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The once liberal and reformist image of the Erdoğan’s rule in Turkey since he first became Prime Minister in 2003, followed by his presidency since 2014, administration has been become tarnished in over the last decade. With the 2013 Gezi Protests and increasingly after the unprecedented purges following the 2016 foiled coup attempt, Erdoğan has taken actioned against many critics and opponents, including journalists, human rights activists, academics, and intellectuals, perceiving them as enemies of the state. Among the many real and imagined internal and external enemies of the Erdoğan administration, the Gülen community has been depicted as the main enemymenace was the Gülen community. Once political allies, the respective support two groups around Erdoğan and Gülen have vied for political power and crashed clashed over in a series of incidents culminating in Erdoğan declaring the Gülen community a terrorist organisation and accusing it of conspiring against Turkey, in collaboration with foreign powers.	Comment by Susan: Perhaps add “administration that began in 2014)...” for context for the reader.
Following the break schism between the two movements, while Erdoğan’s  and his circles framed themselves as the sole embodiment of the national will and the Gülen community as the root of all evil, while the Gülen community also tried to save its face by portraying Erdoğan and the his Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi (AKP; “Justice and Development Party”) as the sole cause of Turkey’s current crisis. Recep Dogan’s The book Political Islamists in Turkey and the Gülen Movement by Recep Doğan seems to beis a (not a very sophisticated) PR work – albeit not a very sophisticated one – by a devoted follower, and a pupil of Fethullah Gülen.	Comment by John Peate: I have suggested this change since it seems your firm view so there is no need to couch it diplomatically if that is so.	Comment by John Peate: The “albeit” clause didn’t seem to work too well since it would normally be used to qualify a previous characterisation, and the description “PR work” already seems implicitly critical already.
The book consists of eight chapters. Following a four-and-a-half-page introduction introductory (I)chapter in which where the author presentsstates some of his aims, Chapter II, is titled “Political Islam”. ”, is Perhaps perhaps the least biased chapter in the book, . it It begins with basic definitions of Islam, and a description and history of what the author refers to as “Political political Islam”.. After discussing the emergence of political Islam as a reaction to Western colonialism, the author problematizes problematises this concept by introducing characterising the Erdoğan regime as a typical example of bad political Islam. Chapter III is titled “The Gülen Movement”, and, quite surprisingly for a book like this, consists of only nine pages. The author defines the Gülen movement, (or  “Hizmet”, (‘the The Service’), as they it refers to ithemselvesf), and discusses how Fethullah Gülen conceptualiszes religion and politics. Chapter IV,Titled  “From a Strategic Alliance to a Terrorist Organization: The History of the Relationship between AKP and the Gülen Movement from 2001 to 2019”, ”, Chapter IV is the longest chapter ofin the book, (more thanat over 50 pages,). The chapter duly and narrates how the strategic alliance between Erdoğan and the Gülen movement began, developed,, and ended. Accordingly, tThe two sides camps needed each other to survive the hostile ultra-secularist climate of the early 2000s, but their different interpretations of Islam later resulted later in a clash and power struggle between them. The author gives detailed accounts of the events between 2010 and 2018 behindthat caused the two sides’ to clash, albeit from a Gülenist point of view.	Comment by Susan: Does this mean that there is good political Islam? Perhaps dangerous?
Starting fFrom Chapter V and continuing until the book’s till the end, academic standards decreaseline, and the book often reads more like the tweets of a frustrated Gülenist than a well-executedresearched and well-written study. Chapter V, is titled “Turkey’s Future Direction Under Erdoğan’s Regime”, and offers a blatant strident criticism of Erdoğan and his “New Turkey”.. Starting the chapter by talking about political parties and how a democracy should run, the author moves on to the emergence of Erdoğan’s party, the AKP party. He levels, and continues with heavy criticism at the AKP through random references  of it, randomly citing to social and political events and statements of Erdoğan and his circles from the last decade of Turkey, with the subheadings “the iron law of Erdoğan”, “the abuse of power”, “Erdoğan’s New Turkey”, “Toward Autocracy”, and “Extremists’ theology which legitimizes human rights violations.”. Chapter VI opensstarts with a brief and general discussion of religion and Islam with reference to 9/11. The author continues with a discussion ofthen moves on to political Islam, laden withmaking  generalisations about its characteristics. It that involves simplistic, easy-to-refute, almost childish arguments about Islam and the Prophet Muhammed, aland though the author carefully saves both ofspares them from the charge of political Islam. Similar to the previous chapter, iIt, too, involves harsh criticism of Erdoğan and his AKP.	Comment by Susan: Should this be lower-case, like “abuse of power”? and the sub-headings mentioned for Chapter VII?	Comment by Susan: Should “Extremists” be lower case?	Comment by John Peate: Does this change correctly reflect your meaning?
Chapter VII,Titled  “Political Theology of the Gülen Movement,”, Chapter VII begins by discussing the suppression of religion by the Kemalist elites in the context ofstarts by referring to the late Ottoman Empire and the early Turkish Republic to discuss the suppression of religion by the Kemalist elites. With The author reviews Fethullah Gülen’s approach to a number of concepts, using subheadings such as “nationalism”, “secularism”, “democracy”, “education”, “relations with the west”, and others, the author discusses how Fethullah Gülen approaches certain concepts. The concluding Chapter VIII, is titled “Comparison of the Two Groups,”, and it duly compares the Gülen movement with Erdoğan and his party. As in the previous chapter, tThe author’s pointsunits of comparison includeare , similar to the previous chapter, concepts such as nationalism, umma, education,,  and democracy, leading to etc. The chapter involves  considerable repetitionnumerous repetitions from the previous chapter. The book suffers fromhas a number of significant flawsproblems, including weak and biased argumentation, repetitions, factual mistakes, generalisations, and essentialisations, a hard-to-follow narration narrative style, citation mistakes,, and, at times, poorbad English. One of the author’s main arguments is that while Erdoğan represents political Islam, the Gülen cCommunity represents civil (or civic) Islam. Furthermore, althoughAccordingly, political Islamists are presented in the book as seekingdesire to establish a political system based on the ShariaSharīʿa, whereas representatives of civic Islam are “organised around service to humanity through education and dialogue between religions and cultures” (p. 217). According to the author, tThe main reason for their division is their difference different in their interpretations of Islam., according to the author, is the main reason for their split. All of these arguments are highly problematic.	Comment by Susan: Perhaps consider starting the sentence with the word “Regrettably”
It is very highly debatable whether Erdoğan and the AKP are motivated actually driven by political Islamism. It is certainly true that their background is rooted in the political Islamism of the Millî Görüş (“National Vision”) movement, (somethingas the author also confirms)notes., but However, after 2002, the political orientation of Erdoğan and the AKP after 2002 seems more to be focused on filling the vacuum in the centre-right of the political spectrum . 
The author correctly writesis right to state that the Gülen cCommunity did not hail from Millî Görüş., 
Bbut the truth is that the Gülen Community has always been a parapolitical organization that aimed to infiltrate the bureaucracy and the military, and control the media and intellectuals, (both in Turkey and abroad and in Turkey). Their alliance with Erdoğan’s AKP was a marriage of convenience, through which. Through the alliance,  the twoeach sides provided each the other with what they needed: Fethullah Gülen lacked popular conservative backing  in mass politics, and Erdoğan lacked loyal technocrats, bureaucrats, and literati. The alliance certainly came to an end surely for political reasons. The groups had diametrically opposed views Both in terms ofon both Turkey’s domestic and foreign policy. F, or example, the two groups had diametrically different views (e.g. Gülen was pro-Israel and pro-United StatesS whereas Erdoğan was pro-Hamas). ,. These These points are mostly largely overlooked in the book, and the presentation of different differing interpretations of Islam are presented as the reason for the conflict, which is very misleading.	Comment by Susan: Do you mean in popular politics or among the masses?
Throughout tThe book, the author presents an extremely biased view, mostly praising favouring Fethullah Gülen and his community throughout. Accordingly, We are told that Fethullah Gülen “advocates fundamental human rights, especially freedom of speech” (p. 192), Gülen’s that his ideology is related to “compassion  . . .  empathy, sympathy, feelings of care” (pp. 186-–87), and that “serving humanity by means of education is the main goal of the movement” (p. 185). The author’s arguments about the emergence of the Turkish Republic and the Atatürk’s reforms of Atatürk also consist of reductionist and outdated views, such as claiming that “there was no longer any place for religion in the Turkish Republic” (p. 177). Factual errors, including mistakes such as stating that Fethullah Gülen was born in 1938 when he was in fact born in 1941 (p. 44; he was in fact born in 1941), that the 12 March coup attempt was in 1970 when it actually occurred in 1971 (p. 45; it was in fact in 1971), or stating that the 2017 constitutional referendum took placewas in 2018 (p. 151; it was in fact in 2017) further diminish the book’s reliability credibilityof the book. In addition, iIncorrect citations (lack of indentations for long quotations on pages 125 and 127 among others) and numerous grammar grammatical mistakes (incorrect usage of the articles “a”, “an”, and “the”; incorrect usage of the passive voice; incorrect subject/verb agreement and many others) also raise serious questions about the wider quality of the editing process.
While I am ultimately at a loss as to how a respectable and well-krenowned academic publisher like Palgrave -Macmillan could publish such a book like this, the answer might be lying lie in the perception of the Erdoğan-Gülen conflict in the West. Both bBecause of the Gülen community’s clever tactics of the Gülen community and also because of the increasingly authoritarian tendencies of the Erdoğan administration in the last decade, the Gülen community seems to have managed to portray the Erdoğan administration as the only guilty party, and themselves as a religious community committed to peace and interfaith dialogue, and removed abstaining from politics. The book Political Islamists in Turkey and the Gülen Movement by Recep Doğan Dogan can only be read as primary source for the political thought of the Gülen community.	Comment by Susan: Perhaps “While it is difficult to understand how a respectable” rather than “While I am at a loss,” since you do offer a possible explanation.	Comment by John Peate: His name was spelt earlier ion two occasions with a simple “g” not “ğ.” This is how it appears in his book also, so I have regularised all three instances to “g.” Please check if this is acceptable.
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