the state and used for more than 

simply protecting democracy. They [could be] invoked to entertain and promote Ataturk’s dreams 

about the ideal society.”53 Militant democracy emphasised the role of strong counter-majoritarian 

institutions – especially the courts – in the regulation of subversive political projects, in particular 

political parties. The Turkish judicial elite extended this view to incorporate the idea of a range of 

bureaucratic enclaves of policy-making protected by the courts. At the same time, they emphasised 

the role of a wide range of constitutionally-protected social rights in inculcating a ‘public culture’ 

that would inoculate the society from the influence of ‘subversive elements.’ 

General Gürsel recognised the salience of militant democracy to act as a coalition magnet. 

On that basis, through 1960-1961 he forged a Republican alliance (RA) of the RPP, moderate 

senior commanders in the military, and judicial–intellectual elites to craft a final regime bargain 

around the concept. At the same time Gürsel and the military itself largely stepped back from the 

process of constitution-making itself. This was in no small part because the ‘purge’ of the radicals 

had weakened the moderates significantly and who were now given over to managing tensions 

with the army itself.54 

 

‘Managed democracy’ and the Thai ‘Khon Di alliance’ 

The concept of ‘guided’ or ‘managed democracy’ was advanced by the Democratic Soldiers, a 

group of mid-ranking military officers in the Thai military’s staff command responsible for the 

development of Thailand’s counter-insurgency strategy through the 1960s. Their experience in 

cultivating a strategic response to the insurgency had deeply politicised these officers, as they came 

to the realization that traditional elite means of controlling and directing the Thai nation-state were 

both deeply exploitative and fundamentally counterproductive – they constituted the single 

principal source of communist success in mobilising Thai villagers’ support against the centre. As 

Pasuk and Baker note, they recognized that “the solution depended not on military technique, but 

on a programme of fundamental change in economy and politics.”55 Crucially, the concept of 

‘democracy’ they advanced was sufficiently ‘plastic’ that it could be interpreted fairly broadly by 

the different interest groups within the moderate elite.56 Managed democracy emphasised the 

importance of a strong parliament – not only to properly represent the interests of hitherto 

                                                 
53 Tyulkina (2015: 180–81). 
54 Dodd (1969: 216–17). 
55 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 343). 
56 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 347). 
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excluded peripheral groups, but also as a critical counterbalance to the bureaucracy and other 

powerful interests implicated in the exploitation of the masses by the centre. It also underlined the 

importance of extensive bureaucratic reform and development projects to transform the society 

and rebalance the status of Bangkok and the regions. Naturally, the ‘management’ implied in this 

thesis would fall to the army itself and the Democratic Soldiers envisaged that military men would 

dominate the parliament and play a key role in the executive. 

It would fall to General Prem – a favourite of the king –  to act as the coalition-building 

entrepreneur. He recognised the potential of the DS’s political thinking to act as a coalition magnet, 

and through 1976-78 quietly assembled a Khon di alliance (KDA) of the king, himself, and the 

various factions of ‘ideological soldiers.’ Prem moved to sediment the KDA during the ouster of 

the hardliners in October 1977, but was outmanoeuvred by his rival General Kriangsak who 

replaced Thanin as prime minister. The king subsequently withdrew his support from the coalition, 

and refused to sanction the Kriangsak regime.  

Kriangsak’s regime took a much more moderate stance in relation to the political 

challenges facing Thailand than had Thanin’s.57 These initiatives gained Kriangsak widespread 

approval. Yet the palace still snubbed Kriangsak, as if to deny him legitimacy.58 Through 1979-80 

Prem reconstituted his powerbase - with the support of the ideological soldiers and the king. 

Following the April 22 elections, he was appointed Minister of Defence, and used this position 

and his continuing role as Commander-in-Chief to promote protégés from within the middle ranks 

to senior positions, and to consolidate his political position. He was further strengthened by the 

promotions of General Sant and General Athit (a favourite of the Queen) in September 1979. He 

replaced Kriangsak as prime minister in March 1980.  

 
Guardian hybrid regime settlements 
 
As we have seen, the nature of moderate coalition-building during the critical juncture -  in which 

divergent interests and aspirations needed to be accommodated under a very broad ‘regime thesis’ 

– produced an orderly but rather ‘untidy’ settlement that ensured that both broadly representative 

                                                 
57 Kriangsak’s first acts promoted national reconciliation, promising freedom of the press, the end of martial 
law, and normalization of relations with Indochina, China, and the Soviet Union. He named to the military-
dominated national assembly moderate civilian politicians like the Pramoj brothers, and his cabinet was 
filled with technocrats. Only three ministers came from the National Policy Council, including Prem who 
at that point had been appointed deputy interior minister. Kriangsak made significant attempts to establish 
a compromise toward the insurgency, promising security and justice to any students who returned from 
self-imposed exile in Thailand’s border regions, where many of the student leaders had fled after the events 
of October 1976. 
58 Kershaw (1979: 259–60).  
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elected institutions and guardian ones would be combined within one overall framework of 

political authority. The result was a kind of ‘bricolage architecture’ that gave the overall regime its 

‘hybrid’ quality.  

More specifically, a domain of legitimate authority for representative institutions, political 

parties, and elected governments was established. At the same time, the regime bargain carved out 

a distinct domain of political guardianship – the deep state – in the form of bureaucratic enclaves 

of policy-making reserved for traditional state elites. In so doing, they established for the deep 

state two principal functions. The first anticipated, in the words of Cizre and Çınar, “the bold use 

of state power to discipline representative institutions”59 to regulate the political arena by 

circumscribing the authority of elected institutions and limiting the impact of ‘anti-systemic’ forces 

emerging from the periphery. Guardian enclaves thus served to fortify institutionally the capacity 

of guardian elites to ‘contain’ the political realm, to keep it ‘in bounds’ in case the electorates 

preferences turned out to be threatening. They served a second function - to transform political society 

by institutionalising the long-standing bureaucratic project of transforming society through state 

action. 

 
Anatomy of the ‘liberal–judicial’ guardian order in Turkey 
 
The constitution-making process put in train by the military regime after the November 1960 

purge of the 14 was dominated by the RA, and as a consequence: “the 1961 Constitution […] 

ratified by a majority (61.7%) of the popular vote on 9 July 1961 reflected [their] basic political 

values and interests.”60  That project anticipated a fusion of traditional Kemalist principles with a 

liberal and robustly institutionalized multi-party democracy. It also entailed a significant expansion 

of the frame of civil liberties. These elements partly reflected the continuation in a new form of 

the long bureaucratic ‘civilising mission’ of elites in Turkish politics. While the 1950s had clearly 

demonstrated to the guardians that the Turkish masses were as yet unprepared for unfettered self-

government, it was anticipated that the incorporation of social clauses in the Constitution would 

have a tutelary effect on the body politic, facilitating the gradual development of a genuinely 

pluralistic and democratic society. 

 
Within the Turkish deep state, large swathes of policy making was ceded to bureaucratic 

and technocratic agencies, such as the Turkish Radio and TV agency and the State Planning Office.  

The institutional basis of this was Article 4 of the constitution which stipulated: ‘The nation shall 

                                                 
59 Cizre and Çınar (2003: 316). 
60 Özbudun and Gençkaya (2009: 16). 
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exercise its sovereignty through the authorized agencies as prescribed by the principles laid down 

in the Constitution.’ As Heper and Berkman note, these ‘authorized agencies’  

included the newly created Constitutional Court and National Security Council; 
the Council of State, which had new powers; the Turkish Radio and Television 
agency, which had autonomy and independence from the government; the 
universities, which were now granted full academic freedom. The [thus] 
designated certain bureaucratically staffed agencies as the watchdogs of the 
political regime.61 

 
They served a second function - to transform political society by institutionalising the long-standing 

bureaucratic project of transforming society through state action. The legal and social rights of the 

1961 Constitution, channelled through Atatürkist state institutions and the broadcasters, were thus 

envisaged to “continue the Jacobin social [reformism] that had been imposed by the bureaucratic 

elite for more than a century.”62 

Doctrinally speaking, ‘militant democracy’ elevated the judiciary to a key position in the 

regime and gave it a distinct ‘liberal-judicial’ ideological colouring. At the apex of the Turkish 

liberal guardian order was therefore the judiciary, which was expanded and granted extensive 

autonomy and a Constitutional Court of Turkey (CCT) was created. While, as mentioned, it was 

only one of the counter-majoritarian institutions that was created in that context, the CCT 

presented as the lead institution because its broad powers of constitutional review vested it with 

the power to guard the institutional integrity of the entire system, as well as the autonomy of the 

several RA enclaves within it. Belge has shown conclusively that the court was extremely active in 

guarding the autonomy of republican enclaves during the late 1960s and 1970s, an era (as we shall 

see in Chapter 7), in which the political realm was dominated by non-RA administrations.63  

As mentioned, the military was deeply riven during the critical juncture and therefore while 

its interests were incorporated in the deep state there was no particularly powerful role for it. 

Turkey’s benign security environment meant that no particular emphasis on ‘firepower’ was 

required and that military could focus on the process of ‘returning to the barracks.’ Its interests – 

and the interests of all the players – could thus be embedded in the settlement in political-

institutional terms rather than on security terms. Nevertheless, its role was institutionalized within 

the political order for the first time. A series of formal and informal ‘reserved domains’ were carved 

out for the armed forces. In the first instance, it was widely assumed, at least in military circles that 

the office of president would continue to be occupied by an individual close to the military, even 

                                                 
61 Heper and Berkman (2009: 74). See also Heper (1985: 88–89). 
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though the constitution established no such requirement. General Gürsel himself was elected 

president for a four-year term by the Grand National Assembly after the return to civilian 

constitutional rule in 1961.  Holding this office was an important power position for the military, 

as the 15 ‘senators for life’ were appointed directly by the president, establishing a further ‘reserve 

domain’ in the legislature. The most powerful institutional enclave created for the military under 

the new constitution was the National Security Council (NSC), provided for under Article 3.   

Anatomy of the ‘statist–military’ guardian order in Turkey 

Institutionally speaking, a clear bifurcation within the Thai state was enacted, as in Turkey, 

with an ‘outer state’ of representative institutions governed by competitive election, and an ‘inner 

state’ dominated by the palace network. In place of representative government moving in the 

direction of further democratization was a form of network governance. As McCargo described 

it, the palace network formed a sub-system within the overall political mise-en-scène of network 

politics in Thailand, As McCargo asserts: “At heart, network governance of this kind relied on 

placing the right people (mainly, the right men) in the right jobs. Allocation of key posts was the 

primary role of the lead proxy.”64 

Within the Thai deep state, large swathes of policy making was also ceded to bureaucratic 

and technocratic agencies, in particular the Ministry of Interior and the Ministry of Education, 

which continued to be central decision-making loci within the network monarchy.65 Additionally, 

the National Culture Commission and National Identity Office were critical. 66 Finally, the network 

within the deep state was also incorporating the peak planning body – the National Economic and 

Social Development Board – and elements of state-linked businesses, such as Thailand’s national 

carrier – Thai Airways – and the national electricity, petroleum, gas, and other utility corporations.67 

At the same time, parliamentary government was restored. Kriangsak's government drafted 

a more democratic constitution in 1978, which established a bicameral parliament, consisting of 

an elected 301-member House of Representatives and an appointed 225-member Senate. The 

Senate was essentially a ‘reserved domain’ of the military and it was the prime minister, not the 

king, who appointed all the senators, the majority of whom were military men. Significantly, the 

Senate was given greater powers than the House in respect of both confidence and supply bills. 

                                                 
64 McCargo (2005: 501). 
65 For a more detailed discussion, see Connors (2007: 114, 153, 168–69). 
66 For a more detailed discussion, see Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 236, 240–43); Handley (2006: 
99, 269, 295). 
67  Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 150, 247); Handley (2006: 342). 
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Most importantly, the Constitution created a transitory period, to end in April 1983, after which 

military and civil servants would be banned from appointment to the executive.68 

Doctrinally speaking, ‘managed democracy’ elevated the military to a key position in the 

regime and gave it a distinct ‘militarist’ ideological colouring. At the same time, it essential to note 

that the salience of that premise itself was conditional on the distinct quality of Thailand’s hostile 

security environment. With insurgency still raging across both the northern and southern border 

regions, ‘firepower’ was essential to rendering Prem’s KDA settlement workable. Thailand’s hybrid 

guardian settlement necessarily incorporated the army in ideological-security terms, ensuring it an 

elevated role in the new order. 

 
Close of the critical juncture  
 
Despite the conclusion of guardian settlements, powerful elements remained opposed. Until these 

groups were neutralized, the new regime itself remained at serious risk. In each case, a defining 

event served to vanquish opposing elements, leading to the closure of the critical juncture and the 

consolidation of the guardian hybrid regime. These events also point to the extraordinary contingency 

of regime outcomes and to the fact that alternative paths of political development in both cases 

were only very narrowly avoided. 

 
The February 22 Putsch 
 
Gürsel’s purge of the hardliners from the NUC in November 1960 had removed this force from 

the regime. However, it had done nothing to dispel radical sentiment in the middle ranks of the 

armed forces more generally and powerful cliques cleaved to their ambition of establishing a 

military-led revolutionary Atatürkist regime. Elections held after the settlement in October 1961 

heralded a return to civilian rule, and the return of an unexpectedly large number of deputies from 

neo-Democrat parties. The election results triggered a new round of radical salon plotting in the 

military centre centred on Colonel Talat Aydemir, which viewed the return of the heirs of 

Menderes to government an affront to the ‘27 May Revolution.’  

On February 22 1962 Aydemir’s clique launched a putsch, quickly establishing control over 

the capital and at the same time surrounding the presidential palace where President Gürsel, Prime 

Minister İnönü, and the Chief of the General Staff had convened a crisis council. As Hale notes: 

“This was the moment of victory for Aydemir, who virtually had the entire government in his 

                                                 
68 For a comprehensive discussion, see Chambers (2013: 203–212). 
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hands.”69 Inexplicably, he allowed the three to flee, and the initiative was ceded.70 Aydemir’s broad 

support in the wider military rapidly fell away, and within 24 hours he had surrendered and the 

capacity of radical soldiers to seriously threaten the guardian order further eliminated. But it had 

been a close-run thing. As one officer near to the events observed, a single, crucial “mistaken 

decision changed the course of Turkish history.”71  

 
The April Fools’ Day coup 

 

During the first year of Prem’s government, elected politicians in the new parliament 

proved remarkably assertive. To keep his government afloat, colourful brokerage and deal making 

were in order, with predictable results for orderly administration. Despite severe misgivings about 

elected parliaments for precisely this reason, the Young Turks had joined the khon di alliance in 

1977 in support of their mentor Prem. Now, the group grew increasingly dissatisfied with the 

‘chaos’ of parliamentary politics and withdrew their support. On 1 April 1981, the Young Turks 

orchestrated a coup against Prem’s government and conscripted the ambitious General Sant 

Chipatima to lead it.  

There are conflicting accounts of the circumstances leading up to the coup. It has been 

suggested that the Young Turks approached Prem on 31 March to convince him to join them in 

an autogolpe on the model of Sarit in 1958 and Thanom in 1971. On this telling he agreed, but then 

had cold feet when the palace got wind of the matter and the queen intervened. As Chambers 

notes, others contend that he “simply believed that, although there needed to be reforms, a coup 

was not the answer – and he would not be part of one.” 72 

With their superior firepower in and around the capital, the rapidly overwhelmed resistance 

in Bangkok. Prem, under orders from King Bhumipol and Queen Sirikit withdrew with the entire 

royal family to his base in Khorat in Thailand’s northeast. With the palace clearly set against the 

rebellion, the April Fool’s coup (as it has come to be known) fell apart in short order: “It was clear 

that Prem was holding the trump card and his position was legitimated by the support rendered to 

him by the Royal Family, the most revered institution in the country.”73 In the aftermath, 

‘Premocracy’ as Thailand’s early guardian order came to be known became the only game in town. 

                                                 
69 Hale (1994: 158) 
70 Hale (1994: 158–59) notes that while accounts of the events surrounding the release of the captives are 
conflicting, the weight of the evidence points towards indecision on the part of Aydemir. 
71 Cited in Hale (1994: 158). 
72 See Chambers (2013: 207–210); Samudavanija (1982: 53–55) 
73 Samudavanija (1982: 26). 
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The queen’s active intervention in the crisis was a critical, but contingent and highly ironic, 

variable. While the king’s personal support for Prem and the hybrid regime he had negotiated was 

unequivocal, the queen and her coterie were actually opposed to the guardian settlement. In the early 

part of the critical juncture, it will be recalled, they had fought for a hardline reactionary regime 

more in keeping with the pre-1973 political order. The queen’s direction to Prem to oppose the 

coup – and her active support after the move to Khorat – was actually driven by her desire to 

advance the position of her favourite – General General Arthit Kamlang-ek – presumably in order 

to maximise her own political clout in the army. Coup leader General Sant was Arthit’s main 

factional rival at the apex of the military, and it was against Sant – rather than the Young Turks – 

that the queen’s manoeuvres were largely directed. Paradoxically, then, the queen’s intervention in 

the crisis consolidated a regime structure she herself actively opposed, by eliminating the only 

remaining group capable of posing a credible threat to it.  

 
 
SUMMARY  
 

This chapter has laid out in detail the argument linking the sequence of crises, patterns of intra-

elite conflict, and final settlement during the critical juncture that resulted in the establishment of 

guardian hybrid regimes.  

It began with a sketch of how weaknesses inherent in the bureaucratic polity triggered 

patterns of mass mobilization (‘generative crises’) from the periphery towards the centre that 

produced a transition to relatively brief periods of ‘open politics,’ in Turkey (1950–1960) and 

Thailand (1973–76). The chapter then detailed how these relatively circumscribed periods of 

political democracy were experienced by traditional state elites as a kind of ‘trauma’ that resulted 

in conspiratorial politics – in Turkey, salon plotting the armed forces and in Thailand, right-wing 

vigilantism with strong backing from factions within the palace – that saw these brief ‘experiments’ 

ended by military interventions in May 1960 in Turkey and in Thailand in October 1976, opening 

the period of critical juncture. 

It detailed the crucial contingent intra-elite conflict during the historical breakpoints in 

Turkey (1960 – 61) and Thailand (1977 – 81) that produced the guardian hybrid regime settlement. 

Those settlements – whereby the overall framework of political authority within the state was 

bifurcated between elected institutions (a ‘political realm’) and unelected ones (the ‘deep state’) – 

were products of that conflict, and in particular the lack of agreement among factionalized political 

elites about how to achieve a restoration of their political and ideological hegemony. A political 
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settlement could only be reached once a coalition could be formed to support it, comprising two 

key elements -  a ‘coalition magnet’ capable of bridging divides between heavily factionalized elites 

and a ‘coalition entrepreneur’ – a powerbroker with the aptitude to recognise the potential of the 

‘coalition magnet’ and to deploy it to build a settlement coalition.
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CHAPTER SIX 
EMBEDDING THE DEEP STATE: 
CONSOLIDATION OF THE GUARDIAN HYBRID 
REGIME IN TURKEY AND THAILAND 
 
 
Countries that [can] not create a common value system are by definition in a state of conflict. Our 
common value is secular and democratic Turkey within the framework of Unitarianism and 
Atatürkist thought. All movements that do not meet with us on this common value are the enemies 
of the nation and country, and must be fought against.1 

General Hilmi Özkök, Deputy Chief of the Turkish General Staff (2001) 
 

Foreign countries see Thailand as a country where people cannot criticise the King, otherwise they 
go to jail. I am always getting in trouble for this […] Actually, the King has never told anyone to 
send them to jail. King Rama VI [Chulalongkorn] always pardoned people. I have followed his 
approach: do not send anyone to jail. This is all the lawyers’ doing. Lawyers like to launch lawsuits 
to put people in jail.2  

King Bhumipol Aduljadet, Birthday speech (4 December 2005) 
 
 
 
Chapter 5 laid out in greater detail how guardian hybrid regimes are established during ‘critical 

junctures’ in national political development as a consequence of ‘generative crises’ that produce 

moments of hegemonic restoration of traditional elites, albeit under new conditions. That chapter 

also laid out the sources of the distinctive ideological–institutional configurations that guardian 

hybrid regimes take on at the ‘moment’ of their birth.   

Guardian hybrid regimes have proven remarkably durable, which is to say long-lasting. 

Recall from the introduction that it was highlighted that the three paradigmatic contemporary cases 

of guardian regimes – Turkey, Thailand, and Iran – have also proven to be the sturdiest and “most 

durable hybrid political systems of all, with an average durability of 35.7 years.”3  This chapter is 

concerned with laying out in much greater detail the argument presented in the theory chapter that 

explains that durability and focuses on the ways in which mutually reinforcing logics of institutional 

power (incumbency) and socially-embedded legitimating frameworks sustain the guardian hybrid 

                                                 
1 Cited in Cizre and Çınar (2003: 312–13). 
2 Cited in Streckfuss (2011: 258). 
3 Mohseni (2012: 21). 
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form. To review the argument from the theory chapter, guardian hybrid regimes are sustained and 

reproduced by institutional complexes of legitimate authority and strategic bureaucratic incumbency. I use the term 

‘complexes’ to reflect the fact that these consist in mutually-reinforcing elements that are separable 

analytically but in practice function interdependently. As outlined in the theory chapter, we can 

delineate three such elements. To begin, reconstituted hegemonic state ideologies (HSIs) ‘embed’ 

the guardian order by demarcating the legitimate jurisdiction of each domain – the deep state and 

the ‘political realm.’ These ideologies also institutionalize the grounds on which guardian state 

elites claim the right to act independently in the name of the state, including the right to intervene 

to ‘discipline’ the political realm. The second element is a ‘monist’ sphere of public discourse. 

Guardians actively sustain the structure of the monist public sphere through the enclaves of 

bureaucratic incumbency they occupy within the deep state, in particular through the enforcement 

of legal regimes proscribing defamation against the state and by directing the ‘pedagogical state.’ 

The final element is periodic ‘strategic’ intervention by guardian actors to ‘discipline’ the political 

realm. These interventions take three forms: warnings, vetoes, and states of exception. Figure 6.1 presents 

a model of institutional reproduction that reflects the interaction of these three elements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.1: Elements of institutional reproduction of hybrid guardian regimes 
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RECONSTITUTED HEGEMONIC STATE IDEOLOGIES: ‘EMBEDDING’ THE 
GUARDIAN ORDER 
 
As the theory chapter outlined, in order to be sustained, guardian orders must be ‘embedded’ in 

hegemonic state ideologies. Guardian elements settling at the end of the critical juncture elected 

to reconstitute traditional HSIs to do so, adapting the traditional ideologies to entrench the new 

hybrid constitutional structure bifurcated between elected institutions and unelected ones. After 

1961, ‘classical’ Kemalism as deployed during the bureaucratic polity was rearticulated in a neo-

Kemalist form that we can refer to as Atatürkism, or as it is sometimes referred to as ‘the principles 

of Atatürkist thought’. In the Thai case, ‘Thai-style democracy’ was replaced by Democracy with 

the King as Head of State (hereafter DKHS). This formulation rendered in several alternative ways 

(e.g. The Democratic Form of Government with the King as Head of State). 

Both inherited the hegemonic and charismatic qualities of their forebears (see pp. 18-24). 

Indeed, in an age of mass media, Atatürkism and DKHS became arguably even more dependent 

on the charismatic authority of the heroic ‘national father figures’ in whose name they are 

propagated. At the same time, they exhibit novel elements that recognize altered circumstances 

after the critical juncture. In the first place, they demarcate the legitimate jurisdiction of each of 

the domains within the state and its ‘dual governance structure.’ More precisely, the HSIs recognise 

the governing mandate provided by elections to elected officials and representative institutions. At 

the same time, they institutionalize a ‘super mandate’ of the guardians that both legitimizes the 

jurisdiction of their incumbency within distinct bureaucratic enclaves of policy-making within the 

state, and their claims to act independently in the name of the state. 

 
Atatürkism  
 

While Kemalism and Atatürkism have traditionally been used interchangeably in the literatures, a 

fundamental distinction between them should be drawn. ‘Classic’ Kemalism must be distinguished 

from Atatürkism (Atatürkçülük) as I do explicitly here. Atatürkism, as Ahmet Kuru explains, is an 

elite project of “reinterpret[ing] and update[ing] Kemalist principles regarding changing conditions 

as means to achieve the end: the level of universal civilization.”4  

As Heper notes, “By both Kemalism and Atatürkism, reference is made to the thought 

patterns and views of Mustafa Kemal Atatürk”.5 The latter came to have distinctive positive 

                                                 
4 Kuru (2006: 154 fn 152). See also Özyürek (2004: 374). 
5 Heper (2012: 139). 
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connotations as a discourse, with a sense that it is both ‘progressive’ and ‘adaptable’, taking the 

most ideal elements of Atatürk’s thought and adapting it for any and all emerging circumstances. 

As Heper notes,  

Atatürkism has had a positive connotation, implying what was admired in 
Atatürk’s thought pattern and views. Various persons and groups, including 
political parties, have attempted to legitimize their views/policies by referring to 
themselves as ‘Atatürkist.’6 

Kemalism, in contrast, was associated with the rigid, doctrinaire, and authoritarian approach of the 

bureaucratic polity, which as Chapter 5 laid out came under increasing strain in the conditions of 

the Second World War. 

Atatürk’s thought was not seen as an “ideology closed to change” but rather, as Heper puts 

it, “a worldview open to change […] as the formulation of policies most appropriate to the time 

and place of their adoption …. [The Atatürkist] placed emphasis on resort to reason, not on blind 

emulation.”7 Therefore, after 1961 several of the six original ‘arrows’ – in particular statism, 

populism, and revolutionism – were deemphasized (in practice, abandoned) and replaced with a 

more syncretic set of thematics that emphasized the following two crucial tenets. The first of these 

was a renewed emphasis on secularism, which in Atatürkist thought is essentially a negation of any 

form of political Islam. The second was on the unitary character of the Turkish national state and 

the role of Turkish nationalism in underpinning all aspects of public life in the republic.  

These renewed tenets became the hallmarks of the legitimating framework that 

underpinned the Turkish state from 1961 to the present, that justified the existence of a ‘monist’ 

public sphere in Turkey and that justified the various warnings, vetoes and military interventions 

imposed on the body politic in Turkey during this time. As Glyptis notes,  

Every speech in Turkey seems to start and finish with an appeal to Atatürk’s words 
and actions […] and allegiance to the nation and its principles, even abstract ones 
such as secularism, is measured and understood in terms of allegiance to the 
person of Atatürk as the symbol of the nation.8 

This is equally true in relation to Thailand and the image of the Thai king, Bhumipol Aduljadet in 

the reconstituted Thai hegemonic state ideology after the critical juncture, which will be discussed 

in the following section. 

 

                                                 
6 Heper (2012: 139). 
7 Heper (2012: 139). 
8 Glyptis (2008: 368). 
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Democracy with the King as Head of State (DKHS) 
 

At the heart of the new Thai doctrine of DKHS was a renewed emphasis on royal piety and the 

emergence of what Kevin Hewison has famously dubbed the ‘standard total view’ of the Thai 

monarchy. The ‘standard total view’ is “a perspective which is based on incomplete and selective 

information, often selected for particular ideological reasons, and yet totalizing and accepted as 

correct, especially by outsiders.”9 A critical element of this ideological work is undertaken in the 

context of what Søren Ivarsson and Lotte Isager describe as a “complex assembly of different 

cultural meanings” that they summarise it as having five elements. In the first place, they note, the 

Thai monarchy is seen to “safeguard traditions and is a timeless institution that transcends past, 

present and future.” Secondly, the king is seen as “an egalitarian ‘development king’. He is a 

deliverer of modernity and progress to the country and works tirelessly for the welfare of his 

subjects.” Moreover, the “monarchy is a protector of the nation” and the king “is a benevolent 

guardian of democracy and a moral being above politics.” Finally, the Thai “monarchy is natural 

to Thai society and culture: if you do not feel it, you do not understand it.”10 

The doctrine was, in many senses, a restoration of a particular set of ideas put forward 

by Kukrit Pramoj in the 1970s period and which he championed for the remainder of his life, 

including during his active period as a parliamentarian through the early 1980s.  At the heart of the 

ideology is a philosophical tenet Kukrit advanced first in 1972 – rachaprachasamasai or ‘king-people 

mutuality’. This thesis marks out a distinct role for the Thai king as the ‘guardian’ of Thai political 

development. Connors has summed up Kukrit’s thesis in the early 1970s in the following way: 

Kukrit outlined a political project for reform that began with a rachaprachasamasai 
constitution: a directly royally appointed parliament that gradually opened up to 
popular election. A royally appointed parliament would have sufficient 
legitimacy and prestige to counter vested interests. Kukrit envisaged the 
monarchy acting as a moral exemplar of the principles of public rule: this could 
discipline predatory elites by orientating them to the public good. This strategy 
requires seeing the monarchy in terms that are abstracted from its own 
institutional interests […] The quid pro quo of this bargain, obscured by a mythic 
social contract, might be crudely stated as: you perform the legitimacy function 
of symbolic unity and assume power of last resort. In return you are eulogised 
and made sacral, your earthly endeavours will be ignored. 

An apparently modern doctrine, DKHS actually appeals directly to what Kobkua refers to as the 

‘invented traditions of ancient Thai kingship’ for its essential discursive elements. It delves, 

                                                 
9 Hewison (1997: 266). 
10 Ivarsson and Isager (2010: 2). 
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Kobkua argues, “deep into Thai history and tradition in order to justify and advance [an] updated 

theorization on the monarchy and its position vis-à-vis the democratic political ideology.”11 

These fundamental notions of Thai Buddhist kingship – an emphasis on wise and 

communitarian rule, as exemplified by King Bhumipol Aduljadet thus formed the legitimating 

framework that underpinned the Thai state from 1980 to the present, that underpinned the 

existence of a ‘monist’ public sphere in Thailand and that justified the various warnings, vetoes 

and military interventions imposed on the body politic in the country during this time. Legitimacy, 

in this view, is derived not from divine right or force of arms but from the monarch’s consistent 

behaviour in accordance with socially-sanctioned principles of rule. As Kobkua argues: 

Thai kingship is theoretically a limited monarchy […] the rule [is] always required 
to live by the great ‘rules’ which effectively prevent him from being an absolutist. 
Socio-culturally, the thesis concludes Thai kingship has been practicing the 
principle of ‘constitutional monarchy’ since ancient times, only of course under a 
different political label.12 

 
 
A MONIST PUBLIC SPHERE  
 
The basis on which hegemonic state ideologies embed the guardian order is grounded in a culture 

of public discourse. Control of the boundaries of that discourse is therefore critical. Atatürkism 

and DKHS are reinforced by a kind of monist public sphere that serves to prevent or forestall the 

emergence of counter-hegemonic discourses challenging them and the ‘super mandate’ of the 

guardians embedded within them. Here, a shared language of politics, and a rich fabric of national 

myths and commemoralization, naturalize and reinforce the role of guardian institutions and 

ensure that certain discussions (e.g. the revered worship of the king or the status of Turkey as a 

secular, unitary state) are kept off the agenda. 

A monist public sphere must be distinguished from one that is simply closed – the kind 

that obtains in totalitarian and most authoritarian regimes. Rather, within the monist public sphere 

public discourse surrounding what Ran Hirschl has termed pure or megapolitics – “matters of an 

outright political nature and significance including core regime legitimacy and collective identity 

questions that define (and often divide)”13 the entire polity – is tightly circumscribed.  The 

parameters of public discussion are set – formally and informally – by state elites and filter down 

                                                 
11 Suwannathat-Pian (2003: 20). 
12 Suwannathat-Pian (2003: 21). 
13 Hirschl (2006: 723). See also Hirschl (2008). 
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through every level of society.  In this way, the hegemonic state ideologies that embed the ‘super 

mandate’ of the guardians evolve into a kind of ‘public culture’ policed by the guardians but also 

by schools, public institutions, the media and local community. That being said, critical journalism 

and a plural media environment, a vibrant civil society, and more or less open public debate about 

‘ordinary’ public policy do obtain – but strictly within the boundaries set by guardian state elites. 

A monist public sphere cannot be sustained without active support and reinforcement. 

The open period had demonstrated conclusively to traditional state elites that left unchecked 

disruptive and threatening counter-hegemonic ideas could easily infiltrate public discourse. 

Guardian elites therefore draw on their bureaucratic incumbency to actively reinforce the monist 

public sphere.  

 
As highlighted in Chapter 5, within both the Turkish and Thai deep states, large swathes 

of policy making was ceded to bureaucratic and technocratic agencies. In the Turkish case, this 

included institutions such as the Turkish Radio and TV agency and the State Planning Office.  The 

institutional basis of this was Article 4 of the 1961 Turkish constitution, which stipulated: ‘The 

nation shall exercise its sovereignty through the authorized agencies as prescribed by the principles 

laid down in the Constitution.’ As Heper and Berkman note, these ‘authorized agencies’  

included the newly created Constitutional Court and National Security Council; 
the Council of State, which had new powers; the Turkish Radio and Television 
agency, which had autonomy and independence from the government; the 
universities, which were now granted full academic freedom. The [thus] 
designated certain bureaucratically staffed agencies as the watchdogs of the 
political regime.14 
 

In the case of the Thai deep state, the Ministry of Interior and the Ministry of Education were 

crucial and continued to be central decision-making loci within the network monarchy.15  

Additionally, the National Culture Commission and National Identity Office were critical.16   

Finally, the network within the deep state was also incorporating the peak planning body – the 

National Economic and Social Development Board – and elements of state-linked businesses, 

such as Thailand’s national carrier – Thai Airways – and the national electricity, petroleum, gas, 

and other utility corporations.17 

                                                 
14 Heper and Berkman (2009: 74). See also Heper (1985: 88–89). 
15 For a more detailed discussion, see Connors, 2007, pp. 114, 153, 168–69) 
16 For a more detailed discussion, see Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 236, 240–43); Handley (2006: 
99, 269, 295). 
17 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 150, 247); Handley (2006: 342). 
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From these redoubts, I identify two principal mechanisms – legal regimes proscribing 

defamation against the state and the administration of what I refer to as the ‘pedagogical state.’ 

 
Legal regimes proscribing defamation against the state 
 
The concept of the guardian hybrid order that I employ here bears distinct similarities with what 

David Streckfuss refers to as a ‘defamation regime’, which he defines as being: 

distinguished by the following indicators: frequent use of defamation-based laws by 
the state; little reluctance on the part of police to charge, prosecutors to try, and courts 
to accept defamation-based cases; little or no exemption from guilt allowed by courts; 
weak constitutional provisions ensuring freedom of speech (and the general strength 
of the rule of law supporting constitutional rule); little restraint on the part of citizens 
in accusing others of defamation-based offenses; the entire range of defamation-based 
offenses become criminalized; and severe, disproportionate punishments are 
instituted for defamation based crimes.18 

 
Following Streckfuss, I employ the ‘defamation principle’ to emphasise the point that defamation 

is a ‘discursive crime’ “designed principally to protect reputations.”19 These sets of defamation-

based laws in Turkey and Thailand act to mute public discourses that would challenge the authority 

or threaten the legitimacy of guardian elites by presenting ideas in the public realm that undermine 

the reputed character, prestige, or standing of the institutions from which they draw their 

legitimacy. Particularly in Thailand, but also in Turkey, these regimes focus on the reputation of 

the person in whose name hegemonic state ideologies are propagated – King Bhumipol and 

Atatürk. 

 

Thailand’s regime of lèse-majesté 
 

In Thailand, this is reflected in the infamous regime of lèse-majesté. All versions of the Thai 

Constitution since 1932 have contained the clause, ‘The king shall be enthroned in a position of 

revered worship and shall not be violated. No person shall expose the king to any sort of accusation 

or action.’ This principle is enshrined in Section 112 of the Thai criminal code: ‘Whoever defames, 

insults or threatens the king, queen, heir-apparent, or regent shall be punished with imprisonment 

of three to fifteen years.’ Lèse-majesté, as Thongchai notes, buttresses Thailand’s “public culture 

of hyper royalism [in which] public space is saturated with the sanitized images and stories of the 

monarchy.”20 

 
                                                 
18 Streckfuss (2011: 24). 
19 Streckfuss (2011: 10). 
20 Thongchai Winichakul (2014: 91–92). 
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While the lèse-majesté law was established well before the onset of the guardian order in 

Thailand, its role in that order is indisputable. The defamation regime itself intensified dramatically 

with the onset of the critical juncture in Thailand after the collapse of the open period in October 

1976. As Streckfuss notes, 1976 was a signal year in this regard, with a massive effort by the new 

authoritarian regime led by Queen Sirikit’s favourite – Thanin Kraiwichien – to exercise lèse-

majesté as a mechanism to bolster the king’s power: 

The new coup group […] promulgated Order of the National Administrative Reform 
Council No. 41 which singled out and reunified almost all defamation-based laws for 
the first time since 1900. ‘Coup Order No. 41’ increased the punishment for all these 
laws. In a short rationale, the order explained that the current punishment of a 
maximum jail sentence of seven years for lèse-majesté was “not proper for the present 
situation” and increased the punishment from a minimum of three to a maximum of 
15 years’ imprisonment.21 

 
Moreover, there has been a dramatic increase in lèse-majesté cases since the onset of the Thai 

guardian order in the late 1970s. Before the 1960s, charges of lèse-majesté in Thailand were 

comparatively rare: “Between 1949 and 1956, there were on average a little over one lèse-majesté 

“incident” and less than a single arrest per year.”22 In the period between 1977 and 1992, however, 

use of the law leapt dramatically, with the average number of cases per year rising to almost ten, 

1000 per cent increase over the rate in the 1950s. Use of the law in more recent times has 

skyrocketed, most notably after 2006, when a military-led coup overthrew the democratically-

elected Thaksin Shinawatra government. As Streckfuss observes:  

Comparing the average number of cases for the periods 1992–2005 and 2006–
2009, there has been a remarkable 2,000 percent increase in new cases [since 2006]. 
Given that the conviction rate for lèse-majesté cases averaged 94 percent for cases 
tried between 1992 and 2005, there must be literally scores if not hundreds of 
Thais serving prison time for the crime.23  

 

In the week following the death of King Bhumipol Aduljadej on 13 October 2016 alone, some 12 

individuals were prosecuted for the crime.24 Streckfuss stresses the pernicious effects of the lèse-

majesté law in Thailand, arguing that it generates a “black hole of silence in the center of the Thai 

body politic. Political and social discourse is relegated to the fringes as whisperings and 

innuendo.”25 

                                                 
21 Streckfuss (2011: 105). 
22 Streckfuss (2011: 107). 
23 Streckfuss (2011: 112). 
24 Prachatai English (2016). 
25 Streckfuss (2011: 196). 
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Article 301 in Turkey 
 
While Streckfuss argues that “Thailand’s use of the lèse-majesté law has become unique in the 

world and its elaboration and justifications have become an art”,26 it also bears noting that legal 

regimes proscribing defamation against the Turkish state are equally pernicious. Law No. 5816, in 

force since 1951, criminalizes public insults to Atatürk's memory and any action taken that spoils 

or damages public monuments to his memory, punishable by up to three years in jail. Interestingly, 

this law was itself introduced by the Democrat Party government of Adnan Menderes, which 

would later be seen to have so fundamentally debased the Atatürkist reforms at the end of the 

open period in 1960. In 2011, 48 convictions were recorded for violations of this law.  

However, it is without question Article 301 of the Turkish penal code, which proscribes 

insults towards or publicly denigration the Turkish nation or state with a punishment of 

imprisonment of between six months and three years, that constitutes the heart of the Turkish 

regime proscribing defamation against the state. Article 301 is both wide in scope and radically 

vague in its application. It also stipulates that: ‘A person who publicly denigrates the Government 

of the Republic of Turkey, the judicial institutions of the State, the military or security organizations 

shall be punishable by imprisonment of between six months and two years.’ Scholars have long 

noted the ‘chilling effect’ of Article 301 on public discourse and the role of Turkey’s censorship 

regime in particular on the country’s unenviable status as the world’s leading jailer of journalists.  

To be charged under Article 301 is essentially to be branded an enemy of Turkey and this 

is where the force of its capacity to enforce the monist public sphere comes from. Over 60 cases 

have been tried under this article of the penal code since it was introduced as a more ‘modern’ and 

‘moderate’ version of the original under the terms of Turkey’s EU accession after 2004.27  Since 

the article was introduced in 2005 it has been reported that more nearly 100 writers and intellectuals 

have been prosecuted under it, including a number of very high-profile cases “such as novelist Elif 

Shafak, slain leftist journalist Ahmet Taner, and the late Hrant Dink, who was prosecuted three 

times under 301 for addressing Turkish-Armenian issues.”28 The first of these occurred in 

February 2004, when Dink published an article in Turkey’s biggest daily, Hurriyet, claiming that 

Ataturk’s adopted daughter, Sabiha Gökçen and a heroine of Turkishness in her own right, was in 

fact Armenian.  On 16 April 2004, the Prosecutor’s Office filed a suit against Dink, on the charge 

                                                 
26 Streckfuss (2011: 187). 
27 Akçam (2006). 
28 Satiroglu (2007). 
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of ‘publicly insulting and degrading Turkishness’ in an article penned before the Sabiha Gökçen 

story. Furthermore, as Satiroglu notes: 

In July 2006, he was given a six-month suspended sentence for ‘denigrating 
Turkish identity’ [under Article 301] in one of his articles on the Ottoman-
Armenian diaspora. Shortly after the six-month suspended sentence, a new case 
opened. Like the novelist Orhan Pamuk, he was set to stand trial for referring to 
the 1915 massacre of Armenians as ‘genocide’.29 
 

Hrant Dink was assassinated on awaiting his trial on these charges.  

These regimes proscribing defamation against the state, while public, also structure much 

of the legitimate boundary of ‘private’ thought and speech and are replicated in diffuse social 

mechanisms of control of thought and speech by non-state institutions that take their lead from 

the defamation regimes within the state. The response to the Dink case is a case in point here, 

where is public prosecution was preceded by a wave of ‘private–public’ hysteria about his claims, 

mediated through private commercial media. As Esra Elmas details: 

Dink had stepped into a forbidden zone by questioning the Turkishness of Sabiha 
Gökçen, resulting in an immediate uprising in Turkey’s ultranationalist right-wing 
media. The headlines and titles of the newspapers columns were diverse: “Where 
did Sabiha Gökçen’s Armenian Origin Come From?’’ (Milliyet); “Look at that 
Armenian!’’ (Yeniçağ); “Expel them’’ (Ortadoğu); “Hrant scratches’’ (Yeniçağ); “Agos 
cannot destroy our order’’ (Yeniçağ); “Love it or leave it’ (Ortadoğu); and “Hrant 
Dink take your luggage and leave’’ (Yeniçağ). These quarrels, spreading in the public 
through the mainstream media, found more coverage in those days in newspapers 
that had relatively small circulation numbers but that adopted a nationalistic and 
conservative approach; after that, Dink’s name started to be used with adjectives 
such as “separatist, devastator, enemy” in news and columns.30 

 
 
Living up to the father: The ‘pedagogical state’ 
 
The guardians also draw on the bureaucratic apparatus of the state in a ‘pedagogical’ mode to tutor, 

shape, mould and educate the citizenry in its proper relationship to the guardians; namely, one in 

which both guardians and citizens form part of a symbiotic union. Thus, as in the past, the state 

assumes a pedagogical role in the continued production of the ‘ideal’ Turkish and Thai citizen and 

an idealized relationship between the citizen and the state. Here, the public personality cults around 

Atatürk and King Bhumipol come in to play. Public schooling and the education system in general 

plays a critical role in this process. The charismatic authority of Atatürk and King Bhumipol is 

reinforced through the education system but also through publicly-funded propaganda and 

                                                 
29 Satiroglu (2007). 
30 Elmas (2016: 191–92). 
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carefully orchestrated commemoralization practices that build and reinforce the public cult of 

personality around them.  

 
Atatürk’s image as the ‘anthropomorphic instantiation of the state’  
 
In Turkey, schooling and the education system are critical dimension of the public cult of Atatürk, 

but national military conscription also serves as a potent element of the ‘pedagogical state’ in its 

construction of ideal citizenship. Conscription for all adult men idealizes a (male) Turk’s ‘rite of 

passage’ both to manhood and full citizenship.  This rite of passage has been cultivated for decades 

by Atatürkists, who see this process as underscoring the military’s role as in progressing the nation 

one recruit at a time, acting something like a mirror of the development of the nation as a whole. 

As Aydınlı has eloquently put it:  

Conservative Turkish army generals would like to see the transformation that 
most of them personally went through (from Anatolian boy to elite general) take 
place in the greater society, making Turkey more secular and Western, and more 
advanced economically and educationally. When they see this not occurring in 
large numbers or quickly enough they conclude that there is a need for more 
time for that transformation to take place at the national level, and therefore, 
they should remain on alert for any setbacks that might risk what has been 
achieved. Such conservativeness naturally grows because their own 
transformation takes place quickly in a carefully isolated vacuum, but society’s 
transformation takes place very slowly in an open field, exposed to all kinds of 
winds and influences, both national and international.31 

 

In Turkey, from the begınnıng of the republıc the curriculum at all levels has been geared towards 

“fostering secularist and nationalist values”32 as well as towards reinforcıng Atatürkist doctrine, 

including the public worship of Atatürk.33 As in Thailand with the image of the king, this process 

is ultimately a crucial part of the functioning of the state itself and requires the active “management 

of a national identity model by state agencies”.34 Here, “state agencies, consulates, schools and 

ministries, as well as independent foundations, maintain museums, exhibits and other sites of 

Atatürk worship.”35 Drawing on the work of Navaro-Yashin, Leda Glyptis argues that Ataturk’s 

image has been used by the Turkish state as an “anthropomorphic instantiation of the state, of 

justice and of national greatness.”36  

                                                 
31 Aydınlı (2009: 589). 
32 Özdalga (1999: 419). 
33 Akınoğlu (2008: 197). 
34 Glyptis (2008: 355). 
35 Glyptis (2008: 368). 
36 Glyptis (2008: 356). 
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The ultimate element in this regard is Atatürk’s mausoleum in Ankara, known across 

Turkey as Anıtkabir (which translates literally as ‘memorial tomb’). Anıtkabir is, as Ahmad 

observes, the “ultimate state monument of the republic”37 but it serves as much more than that. It 

is also a ‘living museum’ to the father of the Turks and where he is “commemorated as a soldier, 

president, statesman, scientist, intellectual and great creative genius.”38 Bozdoğan notes that it 

remains the “holiest site in modern Turkey”39 

 

Rejuvenation of the Thai monarchy at the centre of national discourse 
  
Ideologically, speaking, network monarchy relied upon a renewed emphasis on monarchical 

prestige within the body politic, and a rejuvenation of the palace in national discourse and national 

identity. Much of this was inaugurated as a response to the violence that, as mentioned, had been 

a crucial element at the closing stages of the ‘open period’ in Thailand and that had in fact 

precipitated its fall in October 1976 in the Thammasat massacre. As Pasuk and Baker note: “The 

violence of October 1976 was an immense shock. It violated the official self-image of a peaceable 

and progressive nation. In the aftermath, subsequent regimes sought ways to build solidarity, unity 

and a common sense of political community.”40 

The palace – and, particularly, the queen and her clique – had been deeply implicated in 

the violence and state agencies thus swung into action to restore and rejuvenate the monarchy at 

the centre of national discourse. This was also achieved through the ‘invention’ of new traditions 

and public rituals, as Thongchai notes: 

the huge industry of royal deification was elevated to an unprecedented level 
following the [October] 1976 massacre […] The deification rituals are not 
necessarily ancient ones. Several traditions have been invented by the government 
and civil society. The important point is that they enhance the monarchy’s 
perceived barami (virtuous or moral power), an ancient concept of power innate 
to the righteous king.41 

 

 

                                                 
37 As Ahmad (1993: 92) notes, the mausoleum was designed to mark this ‘city without minarets’ in this 
double sense – both as an overweening symbol of the Republic in the new seat of power but also one that 
dominated the skyline in contrast to the skyline of the traditional Ottoman seat or power in Istanbul, 
dominated by the minarets of the grand mosques. 
38 Glyptis (2008: 363). 
39 Bozdoğan (2001: 282). 
40 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 235). 
41 Thongchai Winichakul (2008). 
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The process is summarized by Pasuk and Baker as follows:  

After 1976, elements in the military and bureaucracy projected an enlarged role for the 
King and the royal family in the national culture […] The television stations owned 
by the army and the government's Public Relations Department played a major part 
in increasing the royal family's public visibility. The army's Channel7 transmitted to 
most parts of the nation by 1979. By the mid-1980s, television reached over 90 per 
cent of urban households and by the end of the 1980s, over 70 per cent of rural 
households.  The national news, one of the most highly viewed programmes, offered 
a daily dramatization of the political hierarchy. The programme opened with reports 
on the day's activities of the King and other members of the royal family, followed by 
those of the Prime Minister, head of the armed forces, and other leading political and 
military figures in strict hierarchy.42 

 
Once the critical juncture closed in 1981, as Streckfuss notes, this process accelerated:  

From 1980 onward, there were concerted efforts to expand the king’s circle of 
merit to encompass “the people.” The only way to address the threats to the 
present power structure was, by way of state media and shrewd marketing, to 
engulf the entire population into the circle.43 

 

Handley details how Prem would rope in all of the elements of the deep state – including the state 

enterprises like Thai Airways, the tourism agencies and public utilities – to “deploy their own funds 

to advertise and celebrate the throne.” As he notes, these agencies took “every holiday, even the 

strictly religious ones,” as a way to promote the royal family and the role of the palace “with the 

royal family’s activities featured heavily on television and radio. The king’s and queen’s birthdays 

were promoted as, respectively, Father’s Day and Mother’s Day.”44 Another key aspect of 

rejuvenation of the monarchy were ‘royal projects’, which were stepped up dramatically after 

1981.45 

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the process of constructing ‘public’ cults of worship around 

Atatürk and King Bhumipol do not merely entail just state action. Rather these discourses of 

charismatic leadership that quickly developed into public cults of personality have not just been 

centrally orchestrated but have been passionately embraced and reproduced by the people 

themselves as part of a public culture of ‘private’ worship.  

                                                 
42 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 333–34). 
43 Streckfuss (2011: 215). 
44 Handley (2006: 288). 
45 For a comprehensive discussion of the role of the ‘royal projects’ in the rejuvenation of the monarchy, 
readers could usefully consult Handley (2006: 189–91). 
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The neo-liberal period (i.e. since 1980), with its emphasis on the global commodification 

of culture has witnessed an intense privatization and commodification of many of these processes 

in both Turkey and in Thailand. As Thongchai notes in relation to Thailand:  

hyper-royalism is not simply the project and propaganda by the state or the palace. It 
involves popular participation and integrates into everyday life of the public. Many 
projects and celebrations are initiated and carried out by civil society. Hyperbolic 
royalism is not exclusive to the state and government agency but prevalent in mass 
media and academic discourse as well. It is a public culture.46 

 
As Esra Özyürek has noted in Turkey, “Kemalist entrepreneurs and consumers [have] creatively 

adopted the leader into their personal lives and ventures.”47 The new emphasis on the citizen-as-

consumer twinned with  the rise of identity politics “created new possibilities for people to engage 

with politics” as consumers rather than beneficiaries of the state.48 Özyürek notes in relation to 

Turkey, that both Atatürkist and Islamic symbols have been commodified: “The consumer culture 

of the 1980s and 1990s created a commodity-based identity politics and lifestyle.”49 

Moreover, the idea of Ataturk and King Bhumipol as “progenitors” of the nation are born 

out in the age of mass media through elaborate ‘private’ mass-mediated representations as well. 

Visitors to Thailand who are avid filmgoers are invariably struck by the public ritual in the cinema 

of paying homage to the king just after the trailers finish and the film is about to begin.  Patrons 

are requested to stand up as a mark of respect as a short film, played with the Royal Anthem as a 

sound track, shows fawning images of humble subjects or video clips of the king working tirelessly 

to help his people. Many Thais bow toward the screen after it ends to show respect. As Owens & 

Dissanayake note:  

the royal anthem is accompanied by a montage of images in celebration of the 
king's many achievements over the course of an illustrative reign. While these 
montages change from year to year, they are nonetheless spectacular (in the 
performative sense of the term) testaments to the power and the endurance of the 
royal image and the advanced filmmaking techniques employed to project it. As is 
customary for the duration of the anthem, the audience is expected to stand in 
order to formally and ritually pay respects to the king. The pacing of the sequence 
of images, paired with the reverential tempo of the anthem itself, allow for a 
moment of introspection before the presentation.50  

                                                 
46 Thongchai Winichakul (2014, p. 92). 
47 Özyürek (2004: 374). 
48 Özyürek (2004: 376). 
49 Özyürek (2004: 377). 
50 Owens and Dissanayake (2012: 139). These film montages invariably illicit a profoundly powerful 
emotional response, even from foreigners with the critical distance to be able to recognise the efforts for 
what they are, such the author. 
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Esra Özyürek notes a similar dynamic in Turkey. She details how, in an extended TV ad entitled 

‘‘The Unending Dance’’ (Bitmeyen Dans), funded by the Turkish government for the 75th 

anniversary of the republic in 1998, Atatürk is deployed as an instantiation of modernity and 

progress via even the most up-to-date technology. As she recounts: 

The commercial was based on a famous photograph of Atatürk dancing with one 
of his adopted daughters during her wedding. In the ad, actors re-create the 
moment when Atatürk and the bride dance a waltz. Later, other couples join them 
on the dance floor. The commercial continues with images of the industrial and 
technological developments that followed the foundation of the republic in 1923. 
At the end, a male voice says, ‘‘The Turkish republic is rooted and strong as if a 
thousand years old, and is young and dynamic as if one year old. This dance will 
never end”.51 

 
 
STRATEGIC ‘DISCIPLINARY’ INTERVENTIONS BY ACTORS WITHIN THE DEEP 
STATE: WARNING, VETO, STATE OF EXCEPTION 
 
The use of incumbency to reinforce the monist public sphere draws on institutional mechanisms 

that are unobtrusive, indirect, and more or less seen as part of the everyday function of governance 

particularly given that these policies are typically coordinated with education, media and cultural 

policy-making in within the political realm. Crude interventions – particularly military interventions 

– are thus rendered much less pertinent. Nevertheless, guardian elements do exercise the 

prerogative from time to time to intervene with ‘disciplinary’ actions against the political realm 

when it is seen to have transgressed certain boundaries. Strategic interventions by the deep state 

occur on three levels – warnings, vetoes, and states of exception.  

 

Warning 

In guardian orders, the head of state acts as a kind of didactic public commentator on national 

affairs and acceptable political conduct. In this role, the President of the Turkish Republic and the 

King of Thailand act as political referees ensuring that the course of politics stays ‘in bounds.’ In 

speeches, declarations, memos, and public pronouncements, the attention of elected officials, 

political parties, and the nation at large is drawn to any transgressions or misdemeanours that 

guardian elites observe and are reminded of the consequences of straying ‘out of bounds.’ 

Examples of ‘warnings’ from the deep state, in the form of public speeches or 

pronouncements from successive Turkish presidents, are legion. During the 1960s, General Gürsel 
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and General Cevdet Sunay as presidents would often warn politicians – including of the ‘rebel’ 

Worker’s Party, founded in 1964, to stay ‘in bounds’. Similarly, General Evren, leader of the 1980-

1982 military junta and president through the 1980s was famous for his speeches warning 

politicians to ‘behave’. More recently, President Sezer (2000–2007) was a stern public critical of 

the ruling Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi, AKP).  

Indeed, Sezer emerged as the most tutelary president in since General Evren. As Özbudun 

observes, Sezer “used his tutelary powers even more often and more eagerly than General Evren, 

thus leading to frequent frictions with both the coalition government of Bulent Ecevit and […] 

Recep Tayyip Erdogan. The latter was also in constant conflict with the Constitutional Court and 

[the Higher Education Board], both strongly influenced by Sezer's appointments.”52 Özbudun 

details a particular crisis in the early AKP period when Sezer “refused to extend invitations to 

official receptions to the headscarved wives of AKP deputies” as a warning to the rising AKP 

about the symbolic role of Islam in the public sphere.53 The political realm was, at this time early 

in the AKP’s rule, cowered by Sezer’s blunt ‘warning’ from the deep state. As Hale and Özbudun 

note: 

As a compromise, party leaders like Erdoğan and Gull left their wives at home on 
such occasions- producing the bizarre result that while the wide of the Prime 
Minister could, for instance, be welcomed to the White House by President Bush 
and his wife, she was effectively banned from the President's house in her own 
country.54  

Sezer would continue to issue these ‘warnings’ to the AKP (as well as vetoes as discussed in the 

next section) until his replacement by the AKP nominee Abdullah Gul in the 2007 presidential 

elections. 

In Thailand, as McCargo has famously noted, King Bhumipol throughout his reign “ acted 

as a didactic commentator on national issues, helping to set the national agenda, especially through 

his annual birthday speeches” but also his annual ‘New Years’ speech to the nation.55 “The birthday 

speech,” in particular as Thongchai notes, became “a ritual to display the hierarchy of moral 

authority and to reaffirm the monarchy’s place “above the normal realm of politics.”56 Moreover, 

these speeches were traditionally crafted to ensure that the nation understood the palace’s position 

                                                 
52 Özbudun (2012: 153). 
53 Hale and Özbudun (2009: 85). 
54 Hale and Özbudun (2009: 85). 
55 McCargo (2005: 501). 
56 Thongchai Winichakul (2008: 29). 
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on ‘current politics’ and his criticisms of the state of the game, which – while often mild and jocular 

– were at times been quite pointed. As Thongchai summarizes 

The monarch’s criticisms are usually mild and often presented in a light-hearted 
manner. Most of the time, there are no specifics and no names named. But the 
targets are clear. The media and the public always get satisfaction from the royal 
reprimand of politicians. Even when the king’s words are unclear or even when 
they are not criticisms, people enjoy reading between the lines and direct their 
interpretations at politicians.57 

 
In the 1980s, when Prem was the chief proxy for the palace within the network monarchy, he 

would often also play a crucial role in ‘warning’ off dissent or anything that might stray out of 

bounds. Strategic deployment of lèse-majesté was used to control critics of the regime, in this 

context. Handley notes how, in the 1980s, Prem would ‘warn’ the media, making: 

it clear that royal matters, even those broached publicly by members of the royal 
family themselves, were not for public discussion. Any newspaper that published, 
knowingly or not, anything that might have a negative connotation for the palace 
would be warned by a phone call from the police or the national security office.58 

 

Prem’s didactic role as a commentator and ‘warning device’ for the palace continued into the 

2000s, when Prem was head of the king’s Privy Council. McCargo notes in particular Prem’s 

speech in February 2005 speech warning the Thaksin government that the palace was displeased 

with his strategy in dealing with violence.59 Thailand’s southern border provinces. Even more 

famous still was Prem’s ‘jockey and horse’ signalling to the Thaksin government to pull in its head 

on military appointments. As Ferrara summarizes: 

Nowhere was the fight against Thaksin Shinawatra defined in more memorable 
terms than in a speech delivered by General Prem Tinsulanond […] at the 
Chulachomklao Royal Military Academy 2 months before the [2006] coup. Prem 
famously likened the military to a 'horse', adding that governments, unlike the 
horse's actual 'owner', come and go like mere 'jockeys'. Then, as if to dispel any 
doubt, Prem reminded his audience: ‘You belong to the Nation. and His Majesty 
the King’.60 

 
Veto 
 
Where guardian elites take the view that decisions taken in the political realm have strayed too far, 

they may elect to exercise a veto. The Turkish system has relied heavily on the Constitutional Court 

                                                 
57 Thongchai Winichakul (2008: 29). 
58 Handley (2006: 293). 
59 McCargo (2005). 
60 Ferrara (2015: 5). 



 

186 
 

to dissolve political parties that represent movements deemed antithetical to the guardian order, 

and it has done so regularly since 1961. General Gürsel was the fırst to veto polıtıcal decısıons ın 

the 1960s.61  

As mentioned in the previous section, in the Turkish case President Sezer was an avid 

‘agent’ of the deep state against the AKP between 2002 and 2007 and vetoes were a key part of 

his ‘arsenal’ in this regard. As Zürcher notes, “Sezer had only been in office for a few months 

when he refused to sign the presidential decree that would allow the dismissal of public servants 

on political grounds” that is when under suspicion of fundamentalist leanings, a move that “set 

the tone” for his presidency in fact.62 He goes on to explain that in following years as president, 

“Sezer again and again would refuse to sign laws and decrees that in his judgement ran counter to 

the rule of law.”63 Sezer's intention to express his guardian role was clear from the outset, when 

he vetoed the constitutional changes put forward by the new AKP government to allow Erdoğan 

to enter the parliament. In mid-December 2002, and despite having been supported by the main 

opposition secular party, the RPP, Sezer vetoed the proposed constitutional changes arguing that 

they were unnecessary, only to be overruled by a second vote of the parliament later in the month.   

Sezer stymied and blocked the AKP government at every turn. As the chief justice of the 

Constitutional Court before his appointment to the presidency, Sezer had voted with the majority 

in closing down the AKP’s predecessors, Refah and the Virtue Party, and he made no secret of his 

dislike of the AKP and its policies after he became president.  His assertive secularism shone 

through on every occasion as he set himself up as a didactic commentator on the AKP's agenda. 

When, as Menderes Çınar notes, Prime Minister Erdoğan, “tried to assure critics that the 

government was seeking not a religious state but simply a state that respects religion, Sezer 

responded ‘there is no difference between the two’.”64 

In Thailand, the palace has regularly (but quietly) vetoed ‘objectionable’ candidates 

proposed for the prime ministership, and exercises both formal and informal veto prerogatives on 

many senior executive and bureaucratic appointments (including military promotions), and policy 

decisions. As Thongchai notes, “many top positions in the bureaucracy need approval from the 

                                                 
61 For details on Gürsel’s early veto decisions, see Dodd (1969: 216–17). 
62 Zürcher (2004: 305). 
63 Zürcher (2004: 305). 
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palace.”65 Within the liberal-judicial Thai guardian order after 1997, the courts have played an 

increasing role in disqualifying politicians and political parties deemed threatening to the guardians.  

 
State of exception 
 
Where transgressions from political actors and elected governments are deemed egregious, the 

guardians will – in extremis – execute a state of exception, close the political realm and rule directly 

through the military, and then restart the system under new terms before handing power back to 

civilian elected officials. Such interventions occurred in Turkey in 1980-82 and in Thailand in 

1991–92 and again in 2006–7. 

Given that states of exception form such a crucial part of the evolution of regime ‘legacies’, 

these will be detailed fully in the next two chapters. Chapter 7 addresses regime legacies in Turkey, 

and Chapter 8 takes the Thai regime legacies and heritage as its focus. 

 

 
SUMMARY 
 

This chapter has laid out in great detail the way in which guardian hybrid regimes have proven 

remarkably durable, which is to say long-lasting. It has explained that durability and focused on 

the ways in which mutually reinforcing logics of institutional power (incumbency) and socially-

embedded legitimating frameworks sustain and reproduce the guardian hybrid form. It has 

deliberately drawn on the term ‘complexes’ to reflect the fact that these consist in mutually-

reinforcing elements that are separable analytically but in practice function interdependently. The 

chapter delineated three such elements.  

The first of these are reconstituted hegemonic state ideologies (HSIs) that ‘embed’ the 

guardian order by demarcating the legitimate jurisdiction of each domain – the deep state and the 

‘political realm.’ These ideologies also institutionalize the grounds on which guardian state elites 

claim the right to act independently in the name of the state, including the right to intervene to 

‘discipline’ the political realm. The chapter detailed how, after 1961, ‘classical’ Kemalism as 

deployed during the bureaucratic polity was rearticulated in a neo-Kemalist form called 

Atatürkism, or as it is sometimes referred to as ‘the principles of Atatürkist thought’. In the Thai 

case, ‘Thai-style democracy’ was replaced by Democracy with the King as Head of State. Both 
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Atatürkism and DKHS inherited the hegemonic and charismatic qualities of their forebears. 

Indeed, in an age of mass media, Atatürkism and DKHS became arguably even more dependent 

on the charismatic authority of the heroic ‘national father figures’ in whose name they are 

propagated. 

The second element is a ‘monist’ sphere of public discourse. Atatürkism and DKHS are 

reinforced by a kind of monist public sphere that serves to prevent or forestall the emergence of 

counter-hegemonic discourses challenging them and the ‘super mandate’ of the guardians 

embedded within them. Guardians actively sustain the structure of the monist public sphere 

through the enclaves of bureaucratic incumbency they occupy within the deep state, in particular 

through the enforcement of legal regimes proscribing defamation against the state and by directing 

the ‘pedagogical state.’ Here, a shared language of politics, and a rich fabric of national myths and 

commemoralization, naturalize and reinforce the role of guardian institutions and ensure that 

certain discussions (e.g. the revered worship of the king or the status of Turkey as a secular, unitary 

state) are kept off the agenda. 

The final element is periodic ‘strategic’ intervention by guardian actors to ‘discipline’ the 

political realm. The use of incumbency to reinforce the monist public sphere draws on institutional 

mechanisms that are unobtrusive, indirect, and more or less seen as part of the everyday function 

of governance particularly given that these policies are typically coordinated with education, media 

and cultural policy-making in within the political realm. Crude interventions – particularly military 

interventions – are thus rendered much less pertinent. The chapter has shown how these strategic 

interventions by the deep state occur on three levels – warnings, vetoes, and states of exception.
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PART IV: REGIME LEGACIES 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
FROM ‘LIBERAL–JUDICIAL’ TO ‘STATIST’ 
GUARDIAN ORDER IN TURKEY, 1962-2007 
 
 
The Turkish Armed Forces are devoted to democracy and they are its indestructible guard […] We 
have not eliminated democracy. I would particularly like to point out that we were forced to launch 
this operation in order to restore democracy with all its principles, to replace a malfunctioning 
democracy.1 
 

General Kenan Evren, Head of the 12 September junta and President of Turkey (1980–1989) 
 
 
 
 
Part III of the thesis contained two chapters (Chapter 5 and Chapter 6) that outlined the argument 

about the formation and consolidation of guardian hybrid regimes in Turkey and Thailand. Part 

IV of the thesis address what is called in path-dependent approaches to regime development as 

the period of regime ‘legacies’. Regime legacies consist in two distinct analytical components: the 

‘aftermath’ and the ‘heritage’ of the critical juncture (see Figure 7.1). Part III therefore comprises 

two chapters that lay out the historical argument about the legacy of the guardian hybrid regime 

settlements in the Turkish case (this chapter) and the Thai case (Chapter 8).  

 

 
Figure 7.1: Regime legacies in the path-dependent explanation of hybrid regime development2 

 
                                                 
1 Cited in Needler (1991: 57). 
2 Adapted from Mahoney (2001b: 15). 
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Both chapters therefore emphasize the role of reactive sequences triggered after the critical 

juncture that unfold to produce ‘final’ regime outcomes. Here we are speaking of a sequence of 

‘temporally ordered’ and ‘causally connected’ reactions and counter reactions.  

Following standard practice, I use the term critical juncture aftermath to describe the period 

of reactive sequences. Here we are speaking of resistance or reaction to the institutional 

arrangements determined during the critical juncture that trigger reactive sequences as laid out by 

Mahoney: 

 
Counter reactions to this […] may then drive subsequent events in the sequence. 
Reactive sequences therefore often marked by properties of backlash and 
counterresponse as actors challenge or support structural and institutional 
patterns established during critical juncture periods. Even if such resistance does 
not actually transform these institutions and structures, it can set in motion an 
autonomous process that encompasses events that lead to a final outcome of 
interest.3 

 

The final stage of the model is the ‘heritage’ of the critical juncture.4 Eventually, the patterns of 

action and reaction that structure reactive sequences “give way to more stable outcomes [including] 

the formation of new institutional patterns, such as national regimes.”5 It is important to note that 

in the analysis of political regimes, especially in the developing world, stability must always be seen 

in relative terms. As Mahoney observes: “Although [final] outcomes represent relatively stable 

equilibrium points, the analyst must keep in mind that new periods of discontinuity will inevitably 

dislodge them.”6 

As mentioned this chapter takes as its principal focus those patterns of critical juncture 

aftermath and heritage that comprise the ‘regime legacy’ in the Turkish case. It proceeds in two 

parts. The first shows how Turkey began at the end of the critical juncture with a predominantly 

‘liberal’ deep state but that reactions in the 1960s and 1970s saw a steady transition over that period 

into a highly militarised ‘statist’ guardian order as the Republican alliance (RA) that brought the 

guardian settlement into being broke down. The second section details the process of regime 

consolidation after the September 1980 coup, when the ‘statist-militarist’ guardian order stabilized 

in the wake of the 1980 military intervention. It shows how, in the period 1983–2007 a series of 

challenges to that guardian order – in particularly the Kurdish question and the rise of an activist 

                                                 
3 Mahoney (2001b: 10). 
4 Collier and Collier (1991: 8); Mahoney (2001b: 8ff). 
5 Mahoney (2001a: 115). 
6 Mahoney (2001a: 115). 
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political Islam – saw the deep state react to solidify its power within the system. The period from 

the start of the ‘February 28 Process’ in 1997 until the 2007 presidential elections in Turkey were 

the highpoint for the Turkish guardian order. The period after 2008, in which Turkey has 

undergone yet more significant change is beyond the scope of this chapter, but aspects will be 

addressed more fully in the conclusion of the thesis.  

 
AFTERMATH: THE TRANSITION AWAY FROM ‘LIBERAL’ GUARDIAN ORDER  
 
The radicalization of Turkish politics, 1966–1980 
 
Almost immediately after the close of the critical juncture in 1962, challenges to the new order 

emerged and in the period between 1962 and 1980, Turkey’s liberal-judicial guardian order came 

under increasing strain. As will be recalled from Chapter 5, the institutional framework’s principal 

purpose had been to future proof the 1961 settlement, anticipating challenges from counter elites, 

particularly those appealing to majoritarian sentiments antithetical to basic Atatürkist precepts, and 

continuing the hegemonic project of state transformation of society. What it did not anticipate was 

the radicalization of Turkish politics in the 1960s and 1970s, and the fundamental splits in the 

republican alliance that this would produce. 

One key factor underlying the radicalization of Turkish politics from the late ‘60s on was 

the social dislocation driven by economic modernization and rapid urbanization.7 Against this 

socio-economic backdrop, the 1961 constitution itself opened up a space for new thinking. Turkish 

citizens gained an unprecedented level of personal freedom: civil liberties were enshrined, 

the universities afforded greater autonomy, and students granted the right to organise campus 

associations. For the first time in Turkey's history, a robust civil society capable of articulating 

intellectual critiques of the status quo outside the bureaucracy and the parties emerged.8 Left-wing 

thought in particular flourished. This was a first for Turkey. Marxism had never really gained a 

strong hold in Turkey, primarily because the hegemonic domination of Kemalism, which had the 

effect of crowding out radical modernist ideologies of both left and right. The Workers Party of 

                                                 
7 Large scale rural migration to the cities in the late 1950s and early 1960s led to the creation of large urban 
ghettos (called gecekondus) in which new migrants struggled to find work and integrate into urban culture. 
The gecekondus thus became wellsprings of mass alienation, radicalisation and, ultimately, political conflict 
and violence. Hale (2009: 227) notes that: “Although a majority of the gecekondu dwellers maintained 
their independence, many of the youth fell under the domination of violent radical political organisations, 
of both left and right, which seemed to offer a crude way out of their social and economic failures and 
frustrations.” The classic account of the emergence of the gecekondus remains Karpat (1976). See also Karpat 
(1981). 
8 Aydınlı (2009: 142). 
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Turkey (WPT), a Marxist outfit founded in February 1961 in the mould of the British Labour Party 

was a notable development.9  

At the same time, the universities emerged as incubators for new thinking and social 

movements. In the old order, the universities had stood at the centre of the Kemalist modernising 

project. Now, under the new dispensation of open politics, Kemalism itself was steadily losing its 

appeal as a mobilizing intellectual force, and students and intellectuals tended to move to leftist 

ideas for inspiration. In the mid-1960s the major sites of campus political discourse were taken 

over by student activists of the WPT who began to agitate for radical change in politics and society. 

Soon enough the universities were hot beds of leftist anti-establishment mobilization.10 

As elsewhere across the globe, 1968 marked a high-point of radical ferment in Turkey, not 

least among student groups, and this was particularly pronounced in Turkey.11 One prominent late 

twentieth century left-wing ideologue, Murat Belge, had it thus: 

 
[T]he prevailing hothouse atmosphere of Turkish student politics, the dramatic 
events of 1968—the Tet offensive in February, the French student rising in 
May, and the invasion of Czechoslovakia in August—had an even greater 
impact than in most countries.12  

 

1968 also marked the emergence of the rightist response to the left.  The right was alarmed by the 

appeal of this new radical nationalism which it denounced as communist. The leading light in the 

emergence of the militant right was none other than Alparsalan Türkeş who after the Purge of the 

Fourteen (discussed in Chapter 5) had returned from exile and re-integrated himself into politics, 

this time as a civilian politician. His ideology was a kind of ultra-nationalist statism, emphasising 

rural development and traditional values, which he outlined in a pamphlet entitled Dokuz Isik (Nine 

Lights) published in 1965. While incorporating many elements of Kemalism, it embraced ultra-

nationalism with distinct pan-Turkist and Islamo-nationalist hues.13 In 1969 he emerged as the 

leader of the Nationalist Action Party (NAP).14 As well-known as the party itself was its youth 

                                                 
9 Its founder, Mehmet Ali Aybar, was a Marxist publicist, lawyer and former university teacher. On the 
ideological influences of the Worker’s Party, see Karpat (1967). On the intellectual background to 
radicalisation see Blanchard (1976) and also Landau (1974). 
10 Ahmad (1993: 254–55). 
11 An early definitive account of the 1968 student movement in Turkey is Szyliowicz (1972). 
12 Belge (psued. Ahmet Samim) (1987: 157). 
13 Türkeş’ movement’s embrace of Islam was essentially cynical. Until 1969, he had been an outspoken 
champion of Turkish secularism, but in the run-up to the elections that year he changed course and began 
to emphasize Islam as a part of the Turkish national heritage. As Zürcher (2004: 257) notes: “For 
Türkeş, although not necessarily for his followers, this was clearly a tactical move, intended to catch votes.” 
14 See Landau (1974: 208–17, 1982: 593–94). 
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organization, whose members called themselves Bozkurtlar (Grey Wolves), after a figure in pre-

Islamic Turkish mythology. In December 1968, the Wolves began a campaign to intimidate leftist 

students, teachers, publicists, booksellers and, finally, politicians.  

In parallel, Turkey witnessed the rise of a genuine political Islam for the first time since 

1923. In contrast to Türkeş’ cynical Islamo-nationalism, Necmettin Erbakan’s National Order 

Party (NOP), founded in January 1970, was committed to genuine Islamism. Erbakan’s Turkish 

brand of political Islam emerged at a time where political Islam elsewhere in the Middle East was 

on the rise.15 Erbakan was adept at peeling off the small artisans, tradesman, and rural workers 

who suffered from economic developments in the 1960s. 

Over the course of the 1960s, the military had continued to become more ‘socially closed’ 

and its officer corps more and more isolated from the society around it.16 At the same time, it had 

become increasingly conservative, status quo oriented and anti-communist.17 Following the end of 

General Gürsel’s presidency in 1966, Chief of General Staff Cevdet Sunay was elected to replace 

him. The new president and the high command looked increasingly askance at the radical 

transformation of Turkish political mise en scène, as leftist thought flourished and as Kemalism lost 

favour as the principal ideological force in society.  

Political violence continued to escalate through 1969 and 1970. At the same time, 

emboldened by the more open atmosphere guaranteed by the 1961 Constitution, “the Islamist 

movement had become more aggressive and [the NOP] openly rejected Atatürk and Kemalism, 

infuriating the armed forces.”18 By the end of 1970, the country appeared to be in a state of total 

chaos. Universities were paralysed by campus violence and the targeting of academics by right-

wing gangs. Latin American-style urban warfare became the norm as radical groups engaged in 

armed robbery, kidnapping, and bombings. Industrial strife was endemic. Through March 1971, it 

became increasingly clear to President Sunay and the armed forces leadership that Prime Minister 

Süleyman Demirel of the Justice Party (JP, the principal DP successor party), who had succeeded 

                                                 
15 For a thoroughly well-researched and insightful recent work on the emergence of political Islam in 
Turkey, see Eligür (2010 esp. Ch. 2.) See also the chapter on ‘Islam and Electoral Behaviour: Changing 
Patterns and the Rise of the National Salvation Party’ in Toprak (1981: 91–121). On the transnational nature 
of the rise of political Islam in the Middle East from the 1960s, see Kepel (2002). 
16 Aydınlı (2009). 
17 According to Hale (1994: 177): “In 1963 a ‘Society for the Struggle against Communism’ had been 
founded, of which Cemal Gursel had allowed himself to be made honorary chairman. As Chief of the 
General Staff after 1966, Cemal Tural launched a fierce anti-communist crusade in the army, 
distributing copies of a brochure entitled The Struggle against Subversive Activities to all units, and 
preaching against the 'subversive and dangerous activities […] being hatched by Communists’ in Turkey.” 
18 Ahmad (1993: 147). 
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Ismet Inönü as Prime Minister in 1965, was out of his depth, and that some kind of intervention 

would be required.19 

 
Guardian response: The 1971 intervention –first crisis of the judicial guardian order 
 

The first crisis of the judicial guardian order in Turkey occurred when the army issued its 

‘memorandum’ to the political realm demanding a more concerted response to the radicalization 

on the streets and the breakdown in law and order. It did not at this moment, as Heper notes, 

“actually takeover the government but closely manipulated the formation of cabinets and their 

policies.”20 Demirel resigned immediately, and an army-backed, ‘nonpartisan’ technocratic regime 

– a ‘credible government in the spirit of Atatürkism’, as the army had it – was installed. Not long 

after martial law was proclaimed in key provinces. The ‘12 March regime’ would last until fresh 

elections were held in October 1973, during which time the military-dominated National Security 

Council (NSC) assumed a critical role directing large swathes of policy and directing a military 

project aimed at re-engineering the guardian order.21 

The military was sure that the 1961 settlement itself was to blame for the crisis. From its 

perspective, the settlement – far from restoring and reinforcing Republican hegemony as intended 

– had actually worked to undermine it. The military high command pinned the blame squarely on 

the expansive social rights of the 1961 constitution, and the open discursive environment that they 

created, which it increasingly came to see as a ‘luxury’ a socio-economically underdeveloped state 

such as Turkey could ill-afford. At the behest of the NSC and backed by all the parties of the right, 

therefore, a series of constitutional amendments were introduced that sought to severely narrow 

the parameters of substantive political action. Of critical importance was the way in which these 

amendments sought to dramatically reduce the institutional autonomy of the military’s partners in 

the deep state; namely, the judiciary – particularly the CCT – and the other guardian bureaucratic 

institutions that had been constructed during the 1961 settlement. Without consulting the judicial 

guardians, the military-backed regime introduced changes to dramatically reduce the scope of the 

exercise of judicial power, particularly in relation to oversight of the executive. A further 

                                                 
19 As Ahmad (1993: 147) observes: “By the beginning of March, Demirel had been eclipsed by the rapidly 
deteriorating situation which he no longer controlled. A meeting of his party’s assembly group on 8 March 
showed that he no longer enjoyed its confidence and the pashas learned of this immediately from their 
confidants in the Justice Party […] Two days later, they met and decided that Demirel would have to go 
since he no longer enjoyed the full support of his own party.” 
20 Heper (1976: 513). 
21 For a more detailed discussion of the role of the NSC in policy development during the martial law 
regime, see Hale (1994: 201–2). 
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amendment forestalled the capacity of the CCT to counter these changes, prohibiting it from 

reviewing constitutional amendments except in their procedural validity. 22 

The martial law regime was brought to an end with a general election held in October 

1973. It had succeeded in restoring law and order, clearing terrorists off the streets and bringing 

calm to the university campuses.23  Yet this would prove a temporary reprieve. In the first place, 

none of the substantive underlying causes of the political violence had been resolved. Moreover, 

new catalysts would soon enough emerge, resulting in new, and even more deadly, cycle of political 

violence. Fundamental weaknesses in the political realm precluded successive administrations from 

forming an effective policy response to the terrorist violence, propelling Turkey towards virtual 

state collapse in 1979–80.  The crisis reached its denouement with the decisive intervention of the 

military in September 1980, and the formation of a new, highly militarised, guardian order. As the 

military advanced this reordering, two principal axes of contention emerged, the first between the 

RPP and the military, and the second between the armed forces and the judiciary, and in particular 

the Constitutional Court of Turkey (CCT). 

 
1974–1980: Collapse of the judicial guardian order 
 

As mentioned, the martial law regime of 1971–73 had largely contained the worst of the politically-

motivated terrorism, but by the late 1970s a new wave of political violence emerged, this time on 

a far more frightening scale. The tempo of political violence rose rapidly from the mid-1970s, and 

there was a dramatic rise in the numbers killed in terrorist incidents.24 During the nation’s 

‘Hobbesian’ period (1978–1980) in particular, “there was real anxiety that Turkey might be slipping 

down the path of the Lebanon, into a state of complete anarchy, in which society was ruled by 

political gunmen.”25  

As in the 1960s, extremist ideological conflict began on the campuses. The opening of the 

academic year in October 1974 saw violent clashes between left and right wing students in Istanbul 

and Ankara. Again, conflict quickly spread to the wider society.26 Additionally, the radical 

ideological violence mapped on to existing communal cleavages and tensions, most notably 

                                                 
22 Belge (2006: 679). 
23 Hale (1994: 196–97). 
24 From fewer than 40 in 1975, deaths tripled to 108 in 1976 and again to 319 in 1997. 1,095 were killed 
in 1978, 1,362 in 1979, and during the first nine months of 1980 alone, 1,928 people lost their lives. Over 
the course of 1979–80, nearly eight people on average per day were killed in politically motivated violence. 
For details see Sayari (2010: 202). 
25 Hale (1994: 224). 
26 Sayari (2010: 202). 
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between Turkey's majority Sunni Muslim and minority Alevi communities.27  In addition, Kurdish 

ethnic separatists, who had previously fallen under the umbrella of the main leftist urban terror 

groups formed their own networks and joined the fray.28 

Another factor was the involvement of the Soviet Union, which many analysts argued 

played a crucial role in both arming and financing terrorism, and in providing logistical support.29 

One analysis points out that arms worth over $300 million were later captured from the terrorists 

- far more than could have been raised internally from the proceeds of bank robberies or the like.30 

In some cases, the Turkish authorities uncovered large shipments of arms destined for Turkey and 

supplied by Bulgaria. Following the 1980 coup, the Soviets were fingered as the principal cause of 

Turkey’s terrorism problem. According to the junta, extensive training, logistical, and financial 

support from ‘‘certain neighboring states,’’ a euphemism used with reference primarily to the 

Soviet Union, Bulgaria, and Syria. 

Between 1978 and 1980, Turkey entered the darkest chapter of its modern history: the 

nation’s ‘Hobbesian’ period. From mid-1978 the character of the violence changed as radical 

groups began to target specific public figures either as reprisals or as a warning to other groups.31 

As Hale notes, “many officers that the RPP, which had a number of deputies from the eastern 

provinces, was far too complaisant towards Kurdish separatism.”32 The fall of the Shah’s regime 

in Iran in January 1979 and the support for the Islamic Revolution put out by Erbakan as a vocal 

opponent of Demirel’s ‘national front’ government. 33 Worse, in a move that infuriated the 

                                                 
27 As Ahmad (1993: 171) details: “As a persecuted minority, Alevi communities had traditionally been strong 
supporters of the secular state and the RPP. They became the targets of the Action Party’s Grey Wolves 
who denounced them as communists.” For a further discussion of how communities were caught up in the 
violence, see Sayari (2010: 204).  
28 Sayari (2010: 203). 
29 The leading exponent of this view was the American analyst and Turkey specialist in the US national 
security establishment, Paul Henze (1981, 1983). Claire Sterling (1981, pp. 228–46) provided a similar 
analysis. 
30 Henze (1983: 61–63). 
31 Notable causalities included Professor Bedrettin Cömert (July 1978) Milliyet’s editor, Abdi Ipekçi 
(February 1979), former prime minister Nihat Erim and Kemal Türkler, a former trade union grandee (July 
1980) For an extensive treatment of politically-motivated killings of public notables, see Ahmad (1993: 171) 
and Zürcher (2004: 264). 
32 Hale (1994: 233). 
33 Eligür (2010: 62) notes, “The Islamic Revolution in Iran in 1979 […] became an admired model among 
Islamists in Turkey [who …] despite sectarian differences, were very affected by the doctrines and 
implementations of the Iranian Revolution […] The Islamists in Turkey admired Khomeini’s establishment 
of a state based on Islam.” 



 

198 
 

staunchly secular military establishment, he hosted a public event on 6 September 1980 celebrating 

the revolution that was widely seen as disrespecting the secular order of the state.34   

By mid-1979 it was clear that a fundamental rupture had opened up both within the deep 

state (between the military and the judiciary) and between the military and the political realm more 

generally. The rupture presaged the collapse of the judicial guardian order. The fundamental 

catalyst was a recognition by the military that the political order had drifted dangerously far from 

its Kemalist tenets and that virtually every other institution within the Turkish political mise en scène 

had more or less abandoned its commitment to Atatürk’s vision of secular and unitary Turkish 

national state with a long-term Western vocation. It would fall to the Turkish Armed Forces to 

save the nation and restore Atatürk’s hegemony. Through the early hours of the night of 11-12 

September 1980, as Zürcher notes, “the tanks began to roll. By 4.00 a.m. the action was completed 

and the civilian regime was brought to an end.”35  

 
1980 Coup and the militarization of the Turkish deep state 

As they had done in March 1971 and in May 1960, the military justified its coming to power in 

terms of political order and stability and upholding the Kemalist state. Unlike in 1971 however, 

the declaration of martial law was accompanied by a more or less complete shutdown of the public 

sphere. Especially in Istanbul, the centre of intellectual life and of the press, this led to continuous 

series of closures of newspapers and arrests of journalists and editors. Even the 

venerable Cumhuriyet (Republic) newspaper, founded in1924 at the instigation of Atatürk himself, 

was shuttered, if temporarily. “In June 1981,” as Zürcher reports, “all public discussion of political 

matters was prohibited. In 1982, an NSC decree forbade the politicians, in almost Orwellian 

fashion, to discuss publicly the past, the present or the future.”36 

 
 
Institutional reorganization of the guardian order 

The military takeover on 12 September 1980 was more than an intervention to stem violence and 

restore order. In fact, it occasioned a top-down institutional reorganization of the deep state in 

Turkey. That institutional reorganization, engineered by the military high command, set out the 

                                                 
34 Coming so close to the coup, this event is sometimes presented as the ‘straw that broke the Camel’s back’ 
in the military intervention. Yet this could hardly have triggered military action, as planning was already well 
underway and the 12 September date had been chosen well in advance of the Islamists’ protest, a mere 
coincidence, if an infuriating one for the generals. 
35 Hale (1994: 238). 
36 Zürcher (2004: 279). 
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basic contours of political order that would emerge following the return to parliamentary 

democracy in 1983.  

Ideologically speaking, the transition from ‘liberal’ to highly militarized and ‘statist’ 

guardian order in Turkey reflected an assessment that the Republican alliance (RA) that had 

ungirded the period of the judicial guardian order had outlived its usefulness and that its partners 

in the RA had proven themselves incapable of their roles in guaranteeing the protection and 

flourishing of the values of the secular elite. The RPP had virtually abandoned Atatürkism in favour 

of a liberal social democracy that aided separatists and abetted terrorism, whereas the CCT had 

pandered to liberals and undermined the military's capability to manage internal radicals. The 

bureaucracy had allowed itself to become the site of patronage and co-optation from actors in the 

political sphere. To the military, it was clear that it would need to assume command of the alliance 

on its own terms in the new order.  

In essence, the transition reflected a move from a judicial to a military guardian order, a 

move reflected in the abandonment of the liberal 1961 Constitution in favour of the statist 1983 

Constitution. This shift was reflected symbolically in the decision by the new military junta to 

abandon not only the 1 May Labour Day holiday in Turkey but also the 27 May holiday 

commemorating the 1960 coup.37 The dual state structure was retained, but the deep state became 

highly militarised, with the judiciary relegated to a secondary, supporting position within the order. 

It became, in the words of Shambayati and Kirdiş an “administrative attaché” of the military within 

the deep state.38 

Three nested elements standout in terms of this institutional reorganization. The first is 

the increased role of the armed forces and the ‘demotion’ of the judiciary, as mentioned. There 

would be a continued role for the court as a defender of the order, and in particular as a functionary 

for party closure as a disciplinary measure against the ‘political realm’. However, it was clear the 

military was now at the apex, as exemplified by the enhanced tole of the NSC within the new 

order. The 1961 Constitution had envisaged the NSC originally an informal discussion forum to 

avoid the General Staff being isolated from the civilian executive as had occurred during the 

Menderes period. Having evolved into a more powerful vehicle for military influence, under the 

1983 Constitution it morphed into a fully blown tutelary institution, a kind of shadow cabinet able 

to dictate policy to the government of the day. Jenkins notes that certain provisions of Act 2945 

                                                 
37 Zürcher (2004: 279). 
38 Shambayati and Kirdiş (2009: 768). 
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on the National Security Council and the National Security Council General Secretariat (1983), 

created a framework that assigned broad powers to the Council “not just in the defence of Turkey's 

territory and its political and economic interests, but also the preservation of its Kemalist legacy.”39 

As Shambayati has observed:  

While the ‘decisions’ of the NSC are theoretically only advisory, and the final 
decision for their implementation is left to the council of ministers and the 
parliament, it is clear that the framers of the constitution conceived of the NSC 
as an important actor in the decision-making process.40 

The second institutional shift was an expanded presidency with more power to oversee the political 

realm and with the anticipation that this would remain a reserved domain of the military. As 

Shambayati notes, the military felt: 

that by augmenting the powers of the President they would allow for the 
continued participation of the military in policy-making after the transition to 
civilian rule. A provisional article of the constitution declared that General Evren, 
the leader of the 12 September 1980 military coup and one of the main authors of 
the constitution, would become President of the Republic upon the ratification of 
the constitution. Furthermore, the framers hoped that the pre-coup tradition of 
electing recently retired military commanders to the presidency would continue 
after the transition to civilian rule.41  

The president was also given extensive appointment powers, both over the courts but also to 

powerful state agencies, such as the Higher Education Authority (Yüksek Ögretim Kurulu, YÖK) 

The military had identified the universities as a critical space in which Kemalist cultural hegemony 

had been undermined, and sought a re-establishment of state control over them. A purge of 

“suspect” teachers, researchers and university professors and administrators was conducted with 

more than 300 academics dismissed in late 1982, followed by a second wave of dismissals early in 

1983. Many others resigned of their own accord because those fired also lost their pensions and 

the right ever again to hold a job in the public sector.  The November 1983 Law on Higher 

Education that established the YÖK was significant, for it allowed for centralized control of all 

key university appointments in the hands of the state (formally, in the president of the republic, 

exercised through the YÖK administration). The principle purpose of the YÖK according to 

Feroz Ahmad was “to ‘de-politicise’ the universities by purging all adherents of the centre-left and 

                                                 
39 Jenkins (2001: 49). 
40 Shambayati (2008: 102). 
41 Shambayati (2008: 104 fn 17). 
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placing education in the hand of the ‘nationalist conservatives’, the guardians of ideological purity 

in the 12 September regime.”42   

In summary, the new order became a statist-militarized guardian regime that took for its 

inspiration the Gaullist model of the French Fourth Republic. The overall structure of the system 

reflected at its core the deep concern of its military architects with political management and the 

institutional anticipation of crisis emanating from the political realm. Built in to it were two 

alternative 'modes,' which could be alternated depending on the crisis perceptions and political 

management needs of the (predominantly military) guardians. As Özbudun and Gençkaya observe:  

 
If the system functioned normally (i.e. without a crisis) it would be closer to a 
parliamentary government in which the prime minister, not the President of the 
Republic, would predominate; this is precisely what happened under the 
premiership of Turgut Özal (1983–1989). If, on the other hand, the party system 
failed to avoid or resolve crises, then ‘the substitute power’ of the president (or 
of the state apparatus as personified by the president) would grow, and the 
system would become closer to presidential.43  
 

 
HERITAGE: CONSOLIDATION OF A ‘STATIST’ GUARDIAN ORDER 
 

This new settlement established by the armed forces with the Constitution of 1982 relied on close 

cooperation between the judiciary and the military, to the extent that one observer had referred to 

the Turkish judiciary as “the civilian doppelganger to the military.”44 The Turkish military relied 

on the judiciary not only to defend the ‘civilizing mission’ of the state in the context of gradual 

democratization, but also to manage the political arena and facilitate the transformation of society.  

Yet at the same time, as detailed in the previous section, the new institutional arrangements 

ensured that the Turkish judiciary, and in particular the CCT could not overstep its bounds as it 

had during the 1970s, particularly in respect to questions of the autonomy of the military court 

system and questions of concrete judicial review. 

Two ‘threats’ emerged in the wake of the 1982–83 reorganization that saw the ‘statist’ 

guardian order consolidate, in the sense that the way in which these were dealt with were 

increasingly ‘securitized’ by the deep state. These were the separatist threats to the unitary character 

of the Turkish republic that came from the PKK and the Kurdish political movement within 

                                                 
42 Ahmad (1993: 185). 
43 Özbudun and Gençkaya (2009: 21). 
44 Patton (2007: 349). 
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Turkey more generally, and the rise after 1994 of political Islam, which the Turkish establishment 

commonly refers to as irtica (reaction).  

The focus of the military and judicial guardians on aspects of internal politics deemed 

threatening to the Kemalist character of the state emerged in one sense as a consequence of the 

success of the military regime in addressing the core challenges that brought it to power in the first 

place. In the period from September 1980 until the return to civilian rule, the principal focus of 

the military had been restoration of law and order and political stability and the policing of anti-

systemic popular movements (particularly leftist ones) and social radicalization. It was clear by the 

mid-1980s that the institutional reorganization of the deep state had resolved these questions for 

the most part, preventing them from returning to the political stage in any potent fashion. 

Therefore, it was the emergence of internal ethnic separatism and political Islam that 

occupied the attention of the deep state for most of the period in question. Institutionally, the 

military took the lead in defining and developing solutions to this challenge, while the judiciary 

worked in partnership reflecting its much-diminished role after the chaos of the late 1960s and 

1970s. 

 

The Kurdish question 
 

As established in the previous section, the institutional redesign undertaken by the armed forces 

in the period 1980–1982 resulted in a militarization of the guardian order. The onset of the Kurdish 

insurgency in 1984 corresponded with a securitization of domestic politics in Turkey, and the 

preoccupation of the armed forces (in partnership with the judiciary) with enforcing that.  
 

The PKK insurgency 

  

The Kurdistan Worker’s Party (in Kurdish: Partiya Karkerên Kurdistani, PKK) had formed in the late 

1970s under the leadership of Abdullah Öcalan as a response to the state oppression of the 

Kurdish people in relation to cultural and political rights and self-determination for the Kurds in 

Turkey. Given the broader context of intense ideological conflict being played out violently on the 

streets, the group failed to register in the public consciousness.45 Yet the PKK was working 

                                                 
45 The contributions in the volume edited by Fevzi Bilgin and Ali Sarihan (2013) provide a balanced account 
of the Kurdish issue in Turkish politics, the development of the PKK in that context, and the evolution of 
the Kurdish-Turkish peace process from the late 1990s through today. 
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assiduously in the background in the period after 1982 when the Iran–Iraq war offered Iraq’s 

Kurdish groups to flourish. The Marxist-oriented PKK took full advantage of this despite having 

a bone of contention with the more conservative Iraqi Kurdish groups, and as Zürcher notes: “the 

latter nevertheless allowed Öcalan’s followers to operate from [Kurdish] areas south of the Iraqi–

Turkish border.”46 It was from this moment on that the PKK was fully enabled in its capacities 

against the Turkish state. As Zürcher notes, the PKK now had  

two routes of infiltration into Turkey: directly from Syria and through Iraqi 
Kurdistan. The (banned) celebrations of the Kurdish New Year (Nevroz) on 
21 March 1984 signalled the start of the PKK’s guerrilla activity in the southeast. 
Since then, Nevroz has every year been the occasion for intensification of the 
PKK’s guerrilla warfare. The actual attacks on Turkish military posts started on 
15 August 1984 with simultaneous strikes on Eruh and Semdinli, two places 200 
kilometres apart.47  

 

From 1986 to 1992, the TAF more or less failed in its response to the PKK. At the same time, the 

conflict inflicted a heavy toll on the Turkish army and society. As Zürcher notes: “To solve these 

problems and improve coordination, a former MIT (intelligence) officer, Hayri Kozakçioglu, was 

appointed as ‘super governor’ (süpervali) in eight, and later in 11 provinces.”48 From 1992, the tide 

turned in favour of the state. Tactics began to change significantly when the Turkish army 

established a permanent presence in the inhospitable mountain ranges instead of working from 

town garrisons. This allowed them gradually to gain the initiative in the mid-1990s.49  

 
 

The Constitutional Court and the Kurdish parties 
  

At the same time, since the return to civilian government in 1983, Kurdish politicians have actively 

sought to influence the political process and represent the aspirations of the Kurdish people 

through the parliamentary system. Lamentably, the successive Kurdish parties that have formed 

to participate in parliamentary politics have generally met a high degree of hostility from the 

established political class and limited gains, at best, have been made in normalizing Kurdish 

representation at the national level.50   

                                                 
46 Zürcher (2004: 317). 
47 Zürcher (2004: 317). 
48 These 11 provinces together formed the ‘Extraordinary Zone’, known by its acronym OHAL in Turkey. 
From 2000 onwards the number of provinces in the OHAL was gradually reduced until it was 
finally abolished completely in November 2002. 
49 Zürcher (2004: 317). 
50 Zürcher (2004: 319). 
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Notwithstanding this social ostracism, the principal institutional mechanism used by the 

deep state to delimit the mainline Kurdish political project has been legal sanction, particularly 

judicial party closure. Since 1983, the Constitutional Court of Turkey (CCT) has banned six 

Kurdish parties on the grounds of separatism, contravening the unitary character of the Turkish 

state enshrined in the Constitution. In exercising this authority, the court has acted in conformity 

with its pre-eminent responsibility within the post-1983 guardian order to protect the regime and 

ensure the sustenance of the established order. The court has not seen its role as expanding 

individual rights against the state but rather to police the cultural and social domain for 

transgressions of the boundary around the secular character of public life and the unitary character 

of the Turkish state.  

In the 1980s, Kurdish representatives were domiciled for the most part within one of the 

mainline left-of-centre parties, the platform of which sought to work towards addressing the 

Kurdish question through the parliamentary process. After internal divisions in the late 1980s, ten 

Kurdish representatives set up their own Kurdish-identity party the People’s Labour Party (PLP) 

to campaign for Kurdish rights. As Zürcher notes: 

The chauvinist majority in Turkish politics considered the representatives of the 
PLP to be traitors and from the start they were targets for all kinds of petty 
harassment. The inauguration ceremony of the new members of the assembly in 
1991 turned into a scandal when a number of PLP representatives spoke in 
Kurdish. They also answered ‘Turkish’ when asked which foreign languages they 
knew in a questionnaire.51  

 

Secular establishment figures petitioned the CCT to ban the PLP on the grounds of separatism, 

which did so in July 1993 but by then a new party had formed to represent Kurdish interests. The 

successor to the PLP was itself persecuted by the political majority as much as its predecessor had 

been. The judiciary also took its role seriously, and, as Zürcher notes:  

Ankara’s chief prosecutor, Nusret Demiral, in December 1993 opened a case 
against the DP at [the CCT] and in March 1994 the immunity of the 
parliamentarians was lifted at the insistence of Prime Minister Çiller, who, during 
the election campaign of that month, would boast of ‘having chased the PKK out 
of the assembly’. Immediately afterwards they were arrested inside the National 
Assembly building. The party was banned in June 1994.52   

                                                 
51 Zürcher (2004: 319). 
52 Zürcher (2004: 320). 
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Undeterred, former members of the DP in the country went on to found yet another successor 

party again, the People’s Democracy Party (Halkın Demokrasi Partisi, HADEP), which, as Zürcher 

notes: 

did very well in the southeast in the 1995 elections, but failed to make any 
impression on the Kurdish electorate in the big cities. The DP members who had 
gone to Europe played a central role in the formation of the ‘Kurdish Parliament 
in Exile’, which convened for the first time in The Hague on 12 April 1995. 
HADEP was not banned at this point (not for want of trying on the part of the 
public prosecutors) but a number of its leaders received heavy prison sentences in 
June 1997.53 

In 2003 the CCT abolished HADEP. 

 
 
The rise of political Islam 
 

The 1982 had seen a return to civilian administration and the election of Turgut Özal’s Motherland 

Party to government. With his unique blend of leadership credentials, Özal emerged at the centre 

of the Turkish political mise-en-scène very much the man for the moment. The decade from his 

election in 1983 to his untimely death in 1993 established Özal as arguably the most influential 

Turkish political leader since Atatürk, in particular in terms of his stewardship of Turkey's 

transition from a policy of inwardly-focused, import-industrialising economic development to the 

model of neo-liberal globalization. At the same time, he heralded an opening of the political space 

and a shift in cultural styles that permitted a flowering of public Islam in Turkey.54 “The liberal 

administration of […] Turgut Özal,” as Nilüfer Göle notes, “introduced the institutions of a 

market economy and the privatization of the mass media. As a consequence, civil society and 

associative life [...] expanded, and non-governmental organizations [...] proliferated.”55  

As Turkey’s prime minister between 1983 and 1989, Özal presided over an unprecedented 

economic, social and cultural transformation. One crucial aspect of the Özal economic revolution 

was the tapping of new streams of external support to finance private export-led development, 

which would ultimately lead to the development of a new Turkish business elite of Muslim 

industrialists. The ramifications for Turkish politics were profound, for an economically 

                                                 
53 Zürcher (2004: 319–20). 
54 Öniş (2004: 113). For an incisive account of Özal’s leadership, readers might also usefully consult Acar 
(2002). 
55 Göle (1997: 47). 
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empowered Islamic bourgeoisie would emerge as a key challenge to the guardian order in the 

period 1995–1997. 

 
Accelerating capital inflows from Kuwait and Saudi Arabia were channelled into 

investment in small and medium-sized manufacturing firms in provincial Anatolian cities. The 

“Anatolian tigers” (Anadolu Kaplanlarz), as these new provincial industrial centres came to be 

known, quickly emerged as export hubs, particularly in sectors such as clothing and textiles, 

chemicals, automotive parts, building materials, and consumer goods and food products. As such 

they were well placed to take advantage of international trade liberalization in the 1980s, and the 

subsequent globalization of industrial supply chains, where labour-intensive manufacturing in 

decentralized and small-scale enterprises across the world were increasingly tapped to supply retail 

consumption in advanced capitalist countries. 

As Findley notes, the Anatolian Tigers emerged as industrial class set apart from the 

traditional industrialists of Istanbul and Ankara, who were more or less Westernized and 

secularized, and heavily reliant on state patronage. In contrast, the  

provincial entrepreneurs were more likely to mobilize capital through family or 
religious networks. They benefited from local craft traditions and nonunionized 
workforces and did not depend on state support or foreign investment [...] There 
were also cultural difference reminiscent of the Ottoman Muslim mercantile 
protobourgeoisie. Much of the old business elite was Westernized and secularized. 
In contrast, the Anatolia tigers were more likely to draw inspiration from religious 
movements and support political parties sympathetic to their values.56  

 
Under these conditions the Welfare Party (WP) of Necmettin Erbakan performed increasingly well 

in elections and in the 1995 elections the party won the plurality of votes. After inter-parliamentary 

wrangling, Erbakan became on 28 June 1996 Turkey’s twenty-third (and its first Islamist) prime 

minister.57 Having an Islamist in the prime ministership unsettled the secular establishment, 

particularly the military. The guardians viewed the WP-led government with extreme suspicion 

and its apparent fealty to Atatürk as a kind of taqiyya, or religiously-justified dissimulation.58 

                                                 
56 Findley (2010: 376). 
57 He had, however, served as deputy prime minister on several occasions in coalition governments in the 
1970s. 
58 The predominantly Shi'a Muslim practice of taqiyya is religiously-justified dissimulation, whereby a 
believing individual denies or hides his faith commitments in order to evade persecution or sanction. The 
doctrine of taqiyya emerged to protect the persecuted Shi'ia minority in Islamic societies from the late 9th 
century. Sunni Islam, being the majority sect across the Muslim world, had less need for such a notion, 
although the Sunni concept of idtirar roughly corresponds. Secularists would have been accurate had they 
referred to kitman (secrecy, concealment), which is a subfield of hiyal (the science of deception or legal 
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Tensions rose through 1996 and in to 1997 as WP deputies (although not the senior leadership) 

made inflammatory statements that rattled the secular establishment.  

The military announced the formation of a new outfit within the headquarters of the 

General Staff, the Western Study Group (Bati Calisma Grubu, BCG)59 to gather intelligence on 

Islamist activities within Turkey. The Islamist-led government was not privy to the workings of 

the group, but its announcement signalled that the army and the government were on a collision 

course. As Cizre noted contemporaneously:  

It is clear that BCG was set up out of the realization that because the National 
Intelligence Agency […] was responsible to the Prime Minister and police 
intelligence to the Minister of the Interior (in turn answerable to the Prime 
Minister), intelligence reporting on extreme Islamic activities was bound to be 
tempered by the more permissive attitude of the civilians. Therefore, the General 
Staff felt that it would be safer to set up BCG as its own intelligence department 
vis-a-vis Islamic activity.60  

 
Matters came to a head in February 1997, culminating in the National Security Council meeting of 

February 28, after which the suspension of normal politics and military-organised secular 

correction began, a [course of events] that is now generally known as the “February 28 Process”. 

At the 28 February NSC meeting, the commanders submitted their views on the existential threat 

that they believed anti-secular activities posed to the republic to the government. At the end of the 

meeting, the military presented the government with a list of eighteen drastic recommendations – 

effectively an ultimatum to the government to implement or resign. Most significantly, the system 

of imam-hatip schools which the military had correctly assessed as critical to the expansion of 

Islamist networks since 1980s was abolished, to be replaced with eight-year mandatory secular 

schooling until aged 14. Military institutions and personnel were to be actively involved in the 

administration and oversight of all these measures.61 Naturally, these measures would prove 

                                                 
trickery), consisting of the art of making ambiguous statements, paying lip-service to authority while 
reserving personal opposition, in a kind of political camouflage or what Latin moral theologians would 
call mentalis restrictio or reservatio mentalis. 
59 As Güney (2002: 167 fn 17) noted contemporaneously that “The name of the group comes from Turkey's 
secular, democratic structure which it perceives as Western-oriented, and which aims to send the message 
that they are combating fundamentalist threats backed by neighbouring eastern countries […] The West 
Working Group is authorised to demand directly any information from all military headquarters and 
intelligence department, and from other state intelligence institutions such as the National Intelligence 
Agency.” 
60 Cizre (2003: 219). 
61 Sengupta (2014: 27 fn 1). 
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impossible for Erbakan to justify to his political base, and Erbakan resigned in the summer of 

1997.62  

 
 
The Constitutional Court and the Islamic parties 

  
Meanwhile, the judicial arm of the deep state took the opportunity to support the guardian order, 

by disciplining the Welfare Party by exercising exercise its authority to ban political parties. In late 

May 1997, the virulently secular chief public prosecutor, Vural Savaş, presented a petition to the 

CCT calling for the closure of the Welfare Party on the basis that it become the “centre of activities 

contrary to the principles of secularism” and thus in violation of the provisions of Article 68 of 

the 1982 Constitution.63 On 16 January 1998, the Court ruled in favour of closure of the Welfare 

Party, at the same time barring Erbakan personally from politics for five years (subsequently 

extended to a life-time ban). Other leading WP figures were also targeted by the judiciary, most 

notably the popular WP mayor of Istanbul, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan. In April of 1998, Erdoğan 

who later served as prime minister of Turkey (2003–2014) and current serves as president, was 

convicted of inciting anti-secular sentiment for reciting poetry (written, ironically, by a leading 

Ottoman secular nationalist, Ziya Gökalp) at an election rally and was handed a ten-month prison 

sentence.  

 
The deep state ‘triumphant’ 
 
The Turkish deep state reached the pinnacle of its power in the ten-year period between the 

February 28 Process in 1997 and the 2007 Presidential elections in Turkey, when this thesis reaches 

its conclusion in terms of empirical analysis. Demirel – who had been a vocal critic of the WP 

government led by Erbakan– served as president until May 2000, when he was replaced by Ahmet 

Sezer. As mentioned in Chapter 6, President Sezer emerged as the most tutelary president in since 

General Evren, leader of the 1980 – 982 military junta, and a bulwark of the guardian order in the 

‘triumphant’ period that was the heritage of the critical juncture. As Özbudun observes, Sezer 

“used his tutelary powers even more often and more eagerly than General Evren, thus leading to 

                                                 
62 Heper and Güney (2000: 645). 
63 As Eligür (2010: 226–27) observes: “Savaş, in support of his application, referred to the WP’s advocacy 
of wearing Islamic headscarves in state schools and public  administrative buildings; Erbakan’s and the WP 
members’ call for the establishment of an Islamist regime in Turkey; WP Minister of Justice Sevket Kazan’s 
visit to the WP mayor of Sincan in prison; Erbakan’s hosting of Islamic brotherhood (tarikat) leaders at the 
prime ministry residence during Ramadan; the speeches of several WP members, including some in high 
office, calling for the establishment of an Islamist regime in Turkey and advocating the elimination of the 
opponents of this policy, if necessary by force; and the WP’s refusal to open disciplinary proceedings against 
those party members.”  
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frequent frictions with both the coalition government of Bulent Ecevit and […] Recep Tayyip 

Erdogan. The latter was also in constant conflict with the Constitutional Court and [the Higher 

Education Board], both strongly influenced by Sezer's appointments.”64 

Indeed, the election of the Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi, 

AKP) to power in 2002 was a tremendous challenge to the deep state. The election of a 

government headed by former Islamists little more than five years after the 1997 intervention, 

presented something of an existential challenge to the Atatürkist establishment. The scope of the 

AKP’s victory was also impactful. After the closure of the WP, the Milli Görüş parties had split into 

a ‘modernist’ wing under Erdoğan and Abdullah Gül that badged itself as ‘conservative democrat’ 

(the AKP) and a more ‘traditionalist’ wing in the form of the Virtue Party. The AKP under the 

leadership of Gül and Erdoğan, a politician with a proven track record of dealing successfully with 

the socioeconomic problems of the population of Istanbul, seized on socioeconomic grievances 

in the national electorate as a political opportunity during the 2002 election campaign.65 In the 

November elections, the AKP trounced the latter, taking 34 per cent of the popular vote to 

Virtue’s 2.5 per cent.66 A particular design feature of Turkey’s electoral system encourages 

parliamentary majoritarianism and so despite achieving considerably less than half the popular 

vote, the AKP took half the seats in the Grand National Assembly and were able to form the first 

single-party government in Turkey since 1989. 

For the Kemalist elites, the AKP's ritual obeisance to the principles of secularism, it's 

avowal of Turkey's Western orientation and European vocation, and its public commitment to 

liberalization and democratization in that context were widely seen as a form of taqiyya 

(dissimulation or sacred deception), in a similar vein to Erbakan's commitments to the secular-

democratic order in the mid-1990s. The claim here was that the AKP was in reality ‘Islamist’ and 

merely hiding its agenda of establishing an Islamist regime in Turkey, a ruse to gain a legitimate 

place in the political system and to consolidate its power.67 Nevertheless, the magnitude of the 

AKP’s electoral win, the political legitimacy that victory engendered, and the unequivocal 

commitments that Abdullah Gül, Erdoğan and other leading AKP figures made to Atatürkist 

shibboleths, including the secular-democratic order and EU accession, left the traditional 

establishment on the horns of a dilemma. As a result of the election, regime guardians, with the 

                                                 
64 Özbudun (2012: 153). 
65 Eligür (2010: 243). 
66 Eligür (2010: 243–44) 
67 Hale and Özbudun (2009: 22) See also Baran (2008: 59). 
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notable exception of President Ahmet Sezer (see discussion below) adopted what might be called 

a cautious wait-and-see approach68   

The guardians took two distinct approaches to the AKP. The first was to issue warnings 

and to an extent vetoes, and the second to mobilize public opinion against it. The key actor on the 

‘warning’ side was the staunchly secular president, Ahmet Sezer, who – as mentioned – was elected 

to the office in 2000 after Demirel’s term ended and whose interventions in the political realm 

were discussed at length in Chapter 6 (pp 183-87). Indeed, with the clear electoral mandate of the 

AKP precluding any extra-constitutional action by the armed forces for the moment, the focus of 

the guardian order shifted to those elements of the Kemalist establishment also with legitimate 

authority to act in the political realm, namely President Sezer and the opposition RPP, led by arch-

Kemalist Deniz Baykal. Baykal had been a vocal supporter of the February 28 process, and a 

staunch defender of the secular order in the period after the fall of the Erbakan government. 

Outnumbered almost two-to-one in the Grand National Assembly by the AKP's 341-odd deputies, 

the RPP nevertheless proved vocally critical of the government, and took every opportunity to 

warn against any hint of what Baykal called ‘creeping Islamicization’ in government policy.69  

Sezer would continue to issue these ‘warnings’ to the AKP until his replacement by the 

AKP nominee Abdullah Gül in the 2007 presidential elections (see discussion below). As Zürcher 

notes, “Sezer had only been in office for a few months when he refused to sign the presidential 

decree that would allow the dismissal of public servants on political grounds” that is when under 

suspicion of fundamentalist leanings, a move that “set the tone” for his presidency in fact.70 Sezer 

stymied and blocked the AKP government at every turn. As the chief justice of the CCT before 

his appointment to the presidency, Sezer had voted with the majority in closing down the AKP’s 

predecessor, the WP. He made no secret of his dislike of the AKP and its policies after he became 

president.   

For its part, the AKP took a cautious approach and deliberately avoided confrontation 

with the guardian elites.71 In this sense, the first period of AKP rule from 2002 to 2007 was a 

period of sound governance, economic stabilization, cautious reform and for the most part of 

studied detente between defensive state elites and the insurgent AKP. As Çınar observes:  

 

                                                 
68 Aydınlı (2009; 582); Hale and Özbudun (2009: 82–83). 
69 Baykal (2003) cited in Çınar (2008: 114). 
70 Zürcher (2004: 305). 
71 Salt (2015: 124). 
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The [AKP’s] power-sharing strategy with the establishment [was] centred on 
a moderate non-polarizing discourse avoiding ostentatious and exaggerated 
signs of religiosity and raising issues about Islamic identity in the language of 
individual freedoms. Moreover, the [government] tried to forestall political 
tension by assuring the establishment that it would seek their consensus in 
matters relating to Islamic identity. These have been a permanent feature of 
the [AKP’s] attempts at reaching a modus vivendi with the establishment.72 
 

The military thus let other outriders in the guardian network take the lead in opposing and 

‘disciplining’ the AKP in the public sphere. Nevertheless, in 2007 the military felt compelled to act 

when the end of Sezer’s term was approaching and it was clear that the AKP majority in the 

parliament would put the government in a strong position to determine a replacement. Neither of 

the two names put about – Erdoğan and Foreign Minister Gül, who had served as prime minister 

in 2002–03 – was acceptable to the guardians. The presidency was viewed as a redoubt of the deep 

state and any attempt by an ‘Islamist’ to assume the position would be met with a powerful 

response accordingly. In any event, Erdogan decided not to run himself and on April 24, Erdogan 

publicly named foreign minister Abdullah Gul as the government’s official candidate. A moderate 

and popular minister, Gul nevertheless hailed from the same Islamist background as Erdogan. 

Gul’s wife also wears the headscarf.  

The military responded with the so-called ‘e-memorandum’ on the night of 27 April, 

whereby the Chief of the General Staff office made public on its internet site the following stern 

declaration:  

 
In recent days, the problem that came to the fore in the presidential election 
process is focused on a debate concerning secularism. This situation is 
followed with concern by the Turkish Armed Forces(TAF). It should not be 
forgotten that the TAF is party in this debate and the firm defender of 
secularism. Furthermore, the TAF will express its position and attitudes 
openly and clearly whenever it is necessary. The TAF maintains its 
unswerving determination to fully perform its duties given to it by laws to 
protect these features.73  

 

In the immediate aftermath of the ‘e-memorandum’, the chief of the military met Erdoğan in 

Istanbul a meeting that Hale and Özbudun  report continued for more than two hours. As they 

note, “No official announcement was made afterwards, except that 'the general situation was 

evaluated'. There was nonetheless speculation that the e-memorandum and the presidential 

                                                 
72 Çınar (2011:  111). 
73 Cited in Hale and Özbudun (2009:  39-40). 
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elections had been on the agenda.  It would seem likely that some sort of accommodation was 

reached, since the army then pulled in its horns over the presidential issue.”74 The RPP and the 

judiciary were then largely left to carry on the struggle alone.75  

The second mode of response from the deep state was to mobilize what might be called 

the ‘civil society’ outriders in the guardian network – the media and other popular and populist 

elements within Turkish society itself. Significantly, these had been involved as well in the ouster 

of the WP government under Erbakan during the ‘February 28 process’. 

A little background is in order, briefly. The expansive Islamist civil society discussed in the 

previous sections had been met from 1989 with a resurgence of ‘popular’ Atatürkism and an 

attendant flowering of autonomous Atatürkist civil society, especially in Ankara, Istanbul and 

Izmir. Central here was the formation of the Atatürkist Thought Association (Atatürkçü Düsünce 

Dernegi, ADD) in 1989. The ADD, a strongly secular organization promoting Atatürkist principles 

through public education (often sponsoring mass rallies), is known particularly for initiating court 

cases against web sites which insult Atatürk, or with links to sites that insult Atatürk.  

Violent events in the 1990s had also conspired to bring a more prominent role to public 

displays of Kemalist fealty after the Cold War. As Zürcher notes, the 1993 bombing that resulted 

in the death of the famous journalist, Uğur Mumcu “brought the secularists out onto the streets.” 

For the general public, this was something of the last straw as they felt it was a sign that creeping 

Islamization of society was really beginning to bite. As Zürcher details it: 

The public’s indignation not only concerned the murders themselves, but also the 
seemingly half-hearted attempts of the police and the state prosecutors to find the 
killers. Feeling themselves threatened in their way of life by the Islamists, many 
former liberals and even socialists among Turkey’s intellectuals reacted by 
reconverting to classic Kemalism in the early 1990s.”76  

In any event, at the beginning of 2007 with the term of President Sezer drawing to a close and 

elections approaching, the ADD was central in organising a series of high-profile and very well 

attended rallies in Istanbul and Ankara (and, indeed, other cities). It is in this context that Turkey 

entered its short, if notable, period of “rally politics” The “Republic Protests” (Cumhuriyet Mitingleri) 

were effectively a counter-mobilization strategy that began just before the start of the 2007 

presidential election process, largely in support of a strict principle of state secularism.  

                                                 
74 Hale and Özbudun (2009: 90). 
75 Eligür (2010: 67–68). 
76 Zürcher (2004: 290). 
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The first protest took place in Tandoğan square in Ankara in April of 2007.  The slogan 

of the protest was “Reclaim Your Republic”. The first protest was one of the largest in Turkish 

history, was attended by as many as one million citizens and was designed explicitly to convince 

Erdoğan not to nominate himself for the post. As we have seen, Erdoğan decided not to run for 

president but instead nominated Gül. Through April and May, the rallies continued and hundreds 

of thousands (some estimates said one million) of people gathered for the second in Çaglayan 

square in Istanbul against the candidacy of Abdullah Gül who, as mentioned, had been nominated 

on April 24. Amid deep polarization and much violence further rallies were held. On May 13, the 

fifth and final rally took place in Gündoğdu square in the Aegean city of Izmir. Reportedly over 

one million people gathered there. In the event, Gul was elected and assumed the presidency on 

November 2007. 

 
SUMMARY  
 

This chapter has addressed in detail the ‘regime legacies’ in the Turkish case. This consisted in two 

parts – the ‘aftermath’ of the critical juncture, and the ‘heritage’ of the critical juncture. In the first 

part, the chapter outlined how almost immediately after the close of the critical juncture in 1962, 

challenges to the new order emerged. It detailed then how in the period between 1962 and 1980, 

Turkey’s liberal-judicial guardian order came under increasing strain as the Turkish political system 

increasingly radicalized. The first crisis of the judicial guardian order in Turkey occurred when the 

army issued its March 1971 ‘memorandum’ to the political realm demanding a more concerted 

response to the radicalization on the streets and the breakdown in law and order.  

Then in September 1980, the guardians responded with a complete takeover of the system, 

a state of exception that would result in a top-down institutional reorganization of the deep state 

in Turkey. The chapter showed how, ideologically speaking, the transition from ‘liberal’ to highly 

militarized and ‘statist’ guardian order in Turkey reflected an assessment that the Republican 

alliance (RA) that had ungirded the period of the judicial guardian order had outlived its usefulness 

and that its partners in the RA had proven themselves incapable of their roles in guaranteeing the 

protection and flourishing of the values of the secular elite. The RPP had, according to the army, 

virtually abandoned Atatürkism in favour of a liberal social democracy that aided separatists and 

abetted terrorism, whereas the CCT had pandered to liberals and undermined the military's 

capability to manage internal radicals. The bureaucracy had allowed itself to become the site of 

patronage and co-optation from actors in the political sphere. To the military, it was clear that it 

would need to assume command of the alliance on its own terms in the new order.  
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In essence, the transition reflected a move from a judicial to a military guardian order, a 

move reflected in the abandonment of the liberal 1961 Constitution in favour of the statist 1983 

Constitution. This new settlement established by the armed forces with the Constitution of 1982 

relied on close cooperation between the judiciary and the military, to the extent that one observer 

had referred to the Turkish judiciary as “the civilian doppelganger to the military.” The Turkish 

military relied on the judiciary not only to defend the ‘civilizing mission’ of the state in the context 

of gradual democratization, but also to manage the political arena and facilitate the transformation 

of society.  Yet at the same time, as detailed in the previous section, the new institutional 

arrangements ensured that the Turkish judiciary, and in particular the CCT could not overstep its 

bounds as it had during the 1970s, particularly in respect to questions of the autonomy of the 

military court system and questions of concrete judicial review. 

Two ‘threats’ emerged in the wake of the 1982–83 reorganization that saw the ‘statist’ 

guardian order consolidate, in the sense that the way in which these were dealt with were 

increasingly ‘securitized’ by the deep state. These were the separatist threats to the unitary character 

of the Turkish republic that came from the PKK and the Kurdish political movement within 

Turkey more generally, and the rise after 1994 of political Islam. The Turkish deep state reached 

the pinnacle of its power (‘regime consolidation’) in the ten-year period between the February 28 

Process in 1997 and the 2007 presidential elections in Turkey, when this thesis reaches its 

conclusion in terms of empirical analysis. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
REGIME LEGACIES: FROM ‘STATIST’ TO 
‘LIBERAL-JUDICIAL’ GUARDIAN ORDER IN 
THAILAND, 1981–2006 
 
 
 
Between May 1992 and the promulgation of Thailand’s sixteenth constitution in October 1997, a 
remarkable realignment of social forces occurred, enabling a liberal political agenda to emerge [for 
the first time] as a feasible project.1 

 
Michael Kelly Connors, Scholar of Thai political development 

 
 

This chapter follows on from Chapter 7, which explored the two dimensions of ‘regime legacies’ 

– the critical juncture ‘aftermath’ and the ‘heritage’ – of Turkey (see Figure 7.1, p. 191). This 

chapter explores the evolution of the Thai guardian order through the 1980s and into the 1990s, 

culminating in the promulgation of the widely heralded ‘People’s Constitution’ of 1997 and the 

rise of Thaksin Shinawatra in the period 1997–2005. Chapter 5 outlined how, at the end of the 

1970s, a royalist-led guardian order emerged in Thailand, in which the state was bifurcated into an 

‘outer state’ or ‘political realm’ of representative institutions and parliamentary government and an 

‘inner state’ dominated by the palace and military networks. The palace network, led by the king’s 

proxy General Prem Tinsulanond settled on a hybrid ‘dual governance structure’ referred to widely 

in Thailand as ‘semi-democracy’ or more colloquially as ‘Premocracy.’ 

This chapter proceeds in two parts. The first details the institutional structure of the 

guardian order under General Prem, with a particular focus on its critical weaknesses, including 

reliance on the armed forces and the failure to institutionalize the order in any permanent way. 

Section two explores the expansion of the political realm, which as seen in Turkey in the previous 

chapter increasingly emerged autonomous under conditions of neo-liberal globalization, as 

Thailand was incorporated into the East Asian economic order. At one point in the 1980s the 

fastest growing economy on earth, economic and social transformation from 1985 led to an 

increasingly vocal business and civil society seeking to expand the independent political power of 

representative institutions. This culminated in the election in 1989 of the Chatichai government, 

                                                 
1  Connors (2007: 153). 
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the first post-Prem civilian government, which set about tentatively dismantling elements of the 

Thai guardian order. The third part of the chapter outlines the palace-military networks’ response 

to the Chatichai regime and its anti-guardian tendencies, with the return to outright military 

praetorianism in the February 1991 coup d’état. The coup and subsequent attempts by the palace 

and the military to promote a retrograde constitution in late 1991 led to widespread mass protests, 

culminating in the 1991–92 political crisis and the military-led crackdown of Black May (18–20 

May 1992). The palace role in the crisis is discussed at length. The final section of the chapter 

addresses the emergence of royalist liberal elite reform projects in the context of the military’s 

banishment from the political mise-en-scène after the May 1992 crisis. Here, an elite cadre of pro-

monarchist liberals in the tradition of Thai royalist liberalism sought a new political settlement that 

would set the foundations for the emergence of a royalist-judicial guardian order, providing 

Thailand with its first genuinely institutionalized political order. Overwhelmingly tutelary, it 

nevertheless sought to entrench a process whereby representative institutions and a democratic 

political culture might emerge in Thailand, within the hegemonic ideological frame of Democracy 

with the King as Head of State (DKHS). 

 

AFTERMATH: THE TRANSITION AWAY FROM ‘STATIST’ GUARDIAN ORDER 
 

As in Turkey after the 1961 settlement and closure of the critical juncture in Thailand almost 

immediately, new challenges to the order laid down in its 1981 settlement emerged. It is useful to 

think of these as consisting in two dimensions. The first was the extensive fissiparousness among 

the guardian elites in Thailand – the military in particular, but to an extent also the palace. The 

second was the extensive liberalization of the Thai economy and society that resulted in a 

dramatically expanded socio-political space for new voices and interests to make themselves 

known in the political realm and challenges to the statist guardian order from forces emanating 

from within it. 

 

Elite guardian factionalism and the breakdown of the Khon Di alliance 

It was outlined in Chapter 5 how General Prem had managed to bring a moderate ‘Khon Di 

alliance’ (KDA) together during the latter part of the critical juncture around a ‘regime thesis’ of 

‘managed democracy’. In the 1980s, Prem stood at the apex of that alliance as the king’s 

representative. Yet, factionalism again reared its head as the Young Turks and the Democratic 

Soldiers gradually moved away from Prem, as more traditionalist factions within the military – in 

particular the Saritist ‘Class 5’ (graduates of the class of 1968 in the elite Chulachomklao Military 
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Academy) faction under the leadership of Suchinda Kraprayoon, a “corrupt, Machiavellian four-

star general”2 – rose to prominence and as factionalism and tension broke out in the palace.  

Chapter 5 established Prem’s principal preoccupation – controlling the armed forces – 

which retained its institutional autonomy despite strong links to the palace network and the king's 

role as its titular head. Prem's position as a successful provincial army commander and champion 

of both the Young Turk and Democratic Soldier factions had given him the ability to exert 

significant control over the military. Nevertheless, his power – though considerable – was never 

absolute, and on several occasions the task of keeping the military in check proved near-fatal to 

his premiership. Management of the military consisted in essentially in the challenge of dealing 

with ambitious ‘moderate’ generals within his Khon Di alliance keen to take his place as prime 

minister; and dealing with the rise of the ‘Class 5’ faction. 

A second challenge for Prem in terms of military power was the management of ambitious 

generals, in particular Generals General Arthit Kamlang-ek and General Chavalit Yongchaiyut, 

leader of the Democratic Soldiers. Both individuals coveted a more prominent position in the body 

politic, and both sought to position themselves as Prem's eventual successor as the 1980s 

continued.3 Arthit became Supreme Commander and Army Commander-in-Chief after the defeat 

of the April Fools’ Coup (see discussion in Chapter 5) and through the mid-1980s he posed a 

constant threat to the increasingly unpopular Prem. Prem dismissed Arthit as army commander in 

chief and replaced him with Chavalit, a supporter. Members of Classes 1 (1964), 5 (1968), and 8 

(1971), who were supporters of Prem and Chavalit, were placed in key positions. 

Despite promising to stay out of politics, Chavalit was no different to his predecessors, 

becoming “immersed in every aspect of political life and was the principal spokesman for reform 

and change in the Thai political system. He put forward amendments to the constitution designed 

to strengthen the role of the military and restructured ISOC to allow it to become responsible for 

formulating and initiating socioeconomic reforms in the kingdom.”4  Chavalit was a particular 

challenge for Prem because of his role as head of the Democratic Soldiers, and his ideological 

stance in relation to the role of the army in politics and political and social reform in Thailand. In 

early 1987, Chavalit channelled Sarit, proffering his old concept of pattiwat  

a concept variously defined as revolution, coup d’état, reform, and peaceful 
change. Chavalit used the term when discussing his vague notions of a better and 

                                                 
2 Handley (2006: 1). 
3 Vichit-Vadakan (1985: 237). 
4 Neher (1988: 195). 
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more just society. The concept became controversial when at an April forum held 
in Bangkok, attended by over 1,000 businessmen, labor activists, elderly rural 
villagers, former politicians, and military figures, there were speeches attacking 
members of Parliament and calling for peaceful revolution led by General 
Chavalit.5  

A final, and related, challenge for Prem lay in managing the rise of Class 5 in the mid-1980s. The 

group rose to prominence in large part through shifts in the military faction-system produced by 

successive purges of dissident factions through the 1980s. As mentioned, after Chavalit became 

commander-in-chief in 1986, he moved several members of the Class 5 group into key positions. 

Maintaining their age-grade camaraderie from the military academy, the group extended across all 

three branches of the military, and into the police and the bureaucracy. Class 5 members had 

mostly risen through the ranks in the General Staff or the First Army, and were thus less exposed 

to the experience of counter-insurgency than either the Young Turks or the Democratic Soldiers. 

As Pasuk and Baker note, this pathway also meant  

the members of Class Five saw themselves as heirs to the tradition of Sarit. They 
emphasized their strong loyalty to the Crown. They projected themselves as 
torchbearers for the 'traditional' role of the army as the defenders. of nation, 
religion, and king, with no pretensions to social engineering. They disagreed with 
the claims of the Young Turks and Democratic Soldiers that the military somehow 
represented the will of the people, and hence was duty-bound to pursue social 
change. Indeed, they saw this kind of thinking and grassroots political organizing 
as republican in implication. They believed that whatever authority the military 
possessed stemmed from the power of the king, and that the army's first duty was 
the defence of the throne.6 

 

The liberalization of Thai politics after 1983 
 

In the 1980s, as parliament became entrenched, the expansion of the political realm took off 

dramatically. Underpinning this expansion were new social forces entering the public sphere, 

themselves the product of economic transformation as Thailand entered a boom period under 

conditions of neo-liberal globalization from the mid-1980s. This produced a challenge to the 

palace–military networks under Prem and his allies through the period that would culminate in 

Prem’s ouster in 1988 and the rise of Choonhaven. 

Ultimately, Prem's premiership was brought down by the expansion over the course of the 

1980s of the political sphere, the rise of extra-parliamentary politics within the Thai body politic 

                                                 
5 Neher (1988: 193). 
6 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 348). 
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and the emergence of parliament as an increasingly powerful and assertive institution within the 

political scene. My principal claim here is that this growing expansion was driven principally by 

economic liberalization in the early 1980s and subsequent economic transformation of Thailand 

from the mid-1980s. 

In Thailand, the settlement coincided with the global neo-liberal revolution that the Thais 

embraced with vim. Thailand's economy had suffered significantly in the 1970s because of the 

American drawdown in Southeast Asia, political crisis, and the deleterious conditions of the global 

economy. A range of powerful actors, with a vested interest in the existing model, ensured that 

little was done to promote change at the policy level, however, until an economic crisis in 1983–

1984 forced the hand of General Prem's government.7 In 1984, Prem signalled a shift in policy by 

overseeing a dramatic devaluation of the Thai currency, followed by rapid moves to liberalize the 

trade regime, dramatically reducing tariff protection, and encouraging inward foreign direct 

investment in industrial manufacturing for export.8 What followed from around 1985 was an 

export-led economic boom, beginning with clothing and textiles, and other basic labour-intensive 

industrial manufactures such as toys and furniture. By the end of the 1980s, food processing had 

emerged as a significant exporter, and from 1990, Thai industrial expansion switched to more 

advanced, technology-based manufactures: semi-conductors, electronics, and motor vehicles.9  

Between 1985 and 1995, Thailand emerged as one of the world's fastest growing economies. 

During this decade, the Thai GDP (calculated from the IMF World Economic Outlook database) 

had an average growth rate of 9.5 percent per year, with a peak of 13.3 percent in 1988.10    

The advance of export-oriented industrialization, urbanization and globalization in 

Thailand from the 1980s led to the emergence in the 1980s and 1990s of a diversified mass society 

under conditions of neo-liberal globalization. Central to this was the emergence of an urban middle 

class, increasingly educated and aspiring towards modern Western modes of lifestyle and 

consumption patterns. At the same time, media liberalization in an expanding market increasingly 

dominated by electronic media saw a proliferation of popular entertainment programming that 

allowed for a reflexive diffusion of cultural expression and even limited (and oblique) social critique 

of established cultural practices and institutions. 

                                                 
7 For a comprehensive discussion of these policy shifts see Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 153–156). 
See also Punyaratabandhu-Bhakdi (1984: 191–92). 
8 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 163–64). 
9 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 153–156). 
10 IMF (2012). In the same period, the volume of Thai exports of goods and services had an average growth 
rate of 14.8 percent, with a peak of 26.1 percent in 1988. 
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Alongside economic expansion, the middle class emerged from increased educational 

opportunities, particular tertiary education, which boomed in the 1980s and into the 1990s. Before 

1980, a university education had been the preserve of a tiny few, geared predominantly towards 

channelling a small number of privileged elite towards bureaucratic service. However, from the 

1960s this pattern shifted, and “by 1990,” as Pasuk and Baker observe, “there were 200,000 

students in tertiary institutions and another 500,000 in vocational colleges. The numbers of tertiary 

educated in the work-force multiplied eighteen times between 1970 and 1999.”11  As the number 

of university places expanded, so did the extent of primary and secondary education, meaning the 

base of ‘catchment’ for university entrance expanded too beyond the traditional Bangkok elite.12 

Thus, by the early 1990s, the ‘second generation’ of tertiary-educated Thais (i.e. those 

educated in the 1970s and 1980s; the first generation had been educated in the 1960s and had 

participated in the student movements of 1973–1976) were mobilizing in efforts to address the 

pathologies of rapid industrial development - rampant property speculation, urban crowding, rapid 

deterioration of the environment-and the clash of short- and long- term priorities, particularly in 

the use of resources. Pasuk and Baker notes that:  

In areas which ranged across human rights, economic development, Buddhism, 
and freedom of expression, they attempted to shift the boundary between 
government controls on the one hand, and private or community freedoms on 
the other. By the mid-1980s, this galaxy of non-governmental organizations was 
visible as a distinct 'NGO movement'. By the early 1990s, it was self-consciously 
discussing the emergence of 'civil society'.13   

  
The rise of Chatichai Choonhaven 

Parliament also emerged as the principal locus of attention within this expanded political space. 

The period from April 1979 to February 1991 constituted the longest continuous period of 

parliamentary government in Thai history up to that time. That longevity served to promote 

institutionalization, and with that the expansion of the power and the influence of the parliament. 

At the same time, from the mid-1980s Thailand witnessed the rise of the ‘provincial notables’ in 

the political realm via the expanding parliamentary remit. This ‘invasion’ from the provinces soon 

overwhelmed the Bangkok establishment, with great implications for the guardian order.  

                                                 
11 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 386). 
12 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 386–87). 
13 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 385). 
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The established political parties – Kukrit Pramoj’s Social Action Party (SAP) and Chatichai 

Choonhavan’s Chart Thai – were eventually overwhelmed by this ‘invasion’ from the provinces.14 

Chart Thai, led from the mid-1980s Chatichai Choonhavan, took the lead in integrating provincial 

notables and probably had the smoothest ride in incorporating them within it, such that it had 

become the dominant party by 1988. The old ‘corporate generals’ leadership still controlled the 

party, but were beholden to new provincial influence in particular Banharn Silpa-archa, a crafty 

provincial businessman known widely as the ‘godfather of Suphanburi.’ For its part, SAP was the 

first to be taken over completely; by the mid-1980s the party was rife with factionalism as a 

consequence and was being torn apart. Its venerable founder and long-standing leader Kukrit 

Pramoj abandoned the mess, resigning from the party in 1985.15 The Democrats underwent a 

similar fate and the party split in 1986, becoming essentially a party of the provincial south. 

By 1988 Prem had led the king's government by proxy for eight years as prime minister 

from outside the parliament, preserving an air of being (like the king) above politics while at the 

same time wheeling and dealing to keep his ever-shifting coalition governments afloat. This style 

of political management drew increasing criticism from many quarters, especially as Prem would 

often deploy palace prestige to escape accountability for governance issues. In this context, his 

decision going into elections in July 1988 to yet again seek the premiership without standing for 

election became the primary issue of the campaign. The parties and the voters were clamouring 

for an elected head of government from within the parliament. 

General elections were held in Thailand on 24 July 1988. Chatichai’s Chart Thai went in as 

favourites, and came out winners. Prem accepted defeat and the palace network moved to endorse 

Chatichai. He thus became the first elected civilian prime minister since the army overthrew a 

civilian parliamentary parliamentary government in the 1976 coup d’état.16 He formed a coalition 

government with the Social Action Party, which like Chart Thai comprised an alliance of Bangkok 

business leaders and provincial notables.  

Chatichai's new government sought something of a revolution in Thai politics which would 

have tremendous implication for the guardian order. The transition at the top was paralleled by a 

distinct shift in tone and symbolism. As Pasuk and Baker note: 

Among Cabinet members, the chut phraratchathan and military uniform of the 
Prem era disappeared. They were replaced by the dark suit of the Bangkok 

                                                 
14 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 355). 
15 Vichit-Vadakan (1986: 178).  
16 Niksch (1989: 168). 
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executive, or the open-necked shirt sported by the successful provincial 
businessman. With control of the Cabinet, business set out to restructure the 
administration and the economy.17 

Chatichai's government thus presented a clear challenge to the guardian order, one that the 

guardians responded to with celerity. The king, as Handley notes, immediately appointed Prem to 

a key position in his privy council. At the same time: 

Chatichai replaced Prem’s palace-approved technocrats with his own men. His 
advisers included men who had honed their politics in the anti-right movement 
of the 1970s, including his once CPT-associated son Kraisak and Prem critic 
M.R. Sukhumbhand Paribatra. The indication was that the king and old royal 
culture was not their priority. The elected government was now the palace’s 
competitor for prestige […] Chatichai wasn’t anti-monarchy. He accepted the 
ceremonial role of the king and, as a Geneva-based diplomat years before, he 
and his wife had regularly taken care of the royal family. But neither he nor his 
ministers thought it necessary to work closely with the king the way Prem had. 
As businessmen and politicians, too, they had never mixed with the court as the 
generals did.18  

Chatichai also moved quickly to displace Prem’s power structure and to replace his key proxies 

with proxies closer to Chatichai’s own networks, as he felt was his entitlement as the elected prime 

minister with the support of a governing coalition in the parliament. The king and Prem’s 

favourites were side-lined and key ministries – among them Defence, Interior, and Finance – were 

staffed for the first time with civilians from fields outside the military or the traditional Thai 

bureaucracy. As Handley notes:  

Chatichai kept Prem’s foreign minister, the old cold warrior Siddhi Savetsila, on 
for two years, but finally forced him out as well. Siddhi then joined Prem on the 
privy council, making it clear where the king stood. The EGAT board of 
directors, which included two privy councilors, was sacked en masse at one 
point. Chatichai’s government launched its own development initiatives without 
the palace or the military being involved. ‘‘Green Isan’’ was replaced with 
Chatichai’s promise to make the northeast wealthy by ‘‘turning battlefields into 
marketplaces.’’ Politicians and the civilian government were going to take credit 
for development.19 

Chatichai however was no less challenged than Prem by the need to keep a fractious coalition 

together and to handle military ambitions, especially those of the rising Class 5 group led by 

Suchinda. Indeed, Chatichai regime opened a period of confrontation between the civilian 

                                                 
17 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 367–68). 
18 Handley (2006: 328, 329). 
19 Handley (2006: 329). 
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government and the military, one that would ultimately lead to a decisive guardian response in the 

form of the 1991 coup.  

One area of contestation was the military budget, in which the military had traditionally 

seen as off limits from civilian ‘oversight’ and which it had refused to disclose details of “on the 

grounds of national security”. As Pasuk and Baker note, however, the emergence of Chatichai’s 

government saw this dispensation brought to a close with his government seeking: 

to enlarge the proportion of government funds available for other development 
activities. They implied that the military's main source of funds for personal 
enrichment and political investments came from the secret fund and from 
commission on arms purchases. They attacked the right of the military to a 
privileged role within the state.20 

There was also a civilian push to re-orient policy in domains traditionally seen as the preserve of 

the armed forces, chief among them Indochina policy. Chatichai sought a new foreign policy 

approach of detente towards the region, Cambodia and Vietnam in particular, that was less hard-

line than Prem’s.21 The Vietnamese government’s new doi moi policy of economic liberalization 

offered Chatichai a chance to extend the hand of friendship and to move relations with Thailand’s 

traditional foe on to a friendlier footing. He argued that the two nations should “turn battlefields 

into market places” an approach that was seen as channelling the ancient Southeast Asian 

conceptualization of the region as suwannaphum (a ‘Golden Land’).22  

A critical development here was the establishment of the Ban Phitsanulok (‘Ban Phit’) 

group, a policy think-tank close to Chatichai’s office headed by Phansak Vinyaratna, who had 

distinguished himself in critical journalism in the 1970s and early 1980s, and “by Chatichai's own 

son, Kraisak, who had made a career as a university teacher and left-wing intellectual. Others in 

the team which became based in Phitsanulok House in Bangkok included M.R. Sukhumbhand 

Paribatra. This young, articulate, and high-profile team became a focus of military distrust.”23  

The Chatichai government's assumption of prerogatives in foreign policy making and its 

ideological reorientation from confrontation to detente were not the only army feathers the new 

                                                 
20 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 368). 
21 Niksch (1989: 170). 
22 When Thaksin Shinawatra later proposed a new airport for Bangkok the concept of suwannaphum was 
invoked, apparently by King Bhumibol Adulyadej, who proposed to name the airport this way. The concept 
itself had long been deployed by Thailand’s rulers – and in particular by Phibun and Wichit in the 1930s 
and 1940s (see Chapter 4) – to imagine a prosperous mainland South-East Asia focused on Bangkok and 
its hinterland.  
23 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 370). 
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government ruffled. There was also a sense in military circles that the military was being side-lined 

in a general sense from its role in Thai political development. Several of the MPs elected in 1988 

were graduates of the 1973-6 generation, including a few who had been student activists, and a 

handful who had fled to the jungle after October 1976. The army summoned up the ghosts of the 

past, and to military hardliners it appeared that “managed democracy” was being side-lined for 

some other dispensation: “The radicals the order had been designed to control were now 

resurfacing in the unions, villages, parliament, and Ban Phit.”24  

Ultimately, the Chatichai government’s greatest weakness and the ultimately pretext the 

guardians were able to deploy against it was corruption. Even more than had been the case during 

the Prem era, after the 1988 election, the parliament became a forum for corrupt practices and the 

development of patronage networks – a “clearing house” for business deals – especially 

construction and infrastructure contracts.25 As Pasuk and Baker have detailed: 

Over 1989-90, press attention switched from scandals over the military budget, to 
stories of kickbacks on infrastructure projects. The transliterated 
term khorrapchan entered the language and became a major theme of the daily 
press. In a deft play on the phrase kin mueang (“eating the state”, meaning 
traditional remuneration from the profits of office), Chatichai's government was 
dubbed the “buffet Cabinet”.26 

 
 
Guardian response: 1991 coup  

Attention from the media on Chatichai’s ‘buffet cabinet’ ultimately saw an attenuation of popular 

support and exposed the government to the machinations of the guardians, particularly the military 

and Suchinda in particular. At the same time, it was clear that Chatichai’s support in the palace had 

sharply deteriorated.27 Chatichai had kept a lid on military praetorianism by leaning on Chavalit for 

support. But in early 1990, the Class 5 clique pressed Chavalit to fulfil his promise to resign early 

and make way for Suchinda to rise to the head of the army. Chavalit accepted an offer from 

Chatichai to become Defence Minister while retaining his uniform, however squeezed between 

the politicians and the military, he resigned in April 1990. Suchinda then became head of the army. 

With Suchinda at the top of the armed forces, Class 5 spent the rest of 1990 systematically 

undermining Chatichai. As Baker and Pasuk note, “Suchinda refused to undertake publicly not to 

                                                 
24 Pasuk Phongpaichit and Baker (2002: 371). 
25 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 245). 
26 Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 248). 
27 Handley (2006: 339–40). 
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perform a coup, and refused to attend regular meetings with Chatichai.”28 In response, Chatichai 

manoeuvred to bring Suchinda to heel by recalling General Arthit to the cabinet moving his 

acolytes into positions of influence. Yet this move was doomed to fail. On 23 February 1991, the 

generals seized Chatichai at gunpoint as he and Arthit were en route to visit the King to approve 

the appointment and declared a coup.29  

The role of the king was critical. The 1988–92 period had been a tricky one for the palace. 

With his attempts to push back against the deep state and dismantle the machine the king and 

Prem had built, Chatichai had stepped over the bounds that Thailand’s guardians had established 

to limit the influence of elected politicians. Hewison suggests that the king regarded Chatichai as 

unable to control the government, that the palace supported the coup, and that the King even gave 

his approval to the coup-makers in advance.30 “Certainly,” as Duncan McCargo notes, “some of 

the coup makers’ complaints – about the level of corruption and the rise of ‘parliamentary 

dictatorship’ – strongly resonated with royal themes.”31  

While the military intervention resembled much of the long-established Thai coup formula, 

there were critical differences. In the wake of the fall of the Berlin wall in 1989, the undemocratic 

seizure of power by the armed forces ran against the grain of post-Cold War democratization and 

was met across the Western world with opprobrium. In a nod to international public opinion, and 

to curry bureaucratic and business support, the military made the surprise move of appointing a 

liberal civilian diplomat and palace favourite Anand Panyarachun, who had been a prominent 

victim of the military’s post-1976 purge of the civil service, on account of his leading role in 

negotiating the rapid US military withdrawal from Thailand in 1975.32 

Anand was determined to use his international and domestic stature to carve out a role as 

independent of the junta as possible. His technocratic cabinet was dominated by civilians, and he 

successfully resisted military demands for cabinet posts in areas not related to national security.33 

While he knew that the junta's support was critical for the survival of his government, he was also 

aware that public support was far more important. The fact that he was able to secure public 

respect has helped him remain independent in forming and implementing policies even though 
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some of them ran against the interests of the military.34 The business-friendly policies of economic 

and financial liberalization begun in the 1980s, and accelerated under Chatichai continued apace 

under Anand. 

The coup-leaders drafted a new constitution that sought to restore the prerogatives of the 

guardians, much of which had been whittled back in the 1988–1991 period. The drafting of a new 

constitution became a virtual battleground between the deep state and its opponents in the political 

realm. The public, for its part, was bitterly opposed to this move, but the king was publicly resolute 

in his view that the regressive draft go forward and, as Handley observes, “Everyone 

understood that the king was endorsing the junta’s constitution.”35 The king took a posture of 

‘promulgate first, amend later,’ saying: “Anything can be changed, but one should not quarrel to 

the point of hitting each other on the head resulting in bloodshed […] If it does not work 

smoothly, it can be amended.”36  Later, in May 1992 he would double down on this position in the 

following public pronouncement: 

The draft Constitution had been amended all along; it had been changed 
even more than originally expected […] let me say that when I met General 
Suchinda [in late 1991], General Suchinda concurred that the Constitution 
should first be promulgated and it could be amended later […] And even 
lately General Suchinda has affirmed that it can be amended. It can be 
gradually amended so that it will be eventually improved in a democratic way: 
Thus, I have already mentioned the way to solve the problem many months 
ago.37  

As 1991 moved in to 1992, Suchinda increasingly made it clear he would take over from 

Anand and impose a new constitution on the kingdom and things came to a head in November 

1991 when a new constitution was promulgated. 

 

 

Civil-society response: Black May and the end of the ‘statist’ guardian order 
  

Elections under the new constitution were held in March of 1992. While it was expected the 

military-backed parties would do well, no one anticipated that after the elections Suchinda would 

manoeuvre himself in to the prime ministership.38  Suchinda’s move saw the political situation 

deteriorate dramatically through the end of April and into May, when the army prepared to quell 
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the protests with force. On 6 May, they launched an operation, pairee pinat (destroy the enemy), 

modelled on the Thai military's guerrilla counter-insurgency strategy. Handley contends that the 

guardians in the deep state – both the palace and lead proxy, now Privy Councillor, Prem – were 

fully briefed on the military’s moves:  

Both the king and Prem knew about the operation: Suchinda and Issarapong [the 
new Army chief] communicated regularly with palace officials and Prem, who also 
had his own sources of information in the military. There is no sign that the palace 
institutionally or the king personally questioned this posture, even though the 
atmosphere on the streets evoked that of the days before the massacres of 
October 14, 1973, and October 6, 1976 […] Protest leaders found most palace 
channels closed to them, but Chamlong and Chavalit had direct lines to Prem, 
ensuring that the throne heard their point of view.39  

Through the weekend 8-10 May an estimated 100,000 protestors faced off against combat-clad 

troops with automatic weapons, blocking off approaches to parliament and Chitrlada Palace, the 

traditional Bangkok residence of the Thai kings, as they assembled at Sanam Luang, the tradition 

gathering site for protests in the Thai capital. Clearly tensions were mounting. The king responded 

finally to escalating events, and “while he declined to meet anyone from the demonstrators’ side, 

he called in Suchinda and the military commanders. What was said wasn’t clear, but afterward 

Suchinda announced on television that he wouldn’t resign, but also would not order a crackdown 

on the demonstrators.” 40 It was in this moment that certain liberal elites within the king’s circle 

sought to take a stand for the king to intervene more forcefully. This move was led by the king’s 

favourite, Prawase Wasi, who begged the king to move to resolve the situation, but to no avail.   

In fact, the military elected to crack down on the weekend of 17 – 20 May, 1992 a period 

that Thai’s now universally refer to as Black May. Many people were shot with live ammunition.41 

Violence continued for three days, until an extraordinary intervention by the king on the night of 

20 May. This was the globally famous TV intervention of King Bhumibol, which was broadcast 

around the world showing him chastising Suchinda and Chamlong, bowed prostrate before him. 

Thais watched as King Bhumipol “demanded that the two men put an end to their confrontation 

and work together through parliamentary procedures. Suchinda then released Chamlong and 

announced an amnesty for protesters. He also agreed to support an amendment requiring the 

prime minister to be elected. Chamlong asked the demonstrators to disperse, which they did. On 

24 May 1992, Suchinda resigned as Prime Minister of Thailand.”42 
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Handley asserts that the king's intervention to save the day after the Black May events was 

designed to mask his consistent bias against protesters and popular movements. As he observes:  

...all the markers were there, from his silence on the Pairee Pinat preparations [...] 
to the shrill propaganda in media controlled by palace agents [...] With practiced 
deftness, however, as in October 1973, the king reserved just enough distance 
from the generals to emerge still the people’s king. When he appeared to blame 
Suchinda and Chamlong personally, the protesters could understand that he 
wasn’t saying the people were wrong. Because the constitution was finally to be 
amended, they could believe that Bhumibol was on their side.43  

 
 

HERITAGE: CONSOLIDATION OF A ‘LIBERAL’ GUARDIAN ORDER  

The crisis of 1992 produced a transition from the post-1983 ‘statist’ guardian order to a liberal 

one. This process consolidated over the course of the 1990s. Not surprisingly, given the large-scale 

protests in the streets and within civil society that had characterised the downfall of Suchinda, the 

nexus of movement for constitutional reform moved outside the parliament, spearheaded by a 

resurgent cadre of royalist liberals. 

 

Background: Royal liberalism resurgent 
 
As was outlined in previous sections, the re-establishment of parliament in the 1970s had not only 

provided a new vehicle for non-bureaucratic interests (in particular metropolitan and provincial 

business) to gain representation in the political process, but had also prompted a new wave of elite 

“royal” liberalism. A first wave of royal liberalism, led by the princes such as Dhani and high-born 

commoners such as the Pramoj brothers, emerged in the open period of the mid-late 1940s.44 

Accompanying this liberal resurgence was a programme of royalist restoration that sought to 

restore the palace to its preeminent role in Thai politics. This project was cut short by military 

coup in late 1951. After the second opening of Thai politics in 1973, royal liberals once again came 

to the fore to dominate the new parliamentary politics. By this time, most of the senior princes of 

the sixth and seventh reigns had passed from the scene, and Seni and Kukrit Pramoj were the two 

chief ideologues in this period.  

Even before the crisis of 1991–92, early elite liberal attacks on Premocracy had come from 

royalist liberals like Kukrit and M.R. Sukhumbhand Paribatra, a descendant of King Rama VI and 

                                                 
43 Handley (2006: 350). 
44 The most comprehensive discussion of elite Thai ‘royal’ or ‘aristocratic’ liberalism remains Connors, 
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prominent Thai political scientist at Chulalongkorn University.45 Sukhumbhand had also been a 

member of Chatichai's Phit Ban group of progressive reformers. Both of these individuals were 

devoted royalists but at the same time were concerned that the guardian order established by the 

king and Prem after 1980 was an unstable political arrangement, in that it rested on an unstable 

relationship between the personal prestige of the king, the capability of the palace proxy (Prem) 

and ultimately on the military. Kukrit and Sukhumbhand were essentially making a case of under-

institutionalization. As Handley details, Kukrit attacked Prem in parliament accusing him of 

behaving like royalty himself: 

The fact that a certain government leader visits villagers and keeps on talking 
about his loyalty to the king is simply a tactic to boost his own popularity for 
future political benefit, in case there is an election of the prime minister […] The 
villagers would certainly vote for him because they too are loyal to the king […] 
[I feel] disgraced as a Thai in having to allow only one person to stay above politics 
and criticism—a person that has become like a king in an absolute monarchy but 
who behaves as if he was more important than the real king.46  

For his part, the royalist Sukhumbhand published a strong attack along the same lines, saying Prem 

had actually accomplished little in seven years and had disdained democratic practices: 

The substance of his accomplishments consists of balancing one military 
group against another to maintain his own position. His style of leadership is one 
of maintaining a royalty-like aloofness from all major political problems and 
ensuring that criticisms against him are contained at their sources.47 

Sukhumbhand elaborated further concerns about Premocracy after abdication rumours in 1986. 

He wrote that the people were anxious, not just about the about the overextension of the king’s 

power and the power of the military. It is worth relating in full the critique that Sukhumbhand laid 

out in the Far Eastern Economic Review of August 13, 1987: 

Given the monarchy’s role in Thailand’s political and economic development, as 
well as its place in the hearts and minds of the populace, any uncertainty regarding 
the future of the monarch inevitably causes a great deal of apprehension. Doubts 
continue to be expressed, mostly in private but now increasingly in the open, 
about the crown prince’s capacity to evoke the kind of intense political loyalty 
from the people and the major domestic political groupings that his father is able 
to do. Doubts also persist as to whether the crown prince can match his father’s 
subtle and mediatory role in politics […] Bhumibol has achieved a great deal for 
his country and for the institution he inherited without forewarning, but by doing 
so, he has set perhaps an impossibly high standard of attainment for his 
successors. Should the leadership provided by the monarchy become less effective 
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for one reason or another in the future, there will be grave political consequences. 
The precarious balance among the major political groups and factions would 
certainly be destroyed […] This vacuum is one which only the military would be 
capable of filling, given its monopoly of coercive power, organizational cohesion 
and control of the media and grass roots politics. For many Thais, this ultimately 
is the root of their apprehension.48  

 

These early critiques of Premocracy presaged a more elaborate liberal critique of the palace–

military networks within the deep state and a desire to see a more institutionalized guardian order 

emerge in Thailand. A fresh wave of scholars was at the heart of the new elite liberalism as it 

developed into the 1990s. It was led this time by scholars and bureaucrats, like Chai-Anan 

Samudavanija, Anek Laothamatas, former prime minister Anand and the king’s favourite Prawase 

Wasi, who it was mentioned had petitioned the king to intervene during the 1991–92 crisis.  

From the overthrow of Suchinda’s military-backed regime in 1992, liberal forces had 

clamoured for a more thorough going institutional restructuring of politics, in part to prepare for 

the eventual departure of King Bhumibol.49 Like early criticisms of Premocracy from Kukrit and 

Sukhumbhand, these elite liberal scholars argued that the guardian order established by the king 

and Prem after 1980 was an unstable political arrangement, in that it rested on an unstable 

relationship between the personal prestige of the king, the capability of the palace proxy (Prem) 

and ultimately on the military. 

At the same time, as Connors cogently argues, after the turn to guardian order in the 1980s, 

many of the intellectuals who had been radicalized in the 1973–1976 period deradicalized, sought 

to enter the mainstream and a kind of “reconciliation” with the Thai monarchy, which they had 

so thoroughly seen as complicit in the fall of the open period with the Thammasat coup (see 

discussion in Chapter 5). According to Connors, the:  

embraced forms of liberal and participatory democracy they came to appreciate 
the monarchy's symbolic on the path towards the political institutionalization of 
democracy. In effect, they accepted Thanin’s [Thanin Kraiwixien, the radical 
hardliner who took the premiership in 1976–1977] idea that it functioned as a 
checkpoint in a society where political development faced several obstacles 
including a political culture characterized by patronage, and a political system 
dominated by military and bureaucratic elements. The elite project of liberalization 
and institutionalization of democratic institutions could be aided by pragmatic use 
of royal symbolism. Additionally, some writers see the king's symbolic role of 
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embodying ‘Thainess’ as a guarantee against the monopolization of power by any 
one sector.50  

 
These scholars and public figures seized the opportunity opened by the more open 1980s to 

establish non-government organizations to propagate liberal ideas on democratization in Thailand. 

The establishment of the Centre for Study of Public Issues in 1984, which morphed into the 

Institute of Public Policy Studies later in the decade was emblematic. Funded by a German 

foundation, it was a small but its influence was multiplied “by the skilful networking of key 

members.”51   

Royal liberal scholars presented a consistent diagnosis of the pathologies of Thai political 

order suggesting that a kind of mutated political development meant that Thailand needed a kind 

of 'guardian democracy' to develop the kind of political culture that would allow democratic 

citizenship to evolve. Emblematic of this kind of analysis was the work of Anek Laothamatas, who 

argued that the core pathology of Thai political order lay in the stark division between Thailand's 

urban and rural societies.52 Anek’s view was that governments in Thailand were essentially 

beholden to rural voters because that’s where most of the electorate lives. At the same time, he 

noted, political hegemony was the preserve of the urban centre, which would bring down 

governments it did not like resulting in a negative cycle of political decay. Anek lay the blame here 

directly on local systems of patronage (rabop uppatham) that saw rural electors essentially co-opted 

but never truly represented by moneyed politicians buying influence at the centre.53 

“Provincial politicians”, as Pasuk and Baker observe, were in this system “relatively free of 

any sanctions imposed by the electorate. As long as they funnelled some budget patronage back 

to their constituency, they could exploit their political status as a commercial asset.”54 Anek’s 

solution was thus essentially about modernizing the rural population, but in the end this ran 

counter to the hegemonic pretensions of Democracy with the King as Head of State and was 

doomed to fail: 

we must first destroy patronage relations to release the “little people” of the village 
from the unequal, unfree association with the “big people” or “patrons”, so they 
become individuals like the people of the city and other modem classes […] then 
they can join together in free associations as “civil society”, which from the angle 
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of liberalism is an unavoidable condition of democratization, because only such a 
'civil society' can deal with the state and truly control and reform the 
bureaucracy.55  

 
 
Angels vs Devils: The failure of parliamentary constitutional reform 
 

The core implication of the Black May violence was that the military had exhausted its credibility 

and earned a pariah status. Nothing indicated this more clearly than the vitriolic response of the 

Bangkok business establishment to the May events. As Pasuk and Baker have noted, in the wake 

of the May 20 crisis, “the Business Club for Democracy joined an activist deputation demanding 

parliament amend the constitution. The leaders of the “three associations” of banking, commerce, 

and industry convened an emergency meeting and issued joint statement denouncing the military 

in no uncertain terms.”56 Noting how damaging the civil strife and violence had been to Thai 

business, the statement “represented an unprecedented level of overt political assertion by 

organized business. Individual businessmen talked about calling a general strike if the army 

attempted a coup. There was temporarily enormous enthusiasm in Bangkok business circles for 

forming new political parties and taking a more direct role in politics.”57  

In short order, Anand Panyarachun returned to take the premiership on a temporary basis, 

under the instruction of the king.  A rapid military purge began, in which the military was essentially 

side-lined within the deep state. The liberals were on the ascendant. In the subsequent September 

1992 elections, the elite liberal moderates were allied in the political realm with the so-called 

“angel” parties, as distinct from the “devil parties”.58 These, as Handley notes, “included the 

military leaders, the provincial politicians who had flocked to the general’s [party], and the parties 

(Social Action and Chat Thai) which had supported the military from the March 1992 elections 

on. The ‘angels’ included the parties which had stood out against Suchinda: the Democrats, New 

Aspiration, and Palang Damma.”59 

The obvious place to start reform was the new post-1992 parliament, with an “angel party” 

government headed up by Chuan Leekpai of the Democrat Party. As Pasuk and Baker note, the 

Democrats did particularly well at the September 1992 elections on the back of support in the 
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south but also significant vote share in Bangkok: “The Democrats had become the party of 

modernization.”60 In 1993 a parliamentary committee proposed far-reaching changes. Among the 

recommendations were liberal measures such as the establishment of an ombudsman's office, an 

administrative court, electoral reform, and new counter-corruption and decentralization 

measures. But the recommendations were lost in the play of partisan politics; only minor 

amendments got through in late 1994.61 In the end, the parliament proved not to be the appropriate 

venue for wide-ranging constitutional reform. Even after the 1992 convulsions, the fundamental 

logic of Thai electoral politics had not altered; the rural electorate was not moved by 1991–92 

events and continued to be bought off by provincial grandees. Parliament, in other words, 

remained a business club.62 

Then there is the question of the palace’s role in stymying the reform effort. According to 

Handley, in March 1994, Chuan approached Prem for support for his proposed amendments but 

was effectively rebuffed.63 The following day, the military-dominated Senate voted down Chuan's 

amendments and voted through an alternative, much like the 1978 Constitution.64  

 

The 1997 ‘People’s Constitution’ 
 

Indeed the 1997 Constitution as it emerged embodied at once the aspirational liberal settlement of 

royalist elites such as Anek, Chai Anan, Anand, Prawese, and others. Its core innovations focused 

on electoral reform, greater separation of executive and legislative branches, including the 

strengthening of the executive branch at the expense of the legislature, strengthened checks and 

balances including an elected Senate and independent bureaucratic agencies to oversee the political 

process, as well as the enunciation of a broad list of human rights and institutions to protect them.  

Finally, decentralization of government administration to the provinces and district levels was part 

of the deal.  
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Voting was made compulsory in order to ensure a high turn out and make vote buying so 

expensive as to be unfeasible. A proportional representation party list system was aimed at 

deterring vote-buying, strengthening the party system, and increasing the quality of candidates. 

MPs were required to have a bachelor's degree. To prevent last-minute party-switching, MPs were 

required to be registered members of political parties at least 90 days before the election date. An 

independent Election Commission was established. Votes for House elections were counted at a 

central site in each province rather than at each polling station. This reform made it more difficult 

for village canvassers to evaluate the effectiveness of vote buying.  

For the first time in Thai history, the upper house of Parliament was directly elected. The 

200-member Senate was non-partisan in the sense that, officially, Senators were prohibited from 

being members of a political party. In addition, Senate elections campaigns were strictly limited in 

what information they could communicate to voters. Senators had a term of 6 years. The Senate 

could only amend or approve a piece of legislation, not propose it. A vote of two thirds of both 

houses was needed to override a royal veto. The Senate could not be dissolved by the prime 

minister.  

Thailand had never seen the range and complexity of independent government agencies 

as were established under the 1997 constitution. The new Constitutional Court, the Administrative 

Court, the Office of the Auditor-General, the National Counter Corruption Commission, the 

National Human Rights Commission, the Consumer’s Protection Organization, an Environmental 

Conservation Organization, and an Ombudsman were established. Membership of most of these 

bodies was to be approved by the independent Senate. 

Anand, as Pasuk and Baker note, “dubbed the new charter the ‘people’s constitution’ and 

claimed: ‘The quality of politicians will improve. The frauds in elections will decrease and more 

honest politicians enter politics. Governments will be more stable’.”65  However, it is clear that 

this was the project of a liberal elite seeking to establish a liberal-judicial guardian order; public 

participation in its crafting was in the end very superficial, although popular support in the wake 

of the Asian financial crisis ensured its passing against the wishes of vested interests. The reform 

of the Parliament was conservatively designed to limit the role of the provincial politicians, while 

excluding the rural mass from direct participation. 
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The rise of Thaksin and relations with the palace 
 
Thaksin Shinawatra would rise to prominence in the Thai mise-en-scène in the midst of the 1997 

economic crisis and constitutional reform, culminating in his election as prime minister in 2001. 

Prior to this, Thaksin had been businessman and for a brief period in the mid-1990s a prominent 

politician. As is well-known, Thaksin began his professional career as an officer in the Thai police 

force, an important fact for at least three reasons. In the first place, he was a graduate of Class 10 

(1968) of the military academy prep school, the gateway for entry to Thailand's elite military and 

police cadet academies. Thus, by his late teens Thaksin had already cemented networks in elite 

Thai military and police circles that would play a critical role in his capacity to engage in Thailand's 

infamous “classmate politics” later in his career.  Second, as Pasuk and Baker note, “his time in 

the police force both cultivated and reinforced a strong authoritarian-paternalistic streak in his 

personality, one that would see him compared with Thailand's most infamous […] politicians in 

the Thai paternalistic leadership tradition, Sarit Thanarat and Philbun Songkran.”66 Finally, 

Thaksin's police career provided an excellent launching pad for his business career.   

Thaksin used his networks in the police to launch his business interests, wholesaling 

computer and later telecoms equipment to the police force after he left the force. By the late 1980s, 

riding the crest of Thailand's long economic boom, Thaksin had leveraged those connections to 

develop a web of state concessions in telecommunications. Showing remarkable political and 

business acumen, he built his family business into a medium-sized telecommunications empire, 

Shincorp. By the mid-1990s, Shincorp’s estimated market capitalization was over USD$2.4 billion, 

making Thaksin himself one of Thailand's richest men.67   

The next logical step was to leverage this wealth and connections as a ‘fast track to high 

office.’  During 1994–95 Thaksin served as foreign minister under Banharn Sil-parcha, an office 

he also used to further his business interests.  From the outset, the fact that his business empire 

had been built largely on the back of state concessions, which often made him a target of criticism. 

In mid-1996 Thaksin took the leadership of the Phalang Dhamma party in the parliament. 

Infighting saw him leave the Barnharn government in August 1996, and Thaksin announced he 

would not run in the subsequent November 1996 elections but would remain as leader of Phalang 

Dhamma. It suffered a fatal defeat in the elections, winning only one seat, and soon imploded, 

with most members resigning. Thaksin returned briefly to politics in August 1997, as a deputy 

prime minister in Chavalit Yongchaiyut’s government, after the Thai baht was floated and devalued 
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on 2 July 1997, sparking the Asian financial crisis.68 He held the position for only three months, 

leaving on 14 November when Chavalit resigned, to be replaced by Chuan Leekpai of the 

Democrats.69 

Thaksin’s first foray into politics was thus largely a failure, but the political mistakes he 

made proved crucial for his later political career. Thaksin's self-assessment of that period was that 

he had been overly-reliant on patrons and political mentors who had benefitted far more than he 

had from his entrance into politics. As Ukrist and McCargo (2005) observe, Thaksin determined 

that complete personal control would be his central ordering principle; charting his own course 

would require the development of a personal political network under his personal domination. 

The 1997 economic crisis was critical for the re-emergence of Thaksin and the formation 

of his Thai Rak Thai (TRT) party, for three reasons. In the first place, as a non-trade exposed 

conglomerate with limited debt exposure and a safe state concession in telecoms, Shincorp 

emerged relatively unscathed from the crisis, compared with the wreckage of most of the large 

Thai conglomerates.  At the same time, there is much speculation that Thaksin himself obtained 

advantage as a minister at the time from prior knowledge of the precise timing of the long-awaited 

currency devaluation.   

More importantly still, the crisis led to widespread questioning of the established Thai 

model of economic development model and political-governance models, which by the height of 

the crisis had proven themselves unfit for purpose. The shock of the social and economic impact 

of the crisis initiated thus widespread demands for change and calls for a new kind of economics 

as well as a new kind of politics.  While a rising tide had been lifting all boats, criticisms of the 

economic order had been marginal, but in the wake of the crisis the old order came in for criticism. 

The IMF austerity package exacerbated these criticisms. Assistance from the international 

community and in particular the IMF was conditional on a programme of budget austerity, high 

interest rates and regulatory liberalization.  The baht plummeted to less than half its value (against 

the dollar), before recovering to around two-thirds. Firms that had taken foreign loans were 

rendered illiquid as well as technically bankrupt. Banks that had intermediated the loans were 

wrecked. Creditors stopped paying their bankers. Consumers stopped spending. Over two million 

people lost their jobs. In 1998, the economy shrank 11 per cent - a dramatic end to the 40-year 
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‘development era’ during which the Thai economy had averaged 7 per cent growth and never fallen 

below 4 per cent.70  

Finally, and relatedly, the crisis provided the political context in which the political reform 

movement was able to force through passage of the 1997 Constitution and its institutional redesign 

and reform of Thai politics, strengthening the parliament at the expense of traditional power 

centres in the military and bureaucracy. In a classic example of the law of unintended 

consequences, however, the reform dimensions of the 1997 Constitution set up the preconditions 

for Thaksin's domination of the political scene from 2000-2006.  In combination, these elements 

were catalytic. As Ukrist and McCargo observe: 

The economic crisis and new constitution of 1997 created the conditions for an 
alliance comprising politicians with strong financial backing, along with large 
business conglomerates, to assume leading roles in politics without having to 
depend on traditional power groups such as the military and the civilian 
bureaucracy. As the head of a business conglomerate which had emerged relatively 
unscathed from the economic crisis, Thaksin Shinawatra was well-placed to take 
advantage of the new political environment created by the 1997 constitution.71   

 

The formation of TRT in 1998 can only be understood in this context. Seeing his chance to 

establish a political outfit that could capture power in the newly-empowered parliamentary domain, 

Thaksin set the TRT up as a haven for besieged Thai conglomerates. Many of its early founding 

acolytes were leading Thai business leaders damaged by the crisis. The party's original approach 

reflected this power base, blending a policy platform of economic nationalism and anti-

globalization with old school money politics of the kind practiced in Thailand since the early 1980s.  

TRT played directly on the post-crisis mood.  It was anti-IMF and anti-austerity and in this sense, 

has been labelled post-neoliberal or post-Washington consensus in outlook. With its modus 

operandi firmly geared towards sheltering domestic business from IMF austerity, it favoured a 

policy of small and medium sized enterprise support and represented a clear victory for domestic 

capital.    

Thaksin's leadership style reflected his background in corporate management and business 

school thinking. He famously pronounced in a speech in 1997: 

A company is a country. A country is a company. They are the same. The 
management is the same. It is management by economics. From now onwards 

                                                 
70 Ouyyanont (2008). 
71 McCargo and Ukrist Pathmanand (2005: 5). See also Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit (2014: 263). 
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this is the era of management by economics, not management by any other means. 
Economics is the deciding factor.72   

 
Once in power he presented himself as a ‘CEO prime minister’, committed to an overhaul of all 

structures of governance based on management theory; the methods of business management 

trumped traditional bureaucratic practices, he asserted.  In this vein, TRT itself could be 

conceptualized as a kind of political ‘holding company’ at the apex of a novel kind of vast and 

plural political economy network, incarnating diverse elements, which Ukrist and McCargo have 

described as “the mother of all phuak [networks]”73  Initially, Thaksin had been on good terms 

with the palace. While the king had certainly expressed criticism of Thaksin as a minister during 

the Banharn government,74 it is also the case that Thaksin had courted the favour of key members 

of the royal family, including in the lead up to the 2001 elections, the Queen. Moreover, there is 

much evidence to suggest that Thaksin had provided financial support to Crown Prince 

Vajiralongkorn, in particular to finance the construction of his Tak Bai palace complex.75 In 2001, 

Shincorp purchased the share of the Crown Property Bureau (CPB) in the loss-making ITV at a 

price well beyond market value. Logic suggests some quid pro quo must have been provided.76 At 

the same time, Shincorp and the CPB collaborated in several lucrative business ventures.77 Finally, 

under Thaksin the Ministry of Finance assisted the CPB in restoring its balance sheet after the 

financial crisis, putting it on a much sounder footing in comparison to its rivals.78   

Perhaps more importantly still Prem and the palace network initially supported Thaksin, 

helping him to get off his 2001 corruption conviction. As McCargo and Ukrist observe: “It seems 

highly possible that Prem helped Thaksin escape conviction by the Constitutional Court in August 

2001, when he faced charges of assets declaration violations.”79  

 

 

  

                                                 
72 Cited in McCargo and Ukrist Pathmanand (2005: 11). 
73 McCargo and Ukrist Pathmanand (2005: 20). 
74 McCargo and Ukrist Pathmanand (2005). 
75 But also – controversially – to cover rumoured gambling debts. See McCargo (2014: 421 fn 21, 425); 
Thongchai Winichakul (2014: 100). 
76 Ouyyanont (2008: 179). 
77 This is despite the fact that Thaksin’s corporate interests were in competition with it. On this, see 
Hewison (2007: 206); Ukrist Pathmanand (2008: 133–34). 
78 Ouyyanont (2008: 179). 
79  McCargo and Ukrist Pathmanand (2005: 513–14). See also Dressel (2012: 84); Pongsudhirak, (2012: 33).  
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SUMMARY  
 
This chapter has explored the two dimensions of “regime legacies” within the critical juncture –

path-dependence analytical framework – the critical juncture “aftermath” and its “heritage” – in 

Thailand. In so doing, it has traced the evolution of the Thai guardian order through the 1980s 

and into the 1990s, culminating in the promulgation of the widely heralded ‘People’s Constitution’ 

of 1997. From 1980-1989, under the lead proxy, General Prem, the palace networks successfully 

resisted increasing attempts by the political realm to expand the autonomy of the parliament at the 

expense of the Thai deep state. 

The election of the Chatichai regime in 1989 signalled the dramatic transformation of the 

Thai economy and society in the 1980s under conditions of neo-liberal globalization and brought 

a direct challenge to the palace-military guardians. The military responded in 1991 with a ‘coup for 

the king’ but was met with mass popular resistance, culminating in the Black May crackdown of 

1991 and the relegation of the disgraced military from the centre of Thai politics for a generation. 

Post 1991 saw the emergence at the centre of Thai politics of a liberal elite reform project 

designed to institutionalize a guardian order that would at once valorise the palace at the heart of 

Thai democracy but prepare the way for the gradual development of fundamental political 

institutions and a culture of democratic politics in Thailand. This project was realized in the 

promulgation in November 1997 of the “People’s Constitution” which laid the foundations of a 

palace-judicial guardian order. 

From 1997 Thailand witnessed the rise of Thaksin Shinawatra to the centre of the political 

realm. His rise was in many important ways facilitated by the liberal-judicial guardian order, 

indicating that by the time he had assumed the premiership in 2001, that order had essentially 

consolidated. Thaksin’s holding company – Shincorp – and the Crown Property Bureau 

collaborated in several lucrative business ventures.  Finally, under Thaksin the Ministry of Finance 

assisted the CPB in restoring its balance sheet after the financial crisis, putting it on a much sounder 

footing in comparison to its rivals.   Perhaps more importantly still Prem and the palace network 

initially supported Thaksin, helping him to get off his 2001 corruption conviction and paving the 

way for his move to the centre of Thai politics in the first decade of the twenty-first century.
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CHAPTER NINE 
CONCLUSION 
 
 
 

The central objective of this dissertation has been to explain guardian hybrid regimes – a non-

democratic and non-authoritarian political system in which competitively and largely freely elected 

lawmakers and executive office holders must contend with non-elected ‘reserved domains’ 

dominated by state elites that exercise a ‘tutelary’ or ‘guardian’ function in relation to the overall 

polity. It has sought answers to the questions of how these political regimes emerge and 

consolidate, and why they assume their distinctive regime morphology – a hybrid constitutional 

structure bifurcated between elected institutions and unelected tutelary ones. As I argued in the 

introduction, these broad enquiry entails a more detailed set of ‘subsidiary’ set of questions. Given 

that hybrid regimes generally tend to follow in the wake of authoritarian ones, what would induce 

authoritarian incumbent elites to cede their monopoly of power to a political system bifurcated in 

this way?  How do we explain the substantial variation in the institutional design of guardian 

structures in different cases when they first come to life? Why have guardian hybrid regimes proved 

so durable and long-lasting? Finally, how can we account for distinctive regime trajectories – the 

patterns of ideological–institutional reconfiguration that guardian hybrid regimes undergo over 

time? 

The research I have undertaken has thus sought answers to these questions through a 

detailed analysis of two paradigmatic cases of guardian hybrid regimes – Turkey and Thailand. As 

established in the introductory chapter, these two cases do not usually figure as natural analogues 

in comparative politics. Yet a growing body of recent scholarship is calling attention to important 

similarities in their political development, extending as far back as the nineteenth century. The core 

focus of the dissertation, therefore, was one such striking parallel, the emergence in both polities 

in the second half of the twentieth century of guardian political order. The dissertation has also 

sought to give an account of that particular development through an exploration of causal factors 

that extend back into the historical past, in particular to the incorporation of Ottoman Turkey and 

the kingdom of Siam into the expanding international society of states in the late nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries.  



 

241 
 

In reviewing the existing literatures on these questions, the research found that while they 

make significant contributions to our understanding of transitions from authoritarian rule, hybrid 

regimes and political guardianship they do not account for the particular features of guardian 

hybrid regimes. The dissertation has therefore advanced a novel theory of how guardian hybrid 

regimes come about, the shape they take when they are born, how they reproduce (institutionally 

speaking) over time, and also how they adapt or change over time both institutionally and 

ideologically. It argues that guardian hybrid regimes emerge as contingent outcomes of intra-elite 

conflict during historical breakpoints in national political development. During these ‘critical 

junctures’ traditional state elites engage in intense factional contestation over the task of fashioning 

a new, post-authoritarian political system. Deep, longstanding socio-political cleavages in the body 

politic and the particular quality of the domestic and international security environment condition 

elite conflict and elite choices over regime structure during the critical juncture and shape the 

eventual ‘architecture’ of the new political system. This explains the distinctive institutional 

morphology of guardian hybrid regimes – a bifurcation of the overall framework of political 

authority within the state between elected institutions (the ‘political realm’) and guardian tutelary 

ones (the ‘deep state’). 

Once established, guardian hybrid regimes are sustained and reproduced by institutional 

complexes of socially-embedded notions of legitimate political authority and strategic bureaucratic 

incumbency. These complexes consist in three mutually reinforcing elements that generate 

mechanisms of inherent institutional reproduction: a hegemonic state ideology (HSI); a ‘monist’ 

public sphere, and; periodic ‘strategic’ interventions by guardian actors to ‘discipline’ the political 

realm. Guardian hybrid regimes are also adaptive. In the wake of guardian settlements, processes 

of reaction and counterreaction to those settlements produce transitions through different 

institutional–ideological configurations as different guardian actors jockey for primacy within the 

deep state in response to varying challenges from the political firmament.  

I developed this argument and ground these claims through a critical juncture-path 

dependence analytical framework. Path-dependent explanations in comparative-historical analysis 

unfold through a sequence of analytical elements or components – critical junctures and antecedent 

conditions, institutional reproduction, reactive sequences and final outcomes – that work together to provide 

robust explanations of institutional outcomes, including patterns of regime development. 

Having restated the argument in brief, the chapter now moves to discuss the key 

contributions – empirical and theoretical - of the research and also its limitations and pathways to 

future research. 
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EMPIRICAL AND THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS  
 
Empirical contributions 
 

The first set of contributions this research makes is empirical. As outlined in the introductory 

chapter, the core empirical focus of the research has been the emergence and consolidation of 

guardian hybrid regimes in Turkey and Thailand from the second half of the twentieth century 

through to the turn of the twenty-first century. More recent developments do not therefore form 

the principal focus of the thesis. Nevertheless, it is the case that the findings presented here have 

significant purchase for a comprehensive understanding of events in Turkey since 2007 and in 

Thailand since 2006–7.  

Turkey 
 

Over the past five or six years, Turkey has experienced a major inflexion point in its political 

development. It has become increasingly clear to scholars and commentators that Turkey’s 

guardian hybrid regime has in fact been dismantled and that some new regime patter is in 

formation in Turkey. The exact temporal phasing and process associated with the end of the 

guardian order in Turkey is itself a fertile subject for more in-depth research but what is clear is 

that the period between 2008 and 2013 witnessed significant transition in Turkey.  

In 2008, the AKP narrowly avoided closure by the Constitutional Court of Turkey and a 

period of rapid ‘liberalizing’ reforms followed in short order, culminating in the constitutional 

reforms – the so-called ‘democratization package’ – announced by Prime Minister Erdoğan in 

2010.1 The 12 September 2010 referendum – which took place, not coincidentally, on the thirtieth 

anniversary of the 1980 coup marked the transition and consolidation of Turkey’s ‘statist-militarist’ 

guardian order – passed several important constitutional changes that substantially reduced the 

institutional reach of the deep state. This built on earlier reforms, particular in terms of the 

institutional authority of the military, undertaken as part of Turkey’s EU-accession process, which 

commenced in 2004.2 This was followed in short order by the controversial Ergenekon and 

Sledgehammer prosecutions, in which large numbers of senior commanders (past and present) in 

the Turkish armed forces were arrested and detained.3 The subsequent resignation of the entire 

                                                 
1 Ciddi (2011); Kalaycıoğlu (2012); Keyman (2010); Özbudun (2014). 
2 Hale and Özbudun (2009); Hughes (2004). 
3 Aydınlı, (2011); Cizre and Walker, (2010); Jenkins, (2009); Rodrik, (2011). 
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general staff in July 2011 in protest was probably the most vivid signal that the Turkish deep state 

was in terminal decline.4  

Moreover, it became apparent in the middle of the dissertation research that these post-

2010 events were in fact in large part the result of a parapolitical ‘marriage of convenience’ between 

the ruling AKP government and the Gülen movement. This parapolitical alliance had seen 

Gülenists within the Turkish state structure and the AKP government conspire to systematically 

dismantle the judicial and military structures of incumbency within the deep state over time.5  The 

full extent of this political dynamic and its implications only became apparent after 2015 – after 

much of the dissertation research was complete. 

 

Thailand 
 

Thaksin Shinawatra’s government fell in a coup on 19 September 2006, only a few weeks short of 

planned elections that would have undoubtedly returned him in a landslide. The coup – 

masterminded by Prem and other traditionalists close to the palace – led to a short-lived and very 

poorly received junta – the Council for Democratic Reform with the King as Head of State – that, 

in line with previous patterns as discussed in Chapter 7, reorganized the Thai deep state and then 

quickly returned power to parliament and civilian elected government. However, while aspects of 

the 1997 ‘People’s Constitution’ were abandoned its core liberal-judicial guardian aspects were 

retained and in some senses strengthened, which in line with the core findings of this research 

could be argued to be further consolidation of the liberal–judicial guardian order in Thailand. 

Nevertheless, from 2008 through to the present, Thailand has undergone massive 

instability, political turmoil, and violent political clashes including the rise of the Red Shirt 

movement (a mobilization championed by Thaksin but emerging in large part organically from the 

long-marginalized Thai periphery against the guardian centre) and the neo-Yellow Shirt movement 

from 2013. As Sinpeng and Martinez-Kuhonta observe: “[M]ost seasoned observers of Thai 

politics would be hard-pressed to recall a time when the polity was so riven, ordinary citizens 

(particularly from outside Bangkok) forcefully engaged in politics and ideas about democracy and 

about social and economic programmes so central to the electoral process.”6  

                                                 
4 ‘Turkey’ (2011). 
5 Yavuz and Koç (2016). On the alliance and its exposure during the dramatic AKP–Gülen split that 
emerged in the wake of corruption allegations against senior members of the ruling party in 2013–14 see 
Daloğlu (2013); The Economist (2013a, 2013b); Gürsel (2013); Kutahyali (2013). 
6 Sinpeng and Kuhonta (2012: 390). 



 

244 
 

In May 2014, the government of Yingluck Shinawatra was overthrown by yet another 

military coup. Andrew Marshall speculates that the junta took power in 2014 to be in command 

during the immanent transition to the new reign (i.e. upon the death of ailing King Bhumipol 

Aduljadet).  Certainly through 2015, evidence emerged of a rapprochement between the elements 

of the establishment opposed to the Crown Prince and heir to the throne, Vajiralongkorn. And 

indeed, through 2016 the long reign of King Bhumipol Aduljadet at last drew to a close. His death 

in October was met, unsurprisingly, with profound trepidation by ordinary Thais.  

The theory of institutional reproduction laid out in this thesis suggests that Thailand’s 

current guardian order cannot long endure now that the king has passed from the scene.7 The 

entire pattern of reproduction has rested, for over sixty years, on the charismatic authority of King 

Bhumipol and his son – the new King Rama X – simply lacks that authority. Thailand’s hegemonic 

state ideology will ultimately falter and, I suspect, its monist public sphere will soon dissolve as the 

guardians struggle to muster the ideological legitimacy to continue to reproduce the hybrid system.  

 
Theoretical contributions 

The thesis also makes several theoretical contributions. The first is its capacity contribute to our 

understanding of regime conceptualization, and in particular the variability in the typology of 

hybrid regimes after the Cold War. The second contribution is the elaboration of the role of ideas 

in the process of coalition bargaining in transition from authoritarian rule. The final and perhaps 

most significant contribution is to our understanding of the institutional reproduction of guardian 

hybrid regimes. 

 
Regime conceptualization 
 

It was established in previous chapters that in the study of hybrid regimes, guardian orders 

have attracted little systemic analysis. Research, it was argued, has tended to focus on a particular 

species within the hybrid genus; namely, competitive authoritarian or electoral authoritarian regimes.  

The literature on competitive authoritarianism as well as electoral authoritarianism focuses almost 

exclusively on the nature of political competition. This dissertation therefore joins a small but growing 

body of scholarship that focus on the guardian sub-type,8 building on it to show that guardian 

hybrid regimes share the fundamental structural characteristic of all political regimes – democratic, 

                                                 
7 See also Watmough (2016). 
8 Akkoyunlu (2014); Gilbert & Mohseni (2011); McSherry (1998); Mohseni (2012); Shambayati (2008). 
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authoritarian and hybrid – namely, that they are multidimensional.9  In this sense, one of the core 

contributions of this thesis is to show conclusively that regime hybridity is not limited to variance 

in the freedom of political competition.  

This thesis has therefore demonstrated how, in the guardian subtype, political competition 

for elected office is not of preeminent concern. It has shown how political incumbents and the 

opposition remain on a largely equal playing field and the electoral regime functions more or less 

sufficiently to guarantee relatively free and fair elections. Instead, what we find is that the existence 

of the deep state that is the critical defining element that renders these regimes simultaneously 

non-democratic and non-authoritarian. Moreover, most of these studies, for example Payam 

Mohseni’s recent work on Iran, focus exclusively on regime reproduction and stability, and not 

genesis, or focus either on a single country-case or a single regime dimension (such as the role of 

particular guardian institutions).  

 
 
The role of ideas in regime bargaining 
 
It was mentioned in the theoretical chapters how traditional ‘strategic’ approaches to inter-elite 

coalition building and negotiation over regime outcomes tend to occur through bargaining and 

payoffs. That is to say, paradigmatic accounts tend to be highly instrumentalist-rationalist. The 

nature of the intra-elite pact-making process in Turkey and Thailand during the transition from 

authoritarian rule was fundamentally different to the model posed in the paradigmatic accounts, 

however. Here elite coalition-building and pact making did not occur through bargaining and 

payoffs, but rather through persuasion and agreement through ideational processes of ideological 

strategic framing. This occurred, I argued, because the uncertain, highly fluid and ambiguous 

institutional environment surrounding institutional creation in the Turkish and Thai critical 

junctures made ideational filters particularly pertinent in shaping how actors interpreted reality and 

oriented their strategies. 

The ‘strategic constructivist’ account of intra-elite conflict and coalition-building I adopt 

in the theoretical model here is therefore a meaningful contribution. Recognizing that the strategic 

behaviour of elites as purposive actors must incorporate an understanding of political rationality 

as socially constructed is very important to understanding elite coalition behaviour as a concrete 

empirical reality. Drawing on socially constituted ideational frames to explain strategic behaviour 

offers a significant analytical payoff here in so far as it allows us to uncover and analyse the 

                                                 
9 See, in particular, Gilbert and Mohseni (2011).  
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substantive content of particular political demands and of the actual mindsets, motivations, and 

perceptions that allow elites in regime negotiations to connect their interests with a particular set 

of institutional outcomes. 

 
 
Institutional reproduction 
 

Perhaps the most significant and impactful contribution this research makes is to understanding 

durability. The argument laid out contends that institutional complexes of socially-embedded 

notions of legitimate political authority and strategic bureaucratic incumbency are mutually 

reinforcing and thus all necessary and sufficient conditions for guardian orders to be sustained for 

any prolonged period of time. This argument certainly holds for Turkey and to the present 

Thailand and, as mentioned above, is predictive of a collapse of guardian order in the latter case 

now that King Bhumipol has been replaced by a much less popular and charismatic king in 

December 2016. 

In introducing the ‘negative’ case of Chile after 1989 I was able to significantly bolster the 

causal arguments laid out by assessing their applicability in a third case – Chile in the period after 

the end of the military regime in 1989–90. In contrast to the successful institutional reproduction 

of guardian hybrid regimes in Turkey and Thailand, in Chile attempts by state elites to 

institutionalize a ‘tutelary’ or guardian order in this period failed. This was not for a dearth either 

of determination or effort. Rather, I contend that the failure of Chilean authoritarian state elites to 

fortify their order was a result of the absence of the reinforcing elements theorized to be 

responsible for institutional reproduction in Turkey and Thailand. While applying the “method of 

difference” here certainly does not clinch the arguments I presented for self-reinforcing logics, it 

does make it more plausible and allows me to avoid a ‘purely’ counterfactual argument.  

Additionally, I have myself recently extended the arguments – the ‘lessons from Turkey 

and Thailand’ – to the new case of Burma/Myanmar, which emerged as a guardian hybrid regime 

in the period after 2011.10 Here I show that, unlike Turkey and Thailand, Myanmar’s guardian 

hybrid regime lacks the particular features that have made that system remarkably durable and 

long-lasting – a hegemonic state ideology and a ‘monist’ public sphere – and its hybrid order is 

thus a halfway house that is unlikely to stand. The Chilean comparison indicates that Myanmar is 

unlikely to follow Chile’s lead, however, and is thus unlikely to transition quickly to democracy.   

 
                                                 
10 Watmough (2016). 
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LIMITATIONS AND PATHWAYS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
The research is also subject to several empirical and theoretical limitations that – while worthy of 

mention as potential shortcomings – also point to pathways for future research. As mentioned in 

the previous section, one of the features of this research has been its empirical truncation around 

the middle of the last decade (i.e. some ten years ago). It would seem to be a natural extension of 

the findings presented in the dissertation, therefore, to draw more explicitly on its theoretical 

framework to analyse those events in both Turkey and Thailand with a view to a more 

comprehensive understanding of current developments and possible future trajectories in the 

Turkish and Thai cases.  

More broadly, several key theoretical aspects are worth highlighting. The core theoretical 

limitation of this research is the small number of cases under review. It is certainly the case that 

the critical juncture–path dependence analytical framework provided a robust structural prior for 

the development of a novel theory of guardian hybrid regime formation, morphology, 

consolidation and evolution. At the same time, my theory was essentially constructed inductively 

based on two cases. The strategy of paired in-depth case study analysis was employed in this study 

partly because the constraints imposed by in-depth qualitative analysis demand a narrower 

selection of representative cases but also in order to leverage the advantages of the in-depth case 

study approach for causal analysis– deep case coverage that could maximize the explanatory power 

causal process analysis.  Moreover, Turkey and Thailand were purposively selected as they 

constitute archetypal ‘deviant cases’ of political regime formation.   

Nevertheless, as was established in the earlier chapters of the dissertation Turkey and 

Thailand are by no means the only examples of modern guardian hybrids, and it was outlined that 

the subset comprised of these two extreme deviants speaks to a much wider set of cases that 

exhibit many or all of the same characteristics (see Table 9.1). The question therefore arises as to 

the extent to which the arguments laid out in this research can be applied to these cases.  As Table 

9.1 indicates, Turkey and Thailand are the longest-lasting guardian hybrid regimes on the planet – 

guardian order endured for 49 years in Turkey and has done so for 37 years in Thailand. Since the 

1979 revolution, the Islamic Republic of Iran has been a guardian order, with a dual governance 

structure similar to that of Turkey and Thailand.  Similarly, Japan’s ‘Taisho democracy’ (1911–

1932) was a guardian hybrid regime in which military, bureaucratic, and oligarchic guardian factions 

competed with elected party governments for political ascendancy.  Since 1971, Pakistan’s military 

guardian order has only been disturbed by long periods of direct rule by the armed forces.  For 
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fifteen years between 1990 and 2005, Nepal was a monarchical guardian hybrid regime. In 2013 

Myanmar emerged as the newest case of this kind, indicating that the form remains a pertinent 

exemplar of a viable settlement structure for authoritarian elites contemplating the transition away 

from authoritarian rule. 

 

Table 9.1 Additional cases of guardian hybrid regimes 
 
 Successful (long-lasting) guardian hybrid regimes New case 
 Iran 

 
(1979–) 

Pakistan 
 

(1971–1977; 
1988–1999; 

2008–) 

Taisho Japan 
 

(1911–1932) 

Nepal 
 

(1990–2005) 

Myanmar 
 

(2013–) 

Type Clerical Military-
bureaucratic 

Oligarchic-
bureaucratic-

military 

Monarchical Military 

Duration 38 years 28 years 21 years 15 years 4 years 

 
 

How might the arguments laid out in this research apply in these other cases? It is certainly 

plausible that the critical juncture–path dependence framework is applicable – at least in principle 

– to analyzing regime outcomes in all cases. My initial intuition is that each of them was born in 

breakpoints in national historical development that would easily fall into the category of ‘critical 

juncture’, although it is not altogether clear whether long-standing cleavages in the body politic 

could be found that would account for these. The ‘generative crises’ prompting critical junctures 

in some of these cases may have different provenances – especially in the Iranian, Pakistani, and 

Nepalese cases. That said, a centre–periphery cleavage not dissimilar to that identified in the 

research in Turkey and Thailand would apply in the case of the formation of the guardian hybrid 

regime in Myanmar in 2010–2013. As argued above, the theory of institutional reproduction in 

guardian hybrid regimes would in all likelihood hold up robustly if applied in these additional cases. 

As to the question of the role of the security environment and the arguments about the nature of 

post-critical juncture dynamics of reaction and counterreaction – these are indeed open questions 

calling for further research. Further research would also benefit from the incorporation of other 

cases – Morocco and Chile in particular – to see to what extent and how the arguments laid out in 

this dissertation might apply. A much more extensive comparative approach – drawing on most 
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(or indeed all) of these cases – should expand the scope of our understanding and provide valuable 

insight into both the genesis, the durability and the breakdown of guardian hybrid regimes. 
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