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Abstract: Debates on the applicability of semi-presidentialism in Türkiye frequently treat 

governmental systems as fixed and mutually exclusive models. This article instead evaluates 

semi-presidentialism as a variable institutional arrangement whose consequences depend on 

the distribution of authority, the location of political responsibility, and the procedures used 

to manage disagreement within the executive. It asks under which constitutional conditions a 

semi-presidential design could operate coherently in Türkiye. The study uses a structured 

qualitative comparison of France, Portugal, Finland, Romania, and Russia, alongside an 

institutional analysis of Türkiye's constitutional development and current governmental 

framework. The comparison distinguishes premier-presidential systems, in which the cabinet 

is responsible only to parliament, from president-parliamentary systems, in which both the 

president and parliament may terminate the cabinet's tenure. The findings indicate that 

applicability cannot be inferred from the direct election of a president alone. A workable 

design would require a premier-presidential responsibility rule, an explicit allocation of 

presidential and governmental competences, transparent countersignature and joint-decision 

procedures, effective parliamentary lawmaking and budgetary capacity, carefully limited 

election-renewal mechanisms, and independent constitutional adjudication. Türkiye's 

experience with direct presidential election, nationwide executive legitimacy, parliamentary 

institutions, and constitutional review provides relevant institutional resources. Nevertheless, 

these resources would need to be reorganized around an unambiguous chain of democratic 

accountability. The article concludes that semi-presidentialism is conditionally applicable in 

Türkiye, but only as a carefully specified constitutional design rather than as a general 

compromise between presidential and parliamentary government. 

 

Keywords: semi-presidentialism; Türkiye; dual executive; parliamentary accountability; 
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Introduction 

The classification of governmental systems is one of the most established areas of 

comparative constitutional and political analysis. Parliamentary, presidential, and semi-

presidential systems are commonly distinguished according to the origin, tenure, and political 

responsibility of executive authorities. These categories remain useful, but they can also 

conceal decisive differences within each family (Linz, 1990, pp. 51–69; Elgie, 2004, pp. 314–

330; Yazıcı, 2002). Semi-presidentialism is particularly diverse. The term may describe a 

restrained presidency operating alongside a government clearly responsible to parliament, or a 

powerful presidency capable of directing and dismissing the cabinet. The practical 

consequences of these arrangements are not equivalent. 

This internal variation is central to any assessment of semi-presidentialism for Türkiye. The 

relevant question is not simply whether a directly elected president and a prime minister could 

coexist. It is whether the constitutional distribution of authority would make responsibility 

identifiable, allow the executive to function under both aligned and divided political 
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majorities, preserve the legislative and budgetary role of parliament, and provide credible 

procedures for resolving institutional disagreement. A design that does not answer these 

questions may reproduce ambiguity rather than combine the potential advantages of 

presidential and parliamentary government. 

Türkiye offers a significant case for this inquiry. Its constitutional experience includes long 

periods of parliamentary government, the introduction of direct presidential election through 

the 2007 constitutional amendment, the first direct presidential election in 2014, and the 

transition to the Presidential Government System following the 2017 constitutional 

amendment and the 2018 elections. The current framework establishes a single elected 

executive and separates the political tenure of the executive from parliamentary confidence. 

At the same time, the Grand National Assembly of Türkiye (GNAT) retains legislative, 

budgetary, deliberative, and oversight functions, while constitutional adjudication remains an 

important component of the institutional order. This combination makes Türkiye suitable for 

evaluating the conditions, rather than merely the abstract desirability, of a possible dual 

executive. 

The article advances three claims. First, semi-presidentialism should be analysed through 

subtypes and accountability relations, not through the system label alone. Second, 

comparative experience suggests that the most consequential design choice is whether the 

government is responsible exclusively to parliament or may also be dismissed by the 

president. Third, a semi-presidential arrangement could be institutionally applicable in 

Türkiye only if it were designed around a clear and traceable chain of responsibility. This 

requires more than creating the office of prime minister. It requires a comprehensive 

allocation of executive tasks, parliamentary confidence rules, countersignature procedures, 

budgetary coordination, deadlock-resolution mechanisms, and constitutional review. 

Methodologically, the study uses a structured, focused comparison of selected semi-

presidential cases and applies the resulting design lessons to Türkiye's institutional baseline. 

France is examined because it demonstrates both majority-aligned government and 

cohabitation. Portugal illustrates a premier-presidential system with presidential reserve 

powers and a parliamentary cabinet. Finland demonstrates the gradual parliamentarisation of a 

dual executive. Romania shows the importance of constitutional adjudication and role 

interpretation during intra-executive disagreement. Russia is included as a contrasting case in 

which presidential authority over government tenure demonstrates the cumulative importance 

of appointment, dismissal, and directive powers. These cases are not treated as models to be 

copied. They are used to identify mechanisms that may facilitate or complicate accountable 

government. 

The analysis is deliberately institutional and conditional. It does not argue that semi-

presidentialism is inherently superior to Türkiye's current system or to parliamentary 

government. Nor does it evaluate individual officeholders or political parties. Instead, it asks 

how constitutional rules would operate under different political configurations, including 

aligned majorities, divided majorities, coalition governments, and fragmented legislatures. 

Such scenario-based evaluation is necessary because constitutional design must remain 

workable when political conditions change. 

The remainder of the article proceeds as follows. The second section defines semi-

presidentialism and explains why executive responsibility is the key analytical variable. The 

third section presents the comparative method and assessment criteria. The fourth section 

draws institutional lessons from the selected cases. The fifth section identifies Türkiye's 

relevant institutional baseline. The sixth section sets out the constitutional conditions for a 
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workable semi-presidential design in Türkiye. The seventh section discusses the broader 

implications and limitations of the analysis, and the final section concludes.  

Conceptual Framework: Semi-Presidential Subtypes and Accountability 

2.1 Defining semi-presidentialism 

Duverger's foundational account described semi-presidential government through the 

combined presence of a popularly elected president with meaningful powers and a prime 

minister and cabinet responsible to parliament (Duverger, 1980, pp. 165–187). Later 

scholarship refined this definition in order to separate classification from judgments about 

how powerful a president appears in practice. Elgie's widely used approach defines a semi-

presidential system as one in which a popularly elected fixed-term president exists alongside a 

prime minister and cabinet collectively responsible to the legislature (Elgie, 1999, pp. 1–21; 

Elgie, 2011). This definition makes it possible to classify systems without relying on 

contested assessments of presidential strength. 

The definition nevertheless identifies only the entrance point to analysis. Constitutions that 

satisfy it can distribute authority in sharply different ways. A president may possess limited 

independent powers and perform a coordinating or guarantor role. Alternatively, the president 

may exercise extensive appointment, dismissal, decree, security, and policy-direction powers. 

The prime minister may be the effective head of government, or may operate within a 

hierarchy dominated by the presidency. The cabinet may depend exclusively on parliamentary 

confidence, or its tenure may also depend on presidential approval. 

For this reason, the mere combination of direct presidential election and a parliament-

responsible cabinet does not determine the quality or likely performance of the arrangement. 

What matters is how the constitution links power to responsibility. A constitution may grant 

an institution authority but leave responsibility unclear, or impose responsibility without 

sufficient capacity to influence policy. Either mismatch can weaken accountability. 

2.2 Premier-presidential and president-parliamentary systems 

Shugart and Carey distinguish between premier-presidential and president-parliamentary 

forms of semi-presidentialism (Shugart & Carey, 1992; Shugart, 2005, pp. 323–351). In a 

premier-presidential system, the prime minister and cabinet are politically responsible to 

parliament, but the president cannot independently dismiss them. The president may appoint 

the prime minister, yet the appointment is constrained by the requirement that the government 

obtain or retain parliamentary support. In a president-parliamentary system, both parliament 

and the president possess authority over cabinet survival. This dual dependence can give the 

president greater control over government while also complicating the location of political 

responsibility. 

The distinction is more than terminological. When the cabinet is responsible only to 

parliament, the parliamentary majority is ordinarily able to identify the government it supports 

and to replace it according to established procedures. When the president can also dismiss the 

cabinet, a government supported by parliament may nevertheless be removed by a separately 

elected executive authority. The resulting overlap can create uncertainty about whose 

programme the cabinet implements and to whom it is accountable. 

Comparative research associates intra-executive conflict and cabinet instability with the 

interaction between constitutional powers and political conditions (Protsyk, 2006, pp. 219–

244; Sedelius & Ekman, 2010, pp. 505–530). This does not mean that every president-

parliamentary system is unstable or that every premier-presidential system functions 
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smoothly. Party systems, political conventions, electoral calendars, and constitutional courts 

also matter. The subtype distinction is nevertheless a strong starting point because it identifies 

the legal rule governing cabinet tenure. 

2.3 Dual legitimacy and the allocation of responsibility 

Semi-presidentialism contains two electoral relationships. The president derives a direct 

national mandate from voters, while the government depends on a parliamentary majority that 

also derives from elections. These sources of legitimacy may reinforce each other when the 

president and parliamentary majority share political priorities. They may also diverge. 

Cohabitation occurs when a president must work with a government supported by a different 

parliamentary majority. Even without formal cohabitation, intra-executive disagreement may 

arise from differences in leadership, policy, or institutional interpretation. 

Dual legitimacy is not necessarily a constitutional defect. It can broaden representation, 

require negotiation, and prevent the complete concentration of political responsibility in a 

single institution. Yet it also makes the allocation of tasks and responsibility especially 

important. If both executive actors can claim authority over the same policy domain, citizens 

and parliament may find it difficult to determine who made a decision and who should answer 

for its consequences. The problem is therefore not the existence of two legitimate institutions 

by itself, but the combination of overlapping authority and uncertain responsibility. 

Horizontal accountability provides a useful framework for evaluating this problem. O'Donnell 

defines horizontal accountability in terms of legally empowered state agencies that can 

oversee, question, and sanction other public authorities (O'Donnell, 1998, pp. 112–126). In a 

dual executive, horizontal accountability includes parliamentary scrutiny, budget approval, 

judicial review, audit institutions, and procedures requiring one executive actor to obtain the 

participation or countersignature of another. These mechanisms work effectively only when 

their legal consequences are clear. 

Veto-player theory also helps explain the trade-offs involved in dividing executive authority. 

Additional institutions whose agreement is necessary for policy change may protect stability 

and encourage compromise, but they may also increase the difficulty of changing policy 

(Tsebelis, 1995, pp. 289–325). The relevant design task is not to eliminate institutional checks 

in the name of efficiency. It is to distinguish ordinary coordination from exceptional blockage 

and to create procedures appropriate to each. 

2.4 A design-oriented understanding of applicability 

Applicability is sometimes discussed as though a governmental system either fits or does not 

fit a country's political culture. That approach is too static. Institutions influence political 

incentives, but they also operate within inherited legal practices, party structures, 

administrative traditions, and expectations about public authority. A design may therefore be 

more or less compatible with existing institutions, and its effects may change as political 

conditions evolve. 

For the purposes of this article, semi-presidentialism is considered applicable when a 

constitutional design can satisfy five requirements. First, authority and political responsibility 

must be sufficiently aligned to make government action traceable. Second, the arrangement 

must remain operational under both aligned and divided majorities. Third, parliament must 

possess meaningful legislative, budgetary, and oversight capacity. Fourth, disputes must be 

channelled into predictable political or legal procedures. Fifth, the design must preserve 

continuity of administration while allowing democratic replacement of the government. 
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These requirements do not guarantee political agreement or successful policy. No 

constitutional system can do so. They instead provide standards for judging whether 

disagreement can be managed without persistent uncertainty about institutional authority. 

Method and Analytical Strategy 

This study employs a qualitative, structured comparison followed by a case-specific 

institutional assessment. Comparative analysis is appropriate because semi-presidential 

constitutions vary along identifiable dimensions while sharing the basic combination of a 

directly elected president and a parliament-responsible government. The aim is not to rank 

countries by performance or infer a universal causal law from a small number of cases. It is to 

identify recurring design mechanisms and evaluate their relevance to Türkiye. 

The case selection combines institutional similarity with meaningful variation. France, 

Portugal, Finland, and Romania meet the conventional definition of semi-presidentialism, but 

they differ in presidential powers, parliamentary confidence procedures, conventions, and 

experiences of divided executive authority. Russia is included as a contrasting president-

parliamentary arrangement that highlights the cumulative effect of presidential authority over 

the government. The comparison follows the logic of focused case studies: each country is 

examined through the same questions rather than presented as a complete political history 

(Gerring, 2004, pp. 341–354; Lijphart, 1971, pp. 682–693). 

Five questions guide the comparison: 

1. To whom is the cabinet politically responsible? 

2. How are presidential and governmental competences allocated? 

3. Which acts require countersignature, consultation, or joint decision? 

4. How are parliamentary disagreement and executive deadlock managed? 

5. Which institutions authoritatively interpret competence disputes? 

The Türkiye assessment then examines whether existing constitutional experience provides 

institutional resources relevant to these questions. The baseline includes the direct election of 

the president, the current separation of executive tenure from parliamentary confidence, the 

GNAT's legislative and budgetary powers, presidential decrees and their constitutional limits, 

election-renewal rules, and constitutional adjudication. The analysis uses constitutional texts 

and selected comparative and Turkish scholarship. It is current to June 2026. 

This approach has three limitations. First, constitutional rules do not fully predict political 

practice. Party discipline, electoral alliances, leadership patterns, and informal conventions 

may alter the practical balance of institutions. Second, the article does not propose a complete 

draft constitution. It identifies design conditions that would need to be addressed in such a 

draft. Third, it does not evaluate the political likelihood of adopting semi-presidentialism. 

Applicability and political feasibility are related but distinct questions. 

Comparative Lessons for Institutional Design 

4.1 France: flexibility, cohabitation, and the importance of parliamentary support 

France is the best-known example of semi-presidentialism. The Constitution of the Fifth 

Republic provides for a directly elected president, a prime minister, and a government 

responsible to the National Assembly. The president appoints the prime minister, but the 

government's continued tenure is shaped by its ability to retain parliamentary support. Certain 

presidential powers are exercised independently, while many presidential acts require 
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countersignature by the prime minister and, where appropriate, responsible ministers 

(Constitution of the French Republic, 1958, arts. 8, 19–21, 49–50). 

French practice demonstrates the importance of political configuration. When the president 

and the parliamentary majority are aligned, the president may occupy a leading position in 

policy direction. During cohabitation, the prime minister and government derive practical 

authority from the parliamentary majority, while the president retains constitutionally 

assigned functions. France experienced three periods of cohabitation between 1986 and 2002. 

These periods did not eliminate disagreement, but they showed that a dual executive can 

remain operational when the parliamentary basis of government is accepted and institutional 

competences are sufficiently recognized (Poulard, 1990, pp. 243–267; Elgie & Machin, 1991, 

pp. 62–78). 

France also demonstrates the role of electoral timing. The reduction of the presidential term 

and the sequencing of presidential and legislative elections reduced the likelihood of 

cohabitation for a time, but it did not make different parliamentary outcomes constitutionally 

impossible. The dissolution of the National Assembly in June 2024 illustrated that electoral 

and parliamentary configurations can still change within the same constitutional structure. 

The general lesson is that a constitution should not be designed only for aligned majorities. 

The French experience provides two relevant design lessons. First, the government must 

possess a recognizable parliamentary foundation even when the president is politically 

influential. Second, independent presidential powers and countersigned acts should be 

distinguishable. When practice allocates influence beyond the explicit text, conventions may 

facilitate flexibility, but reliance on convention alone may also reduce predictability in a new 

or redesigned system. 

4.2 Portugal: reserve presidential powers within a premier-presidential structure 

Portugal combines a directly elected president with a government that is politically 

responsible to parliament. The president has meaningful constitutional powers, including 

powers related to appointment, promulgation, constitutional review, and dissolution. 

However, the government's ordinary political responsibility is parliamentary. The Portuguese 

design therefore illustrates how a president may serve as a guarantor and possess reserve 

powers without controlling the cabinet's daily political tenure (Constitution of the Portuguese 

Republic, 1976, arts. 133–140, 182–196). 

The distinction between ordinary government and exceptional presidential intervention is 

important. Reserve powers can help address constitutional or political impasses, but their 

legitimacy depends on defined procedures and publicly identifiable reasons. A power framed 

as exceptional should not become an alternative channel of routine policy direction. 

Consultation requirements, formal reasons, and constitutional review can help preserve this 

distinction. 

Portugal's experience suggests that a dual executive does not require symmetrical political 

control by both executive actors. The president may have sufficient authority to protect 

constitutional continuity while the government remains accountable to parliament for ordinary 

policy. For Türkiye, this lesson is relevant because it separates a nationally elected presidency 

from the daily responsibility of a parliamentary government without reducing the presidency 

to a purely ceremonial office 
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4.3 Finland: parliamentarisation and clarified executive coordination 

Finland demonstrates that semi-presidential arrangements can evolve toward stronger 

parliamentary government while retaining a directly elected president. Earlier Finnish practice 

gave the president a substantial role, particularly in foreign affairs. Constitutional reforms 

gradually strengthened the parliamentary position of the government and clarified the prime 

minister's role. The 2000 Constitution consolidated this development, and subsequent changes 

further specified the relationship between the president and government. 

The Finnish experience is especially valuable because it shows that direct presidential election 

does not necessarily require broad presidential control over domestic government. It also 

demonstrates the importance of procedures in areas where responsibility is shared. Foreign 

policy, for example, is constitutionally conducted through cooperation between the president 

and government, while European Union affairs are closely connected to governmental and 

parliamentary responsibility. This differentiated allocation responds to the fact that 

international and domestic policy are increasingly interconnected (Constitution of Finland, 

1999, secs. 58, 93). 

Finland's gradual parliamentarisation illustrates that institutional balance is affected not only 

by lists of powers but also by decision procedures. Requiring proposals, consultations, or joint 

action can transform an apparently broad competence into a coordinated one. At the same 

time, shared competences require a clear method for reaching a final decision when 

disagreement persists (Nousiainen, 2001, pp. 95–109; Arter & Widfeldt, 2010, pp. 1278–

1298). 

The Finnish lesson for Türkiye is twofold. First, presidential legitimacy and parliamentary 

government can coexist without making all executive policy jointly controlled. Second, where 

joint authority is retained, the constitution should specify both the normal cooperation 

procedure and the final rule for resolving disagreement 

4.4 Romania: intra-executive disagreement and constitutional adjudication 

Romania combines a directly elected president with a government accountable to parliament. 

Its experience demonstrates how disputes can arise not only from explicit powers but also 

from different interpretations of constitutional roles. The president's functions concerning 

representation, mediation, foreign affairs, security, and government formation may intersect 

with the responsibilities of the prime minister and cabinet. When political majorities differ, 

these intersections can become institutionally significant. 

Romanian practice has included periods of substantial conflict between the presidency, 

government, and parliament. It has also involved constitutional adjudication concerning 

institutional competences and suspension procedures. These experiences show why a 

constitutional court may become an important arbiter in a dual executive. Judicial resolution 

cannot replace political negotiation, but it can clarify competence boundaries and prevent 

every disagreement from becoming an open-ended constitutional contest (Protsyk, 2006, pp. 

219–244; Sedelius & Ekman, 2010, pp. 505–530). 

The Romanian case also shows that broad constitutional concepts such as mediation, 

representation, or safeguarding the constitution can support different institutional 

interpretations. Such concepts may be necessary, but they should be accompanied by more 

specific provisions concerning appointments, participation in cabinet meetings, international 

representation, and the legal effects of presidential acts. 

For Türkiye, the main lesson is that competence disputes should be anticipated at the design 

stage. A constitution should identify which institution may bring a dispute, which court 
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decides it, whether proceedings are expedited, and what effect the judgment has on pending 

governmental action 

4.5 Russia as a contrasting case: the cumulative effect of presidential powers 

Russia is useful as a contrasting case because its formal dual executive combines 

parliamentary involvement with extensive presidential authority. The institutional balance 

cannot be understood by examining a single appointment or confidence provision. The 

combined effects of nomination, dismissal, direction, decree, security, and dissolution-related 

powers shape the actual position of the government. Partlett describes a broader constitutional 

pattern in which formally separate institutions may remain organized around a dominant 

presidency (Partlett, 2022, pp. 204–236). 

This comparison reinforces the importance of cabinet responsibility. When a president can 

remove a government independently of parliament, parliamentary confidence may cease to be 

the decisive basis of government tenure. The cabinet may then face two principals with 

different preferences, while one possesses a stronger capacity to enforce its preference. Such a 

structure can blur responsibility even when the constitution formally recognizes parliament's 

role. 

The lesson is not that all strong presidential powers are incompatible with semi-

presidentialism. It is that powers must be assessed cumulatively. Appointment, dismissal, 

decree, dissolution, chairing authority, and control over administrative coordination may each 

be defensible in isolation, but their combined effect may transform the character of the 

system. Any design for Türkiye should therefore be tested as an integrated institutional 

package. 

4.6 Comparative synthesis 

Table 1 summarizes the principal lessons. 

Table 1. Comparative institutional lessons 

Case 
Cabinet 

responsibility 
Defining mechanism Principal design lesson 

France Parliament 

Government depends on 

National Assembly support; 

presidential influence varies 

with political configuration 

Design for both aligned majorities and 

cohabitation 

Portugal Parliament 

President holds reserve and 

guarantor powers while 

ordinary government remains 

parliamentary 

Separate routine government from 

exceptional intervention 

Finland Parliament 

Clarified and differentiated 

coordination between 

president and government 

Specify procedures for shared 

competences and disagreement 

Romania Parliament 

Constitutional adjudication 

addresses competence 

disputes in a politically 

active dual executive 

Provide rapid and authoritative dispute-

resolution mechanisms 

Russia 

President and 

parliament in a 

president-

parliamentary 

configuration 

Presidential powers over 

government operate 

cumulatively 

Evaluate the combined effect of 

appointment, dismissal, decree, and 

direction powers 
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The comparison supports four general conclusions. First, the location of cabinet responsibility 

is the most consequential structural choice. Second, dual legitimacy becomes manageable 

when competences and procedures are clear under both aligned and divided majorities. Third, 

countersignature and joint-decision rules are substantive accountability mechanisms, not 

merely formalities. Fourth, constitutional adjudication and deadlock procedures should be 

designed before conflict occurs. 

Türkiye's Institutional Baseline 

5.1 Constitutional development and direct presidential election 

Türkiye's experience provides institutional resources relevant to a semi-presidential 

assessment, but it does not predetermine the outcome. Under the parliamentary framework 

that preceded the current system, executive authority was divided between the president and 

the Council of Ministers, while the government was politically responsible to parliament. The 

constitutional amendment adopted in 2007 introduced direct popular election of the president, 

and the first direct election took place in 2014. This change created a nationally elected 

presidency while the parliamentary government continued for a transitional period (Özbudun, 

2018; Yazıcı, 2002). 

The 2017 constitutional amendment established the foundations of the Presidential 

Government System, which became fully operational following the 2018 elections. The office 

of prime minister and the Council of Ministers were abolished, and executive power was 

assigned to the president. The president and the GNAT receive separate electoral mandates, 

and the executive does not depend on a parliamentary vote of confidence for tenure. This 

framework is therefore not semi-presidential: it does not contain a prime minister and cabinet 

collectively responsible to parliament. 

This historical sequence matters for applicability. Türkiye has experience with parliamentary 

government, direct presidential election, and a single elected executive. A possible semi-

presidential arrangement would not simply restore an earlier system, because the direct 

election and political role of the presidency would fundamentally distinguish it from the 

former parliamentary framework. It would also not merely add a prime minister to the current 

structure. It would require a new relationship between executive authority and parliamentary 

confidence. 

5.2 The present allocation of legislative and executive authority 

The Constitution assigns legislative power to the GNAT and executive power and duty to the 

president (Constitution of the Republic of Türkiye, 1982, arts. 7–8). The president is elected 

for a fixed term and appoints vice presidents and ministers. These officials do not obtain 

office through parliamentary confidence. The GNAT exercises lawmaking authority, approves 

the central government budget and final accounts, and uses constitutionally specified 

information and oversight procedures. 

Presidential decrees are an important component of the current framework. The president may 

issue decrees on matters related to executive power, subject to constitutional limits. Certain 

fundamental rights and political rights cannot be regulated by presidential decree; matters that 

the Constitution requires to be regulated exclusively by statute and matters explicitly 

regulated by statute are also excluded. Where a statute and presidential decree contain 

different provisions, the statute prevails, and a presidential decree becomes ineffective if the 

GNAT enacts a statute on the same subject (Constitution of the Republic of Türkiye, 1982, 

art. 104). Constitutional review further defines the legal boundaries of decree authority (Atar, 

2019, pp. 241–259; Can, 2020, pp. 133–192). 
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This allocation offers two lessons for a possible dual executive. First, the boundary between 

legislation and executive regulation must remain explicit. Second, introducing a parliamentary 

government would require determining which executive institution may issue regulatory acts, 

on whose proposal they are issued, and who bears political and legal responsibility for them 

5.3 Parliamentary capacity and accountability 

In the current system, parliamentary oversight does not include confidence votes or motions 

of censure directed at the tenure of a cabinet. The GNAT's functions instead include 

legislation, budget and final-account approval, parliamentary inquiry, general debate, 

parliamentary investigation, and written questions within the constitutional framework. 

Recent scholarship evaluates parliamentary effectiveness through these multiple channels 

rather than through a single indicator (Bayrak & Ölmez, 2024, pp. 41–59; Bilgiç & Yolcu, 

2025, pp. 33–55; Altunkaya & Keser, 2025, pp. 242–258). 

If a semi-presidential arrangement were adopted, parliamentary confidence would become a 

central mechanism of executive accountability. Yet confidence rules alone would be 

insufficient. A parliament-responsible government must also have the institutional capacity to 

prepare and defend legislation, negotiate the budget, answer questions, participate effectively 

in committees, and explain the implementation of public policy. Otherwise, formal 

responsibility may not correspond to practical governing capacity. 

The GNAT's existing legislative and budgetary experience is therefore an important 

institutional resource. The relevant design question is how these functions would connect to a 

government's responsibility and policy programme while preserving parliament's independent 

lawmaking and oversight role. 

5.4 Election renewal and constitutional adjudication 

The current Constitution provides a reciprocal mechanism for renewal of presidential and 

parliamentary elections. When either the GNAT under the applicable constitutional majority 

or the president decides on renewal, both elections are renewed together (Constitution of the 

Republic of Türkiye, 1982, art. 116). This mechanism links the resolution of a serious 

political disagreement to a renewed electoral mandate and imposes a consequence on the 

institution initiating renewal. 

In a semi-presidential design, the continuation or modification of this mechanism would 

require careful analysis. A parliamentary government ordinarily needs procedures for 

government formation, confidence, constructive replacement, and potentially parliamentary 

dissolution. Automatically renewing the presidential election whenever parliament is 

dissolved could reduce flexibility and turn ordinary government formation difficulties into 

system-wide electoral events. Conversely, allowing the president to dissolve parliament 

without adequate limits could weaken parliamentary responsibility. The design would 

therefore need to distinguish ordinary parliamentary government changes from exceptional 

constitutional deadlock. 

Türkiye also possesses an established system of constitutional review. The Constitutional 

Court reviews statutes and presidential decrees within its constitutional jurisdiction. A dual 

executive would likely increase the number and type of competence disputes. Existing judicial 

capacity is relevant, but the Constitution would need to define an appropriate procedure for 

resolving disputes between the president, government, and parliament, including standing, 

time limits, and legal effects. 
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5.5 Institutional resources and transition costs 

Türkiye's institutional baseline contains several resources relevant to a possible semi-

presidential system: a directly elected presidency with nationwide legitimacy, an established 

national parliament, experience with cabinet government, a professional public 

administration, budgetary institutions, and constitutional review. These features make it 

possible to describe semi-presidentialism as institutionally conceivable. 

At the same time, transition costs would be substantial. Ministries, executive coordination, 

appointment powers, regulatory instruments, budget preparation, parliamentary procedure, 

and administrative responsibility are presently organized around a single executive. 

Reintroducing a prime minister and parliament-responsible cabinet would require more than 

constitutional amendments at the top of the system. It would require a coordinated legal 

transition and a clear timetable so that public administration remains continuous while 

responsibility is reassigned. 

Conditions for a Workable Semi-Presidential Design in Türkiye 

6.1 Premier-presidential responsibility as the foundational rule 

The first and most important condition is that the government should be politically 

responsible only to the GNAT. The president may appoint a prime minister according to the 

parliamentary result and constitutionally specified consultations, but should not possess an 

independent power to dismiss a government that retains parliamentary confidence. This 

premier-presidential rule would align cabinet tenure with the parliamentary majority and 

make the chain of responsibility more traceable. 

The appointment procedure should minimize ambiguity. After a general election or the 

resignation of a government, the president could consult parliamentary groups and appoint a 

prime-minister designate who appears capable of obtaining confidence. The designate would 

present a government programme and cabinet to the GNAT within a defined period. If 

confidence were not obtained, subsequent nomination rounds would follow a predetermined 

sequence. Only after these procedures failed would an exceptional dissolution or election-

renewal mechanism become available. 

A constructive vote of no confidence deserves consideration. Under such a rule, parliament 

may remove a prime minister only by simultaneously electing a successor. This mechanism 

protects parliamentary accountability while reducing periods without an effective 

government. It also distinguishes political replacement from institutional crisis. The exact 

voting threshold should balance governability and parliamentary responsiveness; an 

excessively high threshold could make accountability ineffective, while an excessively low 

one could increase cabinet turnover. 

The president should retain no general authority to dismiss the prime minister. Limited legal 

procedures could address incapacity, resignation, death, or constitutionally adjudicated 

misconduct, but these should not operate as substitutes for parliamentary confidence. 

Ministers would ordinarily be appointed and dismissed by the president on the binding 

proposal of the prime minister, thereby combining formal state action with identifiable 

governmental responsibility. 

6.2 Explicit allocation of presidential and governmental competences 

The second condition is a clear division between presidential functions and governmental 

policy authority. The government, led by the prime minister, should direct ordinary domestic 

policy, prepare the budget, coordinate ministries, implement statutes, and remain accountable 
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to the GNAT. The president's functions could include representation of the state, safeguarding 

constitutional continuity, formal appointment duties, limited referral powers, and specifically 

defined roles in foreign affairs and national security. 

Broad clauses should be treated cautiously. Terms such as “ensuring the regular functioning 

of institutions” or “representing national unity” may express legitimate constitutional 

purposes, but they should not create an unlimited basis for intervention in government policy. 

Each independent presidential power should be listed exhaustively. Other presidential acts 

should require countersignature. 

Foreign affairs and security require particular precision because they often connect 

presidential representation, governmental administration, parliamentary authorization, and 

budgetary responsibility. A workable design could distinguish among representation, 

negotiation, decision, implementation, and parliamentary approval. For example, the president 

may formally represent the state and perform constitutionally specified functions, while the 

government conducts policy and remains answerable to parliament. Decisions with significant 

legal or fiscal consequences should follow joint or parliamentary procedures. 

The allocation should also address appointments. Independent institutions, senior public 

administration, diplomatic positions, security offices, and regulatory bodies should not be 

governed by a single undifferentiated rule. Some appointments may be presidential on 

governmental proposal; others may require parliamentary approval, professional selection 

procedures, or qualified-majority safeguards. The objective is to connect each appointment 

power to the institution's function and accountability needs. 

6.3 Countersignature, joint decisions, and regulatory authority 

Countersignature is a core accountability mechanism in a dual executive. It indicates that the 

government accepts political responsibility for a formal presidential act. A redesigned 

constitution should therefore distinguish independent presidential acts from countersigned 

acts. The independent list should be limited and explicit. For countersigned acts, the 

responsible prime minister or minister should have genuine decision-making participation, not 

merely perform a ceremonial signature. 

Joint-decision procedures may be appropriate in a narrow range of areas. However, the 

Constitution must specify what happens when agreement cannot be reached. Possible methods 

include requiring a renewed governmental proposal, referring a legal question to the 

Constitutional Court, obtaining parliamentary authorization, or assigning final authority to the 

institution that bears political responsibility. Leaving disagreement unresolved would invite 

competing claims of legitimacy. 

Regulatory authority requires a complete redesign. In a system with a parliament-responsible 

government, governmental regulations would ordinarily implement statutes and organize 

administration. If the president retained any independent regulatory authority, its subject 

matter, legal rank, and judicial review would need to be narrowly defined. The primacy of 

statute in matters assigned to the legislature should remain clear. Regulatory instruments 

should identify the responsible issuing authority, legal basis, consultation process, publication 

requirement, and review mechanism. 

6.4 Meaningful parliamentary lawmaking, budget, and oversight 

A semi-presidential government cannot be meaningfully responsible to parliament if 

parliament lacks the capacity to evaluate and influence government action. The GNAT should 

therefore retain independent legislative authority while developing procedures that allow the 
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government to present and defend its programme. Government bills, parliamentary bills, 

committee examination, fiscal-impact analysis, and public consultation should be arranged so 

that executive expertise supports rather than displaces legislative deliberation. 

Budgetary responsibility is especially important. The government should prepare and present 

the budget because it is responsible for the policy programme and public administration. The 

GNAT should retain authority to debate, amend within constitutionally defined fiscal rules, 

approve, and oversee the budget and final accounts. The Constitution should provide a 

continuity rule if a new budget is not adopted on time, but that rule should not remove 

incentives for negotiation. Audit findings and final-account review should be connected to 

committee scrutiny and public reporting. 

Oversight instruments should correspond to governmental responsibility. Written and oral 

questions, committee hearings, parliamentary inquiries, investigation procedures, and regular 

reporting can make responsibility visible before a confidence question arises. Ministers 

should be required to appear before relevant committees and the plenary under defined 

conditions. The prime minister should periodically explain the government's programme and 

respond to parliamentary debate. 

The president's accountability would necessarily differ from that of the cabinet. The president 

should not be subject to ordinary parliamentary confidence, because the office derives from a 

separate fixed-term election. Presidential accountability should instead consist of 

constitutional duties, legal responsibility procedures, transparency obligations, judicial review 

of acts where appropriate, and electoral accountability at the end of the term. Keeping these 

two forms of accountability distinct would help prevent parliament from treating the president 

as a cabinet member or the president from treating the cabinet as an extension of the 

presidency 

6.5 Deadlock resolution and election-renewal rules 

Every constitutional design must address disagreement, but not every disagreement should 

trigger an election. A semi-presidential system requires a graduated set of responses. Ordinary 

policy disagreement should be handled through cabinet decision, parliamentary deliberation, 

veto and reconsideration procedures, or political negotiation. Government instability should 

be handled through confidence rules and constructive replacement. Legal competence 

disputes should be handled through constitutional adjudication. Only persistent failures of 

government formation or exceptional institutional blockage should activate dissolution or 

election-renewal powers. 

The president's authority to dissolve the GNAT, if retained, should be subject to substantive 

and temporal limits. Dissolution could be permitted only after repeated failure to form a 

government, rejection of a defined number of prime-minister nominees, or another precisely 

described condition. Consultation with the speaker of parliament and parliamentary groups, a 

published statement of reasons, and restrictions during states of emergency or near the end of 

a presidential term would improve predictability. 

Whether a dissolution should also renew the presidential election is a major design choice. 

Reciprocal renewal can discourage opportunistic dissolution because the president also risks a 

new election. Yet in a premier-presidential system it may unnecessarily merge parliamentary 

government formation with presidential tenure. One possible approach is to reserve reciprocal 

renewal for a narrowly defined constitutional deadlock while allowing limited parliamentary 

dissolution after failed government formation without automatically ending the presidential 

term. Any such distinction would need strict safeguards to prevent strategic use. 
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Presidential veto powers should likewise be designed as reconsideration mechanisms rather 

than permanent blocks. A suspensive veto that parliament can override through a clear 

majority rule permits the president to request renewed deliberation while preserving 

legislative finality. Referral to the Constitutional Court should concern constitutionality rather 

than political disagreement 

6.6 Independent constitutional adjudication 

A dual executive increases the importance of constitutional interpretation. The Constitutional 

Court should therefore possess clearly defined jurisdiction over competence disputes among 

the president, government, and GNAT. Eligible applicants could include the president, prime 

minister, speaker of the GNAT, specified parliamentary minorities, or other institutions 

directly affected by a competence conflict. 

Because executive disputes can disrupt ongoing administration, proceedings should be 

expedited. The Court should be able to determine whether an act may remain temporarily 

effective, whether implementation should be suspended, and which institution has authority 

pending judgment. Decisions should be reasoned, public, and binding. At the same time, 

political questions that do not involve a legal competence dispute should remain within 

democratic processes. Judicialisation should clarify constitutional boundaries, not replace 

ordinary governance. 

Judicial independence and the perceived impartiality of constitutional adjudication are 

essential to this function. Appointment methods, terms of office, professional qualifications, 

incompatibility rules, and transparency should support confidence across changing political 

majorities. In a dual executive, an institution accepted only by one political side would 

struggle to resolve disputes authoritatively. 

6.7 Electoral and party-system considerations 

Constitutional rules operate through electoral and party systems. The timing of presidential 

and parliamentary elections affects the likelihood of aligned majorities and cohabitation. 

Holding elections close together may encourage alignment, while separate calendars may 

allow voters to express different preferences at different times. Neither outcome is inherently 

illegitimate. The design question is whether the system can function under both. 

Presidential election rules also shape incentives. A majority requirement can support broad 

electoral legitimacy, while the nomination system affects access to competition. 

Parliamentary electoral rules influence representation, coalition formation, and the likelihood 

that a stable government can obtain confidence. These systems should be evaluated together 

because a highly fragmented parliament combined with a directly elected president may 

increase pressure on government formation, while an excessively majoritarian arrangement 

may reduce representative diversity. 

Party discipline and electoral alliances can either coordinate or complicate a dual executive. 

Constitutional design cannot prescribe political cooperation, but it can avoid assuming 

permanent alignment between the president and parliamentary majority. The rules should 

therefore be tested against at least four scenarios: a single aligned majority, an aligned 

coalition, cohabitation with a coherent alternative majority, and a fragmented parliament 

without an immediate governing majority. 
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6.8 Administrative continuity and transition design 

A change in governmental system would require a carefully staged transition. The 

Constitution should specify when the prime minister and cabinet take office, how existing 

presidential regulations remain in force or are reviewed, how ministries are reassigned, and 

how ongoing appointments and administrative proceedings are treated. Organic or framework 

legislation would be needed for cabinet procedure, ministerial responsibility, public 

administration, budget preparation, regulatory acts, and parliamentary oversight. 

Transition rules should avoid both legal gaps and indefinite provisional arrangements. 

Existing acts may remain temporarily effective, but a review schedule should determine 

whether they become statutes, governmental regulations, presidential acts, or are repealed. 

Civil servants and public services should operate continuously throughout the transition. A 

publicly available competence map could identify the institution responsible for each major 

function before the new system begins. 

Institutional learning also matters. Parliamentary committees, ministries, the presidency, audit 

bodies, and courts would need procedures and professional capacity appropriate to the new 

allocation. A constitutional text can establish authority, but implementation depends on 

institutions understanding and consistently applying the new responsibility structure 

Discussion 

The analysis indicates that the applicability of semi-presidentialism in Türkiye is conditional 

rather than categorical. Türkiye possesses institutional features that could support a dual 

executive, including direct presidential election, a national legislature, constitutional 

adjudication, and experience with both parliamentary and presidential forms of executive 

organization. These features make semi-presidentialism conceivable. They do not, however, 

answer the central questions of responsibility and competence allocation. 

The strongest argument for a semi-presidential option is that it could combine a nationally 

elected presidency with a government continuously accountable to parliament. Such an 

arrangement might allow the presidency to perform defined representative, guarantor, and 

coordinating functions while the prime minister and cabinet direct ordinary government and 

answer to the GNAT. It could also provide a constitutional method for accommodating 

different electoral majorities without requiring either institution to lose its democratic 

mandate immediately. 

The strongest concern is that a dual executive may obscure responsibility. This risk would be 

particularly serious if the president could both direct policy and dismiss the government while 

the cabinet remained formally responsible to parliament. It would also arise if broad 

constitutional clauses allowed both executive actors to claim authority in the same domains. 

In that situation, the creation of two executive offices would not produce balanced 

government; it would produce an uncertain chain of command. 

The comparative evidence therefore supports a premier-presidential rather than president-

parliamentary design. Yet the subtype choice is only the foundation. A constitution that 

formally makes the cabinet responsible only to parliament can still permit presidential 

predominance through cumulative appointment, decree, dissolution, and directive powers. 

Conversely, a president with meaningful but specifically defined reserve powers can coexist 

with an accountable parliamentary government. The integrated effect of the constitutional 

package is decisive. 

The analysis also suggests that the language of “balance” should be used carefully. Balance 

does not require equal authority for every institution in every domain. It requires that each 
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institution possess sufficient authority to perform its constitutional function and that no 

institution can routinely displace another's assigned responsibility. In budget policy, for 

example, the government may need initiative and implementation capacity while parliament 

retains authorization and oversight. In constitutional review, the court needs decisional 

independence rather than political equality with elected institutions. 

For Türkiye, the key design principle is traceability. Citizens, parliament, courts, and public 

administration should be able to identify which institution proposed, decided, implemented, 

and reviewed a public action. Traceability can be strengthened through published decisions, 

countersignature, reason-giving, committee hearings, budget documentation, judicial review, 

and explicit competence rules. It can be weakened by overlapping mandates, informal 

direction without legal responsibility, and unclear regulatory authority. 

This conclusion also clarifies the relationship between neutrality and institutional analysis. A 

constitutional assessment need not depend on criticism of current or past officeholders. Rules 

should be evaluated according to how they would operate under changing political actors and 

majorities. A well-designed system should not rely on the continuing presence, absence, 

preferences, or restraint of any particular individual. Its procedures should remain intelligible 

when political alignment changes. 

Finally, institutional design cannot eliminate political conflict. Semi-presidentialism may 

channel disagreement through two elected institutions, but it may also make disagreement 

more visible. The appropriate standard is therefore not the absence of conflict. It is whether 

conflict is processed through predictable procedures that preserve democratic accountability 

and administrative continuity. 

Conclusion 

This article has evaluated the possible applicability of semi-presidentialism in Türkiye 

through a comparative and design-oriented framework. Its central finding is that semi-

presidentialism cannot be assessed as a single institutional model or as a simple midpoint 

between presidential and parliamentary government. The consequences of a dual executive 

depend on the location of cabinet responsibility, the allocation of competences, and the 

procedures used to manage disagreement. 

The comparative cases demonstrate that direct presidential election can coexist with 

parliamentary government in different ways. France shows the need to design for both aligned 

majorities and cohabitation. Portugal illustrates the separation of ordinary government from 

presidential reserve powers. Finland demonstrates the value of clarified coordination and 

parliamentarisation. Romania highlights the role of constitutional adjudication in competence 

disputes. Russia, as a contrasting case, reveals the cumulative importance of presidential 

powers over government. 

For Türkiye, a workable semi-presidential arrangement would require a premier-presidential 

foundation in which the government is politically responsible only to the GNAT. It would 

also require an exhaustive list of independent presidential powers, genuine countersignature 

for other acts, a clear allocation of domestic, foreign, security, appointment, and regulatory 

functions, meaningful parliamentary legislative and budgetary capacity, graduated deadlock-

resolution procedures, carefully limited dissolution rules, and authoritative constitutional 

adjudication. Electoral rules and transition legislation would need to support these 

constitutional choices. 

Türkiye's institutional experience makes such a design conceivable, but not automatically 

successful. The decisive issue is whether a new framework would create a clear chain of 

democratic responsibility while remaining operational under changing political majorities. 
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Semi-presidentialism is therefore conditionally applicable in Türkiye only as a carefully 

specified and internally coherent constitutional arrangement. The label itself offers no 

substitute for design.  
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